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Purpose of the Mechanism

both parties.

A/R Guidelines - Input & Grievance Mechanism

Mandatory Input & Grievance Expression Methods

comments that are made through each of the methods for continuous input & grievance expression.

Methods for continuous input & grievance expression
1. Continuous ‘Input & Grievance Expression Process Book’

Telephone access

2.
3. Internet and email access
4. Nominated Independent Mediator (NIM)

Comments received through any of the methods shall be documented using the table template below. This

problem as necessary to
address.

Date | Comment Action Response from project Person Issue resolved?
requested developer designated with
from project responsibility
developer by project
developer
Explanation of | What would Explanation from the project Identification of This could be
problem or the of what they will do in who will take confirmation from
comment. stakeholder response to the comment. responsibility for the person who
like to see This may be an explanation as | responding AND made the
change/stay to why the project is unable monitoring the complaint, or the
the same. to respond/does not see the issue. project.
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Method 1 - Input & Grievance Expression Process Book

The book is important to allow for continuous inputs in regions with high literacy rates but which have
minimal access to the internet. The location of the book shall be explained and discussed at the LSC

compromises wherever possible.

Pros Cons
¢ Simple to use —does not * Assumes literacy (they are still able to communicate through other input
require access to mechanisms)
technology or associated * Requires small geographical spread of stakeholders (or possibly more than one
costs for stakeholders book)
* Cheap, efficient to manage * Potential loss/theft of the book (ensure that a secure place is chosen and daily
¢ Simple to explain to checks are carried out)
stakeholders * Could result in complaints from individuals, but little space for constructive
discussions with wider community (encourage discussing these complaints in
the local governance meetings)
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Method 2 - Telephone access

are not required to give their personal details when they wish to make a comment.

Pros Cons
¢ Simple to use ¢ Stakeholder incurs the cost of a phone call
¢ Simple to explain to stakeholders * Provides fewer channels for discussion with wider
* Inexpensive to run if the project developer uses the community as complaints are individualized
same phone line as the project/office rather than (encourage discussions on these also in the local
setting up a separate phone line governance meetings)

* Greater anonymity for stakeholders

* Overcomes illiteracy issues

* Better where stakeholders may be spread over a
larger area or have geographical barriers to access
the project site/book/mediator

! Link to The Gold Standard Regional Managers
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Method 3 - Internet access

In regions with widespread internet access an email address or comments section on a website established

providing comments shall be presented in a straightforward manner, showing the same information as in
the table template on page 2. The information shall be in the language(s) most appropriate for local

Emails or website comments received shall be logged and recorded in the same way as in the book, with
the date, comment, action requested and project response recorded for each message. As with all of the

Pros Cons
¢ Simple to use * Assumes literacy
¢ Simple to explain to stakeholders * Assumes internet connection, and access to the internet
¢ Useful where stakeholders are be spread over a for all groups of stakeholders
larger area or have geographical barriers to * May entail some costs for the project developer to set up,
access the project site/book/mediator if a website is used
* Managing an email address or website section * Provides fewer channels for discussion with wider
for comments is inexpensive for project community as complaints are individualised (discuss in
developer. the local governance meetings)
¢ Potential lower level of anonymity than telephone
calls/comment book.
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Method 4 - Nominated Independent Mediator (Optional)

role and the comments they have received.

Pros Cons

¢ Simple to explain to stakeholders * The mediator may be biased towards/against the project

* Can work within (and uphold) local customs for and not give objective feedback (can be discussed in the
managing disputes local governance meetings and a request can be made to

* Potentially provides a third party to mediate change the mediator if they are found to be prejudiced)
relationships * May not be approachable for stakeholders, or not to all

* Overcomes literacy issues groups (as above can be resolved in local governance

* Potentially allows for community engagement and meetings)
discussion of issues * May require remuneration to take the role seriously
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Examples of stakeholder inputs

area around
the turbines
has a fence.

accidents. However,
we will hold a meeting
with local people to
explain which areas
are dangerous and
therefore restricted,
but use a map and
discuss with local
people to see if there
are other areas of the
site that can be used
for grazing animals.
May 2013.

Date | Comment Action Response from Person Issue resolved?
requested project designated
from project with
developer responsibility
by project
developer
2 April | The Please make Drivers have been Mr. Kajura, Head | Internal monitoring
2013 construction less noise on asked to be respectful | of Site Transport | suggests that drivers now
vehicles that the roads of the neighbours as call instead of using their
drive to the site | around the they drive near the horns to gain entry to the
make lots of site and at the | site, and turn off their site. Mr Kajura has spoken
noise, and beep | site entrance, engines when they are to project neighbours, and
their horns to as there are waiting to enter. They they agree that noise
access the site. houses have also been asked levels from the site have
nearby. to telephone the site reduced. June 2013.
office to gain entry to
the site, instead of
beeping their horns.
May 2013.
3 April | There is now Access to For safety reasons, Ms. Mandela, Project community
2013 less land to more land for some areas have to be | Site Manager. meeting held 30™ May
graze our cattle | grazing the restricted so that 2013. Map produced and
because the animals. there are no copies distributed to local

people to indicate which
areas are accessible.
Explained the dangers of
high voltages for the
animals to show why
access to some land had
been restricted.
Community members
agreed, but have asked for
an animal passage to be
made to access the
western area of the site.
This will be done with new
fencing in August 2013.
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Local Stakeholder Consultation (LSC) Meeting

The LSC Report shall document any comments, criticisms or improvements that were made to the
continuous input & grievance expression methods discussed at the LSC meeting.

Recommended Best Practice for Continuous Input & Grievance Expression from Stakeholders (local
governance meetings)

of:

shall be mentioned at both rounds of the LSC and advertised in accordance with The Gold Standard
requirements.
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Checklist for Auditors

1. That the project developer has responded in a reasonable manner to comments that have been raised.

2. That the responses are adequate, timely and appropriate to address the problem or comments raised.
3. That any issues the auditor considers serious are taken up as a Forward Action Request (FAR) for the

the continuous input & grievance mechanisms.
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History of this document

Version Date Nature of revision
0.9 August 2013 Initial publication
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