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Executive Summary
This report explored the environmental credentials, performance, and additionality of Indonesia’s 
Sustainable Forest management (SFM) standard, or Pengelolaan Hutan Produksi Lestari (PHPL). 
In particular, it assessed the extent to which PHPL could contribute to sustainability and legality of 
timber resources in Indonesia. Methodologically, the analysis drew from two sample provinces (Central 
and East Kalimantan) to compare forest conditions in PHPL certified concessions with those in non-
PHPL concessions (VLK), and non-certified concessions from 2015 to 2017. The report found that PHPL 
certified concessions overall demonstrated better environmental performance in comparison to SVLK 
certified concessions or non-certified concessions. 

However, PHPL and other selective logging concessions face significant constraints in realizing their 
sustainability potentials mainly due to overlapping land use policies that threaten concession integrity 
and prevent long-term management planning. This report also found that the evaluation method used 
by the Conformity Assessment Bodies (CABs) on the performance of PHPL and other selective logging 
concessions did not fully reflect the reality. That is, CABs disregard factors they deem to be beyond the 
concessionaries control (external, overlapping land use permits). 

As found in this report, these external factors fundamentally shape environmental conditions in 
concession areas and thus condition the extent to which PHPL could reach its sustainability potentials. 
Therefore, this paper recommends that the standard and criteria for the evaluation of PHPL concessions 
need to be revised to ensure that internal and external factors that affect a concession are taken into 
account when implementing assessments or monitoring. Most importantly, this assessment indicates 
that overlapping land use permits needs to be addressed for PHPL to fully achieve its sustainability 
potentials. 
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Detailed findings
1. Deforestation

All tree forest concession types (PHPL, VLK, non-certified) are affected by deforestation. PHPL 
certified concessions have the lowest rate of deforestation, followed by VLK, and non-certified 
concessions

Deforestation within the boundaries of logging concession is largely due to activities by other 
commercial permits holders, especially IPPKH (borrow-and-use permits for coal mining) and IPK 
(land-clearing permits, oil palm). Approximately 30% of the logging concessions’ territory is affected 
by overlaps with IPPKH and oil palm. Deforestation due to these operations is not part of forest 
management practices.

2. Degradation

Degradation of forest occurs in all three types of certification and is highest in PHPL concessions. 
Forest degradation in this study denotes a transition from primary to secondary forest formation, 
which is a natural change associated with selecting logging. As such, this is not a negative feature 
per se, provided that control of the concession area and management practices allow for recovery.

3. Forest fires

Forest fires have been found in all three types of logging concessions. During the time span analyzed 
in this study (2015-2017), most fires occurred in 2015, with significantly fewer fire events in 2016-
2017. 

Approximately half of all forest fires occurred in areas that had been affected by deforestation due 
to external IPPKH and oil palm activities. 

Still there was a significant number of fires that occurred due to lax monitoring and poor prevention 
and management by concessionaires themselves.

4. Sustainability potential

PHPL, S-LK, and even non-certified concession would potentially have had much improved 
environmental performance if other land use permits (IPPKH and oil palm conversion) were not 
allowed to expand over 30% of the concession area, effectively taking it out of forest management 
practices.

As such, all selective logging concessions examined, but especially PHPL, S-LK, hold significant 
sustainability that remains unrealized due to contra-productive government land use policies 
stemming from other sectors.

5. CAB audits

Despite the observed issues with land overlaps, associated deforestation and forest fires, all PHPL 
concessions audited by CABs in the period of 2015-2017 showed consistently good scores on 
environment, which raised questions about the logic and the practice of auditing.

The current logic is that government policies that impact concessions territorial integrity and 
environmental coherence are considered outside of concessionaries’ control and therefore are not 
considered in the CAB audits and surveillance.

Similarly, CABs seems to consider that any land-use policy or forest management plans that 
have been officially approved by the government are taken as a given and are not questioned in 
assessments.

Such an approach to audits is flawed because the study shows that external government policies 
and related to it forest-land permits fundamentally shape environmental conditions in logging 
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concessions. Taking these impacts out of consideration renders CAB assessments weak.

In addition, CABs show others weakness on PHPL assessment standard, such as on certainty of 
IUPHHK-HA holders, especially on several critical verifiers related to availability of legal documents 
and boundary setting administration, and multi-stakeholder recognition on the existence of IUPHHK 
area that are still co-dominant (not having big impact on assessment). Whereas, norms or values of 
verifiers maturity still based on fulfilment/ availability of documents. It does not clearly reflect its 
implementation. 

Recommendations
Natural forest concessions are a great asset for Indonesia that has the potential to have much improved 
environmental performance but requires coherent government land use policies and robust auditing by 
CABs.

It is time to end the land conflict, overlaps, and destruction of logging concessions in the name of other 
strategic national objectives. It is hoped that One Map could facilitate the clean-and-clear PHPL and 
S-LK concessions.

The government of Indonesia should consider phasing out IPPKH and conversion permits for oil palm 
concessions. These major factors damaged commercial forest concessions in a number of ways. 
These permits also a major driver behind continued forest conversion which goes against Indonesian 
government climate change commitments.

The standard and criteria for the evaluation of PHPL concessions needs revision to ensure that CABs 
take all, internal and external, aspects that affect a concession into account when implementing 
assessments, surveillances and/or monitoring.

More specifically the important aspect to be revised related to assessment standards are indicator (1.1) 
on certainty of concession, indicator (1.5) on free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC), and indicator (3.2) 
on forest protection and security. These three indicators can be instruments to decrease deforestation 
rate, overlapping land-use, conflicts, and hotspots at S-PHPL certified.

PHPL and S-LK certified concessionaries must improve their performance, particularly as regards full 
delineation, conflict resolution and control of the integrity of concessions and prevention of fire.

Performance of concessions based on CBA audits found to be improved, with average score as “good”. 
However, spatial analysis and field monitoring showed different results. It indicates CAB negligence on 
assessment implementation, specifically inaccurate sampling. 
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1. Introduction

Major companies are taking steps towards responsible procurement or purchasing policies to 
eliminate unsustainable and/ or illegal wood from their supply chains. This is due mainly to their 
recognition of the growing reputational, legislative and operational risks associated with these 
illegal and unstainable supply chains1. Multinational companies, such as IKEA and Kingfisher, have 
an interest in sustainable forest management and supporting legislation because they operate 
predominantly in countries where there are active civil society organisations, varying levels of 
customer environmental and social interest, strong and independent media, inquisitive and active 
investors and governments2. To put these commitments into practice, the recent IMM  survey3  

found that more than 90% of the surveyed companies specify or promote third party certification 
(mainly FSC or PEFC) in their purchasing policies. However, the survey found that only about 40% 
of the sample indicated support and explicitly referenced FLEGT licensing in their policies. 

The IMM survey found that companies saw limited value in including FLEGT licensed timber 
within their purchasing policies because they perceived FLEGT licensing as focusing only on 
legality. However, many of these companies stated their preferential purchase for third party 
certified products because they use certifications as proxies for sustainability. Therefore, there 
is an urgent need for increasing the communications on the social and environmental values 
of FLEGT licensing, beyond the value of just legality compliance, because knowledge of these 
other potential values is lacking amongst key actors. In other words, FLEGT licensing needs to be 
perceived by key actors as both legal and sustainable.

The interactions between sustainability certification and legality verification, and the different 
conceptions embedded within them, are increasingly becoming prominent topics for policy 
discussion and scientific studies4. Some researchers hypothesize that legality verification may 
provide a foothold for sustainability by improving the domestic forest governance5. Others argue 
that overemphasis on legality may overlook the prevailing social and environmental problems6. 

Indonesia offers an interesting case to enrich the emerging debates among consumers, EU policy 
makers and VPA producer countries on the interplay between sustainability certification and 
legality verification. The government of Indonesia has developed a mandatory timber legality 
assurance, locally referred as Sistem Verifikasi Legalitas Kayu (SVLK), as part of its Voluntary 
Partnership Agreement with the EU. It also has the Indonesian Sustainable Forest management 
(SFM) standard called PHPL. The recent analyses show that PHPL-sustainability certification has 
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been to a certain degree incorporated within SVLK, which currently has two sets of standards, 
i.e. legality and sustainability7. Other recent analysis of PHPL certification by Maryudi et al (2017)8 
indicates potential environmental contributions of PHPL. 

This paper explores the environmental credentials, performance, and additionality of PHPL. 
Indonesia’s Sustainable Forest Management Standard is mandatory for logging concessions 
and timber plantation companies and management rights holder. They may be VLK certified in 
the initial 3-yr transition period but ultimately are expected to be PHPL compliant. In this sense, 
PHPL is considered as a step above VLK.  This study seeks to establish the PHPL’s value added 
above VLK and the extent to which PHPL provides a significant contribution to sustainability of 
timber resources in Indonesia.

2. Approach & methods

The analysis compared the forest condition (such as deforestation and degradation) in PHPL 
certified concessions with the forest in non-PHPL concessions (VLK), and non-certified concessions. 
It also compared how these concessions perform in terms of frequency and impact of fires. It 
assessed the extent to which these different types of concessions overlap with other commercial 
commodities (notably oil palm and mining) and examined the extent to which deforestation and 
fires are driven by external forces as well as internal management factors. By doing so, the value 
added of PHPL standard was clarified in comparative perspective. 

The study utilized public summaries of PHPL audits of HPH/logging concessions that are available 
online at LVLK websites and/or at MoEF’s website (silk.dephut.go.id). According to the MoEF’s 
online data (http://silk.dephut.go.id), as of 05 February 2018 there were 690 PHPL assessments 
carried out. 

The study looked more closely at the environmental and social criteria of PHPL certified companies 
and how the performance of these criterial (good, average, poor) plays out over time. The analysis 
focused on two sample provinces on Central and East Kalimantan provinces, which together host 
113 HPH concessions.

The study used the following data:

1. Official data from Forest Watch Indonesia (FWI) issued in 2017: For HPH, HTI, oil palm, and 
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coal mining concessions. 

2. Official data from MoEF from 2015-2017 (http://webgis.menlhk.go.id:8080/pl/pl.htm): For 
land cover.

3. Data in FIRMS (Fire Information for Resource Management System) website (https://firms.
modaps.eosdis.nasa.gov/) collected from 2015-2017: For hotspot.

In terms of analysis, the following steps were implemented:

•	 Mapped out all HPH concessions in Central and East Kalimantan provinces.

•	 Identified PHPL certified concessions, VLK concessions, and non-certified concessions.

•	 Overlaid the maps of the above concessions HPH, HTI, oil palm, and coal mining permits.

•	 Analyzed the following:

o Extent of overlaps.

o PHPL concessions’ certification history (2-3 certification cycles to be assess the trend).

o Precondition, environmental and social indicators in public summaries.

o Performance of selected HPHs in terms of enviromental and social indicators (good, 
average, poor) over time.

Following the desk analysis, a ground check in a few select concessions in Central and East 
Kalimantan was carried out to ensure appropriate attribution of causation of the observed 
concession area impacts.

3. PHPL overview

Illegal logging and illegal timber trade have caused deforestation and forest degradation in 
Indonesia. In the initial era of 90s, massive deforestation had reached 1,7 million hectare per 
year. Since 1996, it escalated to 2 million hectare per year9. As a result, global market perceived 
Indonesian logs and processed timber negatively. Through multi-stakeholders discussions, 
Indonesia as one of tropical timber producers hosted Bali Declaration, that pioneered formulation 
of Forest Law Enforcement, Governance, and Trade (FLEGT) in 2001. Through the declaration, 
the Government of Indonesia initiated to reduce illegal logging through sustainable forest 
certification, and chain of custody system that can guarantee timber legality, which known as the 
Timber Legality Assurance System (SVLK). 

SVLK is mandatory, to ensure that timber and timber products produced and distributed in 
Indonesia are legally sourced and implemented in all its supply chains, processing industries, and 
trade. Since it was formulated to 2009, Government of Indonesia have officially implemented SVLK 
through issuance of Ministry of Forestry Regulation No. P.38/Menhut-II/2009. Its implementation 
started in September 2010. To date, there were seven improvements of regulations, with Ministry 
of Environment and Forestry Regulation P.30/MenLHK/Setjen/PHPL.3/2016 being the latest 
revision. 

There are two types of certifications in SVLK, Sustainable Forest Management (PHPL) and Timber 
Legality Verification (VLK). PHPL certification (S-PHPL) is a performance assessment scheme for 
holders of Permit to Utilise Timber (IUPHHK) and Management Rights, using criteria and indicators 
principled to Sustainable Forest Management. While VLK imposed to IUPHHK managers that 
yet to have PHPL certificate and timber processing industries. The upstream sector mandatory 
with VLK, aside from IUPHHK (Natural Forest, Plantation, and Ecosystem Restoration) are 
Community Forestry (HKm), Community-based Forest (HR), and Timber Utilization Permit (IPK). 
VLK certificate (S-LK) for IUPHHK holders only valid for one period before it mandatory for PHPL 
certificate.   
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Picture 1: Standard and Guidelines of PHPL Performance Assessment Implementation
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PHPL assessment standard on holders of Permit to Utilise Timber on Natural Forest (IUPHHK-HA) 
has four aspects of criteria, preconditions, production, ecology, and social. These four aspects 
comprise of 22 indicators and 89 verifiers with dominant and co-dominant verifier score. Whereas, 
verifier maturity norm assessed with poor, average, and good values. Each PHPL certificate valid 
for five years, with monitoring activity conducted annually by Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) 
as an assessor for Sustainable Forest Management (PHPL). 

Preconditions aspect comprises of certainty of area status through legal document, commitment 
for sustainable forest utilization, sufficiency of professional staffs, and free, prior, and informed 
consent (FPIC). Production aspect consists of assessment on working area management, 
sustainable harvesting, implementation of silviculture system and eco-friendly technology use, 
logging in accordance to work plan, and financial health. Assessment on ecological aspect consists 
of existence and stability of protected area, identification and management of protected flora 
and fauna. The fourth aspect related to social assessment covering assessment on certainty of 
area delineation, corporate social responsibility, benefit sharing mechanism, conflict resolution 
mechanism, and workers welfare.

Up to January 201910, there are 133 PHPL certified IUPHHK-HA and 28 others are VLK certificate 
holders. Those two certifications scheme have covered 13.4 million ha of natural forest from total 
of 18.5-million-hectare concession area of IUPHHK-HA across Indonesia. Whereas, for IUPHHK-
HT, 99 out of 295 permits released by Directorate General of Sustainable Production Forest 
Management (Ditjen PHPL) have obtained PHPL certificate and 20 others with VLK certificate 
with 6.8 million hectares of certified area as total coverage.

Picture 2: IUPHHK-HA and IUPHHK-HTI

4. Assessment of PHPL concessions in Central and East Kalimantan

4.1 Overview concessions in Central and East Kalimantan 

Kalimantan is an island with abundant natural resources, covering 743,330 km2, mining 
and timber products are two main featured natural resources commodities in the island. 
Central and East Kalimantan are two provinces with the largest forest areas in Indonesia. 
Based on Statistic Data of Environmental and Forestry 2017, at least 21.6% of forest cover 
in Indonesia’s forest areas located in these two provinces.
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Picture 3: Infographics of Forest Cover inside Forest Areas

Throughout 2009 to 2013, Kalimantan became an island with the highest deforestation rate 
in Indonesia. At least 1.5 million areas have deforested, with Central and East Kalimantan 
were two provinces with the highest rate of deforestation.11  Moreover, in 2010, Central 
Kalimantan selected as a pilot province for Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and 
Forest Degradation (REDD+) project in Indonesia. However, during the same period, Central 
Kalimantan ranked as the second largest province to loss its natural forest in Indonesia. 

It was not surprising at all, if we look at the poor performance of IUIPHHK-HA and trend on 
land expansion for industrial interests such as plantation forests, palm oil, and new location 
permits for mining. Currently, East Kalimantan has the largest concessions covering permits 
for IUPHHK-HA, IUPHHK-HT, palm oil plantation, and coal mining. 

Table 1: Total permits in Central and East Kalimantan 

Province IUPHHK-HA IUPHHK-HT Palm Oil Plantation
Coal Mining (production 

permit)

Central Kalimantan 56 30 119 87

East Kalimantan 57 45 184 106
Source: JPIK compilations from various sources (2018)

Observing performance of IUIPHHK-HA in these two provinces, East Kalimantan has the 
highest rate of deforestation in IUPHHK-HA concessions, with 206 thousand hectares 
of IUIPHHK-HA deforested throughout 2014-2017. Furthermore, 1.3 million hectares of 
IUPHHK-HA concession in East Kalimantan overlaps with IUPHHK-HT permits, coal mining, 
and palm oil. 1.1 million hectares of it overlaps with mining concession. Similarly, in Central 
Kalimantan, mining and palm oil concessions dominated overlapping areas with total of 1.1 
million hectares for both concessions. 
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Table 2. Analysis on deforestation and overlapping in natural forest concession

Province
Total concession 

IUPHHK-HA 
(hectares)

Total of overlapping areas 
with 

IUPHHK-HT, Mining, and Palm 
Oil (hectares)

Total of Deforestation 
2014-2017 (hectares)

Central Kalimantan   3,978,016.36 1,324,351.61 92,231.31

East Kalimantan 3,310,951.44 1,302,326.01 206,447.77

Loss of natural forest covers in IUPHHK-HA, IUPHHK-HT concessions, borrow-to-use of 
natural forest for mining, and forest clearing for palm oil plantation, in its practices have 
enabled for natural forest conversion systematically. Losing forest covers were planned 
through permits schemes designed by the government through big-scale business permits.

4.2 Result of Spatial Analysis 

4.2.1 Ownership of PHPL Certificate (S-PHPL)

Since the end of 2014, S-PHPL started to apply mandatorily for all IUPHHK holders. 
Different with VLK certificate (S-LK) that only require its certificate holders to comply with 
timber legality standard, S-PHPL is one step above, with requirements of performance 
improvement that showed successful sustainable forest management. 

From 113 IUPHHK-HA holders in Central and East Kalimantan, almost 80% of IUPHHK-HA 
have complied with standard of Sustainable Forest Management (PHPL). Compared to 
S-LK owners in two provinces, which only 16 companies, those figures showed dominance 
of S-PHPL owners. Compared to all IUPHHK-HA owners across Indonesia that already 
certified, 133 among it have obtained S-PHPL and 28 have S-LK.12 
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Table 3. Recapitulation of IUPHHK-HA certificate ownership in Central and East 
Kalimantan

Province
S-PHPL S-LK Non-Certified

Total Areas % Total Areas % Total Areas %

Central 
Kalimantan 

44 3,330,058.41 83.71 5   275,618.97 6.93 7
     

372,338.99 
            
9.36 

East 
Kalimantan

37 2,445,903.11 73.87 11   396,068.48 11.96 9
     

468,979.85 
          
14.16 

 81 5,775,961.52 79.24 16 671,687.45 9.22 16 841,318.84 11.54

This trend showed positive effect for IUPHHK-HA holders, aside that it is mandatory, 
based on Directorate General Regulation No. 14/2016 on Standard and Guideline of PHPL 
and VLK Performance Assessment, IUPHHK-HA that yet to have S-PHPL may apply S-LK 
for one certification period. It is an initial step to improve performance in order to comply 
with S-PHPL. Moreover, MoEF as the system owner also actively change orientation of 
forest management from timber-based to sustainable forest management based through 
developing PHPL standard and assessment that refers to sustainable forest management 
practices.  

Classification result of certificate ownership in these two provinces showed that there are 16 
IUPHHK-HA yet to have certificate both S-PHPL and S-LK. It covers 800 thousand hectares 
of natural forest. As SVLK is mandatory for all IUPHHK-HA owners, it is such an irony if 
non-certified IUPHHK-HA still can be found. However, certain data on causes and reasons 
for those 16 non-certified concessions is nowhere to be found, whether they deliberately 
not following mandatory certification, or it is already inactive. As a system that guarantee 
timber legality and sustainable forest management, it is a gap for timber sourced from 
non-certified IUPHHK-HA to enter SVLK timber supply chain. If the permit holders already 
inactive, the government or MoEF should review to decide whether to revoke or extend 
those inactive IUPHHK-HA. 
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4.2.2 Land Overlapping

Issue on land and  forest  management overlapping in these two provinces is a threat for 
natural forest loss and social conflict that need to be addressed soon. Unsynchronized spatial 
plan between national and local government, uncertainty on tenure rights, overlapping, 
to weak law enforcement are fundamental problems of forest management in Indonesia. 
Central Kalimantan, for example, to date is one of the provinces with problematic spatial 
plan.13 One of the reasons is due to forestry spatial planning and Central Kalimantan 
provincial spatial planning is not in line. The impact is conflict on spatial use, among of which 
use of forest areas that not based on the procedures for several interests.

Table 4. Overlapping permits based on certificate ownership in IUPHHK-HA 
concessions

Overlapping
S-PHPL S-LK Non-certified

Area 
(hectares)

% Area 
(hectares)

% Area 
(hectares)

%

Palm oil 253,691 4.39 11,001.23 1.64 21,494 2.55

Mining 1,681,405 29.11 191,370.56 28.49 239,265 28.44

HTI 718 0.01 27.54 0.00 6 0.00

Palm oil - Mining– HTI 196,234 3.40 1,769.42 0.26 29,696 3.53

Total of overlapping 2,132,048 36.91 204,168.74 30.40 290,461 34.52

Non-overlap 3,643,913 63.09 467,518.71 69.60 550,858 65.48

Table 4 showed that more than 30% of IUPHHK-HA in Central and East Kalimantan overlap 
with other permits. The figures evenly spread out in all certificate ownership. S-PHPL holders 
is the highest percentage with 36.9% overlapping areas. In total, 2.6 million hectares of 
IUPHHK-HA concessions have overlapped with mining, palm oil plantation, and HTI, from 
total of 7.2 million hectares of natural forest concessions in two provinces.

In its practice, Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) have tried effort to understand 
overlapping situation in the audited concession through overlaying maps of IUPHHK-HA 
with other permits maps such as plantation, mining, and Provincial Spatial Plan (RTRWP). 
Furthermore, assessment standard related to indicator (1.1) on certainty of areas status 
supposed to be an instrument to reduce overlapping on IUPHHK-HA that own S-PHPL. 
However, lack of monitoring on permits issuance from the government and inexistence of 
CAB responsibility to intervene when they found overlapping case, have made impression 
that these problems seems tolerated.

Spatial plan and permits are fundamental problems. The Government of Indonesia tried to 
solve permits issues in Indonesia, through moratorium of natural and primary forest, and 
peatland conversion through Indicative Map Postponing of New Permits Issuance (PIPPIB) 
since 2011. To date, the regulation has been revised with Inpres No. 5/2019 on the Halting of 
Issuance of New Licences and Improvement of Governance in Primary Natural Forest and 
Peatland. These initiatives are expected to improve spatial planning processes and permits 
issuance, also to strengthen data documentation and information system that linked with 
One Map initiative. The main objective of this initiative is to resolve permits issues through 
developing joint mapping standard to resolve conflicting land use rights. 

Based on data from Geospatial Information Agency year 2017 on Technical Policy on One Map 
Policy Implementation,14 achievement of one map policy implementation in Kalimantan in 
2016 is integrated 78 thematic maps in the province. However, seven maps among of it 
are still revised by related Minitstry/Agency, such as maps on Business Utilization Permit 
(HGU), Location Permit and Management Rights. Those data are really needed to resolve 
issue on overlapping of forest management related to land use between concessions. 
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Picture 4: Map on overlapping and deforestation situation in East Kalimantan

Result of data analysis showed that overlapping between IUPHHK-HA with mining 
concessions are the largest with more than 28% mining concessions located in IUPHHK-HA 
concessions for each type of SVLK certificate ownership. Palm oil plantation areas covered 
286 thousand hectares. This figure cannot be considered as small number in an effort 
for sustainable IUPHHK-HA management. Specifically, with total of overlapping areas 
between IUPHHK-HA and S-PHPL holders is the largest among others with 29% of its areas 
overlapped with mining concessions and 4% with palm oil concessions. 

Large overlapped areas between mining and IUPHHK-HA because usage of mining maps in 
all its permits steps. In fact, overlapping with mining concession might not be the largest, 
if using mining permit only in its production step. All stakeholders must be alert and aware 
about this to prevent similar case happened in the future. 

On the other side, rampant mining permits in these two provinces is because it considered 
as a strategic sector, important for Indonesia economy, especially in Masterplan of 
Acceleration and Expansion of Economic Development as the earner of foreign exchange.15 
However, in its practice, arrangement of forest area for activities other than forestry often 
to neglect status and function of forest areas when allocating forest usage or allotment. 

Sri Sultarini R (2011)16 in her writing, stated that one of the causes of overlap on mining permit 
is misinterpretation by mining owner that have started exploitation since Mining Business 
Permit issued. Necessarily, operation of mining exploitation in forest area (Protected Forest 
of Production Forest) can only be started after area leasing permit issued, though it is right, 
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activity outside the area can start since Mining Business Permit issued. Other problem is that 
the issuance process of Mining Business Permit by the Governor/ Head of District does not 
involve Forestry Technical Implementing Unit that can allow information on land status that 
does not match with Forest Use Agreement map which used as a reference to understand 
the status of forest and non-forest. 

It also happened in the palm oil plantation sector. Palm oil business inside and outside forest 
areas refers to Ministry of Agriculture Regulation No. 98/Permentan/OT.140/9/2013 which 
stated that to obtain Plantation Business Permit (IU), the plantation company must fulfil 
technical consideration of land availability from authorities on forestry, if the proposed area 
is forest area (Article 21 g). It is often that consideration from Forest Area Gazettement 
Agency (BPKH) not being asked by Forestry Office to issue Plantation IU.17 It is compounded 
by palm oil plantation business that already operated using only Plantation IU from the 
Head of District, though its working area is inside forest area while forest release process 
yet to be issued by the Minister.

Other problems that cause palm oil plantation infiltration to forest area is a lot of abandoned 
IUPHHK-HA area and weak monitoring by Directorate General of Sustainable Forest 
Management (Ditjen PHPL), MoEF, and Forestry Office on IUPHHK-HA performance. 
Furthermore, there is no effort to reconstruct boundary of IUPHHK-HA area to minimalize 
conflicting land use.

Picture 5: Map on overlapping and deforestation situation in Central Kalimantan
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4.2.3 Analysis of Deforestation, Degradation, and Hotspot

Change on forest cover (deforestation) and degradation are inevitable problems in forest 
harvesting process. Forest harvesting process through IUPHHK-HA permit is also the cause 
of deforestation and degradation that being controlled to not exceeding threshold/ above 
normal.

Efforts to monitor deforestation and degradation rates can be done through various 
ways. Deforestation, for example, can be reduced through prevention/ reduction of forest 
conversion for other use, while degradation can be minimized with selecting appropriate 
silviculture system. Implementation of certification system for IUPHHK-HA, especially 
S-PHPL aims to manage forest sustainably and to reduce effect of logging, deforestation or 
forest degradation. 

Analysis by JPIK from 2014 to 2017 on IUPHHK-HA in these two provinces showed that 
S-PHPL holders has lower deforestation rate percentage, compared to S-LK certificate 
holders. The highest deforestation rate is on IUPHHK-HA that yet to have certificate, while 
the biggest forest degradation is on S-PHPL holders with percentage of 2,37%. Forest 
degradation on S-PHPL considered as normal because cycle of logging causing declined 
forest class or status. However, with the right silviculture technique, forest degradation 
supposed to be reduced. Implementation of silviculture system that deviated from the 
existing policies have caused forest management by the IUPHHK-HA holders missed far 
from its objectives of sustainable forest management. It will impact on shrinking of forest 
productivity and interrupt cycle of the next logging and forest ecosystem sustainability.18

Table 5. Result of analysis deforestation, degradation, and hotspot 2014-2017 period

Type of Certificate
Deforestation Degradation Hotspot

Area 
(hectare)

%
Area 

(hectare)
% Total

S-PHPL 178,933 3.10 136,668 2.37 1,572

S-LK 27,892 4.15 6,175 0.92 112

Non-certified 91,855 10.92 13,779 1.64 194

Deforestation and forest degradation in S-PHPL holders mostly happened outside of 
overlapped areas with other permits. Deforestation, for example, 56.73% of it happened 
outside the overlapped areas. Forest degradation is even higher, with 84.71% happened 
outside overlapped areas. It showed that main cause of forest degradation in IUPHHK-HA is 
forest harvesting that tends to rule out silviculture principle and ineffective implementation 
of Reduce Impact Logging (RIL). While for deforestation, besides aspects of forest harvesting 
such as Annual Work Plan (RKT) that do not aware on density of forest canopy, conversion 
of forest area for plantation and mining, and forest encroachment for other uses are causes 
of significant reduction of forest cover.

Table 6. Distribution of deforestation and degradation based on overlap on S-PHPL 
owner

S-PHPL
Deforestation 

(hectare)
Degradation (hect-

are)
% Def % Deg

Inside overlapped areas 77,430 20,903 43.27 15.29

Outside overlapped 
areas

101,503 115,765 56.73 84.71

Total 178,933 136,668 100 100 

There is no PHPL assessment standard that refers specifically to deforestation and 
degradation. Assessment standard only limited to planting activity at the logged area, 
empty land, protected area, and land from forest fires. In general, changes on forest 
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cover only refers to indicator (3.1) ecology criteria on existence, stability, and condition of 
protected area in each forest type. Those indicators focused more on protected area located 
at assessed IUPHHK-HA area.

Distribution of hotspots inside IUPHHK-HA concession areas also found through this 
analysis. Hotspots analysis conducted throughout 2014-2017 in Central and East Kalimantan. 
Analysis results showed that most hotspots located in S-PHPL holders with total of 1,572 
spots. 

Table 7. Distribution of hotspots in S-PHPL holders throughout 2014-2017

 
S-PHPL S-LK Non-certified

Total % Total % Total %

Hotspot at overlapped 
areas

559 35.56 16 14.29 93 47.94

Hotspot outside over-
lapped areas 

1,013 64.44 96 85.71 101 52.06

Total Hotspot 1,572 100 112 100 194 100

Based on time span of hotspots emergence, 2015 is the year with highest distribution of 
hotspots in those two provinces. It was affected by El-Nino phenomenon with several areas 
in Indonesia faced extreme dry season and drought due to lack of rainfall. It had caused 
forest fires. At least 2.61 million hectares of forest and land burnt on June to October 2015 
which caused 221 trillion rupiah of state loss.19

64.44% of hotspot areas located outside overlapped areas. It showed that beside El-Nino 
factor, monitoring by IUPHHK-HA also lacking to prevent fires. Referring to PHPL assessment 
standard, indicator (3.2) ecology criteria on forest protection, process of forest protection 
including from fires, illegal logging, and forest encroachment are already regulated. This 
protection intended as prevention efforts to control forest disturbance, through proactive, 
preventive, and repressive activities. However, looking at the verifier/ assessment tool, most 
of it only assess procedures and availability of facilities and infrastructure, and resource for 
forest protection. It does not reflect the implementation.

PT Sarmiento Parakantja Timber (Sarpatim)

a. No S-PHPL: 824 407 140016.
b. Validity Period: 04-10-2014 to 03-10-2019.
c. Assessment Results: Passed with good predicate; first surveillance resulted on good 

predicate; second surveillance resulted on good predicate; third surveillance resulted on 
good predicate; and fourth surveillance resulted on good predicate.

d. Conformity Assessment Body: TUV.
e. Locations: Kalek River Forest Group –Nahiang River, East Kotawaringin District, Katingan 

and Seruyan District Central Kalimantan Province.

Monitoring Result:

Through field monitoring, overlapping between IUPHHK-HA PT Sarpatim with palm oil 
plantation concession were found. This overlap also a cause of deforestation inside PT 
Sarpatim concession aside from other factors such as illegal logging activities.20

Result of PT Sarpatim spatial analysis also showed overlapping happened not only with 
palm oil plantation, but also with mining concession. During field monitoring, investigation 
team could not directly reach the mining location, since it was secured and guarded by 
the companies. However, the largest overlapping area is with palm oil plantation covering 
43,315 hectares, while for mining is only 167 hectares. Based on analysis on deforestation, 
throughout 2014-2017, at least 7,617 hectares of PT Sarpatim area deforested caused 
by various types of activities, such as overlapping and forest fires. Overlap is a cause for 
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high deforestation, reache 4,564 hectares or more than half of total deforestation in the 
concession. 

Picture 6: Map of PT Sarmiento Parakantja Timber

Picture 7: Location of field monitoring PT 
Sarmiento Parakantja Timber

Picture 8: Graphic of PT.Sarmiento Parakantja Timber 
Certification Assessment Results  
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Monitoring result:

Through field monitoring, it is found that deforestation clearly seen in PT Timberdana 
concession. The main cause is changes on landscape, forests turned into open land with 
holes due to mining activities inside PT Timberdana concession. Moreover, forest fires is 

PT Timber Dana

a. No S-PHPL: No. 10-SIC-04.01.
b. Validity Period: 22-08-2016 to 21-08-2021.
c. Assessment Result: Passed with good 

predicate; first surveillance resulted on 
good predicate; second surveillance 
resulted on good predicate.

d. Conformity Assessment Body: Sarbi 
International Certification.

e. Location: West Kutai District and Paser 
District (East Kalimantan Province) and 
North Barito District (Central Kalimantan 
Province).

Case Box

In effort to verify spatial analysis, JPIK 
conducted field verification monitoring 
on two IUPHHK-HA that randomly 
selected as sample based on spatial 
analysis. Selection is based on large area 
of deforestation and degradation, and 
certification assessment by CAB. Based 
on those considerations, IUPHHK-
HA PT Sarmiento Parakantja Timber 
and PT Timberdana were selected as 
monitored companies. 

Picture 9: Map of PT Timberdana
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another reason for the loss of natural forest. One of the identified mining concessions that 
actively operates in the area is PT Barito Ekatama.

Compared to spatial analysis result, deforestation throughout 2014 to 2017 in PT Timberdana 
reached 10,224 hectares. Total overlapped area is 59,452 hectares, with 93% overlapped 
with mining concession, and overlapping with palm oil plantation reached 585 hectares. 

Based on analysis and direct field verification, deforestation of 9,572 hectares happened 
outside the overlapped area. It showed that the company do not implement sustainable 
forest management practices. 

Picture 10: Location of PT. Timber Dana 
field monitoring

Picture 11: Graphic of PT. Timber Dana Certification 
Assessment Results

4.3 Analysis on Certification Assessment 

In PHPL assessment standard, there are four assessment aspects, preconditions, production, 
ecology, and social. Those four aspects are detailed into criteria and verifiers/ assessment 
tool. In this report, three out of four aspects were analysed as a comparation of assessment 
result conducted by Conformity Assessment Body with spatial analysis. Spatial analysis 
looked more detailed on deforestation cases, overlapping, and hotspots in S-PHPL holders 
throughout 2014-2017. Analysis on PHPL assessment results conducted to 81 IUPHHK-HA 
in Central and East Kalimantan Provinces through scoring. The result is average score for 
each assessment within the same period of spatial analysis. 

Referring to assessment norm that use predicate “good, average, and poor”, CABs assessment 
to 81 IUPHHK-HA showed results that tends to be “good”, especially on the preconditions 
and social aspects. In general, these results portrayed that performance of IUPHHK-HA 
in the two provinces are “good”, based on PHPL assessment standard. However, spatial 
analysis and field verification showed different results. Overlapping on S-PHPL holders is 
the biggest overlapping problem compared to S-LK holders or non-certified IUPHHK-HA. 
Total of 36.91% S-PHPL holders areas overlapped with other concessions.

The main reason for this contradiction is CABs’ interpretation of PHPL regulations. According 
to CABs, deforestation that is caused by external permits do not count in the assessment 
of concession performance. Likelywise, if there is deforestation taking place in the annual 
work plan area (RKT) that has been officially approved by the provincial and central forestry 
administration, CABs do not wan to question the legality of such document.
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During the same period, JPIK monitoring activities21 in Central and East Kalimantan resulted 
on findings on boundary conflicts and yet to be resolved by the permit holders. It happened 
because no effort on participative boundary arrangement that involving indigenous 
communities around the concession area, no socialization and consultation while requesting 
indigenous communities’ consent who have direct interest on the area. 

Picture 12: Graphic of 81 Companies PHPL Indicators Assessment based on Conformity Assessment Body

Total of hotspots also showed different results with certification assessment, the most 
hotspots located in S-PHPL holders, 14 times higher than S-LK holders. Spatial analysis 
results on deforestation showed lowest percentage is on S-PHPL holders’ concessions 
compared to overlapped area and hotspots. However, in total, S-PHPL holders have the 
biggest deforestation areas compared to S-LK or non-certified concessions. 

Table 8. Comparation of CAB’s assessment results and spatial analysis 

Total 
Companies

Result of CAB’s Assessment 
(3 Aspects)

Result of Spatial Analysis

Preconditions Ecology Social Deforestation Overlapping Hotspots

Average Average Average
Total 
area

%
Total 
area

% Total Average

81 1.43 1.64 1.38 178,933 3.10 2,132,048 36.91 1,572 19

Notes on assessment results: 1 (Good), 2 (Average), 3 (Bad)
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Comparation of both analyses showed gap between spatial analysis and certification/ 
assessment results. The biggest gap is on high overlapping area between concession and 
hotspots in S-PHPL holders. Overlapping problems refer directly to preconditions aspect, 
related to certainty of area with norms or verifier maturity score with assessment result 
“good”. Total hotspots that refers to the ecology aspect, related to forest protection 
indicator also showed similar thing (scored as “good”). Deforestation have not clearly and 
specifically regulated in PHPL assessment standard, but proper silviculture implementation 
system supposed to be able to reduce negative impacts of forest harvesting that leads to 
deforestation. 

Table 9. Tendency of changes on assessment result by CABs

Assessment Steps
Assessment Aspects

Preconditions Ecology Social

Initial Certification 1.65 1.79 1.59

Surveillance 1 1.41 1.58 1.43

Surveillance 2 1.38 1.62 1.38

Surveillance 3 1.39 1.60 1.35

Surveillance 4 1.36 1.59 1.33

Recertification 1.38 1.65 1.27
Notes on assessment results: 1 (Good), 2 (Average), 3 (Bad)

Picture 13: Increasing deforestation in S-PHPL holders in Central and East Kalimantan Provinces inside and outside overlapped areas
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Gap between results of assessments by CABs with analysis and sampling test at the field, 
have showed weak spot on performance of sustainable forest management practice by 
S-PHPL and CABs. It is showed through tendency of changes on each step of assessment 
that consistently improving. On the other side, spatial analysis results showed increased 
deforestation each year. This indicates urgent needs on improvement of standard and 
guideline of assessment implementation that being used as reference on certificate 
issuance. It can be done through strengthening measurement aspect to be clearer and 
more descriptive, so it can eliminate gap between assessment results and implementation 
at the field. 

Based on interviews with several CABs, it is found that CABs have limitation on analysis and/
or interpreting spatial map, as a part of assessment activity. It resulted on deforestation 
and hotspots inside IUPHHK-HA concessions to be unidentified. Moreover, CABs do not 
have official and complete data and information as materials to conduct assessment and 
reference to verify data provided by the IUPHHK-HA holders.

5. Conclusion

As an effort to combat illegal logging and timber trading, as well as to improve forest governance, 
the Government of Indonesia along with related stakeholders have developed SVLK. This system 
is a part of voluntary partnership agreement with European Union (EU) and mandatory for all 
forestry management or business unit in Indonesia. In line with the progress and demand to 
guarantee that the timber and its products are legally and sustainably sourced, and comply with 
the existing regulation, SVLK has two set of standards, legality and sustainability. However, 
conception on sustainable forest management must keep on improving, so that verification 
of legality can be an initial step for sustainability through improvement of domestic forest 
governance. However, excessive emphasizing on legality aspect potentially neglecting social and 
environmental problems (Lesniewska and Mc Dermott, 2014). 

Responsibility to comply with SVLK have encouraged all permits and management rights holders 
to improve their performance in practicing their business. This trend showed positive impact of 
the IUPHHK-HA that yet to hold S-PHPL. They may apply S-LK for one certification period, that 
later must improve their performance to comply with S-PHPL. The improvement also shown 
with the trend of performance improvement based on assessment by CABs, with average results 
of assessment is “good”. However, spatial analysis showed problems on overlapping between 
concessions and deforestation in S-PHPL holders, with most of it (56.73%) happened outside the 
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overlapped areas. It is caused by forest harvesting aspects as stated on the annual work plan, do 
not aware of forest cover density, conversion of forest areas for plantation and mining, and forest 
encroachment. Forest degradation even reached 84.71% happened outside overlapped area. It 
is strongly assumed caused by unsustainable forest harvesting and tends to neglect silviculture 
principles that result on decreased forest class status. 

Meanwhile, PHPL assessment standard and guidelines, yet to specifically addressed deforestation 
and degradation problems. Assessment standard only limited to planting activities at former 
mining areas, empty land, protected forest, and rehabilitation of burning land. In general, changes 
on forest cover only refers to indicator (3.1) ecology criteria on existing, stability, and condition of 
protected forest in each type of forest. That indicator focused more on protected forest located 
inside assessed IUPHHK-HA areas. Furthermore, the manner in which these citeria and indicators 
are interpreted by CABs allow for deforestation, caused either by external permits or internal 
concession operations but within annual work area that is officially approved, to discounted in the 
overall performance evaluation. 

MoEF as the system owner is diligently changing orientation of forest management that initially 
refers to legality aspect into sustainable forest management, through developing standard and 
guideline of PHPL assessment. Effort on improving standard must be consistent and continuous, 
so that problems related to transparency on information, boundary in ownership/ usage and 
management of forests, conflict, environmental destruction through forest conversion, corruption 
and types of mal-administration, and permits can be resolved in order to realize sustainable 
forest management. This effort must be responded positively by the government and consumers 
in European Union, as a form to strengthen ongoing voluntary partnership agreement. European 
Union also has the same responsibility on efforts to improve and strengthen in sustainable ways 
to realize good governance. 

6. Recommendations

 • Structure/ institutions 

- Improvement of forest governance through SVLK have involved many stakeholders. 
Therefore, all stakeholders must actively take part and initiative to continuously improve. 
Specifically, the Ministry of Environment and Forestry through Directorate General of 
Sustainable Forest Management (Ditjen PHPL) as the owner of the system has big roles and 
responsibility. Problems related to conservation and sustainability of forest management 
will not be resolved by the Ditjen PHPL institution alone. The MoEF must improve their 
coordination between directorates, so that problems related to permits which allegedly 
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have big contribution to overlapping, deforestation, and social conflicts problems can 
be minimized through integration and mutual understanding between authorities in the 
MoEF. 

- The Conformity Assessment Body (CABs) must own baseline on spatial data and improve 
monitoring strictly, and conduct spatial analysis, so that problems related to overlapping 
and deforestation can be identified before conducting surveillance. It is also aimed so 
that CABs own thorough and proper information on situation and condition. With doing 
so, sampling at the field can be more effective and right on target and fulfilling aspect of 
representation. 

 • Implementation

- S-PHPL holders must improve their performance in concessions, including resolving all 
problems found during audit, and improve certain aspects that still scored as “bad and/or 
average”. Improvement must be real and implemented at the field, and not only reflected 
through certain documents as verification tool for CABs.  

- Conformity Assessment Body (CABs) must conduct other than specified evaluation and 
surveillance, so that violation of incompliance can be detected (early warning). It  aims to 
prevent it from happened and impression that compliance seems to be forced.  

- CABs must consider deforestation and degradation caused either by external permit sor 
internal concession operations (even if in approved annual work areas) as an intergral part 
the assessment of the sustainability of concessions.

- The MoEF and other related stakeholders must provide data and information for 
assessment purpose, so it can enrich baseline data for CABs. 

- The MoEF must follow on findings and reports of audit results, including documenting and 
analyse, monitor and enforce the law. With doing so, S-PHPL holders would be triggered 
and encouraged to do improvements. 

- The government must review all permits and review its policy on Borrow-to-Use Forest 
Permit (IPPKH) and permit on forest area release for palm oil plantation, including resolving 
all problems related to unclear management that caused conflicts. 

 • Revision on regulation/ standard

- The MoEF must perfect the standard and guidance on assessment through involving 
related stakeholders, and strengthening assessment on aspects related to overlapping, 
deforestation, and conflict.

- The government must follow on findings stated in this report through assigning special 
team to further analyse and implement forest protection initiatives in synergy with related 
directorates and ministries/ agencies. 
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