
Minutes of Meeting 

Subject  :  4th Peatland Working Group 2 (PLWG-2) Meeting 

Date  :  January 22nd & 23rd, 2018 

Venue  :  ParkCity Everly, Miri, Sarawak  
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Secretariat 
Secretariat 
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No. Item Descriptions  Main Discussion Points Action Points Progress Update 

January 22nd (afternoon onwards, Monday)  

1.  Review of previous meeting’s 
minutes and progress on actions 

A round of introduction of observer and RSPO Secretariat; with 
briefing of logistics of the hotel was done by Secretariat.  
Secretariat went through the progress update from the previous 
minutes of meeting. 
 
 
Co-Chair, Faizal, briefed the WG on RT 15,  

1. Prep cluster of RT15, of which one of the session was planned 
to be on peat management matter, was called-off due to the 
limited number of speakers arrived at the venue of the 
volcano eruption.  

2. Panel Discussion on the main day of RT15 went as schedule, 
where Faizal, as the co-chair of ERWG presented the analysis 
results based on GHG Assessment reports submissions for 
approved NPP for three years (2015-2017) over the Panel 
Session of RSPO Delivering No deforestation, no peat: 
 Out of the total 109,000 ha proposed new development 
areas, 5,600 ha of peat is set aside. Only 2% was developed in 
degraded forest, 34% is set aside from the total proposed 
development. Significant changes have resulted from 
PalmGHG reports submissions where the new development 
resulted in net uptake of greenhouse gases.  

3. Peat Consultation Workshop – detail reporting would be 
presented over agenda item 3 of this meeting.  

 
Following which, Arina commented on the group composition. She 
raised the concerns over the representativeness of different 
stakeholder category of the WG. The Secretariat reiterate the 
challenges the WG faces from the very initial establishment of the 
group in getting enough supports from the respective stakeholders, 
especially the challenges in reaching out to fill the seat for Social 
NGOs.  
 
The Secretariat has been sending specific invitations to few Social 
NGOs (i.e Sawit Watch, Oxfam) and grower members for participation 
into the WG and asked for specific nomination from members of this 

 
 
 
 
 
 
RSPO Secretariat to 
circulate RT 15 
presentation to the 
group members. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Secretariat to circulate 
vacant seat of the WG 
with ToR to all 
members. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
RT15 presentation for 
Prep cluster 2 
circulated together 
with minutes of 4th 
PLWG meeting 
 
Presentation for Panel 
Discussion 4 of RT15 
can be accessed here, 
https://www.rt.rspo.or
g/c/rt15-presentation/  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
List of WG vacant seats 
and ToR circulated via 
email dated Mar 14th, 
2018. 
 
 
 
Almo Pradana (WRI) 
appointed as alternate 
for WI. 
 

https://www.rt.rspo.org/c/rt15-presentation/
https://www.rt.rspo.org/c/rt15-presentation/


WG; however, no positive respond received thus far.  
 
Representatives need: 

• 1 Grower (Malaysia)  

• 1 Grower (RoW)  

• 1 Social NGO (to support smallholder peat issues) 
 
Secretariat urges members to assist in reaching out and gauge 
interests in filling the vacant seats within the WG. PLWG is 
encouraged to send alternate replacement for substantive member 
for the meeting. Technical expert is allowed to join the meeting to talk 
about technical issues as long as the members agree.  
 

 
 
Loders Croklaan, 
Wetlands International 
and WWF are to 
nominate an alternate 
respectively.  
 

Vacant Soc. NGO seat: 
-Riza Harizajudin (SW)  
-Intim Gesvita (SW) 
-Ali Kaba (SDL) 
 
 
 
 
 
No response from 
Growers for RoW & 
Msia seat to date.  

2.  Minutes of RT side meeting of 
PLWG took place on the 27th 
November 2017 evening 

A side meeting, PLWG meeting, took place on the evening of the peat 
consultation workshop at RT15, Bali, 27th November 2017. The calling 
of the side meeting was to discuss briefly on the feedback received 
and way forward on the development of Drainability Assessment 
guidance document. Refer Annex 2 for minutes of the side meeting 
 
Over the meeting, the group proposed for WI to come up with 3-tiers 
approach, from simple to more comprehensive assessment 
requirement for cost effectiveness and practicality reasons. Detail on 
drainability assessment is then further discussed on the next day of 
this meeting. Refer item 6 of this minutes. 
 
Alongside with the meeting, there were concerns raised again 
(including concerns and feedback received from members of ERWG 
on the proposed draft global peat definition). Hence, it is decided that 
further discussion needed and no announcement is to be made on 
this subject matter. The RSPO peat definition is discussed again over 
the evening of today meeting (refer item 5). 
 

 Minutes have been 
circulated in Annex 2 

3.  RT15 Peat Workshop report back 
by GEC 

GEC presented on feedback received from Peat Consultation 
Workshop held at Bali (RT 15) (Refer Annex 3 for the Powerpoint 
Presentation). 37 attended with good range of audiences consisting of 
growers, NOGs, academic institution, supply chain, banker and 
retailers.  
 

RSPO Secretariat to 
share the summary 
report of Bali Peat 
Workshop with WG 
members 

Summary report of Bali 
Peat Workshop 
circulated together 
with minutes of 4th 
PLWG meeting  



BMP for existing cultivation on Peat:  
A need to update the peat definition as the previous version was from 
an average of Indonesia and Malaysia. Water management and 
drainability need to be incorporated with focus on water monitoring 
and compliance to new regulations. Subsidence section will be 
emphasized. Fertiliser and nutrients is outdated in the previous 
manual. New experience for the pest management. Re-compaction of 
peat on the existing plantation.  
GHG problems can be addressed by ERWG published work.  
 
BMP for rehabilitation: 
Further guidance on the paludiculture. Further guidance on species 
selection for natural regeneration versus planting. Species selection 
focused on Indonesia and Malaysia.  
 
Drainability assessment was discussed and concern raised by growers 
was that not all of them have the data for the drainability assessment. 
Sime darby, GAR (Sinarmas) and SOPB volunteered for the pilot test.  
 
Another session for the smallholder linking & learning session 
particular on peat issues. A total of 28 participants mainly from 
Indonesia attended. A couples of issues had discussed: 

• Leaning palm tree (prevention and treatment option), 

• Difficult to get fertiliser supplies in Indonesia,  

• Herbicides application is promoted by salesperson,  

• Water management 
 
A copy of summary report of Bali Peat Workshop prepared by GEC. 
 

4.  Peat related issues within the 
P&C (2013) Review  

Co-Chair provided update on P&C Review process: the public 
consultation has gain a total of 1573 comments and P&C Review TF 
members are expected to (accordingly to ISEAL Standards) and were 
addressing every single comment received for peat related matters, 
there was more than 180 individual comments. The next meeting for 
P&C review is tentatively scheduled in the last week of February’18. 
 
2nd draft of P&C review for public consultation after Bali task force 
meeting has been postponed to the end of February due to too many 

 5th P&C taskforce 
meeting scheduled for 
May 2018 



feedbacks received; there is still a need for more information and 
clarification; as well as a suggestion for a restructuring of the whole 
documents, based on RSPO Theory of Change.  
 
The proposal from WG to split existing criteria for planting and 
management for oil palm cultivating on fragile soil (4.3 and 7.4) into 
two, to have specific emphasis on peat soil received positive feedback 
from the consultation process. The Two new criteria are added to the 
P&C 2013: 

I. 4.3b Existing planting on peatlands are managed responsibly. 
II. 7.4b No New Planting on peat, regardless of depth.  

 
There was concern raised over P&C Review meeting on a need to 
update the guidance for the auditor. Similar concern was highlighted 
over the Bali consultation meeting.  Auditor did not utilize the existing 
audit checklist which create gaps and not standardized. 
 
There is a need for the guidance for the grower who has peat within 
their concession complying criteria 7.4 on no new planting on peat. 
Landscape approach issue is still on progress, potentially will be new 
criteria or indicator for it.  
 
Deforestation issue was raised as the biggest challenge on peat, 
mainly from the pressure of downstream sector. 
 
A formal document will be made available after the next P&C 
meeting.  
 

5.  Discussion Paper:  Proposed 
wordings for RSPO Global Peat 
Definition 

WG Discussion Paper: RSPO Organic (Peat) Soil Classification (Annex 
4a) was tabled for further discussion, listing existing RSPO definition 
on peat, previously discussed definition and new proposed definition 
from grower members. WG conveyed their concern as to how the 
specification of soil component will impact on the rehabilitation 
approach and most importantly not to over complicate the definition 
to a point it confuses the smallholders especially.  
 
WG strongly suggest to invite a soil scientist to advise on the 
definition. 

PLWG members are to 
share all relevant 
documents relating to 
peat soil classification 
and specific definition 
recorded for Indonesia 
and Malaysia by end of 
the day for further 
deliberation on the next 
day of WG meeting.  

Done and refer 
minutes item 9 of this 
minutes 



WG also suggested doing a short survey among WG members on the 
extensive and presence of muck soil to understand is the difference is 
peat soil and muck soil is crucial. 
 
Susan Page was contacted and from her experience, Africa regions fall 
largely under USDA to classify peat. According to her, harmonising the 
peat soil will be extremely difficult.  
 
To gain better feedback, Arina will be in contact with International 
Peat Society, Susan Page from University of and Simon Lewis from 
University of Leeds.  
 
Chair will write to Alexander of SPOM Dr. Alexandra Barthelmes.   
 
Suggestion from WG was to invite a soil scientist who works on the 
peat soil as there is no expert in the PLWG. 
 

 

No. Item Descriptions Main Discussion Points Action Points Progress Update 

January 23rd (Tuesday) 

6.  Progress update on drainability 
assessment, by Wetland 
International  
(Update via call by Dipa Rais) 

a. Draft Guidance 
Document (Tier 1, Tier 2 
and Tier 3) 

b. Next Step for Pilot Test 

Based on the outcomes of the Bali Side meeting on this subject matter 
(refer item 2 of this minutes), Wetlands International presented the 
status and next step on the development of drainability assessment 
guidance document, containing the Tier 1, 2 and 3 approaches in brief 
(Annex 5a). Followed by a more in depth technical updates from Dipa 
on the Tier 1 approach for drainability assessment (Annex 5b).  
 
More positive feedback and acceptance from members of PLWG-2 
observed on the proposed guidance. However, there are concerns 
raised over the assumption made for Tier 2 and Tier 3 on growers’ 
responsibility on infrastructure development and/or maintenance 
required beyond concession boundary.  
 
In addition to that, FPIC would be another crucial and essential step 
dealing with local community around for water management and/or 
related management regime concerning the whole peatlands, which 
part of the whole peatland may fall outside of the company’s 
concession. Collaboration and/or working with government is 
essential, however the process may be time consuming.  

WI to update on the 
data requirement 
(preferably in a table 
form) for Tier 1,2,3 by 
the end of Jan and 
circulate among 
members.  
 
RSPO Secretariat to 
conduct the technical 
meeting with Wetlands 
International, starting 
with suggestion by the 
grower members (Sime 
Darby, Bumitama, 
Sinarmas) on individual 
participating. 
 

Data requirement for 
the 3 tiers assessment, 
together with the Tier 
1 guidance document 
attached (Annex 5b) 
are shared and 
discussed with 
participants of the 
technical meeting.  
 
The Drainability 
Assessment technical 
meeting took place on 
the 13th February at 
RSPO Indonesia Office, 
Jakarta. Refer the 
minutes of the meeting 
(separate document 
shared). 



Comments on the Tier 1 to 3: 
It’s not appropriate to make assumption that grower would have all 
the data required to conduct Tier 2 and 3.  
WG members are more comfortable with the updated and much 
simplified Tier 1. There are still concerns over the availability data; 
practicality of the proposed assessment methodology; emphasis 
concern over the mapping of DTM/DEM; and resources and capacity 
of company carrying out the assessment; the WG suggest to have a 
separate technical meeting involving technical (GIS and hydrologist) 
specialist from company and/or external parties (especially relevant 
researches of Indonesia and Malaysia). Proposed date for the 
technical meeting 12th or 13th February, preferably at Jakarta. 
 
With the results of the technical meeting, pilot test could then 
commence with interested parties (Sime Darby, GAR). The Secretariat  
suggested not to restrict the pilot to just Tier 1, but all 3 tiers based on 
capacity and resources of interested party.   
Confirmed participation  into technical meeting from WG members 
are:  

• Sime Darby  

• Bumitama  

• Sinarmas  
 

 
The drainability 
assessment has been 
circulated to members 
through email on 16th 
March 2018. Docs 
include: 
-Base guidelines 
-Annex 1-4 
-Levelling template 

7.  Progress update of Peatland 
Mapping & gaps identified  

Secretariat presented on findings made from internal review process 
on peat mapping (refer Annex 6 of the PPT). The unavailability of data, 
specifically on the areas planted with oil palm is only up to year 2010, 
based on previous study conducted through GHG WG2. This found to 
be the biggest challenge and gaps in mapping the most recent 
possible of oil palm planted on peatland.  
 
From this exercise, the following gaps and challenges were identified: 

• Lack of digital information (shape file). Currently secretariat, 
do not have complete details (attributes) from each shape file 
as submission does not put a mandatory requirement for 
attributes details. This also makes identifying certified and 
non-certified area a challenge. The shape file received mainly 
contains only concession boundary.  Additionally, identifying 
the year of oil palm planted is a challenge as the data is not 

RSPO to continue 
explore potential land 
cover data for mapping 
of oil palm on peatlands 
or conserved peatlands 
within RSPO members  

Update will be 
provided in next WG 
meeting 



directly available. 

• Secretariat do not have peat soil map for Papua New Guinea.   

• Secretariat also do not have the latest (after 2010) land cover 
map identifying areas planted with oil palm.  

 
Next proposed step is to explore potential existing land cover data 
through existing efforts of relevant organisations or initiatives, such as 
TFT and Starling. The mapping would break down into company level 
to monitor the extent of the company cultivation on peat.  
 
Another option for further details is by collating details on 
membership date to identify the expansion of OP on peatland by 
member versus OP cultivation on peatland by new joining members. 
 

8.  Next Step Updates on BMPs 
revision by GEC 

GEC presented on latest updates and findings from 15 feedbacks 
received so far (refer Annex 7 of the PPT).  
 
The BMP for existing cultivation with most reported issues:  

i) Water management 
ii) Conservation 
iii) Fire prevention  

Priority issues:  
i) Water management  
ii) Replanting practices  
iii) Fire control  

 
The BMP for rehabilitation that needs prioritization:  

i) Water Management  
ii) Fire prevention and control  

 
More than 170 of articles/books/reports/presentation have been 
compiled for literature review. GEC urged for more feedback from 
PLWG members particularly in their specialised area. WG suggested to 
have the online feedback survey form translated into Bahasa 
Indonesia to solicit more feedback from Indonesian growers and 
relevant stakeholders.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GEC to translate the 
feedback form to 
Bahasa Indonesia for 
Indonesia growers.  
 
RSPO to send 
questionnaire on BMP 
on Peats to Indonesian 
growers. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Online feedback survey 
form translated and 
uploaded into RSPO 
website. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Members of WG are to assigned specific session of the BMP for 
comments and updates accordingly (refer Annex 8 of the tasking list). 
The deadline for the feedback should be by 21st Feb.  
 
It is targeted to have the first draft of revised BMP by end of March (in 
time for next PLWG meeting), 2nd draft in June and final BMPs by late 
August.  
 
A total of 3 field visits are targeted before the final report can be 
produced. The first field visit is scheduled on Wednesday, right after 
this WG meeting, to Sg Balim Estate and Woodman Plantation, at Miri 
Sarawak. Suggested to have another field visit at Indonesia and one in 
conjunction with next WG meeting at Peninsular Malaysia.  Suggested 
date would be early March for one field visit, and PLWG2 next 
meeting and filed visit by end of March or Early April. The suggested 
timeline is early March and end of March/early April with PLWG 
meeting.  
 
Suggested locations:   

• Ketapang, Indonesia  

• Tabung Haji Plantation, Sumatera  

• Kuala Selangor (rehabilitation area) 
Pekan Rompin (non-rspo member) 

 

Secretariat to circulate 
the tasking lists and 
member to provide 
comments directly to 
GEC before agreed 
deadline. 
 
 
RSPO Secretariat to 
work with Dr. Shah and 
GEC on next field visit at 
Indonesia, and the 
following field visit cum 
WG meeting at April, 
respectively.  
 
Secretariat to send out 
doodle poll for dates.   
 
  

Tasking list circulated 
via email dated 
February 9. 
 
 
 
 
 
Field visit to PT BNS, 
hosted by Minamas, 
conducted on the 7th 
March 2018. 
 
 
 
 
Next PLWG meeting is 
scheduled on 1st week 
of April 2018. 

9. Peat Definition (continuation 
from first day)  

On discussion for peat definition, WG discussed and agreed to keep 
the definition on, as organic soil, while definition of peat can be 
further subdivided based on different soil classification and it may 
vary according to region and ecosystem type.  
 
After long discussion, the working group reached consensus on having 
regional definition on peat. The agreed definition of peat for South 
East Asia, as Annex 4b.  
 
The definition for Africa and Latin America are to be developed by 
April 2018. In that region, significant numbers of the peatlands are in 
lake or river basin which leads to a higher mineral content in the peat. 
Hence, the definition may be varied from the Southeast East Asia. 
 

 
 
 

Refer to Annex 4B (SEA 
definition) 
 
Africa & LatAm 
Have received 3 replies 
on peat definition 
from: 
-ISRIC 
- Prof. Susan Page 
- CIFOR 



10. Updates on Communication – 
Poster Series  

Arina updated that in overall the peat poster (English) is completed 
and circulated among the members. The poster is also being used as 
communication materials during training and workshops. The Bahasa 
Indonesia version of the poster is in the process of revising by 
Wetlands International.   
 

 -WI have provided the 
translated poster, 
however to be been 
sent back to WI due to 
some discrepancies.  

11. Progress update on Online 
Training Modules, by Wetlands 
International  

a) Finalised scripts: BMPs on 
existing plantation 

b) Next Step: BMPs on 
rehabilitation and video 
production 

Arina presented her update on online BMP modules for existing 
cultivation. The text/script for the modules are ready as well as the 
pictures from WG have been gathered.  
  
Most concerns have been solved with help from IOI and WWF with 
some gaps remaining but mostly depending on P&C revision. For 
example, on landscape approach which need to be aligned with new 
P&C, drainage limit and drainability assessment, alternative use of 
peatlands (paludiculture) and avoidance of off-site impact. Some 
modules that less likely will be affected by the new P&C will be 
launched first.  
 
For now, the format of audio & visualisation is being developed. The 
outline and look for the website is ready.  
 
On BMP for rehabilitation on Peat, the text is almost ready with 
comments received from GEC and IOI. Suggestion from RSPO is to first 
finish BMP for existing cultivation on peat. BMP for rehabilitation on 
peat will put on hold as most of the modules are affected by the new 
P&C.  
  
In the Sustainability college website, WG suggest attaching feedback 
link in the online modules, more quizzes to seek feedback indirectly. 
However, these can be done after the online modules is out as the 
main concern right now is to upload all the short videos before going 
into details such as course curriculum. 
 
RSPO Secretariat has budgeted for 2 videos of 5 minutes by June’18.  
 
Suggestion for the videos:  

• Agronomic (eg. Fertiliser, pesticides etc)   

• Overview of RSPO BMP’s Oil Palm Cultivation on Peatland 

 - WI have provided 13 
scripts for the online 
training modules 
(existing plantation). 
 
- Sara from O&E dept. 
to brief members on 
the Sustainability 
College.  
 
 
 



 

12. Proposed next step on 
development of modules  

WG started to look into BMP modules for smallholder. Based on the 
workshop from RT 15, smallholders provided feedback on how they 
prefer to learn as below: 

• Leaflets/Posters/Booklets etc  

• Practical training with field experience 

• Peer-to-peer training 
 
An update from Secretariat is that the O&E team is ready to do the 
linking with the smallholders. Dr Lee from Proctor and Gamble is keen 
to work with the PLWG for the smallholder’s matter. Chair urged for a 
facilitator that is good in dealing with smallholders. In addition to that, 
RSPO has developed a smallholder hub which is available to everyone.  
 
WG also mentioned that outreaching and implementation need to be 
localised as the smallholders are very diverse.  If RSPO want to 
proceed for the smallholder, TOR needs to be drafted.   
 

A need to find for a 
facilitator that really go 
to the ground to 
understand smallholders 
in terms of technical, 
challenges etc faced by 
the smallholders.  

 

13. AOB 
 

Faizal briefed members on the logistics for field visit (next day) and 
peat consultation workshop the following day. 
 
Next Meeting: 
Last week of March / First week of April  

  



Annex 1. Revised Meeting Agenda and attendance sheet  

4th PLWG meeting 

Venue: Parkcity Everly, Miri Sarawak 

Day 1, 22nd January 2017 (Monday) – Half day  

Time Agenda 

2.00pm – 2.15pm  1. Review of previous meeting’s minutes and progress on actions 

2.15pm – 2.45pm 2. Minutes of side meeting 27 November 

2.45pm – 3.00pm 3. RT15 Peat Workshop report back by GEC 

3.00pm – 3.30pm 4. Peat related issues within the P&C (2013) review 

3.30pm – 4.00pm Break 

4.00pm – 5.00pm 5. Discussion Paper: Proposed wordings for RSPO Global Peat Definition 

 

Day 2, 23rd January 2017 (Tuesday) 

Time Agenda 

9.00am – 11.00am 6. Progress update on Drainability Assessment, by Wetlands 
International 
a. Draft Guidance Document (Tier 1, Tier 2 and Tier 3) 
b. Next Step (pilot test) 

11.00am – 11.30am Break 

11.30am – 1.00pm 7. WG Discussion: Interim measures/guidance on Drainability 
Assessment (compliance to Indicator 4.3.5 of P&C (2013)) 

1.00pm – 2.00pm Lunch 

2.00pm – 2.30pm 8. Progress update on peatlands mapping & gaps identified 

2.30pm – 3.00pm 9. Next Step Updates on BMPs revision by GEC  

3.00pm – 3.30pm Break 

3.30pm – 4.30pm 10. Updates on communication materials – Poster Series 
11. Progress update on Online Training Modules, by Wetlands 

International 
a. Finalised Scripts: BMPs on existing plantation 
b. Next step: BMPs on rehabilitation and video production 

12. Proposed next step on development of materials and BMPs for SH 

4.30pm – 5.00pm 13. AOB 

• Date for next meeting 

 

Day 3, 24th January 2017 (Wednesday) 

Field Visit [Woodman Plantation and SOPB Plantation] 

 

Day 4, 25th January 2017 (Thursday)  

[Optional for non-speaker] *Peat BMPs Consultation Workshop 



 

 

 

 



Annex 2. Minutes of Side Meeting over RT15 at Bali 

27th November 2017 
Bangli 1, Hotel Grand Hyatt, Bali, Indonesia 

RT Side Discussion: Global Definition and Drainability Assessment Guidance  

Name Organisation Status 

Faizal Parish  
Shahrakbah Yacob 

Jason Foong 
Chin Kai Xiang  
Richard Kan 

Julia Lo 
Lim Sian Choo 
Arina Schrier 

Dipa Rais 
 

Javin Tan 
Devaladevi Sivaceyon  

GEC 
Sime Darby 

KLK 
IOI Loders Croklaan  

GAR 
GEC  

Bumitama Gunajaya Agro 
Wetlands International 
Wetlands International 

 
RSPO Secretariat 

 RSPO Secretariat  

Substantive 
Substantive 
Substantive 
Substantive 

Alternate 
Alternate 
Alternate 
Alternate 

 
 

Secretariat 
Secretariat 

 
Item Discussion Points Action Points Progress Update 

Update on 

peat 

definition  

Secretariat mentioned that, in view of the 

volcanic movement over RT15, announcement 

on peat definition will be postponed. Co-chair 

mentioned that there was concern raised from 

ERWG seeking confirmation if a new peat/soil 

map will be required upon announcement of 

peat definition. Question was should Malaysia 

and Indonesia follow the NIs or should a new soil 

map needed to accommodate to the new 

definition.  

 

Chair explained that the NI and the definition 

from FAO and USDA should also fall in the same 

range.  

  

To check if the Malaysian and 

Indonesian definition for peat is 

similar, will the definition over 

ride NI or should NI follow this 

peat definition.  

 

To add in the announcement 

stating that the peat definition 

is effective beginning 1st 

January 2018. All new NPP 

submission beginning 1st June 

2018 will be aligned to this 

definition. 

 

Due to new 

suggestion via 

email, the 

definition is to be 

finalised in the 4th 

PLWG-2 meeting.  

Drainability 

Assessment  

Challenges identified from the peat workshop is 

the lacking for DEM data. Bigger companies have 

the capacity to do the drainage limit map 

compared to the smaller companies.  

 

Wetlands has developed several scenarios: 

Scenario 1: Every single grower does drainability 

assessment themselves.  

 

Scenarios 2: Group of growers does the drainage 

limit map and then the drainability assessment. 

 

Scenarios 3: RSPO provides the drainage limit 

map. Then grower overlay the drainage limit 

map and use it for drainability assessment.  

Challenges include if the company has the 

capacity/economy for this and will CB have the 

capacity to conduct the audit.  WG raised 

concern if the drainability assessment needs to 

Wetlands to come up with 

methodology based on grower 

that are doing the assessment 

and potentially to provide a 

different accuracy matrix for 

member to do the testing and 

present the outcome to the 

WG. 

Wetlands will be 

presenting their 

draft guidance 

document in the 

4th PLWG meeting 

for endorsement 

and discussion.  



be audited. Also looking at it pragmatically the 

land is fragmented and to do a comprehensive 

assessment it is close to impossible. 

 

WG mentions that they only need a 

methodology to do it, perhaps Wetlands can 

look into the current way of drainability 

assessment done by grower.  

  

Secretariat clarified that Option 3 is out of 

consideration. Also, suggestion to come up with 

the most practical method which may not be the 

most precise or accurate data but as long as 

there is a certain degree of confidence to it and 

can be tested out.  

 

Next Step  Planning is to have the next meeting along with 

a site visit. At the same time, come up with an 

idea for the plantation going for audit in the 

second cycle, what are the guidance to be given 

to them.    

  

 

  



Annex 3. Powerpoint Presentation on Summary Report on Peat Workshop, Bali 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Annex 4a: WG Discussion Paper: RSPO Organic (Peat) Soil Classification 

Definitions developed and/or proposed are: 
 
Existing RSPO Definition, PLWG1 (2012):  
Tropical peat soils (Histosols) are defined as organic soils with 65% or more organic matter and a 
depth of 50 cm or more. 
 

PLWG-2 (Nov 2017): 

Organic soils with cumulatively more than half (50cm) of the upper 100cm of soil with a 

range of proportion organic Carbon from 12% to 18% containing clay mineral fractions from 

0% to 60% or more respectively, with less than 35% of Ash Content. 

 

PLWG-2 (email exchanges, Dec 2017):  

Organic soils with cumulatively more than half (50cm) of the upper 100cm of soil with a 

range of proportion organic Carbon from 12% to 18% or more, containing clay mineral fractions from 

0% to 60% or more; and with the loss of ignition of more than 35% by dry weight. 

 

Growers (PLWG-2, Jan 2018):  

Peat is an organic soil where more than half (50 cm) of the upper 100 cm of soil or the depth to 

bedrocks is organic material having more than 65% loss of ignition (LOI) or less than 35% ash 

content. 

 

This definition is for use in all palm oil producing countries globally.  This classification has been 

derived from the global definition of Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations 

(FAO)and is in line with the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) definition. In countries 

which have a RSPO National Interpretation (NI) process they may adopt a nationally accepted 

definition provided that it is consistent1 with the above definition. 

The implementation of this definition of peat will come into force on the 1st December 2017 (with a 

6 (six) months grace period). That means existing assessments between 1st December 2017 and 1st 

June 2018 can applied the earlier definition of tropical peat. RSPO producer members, certification 

bodies (CBs), assessors and other affected stakeholders are strongly encouraged to start 

implementing this revised global definition of peat as it will be made compulsory by 1st June 2018. 

 

  

                                                           
1 As with all RSPO National interpretations – any modified definition proposed by a national interpretation will 
need to approved by RSPO in line with its normal procedures which may involve reference to a relevant RSPO 
Working Group or to appropriate expert(s)  



Annex 4b. RSPO Organic (Peat) Soil Classification (revised) 

 

RSPO Organic (Peat) Soil Classification 
 

For the purpose of the RSPO, tropical peat soils (Histosols) are defined as organic soils with 

65% or more organic matter and a depth of 50 cm or more. 

Definition of organic soil (Histosols):  

Organic soils are soil containing materials of more than 35% in organic matter (more than 

35% Loss of Ignition) or less than 18% organic carbon. 

Definition of organic soil (Histosols) (email exchange, March’18) 

Organic soils are soil containing materials of more and equal to 35% in organic matter (more 

and equal to 35% Loss of Ignition) or more or equal to 18% organic carbon 

Differentiation by ecosystem types: 

Organic soil may be further subdivided but the classification may vary according to region 

and ecosystem type. 

South East Asia 

In South East Asia, the prevailing definition of sub type of organic soil is as follows: 

 Muck Peat 

Loss of ignition  
 

> 35% - 65% more than 65% 

(Note: This is primarily for bog or dome type peat with limited mineral inputs) 

Africa and Latin America 

In this region, significant number of the peatland are in lake or river basin which leads to a 

higher mineral content in the peat. So, the definition may vary from South East Asia. To be 

developed by April 2018. 

This definition is for use in all palm oil producing countries globally.  This classification has 

been derived from the global definition of Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United 

Nations (FAO)and is in line with the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

definition.  

In countries which have a RSPO National Interpretation (NI) process they may adopt a 

nationally accepted definition provided that it is consistent2 with the above definition. 

                                                           
2 As with all RSPO National interpretations – any modified definition proposed by a national interpretation will 
need to approved by RSPO in line with its normal procedures which may involve reference to a relevant RSPO 
Working Group or to appropriate expert(s)  



  



Annex 5a. Status and Next Step for Drainability Assessment (Powerpoint Presentation) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Annex 5b. Proposed Tier 1 Drainability assessment methodology 

DRAINABILITY LIMIT ASSESSMENT METHOD FOR OIL PALM PLANTATION – 
TIER 1 

Dipa Rais & Arina Schrier 

I. Procedure Summary 

This document is an integral part of the main Drainabillity Assessment document and is intended as a step by 
step guidance in Future Drainability Limit Assessment and reporting of oil palm plantations on peatland. Main 
principles of the assessment have been given in the main document and will not be reintroduced in this 
guidance.  

The Future Drainability Assessment Tier 1 procedure can be summarized into 6 major steps (see also Figure 
A1), that are further described in the following chapters: 

1. Calculation of average drainage base of replanting peatland area  
2. Calculation of average peat thickness of replanting peatland area 
3. Calculation of average elevation of replanting peatland area  
4. Calculation of depth to drainage base of replanting peatland area  
5. Assignment of average (default) subsidence rate 
6. Projection of future drainability of replanting peatland area 

 

 

Figure A1. Future Drainability Assessment Flow Chart for Tier 1 Method 

 

As summarized in Figure A1, drainage base, elevation and peat thickness are required to calculate depth to 
drainage base. Subsequently, subsidence rate is used as a factor in calculating future drainability: 

1.  Drainage Limit Time (DLT), i.e. the time required, with continuing subsidence, for the land surface to 
subside to the position of the Drainage Base, and 

2.  Where the Two-Crop Cycle Threshold (TCCT), i.e. condition (Yes or No) of the DLT is reached. Thus, the 
identification of location(s) or position(s) in the site, where at the time of assessment the two-crop cycle 
(40 years) threshold is being exceeded. 

II. Assessment Procedure 

2.1. Calculation of the Drainage Base 

 
Step 1. Calculate centroid(s) of replanting peatland area 
Boundary of replanting peatland area must be clearly defined (delineated). If the replanting area comprises of 
several parts/individual peatlands (for example as given in Figure A2) each part must be delineated as single 

Drainage Base Peat Thickness Elevation 

Depth to Drainage Base 

Subsidence 

Rate 

Future Drainability 



entity. Centroid coordinate(s) of the replanting peatland area(s) is calculated as average longitude (X) and 
Latitude (Y) of boundary(s) vertices. 
 

 
Figure A2. Illustration of an Oil Palm concession consisting of 4 separate peatland areas 
 
When using ArcGIS, centroid coordinate can be calculated by using Calculate Geometry in Attribute Table 
Contextual Operation (Right Click). 

 
Step 2. Identify and calculate distance to the nearest natural water body 
On the map, identify all-natural water bodies within the vicinity of the replanting peatland area. By using the 
centroid(s) found in step 1, find the shortest straight line (distance) between natural water body to the 
centroid(s). Find the coordinate(s) at the point of intersection of the water body and the straight line. 
 
Step 3. Calculate water level elevation at the nearest natural water body 
Using point coordinate(s) of the water body found in step 2, estimate annual mean water level elevation at the 
point. The elevation must be referred to standard datum, i.e. mean sea level. The source of data for water 
elevation must be credible, such as official record, remote sensing imagery, etc. The user can also estimate the 
water elevation by using scientific methods, for example based on river-slope, etc. 
 
Step 4. Calculate the Drainage Base 
Calculate the Drainage Base by using the following formula 
 

𝑍𝐷𝐵 = 𝑍𝑁𝑊𝐵 + 0.0002 × ∆𝑋𝑁𝑊𝐵  

Where 
ZDB : Drainage Base (m-msl) 
ZNWB : Annual mean water level elevation at nearest natural water body (step 3) (m-msl)  
∆XNWB : Distance to the nearest natural water body (step 2) (meters) 
 

2.2. Calculation of the average peat thickness 

 
Step 1. Provide the peat thickness map 
Provide the peat thickness map of the replanting area. If the replanting area comprises of several 
parts/individual peatlands, each part must be presented as single entity. The map must be as accurate as 
possible, with 10 cm vertical resolution or finer. If a peat thickness map is available in raster format, its 
horizontal resolution must be 100 meters or finer 
 
Step 2. Calculate the average peat thickness 
Average peat thickness must be calculated based on class-weighted values. If the peat thickness map is in 
raster format average value must be calculated based on individual pixel values. 
 



2.3. Calculation of the average elevation of the replanting peatland area 

Step 1. Provide Land Elevation Map or Digital Elevation Model 
Provide a Land Elevation Map (LEM) or Digital Elevation Model (DEM) for the replanting peatland area(s). If the 
replanting area comprises of several parts/individual peatlands, then each part must be presented as a single 
entity.  The LEM or DEM must be referenced to standard datum (mean sea level) and can be obtained and/or 
processed from various sources such as: LIDAR, photogrammetry, IfSAR, or (previous) direct land survey(s). If 
new land survey(s) must be conducted, the drainage outlet can be used as initial (starting point) for the 
elevation measurement. In turn, the drainage outlet point must be referenced to standard datum (mean sea 
level) by using official benchmark(s) or known pixel elevation(s) on remote sensing image(s) (LIDAR, IfSAR, etc). 
 
Step 2. Calculate the average elevation of the replanting peatland area 
Average land elevation of the replanting peatland area must be calculated based on class-weighted values 
derived from LEM. If using DEM (raster format), average value must be calculated based on individual pixel 
values. 
 

2.4. Calculation of the Depth to Drainage Base 

Step 1. Provide the drainage base(s) representative for the replanting peatland area(s) (resulted in 2.1) 
 
Step 2. Provide the average elevation(s) representative for the replanting peatland area(s) (resulted in 2.3) 
 
Step 3. Calculate the depth to the drainage base representative for the replanting peatland area(s) by using 
the following formula 
 

𝐷𝐷𝐵 = 𝑍𝑠 − 𝑍𝐷𝐵 
 
Where 
DDB : Depth to Drainage Base (m) 
Zs : Average land elevation, found in 2.3 (m-msl) 
ZDB : Drainage Base, found in 2.1 (m-msl) 
 
 

2.5. Subsidence rate for replanting peatland area 

For the Tier 1 method, a default subsidence rate of 5 cm/y could be used as average subsidence rate 

representing the replanting peatland area if own data is not available. If own site data is available, then the 

average subsidence rate shall be calculated based on at least 2 years of monthly soil subsidence data.  

 

2.6. Projection of site’s future drainability 

2.6.1. Drainage limit time 

 
Step 1. Provide the average Peat Thickness as resulted in 2.2.  
Step 2. Provide the Depth to Drainage Base as resulted in 2.4. 
Step 3. Use (default) subsidence rate value as defined in 2.5. 
Step 4. Evaluate the average peat thickness as found in Step 1 against the representative depth to the 
drainage base as found in Step 2. The smallest of these two values shall be used in calculating the Drainage 
Limit Time. For example, if the average peat thickness is 2.3 meters, while the representative depth to the 
drainage base is 3.1 meters, then choose 2.3 meters to be used in Step 5. 
Step 5. Calculate the drainage limit time (DLT) by using the following formula 

 

𝐼𝑓 𝐷𝑃 ≥ 𝐷𝐷𝐵  ∶     𝐷𝐿𝑇 =
𝐷𝐷𝐵

𝑆
 

 

𝐼𝑓 𝐷𝑃 < 𝐷𝐷𝐵  ∶     𝐷𝐿𝑇 =
𝐷𝑃

𝑆
 

  



Where 
DLT : Drainage Limit Time (year) 
DDB : Depth to Drainage Base, found in 2.1 (m) 
Dp : Peat Thickness, found in 2.2 (m) 
S : Subsidence Rate (5 cm/y) 
 
For example: In Figure A2 and Table A1, the DLTs of four peatland areas were calculated. For peatlands A, B 
and D the DLTs were calculated based on DDB; while for peatland C, the DLT was calculated using DP. 
 
Table A1. Table of illustrative data for Figure A2 containing information on average peat thickness, 
representative depth to drainage base, average subsidence and calculated drainage limit time of a oil palm 
concession containing 4 separate peatland areas. 

Peatland Area 

Average peat 
thickness 

(DP) 
(meters) 

Depth to Drainage 
Base 
(DDB) 

(meters) 

Average Subsidence 
Rate 
(S) 

(cm/year) 

Drainage Limit Time 
(DLT) 

(years) 

A 4.5 2.7 5 54 

B 5.2 3.34 5 66.8 

C 1.7 3.43 5 34 

D 3.8 1.3 5 26 

2.6.2. Two-crop cycle threshold 

For the TIER 1 method, the resulting table (such as Table A1) can be used to determine whether or not a 

replanting peatland area exceeds the two-crop-cycle threshold (TCCT) at the time of the assessment.  

The TCCT value can be evaluated by simply subtracting DLT value(s) by 2 crop cycle period (40 years) 

𝑇𝐶𝐶𝑇 = 𝐷𝐿𝑇 − 40 

 

If TCCT > 0, threshold has not yet been reached. If TCCT returns zero or a negative number means that the 
TCCT is reached or exceeded.  

Example: In Figure A2and Table A1, it is apparent that TCCT has been reached in peatland areas C and D, 
because the calculated DLTs are less than two-crop cycle (40 years). 

III. Reporting 

 
For Tier 1 reporting a Summary Table for the following information must be submitted: 
1. Depth to drainage base (in meters) 
2. Drainage limit time (in years) 
3. Two-crop cycle threshold (OK if DLT>40, or N if DL <40) 
 
Table A2. Summary Table for Tier 1 Drainability Limit Assessment Report Summary 

Peatland Area 
Depth to Drainage Base 

(Meters) 
Drainage Limit Time 

(Years) 

Two-Crop Cycle 
Threshold 
(OK or N) 

A    

B    

C    

etc    

 
Description of detailed calculation and data must be submitted in separate Report Document 
 
 



Annex 6. Peat Mapping Exercise (PowerPoint Presentation) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Annex 7.  Review and Update of BMPs (PowerPoint Presentation) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Annex 8. Tasking list for BMP revision 

1. BMP for Existing Cultivation on Oil Palm 

No Section Word Count/ 

Duration 

Working Title/Content 

1 

 

Section 1.1 Sian Choo Introduction: Oil Palm Cultivation on Peatland  

Section 1.2 Sian Choo RSPO P&C (2013) and Guidance in relation to Peatland 

2 Section 2.1 Arina/ Tey/Julia/ Jason 

Foong/ Dr. Shah 

What is Peat: Nature and Characteristics of Tropical Peat 

Section 2.2 Arina/Tey/Julia/ Jason 

Foong/ Dr. Shah 

Key Monitoring and Management Elements: Cultivating on 

Peatlands 

3 Section 3.1 N/A Overview of RSPO BMPs: Oil Palm Cultivation on Peatland 

Section 3.2 Arina/Dr.Shah Dr. Gotz  Effective Water Management 

Section 3.3 Dr. Joshua/ Dr. Gotz/Tey Adequate and Balanced Fertilization  

Section 3.4 Dr. Joshua/Dr.Gotz/Tey Cost-effective and Environment-friendly Integrated Pest and 

Disease Management 

Section 3.5 Dr. Joshua/Dr.Gotz/Dr.Shah  Effective Management of Leaning and Fallen Palms, and Weed  

Section 3.6 Dr.Gotz/Dr.Shah Replanting Practices 

Section 3.7 Dr.Gotz/Richard Operational Considerations 

Section 3.8 Arina (Env)/ Jason Hon/Sian 

Choo 

Environmental and Social Considerations 

Section 3.9 Kai Xiang/Dr.Joshua Fire Prevention and Control 

  Jason Foong/ Arina/Dr.Shah Good practices for Research & Development, monitoring and 

reporting 

 

2. BMP for rehabilitation and management of peatland 
1.  Introduction  Person In Charge 

2.  Peat swamp forest and ecosystem Arina/Jason Hon/Faizal 

3.  Management of existing peat swamp forest area Kai Xiang/Arina/Jason 
Hon/Faizal 

4.  Rehabilitation of peat swamp forest Dr.Gotz/Faizal 

5.  Paludiculture and alternate use Arina/Sian Choo/Faizal 

 

 


