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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, a Registered Practitioner was the team leader.
c) Were at least two (2) HCS team members Registered Practitioners?
Yes. Alex Thorp and Dadan Setiawan.
d) Was the HCV assessment judged ‘satisfactory’ (highest rating) by the HCV Resource Network (HCVRN) Assessor Licensing Scheme (ALS)?
(See https://hcvnetwork.org/reports/find-a-report/).
Not applicable (assessment prior 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 introduction to the report lacks key information that a reader or reviewer needs to fully understand the report. The key point is that – Are these fully
developed estates or does the company wish to develop additional areas? Table 1 has “Develop Area” and “Undevelop Area” – it needs to be made clear –
is the “develop area” area that has already been planted in plantation tree species and the “undevelop area” – areas that are being considered for further
development?
Regarding the community engagement, FPIC and participatory mapping – the reviewer believes that the company has done a lot of work here. However,
no information is provided – section 3 is a key section in this report and it is only 1.5 pages long! The company needs to expand this considerably to give
the reviewer comfort that the work has been done and to explain the reader the context of the social issues that are being addressed. Whilst company
staff are very familiar with all these issues, they need to step back and explain the issues to a total newcomer.
In the Image Analysis section the incorrect images have been provided.
In the HCV section, the write up needs to be strengthened with considerably more detail. Particularly providing HCV maps and a discussion about the
delineation of each HCV in each company.
The forest inventory section needs to be improved with discussion about the validity of use of plots outside the AOI. Additionally, the inclusion of BDB,
where no inventory was done – this is not consistent with the TK.
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Reviewers Recommendation:
1. In the introduction – clarify the purpose of the assessment and the companies’ development plans. A clarification of the purpose of the assessment has
been added.
2. In section 3 – there needs to some background provided to the main social issues that are being addressed; summary tables and chronologies of
community engagement need to be provided. Some additional information has been provided e.g. giving the community an alternative source of income.
3. In general, the company has to strengthen the write up, by adding a lot more detail so that it can be easily understood by someone that is reading the
summary report.

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: Alex Thorp and Dadan Setiawan are both registered HCS practitioners. The rest of the team have a lot of relevant biodiversity / field work
experience
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendations

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:
If the report is going to be consistent with the current toolkit, the patch analysis will have to be redone. The problem is that this study was done in 2015
when HCSA was in development. The patch analysis in subsequent years has become a lot more rigorous and the analysis is no longer consistent with the
application of the patch analysis. Furthermore, in the last 7 years the landscape would have changed considerably. Consequently, re-doing the patch
analysis would be of little value.
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendations
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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 mentions that :
- Affected communities were identified – though for two of the companies, these communities were mentioned for kelurahan and the other company this
was at the desa level
FPIC processes took place and a variety of topics were discussed with the communities including HCV and HCS. The problem is with this is that no evidence
is presented nor is there any discussion of the findings. For example, the discussion mentions “conflict mapping”, but the reviewer has no idea of the
nature of the conflict. Is the conflict between desa (e.g. over boundaries) or with the company (e.g. land that was developed and no ganti rugi paid to the
community). There is some mention of the results in table 24 (“Hasil dari tahapan ini dapat dilihat pada Tabel 24.”) – but there is no table 24 in the
report.
Participatory mapping has been done, however only in the context of conflict mapping. PM has to be a lot more comprehensive than just this subject. The
company should refer to the Implementation Guide Appendix 3, where PM is discussed in detail. In short a base map has to be prepared and marked with
prominent features, then the community has to be given the opportunity to mark in current and future land use, along with this there needs to be a
discussion of how land is acquired, inherited and transferred.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. List the affected communities using the same criteria across the survey – best at “desa” level. Provide (or refer to) a map of these desa, overlaid with
the companies’ boundaries. The reviewer accepts the explanation given by the company.
2. With all the community engagement meetings there must be reference to evidence provided in an appendix (e.g. Presentation made to the community
by the company, Minutes of Meeting, attendance list). Within the report a summary table should be provided with the main points and outcomes of these
engagements. No additional information provided.
3. Include the results of the community engagement (table 24).
4. Regarding participatory mapping – a more comprehensive discussion of the outcomes and the actual maps should be provided. If only the conflict
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mapping was done, then this should be provided. In future the PM needs to be more comprehensive. A little bit of additional
information was provided on the conflict mapping but still there was no discussion on PM relating to the guidance on PM from the HCSA:
- The mapping itself begins with the identification and naming of the most prominent features on the base map.
-Community members can be invited to mark in the trails that they follow and the areas that they use in different ways (for example for farming, and for
hunting, fishing and collection of forest resources).
Company’s Response:
The company use conflict mapping approach in Forest Management Units (FMUs) to generate similar information as participatory mapping technique. The
company's mapping approach has resulted in conflict typologies that divide community-managed areas within concessions according to certain typologies
in common. More detail on the conflict typologies, please refers to the link as follows: https://sustainability-dashboard.com/people

2.2.

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

Finding: There was no mention of a tenure study.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. If a tenure study was done. This should be mentioned in the summary report, along with the findings. The actual study should be included in an
appendix. The company has referred to their conflict mapping study (which is one element of the tenure study), however there are many other elements
that have not been addressed. This is from the guidance “The Land Tenure and Use Study requires field research, which is conducted in a participatory and
inclusive manner with affected communities and other local stakeholders. This study covers land tenure and rights issues in detail, including in relation to
inheritance and transfer, and identifies potential or actual areas of conflict. The study also assesses existing community practices in relation to livelihoods
and conservation, including the usage patterns of areas to be proposed for conservation, whether use is economic, social or cultural.” So, there are many
issues relating to land tenure e.g. whether the land has titles and what are the nature of the titles, how is land inherited and bought/sold. This is actually
mentioned in section 6.3.1 of the FPIC SOP but it appears to have not been undertaken.
Company’s Response:
Conflict mapping approach in all FMUs produces many information related to tenurial status, rights issues and potential conflicts area. This information
then used for the process of negotiating and resolving these conflicts. Where the social and livelihoods of community who depend on land are prioritized
to find solutions for the alternatives, and in other hand to conserve and maintain the forest. More detail on the conflict typologies, please refers to the
link as follows: https://sustainability-dashboard.com/people
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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: There was no participatory land use map provided.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. If a land use map was made, this should be provided. The company in their response appear to have confused a “land cover map” (which is generally
developed from satellite image interpretation) and a “land use map” (which is developed from PM). This section was about a land use map but the
company has discussed in their response below about a land cover map.
2. Regarding the minimum requirement of 0.5 ha / person for food security, the company should refer to Advice Note 1 and provide all the required
information. The company has discussed the legal requirements which involves respect for indigenous people and community rights. Clearly as a
company operating in Indonesia, the company is obliged to adhere to these requirements. However, the company has also taken on voluntary
commitments which are over and above legal requirements. HCSA’s food security requirement has not been analysed within this report and this
information needs to be presented;
Company’s Response:
Minimum requirement of 0.5 hectare per person for future garden areas is not mandatory requirement for Industrial Plantation Forest/Hutan Tanaman
Industri (HTI). HTI operates based on license issued by the Government (Ministry of Environment and Forestry of Indonesia). Regarding food security for
community, community allows to extract and manage the NTFPs inside the Livelihood Area, e.g fish from the canals-rivers, planting paddy, vegetables, and
other food staples. The size of Livelihood Area also quite big. APP also promotes the DMPA Program as the community empowerment flagship program to
improve the local livelihoods-food security and conserving forest from wildfires and deforestation

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 section 2.1, the concept of FPIC and community has been raised, however the discussion is far too brief.
There is mention of the key stakeholders been found in the community and community members taking part in the study. However, it is not mentioned
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how these people were chosen, i.e. were they nominated by the community.
There are some records of meetings in the data provided, but these are meetings that took place after the HCS study.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Provide a chronology of FPIC meetings.
2. Provide a summary table of all the meetings, including the purpose of the meeting, presentation given by the company, issues raised and actions agreed
upon. MoM, presentations and attendance lists should be provided in the annex. The company has stated that there were many meetings with the
communities (which the reviewer believes) however, there is no summary table provided in section 3 of the report. Also, it is stated below that “minutes
and notes attached”, the reviewer could not find anything. As such it is hard to review the actual nature of the FPIC.
Company’s Response:
The FPIC Meeting in bundle with other agendas was held with representatives of the village community when we started the operation of the HTI (Annual
Work Plan RKT Socialization). See the minutes and notes attached in file name: “Berita Acara Sosialisasi” of PT RUJ, PT SGP and “Laporan Pelaksanaan
Sosialisasi” of PT BDB, all we already shared in folder 3. HCSA Peer Review Data Set 8. Any additional maps, files, data

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: There is no information provided on these issues. In fact, it is not made clear whether these are fully or partly developed plantations in the
introduction (nor whether the company is intending to increase the planted area).
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. There is mention that the RKU was discussed with communities, it is not clear whether the communities’ views were addressed in the development of
the RKU and if so how were their views addressed. This should be made clear, using specific examples. In previous sections, the reviewer has requested
MoM. The company should show how issues were raised in the community engagement meetings and then fed into the RKU. The company has stated
that the operational plan is socialised with surrounding communities and this involves “ conservation of protected areas, forest and land fire prevention as
well as community concerns were also discussed.” Some community concerns or requests have also been added to section 3. This is fed into a community
development and DMPA programme. No specific information, such as maps or MoM have been provided.
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2. If the customary owners were made aware that they could say “no” to development, this should be documented and
reference made to the MoM where this point was explained to the communities. Within the FPIC SOP this is made clear – however it is not made clear in
the company’s response below. They need to state that if the community rejects development after it has gone through the grievance procedure. Then
the company has to cancel operations.

3. Regarding independent legal representation, similar to the previous point, the company needs to provide MoM where this is mentioned and then any
input, if the communities did use their right to independent legal representation.
Company’s Response:
In the RKT Socialization, a discussion was carried out with community representatives regarding the operation plan to be carried out in the concession area
adjacent to the surrounding villages (affected village). At this moment, the FPIC process, and other related matters e.g. conservation of protected areas,
forest fire prevention and land fire as well as community concerns were also discussed.
If there was an objection from the community (“say no:) about an issue, then this information would be recorded and included as a grievance.
Furthermore, if this grievance related to land disputes, it will be resolved through a conflict resolution mechanism combined with community
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empowerment programs.

2.6.

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

Finding: The reviewer will make recommendations when a more comprehensive write up is provided.
Reviewers Recommendation:
The FPIC SOP, which has been provided on resubmission, is extremely comprehensive. However, it does not appear to have been followed as there is a lot
of information that the SOP states will be collected (e.g. information on the tenurial system), that is not provided in the report. It is recommended to
review the SOP and follow this procedure more closely.
Company’s Response: Noted.
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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 only information provided is a table of the areas by HCV. This is totalled in the final column -

This doesn’t make sense as there will be overlaps between the HCVs. The total area of the concession e.g. RUJ is 44,330 ha and the HCV area in table 12 is
68,558 ha.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Provide a short discussion for each HCV and map the location of the HCV. The areas that are GO / NO GO areas for development should also be
provided on this map. Information regarding each HCV in each company has now been provided. However, there is no information on the GO / NO GO
areas. If all the HCVA was NO GO then there would be almost no developable area in SGP and RUJ.
Company’s Response:
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Based on the Ecological HCV assessment there are Go and No Go areas, but there are Restoration, Land Clearing and No Land
Clearing Recommendation.
2. Address the area of overlaps in table 12. Table 12 seems to have been deleted but should still be included with columns “Total HCV Area”, “Total
Developable area” “Total Concession Area”.
3. Provide a table and associated map that shows the total HCV area. This should include the areas that are HCV and can be developed, areas that are HCV
that have already been developed and the HCV areas that cannot be developed. There does not seem to be this area statement information available in
section 4 of the summary report.
Company’s Response:
Maps have been provided in the summary report (Including HCVs that can be developed, HCVs that have been developed and HCVs that have not yet been
developed).

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 HCV reports were done prior to the ALS and prior to the format defined by the ALS. Consequently, they were not judged satisfactory.
RUJ
The information provided in the site description is comprehensive to give the reader a good overview of the area – this is for the biodiversity and social
discussions. There is some additional information that should be added (see recommendations).
For the delineation of HCV 1 – in each category of the HCV, exactly the same areas are delineated (basically all the secondary forest areas). Species lists
have been provided, but there is no link between the location of the sighting and the species. Therefore it is impossible to determine whether the
mapping of the HCV areas makes sense (e.g. there may be sightings of threatened species in the belukar areas).
For HCV2.2 which maps ecotones – the assessor has not considered the ecotone between peat and mineral soil. This has not been mapped, so the
reviewer does not know where it is. A similar problem is encountered for HCV2.3 as with HCV 1 – there are several indicator species sighted for HCV2.3,
14

but because there is no map of the locations of the sightings, the reviewer cannot assess the validity of the HCV2.3 mapping.
With HCV 3 – the HCV TK requires an analytical or precautionary methodology to be used, it is not made clear which land systems are present in the area
and which method is used to map the HCV3 area.
HCV 4 appears to be reasonable.
SGP
The information about the site description in RUJ is equally applicable to SGP. There is good information provided about land claims.
Reviewers Recommendation:
RUJ
1. Information is provided in a table about the soil types. A map would help the understanding of this – particularly if it just mapped peat and mineral soil
over the concession. The reviewer could not find an Annex A1 to the RUJ report.
Company’s Response: Peat map added in Chapter 4 of Summary Report.
2. In the RUJ report table 17 refers to a list of kelurahan, however in table 19 it refers to a list of desa (same names). This should be clarified. Also a map
of the desa should be provided. Company’s explanation accepted.
3. There are 25% of the local population from Java – it should be stated which villages are transmigrants and which are original villages. Information
provided.
4. Provide a map that links the sightings of threatened species to physical locations. Not provided
Company’s Response: Map of threatened species provided as Annex attached on this document.
5. For HCV 2.2 – discuss the ecotone between peat and mineral soils. A good explanation is provided regarding the interface between the peat and
mangrove ecosystems – this should be added to the HCV report.
Company’s Response: It has been explained in the report.
6. For HCV 3 – provide information about which land systems are present and step though the appropriate HCV 3 methodology to arrive at the final HCV 3
map.
Company’s Response: An explanation is provided below that is acceptable.
SGP
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1. A peat map needs to be provided. The reviewer could not find an Annex A1 to the SGP report (or anywhere else).
Company’s Response: Peat map added in Chapter 4 of Summary Report.
2. A village map needs to be provided. A village map is provided – but the reviewer can’t see any villages on the map?
Company’s Response: In the village maps we have sent, there was village point of location as mentioned in the map legend, but symbol and name label
were quite small. The map also not blurry, please to do zoom in.
3. For HCV1 it needs to be justified why none of the belukar is considered as HCV 1. It needs also to be justified why the HCV 1.2 area is larger than the
HCV1.3. The delineation of the HCV1.2 / 1.3 area is not clear and needs to be discussed in terms of the sightings of the species and also other secondary
data. Whilst the explanation below makes sense. It is not reflected in the maps provided.
Company’s Response: We cannot provide a map according to the reviewer's request because this study was conducted by third party (Ekologika
consultant) in a long time ago.
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HCV 1.2 covers a large area of the concession.
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HCV 1.3 is a small area in the north west. Yet based in the figures HCV 1.2 < 1.3.
BDB
1. A peat map needs to be provided. The reviewer could not find an Annex A1 to the BDB report (or anywhere else).
Company’s Response: Peat map added in Chapter 4 of Summary Report.
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2. For HCV1 it is very hard to understand the delineation of HCV1.3. Some areas of perkebunan have been mapped as HCV, whilst others haven’t. Some of
the species of birds that are threatened species may live in a matrix of agriculture and forest, it needs to be explained why these areas were not HCV. The
logic for the delineation of HCV 1 needs to be made a lot clearer (especially using maps of the locations where the field survey took place and the
associated results). A reasonable explanation is provided but no survey maps with sightings have been provided.
Company’s Response: Because this study has long been carried out and conducted by third party (Ekologika consultant) so we do not have the survey
maps, we only accept final maps that already have HCV attributes.
3. HCV3 – it is not made clear why some areas of forest / non-forest are mapped as HCV 3. The report needs to clearly follow the methodology in the
toolkit (particularly using the land system map) and this needs to be linked to the physical delineation of HCV3 areas. An explanation is provided, but this
should be added to the existing report to make this HCV 3 mapping methodology clearer.
Company’s Response: It has been explained in the Summary Report - Chapter 4

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: There is no discussion of Pre-RBA and RBA. The low and medium priority patches, the report states are “Subject to Further Analysis by ISFMP
Team”. The reviewer assumes these areas will be analysed further and at the time of writing no decision has been made regarding these patches.
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendation

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?
19

Finding: The management and monitoring measures are very general. For example, they suggest restoration of degraded areas,
however, no high priority areas are mapped. Nevertheless, the recommendations make sense.
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendation
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4.

Image Analysis (6 hours, including land use planning/Decision Tree Section 6 below)

4.1. 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: This report was written before the requirement to take into account a 1 km buffer around the management unit. For this reason, only the
concession boundaries have been considered as the AOI. Nevertheless, this report is being reviewed against version 2 of the HCSA toolkit, which requires
a 1 km buffer.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Change the definition of the AOI to include a 1 km buffer. The company’s explanation is reasonable, given that the report pre-dated the 1 km buffer
requirement.

4.2. 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 HCS report was done in January 2015 and the images are dated June 2013 and June 2014. Based on the HCSA TK “Images must be no older
than 12 months ” – if there are no cloud free images available in the 12 month window then older images may be used but this needs to be stated
Furthermore the images provided do not overlap with the AOI
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New landsat images dated May and June 2014 have been provided – Landsat is acceptable and the dates are within the 12 month window.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Provide images that overlap with the AOI.
2. Explain why a June 2013 image was used. (e.g. was the June 2014 image used as the primary data source and the 2013 image used in areas where there
was cloud cover).
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4.3.

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 images provided do not overlap with the MU, therefore no quality check can be done.
Reviewers Recommendation:
Provide images that overlap with the MU.
New images have been provided. In general the land cover mapping looks acceptable. The only questionable area is in BDB on the banks of S Rokankiri. A
lot of the area is mapped as smallholders which is defined as “Smallholder agriculture”. However much of this area looks like scrub rather than an
agricultural area.
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The area marked SH (smallholders) in the centre of the image appears to more like scrub than an agricultural area. All along S Rokankiri there appear to be
failed agricultural blocks with a large area of scrub around them. These have all been mapped as smallholders.
Company’s Response:
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In this area, the community generally does agroforestry. Usually, they plant rubber trees together with agricultural crops. That's
why the areas have been mapped as smallholders.
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5.

Forest Inventory (4 hours)

5.1.

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: Based on the report the plots were set up and measured based on the recommended method in the HCS TK. As such this is adequate.
It is mentioned that there were 1070 plots in the Riau landscape, however it is not stated how many plots were located in the three companies included in
this report. Nor is there any discussion of the plot location methodology / determination of the number of plots required.
All the plots seem to be in HK and none in belukar

Additionally there are no plots done in estate BDB
26

Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Explain the logic for location of the plots e.g. why there were no plots done in estate BDB, why no plots were done in belukar. The reviewer can
understand that the initial inventory was done in the early days of HCS and this was a massive assessment. However, disaggregating highly aggregated
data doesn’t really work. Here we see the results where there are whole concessions with no plots in them and land cover classes with no plots in them. It
relies upon plots done elsewhere in the landscape that have now been located in other assessments.
Company’s Response: Although in the initial study not all samples were carried out in all Management Units (MU), but since 2016 until now (2022), in all
HCS areas including the ones that located in BDB concessions, it has HCS PSP monitoring plot (Permanent Sample Plot) which annually monitored. This to
see the carbon trend from year to year and to see changes in land cover at the HCS PSP location.
2. Explain how the number of plots was determined in order to get an appropriate confidence interval. This is a good explanation, and it has been added
to the summary report, but it should be based on the HCS plot number requirements based on Advice Note 1 section 2.
Company’s Response: Noted, we will follow the advice.

5.2.

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: Section 7.3 has a list of the people involved in the forest inventory. A short biography is provided in Annex 1. The reviewer believes this looks
like a skilled team of individuals.
Reviewers Recommendation:
No recommendation

5.3.

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: Five equations are used. These include Basuki (secondary forest or better), Nugroho (secondary forest or better), Solichin (peat), Atamarie
(Gelam) and Atamarie (Palms). The final equation for palms should not be included as measuring palms is not included in the HCSA.
The reviewer is not familiar with any of the equations, but the C stocks produced for the landcover types look broadly in line with what one would expect
based on the photos provided and the reviewer’s experience with similar studies.
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In table 14, there are forest descriptions based on the landcover. There is mention of any melaleuca in the landcover
descriptions, but these landcovers were not present in this study.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Explain where each of the 4 equations was used. It is assumed that Solichin was used in peat areas and Atamarie was used in the melaleuca areas –
nevertheless this should be clearly stated. In what situations were Basuki and Nugroho used given that the forest where these equations are applied
seems similar. Explain whether the equations were applied on a plot basis or a tree basis (e.g. for a Shorea that was located in a plot dominated by
melaleuca, which equation was used?). The explanation below is good and it has been added to the report.
2. Provide a spreadsheet with the plot data in it, detailing which equations were used, also ensuring the formulae are in the spreadsheet.
3. Explain where melaleuca equations were used – if they were not used in this study delete this equation as it will cause confusion. The company states
they have updated table 12 (which is the incorrect table number – should be table 18). The melaleuca equation is still in this table 18.
Company’s Response:
Yes, for this equation we will remove from Table 18 of the Summary Report.

5.4.

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: No spreadsheet has been provided.
The assessors have used average C stocks by landcover right across Riau. The reviewer believes that this overly aggregates the data and any local
resolution is lost. For example, these appear to be all peat forests, and merging mineral soil forest into the data is mixing very different forest associations
together. Additionally there are C stock results for BM, BT and LT landcover, whereas in this survey there were no plots measured in these landcovers.
Advice Note 1 details the issue of using plots outside the AOI
“in cases where the assessor uses forest inventory plots located outside the AOI, the report shall explain why data from outside of the AOI were used and
how these plots are compatible/comparable with or similar to those inside the AOI. A summary of the inventory process used to generate carbon stock
figures for plots outside of the AOI shall be provided (e.g. as an annex to the report), including the locations and maps of those plots taken outside the AOI.
The assessor must explain how data from outside the AOI was used to produce a meaningful statistical analysis for the above-ground carbon estimation
and HCS forest identification. There must still be enough samples taken to ensure statistically significant difference between Scrub and YRF classes. Where
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the inventory dataset includes data from outside the AOI described in the report, then a separate Scheffé test must be conducted
for matching stratum in different AOIs. If there is no statistical difference between the matching stratum (from inside and outside the AOI), then the
inventory data can be combined for reporting of carbon stock estimates.”
Another issue of concern is that BDB was included, yet no data was measured in this company. The reviewer believes that the company cannot be
included, if no plots were measured. This is reiterated in Advice Note 1 “at least some plots must be from inside the AOI.”
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Please provide a spreadsheet of the raw forest data with all the equations in it. The company explains that the data is not available, so this should be
taken as a recommendation for future studies.
Company’s Response: Noted, we will follow the advice for future HCS assessments especially for new area assessments.
2. Explain the use of plots outside the AOI based on AN1. The review cannot understand the company’s response, but the company appears to state that
plot data was not used from outside the assessment area, where in fact the assessments were aggregates of plots done right across the Riau landscape.
Company’s Response: We build the plot on a sample basis mainly only within the concession. Because at that time we did the HCS study, the HCSA version
1 toolkit yet exist - there was no guideline about AOI buffered 5 km, therefore no plot was built as asked by the reviewer.
3. BDB should have plots done in this area in order for it to be included in the survey, so plots must be done in this area. The reviewer can understand that
the initial inventory was done in the early days of HCS and this was a massive assessment. However, disaggregating highly aggregated data doesn’t really
work. Here we see the results where there are whole concessions with no plots in them and land cover classes with no plots in them. It relies upon plots
done elsewhere in the landscape that have now been located in other assessments.
Company’s Response: Although in the initial study not all samples were carried out in all Management Units (MU), but since 2016 until now (2022), in all
HCS areas including the ones that located in BDB concessions, it has HCS PSP monitoring plot (Permanent Sample Plot) which annually monitored. This to
see the carbon trend from year to year and to see changes in land cover at the HCS PSP location.
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6.

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: This cannot be determined as the file “PlotGroup4” does not include the plot landcover classification.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Provide the plot landcover classification as a field in the file “PlotGroup4”. A spatial intersect was done between the landcover and the plot location file
which showed that the landcover was consistent with the landcover at the plot locations. Although the only landcovers that were sampled were BT and
HK. There was no BM sampled.
Company’s Response:
Yes, there was no sample plot other than BT and HK at the beginning of the study, because the consideration at that time only measured samples that fell
into the HCS category (BT and HK)

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: The “Claim Areas” appear to have been excluded from consideration as HCS. Land claims seem to be the only element considered in the
Participatory Mapping. It is not really clear whether “Claim Areas” is synonymous with “Community Land” (though this poses a problem as community
land is not defined by HCSA).
The merges appear to have been done correctly with all BM and HK merged so that contiguous patches are considered as a single patch. This was checked
with the patches 1463, 1539 and 1581 – which had been merged to a single patch.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. It needs to be explained how (and why) the claim areas are considered community land and excluded from consideration as HCS. It appears the
reviewer was incorrect as some claim areas are ear marked for conservation.
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Company’s Response:
One of the reasons why we do not include the claim area in the HCS classification is because the MU will find it difficult to monitor the HCS area in the
future.

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:
No core area is provided in Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS_group4, as such the reviewer can’t check the classification into patch priority.
A check was done on the patch analysis, the results are shown in the figure below, where a group of contiguous LPP are shown with 2 of the patches not to
be conserved and the other patch for conservation. Based on the decision tree, the whole merged patch mist be either conserve or not conserve.
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Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Provide the patch core area in the file “Riau_LC_09Sept14_v5_HCS_group4”. The patch core area file has been provided and the core areas seem to
have been correctly assigned.
2. Review the allocation of patches to conservation based on the decision tree. This will entail rerunning the patch analysis. It turns out the patch that was
used in the example overlies a river and everything within 200 m of an HCV area or riparian area should be conserve. As such the whole area should be
ear-marked for conservation, not just the river buffer.
Company’s Response:
Field Conservtn in the screenshot above doesn’t means that the area become conservation area because of landcover or HCS, but land status.
Conservation area in that field is mandatory protected area based on spatial plan, no conservation means production areas and livelihood areas based on
MU’s spatial plan. If there are HCS area that is not in a conservation area (mandatory), the forest stands will be maintained as voluntary conservation area.
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3. Provide the HCV shapefile, so the reviewer can check that all forest patches within 200 m of HCV1-4 have been conserved. Only an HCV area map was
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provided, not the HCV shapefile. However there are many peat areas that are forested and not for conservation
Company’s Response:
Field Conservtn in the screenshot above doesn’t means that the area become conservation area because of landcover or HCS, but land status.
Conservation area in that field is mandatory protected area based on spatial plan, no conservation means production areas and livelihood areas based on
MU’s spatial plan. If there are HCS area that is not in a conservation area (mandatory), the forest stands will be maintained as voluntary conservation area.

Similarly there are many forested areas that are near HCV areas that are not for conservation – these are the blue areas in the image below.
Company’s Response:
Field Conservtn in the screenshot above doesn’t means that the area become conservation area because of landcover or HCS, but land status.
Conservation area in that field is mandatory protected area based on spatial plan, no conservation means production areas and livelihood areas based on
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MU’s spatial plan. If there are HCS area that is not in a conservation area (mandatory), the forest stands will be maintained as
voluntary conservation area.

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: It needs to be explained what the terms KON, TPO and TNK stand for on the map in section 10.2.
In the section it is stated “Berdasarkan studi SKT dan NKT, total kelola lingkungan di kawasan lindung yang tersebar di 4 perusahaan ( PT BDB, PT RIA, PT
MSK, PT KTH-SM ) adalah 38.928 ha.” – suddenly another set of companies are in the study. The reviewer assumes this is an error.
The map presented in section 10.2 makes this section difficult to review. The maps of HCV, HCS, peatland, riparian zones, customary forest need to be
presented in this section. Similarly, the landcover over the whole landscape needs to be provided. With this, a discussion needs to provided which
supports each map that builds up to the logic for the final design of the ICLUP. Currently the single map in section 10.2 is very difficult to review as the
logic is unclear.
The are areas of conservation that are not HCS – this does not seem to make sense as HCV areas are automatically HCS (unless they are HCV 5 / 6).
However in BDB the riparian areas don’t appear to be HCS.
Reviewers Recommendation:
1. Fix the sentence “Berdasarkan studi SKT dan NKT, total kelola lingkungan di kawasan lindung yang tersebar di 4 perusahaan ( PT BDB, PT RIA, PT MSK, PT
KTH-SM ) adalah 38.928 ha.” This sentence has been fixed.
2. Provide a discussion about how the ICLUP was developed using landcover, HCV, HCS, peatland, riparian zones, customary forest maps to support the
discussion. The information in the company’s response below should be added to the summary report.
Company’s Response:
We have explained it in the Summary Report.
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Company’s Response: ANNEX 1
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