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Date: Mon, 15 Dec 2008 14:55:57 +0000 
To: mtaylor@ifc.org, amar inamdar, HLinders@ifc.org,  
From: Marcus Colchester <marcus@forestpeoples.org> 
Subject: clarification re letter to IFC Board about CAO Review of Project 25532 
Cc: Lars H. Thunell <LThunell@ifc.org>, Mulu Ketsela <mketsela@worldbank.org>, 
Jiayi Zou <jzou@worldbank.org>, Eli Whitney Debevoise 
<wdebevoise@worldbank.org>, Toru Shikibu <tshikibu@worldbank.org>, Alexander 
Gibbs <agibbs@worldbank.org>, Ambroise Fayolle <afayolle@worldbank.org>, 
Michael John Hofmann <mhofmann@worldbank.org>, Javed Talat 
<jtalat@worldbank.org>, Samy Hanna Watson <swatson1@worldbank.org>, Felix A. 
Camarasa <fcamarasa@worldbank.org>, James Russell Hagan 
<jhagan@worldbank.org>, Gino Pierre Alzetta <galzetta@worldbank.org>, Merza 
Hussain Hasan <mhasan@worldbank.org>, Dhanendra Kumar 
<dkumar3@worldbank.org>, Philippe Ong Seng <pongseng@worldbank.org>, 
Rogerio Studart <rstudart@worldbank.org>, Mat Aron Deraman 
<mderaman@worldbank.org>, Jorge Familiar Calderon <jfamiliar@worldbank.org>, 
Herman H.F. Wijffels <hwijffels@worldbank.org>, Svein Aass 
<saass@worldbank.org>, Giovanni Majnoni <gmajnoni@worldbank.org>, 
Abdulrahman M. Almofadhi <Aalmofadhi@worldbank.org>, Alexey G. Kvasov 
<akvasov@worldbank.org>, Michel Mordasini <mmordasini@worldbank.org>,  
Oscar Chemerinski <Ochemerinski@ifc.org>, norman@sawitwatch.or.id, 
claudia.theile@milieudefensie.nl  
 
Note of Clarification: 
 
In a letter to IFC Board of 26 August 2008 (copy attached), we raised concerns about 
a further loan by the IFC to a subsidiary of the Wilmar Group, even though the 
Wilmar Group is the subject of an ongoing complaint to the CAO about a previous 
IFC project. We noted our concern that the IFC was going ahead with this additional 
loan even though the CAO procedure had 'until now failed to bring about satisfactory 
progress in most of the raised issues' by the complainants (emphasis added). We 
understand that this wording has caused some misunderstanding. We seek to clarify.  

• Our initial complaint addressed IFC Project 25532. We wrote again about an 
upcoming loan Project 26271.  

• Our initial complaint related to the failure of IFC to apply its safeguard 
policies (E&S Review Procedures, Performance Standards, Information 
Disclosure) and assess the suitability of Wilmar to be a client of IFC.  

• Our complaint also noted and provided detailed evidence that Wilmar's 
operations included:  

o Illegal use of fire to clear lands  
o Clearance of primary forests  
o Clearance of areas of high conservation value  
o Take over of indigenous peoples customary lands without due process  
o Failure to carry out free, prior and informed consultations with 

indigenous peoples leading to broad community support  
o Failure to negotiate with communities or abide by negotiated 

agreements  
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o Failure to establish agreed areas of smallholdings  
o Social conflicts triggering repressive actions by companies and 

security forces  
o Failure to carry out or wait for approval of legally required 

environmental impact assessments  
o Clearance of tropical peat and forests without legally required permits.  

• The complaint was accepted by the CAO and the CAO made field visits to 
meet the complainants and seek to resolve the problems caused by the project.  

• Early discussions with the CAO clarified that there are numerous communities 
suffering impacts from Wilmar subsidiaries. Concerns were however focused 
on the best documented cases of conflict, those in Sambas District of West 
Kalimantan.  

• Early discussions also clarified that communities and local NGOs are 
concerned that Wilmar sources palm oil from other companies that are also in 
violation of community rights, environmental norms and laws, and IFC 
standards.  

• Because of the complexity of the case, the CAO suggested that the complaint 
be divided into 3 parts.  

o Topic 1 concerns the conflicts in Sambas District.  
o Topic 2 included a wider basket of issues related to Wilmar's 

operations including: conflicts between other Wilmar subsidiaries and 
other communities, issues of illegality, environmental damage etc, and 
the sourcing of palm oil from other irresponsible companies.  

o Topic 3 concerns the IFC's own violations of procedures.  
• At the time of our letter of 26th August 2008: Topic 1 issues were the subject 

of mediated discussions between the communities and Wilmar which were 
making progress but had yet not been resolved. The Topic 2 issues had not yet 
been addressed at all and the Topic 3 issues were being assessed for their 
suitability for audit by the CAO. No issues had at that time yet been resolved.  

• Currently (15th December 2008) the situation is that:  
o the Topic 1 issues have been successfully resolved: two communities 

have now signed agreements with Wilmar that if adhered to should 
resolve their land disputes.  

o theTopic 2 issues remain to be addressed (the CAO has not yet 
committed when and if to address them).  

o the Topic 3 issues are now subject to audit.  
• The CAO contends that our use of the word 'failed' suggests that we view the 

CAO process to be a failure. Our intent was to make a different point entirely, 
namely that the CAO process had not yet had time to be successful, that the 
IFC and Wilmar had not yet corrected all the problems raised in our complaint 
and that it was therefore premature of the IFC and the Board to be considering 
a further loan to Wilmar. Regrettably the Board did agree the loan (on October 
23rd, 2008).  

• In short, the CAO process has not failed. It has, however, not yet succeeded. It 
remains our view that the IFC is failing to apply its standards and it is also 
failing to respect the pace of the CAO process.   

Marcus Colchester, Forest Peoples Programme 
Norman Jiwan, SawitWatch 
Claudia Thiele, Milieudefensie 


