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1 Introduction

1.1The complaint

On July 22018, the High Carbon Stock Approach (HCSA) received a letter of concern from a tfoup of
Governmental Organisations @03 - (Friends of the Earth (FOE) US, Milieudefensie (FOE Netherlands),

and the Sustainable Development Institute (SDI), of Liketdi KS O2 YLIX Ayl yiaQud ¢ KA
Golden Veroleum Liberia (GVL) and, by association, its investor GadpieResources (GAR)ad been

responsible for clearing High Carbon Stock (HCS) forest and High Conservation Value (HCV) areas, and
violations of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) in the GVL concession in Liberia (Letter in Appendix
MO® ¢KS R20dzYSyidSR S@PARSYOS 2F (KSasS O2yOSNya ¢l a
0KS wl Ay T2NBailQs? GakistnferatiérdRhe HESA\ExzEuBve @ammitte® (EC) and its
Steering Group and is responsible for upholditsgHCSAmembershiprequirements in relation to its

investment holding in G\AL

In its initial respons#o the HCSA secretari@AR reportedhat GVL was developing a Sustainability Action
Plan (SAPand planned toconducta re-evaluation ofHCSA assessmerih the disputed area$ It was
confirmed by GVL and GARat HCS forests were cleared amgiat an immediate moratorium on
developmenthadbeen imposed for Sinoe County

On 21st August 2018, the EC recognised this issue as a formal complaint against GAR, due to the potential
breach of the HCSA membership requirements. In October 201i8tenm grievance mechanismvas
then developed by the HCSA.

A summary of the complaint is given in Table 1

Table 1. Summary of HCSA GVL_GAR Complaint

Complainant Sustainable Development Institute, Liberia

Milieudefensie, Netherlands

Friends of the Earth, United States

Defendants Golden AgrResources

Type of Allegations HCS Forest Clearance
HCV Area Clearance (HCV&dnd 4)

1+ A D! wQa SYI % Kovehted 2010 fail&ter Aafed BNovember 2019 from the HCSA secretariat requesting

Of FNAFAOIGAZ2Y 2y D! wQa 28YySNEKALE Ay@SadySyid FyR YFEylF3aSyYSyid N
sole investor in the Verdant Fund LP which GVL is a fully owned subsidlzweafrdant Fund LRGVL Press Release dated 20 July

2018 GVL also recognises GARts major investor and as such the company is required to meet the GAR Social and Environmental

Policy (GSEP).

20 dzAGlI Ayl o0fS 58St 2LIWSyid LyadAaddziS o6{5L03 ahif AHigieRi&ME¥aAS YR C
Rainforest Golden AgrvS & 2 dzZNDDS& 6 D! wo FyR D2f RSy +SNRf SdzyQa tlFfY hiAf t NR2a§
https://milieudefensie.nl/actueel/high_risk_in_the_rainforest

3 GAR is deemed responsible for upholding its HCSA SG membership requirements as it relates to its investment holding in GVL as

LJS Bddebof Conduct for Members of The High Carbon Stock Approach SteerinddGroug { ! LYLX SYSy Gl GdA2y Y
requirements:Wa SYO SN&E Ay LI yiGlFGA2y & |y Rple@entytie2 HTCS (Approacts daipss Ndeir ok £ £ | O
operations, in their supply chains and in investment holdings regardless of stake. In cases where implementation isithot curre

possible, a full moratorium must be in place for potential high carbon stock forssb | & ® Q

4 Email communication from a GAR HCSA member representative, with GVL representative copied, to the HCSA Executive Director

on 20th July 2018.

5 A9AK /I Nb2Yy {(i2@BSHMWNMNRbAKSad Dany 0 | ® $indtds.fUhpublishedWdzft @ HAMy Q@ Ly



http://highcarbonstock.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/HCSA-Interim-Grievance-Resolution-Procedure-External-Final-201218.pdf
https://goldenveroleumliberia.com/new-action-plan-to-review-golden-veroleums-sustainability-journey-as-company-voluntarily-withdraws-from-rspo-membership/
https://goldenveroleumliberia.com/new-action-plan-to-review-golden-veroleums-sustainability-journey-as-company-voluntarily-withdraws-from-rspo-membership/
https://milieudefensie.nl/actueel/high_risk_in_the_rainforest
http://highcarbonstock.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/1.-HCS-Approach-SG-membership-documents-V2_Final_20122016.pdf
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Social andHuman Rights Violations related to:

A FPIC and land rights (SRs 2,3, 7,12)

A Basic needs rightsto ecosystem service provision (SR 4 an(
HCV 4), and to food security and livelihoods (SR 5 and HC

A Cultural rights (SR 6 and HCV 6)

A The right to grievance ethanisms and remedy (SR 10), and

A Labour rights (SR 1)

W(S)Submitted‘ 2nd July 2018

Date Complaint(s) Accepted ‘ 21st August 2018

Location of Complaint Sinoe County, Liberia

Grand Kru County, Liberia

1.2The IndependenGrievance Panel (IGP)

After consulting with bothcomplaint parties (complainant and defendantjo the grievance on its
composition, in July 2019 the HCSA Secretariat appointed an Independent Grievance Panel (IGP) to address
the complaint. Its terms of refence (TOR) were to review the allegations against GVL and GAR, as set out
by the NGO complainants in their letter and in the High Risk in the Rainforest Report, and to provide
recommendations to the HCSA EC based on their findings (see Appéndike IGP TOR).

The IGP was initially comprised of 3 members with expertisel@vantareas, supported by the HCSA
Executive Director anstaff members of the secretari@uality Assurance team, as set out below in Table
2.

Table 2. Independent Grievance Pe@emposition and HCSA secretariat support team

Name Organisation

Angeline Robertson | Acted Independently (Stepped down on 12 Dec 2019)

Philippa Atkinson Independent consultant including on the HCSA SRs
Ruth Silva High Conservation Value Resource Network

Judy Rodrigues HCSA Executive Director

Darren Brown HCSA Technical Manager

Daneetha Muniandy | HCSA Secretariat

The IGP conducted six virtual meetings in 2019 and 2020 to discuss the scope and division of the work, the
investigative and reporting methodology, timeline for completion, and to review and finalise findings. Each
IGP member was assigned different aspefthie complaint and different geographical areas. In December

6l AK /I Nb2y {G2071 Y042 I O w SditigZihiyisar®nsibek.orgiwpy W
content/uploads/2017/11/HCSA oolkitv2.0-Module-2-SocialRequirements211117web. pdf


http://highcarbonstock.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/HCSA-Toolkit-v2.0-Module-2-Social-Requirements-211117-web.pdf
http://highcarbonstock.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/HCSA-Toolkit-v2.0-Module-2-Social-Requirements-211117-web.pdf
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2019, the IGP member, Angeline Robertson, had to step down which limited the geographical coverage of
the investigation.

It was decided that the IGP would assess the allegations againgh &\étion to the HCSA Toolkit, version
2.0, published in May 201’7Thiswas becaus&VL has not to date submitted an HCSA assessment which
would be based on V2.0

The findings of the IGP are presented in this Final Grievance ré@&¥Fi(al Grievare ReporR020/HCSA
GM-201801). This summarises the detailsdpporting documents, which agrovidedin Annexes 4 zip

file. Thesarethe HCSHCVTKNEnvironmental Analysis (produced by IGP member Ruth de Silva); the Land
Use Change Analysfsonducted by an independent external expert party Ata Maréand the Social
Aspects Reporind Appendices (produced by IGP member Philippa Atkinson)

1.3Backgroundd the complaint

GVL signed a Concession Agreement (CA) with the Government of Lilssdember2010. This granted

the company a 6%ear lease for the purpose of oil palm cultivation on 220,000 hectares of land spread
across five counties in treutheast of the country (Sinoe, Grand Kru, Rivercess, River Gee and Maryland).
The total designated area to date, located in Sinoe and Grand Kru counties, is 40,554 hectares (ha). Of this,
18,290hais planted, 11,48»aallocated as HCV, and none allathas HCS forest conservatfofhe CA
included a renewal option, and stated that at its end, the land will revert to the Government of Liberia, not

to the communities.

This region is populated by various ethnic groups who still rely on the land antfforewst of their basic
economic and cultural needs, and who regulate the use of and access to these resources based on
customary rights and traditionsAlthough the customary land rights of these groups were not protected

by national laws at the time the CA was signed, and were not recognised ik iy Sk Lar@Rights

Act, passed ito law in September 2018loes legitimée customary right4®

D * [ ofexations have been subject gustainedcriticism by local and international NGOs and activists,
and community membersince they startedThis has been set out in a seriesagorts Ene in 2014two

in 2015and two in 2016)* and in formal complairgt to the RSPO, a process tlstarted originally in
October 2012, has continuesince,and culminated most recently in a detailed Directive of February
2018GVL and GAR became members of the RSPO in earlyaRdl@AR becamefaundingmember of
HCSAwhich was formally incorporateid 2015. Note that the same local NGO, SDI, involved in the 2018
complaint to the HCSAas also been involved in some of the past actions listed above.

These reports and complaints have highlighted various issu@s@dsl t SR ¢gA G K GKS O2YLI y
with communities affected by its operation. Thdaselude inadequate FPIC processes, lack of assessment

N1 {!d SRS MT/H{ W LILINB:HhKcarboastoék orly/ihebcsapproachtoolkit/

sw2dzy Rl 6tS 2y {dzaldGlAybDa{S!yYt¥thARY&uyaBDobdAGYy nAFOt WRANBaa 6!/
https://rspo.org/members/944/GolderVeroleumLiberialnc-GVL

f 8y O [/ 2y adz[AFoySINGAd QodH nLw/cRIdza%¥ NA | £ ! INAR Odzf 1 dzNB [ AGSE AK22R LYLI O
https://www.globalwitness.org/documents/18631/Sync_ConstltLiberia_Agriculture_Economic_StudyOct_16.pdf

1oMinistry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) Repaldf Liberia. (2018Y! v | OG G2 9adGlofAdakK GKS [FYyR wA3aKbGa
w S LJdzo f A O, hthF//wfwitioaSistilconfland_Rights_Act_Signed_Copy.pdf

UC2NBad t $2L) Sa t NBEcHMIprynisds: AnEPIC dssesshentofGolden Weroleum and GoldersAg? dzND S Qa

palm oil project in soutls I & (i S NJ/http:/mdaviot@sipedpiles.org/sites/default/files/publication/2015/04/hollowpromises

report.pdf

Df 206 f 2 A (i Th&New Snake Riktpg/Mvwviblobalwitness.org/en/campaigns/landeals/newsnakeoil/

Sync Consultants. (2018 A 6 SNAF Q&4 LYy Rdz2aGNAFf | INROdzA 1dzNB [ AGSE AK22R LYLI O
https://lwww.globalwitness.org/documents/18631/Sync_ConstultLiberia_Agriculture_Economic_StudyOct_16.pdf

Global Witness. (2018)emples an@unshttps://www.globalwitness.org/documents/18637/Global_Witness_

_Temples_and_Guns Oct_16- MR.pdf

DNBSYy LIS OSd 6Hnmn0 WD2f RSy htth:/Bvik.greerhdagedagBréhiree  LINPINBaa NBLR NI QS
international/en/publications/Campaigneports/ForestsReports/GARProgressReport

w{t h o Gomplaints Recdbd on QY&ttps://askrspo.force.com/Complaint/s/case/50090000028&AAC/


http://highcarbonstock.org/the-hcs-approach-toolkit/
https://rspo.org/members/944/Golden-Veroleum-Liberia-Inc.-GVL
https://www.tlcafrica.com/Land_Rights_Act_Signed_Copy.pdf
http://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/default/files/publication/2015/04/hollow-promises-report.pdf
http://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/default/files/publication/2015/04/hollow-promises-report.pdf
https://www.globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/land-deals/new-snake-oil/
https://www.globalwitness.org/documents/18637/Global_Witness_-_Temples_and_Guns_-_Oct_16_-_MR.pdf
https://www.globalwitness.org/documents/18637/Global_Witness_-_Temples_and_Guns_-_Oct_16_-_MR.pdf
file:///C:/Users/danee/Documents/Quality%20Assurance%20WG/Grievance/GVL-GAR%20Case/HCSA%20GRV%20GVL_GAR%20Documents/Final%20Grievance%20Report/RSPO.%20(2012)%20‘Complaints%20Record%20on%20GVL
https://askrspo.force.com/Complaint/s/case/50090000028ErzuAAC/
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procedures and reporting, ignoring of local territorial demarcations and ongoing land conflicts, and a failure
to include all parties, with the content of MOUs also criticized for a lack of transparency and specificity of
the benefits for affected communities.

Ly GKSANI WIA3IK wAial Ay (GKS wlkhAyF2NBadiQ NBLR2NIZ (KS
RSPO complaints, referring extensively to the findings of these previous efforts to hold the company

I O02dzy il 6tS FT2NJAGA |tfSASR GA2fldAz2yad ¢KS O2YLX |
statements and policiel of these areopen-source secondary sources.

Thecomplainant® NB L2 NI Aa faz2z o6FaSR 2y LINAYIFNER RIFEGIE O2ff
and 2018 through public forumsinterviews,and surveysheld with GVL workers, community members

and other locaktakeholders. Their report additionally presents the results of fieldwork and data analysis
conducted in a sample area in 202@18 to identify any potential cleared HCS forest patches and HCV

areas. This sample area was located in the Tariit@badaNitrian (TKN) area in Kpanyan district, Sinoe

county.

Based on this evidence, and with reference to the internatiem&ironmental and human rightgandards
and norms of importance for GAR, GVL and their investioescomplainants contend that the company
has failed to meet these obligations. A summary of these allegations are set out in full on pagE®f30
theO 2 Y LI | 20¢Brepoit (&2 Appendix 1) includitigose relatedo the allegedclearance of HCS and
HCV areas (as demonstrated for the sampkaaandthose concernedis allegedviolations of social and
human rights.

2 ScopeMethods,andLimitations

2.1Scope of the allegations

2.1.1 Geographical scope

¢KS FfftS3IrdAz2ya YIRS o6& (GKS bDh O2YLX | Nafjiowiana O2y OF
and Kpanyan districts in Sinoe county, and in four distind&rand Kru county, being Trembo, Barclayville,

Grand Cess, and Gblebo. GVL has negotiated Meardarof Understanding (MOUSs) with various groupings

2F O2YYdzyAGASa 6AGKAY SIFOK 2F (KSaS RAAGNAROGAZT HKA
to a specific hectarage (ha) of land that is being ceded to the company for conversion tolgatdwdtion

(and potentially conservation).

There are five affected MOU areas in the three Sinoe county districts, each of which includes a number of
settlements orcommunities These are Butaviarjuowon Numupoh, TartwekKabadaNitrian (TKN), and
DuWolee-Nyannue (DWN)In Grand Kru, there aré MOU areas in total. These include Sorroken,
Garraway, and Wedabo, all in Trembo district; located in Barclayville; Grand Cess; and Gblebo.

2.1.2 Categories of potential breaches of the HCSA toolkit (V2.0)

The violations alleged by the complainants can be categorised into six areas in which the alleged actions of
the company represent potential breach of the HCSA requirements, based on what is set out in the HCSA
Toolkit V2.0, as follows:

1) HCV 1 (Species diversity), HCV 2 (Landscape level
ecosystem), HCV 3 (Ecosystems and habitat) HCV 4 (Ecosystem services) areas & High Carbon Stock
(HCS) forest clearance or degradation.
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2) These. areSR 2 (Fair representation),
SR 3 (Land Rights), SR 7 (FPIC), and SR 12 (Ensudisgnimoimation)

3) Mhese. are SR(&ecuring Ecosystem Sendce
encompassing HCV 4) and SR 5 (Protecting Livelihoods and Local Food Security, encompassing HCV 5).

4) iChiss.relates to SR @ultural diversity and
identity), which encompasses HCYGaultural values).

5) Thisieelates to SR 10
(Effective Grievance Mechanisms and remedy).

6) Thistrelates to SR {Rrotecing labour rights).

Table 3 shows the potential breaches that have occurred in each @B as set out by the
complainants'® This summarises the information set ouniore detailin the summarymatricesin Section
3.

Some of the categoriesf potential breachapply to specific MOU areas, including the potential clearance

of HCSandHCVa1ls ¢ KA OK NBf Il GSa 2yfeée (2 GKS ¢Yb ah! I NBI ¢
Some categories apply in more than one location, with alleged k&t&fions in threeMOU areas, while

in relation to others including food security and labour rightdie allegations are broader, although

testimonies and evidence is drawn from particular areas in which field research was conducted (Numupoh

and elsewherén Kpanyandistrigt2 KA f S (0 KSaS | NBFa NS GKS F20dza 27F
report, the IGP has also identified two other categoriepaiential breach beingSR 1®n grievances and

remedy,and SR 1 on Social knowledge, botlwbichare implied broadly by the overall complaint

Table 3. MOU Areas and categories of potential breaches of HCSA requirements

MOU Area Main Category of potential breach

Sinoe County

Butaw SRs related to FPIC and land right; grievance
mechanisms antemedy

Tarjuowon SRs related to FPIC and to cultural rights;
grievance mechanisms and remedy

TartwehKabadaNitrian (TKN) Clearance of HCV (1, 3, possibly 4) and HCS fq

Numupoh SRs related to basic needs and labour rights

Du-WoleeNyennue (DWN) Rs related to FPIC

Grand Kru County

6 MOU areas in Trembo, Barclayville, Grandceg SRs unspecified

and Gblebo districts

Bp2is GKFG GKS (Sadtayzyisa oe (Kz2a$S FFFSOGSR GKFG I NB AyOf dzRSF
directly, rather than to the MOU area where they are located.



HCS

HIGH CARBON STOCK APPROACH

2.2Methodology
2.2.1The approach of the IGP

¢FrofS o LINPOGARSR (KS FTNIYSg2N] T2 Mihdihe Miensizid y 3 (G KS
the relevant categories of potential breactvere allocated among the IGP membefer further

investigation Firsly, information was set outon the specificcomplains relatedto each MOU area,
consistingofi KS Ff £ S3FtdAz2ya IyR (KS S@OARSyYyOSThénzZiNderi KSY 3IA
supporting evidence on the potential breaches was collated and reviewegetail agan according to each

MOU areaAs part of the environmental analysis in relation to the TKN MOU area, a specialised LUCA (Land

Use Change Analysis) of the potential breach related to HCS forest was also commissioned externally to

the IGP (see Annex Ba®d on tre evidence collated and reviewed in this waythe IGP conclusions

would be drawn on the validity ofall the allegations related to each MOU areaand finally,
recommendationsandactions required in responsmuld bedeveloped.

The IGP thus aied to collate and review the supporting evidence, and develop conclusions and
recommendationsfor each MOU area and relevant category of allegation, according to the following steps:

Step 1:To set out he allegatiors in the complaint, the methodology used, and supporting evidence
provided by the complainant for each MOU area

Step 2:To collate and revievthe evidencein Step 1,and additional supporting evidencen relation to
each allegatiomndoutline findingsbased on the evidence rawed

Step 3:To developconclusions on thellegations and supporting evidence ambtential HCSA toolkit
breachesbased on steps 1 and 2

Step 4:To set out recommendations to theHCSAEC where the allegations have been validated,
recommendations are made on how they should be addressémhg with further information needs
where relevant.

The intention was to cover each MOU area and all the alleged violations in detail, but this werssibie

in practice due tdGP resourceonstraints &énd due tathe departure of one of the IGP members). Instead,

the full methodology has been applied to two MOU areas, which have been investigated in greater depth,

one in relation to alleged environméal violations being TKN MOU argand the other in relation t&ocial

Aspects Reporteing Butaw MOU ared his has enabled a thorough investigation to be conducted in the

specific alleged violations in thes&o locations. Although subject to some caveats, as discussed further

below underthe limitations section relatively welsubstantiated conclusions heween developed as a

result, along with recommendationdn turn, tentative broader conclusions have alsoebedrawn
NEIFNRAYy3I GKS O2YLIyeQa 2@0SNItf O2yaSNBIFGA2Yy | yR
allegations.

Thethree summary matricepresentedbelow in section 3 seshow the completedsteps 14, for the
environmental aspects in relation to TKN MOU area, and foSthaal Aspects Reppen overall summary
matrix, and one specifically dhe Butaw MOU area. Theseimmarymatrices arebased on the detited
findings ofthe environmental analysihat are set ouin full in Annexes 1 and 2, aridr the Social Aspects
Reportin Annexes 3 and 4. These repostt out the methodologies, findings and conclusions tiat
summarised in the maicesin Section 3 of this report

2.2.2Approach to allegations related to clearance of HCS and4CV 1

¢KS ffSaAFrGdA2ya NBtFGISR (2 @GAztlGAz2ya 2F GKS 17/ {!
case study on TKN MOU area, located in Kpanyan district, Sinoe county. Thislegkbased exercise

10
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which mainly relied on information from secondaryusces. These were contrasted with each other to
provide a more complete picture of the situation, and to reach a conclusion on the validity of the
allegations. A key question guiding this review of the evidence was whether the HC¥sdlthe HCS
forest aeas did exist in the pasti.e. by trying to determine what the baseline situation was before the
O2YLJ ye Qa 2 LIS NI-and iesg, avhethe ¥y i8 whatSvRys these environmental values have
0SSy AYLI OGSR o0& D[ Qa FTOUAGAGASaA®

The secondary soursaised to answer to these questions were:

A Correspondencereports, and operational documents produced/commissioned by GVL and for the
most publicly available, or shared by GVL upon request from the HCSA Secretariat

A Letters, publications, and reports prodeatby local and international NGOs and activists (as set out
above) nostly publicly available

A Letters and reports and other documents related to the RSPO handling of the complaints against GVL

A Publicly available information (maps) published by Globaldtaiatch and some of its data sources
for information that could help assess the potential historical presence of HCVs, mostly HCV 1.

The only new information produced for the IGP veasnd use change Analysis (LU®/&ich was also a
deskbased review of potential HCS forest located in the area sampled by the complaind@a teport

by Ata Marie, 2020, in Annex 2). This was commissioned by the HCSA Secretariat uponbethessP

member responsible for reviewing the allegatioredated to clearancein order to try to validate the
FAYRAYIEA 2F GKS O2YLX I Ayl yia Qlle§ed olearanteSHCR foiedl. dise | Yy R
included in relation to areas cleareah analysi®f land cover classifications, and typeHS forest lost.

2.2.3Approach to allegations related to potential breaches of the HCSA SRs

The review of the allegations related to social and human rights violations was apprdastgthrough

the collation and analysis of more detailed information on #ueial aspect8 ¥ D+[ Qa 2LISNI GA2Y
andthen through focusing in depthrooneMOU area, that of Butawlocated in Butaw district of Sinoe

county.As with the conservation aspecthjs review of thesocial aspectsf the complaintwas conducted

through a desk review of the available secondary documentation. A number of key soweEsised,

GKAOK aLly GKS SyGANB KAadz2NE-20G refleét & wideangsiof € Qa 2
perspectives, and were prepared for various different purposes. These include:

A The various NGO reports over the years (i.e., FPP 20i&I®Vitnes 2016, as well aSDkt al. 2018),
and the testimonies and interviews with community members and their representatives, company
staff, and other stakeholders, that these contain.

A Documents related to company sustainability policies over its decade oftipe, including the
Forest Conservation Policy (FCP) of 2012, and the Sustainability Action Plans (SAPs) of 2018 and
progress reports on these (April and October 2019).

A Records related to the RSPO atslcomplaintsprocess including the Annual Communications of
Progress (ACOPs 202319), the GVL RSPO website entry (of 2011), the comprehensive report
prepared for the Complaints Panel (CP) by its Independent Verification Mission (IVM) of 2017, along
with its extensive sougs, and the various detailed ORcisions an®irectives (2013, 2015 and 2018),
and documents associated with these such as letterstatements of recommendations.

A Other miscellaneous primary and secondary sources, including reports on events thaiakene
place, statements in the media, letters, and other records.

A The summaries and analysis of the material prepared by the HCSA Secretariat (GVL_GAR Case
Information, October 2019%

14High Carbon Stock Approach (2028). / { ! Dwz Dz[ ¢D!'w /&S AYTF2N¥I GA2YyQd .LYGSNYI ¢
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All the sources for thAnnex 3Social Aspects Repahd the other sparate studies are referenced fully in
the respective reports.

The Social Aspects Repditst presentsinformation and analysiselated to theSocial Aspects Repart

D+[ Q& 2 LISNI (A 2y &vas YieesEry bothRd pRide tistotiddl ‘céntéot the complaint,

and to provide evidence and insight on the potential breach of SR 10 (Effective Grievance Mechanisms and
Remedy). This information is set out in an overall chronology of relevant developments related to the
O2YLJ ye& Qa Ahnds BiJodiak Asyedts Repoftable 1), and theights implications are then
analysedfurther, and some tentative overall conclusions drawrhese overall findings were then
synthesised into the Overall summary matrix (3.2.1 below).

The information on Butaw was then compiled into a detailed chronology covering all the relevant events

FYR RS@St2LISyida NBfI G§SR paticulaKNOUG2ankx Ed@aEAsRddS NI (0 A 2
ReportTable 2)'° Analysis was then conducted of the implications of the information compiled in relation

to the alleged violations, which in turn yieldeslatively firmconclusions and recommendatioredatedto

this MOU area specificallgs set out again in a summary matrix (3.2.2 below)

2.3Limitations
The work of the IGP has faced various limitations, including the following:

A The IGP has not been able to conduct full investigations of all the MOU ar¢asehiavolved in this
complaint due to time and resource constraints, as nabdve TwoMOU areas have been covered
related to the conservation allegations in the TKN MOU area and to the social allegations in Butaw
MOU area, and these have been able to address both aspects of the complaint in some depth and
relatively conclusively. Considerable additional time andueses would be required to carry out
similarlyin-depth reviews and analysis of the evidence related to all the other MOU areas.

A Althoughthe Social Aspects Repaibescover some of théroader historical context of this 2018
HCSA complaings well as the specific history of Butaw in more dethd, IGP has not been able to
address fully the historgnd backgrounaf the various allegations that haveenmade against GVL
in the past, or the reponses and actions by the parties involved (RSPO, GVL, GAR). A more
comprehensive historical reviegf all the MOU areasould provide a deeper understandinglowing
stronger and more comprehensive conclusions to be dramdwould contribute to bettertailoring
of the recommendations.

A Being a desbased exercise, the IGP has not been able to encompass any feedback from the directly
affected parties. This is necessary both to further fimee some of the findings and conclusions, and
to provide inputinto the discussion of recommendations and next steps. In the absenemyof
fieldworkwith stakeholders and rightsolders, the voices of those affected most direetlyoremains
mediated and possibly distortetby third parties.

A The HCS and H@walysis (Annexes 1 and 2) relies heavily on a mix of reg@mmlinformation (and
hence not specific to the scale required) and local level information which may be incomplete,
inconsistent, and/or lacking spatial reference. This is the case witmfbemation on the presence
of HCV 1, with the sources consulted themselves stating that further biodiversity assessments are
necessary.

A Some of the available prexisting information could not be validated. For example, the original intent
of the LUCA argsis was to provide information that could help determine the historical presence of
HCVs 1 and 3 in the HCV areas that the NGO complainants allege to have been destroyed. This would

1Bt KAT ALILI ! {1 AAARER A Sodidl Aspedts Report Appendices
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be done by overlaying the TKN area maps with global or national infmmabmmonly used to
AYF2NY 1/ + ARSYUAFAOIGA2YS YR 6A0K D[ Qa4 26y AY
however, as the maps included in the GVL HCV study on TKN were di$torted

A The secondary information used to understand the preseriEgo I YR (G KS AYLI Oda 27
operations on, the social HCV values (HCVs 4,5 and 6), may have been produced with varying
engagement with local communities, and thus may represent an incomplete or inaccurate view of
HCVrelated community basic needs,y R 2F GKS AYLI Oda 2F GKS O2YL} ye

A In relation to theSocial Aspects Repart F2 NJ 6 KS Y23dd NBOSy(d LISNRA2R F2f
report, there appearto be few sources (secondary or primary), apart from the updates and other
information produced by the company itself (including its SAPs, updates on them, and entries on the
GVL sustainability webpages). This has made it more difficult to assess independently the progress
that has been made towards implementing the SAPs, which werdajma indirectresponse tahe
RSP@omplaintsprocess and earlier findings of the IVM

A While all efforts have been made to cover comprehensively all the available supporting evidence, due
to the length of the relevant time period, the substantial amount of documentation, and the time
limitations of this review, this has not always been paissilf key sources have been missed, the data
they contain should still be incorporated into the findings where possible, especially where there is
any material impact on thes€onsultationon the reportwith stakeholders and rights holders could
help toaddress any omissions.

Due to these many limitations, the IGP recommends that its findings related to specific HCS vegetation
classes andnvironmentaHCVs should be further and independently verified on the ground (as discussed

further in the recommedations section below)n relation to theSocial Aspects Repdihcluding HCVs 4,

5 and 6) as set out in the recommendations section of the relevant matrices, the IGP similarly suggests

that further information should first be sought from stakeholderslaights holders. This is necessary both

to verify and potentially modify and update the conclusions that have been drawn so far, and to discover
FdzZNIKSNJ RSGFAfa NBfSOryd (2 GKS NBYSRAIFGAZ2Y LINROSaA

Buteven despite these limitations, it has been possible to draw relatively robust if tentative conclusions in
relation to the two MOU areas which have been analysed in depth, covering the conservati@oeat
Aspects Repodf the complaint, and to makeecommendations based on these.

165 | SY S S NSbmmany Reporiof SEIA and HCVaSsy Sy i w{th bS¢ tflydAaya t NEOSRdAdz2NBaAQ:
https://goldenveroleumliberia.com/wgcontent/uploads/2014/09/201409-19-RSPENPP-SummarySElAandHCVGVETKN
Project.pdf


https://goldenveroleumliberia.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/2014-09-19-RSPO-NPP-Summary-SEIA-and-HCV-GVL-TKN-Project.pdf
https://goldenveroleumliberia.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/2014-09-19-RSPO-NPP-Summary-SEIA-and-HCV-GVL-TKN-Project.pdf
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3 IGPFindingsConclusionsand Recommendations

3.1Summary Matrix for TKN MOU Area

Complainant Allegation(s) Category: Clearance of HCS forest and HCV area

Table 4. TKN MOU Area, Kpanyan District, Sinoe county, Liberia

Step 1. A. Allegations of HCS forest clearance

Complainant

Allegations/ R .. oA .
Methodology/ al LIWAY3I 2F mmyn KI I NB | dzaAy3ad KIYyRKStftR Dt{xZ 20SNIII AR g6k

Supportive Evidence referenced satellite images, to identify any clearance of potential HCS.fores

YL Yy Fkhectam gample area mapped with handheld GPS devices, 158 hectares were identified as cleared HCS patches. 4
hectares of cleared HCS patches were identified frorNgBoF SNBE Yy OS R a(Bhiefal. Z018{pI8)A Y| 3Sa o Q

380 hectareof potential HCS forest was found to be cleared with the following characteristics:

i. 268 hectares in high priority protection patches (core area of more than 100 hectares) that are prohibited from clearing;
ii. 66 hectares in connected patches (border less than 200 meters from high priority patch) which are crucial for landscg
connectvity and forest size;
iii. 46 hectares that, might have been allowed for clearing in exchange for restoration elsewhere following biodiversity an
assessments.

B. Allegation of HCV forest clearance

W{AYyOS al NOK HnanmTt D=#][ I {320zhectresSoF HNgh RongeNatich Nalug {FHEY) &rsak, inaldingSchimy
KFoAlGlFld ARSYUGAFASR o0& (GKS O2YLJ y(8DI ¢t &.\B187%)R Alsbitdicatich dabitatofdr pyBmy
hippopotamus and other large fauna may have been convertedspportive Evidence iii) below).
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WCASER adNBSea Ay {SLISEa@d) DYRSE2FB YRS BI NHzO @ (oRSAHAIFEN 47 JSDIN
al. 2018, p.20).

biodiversity and HCV assessments
A LYGSNDBASGa oAGK Kdzyd SNA
A Field surveys

A Clearance of HCV areas was mappedigyNBE F SNBSYy OAy 3 &l 4GSttt AGS AYF3ASE yR 02
by R

O 2 Y Y dzyfhe Nigian MO &&NE | YR a 02 Y

i) ! YIFIiA2ysARS OKAYLIYyI SS adNBSe akKz2ga (KS (SNEtaS3083200F O

(i) Dx[ Qa4 wnanmn |/ + FaasSaaySyid F2dzyR aidya 27 OKKasddiNigfiknSTEN)MK e
ofinterSadx FyR aAdya 2F LRIYE KALLR KFEoAGFEOGA2Y Ay (GKS 6S3§
species of particular concerninthBYN! NBI 2 F Ly GSNBad6 FyR Adz2NNBdzyRAYy 3 [ ko
2017.(SDl et al. 2018, p.20)

(iif) Hunters and other community members from the Nitrian MoU area confirmed to Friends of the Earth in April 2018 that bef
F NNXA SR (GKSNB 6SNB aSOSNIf daoA3dT FyAYl f &z évingidaddoutlofithe N&ia
MoU area(SDI et al. 2018, p.20)

(iv) Communities report that currently these chimpanzeeas only seen in the Nitrian community forest area east of GVLs plant
SaidlrasSs a aGKS D[ O NISDiezaNB®IsHR2GS OKIF aSR GKSY | g1 & d¢

7¢KS WhAGNAIY a2! Q 6Fa NBFSNNBR (2 Ay I S Iwhidhisavithin the Bartv@EabadeNtrian/comyfriunithafea § KSANI | AIK wAal Ay whkAy
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Step 2 A. Allegations of HCS forest clearance

IGP Methodology and
supporting evidence

The HCSA Secretariat appointed an independent specialist third party, Ata Marie Consultants, to conduct a Land Use Clsanget 4
(LUCA) to evaluate whether forest clearance, including of distinct HCS forest areas, has taken place since 1 Januaryo2fassiay|
any cleared HCS forest using the HCSA toolkit. In the absence of definitive shape files of land cover or final HC&sfénast ageer
reviewed assessment, Ata Marie used satellite imagery-ginaify land cover in the area of intefrg\Ol). The satellite imagery cover
January 2015, March 2018, and December 2018. The HCSA patch analysis decision tree (HCSA Toolkit Module 5) was ther
prioritise the forest patches. Comparison of the land cover for the different time pe@od use of the patch analysis results enak
findings to be made regarding HCS forest clearance. The full LUCA lepttUse Change Analysis on Potential HCS forest areas
[GR tfFydFdA2yas YLI yel yAtaMaria A0R0)jOpiio¥ided ih AhBeR2./ 2 dzy G & Ay [ A0S

Important note: When the complaint was launched with HCSA, GVL and GAR had confirmed to the HCSA secretariat (via an €
July 2018 and a physical meeting on 6 November 2019) that there was clearance of HGBedasdsut no specifics were shared w
HCSA as GVL was updating its HCSA assessment which has yet to date to be received by the HCSA secretariat.

¢KS 1Se FAYRAYy3Ia 2F 1 {dF alNASQa [!/! NBLER2NI AyOfdzRSY

A The total area opotential HCS forest converted (in the sample area they studied only), is 1,033 ha, mostly in high priority
NBISYSNIGAYy3d F2NBad 6, wCx O2NNBaLRYRAYy3d (2 MBAKS RSO\
stratum refas to areas with limited disturbance, and a complex raitered canopy, and no evidence of any previous land cléar

A Of this 1,033ha, 955ha was determined to be located in High Priority Patches (HPP) (11ha of forest and 953ha of YRRala
YHF) in Medium Priority Patches (MPP).

The report cautions that these results are indicative only. A more comprehensive review is recommended, including usegirfidh
GVL HCS2013/14pilot analysis, and/or ground truthing, to ensure that the vegtatstratification used for the LUCA is reliable. 1
consultants note that the YRF and scrub strata exist in a heterogeneous matrix of small patches, as part of a contindben
difference between these categories being time elapsed from the previ@asance. These boundaries may thus be unreliable. T
especially important given that nearly all the HCS forest that appears to have been cleared is classified as YRF.
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To determine whether GVL's estimates of HCS forest are correct, the GVL HS®@ssand supporting data should be submitted f
review. If the revision indicates the analysis was correct, then comparison of current land cover against GVL resolglwithpre
conclusive findings as to the extent of any forest clearing. IHB& assessment is not made available, or if it is and the results are
to be inaccurate, ground truthing would be needed to verify the vegetation stratification used for the LUCA and ensureliatues
findings.

B. Allegations of HCV forest clearance

Deskbased research relying on secondary sources to determine whether HCVs did exist (baseline), and if so, whether these
been impacted by GVL activitidésformation and maps included in thelBEHCV Daemeter2014) summary report have been compar
with what is known (secondary sources) about the potential presence of HCV 1 in the region, with public information aboaier
loss by 201&nd with the outcomes of the LUCA. Consultancy. Reftre full report for limitations of the methods and sources.

Evidence

9PARSYOS F2NJ FAYRAYy3Ia SYSNHS& I NEHSf & TNRY -HEYHepdi)2D1d)A shg/ us
references to biodiversity found in other sources, and publicly available information on tree cover loss.
The secondary sources used included:

A mailing reports, and operational documents produced/commissioned by GVL and for the most paNsithple, or shared by G
upon request from the HCSA secretariat

A letters, publications, and reports produced by different complainants mostly publicly available

A letters and reports related to the RSPO handling of the complaints against GVL

A publicly avdlable information (maps) published by Global Forest Watch and some of its data sources for information that co
assess the historical potential presence of HCV 1.

A ¢KS 1 {dF alNASQa [! /! NBLERNI o602 &adzL)Sand YEAICY Studied ay idzhebd oBfurth
RBA.
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Findings:

A

A

The allegatiorof conversion of HCV 1 areauld not be verifiegpecifically for the area (320 hadentified as converted HCV ars

by the HighRisk report.

it is likely thatTKN Molhreas that should have been identified as HCV 1 were not identified as saol,hencenay have been of

will be (at least partially) affected by clearing his may include habitat for chimpanzee and other RTE species. The specific al

of destruction of Chimpanzee habitat within the concession could not be verifiedybas GVL itself acknowledged to be potenti

habitat for chimpanzee in 2014 apjee to have been converted

0 there has been clearing in at least one area of young regeneration forest / s¢iddntified as Block 4 in the LU@&port ¢
see Annexl) s KA OK KIR 0SSy ARSYGAFASR Ay wnamn | a | ygndaNdSpgygmy
KALILR &aA3dy ySI (SEIACWREHOSROM) 6f 201 ¢

0 areas designated in 2014 for RBA beyond those included in the High Risk report may have also been conagrsédwn
through a manual overlap of the GVL HCV 1 Map {S8EMReport 21 with information on tree loss up to 2018 (GFW 2(
accessed in 2020).

Wetlands, which may be HCV areas with significant/critical temporal concentrations of species may have not been identifie

sufficient detail (location and extentis to ensure tlir protection, even if the GVL 2014 study acknowledged thert 4sS &

F2NJ LINEGSOGAY3a O2y 0S ywmaphingittiem yas cracial sihce HBA imctdded graviSidds tiatiatoéved GVL

drain wetlands.

The likelihood of conversion of HCVs increases as the 2014 Maps and recommendations had some limitations:

0 Confusing colours and unexplained land cover acronyms

HCV 1 areas designated for protection according to the discussion are not reflected in thend@V

Some designations and recommended management measures are not conclusive

There is an inconsistency in designation of 1sanveyed or insufficiently surveyed areas

The scale of the HCV maps seems small for proper identification of the HCV are&vanihbgement areas on the groun

While the complainants do not explicitlgfer to destruction of HCV 3 or HCV destruction of wetlands and riparian areas may

relevant both to HCV 3 (RTE habitats) and HCV 4 (regulation of hydrological flows and provisioning of quality and ouateti}y

These complaints could not be verified since no specific locatiompreasded for the incidents, but the issues discussed in H(

regarding identification of wetlands, and the acknowledged dkformation about their specific location in the HCV 3 sectiof

the SEIACYV report (2014), suggeabese values may have beeat risk of destruction and without delineation on the ground mg

have been indeed destroyed.

O O oo

A. Conclusions on allegations of HCS forest clearance
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IGP Conclusions on The allegation that HCS forest clearance has tgkace within GVL TKN MOU Area is valid. HCS forest has been converted in t:j
VYA WAEREUGIRIEM surveyed by the High Risk in the Rainforest Report, as acknowledged already by GVL. Additional areas in the concetss
converted. Most conversion concern€8 Forest in high priority patches of Young Regenerating Forest (YRF). Field work is re
finalise the stratification, with attention to the YRF/scrub boundary.

B. Conclusions on allegations of HCV forest clearance

HCV 1

Allegationsof conversion of HCV 1 areauld not be verified specifically for the area (320 ha) identified as converted HCV 1 ared
complainants However, considering Y F 2 NXY' I G A2y Ay D®Ban@QSEIACY RepditRA0IANdieredcasrtabiodiversity
found in other sources, and publicly available information on tree cover loss, some conclusions can bemditzeviiKN areadicating
the complaint may bealid, as follows:

A It is likely that areas that should have been identified as HCV 1 were not identified and hence may have been or Wilhbe
partially) affected by clearing. This may include habitat for chimpanzee and other RTE #geae$Vlitself acknowledged to by
potential habitat for chimpanzee in 2014, do appear to have been converteginiinsunclear whether the presence or potenti
presence of chimpanzees is acknowledged, and if so whether there are any measures in place tatprogdsitat from further
damage

ALG Aa tA1Ste GKFd FINBSFa ARSYGATASR Fa 1/ ™M | NBI A& tpadialy
cleared.

HCV 3 and HCV 4

These complaints could not be verified, as no specifigtioe was provided for the alleged incidence of wetland destruction, but
issues discussed in HCV 1 regarding the identification of wetlands, and the acknowledged lack of information aboutgpecifie
location in the HCV 3 section of the SHIBWreport (2014), suggest that these values may also have been at risk of destructio
without any delineation on the ground having taken places, they may well indeed have been desiroy#icbe if no measures ar,
taken

1830lomon P. Wright and E. Abraham T. Tumbey i Gelden Wroleum (Liberia) Inc. Priority Planting Areas 5,000, & 7,000 Hectares In Butaw District And 8,000 Hectares Dispenyginoe
County, Republic Of Libed@sessment of High Conservatioh f dzS & hitpS:g@idedv@dieumliberia.com/wgcontent/uploads/2019/01/201212-07-RSPAssessmenrbf-HCVReportBD. pdf
DS Y S G SN dawvakmMNiBd WS LI2Z NI 2F {9L! |y R |/ = | BEtthsS/goienyoumiberiacomilpSantert/dploadsi2bi4/89/201MIP- 13K SRENBSURRary
SElAand-HCVYGVLETKNProject.pdf
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Step 4. 1. GVL must commission independent integrated HHE3SA assessments for all areas with outstanding complaints and for areas
_ information required to decide on presence of HCVs and HCS forest has not been collected yet (RBAs, panicEpaing of
IGPRecommendations wetlands and other areas where basic needs are sourced, etc.) where development has taken place since GVL registe

HCSA assessments in 2011 or where new development plans exist and/or where outstanding registered GVL HCSAsdspes

not been completed. Assessments must not start until:

i. GVlhasdiscusedand agree an effective moratorium of all land development with all communities engaged with GVL th
MOUs.

ii. Areas in conflichave beenidentified by GVL with all affectquhrties and a decisiohas beemmade with them to either not
commence any assessments until the conflict is resolved or to proceed under clear coordination mechanisms agre
parties.

iii. GVL has completed to satisfaction all relevant required previtugies (participatory land tenure and land use assessm
participatory social and environmental social impact assessment).

iv. GVL has met all preconditions set in the HCSA Toolkit.

2. GVL must revise and update its Sustainability Action Plan (GVL, 2018)ves. fo

i. including HCAHCSA assessments as the first action to be undertaken under its Sustainability Action Plan BZNixt
development of and conservation of HCV ajeas

ii. updating all HCV and HCS forest maps once additional assessmerdsngketed and updated maps agreed with t
communities,

iii. updating the detail of HCV and HCS forest conservation and restoration management and monitoring activities t
additional/updated assessment results, and the urgendynpiementation ofsomemeasures

iv. prioritizing demarcation of ngo zones on the ground

3. GVL must revise and update all MOUs in coordination with the affected communities, to reflect the agreements followingfu
I/ £ 1/ { F2NBad | yR LIS2L} FRE prdcésseRcondicteEhy thé cbriparly to pradyice anyirfkeg
Conservation and Land Use Plan.

Recommendation for HCSA to support the abli¥Brecommendations:

i. The HCSA must provide more detailed guidance on how to retrofit the HCS Approguteieistingoperations. Ideally, thig
process should precede the GVL HEYSA assessments, as the current guidance for these assessments is not inter|
retrospective identification of HCV and HCS forest (when clearing has already happened) nor facatentdf measures tq
GNBRNBaa Ftye 101 2F FLIEAOLFIGAR2Y 2F GKS | 62@3S NBIj dzA N
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i. HCSA must provide guidance on how GAR and GVL will act to restfu éx¢ent ofHCS forest and HCV areas that have b
cleared.

See Apendix 3for additionaldetailed guidance for supporting the implementation of the above recommendations.

3.2 Summary Matrices on social aspects

3.2.1 Summary MatricesOveralf®

Complainant Allegatia(s) Category(s)A. Grievance mechanisms and remedy (SR 10); B. FPIC and land rights related (SRs 7, 3); C. Basic needs rights (SRs
4 and 5); D. Cultural Rights (SR 6); E. Labour rights (SR 11); F. SR 1 Social knowledge
Step 1.

Complainant Primary field research conducted in a number of the -@ifécted communities over time, using a variety of social research methods. ]
Allegations, include public community forums, key informant intemwis, and surveys with community members and GVL workers.

Methodology, Eel This is combined with extensive references to existing secondary sources, which are similarly based on a mix of priraryares
S{U]oJoJoli\CERVI Cla[el-Il information from secondary sources. These include reports by atli@®s (FPP 2015, Sync Consult 2016, GW 2016) referred to in SI
(2018), pp. 23, 28). These reports contain allegations and evidence for the same set of rights violations. Referentade atsmaterial
related to the RSPO complaints process-going since October 2012), including the report of the IVM (2017), and most recent RS
Directive of Feb 2018, again related to the same rights violations (SDI et al. 2018, p.25).

These allegations are summarised on SDI et al. (2018),-Bft.88ppendix). The alleged breaches have been categorised by the IGP acc
to the relevant SRs, with testimonies from the report related to each area of breach now set out.

A. Grievance mechanisms and reme(§R 10)

20 See also Annex 3 Social Aspects Report, Part 2, especiallypp.26 T2 NJ RA A 0dzaaArz2y 2F GKSAS FAYRAYIA ¢ Mdaorkss alhe MAUSredis2as appiBed OK Sa 6 @
to those related to a specific MOU area (Butaw summary matrix is below in 3.2.2)
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f aL adle&SR Ay Yé& Q@QAfftlI3aS F2NJ 6KNBS @SINER® L STl O@lOglto? Thsy
YSOSNI OFYS G2 YS G2 aleés U2t R YIy ¢ %JoKisdd ulukgnigksdnGlIR, Tarj@udzdistii

Sinoe County, (SDI et al. 2018, p.28).

In Kpanyan and Unification Towns, farmers said their farmlands were cleared without compeniédidn (

Ly YLIyely (26y= | FINYSN SELXGRYSRE @ReQO adishf WS Novyze ik

W/ 2YYdzyAdieé YSYOSNB O2yFANNXYSR (2 CNRASYyRa 2F (KS 9| NI Kthatiey

GSNE YySAGKSNI O2yadzZ SR Iyd2NR23P2YLISyalr iSR F2NJ G64KS f1FyRQ 6

= —a =

[oy)

. FPI@nd land rights related (SRs 7, 3)
oWhen GVL came to this land, it never consulted the citizens of Butaw. They brought in machines and started operatingguulaisg
GAEE 1 3Saz Yz2ySe (i qEcSadShawhRButaweJangtiors Srtauiityl(SDa et al. 2018, p.23).

f  dThe place where my parents borne me that is my land. That is the place they left for me. This land is for every o \6fusi. ArL
working here? Let the company come and sit down and talk to us. | will sayaoont&ke this piece [of land]. Leave this piece for me,
is where | will make my farm. That is not what they want to@Beatrice Flahn, Jacksonville, Tarjouwon district, Sinoe County (SD
2018, p.24).

1 dThe day the Memorandum &fnderstanding was signed with GVL we saw three pickup trucks full of armed police putting guns or]

people. GVL forced our people to sign that MOU. When our people see armed police, they are confused. Here's a manvemmoszah
or write, and he isorced to put his fingerprints to sign the MO@g Ricky Kanswea Numupoh, Sinoe County (SDI et al. 2018, p.25)

=

C. Basic needs rights (SRs 4 and 5)

9 Five out of six communities interviewed by complainants indicated that they were significantly more foourénsew than before GV
began operations, and two communities indicated they were more water insecure (SDI et al. p.28).

1 In Tubmanville, Kpanyan district, one community member said that the community used to be able to get palm nuts fronsthaufc
n2g Ydzad o06dz2 GKSY I { IPeoplemsed tolbghéfitiront theForekt b KISNAodebenSitd arexgond | A R
(Ibid., p.25)

1 In Unification Town, Kpanyan district, community members angrily explained that they can no locegey their traditional lands, resultin
in a decline in available farmlanitbid.)

1 Women in Kpanyan, Unification Town and Beloken, all in Kpanyan district, reported spending their limited funds on staptesaasave
rice and palm nuts that were preuisly cultivated in the communityi(d.)

1 In Kpanyan and Unification Towns, farmers said their farmlands were cleared without compendaition. (

f Ly YLIyelty (26yrad Gl NXVISE) SELNNIyERSe aii22] A IbidypR) 1 KSe KU
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1 Residents of Kabadmd Unification Town also expressed frustration with the lack of functioning water pumps built by GVL in resp
negative impacts on drinking watdbid.)

1 Reference to general finding of Sync Consultants (2@&&) $DlI et al, p.28
0Of the nearly 4,000 people estimated to live in the section of plantation under analysis, the direct benefits will be felt by only
number of people, the 1,650 people who get jobs with the company. In contrast, the plantation poses economic risksstodhienaidity,
which obtains significant values from its lands, including through farming, hunting, and building supplies. These vaiueh argher
than those gained by the smaller employed group

D. Cultural Rights (SR 6)
Complainants draw on GlobalA 1y S4 3 Q Hnmc-24naStolisli 2y LILIDH o

Wommunity members confirmed to Friends of the Earth researchers in 2017 and again in 2018 that the hill is a sacredasitbeandere
YSAUGKSNI O2yadzZ 6SR y2EBDa@aveI8 syl 6SR F2N §KS fFyRQ

O0GVL has desecrated two important religious sites, including bulldozing the Palotro Hill at which Blogbo women woulfégility faurning
it into a muddy construction site for a large palm oil mill. GVL is fully aware that it is building @eé glace, having been told by communit
2F GKS KAff Qa A Y abhmivitngsS 3016) @32 SDEcbal. RELS, p.ZBR2 © 0

E. Labour rights (SR #1)

1 Workers in the Numupoh area in Kpanyan district, undertook adawpwork stoppage on April 226, 2018, due to unfair treatment an
the recent arbitrary firing of a worker.

1 Many workers interviewed about health and safety issues cited thasitanjob training by supervisors was insufficient and that bro

safety gear was not replaced or was or@placed every six months.

One senior GVL manager said he could not defend current safety conditions and the lack of proper safety regulations.

Representatives of the Concerned Workers Committee of Kpanyan, reported that sick workers who report itidtaecicategorically

IAPSY | aFAG G2 62NJ ¢ adlraGaSYSyidsz FyR KFIG 6KSY 62NJ] SNB KN

9 Safe transport was another area of concern highlighted by GVL workers. Workers are transported to GVL glantatemerowded truck

or tractors, in many cases with as many as 200 people.

A GVL senior manager said he was convinced a worker would sooner or later get killed by the dangerous transport.

¢SaGAY2yASad LINPOARSR 0@ D= [gepoicMhng Bifictute is®d & of dodzpliahSedwith inieknhtional Dar

Workers report receiving a monthly salary of $118D dollars after deductions, assuming they meet daily production quotas.

= =

= =

2L All information on Labour rights from SDI et al. (2018), p.27
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1 Interviewees reported that if workers fail to meet quotalsey receive a haiR I & Q &t whichis-halfithe legal minimum wage.
9 tfaz2 y20S GKS 3ISYySNIf NBFSNBYyOSa (2 Wdzy T AN 61 3Sax dzyal ¥4

Step 2

A framework was first developed to understand the wide range of allegations and affected communities involved, as disoussa8eztion
IGP Method_ology 2t 2 2 on methodology. This included a consideration of the applicabifitgRs and the broader social sustainability context, and
supporting evidence categorisation of the alleged breaches according to the relevant SRs as well as by location and timing.

The key sources used to investigate the allegations further inciejierts by other NGOs; RSi&ated documentation, including the IVM
GKS w{th /tT (§KS 02 Yiektedd&dn@ntafion;yHCHtmddiratenal sek mdrdidetails on the sources usied
Section2.2.3 These sources include factual infoation and descriptive policy documents, as well as testimonial evidence from memb
affected communities. Most sources relate to the period up until the complaint was made in July 2018, and evidence oméetelsipce
then to date is more limitecP?

Information from these key sources was compiled into comprehensive chrondibgiee S @Sy idad |yR | OGA2y3
operations overall, and to the Butaw MOU area. The rights implications of these detailed factual accounts were then doresid
conclusions drawn in relation to each potential SRs breach. Recommendaioasnade and those aspects requiring further input w
identified.

t NAYFENE YR &aSO2yRIFNER &2dz2NOS&a NBE O2YO0AYSR Ayid2 GKS vihhgislg
clear and consistent accouit¥ (G KS O2YLI yeQa FffS3ISR {w @GA2tlFiA2yas FyR (K
rights and affected communities, as set oufliable 3Section 2.1.1The weight of the cumulative evidence from the primary and secon
souces combines to support the specific and broad allegations being made of a historical and current pattern relatingewmébeearhes.

CKSNBE A& adNRy3a O2yaraidsSyoOe o0SGgSSy (GKS FAYRAYyIA 2 Flthe KeSondasg
sources. So, the testimonies across all these documents give similar accounts of what has happened and aasst\tindations; which
have also been validated at various points as part of the RSPO complaints process. There is also no reason to doulitlytbé thessg

2 These sources are set out in detail in the Annex 3 SocialLJS Ol a wS L2 NI dzy RSNJ 6 KS WwW{ 2dzNDSaQ aSOiAzyo
23 Detailed under Annex 4 Social Aspects Report Appendices
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testimonies given consistently by community members, whether to the complainants or to o®®s/dnd to the RSPO IVM. Reference is
made to the actual records of this field research. There are presumably similar records of earlier research. The IVidnmepoassbased ol
nearly thirty thousand documents and extensive field work in affecdmunities.

The information from members of the affected communities themsehtae rights holders is being mediated by another set of actors (lo
and international NGOs), however, with their own agendas and perspectives. Moreover, each inddpdaaincluding SDI et al. 2018, do
y2G GStft FyedKAy3a tA1S (GKS gK2fS 2NJ Fdzf f adG2NEB 27T Desd Dapshby
that point in time, and the specific field locations in which researchideen conducted.

Each does however set out considerable primary evidence to support the same range of allegations, and the record that tioggtiver
does suggest a consistent historical pattern of these allegations being made and validated bubtiasen sufficiently addressed.

tKSaS O2yOfdzarzya INB o6lFlaSR 2y (GKS RSGFAfSR SOARSYyOS eadz)
as set out in detail in thAnnex 3Social Aspects RepoSome of these are more tentative or preliminary, as indicated, due to the
Step 3 incomplete application of the IGP methodology in terms of location and category of SR breach.

Conclusions on validity
of Allegation(s)

A. Conclusions on allegations related to breaches of Grievaneehanisms and remedy (SR 10)

1 There appears to have been an-gaing, clear, and egregious breach of SR 10 by the company, which dates back to the first com
late 2012 and has continued since. This overall conclusion is based on the strong finding of a breach in thighteanafelation to the|
Butaw MOU area, as well as the strong likelihood of a similar conclusion in relation to Tarjuowon MOU area. Furtheranfisratili
needed to determine more precisely the nature and extent of outstanding grievances in eactald@as well as take account of g
recent developments that may have been omitted.

9 ¢KAa FTAYRAYI A& o0FaASR 2y | O2YLI NRazy 2F GKS RSO Af CADirdclivée)
gAOGK gKIF(G (KS datesYduding/20193sugdest das dehially been implemented since that time. These updates
impression of little concrete progress on the key areas of the RSPO CP Directive, being mediation and conflict resolaition,
assessment, and review of QUs* ¢ KA & &adz33Sada dGKIFIG GKS O02YYdzyAGASAQ 2NR 3
violations, have yet to be resolved, meaning that they remain as outstanding grievances.

1 2KAES GKA& oOoNBIFOK NBf I (S atofudhl ihe tefrsioSlie RSADZompl&irs procesSs tdlatgdidCitée vidldtio
these two locations, the failure of the company to provide adequate grievance mechanisms and remedy for past harmsdpaesdswed
a breach of SR 10, since the SRs wdopted by the HCSA in 2017. The confirmed violations of SR 7 on FPIC and by associatior
land rights, equally have yet to be resolved, and so also remain outstanding.

24 The detailed references on which this assessment is based are given in the Annex 3 Social Aspects Report, esped@alydiiPBRar8.
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f ¢KS adzZa33SadAz2y (KFd GKAA 0NBI OKdehecause HEHeBparchitiziefeitedpartsrdof hahaM
that the company has displayed. This has involved first resisting and delaying the RSPO complaints process, before aggspeimd)to
its terms, and developing detailed policies for doing stipived by further delays in implementing these. On the basis of the informg
Ay GKS (62 dz2lJRF(iSa 2y (GKS O2YLIl yeQa {!t& LlzmfAdKSR RdzNA Y :

1 The recent visit to GAR investors in the Netherlands of a Batammunity representative, and comment by a leading campaigner f
2yS 2F (GKS bDh tOAYILOESE AKYFFaY GCGEK I (dEh SR ctibet 201 K, SiggashBhdigriRv@nces remain outstan
both for Butaw and more broadRp=2

Firm conclusiorthat clear and orgoing breach of SR 10, subject to up to date input from stakeholders and rights holders to take acco
any recent developments or omissions.

B. Conclusions on allegations related to breaches of FPIC and land rights (SRs 7 and 3)

1 Breaches by the company of these two closely related areas of rights are confirmed fully and repeatedly in the detailed suigteyed
in relation to the Butaw MOU area. The flawed nature of the original FPIC process there i20A@]he subject ofite complaint of
October 2012, was confirmed at the time by the RSPO Complaints Panel in their first dedigbruafy 2013 anckiterated in April and
September 2015. This validation of the FPIC violation implies that land rights were also violatadamity lands were converted int]
oil palm plantations without free, prior, and informed consent. Despite the validation, this issue remained unresolvéxraintensified
further, before the orgoing RSPO complaints led to a new MOU in early 201Th8associated FPIC process was found by the IV
have also been seriously flawed.

91 As the corrective actions then required by the RSPO CP in relation to these FPIC violations, including the review ofdtile dd@idt
appear to have been implemesd, the company remains in breach of both these rights, in Butaw at least, in relation to its FPIC pr
20112012 and its MOU of February 2017. From the initial evidence gathered on Tarjuowon MOU area, it appears that FPIC ted
land rightsbreaches have also occurred there, that similarly have yet to be adequately addressed by the company.

1 While further detailed information is required to assess these allegations in relation to other MOU areas, the firm congltsd GVL
has been in rach of the FPIC and land rights of GVL affected communities, both historically, and more recently, and the comp
not appear to have adequately addressed these breaches to date, despite having agreed to do so, as far as the avaitetienil
suggests.

%Jeff Conant Y R Ddzk N} @ al RI yEndugh isGoo Such: The grewinagiahse fr indestors to drop Goldew &gii 2 ditthy/Sewe mongabay.com/2019/10/enougis-too-muchthe--
growingcasefor-investorsto-drop-goldenagriresourcescommentary
26 Daniel Nyakonah (20199. dzil 4 [+F YR RSTFSYRSNJ Gl 18a& OF Yhifis:AnBwspulligtrust.conf/buihv@ed dizfendeFtak & aimpalglo-finaSciEof-gdldevvaraleum/

See also social aspects report
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Firm conclusion that past breaches of SRs 7 and 3, which appear to remain unresolved anethedied despite multiple confirmations by
RSPO CP and clear instructions on how to approach. Again, subject to caveat of up to date inputéoeholders and rights holders to tak
account of any recent developments or omissions

C. Conclusions on allegations related to breaches of basic needs rights (SRs/HCVs 4 and 5)

f

)l

Tentative conclusion thabreache2 ¥ G KS&a4S o6 aA0 ySSRaQ NA 3IKIG & secoaomit KnpattszbiiifeSimdrde
to understand better the nature of these breaches in each location.

D. Conclusions on allegations related to breaches of cultural rights (SR 6/HCV 6)

)l

This aspect has not been investigated as yet in any depth by the IGP tedcemclusions in relation to these breaches are tentative g
pending further information and analysis.

CKS O2YLIX IAYlIYyGiaQ SOARSYOS AyOfdzRSa GSadAY2yASa 3l G§KSNGRs
set out aboveThey also refer to the Sync Consultants report of 2016, which gave a highly detailed account of expected and ac
ASOdzNAGe YR fADGSEAK22R AYLI OGa 2F GKS O2YLI yeéQa 2imlSadifhisike
the negative impacts that have been experienced in relation to livelihoods, food security and ecosystem services.

Negative outcomes would also be expected a priori, as a result of the conversion to oil palm production of land anccfisgsearosly
used by communities, but without any adequate social assessment having taken place, or protection mechanisms being dass
appears to be the case, again, at least in relation to the MOU area of Butaw for which a highly detailed factual ascbaahtset out
See also SR 1 below.

Based on the consistent testimonies reported by the complainants and other NGOs, and the absence of any apparent ssimiaht
processes or associated protection measures, for some communities at least, thewertaticlusion is that breaches of SRs 4 and §
likely to have occurred, with the egoing negative impacts likely to be continuing in some locations.
Further locallevel investigation is required in order to confirm this tentative conclusion, anddertsn in more detail the specific way
in which ecosystem services provision, livelihoods, and food security have been affected in each location. This woulderesdté]
detailed information on any impacts from the loss of access to land, wateroaest fresources that has been experienced by communi
and then to balance these negative s 2y 2 YA O AYLI Ola 6AGK (GKS LRAAGADS 2y Sa
including through employment creation, increased economicvégtiand other contributions through CSR, and as mandated by th
through the community development fund (CDF).

This category is particularly relevant for Tarjuowon MOU area, where the sitting by the company of a processing miklamaddy
local communities to be of strong cultural significance, has been a source edtlmmijng and apparently stilinresolved grievance. Th
complainants present evidence for this breach that is drawn from another NGO report (Global Witness 2016, SDI et al22@48, o
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Tentative conclusion that past and egoing breach of cultural rights in this MOU area, as analysis has not been completed, and furthe
information is again needed to account for angeent developments.

E. Conclusions related to breaches of labour rights (SR 11)
¢CKS O2YLIX FAYylrydaQ FttS3ardAazya Ay GKAA FNBFX aS3G 2dzi heirc@udySol
GVL workers across different MOkkas. As this aspect has not been analysed in any detail yet, no conclusions can be drawn unti
analysis is conducted.

An initial positive finding drawn from the overall company chronology is its conduct of some transport safety trainirRiBLRufas reportec
on the GVL website). This issue was one of those raised in relation to labour rights by the complainants in their regted,asove.

Note that in relation to Butaw, early and subsequent redundancies, which were linkemhimunity protests at the breaches of their righ
that were occurring, appear to have formed part of the subsequent and continuing unresolved grievance of this group ofittesarfRurther
research is necessary on the role of employment in relation oMOU area.

Unable to reach any conclusion as Insufficient research on this aspect due to time limitations.

F. Conclusions on allegations related to breaches of Social Knowledge (SR 1)

)l

initial attempt has been made by the IGP to compile the relevant facts of this complicated casecoaprehensive chronology, b
further detailed analysis is necessary for this MOU area.

From the research that has been conducted so far, and based on the evidence presented consistently by the complainaotbear
NGO reports (particularly Glob@litness 2016 and IVM 2017), the tentative conclusion can be drawn of a breach in this area as
relation to this location. As with the FPIC breach under B., this breach is also both historic in its original rootsajpetessly remained
unresdved, until the date of the complaint in 2018, and since then to date.

Although the breach in this area was not explicitly part of the complar y G aQ €t SAFdA2ya Ay GKSANI
relation to the requirements of the HCSA SRs. This breach of SR 1 Social Knowledge can be asserted with some confidestheps
are other social assessments that have bedssed by this research, there has clearly been a failure by the company to conduct
adequately. This means that this crucial foundation for the fulfilment of many other areas of rights (from FPIC to bajibasééer|
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fundamentally lacking. ThisSevya G2 KI @S 06SSy GKS OFrasS aiaAyoS GKS adl NI 27
date?’

9 \Various social assessments anéghgsessments that remain missing or absent include in relation to the HCSA itself. The company dic
to conduct HCSA assessments, which include social aspects, Bagusi2016, but these have not been completed or submitted, to da
HCSA members, and their affiliates, are expected to conduct HCSA assessments for expanding develepheenstandalone or
combined with HC¥ when applying the HCSA to their existing and new operations. The company was also required to condy
assessment and rassessment as part of recent and past RSPO CP Directives. These have specifically instructed tie¢ccoonshurct
social assessments including adequate participatory mapping, and for these to form the basis of possible review and eeasse
existing social arrangements.

1 As far as can be determined from the available evidence, the only social ass¢ss$hat appear to be available are those that form p
of the three HCV assessment repo@een Consultancf2012) for Butaw and Kpanyan, Daemeter (2014) for TKN MOU are&raed
Consultancy(June 2016) for MOUs areas located in Grand Kru county. A SEIA was also conducted in 2011 but no report app
available. References are made in other reports to some participatory mapping having been being cor@resaddonsultanc016),
but no records are publicly available, and inadequacies in this area have long been identified by the RSPO CP, and fasmeggaiitexd
corrective actions.

1 [Ifitis indeed the case that these three publicly available reports are the only social assesenteve been conducted to date, and th
no social reassessments have taken place since the publication of the Toolkit V.2 in May 2017, then, it does appear that GVL ig
of SR 1, which requires the company to conduct adequate social assegsmessses, as the foundation for the fulfilment of the ot
SRs.

1 Itis possible that key information has been missed, in which case this conclusion may require modification. But basexdiadinehewide
range of sources that have been surveyeds itoncluded as a breach.

Conclusion that breach of SR 1 in past andgwing, with caveat that research may not have been exhaustive. Not part of the complaint,

' F2dzy RFGA2y FE alJS00 2F GKS 2G§KSNJ NAR IKAmembery 2t OSSR FyR LI
Step 4 9 Further input is now required from the stakeholdey®eing the company and complainargsand the rights holderg members of the

affected communities and their designated representatigeim order to respond to these conclusions, and to provide any tafdil

relevant information. This consultation on the findings so far is the first recommended next step in relation to thesymgitd.a

The next overall recommendation is to complete the remaining detailed analyses on the experiences of the othremelBOWUhis furthe

information on specific locations and violations will either confirm and further validate the conclusions set out aboveaprésult in

IGP
Recommendation® q

27 See also social aspects report on SR 1 on p.23 and p.31
28 See also social aspects report, pp3t
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their modification to take account of new developments. Part of this further researcmvdlize determining the extent to which existin
RSPO CP directives and associated company SAPs have in fact been implemented as yet.

The resulting greater understanding of all the specific breaches in more detail in each area, and the status of eacimaBaedRction
where relevant (in most cases), will then allow the development of more tailored and specific recommendations for eacle®@ld &
the case for Butaw, however, a key recommendation in these other cases is also likely to be a reherekisting detailed polic
prescriptions of the RSPO CP and SAPs, as these already set out the required actions in detail in relation to each community.

A keyrecommendationis to establish further the extent to which the planned policies and remediarecset out in detail in the SAF
have in fact been implemented, and the terms of the RSPO Directive thus fuifiladeas overlapping with HCSA SR requirem
(especially in relation to SRs 3, 7 and 10, for which clear breaches have been estplaistiedextent to which the company remains
breach of these processes atitk corresponding HCSA SRs.

Social assessment processes already form part of thieses andshould be conducted as a priority. The objectives and methods o
HCSA assessntemhich the company is required to conduct as part of HCSA membership, overlap substantially with the RSPO di
conduct adequate participatory mapping to inform boundary demarcation and MOU review. These processes can thus be govhhin
is criical is to carry out the long overdue social assessments, rather than continuing to defer this foundational action.

While this will also help the company towards addressing its breach of SR 1, the conduct of these required social agsessstad Wil
Fft26 FT2NJ GKS NBOASS 2F GKS O2YYdzyAiGAS&aQ SEA&GAY3I ah! égthe
breaches of SRs 3, 7 and 6. If the necessary mediation, and such a review of MOUs can be conducted, again, inaitbondaicbe
RSPO CP has mandated, then the breach of SR 10 will also be addressed.

3.2.2 Summary Matrix for Butaw MOU area

Complainant Allegation(s) Category(s): A. Grievance mechanisms and remedy (SR 10); B. FPIC and land rights related ESRabow)rights (SR 11);

F. Social knowledgésR 1)

Step 1.

Complainant

Methodology and
Supportive evidence

Primary field research conducted among Gftected communities using variety of social research methods, combined with exte
references to existing secondary sources, which are similarly based on a mix of primary and secondary sources.
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Ethnographic field research conducted with local stakeholders and rights holders, including public community forumsnkagtinfterviews,
and surveys with community members and GVL workers, across time, and in a range of tred aftentnunities, including Butaw. Tk
testimonies and quotes in the report that are related to Butaw specifically include the folléWing:

1 d&When GVL came to this land, it never cdteslithe citizens of Butaw. They brought in machines and started operating and clearing
villages, money trees, and food suppdesRichard Sherwin, Butaw Junction, Sinoe County (SDI et al. 2018, p.23).

1 Wunmu . dzil ¢ O2 Yrégimfingtlearing f\¥CY drehs/iriiegral to community livelihoods, including wetlands. This w.
confirmed by TFT, which made correcti® O2 YYSY RI GA2yad® D[ OfFAYa GKIG AG KI &
Oft FAY A& O2y iGN} RAOGSR o0& O2YYdzyraide G§SaldAY2yWdSpl7y YR AYRSLY

GAccording to Liberialabour law if someone works for three months they should be employed. But now contractors work for over a
they are still on the contractor levek Sackor, Butaw Junction, Sinoe County (SDI et al. 2018, p.26).

Step 2

1 The methodologyetailed under Section 2 &as applied to Butaw MOU area, with relevant information from the key sources com
into a detailed chronology, and the rights implications of éimries considered. A narrative account was then developed, as well as f
analysis of the rights implications, and some conclusions drawn on the basis of the evidence surveyed, and recommendat{@naend
3 Social Aspects Reprt

1 Although the aim was to collate information as comprehensively as possible from the available sources, the extent andycofrglerts
in relation to this one MOU area alone, meant that even this process could not be exhaustive. As more broadiyathtres still be
omissions from this account, which could have a material bearing on the conclusions drawn.

1 Based on the relatively extensive survey that has been conducted of the available information and evidence, howevetcpm ety
and accurag¢ account has been constructed of what happened in this location, and the conclusions on the Butaw MOU area are
relatively robust.

IGP Methodology and
Suppative evidence

1 ¢KS O2YLX FAYlIyGiQa NBLR2NIY ¢KS (SaltAY2yS8ABRNEY RAzNBE O & BIS @
contribute to its establishment of a clear historical record and pattern of rights violations, that has continued to date. @2 Y L
historical record in Butaw, and the negative experiences that have beasistently reported by Butaw community members and
repeated in SDI et al. 2018 (p. 23 & d6fumentingpast and orgoing rights violations.

29 Other potential breaches, including of SR 5 on food security and livelihoods, and SR 2 on fair representation are disicessmtial aspects reponp.31-34
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Conclusions on validity
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T ! 1Se &a2dz2NDOS F2NJ 0KAA LINRPOS&aa 2F O2YLIAEAy3 ( kfort 8f 2010 Ths was Vel
thorough in its work on the longtanding alleged and validated violations in this location, surveying nearly 30,000 documen
conducting fieldwork in this location with stakeholders and rights holders. The IVM findimgsddhe basis of the RSPO CP Decision
Directive of Feb 2018, repeated in July 2018, and closely reflected in the two SAPs of 2018. The 2017 report and th®Fetti@lde
taken here as representing a more or less definitive statement of whahiappened in relation to Butaw up until that date.

9 Itis more difficult to assess more recent developments in relation to Butaw on the basis of the more limited informaitadsieavehis is
drawn mainly from company sources, including the progress updates on the SAPs published by GVL during 2019 (in April and
October)3 as well as local media reports.

9 Itis possible that further progress has been made during this recent period by the company to meet the terms of the Rf#@som
procest GKFG KIFIayQi o6SSy OFLIWidz2NBR a &@SdGzX FyR dzLJ G2 RIFIGS AyL
developments that have been missed. These could include actions taken by GVL in accordance with the RSPO CP Disaaivethg
been adequately reflected in the updates on the SAPs, or decisions taken by communities regarding particular aspects of their
outstanding grievances.

1 Formore details on the sources useskeSection2.2.3and the Annex 3 Social Aspects RepBert 1

Conclusions are now presented with this caveat that key recent developments might have been inadvertently omitted, and thekus
only based on the research that has been conducted so far. As this has balatively extensive in relation to this MOU area in particulg
these are generally firm conclusions, unless otherwise indicated.

9 The strong conclusion is of a leatanding and continued breach of SR 10 bydbeapany, in relation to two already confirmed violatio
of FPIC, as follows:

o0 Violations of the FPIC and related land rights of the Butaw community during the development of 2, 582 ha here by the to

2011-12. These violations were fully validatedthg RSPO CGihd TFT at the time, and they have been repeated ever since, incl

to the complainantsgsin the comment givembovefrom Richard Sherw)nTheO 2 Y LI y& | OOSLIISR G KS w{

and developed new FPIC and GM SOPsHhesetviolations were not adequately remedied at ttlee andremained outstanding wher

the O 2 Y LJI r¢faiddshipwith the Butaw communityleteriorated further during late May 2015, and subsequently.

30Golden Veroleum Liberia. (201®)¢ C¢ ¢yD+[ ! OdA2y tfly Q LYGSNYylLf &aKINBR gAGK 1/ {! ® !vyLlznftAaKSR

D2f RSy +SNBft Sdzy [ Ao S8 NWIA® vitips: /fyeidiii@ersieurdiiBetid:cany'susiamdbiligiction-plan/,

D2f RSy +SNRfSdzy [AGSNRI ® oununo WDx[ {dzAdGFAYylFoAfAle -tobténiuplyadsi2020/§2/GZLSESNANARIEIROTIONDANZOZOR: (G S QS K G L
24,
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o FPIC rights were then violated again as part of thersipof a new MOU in February 2017, as identified and validated soon after |
IVM of the RSPO (June 2017), and reflected in the CP Directive of Feb 2018 (repeated in July 2018). The measurefhisdR 8B{]
CP for Butaw, including mediation, soc@&hssessment including participatory mapping, and revietheMOU, if deemed necessar
based on the social mapping, do not appear to have been implemented to'date.

As the listoric grievancewith the companyof the Butaw communityrelated to FPICSR 7); Land rights (SR&)ddocumentedrom 2012
and 2017 remained outstanding at the time of the complaiat breach ofSR (10jsthus also reflected ithe testimonies included in thg
O2YLAE FAYFYyGaQ NBLR2NI® ¢KIG ekestdy, ishdphed Byyhs RctoBedZ0H(visityoRah BltAaw odaynilf
representative to the Netherlands, to put the same historic case to Dutch GAR investors with social sustainability coramithe
apparent lack of any concrete progress towards implenmenthe key RSPO CP requirements that have been mentioned is clearly re
in the two SAP updates 0f 20180,6 KA f S GKS ! LINAf dzLJRIF GS NBFSNA (A2RyRBEPASGK
RSAONROGSA (KS 9{ sslapptass limitéd Sop it BeRGodmpletd®ratieédhan actual progress on the gfound.
It is important to note that there has been a recent CSR contribution by the company, with the completion in June 202@adridary,
school extension anttacheNJacGommodation in Butaw, worth USD 120,000, that was agreed as part of the MOU of February 2(
unclear if this contribution forms part of the mandated CDF contributions that are set out i@dheession Agreeme(iCA, or not. The
role of community members in developing this project, how it will be run, and other aspects, are also unknown. This mantriaytalso
be relevantto basic needs rights Butaw,as secondary school education costs can be a major expenserél parents lacking thes
facilities locally, who have to fund living expenses in nearby urban arbasproject may also have other elements that have not b
sufficiently reported or captured here, and further information is needed on this dmutidn, including from the perspective of loc
communities themselves.
Even given this positive contribution, however, key aspects of the SAPs and RSPO CP Directive on which they were heideddes
implemented. So no mediation activities or review of the 2017 MOU review appears to have taken place, and no soomedrdssesading
participatory mapping, appears to have been conducted or even started as yet, now 3 years since these key action artasnveleasly
in the definitive report of the IVM. The October 2019 company update also suggests that MOU savi¢wven being planned for Buta
(and Tarjuowon) with the MOUSs for these areas classed as permanent, although subject to annual review.

31 The refeences for all the relevant reports and sections therein are given in the Annex 3 Social Aspects report.
32 Full references in the social aspects report, espeqialg9-31 in Part 3
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1 Again, information may be missing from this analysis that may explain why this is this case, including any relcerdarafal review
process. Up to date input from stakeholders and rights holders is necessary in order to assess in more detail the naxteatasidhe
outstanding grievances that are still held by Butaw community members.

f Because the grievancestbe Butaw communitiesare solodgii Y RAY 33X RFGAy3 NARIKG FNRY GKS
into the period leading up to the complaint, and apparently still unresolved since, and to date, the breach of SR Tuliareapparent
in this case, and as stated overall, it is also egregious.

While more information is necessary on some of the details, this is a firm conclusion of agoamy breach of SR 10 based on the extens
information surveyed.

1 As set out above in the overall summary matrix unBeFPIC and land rightthe flawed nature of the 20212 FPIC process was confirm
by the RSPO CP in Feb 2013 and since, which has repeatedly called for mediation, social assessrass¢senmm, MOU review, ag
well as compensation if necessary. As land was given up under false pretences due to the flawed FPIC process, larel algbtthha
been violated by association. Further confirmation of the details is required from rights holugsling which areas of land were giv
to the company, what it had been used for previously, and the extent of other land and forest to which community menibesises
access.

1 As also discussed aboirethe overall summary matriunder B. FPIC and landghts, the IVM of 2017 then found the updated MOU
early 2017 to have been based on a seriously flawed FPIC process, so confirming an additional and later violation ass@&iiatiay,
this re-confirms again the associated-going breach of landghts, which are violated if land is acquired without FPIC. As discusse
recommended corrective actions set out by the IVM were taken up by the RSPO CP in their Feb 2018 Directive and clieskiy Defielc
SAPs. But limited if any progress apseta have been made in relation to the key aspects of mediation, social assessment and MOU
all part of addressing the original and subsequent FPIC and land rights violations. This findigginfonolations in relation to FPIC aj
land rightsin Butaw is thus closely linked to the conclusion of a breach of SR 10.
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I These earlier and more recent breaches of SRs 3 and 7 can only be addressed through the satisfactory implementatioquogth
corrective actions of mediation, sociassessment, including participatory mapping, and the review of the 2017 MOU, as set out
RSPO CP in Feb 2018 and reiterated by the Appeal Panel in July 2018.

This is a clear and robust conclusiohan ontgoing breach of SR and SR 1,(based on a thorough survey of the relevant evidence.

9 \Various violations are referred to in SDI et al. 2018 (p.26, as set out above in the overall summary matrix), bothlgpeafieaion to
Butaw, and more broadly, as highlighted by the survey on labour undertaken by the complainants. This aspect has not lieet iex
any detail due to time constraints. Transport safety training is reported to have taken place in June 2019, helpings® aulelisafety
issue raised by GVL workers (SDI et al. 2018, p.27).

1 Some entries in the Butaw chronologdnhex 3Social Aspects Repprppendix 2) refer to lagffs associated with the RSPO comple
process, which raises questions about whether promisesgreement on employment of locals by the company formed part of its ori
engagement with Butaw communities, and Further information is needed on this aspect.

It has not been possible to draw any conclusion based on the limited information that ieesn surveyed for Butaw on this aspect.

f Asalso set out in the overall summary matrix above in relatidh @ocial Knowledgehis breach was not directly part of tii@2 Y LJ I
allegations buts an important aspect of the SRs.

1 No recent social assessments appear to have been conducted in relation to communities in Butaw, despite this having tifeseh
specifically as a requirement for Butaw in the RSPO CP Feb and July 2018 communications. The only available socialegsadsaie
of Green Consultang§2012), which includes parts of Butaw and Kpanyan distrithis does include relevant social information includ
detailed maps of the social HCVs for some communities, and records of community meetings held in September 2012.

9 The conduct of social assessment including participatory mapping is required famiDsers as part of their application of the HCS/
any expansions in their operations, with detailed guidance on this in theHHESA assessment manual of 20kidl(). This has been a cle
requirement under the SRs since 2017, as well as previoughara®f core social commitments, but does not appear to have b
implemented to date.
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Strong conclusion of a breach of SR 1 in relation to Butaw, although any releindmtmation that may have begn missed may modify th
conclusion! f 1 K2dzZAK (GKS oNBFOK Ay GKA& | NBIF ¢l a y234 SELX A OA Ufieckoy thél
IGP in relation to the requirements of the HCSA SRs.

f

Input from the stakeholders andghts holders is now necessary, in order to confirm or modify these conclusions. This includes par
an up to date assessment of the nature and extent of outstanding grievances in the Butaw communities, taking into adgcamy
developments sioe mid2018 that may not have been fully captured in this assessment. This will allow more tailored recommenda
be developedif necessaryin response to particularly urgent aspects or matters of priority to rights holders.

A keyrecommendationis to establish further the extent to which the planned policies and remedial actions set out in detail in the
have in fact been implemented, and the terms of the RSPO Directive thus fuifilledeas overlapping with HCSA SR requirem
(especiallyin relation to SRs 3, 7 and,fdr which clear breaches have been establighedthe extent to which the company remains
breach of these processes atitk corresponding HCSA SRs.

These recommendations include the conduct of soagdessment including participatory mapping, which is also part of the |
assessment process. As discussed in the recommendations in the suenatlarymatrix above, one social assessment can be condud
which will then form the foundation for the press of resolving the breaches of SRs 7, 3 and SR 10. This action shoptibkity and
should not be delayed any further

Further human rights impact assessment and analysis should be conducted on the Butaw case information to finding outunetegh
land was taken without adequate FPIC and determine what kind of HCSA SR remedy is appropriate; a process that hasdéah
remains incomplete due to lack of timehis includes assessing confirmed breaches in relation to various criterianigciedierity, numbers
affected, ease of remedy, and othefiis would form part of the basi®r addressing the ogoing breach of SR 10 and mayitowards
remediation, as this SR requires.

BRoundtable2 y { dza G+ Ay o6tS tIfY hAfd onHnAamMyO W 2YLXFAyGa t1ySt QadowrlEadasacs2dlesasgndipk 2-3Mmaad3mSof thee SN f S dzy

social aspects report

34T, Tumbey and S. Wright (of Green Consultan@odidber 2012W! 8 8 S8aYSy i 2T | A 3K htpsf/golienizeroidumitbgria.comiveahi@nt/up Badid 2019/01/201212-07-
RSPAssessmenbf-HCVYReportBD. pdf
35 See also social aspects report, pp3Ht
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4 Implications and Next steps
The below tables summarise the conclusions of the IGP of the conservation and social allegations examined for the TEWM ktudJBueas.

Based on the conclusions the IGP recommends that GVL needs to complete its High Carbon Stock Assessmentsgbinigosdaies following conditions
should be met:

i ensure that a land development moratorium is in place until the assessments can be completed;
i only proceed where there are no outstanding conflicts and/or agreements with communities are in place; and
i when the preconditions for conducting HCSA assessments have been met.

As a priority, IGP also recommends conducting a social assessment including participatory mapping for all relevant Mblitlalisadso part of the HCSA
assessment process. Furtherm@ire I KdzYly NAIKGAEA AYLI OG FaasSaavySyild akKz2dZR 6S O2yRdzOGSR 2
without adequate FPIC and determine what kind of remedy is appropriate as part of addressing action to resolve its biestddHG8A SR .1

For the GVL HCSA assessments, the IGP indicates additional advice from the HCSA is needed on how to retrofit the nzettidunlogyremediate HCS
forest, HCV areas and/or social values where areas or values have been cleared or damaged.

Additionally, to develop more tailored recommendations linked to the HCSA social requirement breaches, the IGP recomrkimgdmgeefrom: the
stakeholders and rights holders to confirm or modify these IGP conclugars(larly to obtain an updatedssessment of outstanding grievances as far

back as mie2018 in the Butaw communitipand from GVAGAR on pertinent updates progress on its SAPs and RSPO CP Directives where they overlap with
HCSA toolkit requirements.

Lastly, as the IGP was unable tedstigate all allegations it is recommended the remaining detailed analyses is completed on the other MOU areas to confirm
and further validate the conclusions set out in this repast it may result in their modification to take account of new developise

CKS O2YLXEFAYIYyGAa yR RSTSYRIyGa 6SNB LINESARSR Iy 2LILRNJEZNNRGA2Y FhDGA 1
analysis was inadvertently omitted and should be considered by the IGP and/or the HCSA ECiethegrarbisked to sign a Ndansclosure Agreement

(NDA) with the HCSA secretariat to maintain the confidentiality of the IGP reports. The complainant declined the offéinéd\IlYA as they were concerned

that the communities, they represent will not lable to review the information within the summary report and its annexes. The defendant, GAR and GVL
signed the NDA and came back with some comments on the summary report and submitted additional supporting documents revinishiewed by the
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IGP and HEA Secretariat. It was found that the comments and additional documents submitted by GVL was not substantial enough ko&ltel. Dt Q& A Y A
findings and recommendationSee Anne%.1,5.2and5.3F 2 NJ Y2 N8B FTSSRol O1 2y D[ B®&. O2YYSyida FyR GKS LD

This report and its supporting documents will be shared with the HCSA Executive Committee for their consideration andlézisiake on the validity of
the allegations and the IGP recommendations for a time bound plan to be developed by theatafezsblve the grievance.

I OO2NRAY3 (2 1/{!'Qa AYGSNRAY DNRS@I yOS aSOKI-3rmoaths tolegskre thakGVL hdberes b theviine A (i A 2
bound action plan and adequately rectifies the failures to apply the Higto@&tock Approach as per the methodolegyfailure to do so will be considered

a breach of membership requirements. The HCSA secretariat will aim to establislyg@splof the EC, or request the IGP continue to support this case, to
regularly meetandNB @A S¢ LINRPINB&a 2y D[ Qa (AYSo2dzyR LX Iy 6KAOK gAfft 0SS Ay fAyS

Pending the HCSA EC decision on the grievance case, IGP recommendations and next steps for the resolution to the geeviandd@3A Executive
Director will send correspondence to the complainant and defendant outlining the final decision made by the EC and theci¢@Biatseill produce a
public summary report to be published on the HCSA website.

Allegation Summary of Conclusions for THbU Area

Clearance of HCS forest The allegation that HCS forest clearance has taken place within GVL TKN MOU Area iSkalifGP notes the results are indicative &
concurs with the LUCA consultant that a more comprehensive reviescégnmended, including use of the original GVL HCSA 2013/14
analysis, GVL HCS assessments and supporting data and/or ground truthing, to ensure that the vegetation stratificatiorihesetd €A is
reliable.

Clearance of HCV areas HCV 1

Allegations of conversion of the specific HCV 1 area (320 ha) could not be verlfigig SGSNE O2y aARSNAyYy3a Ay T
(2012) and SEHACV Report (2014), references to biodiversity found in other sources, and publicly available informatem ecover loss,
some conclusions can be drawn for the TKN area indicating the complaint may be valid and further investigation to confiria thi
required.

HCV 3 and HCV 4
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Allegation

While the complainants do not explicithefer to destruction of HCV 3 or HCV, However, in the SEIAHCV report (2014) indicates the
potential presenceand due to lack of: i) information about their specific location and ii) delineation on the growmd ik a risk these value
may have been destroyed

Summary of Conclusions for Butaw MoU area

While more information is necessary on some of the details, this is a firm conclusion of agaimg breach of SR0 based on the extensivg¢
information surveyed.

As the historic grievances with the company of the Butaw community (related to FPIC (SR 7); Land rights (SR 3) remaitiagoaitshe
time of the complaint and until more recentéybreach of SR (10) ode concluded Additionally, key relative aspects of the SAPs and RSH
Directives have an apparent lack of concrete progress which imply outstanding HCSA SR issues may not be resolved vt
communities.

This is a clear and robust conclusion of an-gaing breach of SR 3 and SR 7, based on a thorough survey of the relevant evidence.

The flawed nature of the 20112 and updated MoU 2017 FPIC processes was confirmed by the RSPO CP in Feb 2013 and 8n
correspondingly (and reiterated by the Appeal Panel in July 2018) and have repeatedly called for mediation, social assassene
assessment, MOU review, as well as compensation if necessary. Limited if any progress appears to have been madedrthelsei actions

As land was given up under false pretences due to the flawed FPIC process, land rights have also thus been violatedidny. associ

It was not possible to draw any conclusion based on the limiiefbrmation that has been surveyed for Butaw on this aspect.

Strong conclusion of a breach of SR 1 in relation to Butaw, although any relewvdotmation that may have been missed may modify th
conclusion.No recent social assessments, including participatory mapping, appear to have been conducted in relation to commurtiies
despite this having been identified specifically as a requirement for Butaw in the RSPO CP Feb and July 2018 commundidatiordes
I/ {!'Qa (22ft1A0 NBIJdZANBYSyio
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5 HCSA EC Conclusions on the GVL_GAR Grievance Case

The HCSA EC had reviewed the Final Grievance Report and concurs with the conclusion of the IGP on
the validation of the allegations outlined in thmmplaint submitted by Sustainable Development
Institute (SDI) Liberia, Milieudefensie Netherlands, and Friends of the Earth (FOE) United States,
F3FrAyad D!'wQa I/ {! aSYOSNHEKALI oNBI OKSao®

Taking into account conclusions and recommendations outlined by tReFi@al Grievance Report,

the HCSA EC requires that GVL needs to complete it HC8A assessments using land cover data
from March 2015, the date of the publication of the HCSA toolkit, and the quality assurance process
to receive a satisfactory evaluanh from the ALS. Before doing the HBES assessments, the
following conditions must be met:

i.  Ensure that a land development moratorium is in place until the-HC8A Assessments are be
completed with the ICLUP that is validated and accepted by the Itatadt®lders and rights
holders;

ii.  Only proceed where there are no outstanding conflicts and/or agreements with communities
are in place; and

iii.  When other preconditions for conducting HENCSA assessments as per the HC®
assessment manual have been met.

iv. As a priority, all HCSA Social Requirements must be fulfilled such as conducting a social
assessment including participatory mapping and determining what kind of remedy is
appropriate for resolving breaches against HCSA SR 10 for all relevant MoU areas.

The requirement outlined above must be used as the basis for a timebound plan that outlines the
steps that GAR as the HCSA member, and GVL and its investee, will take to implement the |
recommendations and achieve compliance withthé { | 04 YSYoSNHE. / 2RS 27F [ 2V

Thel / {1 ©0a LV OSNRAY DN S Zalso requiresGAR fof reguilarly submit 3tdparty R dzNJS
issued progress reporeggainst its time bound plan or submit evidence on how the breach is rectified

within three months, that is independently gathered and reported up@ragress reports will need

to be linked to key outputs of the time bound plan and the timeline these rspwill be identified in

the time bound plan, and 3rd parties will only be considered independent if they do not have any prior
involvement in activities related to the grievance.

A requirement to adhere to a zemetaliation policy to ensure that rightskaders and affected
communities are free of intimidation, coercion, or criminalization must be adopted. This policy must
be enacted during the next phase of resolving this grievance via the completion of the corrective
actions detailed in the timebound plaand maintained for the duration of operations.

Furthermore, the HCSA EC recommends that a human rights impact assessment should be conducted
2y GKS .dzilg OFasS G2 FTAYR 2dzi Y2NB | o02dzi 6K2Qa f
by affected commaities as part of the mutually agreed process for resolving grievance.

The HCSA will soon outline additional advice on how to remediate HCS forest, HCV areas and/or social
values where areas or values have been cleared or damaged.

The HCSA EC requiresnfiaf response and acceptance to the above actions within one month this
communication is received.
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7 Appendices

Appendix INGO Letter of Complaint and Summary of Allegations

© A A @)1
milieudefensie sustainable United States

Friends of the Earth Netherlands -dev-EIopment
institute

To:

HCS Approach Executive Committee
Judy Rodrigues
judy@highcarbonstock.org

CC: Gemma Tillack, Grant Rosoman

2 July 2018
Dear Judy,

We would like to inform you about our newly published report : High Risk in the Rainforest,
regarding palm oil company Golden Veroleum Liberia’s operations in Sinoe County, Liberia. The
report is an analysis of GVL's ongoing operations, including alarming new findings from our own
recently conducted mapping of forest clearance in a sample area of GVL'’s concession.The report
also examines GVL's ongoing operations in relation to recent RSPO complaints and the extensive
documentation of human rights issues by FPP, Global Witness and Liberian NGOs,

The report affirms many of the issues raised by the RSPO regarding GVL'’s continued failure to
comply with FPIC protocols, which we understand is of concern to the HCSA group. The new
report also presents documentation of GVL'’s clearance of HCS forests and HCV areas.

GVL's HCS assessments were conducted in 2014., but have not yet been subject to peer review by
the HCSA group. Over the past months, a team of Friends of the Earth researchers conducted GPS
mapping in Kpanyan district in samples of recent clearances. We also examined overlays of recent
satellite images and clearings. Following the HCS approach and the decision tree in the toolkit as
best as we could with the data available, we found overlap between the clearings and HCS patches
(HK2, HK1, BT). Also we found that GVL cleared and fragmented in an area that was indicated as
HCYV because of potential chimpanzee habitat.

Our research also shows that clearing was ongoing, including in disputed areas subject to RSPO
stop work orders, as recently as April 2018. As you might be aware, GVL has appealed the RSPO
most recent decision, including the stop work orders in disputed areas.

GVL has seen our findings and contests that they are clearing any HCS, For one HCS area in the
Nitrian MoU, they wrote they only conducted clearing after a rapid biodiversity assessment.
However, this was an area with a core of over 100 hectares and we consider the RBA to be
insufficient 1o capture the HCS and HCV values that exist in this area.

We are aware that the HCSA peer review panel has not yet reviewed GVL’s HCS assessments. We
question the quality of GVL's HCS assessment, based on our finding that areas that GVL indicated
as cleared open land were in fact forested to different degrees. We recommend GVL redo the
assessment and have it reviewed as soon as possible by the HCS Approach steering group. This is
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urgent, given current plans to extend the plantations into Tartweh and Nyennue where HCV and
HCS values are at stake.

As we note, our recent mapping exercise covered a select sample area, and Friends of the Earth
does not have GVL’s HCS maps from all plantation estates — leaving open the question of how
much HCS/HCYV forest GVL may have cleared overall. We would therefore like to respectfully ask
for the HCSA group’s responses to the following concerns:

Does the HCSA group have a timeline for reviewing GVL’s 2014 HCS assessments?
Does the HCSA group have a procedure to formally establish if and how much HCS area
GVL has cleared or fragmented since the 2014 assessments, and to what extent such
clearance is permitted by the 2014 assessments?

Does the HCSA group have a procedure in place to advance the restoration of previously
cleared HCS areas and to ensure ongoing monitoring to prevent any further HCS from
being cleared?

Does the HCSA group have a protocol for holding members accountable for failing to
properly implement the HCS approach? If not, we respectfully request that you inform
us as to the current status of developing such a protocol; and if so, we would like to
know if GVL may be subject to any sort of accountability in this regard.

We would be happy to share the maps and files we used to conduct the analysis and look forward to
your views on how to proceed with this case.

All the best,
e ,,’ - >
\ .
> l}L\‘ (1"_/;<¢ /

Danielle van Oijen — Milieudefensie
James Otto — Sustainable Development Institute
Jeff Conant — Friends of the Earth USA
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