
 
To 

RSPO Secretariat Sdn Bhd 
No. A-33A-2, Tower A, Level 33A, Menara UOA Bangsar 
No 5, Jalan Bangsar Utama 1 
59000 Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia 
Tel: +603 23021500   Fax: +603 22014053 
Email:  
 

Date: 13th August 2018 
 
Dear Sir, 
 

SUBMISSION OF 3rd NEW COMPLAINT ABOUT GOLDEN AGRI-RESOURCES 
 
I/We, Forest Peoples Programme (FPP) and Transformasi Untuk Keadilan – Indonesia (TUK-I), wish to lodge a 

complaint concerning the Golden Agri Resources (GAR) company, located in Indonesia. 

This complaint is made on behalf of all those affected by GAR’s operations.  

My full details are as follow: 

Name: Marcus Colchester 

Position: Senior Policy Advisor 

Address: 1c Fosseway Business Centre, Stratford Road, Moreton-in-Marsh, Gl56 9NQ, England 

Telephone +44 1608 652893 

Fax + 44 1608 652878 

Email marcus@forestpeoples.org 

Please find attached herewith the details information regarding the complaint which includes: 

A: Description of the name, address and location, and nature of the Company 
being complaint (please provide map if possible) 
B: Description of the action taken by me/ us to try to settle the issues (please 
provide details based on chronological event)  
C: List of other person(s) contacted by me/us in attempt to settle the issues    
(please provide any relevant documents if any) 
D: Any other relevant facts and/or other materials to support this complaint. 
 

I/we fully understand and agree that RSPO Secretariat will be looking into this complaint based on its standard 

Grievance & Dispute Settlement Handling Protocol.  

Thank you. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Marcus Colchester 

Forest Peoples Programme 

  



Substance of the Complaint 

In 2015, the RSPO Complaints Panel - in upholding the complaint to RSPO CP made by Forest 

Peoples Programme in 2014 - required that Golden Agri Resources make remedy to the 

affected communities for lands taken without consent in the 18 concessions for which GAR 

had submitted New Planting Procedure notifications. The company has been extremely slow 

to take adequate measures to fulfil this requirement and has still not done so. FPP has been 

raising concerns with the CP about the slow pace of this remedial process since 2016 in 

repeated letters to the CP. It is now well past the time that the CP acted decisively to 

instruct GAR to address this matter or suffer further sanctions.  

 

A: Description of the name, address and location, and nature of the Company being complaint  

 
Golden Agri Resources (GAR) is a large consortium legally incorporated in Singapore but 

with its main offices in Jakarta. It is represented on the Board of Governors of RSPO. GAR 

operates in Indonesia under the brand name Sinar Mas (‘Golden Rays’). The operational 

address for GAR is:  Sinarmas Land Plaza Tower 2, Jl. M.H. Thamrin No.Kav 51, RT.9/RW.4, 

Gondangdia, Menteng, Kota Jakarta Pusat, Daerah Khusus Ibukota Jakarta 10350 Tel: +62 21 

50338899 
 
B: Description of the action taken by me/ us to try to settle the issues (please provide details based on 
chronological event)  
 

This matter has been raised repeatedly by FPP with the RSPO Complaints Panel since 2016 

but to our knowledge no clear instruction has been sent by the CP to GAR to insist that GAR 

provides remedy to the impacted communities. The matter is therefore being brought back 

to the RSPO Complaints Panel for resolution as a new and separate complaint.  
 
C: List of other person(s) contacted by me/us in attempt to settle the issues    (please provide any relevant 
documents if any) 
 

This matter has been repeatedly discussed by FPP with senior staff of GAR without 
satisfaction. 
 
D: Any other relevant facts and/or other materials to support this complaint. 

 
Detailed explanatory and background materials on this case have already been lodged with 

the CP. In the original complaint FPP had demonstrated that GAR had taken lands contrary 

to the procedures for land acquisition set out in the P&C, referred to by the shorthand ‘Free, 

Prior and Informed Consent’. The Complaints Panel agreed stating that:  

 

GAR must also take remedial steps to correct any shortcomings in its land 

acquisition process with the affected communities. 

 

Furthermore the CP noted that: 

 



GAR has maintained that FPIC was implemented as per RSPO rules.  The Panel 

however, feels there is a need for GAR to demonstrate that it has complied with 

the full rigours of the RSPO Principles and Criteria as required by Principle 2.2 and 

2.3. as described in the Indicators. In doing so, GAR must ensure that Principle 7.5 

and 7.6 have also been complied with.  

  

After two years of prevarications, it was notable that GAR stated to the CP: 

 

… accepts the Complaints Panel’s decision that there were procedural 

shortcoming and maintains that it followed prevailing industry practice in land 

transactions at that time but this does not mean that it took land without 

consent. 

 

Consistent with this denial, GAR has done very little in PT KPC to provide remedy to 

community members from whom it had acquired lands without conforming to RSPO 

requirements on FPIC. It has satisfied some formal steps of an FPIC process, which had not 

been done, such as participatory mapping, providing copies of land release agreements, and 

holding workshops to explain what FPIC means. However, it has refused to reopen land 

deals with the communities or community members, even though our research shows that 

it had paid for land at an average of only US$25-30 per hectare, while in its own accounts 

GAR values such undeveloped lands at US$1,000 per hectare. Community members in 

public meetings continue to insist that they were never paid to surrender their lands but 

were only paid for land clearance so that the company could use the land, a payment that 

the GAR personnel referred to as simpak beliung (‘axe chippings’).  

 

After five years of engagement with GAR, FPP has reluctantly concluded that GAR has no 

intention of really making remedy for lands taken without due process in PT KPC (lands 

taken without free, prior and informed consent) and fears the same is true in the other 17 

concessions subject to the original complaint.  

 

The implication of this should be clear to the CP. As GAR itself notes, its land acquisition was 

done according to its SOPs of the time which followed ‘prevailing industry practice’ (ie not 

the procedure required by RSPO P&C). GAR’s SOPs have now been revised but remedy has 

not been made for lands taken without (free, prior and informed) consent. 

 

We ask the CP to sanction GAR for this continued lack of compliance with the P&C and the 

requirements of the CP. 

 


