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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, Ata Marie a Registered Practitioner Organisation led the HCS assessment.
b) Was the HCS Team Leader a Registered Practitioner?
Yes, Alex Thorp the HCS Team Leader is a Registered Practitioner.
c) Were at least two (2) HCS team members Registered Practitioners?
Yes. Alex Thorp and Dadan Setiawan are Registered Practitioners.
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. The assessment was conducted prior to January 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:
This data set was very hard to review as the assessment was done in 2015. This was when Toolkit version 1.0 was valid. However, the company refers to
the use of TK version 2.0. Furthermore, HCSA has stated that the review should be against version 2.0 of the HCS TK.
The major findings are that:
-The HCS plot measurement was correctly undertaken. Similarly, the patch analysis looks to be correctly done – but the key datasets were not provided
(e.g. patch analysis shapefile).
-The HCS definition of the AOI has changed since the assessment had taken place. This necessitates landcover mapping and patch analysis over the 1 km
buffer and taking into account corridors within a 5 km buffer.
-The social requirements of HCSA have expanded considerably since 2015, when the assessment was undertaken.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
The recommendations are explained in subsequent sections and are not repeated here.
As a general comment – the reviewer has a sense that a lot of work has been done on the assessment and as subsequent follow up. However, the
company has not done itself justice because the description of the methods and outcomes is minimal and the descriptions are not supported by evidence
or examples in the appendices. Similarly, a lot of the maps are hard to interpret because of the scale the information is presented at.
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Company’s Response:
This assessment was carried out in 2014, and report was finalized in January 2015, this is prior to the released of HCS Toolkit V.1 in April 2015. At the time,
there was no guidance and or requirement about patch analysis outside the concession boundaries.
This assessment was part of the pilot project on HCS’s approach early development.
Patch analysis shapefile is available in the submitted data folder
(please see attachment at “Shapefiles HCS\Shp Region\ Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS.shp” or “A1. Peta Kajian Lokasi\shapefile\Group1\Peta Patch
Analysis\Patch_analysis_group1.shp”, for review purpose only).

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.
Finding:
The HCS assessment was done in the very early days of HCS assessments when methods were being trialled. The team doing the forest measurement and
patch analysis have done the work correctly (based on the defined methods at the time). As mentioned below the social requirements have either not
been well documented or not been done at all. However, in the early days of HCS the focus was on forest identification.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
No recommendation.

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:
The forest identification section of this assessment appears to have been done adequately. However, the Social Requirements of HCSA have been
expanded considerably.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. The mapping and patch analysis have to be undertaken over the AOI.
2. The social requirements of HCSA have to be undertaken and integrated with the forest identification section.
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The reviewer accepts that this work was done prior to the need to undertake the mapping and patch analysis over the buffer
areas.
Company’s Response:
This assessment was carried out in 2014, and report was finalized in January 2015, this is prior to the released of HCS Toolkit V.1 in April 2015. Due to the
focus of HCS assessment on forest identification at the time, the Area of Interest (AOI) for the HCS assessment covers all undeveloped land within the
concessions.
Patch analysis shapefile is available in the submitted data folder
(please see attachment at “Shapefiles HCS\Shp Region\ Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS.shp” or “A1. Peta Kajian Lokasi\shapefile\Group1\Peta Patch
Analysis\Patch_analysis_group1.shp”, for review purpose only).

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:
Table 11 provides a list of communities around each of the concessions. The reviewer assumes these are the “affected communities.” Although the
explanation is made that these are villages around the concessions, this does not necessarily match with the HCSA definition of affected communities1.
Section 3.1 discusses community engagement, FPIC processes and participatory mapping in incredibly general terms.
It appears that participatory mapping (PM) was only used for identifying conflict (although the nature of the conflict is not described) whereas the HCSA
has described PM as “Communities identify the areas to which they have customary rights and which are important to them for historical, current and
1

Affected communities are defined in the HCSA Implementation Guide as “all communities and inhabitants of the area of interest (AOI) of the operation with legal or
customary tenure or usage rights must be taken into account.”
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future livelihoods, cultural values, or ecosystem service provision.” So only one element of PM has been explored in this process
(relating to tenure).
The report states that FPIC was only done after development had been undertaken (examples are provided of FPIC activities in 2018). One would expect
issues to have come out of a retrospective FPIC process whereas the process is only described in the most general terms.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Provide a map of the communities listed in table 11 and their boundaries. On the first resubmission no map of the villages has been provided (which
shows the village boundaries). Table 11 has not been relabelled to explain that these villages are the affected communities – it should be relabelled.
2. Explain why and how these communities were deemed to be affected communities. If other communities should have been considered to be affected
communities, these will have to be included in the report. Information has been provided below by the company about how the affected communities
were based on information from the AMDAL and SIA. It has to be verified that the definition of the communities that are included in these 2 documents is
consistent with the definition of affected communities as defined by HCSA.
3. Provide a summary of the methods, a chronology of activities, the associated findings and the agreed outcomes. If this information is available
elsewhere, it should be referenced (e.g there are FPIC reports dated 2018). The company has replied below regarding their approach to FPIC. This is done
on an annual basis with the villages within and adjacent to the concessions. This information has to be added to section 3.1 of the report, as mentioned
also, this has to be supported by a chronology of meetings and examples of minutes of meetings in the annexes.
4. A reference should be made to FPIC and community engagement reports with the annual updates (which are mentioned in section 3.1).
5. Reference is made to information in table 24, but there is no table 24 in this report. Please fix this reference. The reference has been deleted.
Company’s Response:
AMDAL (EIA) and SIA definition of affected community is in line with HCSA’s definition, that is the people who are affected by company operations,
whether socially or environmentally.
APP’s PM approach for conflict mapping is also in line with HCSA definition. According to APP’s Conflict Resolution Procedure, conflicts include
disagreement over customary and tenure rights, livelihood, and overlapping license.
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1 and 2: The HCS assessment approach is carried out with the involvement of representatives of communities affected by company operations. Villages
within and adjacent to company concessions boundaries are communities that are directly affected by company operations. The HCS socialization is
conducted annually through FPIC according to the company’s operational RKT plan block. In FPIC activities, RKT (cutting and planting plans) are explained,
the impacts arising from company operations on community areas, concession boundaries, fire prevention and CSR. Map will be sent next week. The
labelled table has been revised accordingly.
3. Those affected communities also determined through environmental impact assessment (AMDAL) process and social impact assessment (SDS/SIA). The
company is providing supporting document for FPIC process, please see attached file of: BA Sosialisasi.zip – for review purpose only.
4. As there is no table 24 in the report then we have revised the reference mentioned there before.

2.2.

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

Finding:
There is no mention of a tenure study being undertaken nor is it explained how the land was acquired for plantation development or are these areas HTI?
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
Provide information relating to a tenure study. Explaining how ownership was established and land subsequently acquired prior to conversion. The
Company has explained how a tenure study was undertaken as part of the licensing / land acquisition process (a process regulated by the Government RI).
This information has to be added to the report.
In the annexes of the HCS report, information must be provided where a description is provided of how the boundary mapping was undertaken and the
results of the boundary mapping.
Company’s Response:
Prior to operations, the Company conducted Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA/AMDAL) which is mandated by the Government. This is then followed
by Social Impact Assessment (SDS/SIA) process. Determination of concession areas for the development of HTI is based on the Minister of Forestry’s
Decree. Prior to the Company’s operations, socialization of boundaries management was carried out to the affected communities. Concession boundary
determination is carried out using participatory boundary mapping by village representatives including village officials and relevant local government. Any
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disagreement was resolved through discussion and negotiation. We have internal mechanism to identify traditional rights (“SOP Mekanisme Identifikasi
Hak-hak Tradisional dan Adat, Hak Dasar Masyarakat Dalam Kawasan Konsesi”). This information is added to the summary report.
Description of boundary mapping process is added to annex of the summary report, please see attachment of: Annex 2 - Alur Pelaksanaan Tata Batas.png
(boundary socialization process). For the result of the boundary mapping process please see the attached file f BA Sosialisasi.zip – for review purpose only.

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:
No participatory land use map has been provided. There has been no calculation of the minimum requirement of 0.5 ha per person for future garden
areas
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
Please provide a participatory land use map and calculations of the area required to meet the minimum requirement of 0.5 ha per person for future
garden areas. The description below does not seem to follow what has occurred. Using the example of PT BBHA, the tanaman kehidupan is located along
the north eastern boundary (green area). However, based on the land cover map in the HCV report the tanaman kehidupan is total hutan tanaman. There
are no food crops, horticulture, fisheries and farm products here. It would appear that community has opted for 100% HTI plants? If this is the case, this
has to be clearly stated.
Furthermore, the tanaman kehidupan area is located all in one area. No village map (showing the village boundaries) has been provided, so it would seem
all the tanaman kehidupan is located in one village. The rationale for this needs to be explained.
The company has stated “This allocation of livelihood plantation area refers to government regulation on land zonation and approved by KLHK prior to
implementation.” The analysis has to show how the livelihood plantation also meets the company’s commitments to HCSA, which are additional to the
legal requirements. This is especially necessary for the food security issue, when the community opts to plant HTI (which do not provide a food security
buffer) in the livelihood plantation area.
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Company’s Response:
Participatory land use for the community is accommodated through the livelihood plantation area (area tanaman kehidupan). The company and the
community discuss and agree on the types of commodities developed in the livelihood plantation area. The types of commodities can be in the form of e.g.
HTI plants, food crops, horticulture, fisheries and farm products. This allocation of livelihood plantation area refers to government regulation on land
zonation and approved by KLHK prior to implementation.
Based on agreement with affected communities, the allocation for community livelihood area is in the form of HTI plants. Please find copy of community
agreement as supporting evidence, attached file of: MoU Kemitraan TNK.zip – for review purpose only. The location of livelihood area is purposely located
nearby the villages for easier access to the communities. The areas are spread across several villages (boundary of the villages is not shown in the maps).
To address community food security, the company facilitated various community development programs within the villages including fisheries,
horticulture (vegetable, watermelon, chilli, pineapple, etc.), husbandry (cow, goat, poultry), clean water providence, and biogas.
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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:
As mentioned in 2.1 the “affected communities” are not specifically defined. Though the reviewer assumes the communities mentioned in table 11 are
the affected communities. The report states that FPIC was only carried out after the development. The AMDALs are dated 2002, which would suggest the
plantations were developed a long time before HCS.
The company has therefore been forced to retrofit a FPIC process around an established plantation. Highly generalised information been provided about
the FPIC process (which is done annually) and there is no information provided about explaining HCSA to the communities and joint management of the
conservation areas with the community. Note that there are FPIC reports provided – the closest information that was available to socialisation of the
management and monitoring of conservation areas is in the Tujuan section ….”4. Memberikan pemahaman dan pengetahuan kepada masyarakat sekitar
perusahaan mengenai jenis, fungsi dan manfaat Kawasan Lindung yang berada didalam konsesi PT BBHA. 5. Memberikan informasi mengenai
pemanfaatan HHNK yang ada di dal;am konsesi PT BBHA.” However, there is no mention of conservation area management nor involvement of the
community in this.
No information has been provided regarding the community nominating their own representatives.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Provide a timeline of development so the reviewer can understand when the plantations were established.
2. Provide information on what was explained to the communities about delineation and management of conservation areas within the concessions. Note
that there are FPIC reports available (dated 2018)
3. Explain the agreements made with communities regarding the joint management of conservation areas within the concessions. Explain subsequent
activities that have been undertaken.
4. Provide information about how communities nominated their own representatives in the process.
Below, the company has described the agreements made with the communities regarding the management and monitoring of the conservation areas.
Given that between 13 – 17 years have passed since initial development, the company should be able to provide evidence of management and monitoring
activities. Especially verifying that their FPIC and conservation area management is working and adaptive management has been undertaken.
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The general description that the company has provided below should be added to the report. In the appendices, information should be provided about
the agreed activities, the activities that subsequently occurred and verification that these activities fulfilled the initial purpose.
Company’s Response:
Below is the timeline of development when the plantations were established BBHA on year 2003, SPM on year 2003, BKM on year 2003, RML on year
2007.
The company already informed the community related to conservation area within the concessions, by providing information through pamphlets and
creates prohibition boards with not to damage the conservation area message. The company initiated open dialogue with community then allowed the
community to utilize Hasil Hutan Bukan Kayu (Non-Timber Forest Products/HHBK) both in conservation areas and fishing in canals. Community had set up
Forest Farmer Group (Kelompok Tani Hutan) to manage the utilization of HHBK. Agreement with the community has been executed related to
arrangement on utilization of NTFPs at PT. BBHA. To ensure adequate representation of the community, the company approach village leaders and
relevant local government. Based on their recommendations, the invitations for distributed. During the dialogues it is also emphasized that the community
can nominate their representatives in addition to those already invited.
The company communicate its’ Annual Working Plan regularly to the community, including explanation around the conservation area. Community patrol
has also been developed to take part in the protection efforts of the conservation area. Since 2017, the company monitor the conservation area using
Radarsat Technology, in cooperation with MDA, an IT company based in Canada. The monitoring of the forest cover can be seen in APP Sustainability
Dashboard.
These explanations are added in the 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:
As the plantations were developed a long time before HCS. This requirement is redundant.
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Reviewer’s Recommendation:
No recommendation.

2.6.

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

Finding:
As stated above, the company has to provide a lot more information about community consultation and FPIC before the reviewer can make any informed
statements here.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
The reviewer will provide recommendations when additional information is provided. The company has provided general information about FPIC above
but to adequately address this question the reviewer has to look at information about:
• FPIC SOPs
• Minutes of Meeting
• Activities that were undertaken as a result of the meeting.
It is the reviewer’s opinion that APP is implementing the above activities. The problem is that the FPIC activities are not adequately documented in this
report.
Company’s Response:
FPIC conducted annually prior company’s operational RKT plan block. In this process not only related to operations, but also discussing activities related to
CSR, fire prevention and other social impact issues. Please find attached document SOP 07 FPIC Implementation In the New Planting Areas.pdf and BA
Sosialisasi.zip as information related to the Minutes of Meeting and review of the implementation of FPIC and associated adaptive management, both files
are for review purpose only. While for activities that were undertaken as a result of the meeting, herewith we provide the information link:
https://asiapulppaper.com/sustainability/people
https://asiapulppaper.com/app-stories\
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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:
1. The information provided in section 4.1 is far too concise. All it really consists of is a table of HCV areas by concession. Furthermore this data seems to
be incorrect. The reasons for the reviewer stating this are:
- The sum of all the individual HCV areas add to the total HCV area. One would assume there are overlaps (e.g. between HCV 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3) but all the
individual HCV areas add to the total HCV area (“TOTAL LUASAN” in table 12).
- As an example the are 28.75 ha of HCV 1.2 for BBHA in table 12. But in the map on pg 93 of the BBHA full report there don’t appear to be any HCV 1.2
areas mapped inside the concession.
- Area is mapped as HCV 2.2 in the BBBHA HCV report, but in table 12 there is no area.
2. The total area of each concession needs to be added to table 12.
3. There is no background provided to the HCV assessments. Key information needs to be provided, for example:
- Mapping of the peat area.
- Explanation that the HCV assessments were undertaken after the concessions had been developed.
- Explanation that there are no settlements within the concessions
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Correct the total HCV areas within the concession x HCV (although the reviewer could not find this data in the full HCV report). Add the total area of the
concessions to this table. Also state whether these areas are just within the concession. The company has still not provided the total HCV area (this can
be obtained from the HCV reports (see example below).
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2. Provide important background to this assessment (i.e. that it was done after development), it is on peat concessions, there are no settlements in the
concessions. The peat map should be in the body of this report. Since all the companies are located in peat concessions this will preclude any further
development. This is an extremely important piece of information and should be placed in the body of the report. Currently it isn’t even in the
appendices.
3. Explain the locations of the HCV areas and the values that they are protecting. A small amount of information has been added below. The reviewer
was expecting a map of each block with each of the HCVs delineated. Then a table with a short discussion of each of the values that had been identified
and why the area had been mapped as HCV.
Company’s Response:
1. Total HCV area in the table has been corrected, and total concessions area has been added to the table. Total HCV area has been added on the report
2. Background of this assessment has been added into section 4.1 paragraph 1. Based on the Government regulation, namely PERMEN LHK Number 10 of
2019 concerning Determination of Peat Dome Peak Management; non-peat dome areas can be utilized while maintaining their hydrological function in
accordance with existing regulations, while the Peat Dome Peak area becomes Protected Area. The peat map has been added to the summary report,
please see attachment of “Peat Map.jpg” (Section 4.1). This information has been added to the body of the report (right before the Peat Map – Section
4.1).
3. The location of the HCV area based on the results of the HCV assessment study in the concession includes HCV 1.1, HCV 1.2, HCV 1.3 located in local
protected areas (Wildlife Protection Area, River Border and Buffer Zone, Germplasm Conservation Area) and defined in the UMH layout as a Protected
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Area. For areas identified as HCS that are outside the protected area, the treatment is with a protected management approach. HCV maps has been
added.

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:
There are four HCV reports (BBHA, BKM, RML and SPM). The site description is the same format in each of the reports and appears to be reasonably
thorough. It covers the following topics :
- Concession location
- Geology and Topography
- Soils
- Hydrology
- Climate
- Land Systems and Ecosystem
- Biodiversity in the area
- Biogeography
- Social Economy
- Riau Culture
- Administration
- Description of the way of life in the area
- Source of incomes
- Social Organisation
- Religion
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Relating to HCVs 1- 4 – these follow the Indonesian National Interpretation.
The mapping of the HCVs appears to make sense although the tables with the areas have no unit of area on them. They must be in square metres as the
numbers are huge.
A lot of the mapping and the area statements do not seem to match. E.g. BBHA HCV 1.2 table 28 has area of KBKT (HCV) within the concession. With a
description of the delineation as mapped as “Lokasi keberadaan Batagur spp. adalah di sempadan Sungai Bukit Batu. Dengan menerapkan pendekatan
kehati-hatian bahwa sekarang ini semua hutan sekunder rawa gambut dan sempadan sungai di areal konsesi SPM merupakan KBKT / KPNKT 1.2 (The
Batagur spp. Location is on the border of Bukit Batu River (By applying a precautionary approach, currently all peat swamp forest and river boundaries in
SPM concession area are KBKT/KPNKT 1.2)” – yet in the map (peta 13) the whole concession is mapped as KPNKT 1.2 (including all the open land and exotic
plantations). The same logic has been applied to HCV 1.3.
The HCV report does not really present the logic as to why almost all the HCVs have KPNKT mapped within the concession but KBKT mapped external to
the concession. This needs to be explained.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. The HCV report mixes numbering systems i.e in some tables using a “.” To indicate a decimal point and in others to indicate thousands. These should be
consistent.
2. In the area statements add the units (e.g. ha, m2). Although it is explained the areas are “di dalam Areal Konsesi” – some other areas are larger than the
concession itself. This will have to be reviewed. The company should review the calculations of area based on the HCV GIS files that they will have.
3. Explain why, in many HCVs such as HCV1.2 even the clear land and plantation are considered HCV 1.2 (which contradicts the description of the
delineation of the HCV). Explanation is provided below.
4. Explain why almost all the HCVs have KPNKT mapped within the concession but KBKT mapped external to the concession. Examples of this are BBHA
HCV 2.3 and HCV 3. The reviewer understands that KPNKT is still potential for HTI development as a lot of the HCV 1.2 areas are HTI. The approach
described below where “HCV 2.3 is identified and managed with a landscape approach based on its capacity to support various species status (rare,
threatened and vulnerable) and their habitats which are covered in HCV 1.2. HCV 1.3 and HCV 1.4, therefore a management that accommodates
sufficiently wide connectivity is needed inside the concession (which is designated as KPNKT – Kawasan Pengelolaan Nilai Konservasi Tinggi /High
Conservation Value Management Area), with a location outside the concession with relatively the same forest cover (as KBKT – Kawasan Bernilai
Konservasi Tinggi/High Conservation Value area).” This is not a method that is described in the HCV Indonesia National Interpretation for HCV 2 or HCV 3.

Page 17 of 39

Company’s Response:
1. For HCSA Summary Report, we will use a consistent numbering system as your recommendations. And for HCV Report, this report was done by
Ekologika about 6 years ago thus we can’t edit or revised the document that already finalized, but we will follow your recommendations on the next report
we do/create. The explanation of this has been added to the report.
2. As our explanation on point 1, we can’t edit or revised the document that already finalized, but we will follow your recommendations on the next
report. About some other areas that are larger than the concessions, this may be caused by the calculations in the GIS software. The explanation of this
has been added to the report.
3. HCV 1.2 emphasizes endangered species and the designation of these HCV areas is approached on a precautionary basis. For example, based on habitat
characteristics, tigers are very tolerant and have distribution that does not depend on the type of forest cover.
4. In HCV assessments, a precautionary approach is applied in assessing conservation in an area. If it is strongly believed that a particular HCV type is
present in a particular ecosystem and has been found in the same habitat in an adjacent area, then all potential habitats in the assessment landscape can
be identified as HCV area. HCV 2.3 is identified and managed with a landscape approach based on its capacity to support various species status (rare,
threatened and vulnerable) and their habitats which are covered in HCV 1.2. HCV 1.3 and HCV 1.4, therefore a management that accommodates
sufficiently wide connectivity is needed inside the concession (which is designated as KPNKT – Kawasan Pengelolaan Nilai Konservasi Tinggi /High
Conservation Value Management Area), with a location outside the concession with relatively the same forest cover (as KBKT – Kawasan Bernilai
Konservasi Tinggi/High Conservation Value area).
This HCV assessment was undertaken using version 2008 of HCV Toolkit Indonesia. On this assessment, the HCV value is assessed by landscape approach,
considered forest connectivity and watershed. HCV 2.3, for example, the first condition is that there is a natural forest that has the capacity to support a
population of biodiversity to survive and has sufficiently wide connectivity with natural forest landscapes outside the concession. All natural forest in the
HCV assessment should be considered HCV 2.3 and defined as KBKT (Kawasan Bernilai Konservasi Tinggi). The term KPNKT (Kawasan Pengelolaan Nilai
Konservasi Tinggi) here is intended to denote the KBKT area within the concession. Therefore, KPNKT 2.3 covers all natural forest ecosystems that still
existing within the concession. Likewise for HCV 3, there are rare ecosystems e.g. Peat Forest, Riparian Forest, and Swamp Forest that are combined in one
landscape (in this case combined in HCV 2 landscape), while HCV3 that stated as KPNKT is only an ecosystem of Peat Forest. In the management of HCV
area by landscape approach, including KBKT outside the concession, we also coordinate and work together with multi-stakeholders.
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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:
The HCSA assessment was undertaken in the early days of HCS and a simplified decision tree was applied. “The original decision tree recommends Rapid
Biodiversity Assessment (RBA) prior to final decision making on low and medium priority areas. The APP process assumes these areas will be subject to
further analysis by the ISFMP team, who will make final decisions after cross-checking with the results of the HCV and participatory mapping analyses.”
Based on table 9 of “Final Report High Carbon Stock Assessment Riau Region” it appears the rapid biodiversity assessment has still to be undertaken on the
areas that area coloured orange in this table. Given that this report was dated 2015, the reviewer assumes this work has been done. However, no
information has been provided.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Add maps of the HCSA patch analysis process. This aids the understanding of what is being done. The company has provided a shapefile. The reader of
the review, once it is posted on the HCSA website, will not have access to a shapefile. So, it would be best to provide a series of maps that steps the reader
through the process. Though the information in the shapefile is not sufficient to understand the process of patch analysis that was undertaken (e.g. there
are 555 records with no “HCS_Status” ( Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS.shp). Also, there are no patches identifies as having a core >10 ha and <100 ha.
Normally these would be candidates for an RBA, but none are identified.
2. Provide information about the RBAs that have being undertaken by the ISFMP team, as recommended by Ata Marie.
Company’s Response:
1. Patch analysis shapefile is available in the submitted data folder. Each steps of patch analysis results have been added to the report. 555 records with no
HCS status is define as non HCS class (BM, LT, Oil Palm, HTI, SH, and WB) and taken out from patch analysis process. Please see Shapefile Patch Analysis
with Core Area.
(please see attachment at “Shapefiles HCS\Shp Region\ Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS.shp” or “A1. Peta Kajian Lokasi\shapefile\Group1\Peta Patch
Analysis\Patch_analysis_group1.shp”, for review purpose only).
2. The ISFMP Team did not specifically carry out the RBA process, but carried out analysis and adjustment of the recommendations for the HCV, HCS,
Social, growth and yield assessment through the AHP formulation and discussions by the ISFMP POKJA Team to determine an integrated typology
management. After the HVS study is completed, the results are integrated with the results of the HCV assessment, conflict mapping, growth and yield.
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When there are conflicting recommendations – for example when an area identified as HCS is also identified as a conflict area –
then field checks are carried out in the area to determine the management plan. Field checks were carried out by the Working Group consisting of the
community, local NGOs, government representatives and academics.

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:
The map of the HCS area in section 10.2 does not map the HCS area outside the concession.
The management and monitoring activities that are described seem reasonable.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Add the HCS area outside the concession to the maps. The reviewer accepts the company’s explanation that this survey predated the requirement for
including area beyond the concession boundaries in the assessment.
2. Given that the HCS assessment was undertaken in 2015, management and monitoring reports should be made available providing evidence that these
activities are taking place. Particularly noting recommendation no.5 “Melakukan pengelolaan dan pengawasan area lindung secara kolaboratif melalui
kegiatan Collaborative Conservation Management dan SMART PATROL”. In the FPIC meetings, there was no mention of collaborative management with
the community. This should be clarified. The information about CCM should be added to section 10.3 of the report. This should be augmented by actual
reports of activities that have been undertaken as part of the CCM.
Company’s Response:
1. This assessment was carried out in 2014, and at the time, HCS toolkit was not yet available (APP was one of a pilot projects of HCS by Greenpeace). The
Area of Interest (AOI) for the HCS assessment covers all undeveloped land within these concessions.
2. In 2018, APP and Earthworm Foundation initiated pilot program called Collaborative Conservation Management (CCM). The program aims to directly
involve the community in the effort of forest protection through awareness raising/education and providing access to sustainable alternative livelihood.
During the program implementation, local communities were the main actor including at the beginning of the program to discuss their role and
expectations. Therefore, the community already well informed about the CCM program. The program is still on-going up to this moment and beyond. The
information about CCM has been added to the section 10.3
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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:
It is stated that the AOI “Area of Interest (AOI) untuk penilaian HCS mencakup semua lahan yang belum dikembangkan dalam konsesi ini”. In contrast on
pg 15 mod 4 HCS TK the AOI is “The Area of Interest (AOI) to be mapped must include the development area2 and also the broader landscape3 adjacent to
the development area4.” Therefore, the AOI has not been correctly defined in the report.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
Correct the delineation of the AOI and ensure all the mapping is consistent with this delineation. The reviewer accepts the company’s explanation that this
survey predated the requirement for including area beyond the concession boundaries in the assessment. Though the reviewer was instructed to review
the assessment against version 2 of the toolkit.
Company’s Response:
This assessment was carried out in 2014, and at the time, HCS toolkit was not yet available (APP was one of a pilot project of HCS by Greenpeace). The
Area of Interest (AOI) for the HCS assessment covers all undeveloped land within these concessions. Assessment to 1-5 km buffer was not a part of the HCS
assessment in 2014.

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.
2

Note that the term “development area” is not defined in the HCS TK, but the reviewer sought a definition from HCSA and it means “the concessions or estate or
management unit.”
3

The landscape is defined in the HCS TK as “The size of a landscape may be determined by (a) identifying the watershed or the geographical land unit containing a cluster
of interacting ecosystems; (b) selecting a unit size that encompasses the proposed development area and a buffer of the surrounding area (e.g. 50,000 or 100,000 ha); or
(c) using a radius of 5 km from the area of interest (for instance, the planned development area).”
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Finding: At this stage only pictures of satellite images have been provided.
Reviewer’s Recommendation: Please provide the images that were used for generating the landcover.
The images provided were all Landsat and sufficiently cloud-free. These are adequate for landcover classification.
Company’s Response:
Please see attachment at attachment “Landsat Imagery.rar” – for review purpose only.

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:
The reviewer will have to wait for the images to be provided.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
As mentioned in 4.2, please provide the images that were used for classifying the landcover.
The landcover mapping doesn’t seem terribly accurate. An example of one area is provided below.
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This looks like Scrub not Open Land

This looks like YRF not HTI
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An image of the same area above dated 2 years later (2016)

This looks like Scrub not Open Land

This looks like YRF not HTI
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Company’s Response:
Please see attachment at “Landsat Imagery.rar” – for review purpose only
Ata Marie assessment is focusing on ensuring accuracy for identification of area with HCS strata (YRF and DF) and not focus too much on the other land
cover such as Scrub and Open Land. For HTI areas, we have clarified that those are acacia plantation that did not grow optimally (that is why it might seem
like YRF). Please refer to the image below taken on 2010 which reflects that the areas were already acacia plantation.
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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 plot map in section 7.1 is at a very large scale, so large that the locations of the plots can’t be seen.
Based on the description in section 7.4 of the report the way that the plots were set up follows the recommended method in the HCS toolkit.
There is no analysis of the number of plots required (as mentioned in pg 27 of module 4)5
No plots were measured in Belukar muda (based on the landcover that was provided to the reviewer). Although based on table 3 of the Ata Marie report
there were plots measured in BM in BBHA, which suggests a different landcover was used for the HCS survey than what has been provided to the

reviewer.

5

The assessment is reviewed against TK 2.0 even though this work predated the version 2.0.
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Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Split the map of plot locations, to a concession by concession basis so the location of the plots can be seen. The company has provided a set of land
cover maps on a concession x concession basis as requested. These maps should be placed in an appendix of the report.
2. Provide a summary of plots by landcover by concession. Explain why no plots were done in two of the large forested areas in BKM. These are denoted
with red circles in the map below. The explanation provided is accepted by the reviewer.

3. Provide a reconciliation of the number of plots required versus the number of plots measured. Explain why no plots were measured in Belukar muda.
Provide the same landcover to the reviewer as what has been used for the HCS assesment. The reviewer apologises, the figure “3” in the above table was
misinterpreted. Also there is no calculation of the predicted number of plots required x landcover which should be reconciled against the actual number
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of plots x landcover.
Company’s Response:
1.Please see attachment at “Riau HCS Map Ata Marie.zip “ and “plot group 1.7z”, these maps have been added for review purpose only.
2.The method used by Atta Marie during this assessment was not at the concession level, but at the landscape level (in this case the entire area of the Riau
region), so the determination of plots was not based on each FMU. For BKM, the plot was only placed in southern Bunga Raya district. For the northern
Bunga Raya and PRI BK district, Atta Marie doesn’t have a sample plot due to difficult access, and it was classified as the same HCS classification with the
plot on southern Bunga Raya district. In addition, aerial photography surveys were also carried out in areas where there were no carbon measurement
plots.
3.Please see attachment at “Aerial Survey Shapefile.zip”, for review purpose only.
4.The number “3” on the table is not the number of measurement plots, but the area identified as Belukar Muda. This assessment was carried out in 2014,
and at the time, HCS toolkit was not yet available (APP was one of the pilot projects of HCS by Greenpeace). The measurement plot is performed on all HCS
strata without any provision on the number of plots in each HCS class. Based on the spreadsheet "Final Plot Summary V-7", each HCS class in the Riau
Region has a sampling plot, with a ratio of 98% for HCS strata (DF and YRF), and 2% plot for Non HCS Strata.

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:
Both the team leader and the GIS person have to be registered HCS Practitioners. Although this assessment may have pre-dated this requirement and the
registration process.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
Provide details as to whether the team leader and the GIS people are registered practitioners. If not provide a short biography of these people highlighting
their skills6. Annex 1 with short biographies has been provided. The team appears to be well qualified for the task.

6

From pg 5 HCSA TK mod 7 “For each HCS assessment team, the team leader and one GIS specialist, at a minimum, must be registered practitioners. The team must also
have expertise in conservation, forestry and community engagement/participatory mapping.”
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Company’s Response:
Please see attachment at “Annex 1 – Brief Biography.pdf”

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:
Information is provided in section 7.7 of the summary report about the allometrics used. These were Basuki (2009) for forest dominated by Shorea spp,
Nugroho (2009) for dryland forest dominated by Macaranga and Solichin, et al. (2014) for peat forest. Two other Ata Marie equations are also used; one
for gelam and one for palms. The reviewer is not familiar with any of these equations, however the results seem reasonable for the type of forest that is
described. The results are also consistent with the table on pg 23 HCS TK mod 4.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
Full references should be provided in the reference section for the allometrics used. A reference section has been provided but it still doesn’t have the
allometric references in it (Basuki, 2009, Nugroho, 2009 and Solichin, et al. 2014). Please add these references.
Company’s Response:
Please see attachment at “Annex 4 – Reference.pdf”, we already incorporate the allometrics reference in this Annex.

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:
There seems to be a mismatch between the plot data provided and the numbers reported. For example in BKM – Belukar Tua has a C stock of 89.4 T/ha,
whereas in the report if has a C stock of 53.7 T/ha.:
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The carbon stocks in the spreadsheet do not match with the carbon stocks in the AtaMarie report.

The actual carbon stocks by strata in the Ata Marie HCS report seem reasonable, based on the reviewers experience with HCS studies in other areas in
Indonesia.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
Please provide the plot data sheets that are consistent with the reports. The spreadsheet “Final Plot Summary V-7” now reconciles with the figures in the
report. But there are 1074 plots in this spreadsheet and the initial shapefile of plots had 150 plots in it and the latest shapefile had 1082 plots
(AMG_PLOT_RIAU). If there are 8 plots with no data, these should be added to the spreadsheet.
Company’s Response:
This assessment is designed for one landscape of the Riau region, not per concession, therefore the carbon value obtained is the average value for such
one landscape. The value of 113,3 for HK and 58,7 for BT written in the report is the average value for one Riau region. This information will be added to
the summary report. 1 of line plot in the shapefile (Code : L263P1-P8) are not measured, so it is not added to the spreadsheet.
Please see attachment at “Summary Plots.zip”, for review purpose only.
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Land use planning (6 hours with Image Analysis above)

6.1 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:
There does not seem to be any way of linking the shapefile of the plots to the spreadsheet of plot data. The lineplot field in the shapefile now links to the
line plot field in the spreadsheet.
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Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Put the landcover classification that was decided by the assessors while doing the field work in one of the fields in the plot location shapefile.
Company’s Response:
We find it difficult to get the raw data from Atta Marie. The spreadsheet of plot data that we submit before is a permanent sampling plot measurement
designed by Earth Worm (TFT) that have been finished after Atta Marie assessment.
Please see attachment at “Summary Plots.zip”, for review purpose only.
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6.2 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:
This HCS assessment was in the very early days of HCS. Ata Marie have provided a simplified version of the Patch Analysis that they undertook (Fig 2 pg 9 –
Ata Marie Report). This does not include PM in step 1. Participatory Mapping is mentioned in section 3 of the summary report – but this seems to be
more associated with mapping village boundaries and associated dispute areas.
The relevant section (pg 26 mod 5 HCS TK) states:
“The proposed development area map with the potential HCS forest areas must also include other data that spatially delineate areas proposed to be
enclaved (e.g. community subsistence garden areas) or protected, including: community protected areas, HCV areas if already known (separated by HCVs
1–3, HCV 4 and HCV 5–6), peatlands of any depth, and areas that cannot be developed due to government regulation or company commitments. The
garden/farm lands and community economic use areas (such as rubber or cocoa plantations) are removed from consideration as potential HCS forest and
thus not processed further via the Decision Tree until Step 13, where, with the consent of the community, they can be considered as part of ‘give and take’
providing that minimum garden / future farm area requirements are met. Unless the Decision Tree is being used on a preliminary basis to identify Medium
Priority Patches for RBA as part of an HCV assessment.”
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Undertake participatory mapping in the undeveloped areas of the concession to delineate community protected areas, garden/farm lands and
community economic use areas. The description of PM that is provided is far too general and seems to be focused on conflict mapping whereas this is not
what is required by HCS (e.g. for step 1 of patch analysis “Identify customary land use areas, community garden areas or future farm land and overlay data
for other areas if available” – these should be delineated partly by PM).
2. Explain the nature of the dispute areas. The nature of the dispute areas has not been described (e.g. are they areas which two adjacent villages claim to
be theirs, areas that two or more people claim to own, areas that were purchased by the company and a 3rd party later arrived claiming that the land is
owned by them). The nature of the disputes needs to be explained.
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Company’s Response:
This HCS assessment was carried out in year 2014. Participatory mapping has been carried out in a separate process and has been described in section 3.1
page 11: Participation Mapping
The description of PM and nature of dispute areas has been added to the report.

6.3

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 reviewer could not find a file which had the details of the patch analysis. There is a map of the patches in section 8.1 which gives the reviewer a
general overview. However, to be able to ensure this step has been done properly a GIS shapefile is required with the fields that enable the reviewer to
trace the patch through each step in the decision tree.
The map in section 8.1 does not include the 1 km buffer zone around the concessions.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Please provide a GIS shapefile with the fields populated with the appropriate data to enable the reviewer to trace the patch through each step in the
decision tree. The reviewer is looking at Patch_analysis_group1.shp and it is rather hard to follow. Some points that don’t appear to make sense are:
-272 fields with no data in the “HCS_STATUS” field
-Oil Palm and HTI that are labelled as “Conservation areas” (FID = 0. FID =121)
-Large blocks of BT that are not for conservation (FID 660)
2. Ensure that the patch analysis and subsequent mapping includes the 1 km buffer around the concessions. The reviewer accepts that methodologies
have changed a lot in the last 5 years.

Company’s Response:
1.We find it difficult to obtain each step of the decision tree made by Ata Marie. They only provide us the final results of the patch analysis. Patch analysis
shapefile is available in the submitted data folder:
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Please see attachment at “Shapefiles HCS\Shp Region\ Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS.shp” or “A1. Peta Kajian
Lokasi\shapefile\Group1\Peta Patch Analysis\Patch_analysis_group1.shp”, for review purpose only.
272 field with no data is the polygon that not classified as HCS stratification class, as below:
- BM (82 field)
- LT (124 field)
- SH (33 field)
- WB (2 field)
- Oil Palm and HTI (31 field)
Field “conservtn” as you mention as “conservation areas” means protected area by mandatory spatial plan in 2012. Please check
“SpatialPlan_group1.shp” on “A1. Peta Kajian Lokasi\shapefile\Group1\Peta Lainnya” – for review purpose only. All of these areas are included as
protected areas.
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Large BT block that you mention above, was not initially included as protected area based on 2012 mandatory spatial plan, but now already included as
protected area.
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That oil palm and HTI was there before 2012, where the area was not designated as conservation area. When the spatial plan for 2012 was developed, the
area had been long abandoned and included as part of the conservation area to be restored. On this assessment, that area did not classified as HCS area
because the land cover crop was still dominated by acacia trees. Referring to the image taken on 2014, it can be seen that in 2014, the purple area
identified as HTI and located in a protected area (see previous spatial plan map). Since 2012 the whole area has been included as protected area and its
included in restoration plan.
2. HCS assessment is only carried out in the undeveloped area. Assessment to 1-5 km buffer was not a part of the HCS assessment in 2014.

6.4

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?
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Finding:
There is a map provided in 10.2 is the final HCS map. However, it is hard to interpret because it:
-Uses the tata ruang or spatial plan as a background. This uses various codes in the legend that are not explained. It would be better to have landcover as
a background.
-Does not map landcover and HCS forest in the 1 km buffer around the concessions
-Does not include consideration of forest and conservation area connectivity within the broader landscape.
Reviewer’s Recommendation:
1. Replace the map in section 10.2 with a map of HCS forest that includes the 1 km buffer around the concession.
2. Include the landcover as a background on the map in section 10.2
3. Include consideration of forest and conservation area connectivity within the broader landscape. The toolkit suggests up to 5 km from the concession
boundaries.
The reviewer accepts that this assessment predated the requirement to consider the buffer areas. However, maps of the HCS areas should be provided on
a block by block basis (similar to the plot maps), these should display the landcover as a background. This would be a strong aid to communication.
Company’s Response:
1. HCS assessment is only carried out in the undeveloped area. Assessment to 1-5 km buffer was not a part of the HCS assessment in 2014. HCS maps has
been added, please see Annex 3 – HCS Plot per FMU.pdf
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