
 

 
 
Impacts Division and Complaints Panel 
RSPO, Kuala Lumpur  
8 February 2016 

 
 
Dear Mr Krishnan, Mr Kumaran and members of the RSPO Complaints Panel, 
 
We acknowledge receipt of the 19th September 2015 decision of the Complaints Panel (CP). With due 
respect we wish to put on the record that we do not agree with the thrust of the CP’s findings that GVL 
operations in Liberia are broadly compliant with the RSPO standard. It is incumbent on us to inform 
you that these findings have diminished Liberian civil society’s faith in the complaints process and the 
credibility of the RSPO as a whole to uphold its standard. 
 
Multiple community complaints remain unaddressed by the RSPO CP 
 
Although we understand that a withdrawal of the RSPO complaint purported to be on behalf of the 
Butaw community has been sent, we would like to remind the CP that there are several outstanding 
community complaints concerning GVL in Liberia which remain open and unresolved. We are aware of 
at least two such complaints, one from the Gblebo community (Grand Kru), and another from the 
Blogbo community (Sinoe), though perhaps there are others we are not aware of. The RSPO CP’s 
approach has been to aggregate all community complaints concerning GVL in Liberia, and to deal with 
them as one single complaint. These are in fact separate complaints and should be dealt with 
separately by the RSPO CP. 
 
While the Butaw land issue remains unresolved, RSPO standard non-compliance continues 
 
To our knowledge the fundamental land issue at the heart of the community grievances in Butaw are 
still unresolved, so we fail to see how that complaint has been addressed to the CP’s satisfaction until 
there is a legally binding land-use agreement between Butaw communities and GVL, following a fully 
FPIC-compliant community-driven engagement process. We suggest that if the CP were to simply close 
a complaint for monitoring when the causes of that complaint remain unaddressed, and when the 
causes of the complaint demonstrate a lack of compliance with the RSPO standard, the CP is taking a 
regressive step. Not only would such a course of action indicate a willingness to tolerate continued 
non-compliance with the RSPO standard which cannot be acceptable, but it would also incentivize 
companies to compel communities to drop complaints before those complaints have been properly 
resolved, and thus circumventing the complaints resolution process. 
 
Fundamental non-compliance with the RSPO standard remains endemic in GVL’s operations 
 
Some of the recommendations in the CP’s 19th September 2015 decision were welcome, including the 
request that GVL refrain from providing Liberian security forces with assistance, and that GVL ensure 
all Provisional MOUs are converted to Permanent MOUs. However, we wish to express on the record 
that the CP’s findings fail to highlight a number of key flaws in GVL’s procedures and practices that 
continue to cause GVL to be in serious violation of the RSPO’s Principles & Criteria. 
 
The following are examples of the numerous outstanding violations referenced in numerous 
submissions made to RSPO to date (including the evidence submitted to the CP in the report entitled 
‘Hollow Promises: An FPIC assessment of Golden Veroleum and Golden Agri-Resource’s palm oil project 
in Liberia’) but which the CP’s decision has left unaddressed without explanation: 
 

1. That GVL’s FPIC Standard Operating Procedures are not FPIC compliant. 



2. That GVL’s policy and practice on agreeing Provisional MOU’s with communities to allow the 
company to use land and provide some jobs to some community individuals before a complete 
and exhaustive information sharing and community-driven negotiation process has been 
completed, is not FPIC compliant. 

3. More broadly, that the provision of any job or other payments made to individual community 
members by GVL before a final legally binding land-use agreement has been concluded with 
the community as a collective, is not FPIC compliant. 

4. It is of particular regret that the CP concluded that GVL has the consent of the whole 
Tarjuowon District and marginalises ‘dissenting’ voices. Tarjuowon is an entire administrative 
district containing many communities including from different clans. It would be for individual 
communities (not Tarjuowon as a whole) to give consent, and the RSPO has been alerted to at 
least one Tarjuowon community that has steadfastly refused consent (i.e. Blogbo). As 
highlighted in the various reports submitted to the CP to date, the Tarjuowon FPIC process was 
mired in flaws that violated the RSPO Principles & Criteria, not least as a result of the coercive 
role of the County Superintendent in manipulating consent and silencing community voices, 
but also with the premature granting of jobs by GVL to individuals within the communities and 
thus undermining the ability of those communities to come to a coherent collective decision. 

5. The coercive presence of the heavily armed Emergency Response Unit at the signing of the 
GVL-Numopoh MOU. 

 
The serious and well-evidenced violations such as those outlined above warranted clear findings by the 
Complaints Panel and clear recommendations for a time-bound plan to rectify and remedy those. This 
would have been particularly important in order to prevent future disputes and conflicts, and to 
protect the credibility of GVL and the RSPO. The absence of such findings and recommendations from 
the CP’s decision is a disturbing precedent. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
Nora Bowier, Coordinator 
Sustainable Development Institute (SDI), Liberia 
 
 
 
 
Daniel Krakue, Coordinator 
Sustainable Entrepreneurs for Sustainable Development (SESDev), Liberia 
 

 
Tom Lomax, Coordinator, Legal & Human Rights Programme 
Forest Peoples Programme, UK 
 
 
CC: David Rothschild and Andrew Kluth (GVL); Amalia Falah Alam (RSPO); Marcus Colchester (FPP) 


