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What has been learned from
first year of Golden Agri’s
forest conservation policy in
West Kalimantan?

| Appears that concrete efforts are being made to
conserve secondary swamp forest in parts of
Golden Agri’s palm concessions

| -/ Significant decline in size of deforestation payments

“ Violations found during land clearing operations in
/ secondary swamp forest

“ More than 40,000 trees from commercial species
felled, indicating critically endangered and
endangered species involved
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On 9 February 2011, Golden Agri-Resources
(GAR/Sinarmas Group) took a very substantial step
forward in the development of its palm oil
plantations by launching its Forest Conservation
Policy (FCP) in collaboration with The Forest Trust,
a global nonprofit organization that helps
businesses bring responsible products to market.

Through the FCP, GAR said that it wanted to ensure
that its palm oil operations have no deforestation
footprint. Greenpeace has supported the concept
and implementation of the FCP, and continues to
campaign for the model to be adopted by the
Indonesian palm oil industry, and Asia Pulp and
Paper (APP/Sinarmas Group).

With the adoption of the FCP, GAR no
longer develops palm oil plantations in
BaCkgl'Ollnd high-carbon stock forests, high-

conservation value forest areas, and

peatlands. In addition, the FCP promotes
free, prior and informed consent for indigenous and
local communities as regards the development of
palm oil plantations, and compliance with all
relevant laws and National Interpretation of RSPO
(Roundtable on Sustainable Palm 0il) Principles and
Criteria.

In this report, Greenomics Indonesia sets out the
findings of its analysis on the implementation of the
FCP in connection with the development of palm oil
plantations by three GAR companies located in
Kapuas Hulu Regency, West Kalimantan Province.
We discuss the implementation of the FCP in the
development of palm oil plantations based on the
land clearing permits (including land clearing in
secondary swamp forest), having regard to the
Timber Clearing Permits (Izin Pemanfaatan Kayu) of
the said three GAR companies, namely, PT Paramitra
Internusa Pratama (PIP), PT Persada Graha Mandiri
(PGM), and PT Kartika Prima Cipta (KPC). This
report poses a number of critical questions about
the implementation of the FCP.



Greenomics Indonesia conducted legal and spatial analyses in
respect of three Decisions of the Head of the Kapuas Hulu
Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency granting Timber
Clearing Permits for GAR palm oil plantation concessions,
namely, those operated by PIP, PGM and KPC.

The analyses commence with a study of relevant approvals of
the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency
for the technical considerations underlying the Timber
Clearing Permits for the three GAR companies, which
approvals were forwarded to the Head of the Kapuas Hulu
Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency, bearing in mind that
these approvals provided the basis for the issuance of the
Decisions of Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation
Agency granting Timber Clearing Permits in respect of the
concessions of the three GAR palm oil plantation companies.

In order to assess the extent to which land clearing
by the three GAR companies was conducted in
M eth 0 d Ology compliance with the Timber Clearing Permits

issued by the Head of the Kapuas Hulu Regency
Forestry and Plantation Agency and the approvals issued by
the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency
for the relevant technical considerations, Greenomics
Indonesia has conducted an examination of the relevant 7-
ETM landsat satellite images for 8 April 2011, 18 November
2011 and 12 May 2012.

The different methodological stages described above were
undertaken for the purpose of assessing the extent to which
palm oil plantation development operations in the three
concession areas were consistent with the Timber Clearing
Permits issued by the Head of the Kapuas Hulu Regency
Forestry and Plantation Agency and the approvals issued by
the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency
for the relevant technical considerations. Greenomics
Indonesia also presents evidence as regards the payments
made by the three GAR companies for the timber that was
cleared during the development of their palm oil plantations.



Significant Findings

PIP’s Operations

On 31 January 2011, the Head of the West
Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency
issued an approval for technical
considerations for the granting of Timber
Clearing Permit to be issued in respect of
the PIP palm oil plantation concession. The
said approval was addressed to the Head
of the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and
Plantation Agency. In the approval, it was
stated that PIP would clear 1,992 hectares
of land as part of its palm oil plantation
development operations in 2011. PIP’s
total concession extends to 20,000
hectares.

The said approval also stated that of the
said area, 643.37 hectares was under
forest cover (secondary swamp forest),
while 1,348.63 hectares was not under
forest cover (was under scrub or devoted
to unirrigated agriculture and plantation
use). It was also explained that PIP had
already developed 3,500 hectares of palm
oil plantation.

It should be stressed here that the
approval of the Head of the West
Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency
stated that the area of 1,348.63 hectares
that was not under forest cover could be
cleared without the need to obtain Timber
Clearing Permits from the Head of the
Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and
Plantation Agency.

On 19 May 2011 - one day
prior to the issuance of the
Presidential Instruction on

the moratorium on the
granting of licenses for
natural and peatland
forest - the Head of the
Kapuas Hulu Regency
Forestry and Plantation
Agency issued Timber
Clearing Permits to the
three GAR’s companies,
including to PIP for the
abovementioned forest
area of 643.37 hectares.



We shall now describe our findings as regards PIP’s operations in developing its palm oil
plantations in the context of GAR’s FCP:

Finding 1:

Based on Landsat images for 8 April 2011, 18 November 2011 and 12 May 2012, it will be
seen that the three secondary swamp forest blocks for which Timber Clearing Permit has
been issued were not cleared for palm oil plantation development in the PIP concession.
This is shown on Image 1. This decision by PIP shows the concrete implementation of the
GAR forest conservation policy.

Image 1

8 April 2011

18 November 2011 12 May 2012

-

Image 2

The decision not to clear the three
blocks of secondary swamp forest
is believed to be based on the
consideration that one relatively
large block of secondary swamp
forest should not be fragmented,
bearing in mind that the blocks for
which Timber Clearing Permit was
issued form part of this one block
of relatively large secondary
swamp forest. Image 2 shows this
situation. This is a positive move
in the context of the conservation \\> L/’ '
of natural forest during palm oil p! 2
plantation development

-
operations. 8 April 2011 \5

7
* The red line signifies the boundary of timber clearing permit blocks.
** The white area is the boundary of the relatively forested area on the Ministry

of Forestry’s 2009/2010 land-cover data to show changes in land cover that
occurred between 8 April 2011, 18 November 2011, and 12 May 2012.



Finding 2:

In another block of secondary swamp forest that included blocks for which Timber
Clearing Permit was issued, land clearing was carried out, and appears to have been
completed in one relatively large block of secondary swamp forest (see Image 3). Image
4 shows the change in land cover based on the satellite images of 8 April 2011 and 18
November 2011 in the said Timber Clearing Permit block. However, Image 4 clearly
shows that the land clearing operations in the said block extended beyond the limits set
by the Timber Clearing Permit.

Image 3

Image 4

8 April 2011 18 November 2011

* The red line signifies the boundary of timber clearing permit blocks.

** The yellow area is the boundary to see the vegetation changes.

** The white area is the boundary of the relatively forested area on the Ministry
of Forestry’s 2009/2010 land-cover data to show changes in land cover that
occurred between 8 April 2011, 18 November 2011, and 12 May 2012.




It needs to be stressed that a Timber Clearing Permit must be obtained in order to
remove timber from forested area. As regards non-forested area, the approval
issued by the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency for PIP stated that the
non-forested area extended to 1,348.63 hectares, which could thus be cleared prior
to the issuance of a Timber Clearing Permit.

This means that land clearing in the non-forested area of 1,348.63 hectares also
had to adhere to the blocks that were approved based on the map appended to the
approval of the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency.

The land clearing that extended beyond the Timber Clearing Permit blocks shown
in Image 4 did not come within the blocks approved for land clearing based on the
map appended to the approval issued by the Head of the West Kalimantan
Provincial Forestry Agency. This is clearly not in accordance with the approval that
was issued by the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency for land
clearing as part of palm oil plantation development operations within the
concession of PIP. This therefore sets a poor precedent as regards GAR'’s
conservation program in palm oil plantation development (see the map that was
issued by the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency).



Finding 3:

PIP conducted land clearing in secondary swamp forest that did not come within its
Timber Clearing Permit blocks. Not only was land clearing conducted in secondary
swamp forest, but also in swamp scrubland that was located outside the land
preparation blocks categorized as having non-forested vegetation based the approval
of the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency for the technical
considerations for the granting of Timber Clearing Permit to PIP. Image 5 shows that
change in land cover based on the Landsat satellite images of 8 April 2011 and 18
November 2011.

Image 5

* The white area is the
boundary of the
relatively forested area
on the Ministry of
Forestry’s 2009/2010
land-cover data to
show changes in land
cover that occurred
between 8 April 2011,
18 November 2011,
and 12 May 2012.

** The yellow area is
the boundary to see the
vegetation changes.

18 November 2011

The said land clearing in secondary swamp forest and swamp scrubland was
apparently intended to expand the area planted with palms in the vicinity of a
relatively large palm oil plantation block that was planted during the preceding
period. Even though the secondary swamp forest block in question cannot be
categorized as high carbon stock forest or high conservation value forest, its
exploitation must nevertheless be based on a Timber Clearing Permit.

As in reality these land clearing operations in secondary swamp forest lacked a
Timber Clearing Permit, this constitutes a violation of forestry regulation. Such
violations should be capable of being avoided by postponing land clearing and
arranging a Timber Clearing Permit for the forested area in question. This
violation in this case sets a bad example that must not be replicated by other
palm oil plantation companies operating in Indonesia.

As a result of the operations described above - land clearing operations in
secondary swamp forest outside of blocks for which Timber Clearing Permit
has been issued - Indonesian forestry regulations are clearly being flouted.
Furthermore, these operations are being carried out in violation of the
delineations set out in the Timber Clearing Permit maps issued by the Head of
the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency in his approval for the
technical considerations.



On 23 November 2011, PIP paid reforestation fund
(DR) and forest royalty (PSDH) in respect of the forest
clearing that it had carried out. These payments no
doubt constituted the first round of payments given
their relative small size (data per 28 January 2012).

Given that PIP paid USD2,799.47 into the
reforestation fund on 23 November 2011, this means
that the company had removed 1,399.73 cubic meters
(1 cubic meter = USD2) of timber of 10-40 cm in
diameter from secondary swamp forest. The company
also paid Rp 6.9 million (USD759) in forest royalty.

As regards these payments, it is pertinent to query
whether they covered the timber that was removed
following forest clearing in blocks that were outside
the blocks for which Timber Clearing Permit was
issued? Secondly, we may also ask whether the
timber that resulted from forest clearing outside of
the blocks for which Timber Clearing Permit was
issued was reported to the Kapuas Hulu Regency
Forestry and Plantation Agency, and forestry royalties
payment made in respect thereof, together with fines
amounting to 15 times the size of this payment? It is
essential that GAR responds to these questions.

As organizations that support GAR’s forest
conservation policy, it is only appropriate for
Greenpeace and TFT to do everything possible to
ensure that GAR responds to this issue as conducting
land clearing in secondary swamp forest without a
Timber Clearing Permit, despite the existing of a
forest conservation policy, clearly sends a
counterproductive signal in encouraging other palm
oil plantation companies in Indonesia to adopt a
forest conservation policy along the lines of the GAR
model.

According to PIP’s Timber Clearing Permit, the
maximum volume of timber that it is allowed to
remove is 5,523.83 cubic meters. As of 23 November
2011, it had reported the removal of 1,399.73 cubic
meters, in respect of which it had made reforestation
fund and forest royalty payments. Bearing in mind
that the Timber Clearing Permit of PIP expires on 19
May 2012, it is expected that the company will
continue to make reforestation fund and royalty
payments until such date. The payment data for the
next stage will only become available in July 2012.

It needs to be stressed
here that what
concerns us most is not
the levying fines for
these violations, but
rather that land
clearing of natural
forest in areas for
which Timber Clearing
Permit has not been
issued is a form of non-
compliance with
forestry regulations.
Thus, what is
fundamental here is the
question of legal
compliance in the
operations of PIP.



PGM'’s Operations

As with PIP, on 31 January 2011 the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry
Agency also issued an approval for the technical considerations related to the issuance
of the Timber Clearing Permit for the PGM palm oil plantation concession. The said
approval was addressed to the Head of the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and
Plantation Agency and stated that in 2011 PGM planned to clear 3,012 hectares of land.
PGM’s palm oil plantation license extends to 20,000 hectares.

The said approval stated that of the area involved, 616.83 hectares was under forest
cover (secondary swamp forest), while 2,395.17 hectares was not under forest cover
(was under scrub or devoted to unirrigated agriculture and plantation use). It was also
explained that PGM had already developed 3,813.19 hectares of palm oil plantation.

The approval of the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency also
stated that the area of 2,395.17 hectares that was not under forest cover could be
cleared without the need to obtain Timber Clearing Permits from the Head of the
Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency, while the clearing of the
remaining 616.83 hectares would have to await the issuing of Timber Clearing Permit.

PGM obtained its Timber Clearing Permit for the said 616.83 hectares on 19 May 2011
from the Head of the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency.

We shall now describe our findings as regards PGM’s operations in developing its palm
oil plantations in the context of GAR’s FCP:

There are indications that land clearing operations were not carried out in blocks of
secondary swamp forest that were covered by PGM’s Timber Clearing Permit. This can be
clearly seen from the lack of change in land cover based on the Landsat images of 8 April
2011, 18 November 2011 and 12 May 2012. It will be seen from these that a relatively
large block of secondary swamp forest was retained.

Obviously, this choice is related to
GAR’s forest conservation policy. This
may be seen from Image 6.
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Image 6

B April 2011

18 November 2011

12 May 2012

* The red line signifies the boundary of timber clearing permit blocks.

** The white area is the boundary of the relatively forested area on the Ministry
of Forestry’s 2009/2010 land-cover data to show changes in land cover that
occurred between 8 April 2011, 18 November 2011, and 12 May 2012.
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Finding 2:

In blocks of secondary swamp forest that are covered by Timber Clearing Permit that
are close to open land that was included in the areas prepared for planting by PGM, it
will be seen that land clearing did take place, as shown in Image 7, based on the
Landsat images for 8 April 2011, 18 November 2011 and 12 May 2012.

Image 7

18 November 2011

* The red line signifies the boundary of timber clearing permit blocks.
** The yellow area is the boundary to see the vegetation changes.
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Image 8

2 r> 8 April 2011

o

* The white area is the boundary of the relatively forested area on the
Ministry of Forestry’s 2009/2010 land-cover data to show changes in
land cover that occurred between 8 April 2011, 18 November 2011, and
12 May 2012.

** The red line signifies the boundary of timber clearing permit blocks.
*** The yellow area is the boundary to see the vegetation changes.

Finding 3:

PGM has also conducted land
clearing operations in areas that
are not covered by Timber
Clearing Permit.

These areas of secondary swamp
forest are close to open land that
comes within the land
preparation blocks for the
development of palm oil
plantations within the area of the
PGM concession.

Image 8 clearly shows this based
on the Landsat satellite images
for 8 April 2011, 18 November
2011 and 12 May 2012.



As already explained, the
fact that land clearing of
secondary swamp forest
took place in areas that are
not covered by Timber
Clearing Permit clearly
constitutes a violation of

forestry regulation (see the map

appended to the approval of the Head of the
West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry
Agency for the technical considerations
related to the issuance of the Timber
Clearing Permit for the PGM palm oil
plantation concession)

\\/
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Finding 4:

Having regard to data on reforestation fund and forest royalty payments per 28 January
2012, PGM made a payment into the reforestation fund of USD15,664.54 on 23
November 2011. This means that it had removed 7,832.27 cubic meters of timber of 10-
40 cm in diameter from secondary swamp forest. This figure represented 88.45% of
PGM'’s permitted felling volume under its Timber Clearing Permits. Meanwhile, PGM
made forest royalty payment of Rp 26.42 million (USD2,903).

As regards these payments, it is once again pertinent to query whether they covered the
timber that was removed following land clearing in blocks that were outside the blocks
for which Timber Clearing Permit was issued?

As in the case of PIP, we may also ask whether the timber that resulted from land
clearing outside of the blocks for which Timber Clearing Permit was issued was reported
to the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency, and deforestation payments
made in respect thereof? It is essential that GAR responds to these questions having
regard to the credibility of its forest conservation policy and the issue of legal
compliance.

KPC’s Operations

On 31 January 2011, the Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency not
only issued approvals for the technical considerations for Timber Clearing Permits for
PIP and PGM, but also for KPC. In the KPC approval, which was addressed to the Head of
the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency, it was stated that KPC planned
to clear 1,920 hectares in 2011. KPC’s overall palm oil plantation permit extends to
20,000 hectares.

The said approval stated that of the area involved, 1,023.20 hectares was under forest
cover (secondary swamp forest), while 896.80 hectares was not under forest cover (was
under scrub or devoted to unirrigated agriculture and plantation use). It was also
explained that KPC had already developed 2,557 hectares of palm oil plantation.

As in the case of the approvals for the technical considerations issued by the Head of the
West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency in the case of PIP and PGM, it also stated in
this approval that the area of 896.80 hectares that was not under forest cover could be
cleared without the need to obtain Timber Clearing Permits from the Head of the Kapuas
Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency.

Also as in the case of PIP and PGM, KPC obtained its Timber Clearing Permit for the said
area of 1,023.20 hectares on 19 May 2011 from the Head of the Kapuas Hulu Regency
Forestry and Plantation Agency.

We shall now describe our findings as regards KPC’s operations in developing its palm oil
plantations in the context of GAR’s forest conservation policy:



Finding 1:

The land cover in KPC’s two Timber Image 9
Clearing Permit blocks shows no
indications of land clearing.

This means that the 1,023.20
hectares of secondary swamp
forest are being retained and not
converted into palm oil plantation -
something that it is in line with the
GAR forest conservation policy.

Image 9 shows land cover
conditions based on Landsat
images taken on 8 April 2011, 18
November 2011 and 12 May 2012.

* The red line signifies the boundary : » 12 May 2012
of timber clearing permit blocks. _ _ ~
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Finding 2:

Based on reforestation fund and forest royalty payment data for
KPC as per 28 January 2012, it will be seen that KPC paid
USD1,934.15 in reforestation fund payment on 23 November
2011. This is the equivalent of 967 cubic meters of 10-40 cm
diameter timber. KPC also paid forest royalty of Rp 4.84 million
(USD532).

Bearing in mind that the two blocks for which KPC holds Timber
Clearing Permit show no indications of land clearing, this means
that the 967 cubic meters of timber referred to above comes from
secondary swamp forest that lies outside the areas subject to
Timber Clearing Permits. As already explained in the case of PIP
and PGM, this constitutes a violation of forestry regulation (see
the map appended to the approval of the Head of the West
Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency for the technical
considerations related to the issuance of the Timber Clearing
Permit for the KPC land clearing operation.



Does this prove that clearing of critically
endangered and endangered tree species has taken

place since the implementation of the GAR'’s forest
conservation policy?
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Based on the Timber Clearing Permits issued to
PIP, PGM and KPC, there are tree species that
are included on the [IUCN-Red List as critically
endangered and endangered.

In the “Good Wood Guide”, a Greenpeace
publication, it is stated that “more than half of
the Shorea species are listed by [UCN as
critically endangered, endangered or
vulnerable.”

Shorea species group, such as Meranti (Shorea
spp), Keruing (Dipterocarpus spp), Kapur
(Dryobalanops aromatica), Bangkirai (Shorea
spp), and Nyatoh (Manilkara spp), are included
on the list of critically endangered and
endangered species according to the [IUCN-Red
List that are found in the secondary swamp
forests that are to the subject of operations by
PIP, PGM and KPC, based on timber cruising
conducted by the three GAR palm oil plantation
companies.

There is also a mixed forest timber group - in
this case Bintangur (Calophyllum insularum),
which is included on the IUCN-Red List as an
endangered tree species (see scan of list of tree
species based on Timber Clearing Permits
granted to PIP, PGM and KPC).

If the land clearing conducted in the concessions
of PIP, PGM and KPC had been carried out in
accordance with the Timber Clearing Permits
that had been issued, the volume of timber that
would have been removed from secondary
swamp forest would have been 19,917.17 cubic
meters, with the number of trees felled being
77,065, including critically endangered and
endangered tree species.



The list of tree species based on Timber Clearing Permits granted to PIP, PGM and KPC
involving critically endangered and endangered tree species
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Our investigations have found indications
that land clearing operations are not being
conducted in certain secondary forest blocks
by the three GAR companies due to forest
conservation considerations. However, there
were operations being carried out in certain
blocks and parts of blocks covered by the
Timber Clearing Permits that had been
issued. It is also important to note that land
clearing operations were also conducted in
secondary swamp forest outside of areas
covered by the Timber Clearing Permits.

Having regard to the data on reforestation
fund and forest royalty payments per 23
November 2011 by the three companies, it
will be seen that more than 10,000 cubic
meters of trees of 10-40 cm in diameter have
been removed from secondary swamp forest
in the PIP, PGM and KPC palm oil plantation
concessions (see scanned receipts).

Based on timber cruising data from the three
companies’ concessions, that 10,000 cubic
meters of timber will potentially include
trees from critically endangered and
endangered species.

This figure does not include the number of
trees with diameters of less than 10 cm that
have been cleared. In respect of these trees,
inspections are supposed to be carried out
and the findings set out in official reports.
Obviously, the three companies will
therefore need to explain the situation as
regards these trees in official reports. This
means that if trees with diameters of less
than 10 cm are included, the number of trees
felled will be far greater than 40,000.

The data above is only valid up to 23
November 2011, while the Timber Clearing
Permits are valid up to 19 May 2012. The
trees that have been felled are used to make
roads, camps and so forth.

Having regard to
timber cruising data
on the number of
trees that may be
felled based on the
Timber Clearing
Permits granted to
PIP, PGM and KPC,
the deforestation
payments made for
more than 10,000
cubic meters of
timber removed by
PIP, PGM and KPC
mean that at least
40,000 trees with
diameters of 10-40
cm have been felled.



The scanned receipts that were obtained from the Ministry of Forestry

(per 23 November 2011)
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Deforestation payments
decline sharply

A comparison between the data that has
been obtained reveals that the
deforestation payments by PIP and KPC
on 25 October 2010 (in respect of land
clearing operations conducted by GAR in
natural forest based on 2010 Timber
Clearing Permits) fell sharply compared
to the payments made by the two
companies on 23 November 2011.

On 25 October 2010, PIP and KPC made
deforestation payments of USD40,385.70
and USD64,212.08, respectively. The
volume of timber felled by PIP and KPC
with trunk diameters of 10-40 cm was
respectively 20,192.85 and 32,106.04
cubic meters.

Meanwhile, PIP and KPC made payments
into the reforestation fund on 23
November 2011 amounting to
USD2,799.47 and USD1,934.15,
respectively. The volume of timber felled
by PIP and KPC with trunk diameters of
10-40 cm was respectively 1,399.73 and
967 cubic meters.

This means that there was a significant
decline in deforestation from the
perspective of the volume of timber
felled and removed from natural forest
in the concessions of PIP and KPC
between 2010 and the time when GAR
implemented its forest conservation

policy.

Nevertheless, although there was a
decline in deforestation payments, it
needs to be remembered that GAR must
explain its land clearing operations in
areas of secondary swamp forest outside
the areas for which 2011 Timber Clearing
Permits were issued. This is important so
that GAR’s forest conservation policy can
serve as a real model of palm plantation
development with reduced
deforestation.



C on Clu S i ons » The GAR forest conservation policy has resulted in an
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effort to reduce deforestation in the development of palm oil
plantations by not clearing all of the blocks of secondary swamp
forest that are covered by its Timber Clearing Permits so as to
avoid the fragmentation of blocks of relatively large secondary
swamp forests that has been retained for conservation. This
effort to reduce deforestation is worthy of appreciation and
serves as a good example for the development of palm oil
plantations in Indonesia.

* The three GAR palm oil plantation companies have conducted land
clearing operations in secondary swamp forest in certain blocks and parts of
blocks that come within their Timber Clearing Permits. This is particularly so
in the case of PIP and PGM. These operations were conducted in blocks
whose forest landscapes were no longer connected with relatively large
blocks of secondary swamp forest. There were also parts of secondary
swamp forest that came within the Timber Clearing Permit blocks that were
still subjected to land clearing even though they were connected to relatively
large block of secondary swamp forest. It will be seen here that the design
was to join parts of secondary swamp forest blocks that had been open land
that was used for plantation land preparation.

* To compensate for the decision not to conduct land clearing
operations in a number of blocks in respect of which Timber Clearing
Permits had been issued, it is clear that the three GAR companies conducted
land clearing operations in secondary swamp forest that was located close to
and connected with palm oil plantation blocks that had been planted earlier.
[t is unfortunate that the land clearing of secondary swamp forest outside of
the permitted blocks represents a violation of forestry regulation. This
practice in the GAR conservation program sets a bad example.

» There is an impression that GAR is unwilling to accept the
opportunity costs that arise from its decision not to avail of blocks of
secondary swamp forest that legally form part of its land clearing areas. As a
result, blocks of secondary swamp forest that are close to and connected
with its existing plantations or land that is to be prepared for palm oil
plantations in non-forested land are cleared without the obtaining of Timber
Clearing Permits. Consequently, these operations violate the approvals of the
Head of West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency for the technical
considerations for the granting of Timber Clearing Permits by the Head of
the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency.

» The land clearing being conducted by the three GAR companies in
secondary swamp forest indicates the involvement of critically endangered
and endangered tree species. Clearly the public has a right to ask what the
benefit of a forest conservation policy is if it involves the felling and removal
of critically endangered and endangered tree species, as is occurring in the
case of the concessions of the three GAR companies.



Recommendations * GAR, TFT and Greenpeace need to stress
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that the switch in the locations of land clearing
in secondary swamp forest - from blocks for
which Timber Clearing Permits were granted to
areas outside of these blocks - must be based on
the granting of Timber Clearing Permits. The
switching of locations without first obtaining the
necessary permits is a violation of forestry
regulation, and reflects badly on the credibility
of the GAR forest conservation policy.

* GAR, TFT and Greenpeace need to expose to the public the
level of carbon release that occurred from the land clearing
operations on secondary swamp forest - whether in the
blocks/parts of blocks for which Timber Clearing Permits were
granted to the three GAR palm oil plantation companies or those
outside the areas for which Timber Clearing Permits were issued.

» TFT and Greenpeace should ask GAR to report to the Head
of the Kapuas Hulu Regency Forestry and Plantation Agency, the
Head of the West Kalimantan Provincial Forestry Agency and the
Ministry of Forestry on the land clearing operations that were
conducted in areas in respect of which no Timber Clearing
Permits had been issued to the three GAR companies. The state
losses that arose as a result of such unauthorized land clearing
must be paid by GAR to the state.

* GAR, TFT and Greenpeace need to explain to the public
how the land clearing operations conducted in secondary swamp
forest by the three GAR companies can involve the felling and
removal of critically endangered and endangered tree species,
both in the blocks for which Timber Clearing Permits have been
issued and for areas outside these blocks.

* GAR needs to comprehensively resolve the question of
violations conducted by its three companies. After the matter has
been fully resolved, GAR, TFT and Greenpeace need to expose the
matter to the public so that the public get a full explanation and
update on the handling of the matter.



Greenomics Indonesia believes that
in the second year of GAR’s forest
conservation policy in West
Kalimantan, its implementation
may be characterized as best
practice that should be followed as
part of the effort to reduce the
carbon footprint and level of
deforestation associated with the
development of palm oil
plantations in Indonesia.

For further information please contact:
Elfian Effendi

Executive Director of Greenomics Indonesia
elfian@greenomics.org



