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August 7, 2009 

The statement from Wacam on AngloGold Ashanti and Mr James Sarpong fails to mention a number of important facts, and also does not fully take into account the long history regarding the case. 

We have previously commented on the 2006 case of Mr Baidoo, so will not do so here.

Mr Sarpong’s case began in 2003 when the farming community of which Mr Sarpong was part, was impacted by the expanding operations of the company’s Iduapriem mine. There followed a period of intensive negotiations on compensation payable to farmers which culminated in the development of a Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) in which compensation payable and methodology were clearly stipulated. We believe the compensation offered was in line with what was agreed in the RAP document which is in line with legal requirements and also took account of crops planted speculatively at the last minute and for which compensation would not ordinarily be payable.

By 2005, some 90% of the affected farmers and landowners had accepted the compensation payable. Another 34 ‘Concerned Farmers’ declined to accept the payment and initiated a court case in which they sought to demand a different basis of payment. They did, however, vacate the land in the meanwhile, leaving only Mr Sarpong who was unwilling to move. The 34, who have subsequently been joined by Mr Sarpong, were also opposed to the compensation methodology in addition to the deduction of 20% from the compensation payment at the behest of the Apinto stool land authority.

In further attempts to resolve the impasse amicably, AngloGold Ashanti and  Iduapriem Mine have spent the past four years seeking a mutually acceptable solution. There have been several engagements with Mr Sarpong, where he has been supported by WACAM and lawyers at different times. Representatives of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Minerals Commission have also been involved at various times. At one point, we offered to further supplement the officially determined compensation payment, but that, too, was rejected.

Conditions surrounding Mr Sarpong’s settlement have deteriorated, not least because of heavy rains in 2006, and he has been advised that it is unsafe to continue living there by the Minerals Commission, the EPA and District Security Council (DISEC).   The company has further offered to pay the rent of interim accommodation for Mr Sarpong which has also been rejected.

The mine considered his continuous presence on the site a danger to himself and violation of both the Minerals Act, 2006, (Act 703) and Environmental Protection Agency Act, 1994 (Act 490). Since the Iduapriem mine holds title to the area, and is therefore responsible for anything that happens on it, we took the view that Mr Sarpong’s refusal to vacate the area left us no option but to seek the court order granted last month which authorised Mr Sarpong’s removal. 

It should be noted that his removal was carried out by the police acting upon the court order. It is also important to note that the court order does not affect Mr Sarpong’s right to continue court action on the quantum of compensation which he is already pursuing with the 34 other plaintiffs.
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