Independent Recourse Mechanism
Eligibility Assessment Report

Complaint Sakhalin 2 Phase 2 Calypso

1. On 26 July 2005, the Independent Recourse Mechanism (IRM) of the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) received a complaint
relating to the Sakhalin 2 Phase 2 Project (the “Project”). On 28 July 2005, in
accordance with paragraph 17 of the IRM Rules of Procedure (“IRM, RP”), the Chief
Compliance Officer registered the complaint and designated one of the IRM Experts
to assist in making an Eligibility Assessment of the Registered Complaint (the
“Complaint”). The Complaint is at Annex 1 to this Report.

Relevant Facts

2. Elements of the Sakhalin 2 Phase 2 project involve the construction of a major
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) plant, associated gas and oil loading terminals, and
construction materials off-loading facilities near Prigorodnoye, Korsakov District,
Sakhalin Region. A number of local individuals and local enterprises involved in
fishing and fish processing (the “Affected Group”) claim that construction vessel
traffic to and from the LNG plant and dredging and other works involved in the
construction of the loading and off-loading terminals are restricting safe access of
fishermen to their nets, causing damage to nets, and adversely affecting the quality
and quantity of fish caught in Aniva Bay. Since May 2004, members of the Affected
Group have attempted to enter into a dialogue with the company responsible for
construction of the LNG plant and its associated terminals (The Project Sponsor -
SEIC) with a view to agreeing appropriate compensation for the disruption allegedly
caused to their businesses. It appears that disruption to their businesses has continued
unabated since that time.

3. In April 2005, the EBRD conducted a site visit to Sakhalin and met with a
representative of the Affected Group making this Complaint. The findings of the site
visit are referred to in the relevant parts of this Report.

4, The Complaint sets out the alleged adverse impacts which the Project is
having on some of the interests of the Affected Group and suggests that it is seeking
the IRM to exercise its problem-solving function with a view to persuading the
Project Sponsor to enter into negotiations on the provision of compensation and, if
necessary, to act as an intermediary in such negotiations.

Steps Taken to Conduct an Eligibility Assessment

5. Upon registration of the Complaint, the Chief Compliance Officer appointed
Mr. Owen Mcintyre, who is one of the EBRD’s independent IRM experts, as the
Eligibility Assessment Expert on 28 July 2005. Mr. Mcintyre, together with the
Bank’s Chief Compliance Officer, Enery Quinones, are the IRM Eligibility Assessors.
Between 3 and 4 August 2005, the Eligibility Assessment Expert conducted a number
of meetings in London with the Chief Compliance Officer and Deputy Chief



Compliance Officer and individual meetings and telephone conversations with
relevant EBRD officials. The Eligibility Assessment Expert was provided with
background documentation on the Project and was given full access to all relevant
documentation through the ‘ProjectLink’ system.

6. The Office of the Chief Compliance Officer notified the Project Sponsor of the
Complaint on 1 August 2005 and subsequently invited it to submit its views and
comments so that these could be taken into account by the Eligibility Assessors in the
preparation of the Eligibility Assessment Report. The Project Sponsor’s response to
the Complaint, and to the facts as set out therein, attached as Annex 2, was
accordingly forwarded to the Office of the Chief Compliance Officer on 18 August
2005.

7. The Eligibility Assessors were of the opinion that sufficient information had
been obtained in this manner to consider the eligibility of the Complaint and they
determined that no additional steps, such as a Project site visit or retaining of
additional expertise, were warranted at this stage.

Findings
Eligibility for Registration

8. On 28 July 2005, the Chief Compliance Officer determined that the Complaint
submitted by the Affected Group was eligible for Registration in accordance with
IRM, RP 8, which provides the mandatory contents of a Complaint. The Complaint:

e sets out the date of the Complaint, i.e. 20 July 2005;

e provides the name and contact details of each member of the Affected
Group;!

e provides the name and contact details of the two Authorised
Representatives of the Affected Group, (Mr. Alexey O. Tyndik and Mr.
Dmitriy V. Lisitsyn) and evidence of their power to represent and to act on
behalf of the Affected Group in relation to the Complaint;?

e explains, in relation to Mr. Tyndik, who is not locally based, that all
members of the Affected Group believe that his participation, as a trained
and practicing lawyer, will help to protect their interests.® 1t would appear
reasonable to assume that both Mr. Tyndik, a Moscow-based Lawyer, and
Mr. Lisitsyn, a Sakhalin-based environmentalist, are fluent in the native
language of the Affected Group, which one must assume is Russian. This
assumption is supported by the fact that the complainants do not claim to
be indigenous people and that the Complaint is presented in both English
and Russian;

e confirms that each of the Authorised Representatives is empowered to act
separately;*

! These details are contained in the Protocol of the Meeting of the Initiative Group, 20 July 2005, and
in the document conferring Power of Attorney, 20 July 2005, attached at Annex 3.

2 Document conferring Power of Attorney, 20 July 2005.

® Complaint, at 1.

* The Complaint states, ibid., at 1, that each ‘is authorised to operate on behalf of the Group
independently’.



e sets out a summary description of the Project;

e provides a description of how and why the Project has, or is likely to have,
a direct adverse and material effect on the common interest of the Affected
Group;

e provides a description of the good faith efforts used by the Affected Group
to resolve the issue with the Project Sponsor and with the Bank and an
explanation of why the Group believes that there is no reasonable prospect
of resolving the issue through the continuation of such efforts;

e attaches copies of all material correspondence, notes of meetings and other
relevant material supporting the Complaint.

9. Furthermore, in accordance with IRM, RP 9, the Complaint describes the steps
the Affected Group expects to be taken by the Bank in order to address the direct
adverse and material effect that the Project has, or is likely to have, on the common
interest of such group. The Complaint requests the provision of assistance in
negotiating a resolution of the dispute between the Affected Group and the Project
Sponsor, through the payment of appropriate compensation by the latter [IRM, RP 9
(d)]. It also indicates the steps the Affected Group expects to be taken by the IRM
[IRM, RP 9 (e)]. Though the Complaint does not expressly state whether the Affected
Group requests a Compliance Review or a Problem-solving Initiative, it is quite clear
that, by requesting the IRM ‘to help ... to adjust [the] negotiating process with those
employees of SEIC who are authorized to make a decision on compensation of fishery
activity losses ... and also, whenever it is possible, to participate in such negotiations
as the intermediary if there will arise such a necessity’,” it expects a Problem-solving
Initiative.  Also, the Affected Group’s declaration that nothing in the present
complaint can be regarded as its “‘discontent’ with the actions of the EBRD strongly
implies that the Group is not seeking a Compliance Review.®

Eligibility for Further Processing
10.  Upon registration of a Complaint, the IRM requires the Eligibility Assessors to
make an Eligibility Assessment of the Registered Complaint within 30 Business days
of the receipt of the Complaint. Eligibility for further processing is determined by
IRM, RP 18 and 19.

IRM, Rules of Procedure 18

Does the Complaint relate to a Project [IRM, RP 18 (a)]?

®> Complaint, at 5.

® As a matter of policy, it is proposed that, even where the Affected Group expressly or implicitly
indicates the steps that it expects to be taken by the IRM, e.g. a Compliance Review or Problem-
solving Initiative, pursuant to IRM RP 9, the Eligibility Assessors be entitled to reserve the right to
examine the Complaint in the light of all available steps and to recommend an alternative step where
appropriate. This position would appear to be the only one consistent with IRM RP 22, 23, 25 and 27.
On a more practical level, it would help to ensure that an Affected Group does not arbitrarily exclude
itself from seeking the assistance of the IRM due to a lack of familiarity with the IRM Rules of
Procedure. Notwithstanding, in this case, the Eligibility Assessors saw no evidence to suggest a
material violation of a relevant EBRD policy. Hence, the decision that a compliance review is not
warranted.



11. IRM, RP 1(x) defines a ‘Project’ as ‘a specific project or technical assistance
that is designed to fulfil the Bank’s purpose and functions, and in support of which a
Bank Operation is outstanding or may reasonably be expected’. In the context of
determining eligibility, IRM, RP 18(a)(i) provides that ‘the Bank must have
provided...a clear indication of its interest in financing the Project...”. The Eligibility
Assessors are mindful that the Project has not been finally approved by the Bank nor
has the Bank made any commitment to participate in the financing of Sakhalin 2,
particularly as concerns a decision to declare the Project ‘Fit for Purpose’.

12. In spite of this and in order to give meaning to the application of IRM, RP
18(a)(i), the Eligibility Assessors took account of the time and resources already
invested by Bank staff in the Project. In particular, though the Project has not yet
passed Final Review by the Bank’s Operations Committee, it has passed the Concept
Review and Structural Review ' stages of approval and Bank staff have now been
conducting due diligence for some three years. In the view of the Eligibility
Assessors, even though the Bank has not declared the Project ‘Fit for Purpose’® the
nature of the Bank’s involvement so far, constitutes ‘a clear indication of its
interest...” without necessarily constituting ‘a reasonable expectation’ of its eventual
financing.

Is the Complaint from an Affected Group [IRM, RP 18 (b)]?

13. The complainants clearly qualify as an ‘Affected Group’ within the meaning
of IRM, RP 1(a), as they consist of two or more individuals from the ‘Impacted
Area’, as defined under IRM, RP 1(p), each of which have a common interest in safe
access to healthy fisheries resources in Aniva Bay. The Affected Group also includes
three fishery enterprises with the same common interest. The individuals, together
with the enterprises, collectively constitute members of the Affected Group.

14. Prima facie evidence of the common interest of these individuals is provided
by the fact that they attended the meeting of the ‘initiative group’ of 20 July 2005 and
that they signed the Protocol of this meeting as well as the document conferring
power of attorney on the Authorised Representatives. It would appear reasonable to
assume that these individuals represent the wide range of social and economic
interests that would be adversely affected by damage to, or collapse of the fishing
industry in Aniva Bay. Indeed, the significance of the local fishing industry and the
potentially wide-ranging impacts on the community of damage to this industry were
also made apparent during the recent site visit of potential lenders.’

15. At the policy level, it would seem appropriate for the IRM to adopt a broad
and inclusive view of the notion of ‘common interest’ for the purposes of

" The Project passed Structural Review in December 2004; however, given the changes to the Project
resulting in new capital cost implications, it may be necessary to undergo Structural Review once more
before Final Review.

8 See Letter dated 18 August 2005 from SEIC to EBRD Chief Compliance Officer. Also, the eligibility
of the Complaint under EBRD’s financing of Phase | of SEIC’s Project is not at issue and need not be
considered, see Letter, ibid.

° Site visit of 6-12 April 2005, which reports that at one meeting 125 local people (handing over a
petition of 1,000 signatures) expressed anger in relation to, inter alia, the Project Sponsor’s dredging
operations. Similar concerns were raised independently by both Mayor Zlivko and the NGO Sakhalin
Watch.



IRM RP 1(a). Such an approach would help to ensure consistency with the EBRD’s
environmental mandate and policy objectives'® and with the stated aims of the IRM.*
For the purposes of establishing the common interest of each of the members of the
Affected Group, including the three enterprises involved in fishing and in associated
services, such as fish processing, it is also useful to have regard to the EBRD’s
Environmental Policy, which states that:

‘In line with its mandate to promote environmentally sound and sustainable
development, the term “environment” is used in this Policy in a broad sense to
incorporate not only ecological aspects but also ... community issues, such as
...involuntary resettlement ..."*

16.  In turn, the relevant IFC policy document (IFC OD 4.30),*® which sets out
EBRD policy on Involuntary Resettlement, includes within its scope ‘projects that
cause involuntary displacement’,** which include those in which ‘productive assets
and income sources are lost’.*> IFC OD 4.30 goes on to explain that ‘[S]uch projects
may include construction or establishment of ... (b) new towns or ports’.*® Further,
in setting out guidance on “Valuation of and Compensation for Lost Assets’, IFC OD
4.30 refers specifically to certain types of loss, ‘such as access to ... (c) fishing’.!’
Similarly, the IFC’s Handbook for Preparing a Resettlement Action Plan, in its

glossary of terms, defines ‘economic displacement’ as:

‘Loss of income streams or means of livelihood resulting from land acquisitions or
obstructed access to resources (land, water or forest) resulting from the construction
or operation of a project or its associated facilities’*®

and a ‘project-affected person as:

‘Any person who, as a result of the implementation of a project, loses the right to
own, use or otherwise benefit from a built structure, land (residential, agricultural or
pasture), annual or perennial crops or trees, or any other fixed or moveable asset,
either in full or in part, permanently or temporarily.”*

19 Under Article 2(1)(vii) of the Agreement Establishing the European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development, the Bank is directed to ‘promote in the full range of its activities environmentally sound
and sustainable development’. This requirement is restated in paragraph 1 of the EBRD’s
Environmental Policy of 29 April 2003.

! The document Independent Recourse Mechanism: The guide to making a complaint about an EBRD-
financed project (July 2004) provides, at 2, that: “The IRM aims to strengthen the Bank’s
accountability and increase the transparency of its decisions in relation to its banking operations. The
IRM processes are designed to be user-friendly, efficient and timely.’

2 EBRD Environmental Policy. 29 April 2003, paragraph 3

3 IFC Operational Directive 4.30, 1 June 1990.

“ Ibid., paragraph 1.

> Ibid., paragraph 2.

'8 Ibid., paragraph 2, footnote 4.

7 Ibid., paragraph 15.

'8 Handbook for Preparing a Resettlement Action Plan (IFC, 2002), at ix.

Y Ipid., at x.



17. Therefore, all members of the Affected Group, including those enterprises
involved in fishing and in associated services, would appear to belong to an ‘Affected
Group’ sharing a ‘common interest’ for the purposes of IRM, RP 18(b).%

Is there evidence of a direct adverse effect on the common interest of the
Group [IRM, RP 18(b)]?

18. In its Complaint, the Affected Group alleges that the Project Sponsor’s
construction activities have resulted in the following direct adverse and material
effects on their common interest:**

1. that the anticipated restrictions on navigation may amount to an effective
prohibition of fishing activities;*

2. that, even if fishing activities are not prohibited, fishermen face practical
difficulties in installing and servicing their nets and in collecting their catch;

3. that the Project Sponsor’s construction and shipping operations are likely to
disturb fish spawning migrations and lead to a decrease in the fish catch;

4. that members of the Affected Group are experiencing difficulty in selling their
products due to concerns among purchasers over the likely deterioration of
fish quality due to the construction and operation of the Project Sponsor’s
facility;

5. the decrease in market value of the Affected Group’s assets as a result of the
problems listed above; and

6. the early repayment of credit facilities advanced to certain of the
Complainants required by their lender due to concerns over the problems
listed above.?

19.  For the purposes of establishing that there is prima facie evidence that the
Project has, or is likely to have, a direct adverse and material effect on such a group’s
common interest, as required under IRM, RP 18(b), it is useful to have regard to the
correspondence supplied by the Affected Group, which, inter alia:

e sets out the concerns of purchasers of the Affected Group’s fish products
in relation to adverse impacts on the quality of fish taken from the relevant
sites due to dredging and other construction works;*

e suggests that the Project Sponsor was at one point prepared seriously to
discuss the question of compensation (though with Calypso Ltd. alone);®

 This conclusion is reached despite the alleged assertion of the Project Sponsor that the only party
with whom it was required to enter into negotiations with Calypso Ltd., as its fishing sites directly
border onto the sites on which the construction works are taking place. See, Protocol of Meeting, 21
May 2004.

21 |_etter dated 2 June 2004 from SSFP, KFC Ltd. and Calypso Ltd. to SEIC.

22 See, for example, the Letter from Sakhalin Transport Prosecutor’s Office to the Chief Federal
Inspector for the Sakhalin Oblast dated 2 April 2004, which states that, though there were no legal
limitations at that time on navigation in the area where the construction of the LNG plant is taking
place, ‘in accordance with Russian Federation seafaring legislation, a resolution will have to be
adopted on the routes of navigation of tankers in the Aniva Gulf, and along those routes the navigation
of small vessels will be prohibited.’

2% See, Letter from Interprombank to OO0 “Torgovo Promyshlennyi Soyuz’ dated 6 February 2004.
2 etter dated 12 April 2004 from ROK-1 Fishery Plant to TIU (TPS) Ltd.; Letter dated 24 May 2004
from Yokohama Trading Corporation Ltd. to TIU (TPS) Ltd.



e confirms that a fishing net was observed to be in the vicinity of the route
of one of the Project Sponsor’s contractor’s vessels;

e confirms the likelihood of a conflict of interests arising between the
Project Sponsor’s construction operations and the fishing activities of
Calypso Ltd. and Contract Ltd.;*’

e suggests that the Project Sponsor has failed to fulfil all of the terms of its
authorisation for the construction work on the submerged cables and
pipelines in Aniva Bay, specifically those relating to the preparation of an
appraisal report on the results of monitoring of the aquatic medium and
biota during the construction works in 2004.” From the correspondence,
it would also appear that the dredging works have not been conducted in
accordance with the Project Description contained in the original EIA.%

20.  Therefore, it would appear that there is sufficient prima facie evidence that the
Project has, or is likely to have, a direct adverse and material effect on the Affected
Group’s common interest.

Has the Group initiated good faith efforts to resolve the issue
[IRM, RP 18(c)]?

21. In relation to the requirement under IRM, RP 18(c) that the Affected Group
has initiated good faith efforts to resolve the issue with the Bank and other Relevant
Parties, it is significant that members of the Group have held joint meetings with the
Project Sponsor on 21 May 2004*° and 18 June 2004,*" setting out their grievances in
detail, and that they have supplied the Project Sponsor with all the information
requested on the negative economic impacts of the construction works on their
businesses.** Members of the Affected Group have continued to correspond with the
Project Sponsor throughout 2005 expressing their frustration at the lack of progress on
negotiations to resolve the issue® and explaining their concerns over safety** and the
impact of construction operations on their fishing activities.* In addition, a member

% | etter dated 30 June 2004 from SEIC to TIU (TPS) Ltd. See also, Letter from SEIC to
Sakhalinrybvod dated 24 October 2003, which concedes that construction of the LNG plant will impact
on the activities of a number of enterprises and expresses SEIC’s intention to compensate the losses of
the fishing industry in accordance with the requirements of Russian legislation.

%6 | etter dated 2 September 2004 from SEIC to Calypso Ltd.

27 etter dated 19 November 2004 from SEIC to FSE “Sakhalinrybvod”; Letter dated 16 May 2005
from SEIC to Calypso Ltd; Letter dated 18 July 2005 from SEIC to Calypso Ltd. See also, Letter from
SEIC to Sakhalinrybvod dated 24 October 2003.

%8 |_etter dated 15 March 2005 from FSE “Sakhalinrybvod” to the Chief Federal State Establishment
“TSUREN”

? See EIA, vol. 5, Chapter 2, at 2-19. See also, Letter from the Administration of Korsakov District to
the Federal Service for the Supervision in the Sphere of Nature Use dated 29 March 2005, which states
that ‘Sakhalin Energy is conducting its activities in breach of environmental legislation, and that the
Administration has asked the Prosecutor’s Office to start a criminal investigation into the activities of
Sakhalin Energy.’

% protocol of the Joint Meeting, 21 May 2004.

*! protocol of the Joint Meeting, 18 June 2004.

%2 | etter dated 2 June 2004 from SSFP, KFC Ltd. and Calypso Ltd. to SEIC.

% |etter dated 12 May 2005 from SSFP, KFC Ltd. and Calypso Ltd. to SEIC; Letter dated 21 June
2005 from SSFP to SEIC; Letter dated 11 July 2005 from Calypso Ltd. to SEIC.

3 Letter dated 28 June 2005 from Calypso Ltd. to SEIC; Letter dated 4 July from Calypso Ltd. to
SEIC.

% |etter dated 11 July 2005 from Calypso Ltd. to SEIC.



of the Affected Group met with a representative of the EBRD’s Environment
Department during the Potential Lender Site Visit to Sakhalin, to outline the negative
economic impacts of construction on their businesses.*

22. Further, the members of the Affected Group presented a letter outlining their
grievances to the President of EBRD during the EBRD Annual Meeting on 19 May
2005. It is also worth noting that other agencies appear to have made good faith
efforts to ensure that the dispute might be equitably resolved. For example,
Sakhalinrybvod recommended to the Head of the relevant Federal State Institution
that the latter institution impose various conditions (including the payment of
compensation to certain members of the Affected Group) when granting a licence to
the P3r7oject Sponsor permitting the laying of underwater cables and pipelines in Aniva
Bay.

23. Nevertheless, the Project Sponsor (i.e., SEIC) contends that, with respect to
the individuals (natural persons) that form part of the Affected Group, it has not
received any communication with respect to the issue described in the Complaint.
SEIC is therefore of the opinion that none of the individuals have made any good faith
efforts to resolve the issue with SEIC*.®® However, it is quite clear that the Project
Sponsor’s Grievance Procedure, the mechanism by which one would normally expect
affected individuals to communicate their grievances to the Project Sponsor, has not
been publicised by the Project Sponsor’s Community Liaison Officers and has not
anyway operated for some time.*

24, Evidence of communication with the individuals has not been furnished and,
in the view of the Eligibility Assessors, neither is such evidence required. It is
unclear whether the protocol of the meeting of the initiative group (the Affected
Group) of 20 July 2005, listing the members of the group, or any similar document,
was forwarded to the Project Sponsor. However, it is likely that the individuals
comprising members of the Affected Group are either employees of the fisheries
enterprises concerned or are in some other way directly affected by the commercial
activities of these enterprises (e.g. those involved in associated services, such as
maintaining boats or nets). As such, they would no doubt have reasonably assumed
that these enterprises, or their representative who communicated with the Project
Sponsor, did so on their behalf. At any rate, questions over the eligibility, or
otherwise, of a number of the individuals among the Affected Group does not affect
the overall eligibility of the Complaint. It would be more practically appropriate and
equitable if the position of such individuals could be reconsidered in the course of any
Problem-solving Initiative that may be undertaken.

25. In relation to the Project Sponsor’s contention that Contract Ltd. is ineligible
‘because it has not made good faith efforts to directly resolve the issue with SEIC’,*
it should be noted that for the purpose of assessing eligibility of the Complaint, each
Complainant is not required under IRM, RP 18(c) to make good faith efforts to

% Site visit of 6-12 April 2005.

37 etter from Sakhalinrybvod to Head of Federal State Institution ‘Central department for fisheries
expertise and norms for protection and reproduction of fish stocks’ dated 15 March 2005.

% |_etter dated 18 August 2005 from SEIC to EBRD Chief Compliance Officer.

% Site visit of 6-12 April 2005.

“0 L etter dated 18 August 2005 from SEIC to EBRD Chief Compliance Officer.



‘directly’ resolve the issue with the Bank and other relevant parties, and the Project
Sponsor itself acknowledges that Contract Ltd. had corresponded with
Sakhalinrybvod outlining its current licence area and the potential impact of loss of
fishery grounds, and expressing its dissent in relation to voluntary abandonment.*
Also, it is clear that as early as November 2004, the Project Sponsor was aware of and
concerned about the overlap of its area of operations with the licensed fishery area of
Contract Ltd.*

Is there a reasonable prospect of resolving the issue through the continuation
of such efforts [IRM, RP 18(c)]?

26. In relation to the requirement under IRM, RP 18(c) that there is no reasonable
prospect of resolving the issue through the continuation of such efforts, it is useful to
note the apparent lack of meaningful correspondence between SEIC and the Affected
Group during the course of this dispute. While correspondence from June 2004
questions some of the data provided by the Affected Group* and correspondence
from July 2004 denies the claim that SEIC’s contractors damaged nets,** the only
subsequent correspondence (copied in the Complaint) from SEIC either requests that
all nets, boats, etc. are kept out of the site allocated to SEIC* or that the Affected
Group relocate their nets under a proposal from the SEIC’s sub-contractor.°

27. In determining whether there is a reasonable prospect of resolving the issue
through continuation of such efforts, it was noted that no officer in the company had
been designated as responsible for handling of this dispute and that the absence of
such an officer with clear responsibility for liaising with the Affected Group appears
to have been a source of considerable frustration for the Affected Group.*” This has
had a particularly serious negative impact on any likelihood of resolution of the
dispute due to the fact that the company’s Grievance Procedure does not appear to
have been working effectively for some time.*® Indeed, in relation to this specific
Complaint, it appears that Calypso Ltd. was never told about the existence of the
Community Liaison Officers or of the Grievance Procedure, nor were they identified
as stakeholders in the company’s (draft) Resettlement Action Plan (RAP).*

28. It might be argued, in the context of the requirement under IRM, RP 18(c) that
there should be no reasonable prospect of resolving the issue through the continuation
of previously initiated efforts, that this Complaint is somewhat premature on account
of the fact that neither the Project Sponsor’s Resettlement Action Plan nor the
EBRD’s Environmental Appraisal Process has yet been finalised. However, it is the
view of the Eligibility Assessors that given the nature of the Complaint and the

“ Ibid.
%2 See Letter dated 19 November 2004 from SEIC to Sakhalinrybvod.
“® etter dated 30 June 2004 from SEIC to TIU (TPS) Ltd.
*“ Letter dated 2 September 2004 from SEIC to Calypso Ltd.
% |etter dated 16 May 2005 from SEIC to Calypso Ltd.
% |etter dated 18 July 2005 from SEIC to Calypso Ltd.
*" See, for example, Letter dated 21 June 2005 from SSFP to SEIC.
*8 Site visit of 6-12 April 2005, at which it was observed that the grievance mechanism stopped being
used some time ago and that complaints have not been logged centrally or tracked since, pending the
introduction of a new database. It is noted that the Community Liaison Officers have not been
igforming people about the existence of the Grievance procedure.
Ibid.



remedy sought by the Affected Group, that the IRM’s Problem-solving function could
usefully operate in tandem with, and exercise a positive influence on, efforts to
complete each of these processes with a view to securing a mutually acceptable
accommodation.

29. In relation to the Project Sponsor’s belief that there is a reasonable prospect of
resolving the issues with Contract Ltd. through further dialogue,®® the Project
Sponsor’s belief in such a prospect should not preclude a finding of eligibility on
behalf of Contract Ltd. Of course, further dialogue between the Project Sponsor and
Contract Ltd. should be encouraged, and if they manage to resolve these issues
through such dialogue the need to include Contract Ltd. in any Problem-solving
Initiative would be obviated.

30. In relation to the Project Sponsor’s contention that KFC Ltd. is ineligible due
to the former’s belief that there is a reasonable prospect of resolving the issue,™ the
Project Sponsor’s belief in such a prospect should not preclude a finding of eligibility
on behalf of the latter. Further, the Project Sponsor’s concerns about the lack of
evidence substantiating KFC’s claim and the likely impacts of the activities of
Korsakov Port on the fishing industry®* would appear to run to the merits of KFC’s
claim rather than to its eligibility.

31. In relation to the Project Sponsor’s contention that Calypso Ltd. is ineligible
due to the former’s belief that there is a reasonable prospect of resolving the issue,>
the Project Sponsor’s belief in such a prospect should not preclude a finding of
eligibility on behalf of the latter.

32.  The various matters raised by the Project Sponsor under the heading ‘The
Request for a Problem-solving Initiative’,> refer to such issues, inter alia, as the
contributory culpability of members of the Affected Group, the adequacy of evidence
of damage and of the cause of any damage, the availability and adequacy of baseline
data in relation to fish catches, fish health and contamination, port activities
attributable to Korsakov Port, poaching and over-fishing, etc. and so relate to the
merits of any claim made by the Affected Group rather than to the eligibility of the

present Complaint.
IRM, Rules of Procedure 19

33. Even where a Complaint fulfils the requirements of IRM, RP 18, a Complaint
shall not be eligible for IRM processing if it falls foul of the restrictions of IRM, RP
19.

e The carefully documented and recorded background to the dispute and the
efforts of the Affected Group and others to resolve it would suggest that the
complaint is neither frivolous nor malicious. [IRM, PR 19 (a)]

% | etter dated 18 August from SEIC to EBRD Chief Compliance Officer.
*! 1bid.
%2 |bid.
%3 |hid.
* 1bid.

10



e As the members of the Affected Group are not engaged in an area of economic
activity similar or related to that of the Project Sponsor, it is difficult to see
how the primary purpose of the Complaint could be to ‘seek competitive
advantage through the disclosure of information or through impeding or
delaying the Project or the Bank Operation’. [IRM, PR 19 (b)]

e The Complaint does not relate to procurement matters. [IRM, PR 19 (c)]

e The Complaint does not relate to an allegation of fraud or corruption. [IRM,
PR 19 (d)]

e The Complaint does not relate to Article 1 of the Agreement establishing the
Bank, the Portfolio Ratio Policy or any other policy specified by the Board for
the purposes for IRM, RP 19(e).

e The Complaint does not relate to the adequacy or suitability of EBRD policies.
[IRM, PR 19 ()]

e The Complaint does not relate to matters upon which an Eligibility
Assessment report has already been approved by the Board or the President.
[IRM, PR 19 (9)]

Conclusion and Recommendation of the Eligibility Assessors

34. In accordance with IRM, RP 27(b)(ii), the Eligibility Assessors recommend to
declare the Complaint eligible for further processing, but not warranting a
Compliance Review. Furthermore, implementation of this recommendation should be
suspended pending the forthcoming decision on whether to declare the Project “Fit for
Purpose’. Pursuant to IRM, RP 14, the Chief Compliance Officer may take account
of any ‘time-sensitive issues relating to the Project’ and consequently provide for an
extension of the time period for examining whether a Problem-solving Initiative is
warranted (IRM, RP 42).

35. Furthermore, although IRM, RP 22 requires that where ‘the Eligibility
Assessors are minded to recommend that a Compliance Review is not warranted ...
the Eligibility Assessors shall give the Affected Group an opportunity ... to comment
upon the finding that a Compliance Review is not warranted and include such
comments in the Eligibility Report’, this provision would appear to be anomalous in a
case such as the present Complaint, where it is quite clear that the Affected Group is
not seeking a Compliance Review. To give effect to IRM, RP 22 would, in this
instance, be time-consuming, confusing and could not in any way further the aims of
the IRM as set out in Independent Recourse Mechanism: The guide to making a
complaint about an EBRD-financed project (July 2004), at 2.
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B Hesasucumbliii opran no
paccmoTpeHuto xanob Esponeitckoro
baHka PekoHcTpykuuv u Passutus

XKanoba
(B coorBetCcTBUM ¢ MpaBunamu
npoueaypst HOPX)

HaTa coctaBneHus xanodwl —
20 wmonga 2005 ropa

3aTparueaeMan NpoOeKTOM Frpynna:
xutenu r. Kopcakos CaxanuHckon obnactu
PO, ®UO 1 HeobxoanMble nepcoHanbHble
AaHHble npuseaeHbl B MNpunoxenun Ne 1 k

Xanobe, a Tawke puibopobbiBalowme
npeanpusaTus.
KoHduaeHumanbHOCTL: HUKTO U3

UNEHOB MHULMATMBHOW rPynnbl HE NPocUT
cobnioaatb KOHPUAESHUUANBHOCTL CBOUX

AaHHbIX cornacHo [Mpasunam npouenypbi
HOPX.

YNonHoMoOYeHHbIe npeacTaBUTEN N
3aTparuBaeMon NPOEKTOM rpynnbi;

* TeiHAKK Anekcen OneroBuy:
Poccusa, 125047, r. Mocksa, yn. 1-a
bpecrtckas . 35 c1p. 1, TenedoHsb!:
+7(095)251-5527, +7(095)997-7595,

* JlucuubiH Omutpuin BacunbeBwuu:
Poccus, 693007, r. KOxHo-
CaxanuHck, KommyHnucTudeckuin np.,
27a, k. 301 TenedoHbl: +7(4242)74-
75-18, +7(4242)74-75-19,
+7(4242)74-75-18

Kaxnabli us YNOSTHOMOYEHHbIX
npeacTaButenen  rpynnbl  YNOMHOMOYEH
nencTBoBaTh oT UMEHU rpynnbi
CaMOCTOSITENLHO.

YNONMHOMOYEHHbIN npencrasnTenb
TeiHAUK Anekcen OneroBuy He
npoxueaet HenocpeacTBEHHO B

3aTparuBaeMoMm MPOEKTOM panoHe, ofHakKo,
MO MHEHWUIO YNEHOB WHULMATUBOW rPynnbI,
ero yyactve 6Hyger cnocobcTBOBaTH
3alnMTe npas YNeHoB Tpynnbi, NOCKONbKY
HUKTO U3 4fieHoB rpynnbl He obnapaer
crneuuanbHbIMn 1opnanyeckumm

To the Independent Recourse Mechanism
Of European Bank for Reconstruction and

Development
Complaint
(as prescribed by the Procedure Rules of
IRM)

Date of complaint’s commitment —
July 20" 2005

The involved group: the inhabitants of
Korsakov city, Sakhalin region, names and
personal data are given in Att. # 1 to the
Complaint, as well as fishery enterprises.

Confidentiality: non of the members of
initiative group asks to keep their personal
data confidential in the meaning of
Procedure rules of IRM.

Authorized representatives of the involved
group:

= Alexey O. Tyndik, Russia, 125047,
Moscow, 1-ya Brestskaya str. 35 bid.
1, Phones +7(095)251-5527,
+7(095)997-7595,

* Dmitriy V. Lisitsyn, Russia, 693007,
Yuzhno-Sakhalinsk,
Kommunisticheskiy prp. 27a, room
301, Phones +7(4242)74-75-18,
+7(4242)74-75-19, +7(4242)74-75-18

Each of the authorized representatives of
the group is authorized to operate on behalf
of the group independently.

The authorized representative Alexey O.
Tyndik does not live permanently in the
region, involved into the given Project, but,
as all members of the Group believe, his
participation will help in protection of their
rights for none of the group members
possess any judicial education.
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MO3HaHNAMM

HaumeHoBaHMe npoekTa: «CaxanuH
2» — CTPOUTENbCTBO U 3KCMFlyaTauus
3aBoga no nepepaboTke  CHUKEHHOro
npupogHoro rasa (CIIN), TepmuHana
otrpysku CIMT » HedTM B paiioHe c.
MpuropogHoe  Kopcakosckoro  paiioHa
CaxanuHckon obnacTw.

HaumeHoBaHne onepauun EBGPP:
BbiJa4ya kKpeauTta koMmnaHum «CaxanuH
OHepaxn  WHBecTMeHT Komnawu Jlta.»
(Ranee — komnanua C3UK) Ha 3aBeplueHne
paboT no BTopoit thase npoekta.

BospeuncTBue npoekra:

MpoexT, oCyL{ecTBNAeMbIN
KOMMaHuen «CaxanuH SHepaXun
WHBectmMeHT Komnanum Jltg.» saTtparvsaeT
oblme uHTepecbl BCEX YNEHOB rPynnbl
cnenyolwmm obpasom.

PuibonosHble
npuHagnexauue
«Kanuncoy,

y4yacTku,
npeanpuatusm 000
000 «Kopcakosckuit
pbIGOKOHCEPBHLIA 3aBopn» u 000
«KOHTpaKkT»  oKasanucb YacTU4HO B
CaHUTapHOW 30He CTposALerocs 3asoAa no
nepepaboTke CKWKEHHOro NPUPOHOro rasa
(CII), Tepmunana otrpysku CII v HedbTv B
pa#oHe c. TMpuropogHoe. Takke umeeTcs
4YaCTUYHOE nepeceyeHue JNULIEH3UOHHOM
aksatopuu komnaHun COUK (nuueHsnu Ha
Boaonons3osaHne Ne KOCX 00064 LIM6B
oT 16.09.2004 r. n Ne FOCX 00059 LIM3X ot
09.07.2004 r.) c akBaTOPUAMMK, BXOASLMMU
B  pbibonpombicnoBele  yyactku OO0
«Kanunco» u 3AO0 «KoHtpakt». Kpome
Toro, Becb y4yactok OOO «Kanunco»
OKasancs B 30He [rpy3oBOro panoHa
Kopcakosckoro mopckoro nopta, KoTopast
Obina pacwupeHa no npockbe komnanum
COUK pns obecneyeHuss 3akoHHOCTWM ee
MOpPCKUX onepauui.

Mposogumbie komnanuen CIUK wu
ee cybnoapsiaunkamu CTpoUTENbHLIE
paboTkl NO BO3BEAEHWIO MNpPUYanoB WU
AHoyrnybuTenbHble paboThbt:

Description of the Project: “Sakhalin 2" -
construction and exploitation of the
Liquefied Natural Gas plant (LNG), LNG off-
loading terminal and oil off-loading terminal
near Prigorodnoye, Korsakov district,
Sakhalin region.

Description of the EBRD operation:
granting the credit to “Sakhalin Energy
Investment Company Ltd.” (hereafter —
SEIC) for commitment the works on the
second phase of the project.

Project influence:

Project, operating by “Sakhalin Energy
Investment Company Ltd.” does impact the
common interests of the group members the
following way.

Fishery sites, which belong to “Calypso
Ltd.”, “KFC Ltd.” and “Contract Ltd.” have
appeared to be partly in the sanitary zone of
constructing LNG Plant, LNG off-loading
terminal and oil off-loading terminal near
Prigorodnoye. Also, there is a crossing of
SEIC sea area (licenses for water use Ne
IOCX 00064 LIMEB, September 16, 2004
and Ne FOCX 00059 UMS3X July 09, 2004)
with sea areas, included in “Calypso Ltd”
and “Contract Ltd” licensed fishing sites.
Besides of this, all licensed fishing area of
“Calypso Ltd” was included in a cargo zone
of Korsakov marine port, which was
expanded under a request of SEIC for a
legality of their marine transport operations.

The construction works on erection of
moorings and dredging works, committing
by SEIC and its subcontractors:

p.20f5



= [1puBOAAT K YHUUTOXEHUIO CHAcTel U
pbI6ONOBELKUX HEBOAOB;

He p[alT BO3MOXHOCTM AOBWKEHUS
ManoMepHbiX pbiGONoBEUKUX CyaoB
B akBaTOPUN CTPOUTENLCTBA;

Brekyt  cHumxeHue  KonudecTBa
BbIIAaBNMBAEMoi pbibbl, NOCKONbKY
npeacTasnsoT cobon dakTop

BecnokoiicTBa Ana nocneaHew;

MpusoasT K 3arpsisHeHuio
OKpyXatollein cpefbl, HeraTuBHO
BruMsoLwemy Ha KayecTBo
pbibonpoaykuuum, 41O Bnever
HEBO3MOXHOCTb peanusayun
pbibonpoaykuum.

MNocne okoHYaHuA cTpoutenscTea
3asoga CNIM v Havana ero akcnnyarauuw,
caHuUTapHas 30Ha K BCA akBaTOpuUs nopTa
GyneT sakpblta AnA cynoxoacTBa Ha Bce
BpeMA 3akcnnyaTtaumu 3asopa — 34 rona B
COOTBETCTBMM C O3BYYEHHbIMW MNnaHaMmu
komnanuu CIOUK. Bce 310 Bpemsi yneHbl
3anHTepecoBaHHON rpynnel OyayT NULLEHb!
BO3MOXHOCTH 3aHUMaTbCs CBOUM
TPaAVULMOHHBIM NPOMbBICIIOM, KOTOPbIM OHU
3aHMManuck ¢ 1968 ropa.

JTO O3Ha4YaeT MoTepl WCTOYHUKA
3apaboTka Ans BCex YNeHoB WHULMATMBHOM
rpynnbi.

MpeanpuHaTtele ana  pelueHus
npobnemMbl ycunus.

MHuumatueHaa rpynna B nuue
pykoBoacTea pbiboaobuiBatoLx
npeanpuaTuin npeanpuHumana
HEOAHOKpaTHble MOMbITKW AOFOBOPUTLCA C
komnaHnen COIOUK o npepocraBnexum
cnpaseanueom n copasmepHon
KOMneHcauyuu  ybbITkOB  OT  noTepwu

TPaguULIMOHHOrO npombicra. [ucbMeHHbLIN
avanor ¢ komnanven COUK Havyancs B mae
2004 ropa.

Konun nepenucku npunaralotcst K
HacTosillen xanobe.

Lead to destruction of tackles and
fishing seines;

* Do not give an opportunity of
movement of small fishing vessels in
water area of construction;

Attract decrease in quantity of a
caught fish as represent themselves
the factor of anxiety for the last;

Lead to the environmental
contamination  which influences
negatively upon the fish products
quality that attracts impossibility of
the fish products selling.

After the fulfillment of LNG Plant
construction and the beginning of its
operation, the sanitary zone and all water
area of port shall be restricted for navigation
for all time of the Plant operation — 34 years
according to the sounded plans of SEIC.

All this time members of the interested
group will be deprived an opportunity to be
engaged by the traditional craft in which
they were engaged since 1968.

It means loss of a source of earnings for all
members of initiative group.

Efforts made to resolve the problem.
The initiative group on behalf of a
management of the fishery enterprises
undertook numerous attempts to conclude
an agreement with SEIC on granting fair
and proportional compensation of damages
from loss of a traditional craft.

Written dialogue with company SEIC has
begun in May, 2004.

Copies of correspondence are applied to
the present complaint.

p-30of5



[lo HacTosiLLero MomMeHTa KoMnaHue
COUK He npuHATO HMKakoro pelueHus,
Awanor dakTuyeckn npepBsaH,
CTpouTenbHble paboTbi aKTMBHO BeAyTCS
HenocpeacTBeHHO B Nepuod NyTWHbI U B
MECTE BbICTaBNEHWUs! HEBOAOB.

Haww obpauwienus k komnanum CINK
ocraioTcs 6e3 oreera.

HecmoTps Ha T0, UTO MbI perynspHo
NMMACbMEHHO  WMHMOpPMUMPYEM  KOMMaHUIO
COUK o HaweM xenaHnm BO30OHOBUTHL
NeperoBopHbIA NPOLIECC, Mbl HE NOMy4yaem
HUKaKOro oTBeTa Ha 3TO NpeanoXeHne ¢ ee
CTOpPOHbI. Takum obpa3oM, Mbl HEe BUAWM
Ana  ceba Gonee HUMKakUX pasyMHbIX
OCHOBAHMN HageATbCs  CaMOCTOSATENbHO
ROOUTLCA BO30OHOBNEHMA MEPErOBOPOB C
komnaHuen C3UK.

WHnunartusHas rpynna obpawjanacb
B EBPP ¢ nucbmom Ha umsa MpesupeHTa
EBPP, koTopoe Gbino nepepano 19 mas
2005 r. Ha ExerogHom cammute EBPP. Mbi
nckpeHHe GnarogapHbl r-Hy XKauy Jlembepy
3a NMONy4YeHHbIN oTBeT OT 22 utoHa 2005 T.

Mbi  npusHateneHsl EBPP 3a Te
ycunus, KoTopble YyXe npeanpuHaTbl ©
npeanprHUMaloTCs € €ero CTOpoHbl Ans
yCTpaHeHus HebnaronpusTHbIX
9KONOMMYECKMX N coumnanbHbiX KOHPMUKTOB
npoekra CaxanuH 2.

bonee ToOro, Hackonbko Mbl 370
BUAMM, Mbl nonaraeMm, 4TO CO CBoOeW
ctopoHst  EBPP  npunaraetr makcumym

BO3MOXHbIX YCUNUA ANs pelleHus [aHHOW
npobnemsi.

Huyto B Hactoswen xanobe He
MOXET ObiTb paccMOTPEHO Kak Hale
HEeJOBONbCTBO Kakumu-nnbo yxe
coBepleHHbIMK gencteuamn EBPP.

Uenb  Hawero obpaweHus ¢
HacTosilen Xanobon CoCTOUT B TOM, YTOGbI
B cooTBeTCcTBUM C [lpaBunamu npoueaypsb
HOPX npocute cogeitcteus EBPP B
HanaxvsBaHWM NeperoBOpHOro npouecca
Mexay UHULMaTUBHOM rpynnom 7

Till the present moment not any decision is
made by SEIC, dialogue is actually
interrupted, construction works are actively
conducted directly during seasonal salmon
fishery period and in a place of exhibiting of
seines.

Our references to company SEIC remain
without answer.

In spite of the fact that on a regular basis we
are informing SEIC in writing on our desire
to renew negotiating process, we do not
receive any reply to this offer from its party.
Thus, we do not see for ourselves any more
reasonable basis to hope to achieve
renewal of negotiations with SEIC
independently.

The initiative group has appealed to EBRD
President with the letter that was handed
during the Annual Meeting on May 19"
2005. We are sincerely grateful to Mr. Jean
Lemierre for the reply received on June 22™
2005.

We are grateful to the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development for those
efforts, which are already undertaken and
are still committing by its party for
elimination of adverse ecological and social
conflicts of the Sakhalin 2 project.

Moreover, as much as we see it, we
believe, that from its part the European
Bank for Reconstruction and Development
applies a maximum of possible efforts for
the resolving of the given problem.

Nothing in the present complaint can be
considered as our discontent with any
already undertaken actions of the European
Bank for Reconstruction and Development.

The purpose of our reference with the
present complaint is that according to Rules
of procedure we will ask assistance from the
European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development in adjustment of negotiating
process between initiative group and SEIC.
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KoMnaHuer CAONK.

3anpawuBaeMbie AeNCTBUS.
Mbl npocum HesaBucumbilii opraH no

paccMmoTperuto  xanod6 EBPP nomoub
NHULUMATUBHOM rpynne HanaauTb
NneperoBOpHbIit npouecc c TEMU

COTpyAHukamu komnaHuu COIUK, koTopble
MONHOMOYHbLI  MPUHATL  petleHne o
KOMneHcaumMm notepb pblOOX03ANCTBEHHOM
ACATENbHOCTU OT CTpouTenbcTBa 3aBoga
Cnr, a rakke, no BO3MOXHOCTH,
y4acTeoBaTtb B Takux neperosopax B
Ka4ecTBe nocpefdHuWka, ecnu BO3HUKHET
Takasi Heo6xoaUMOoCTb.

A3bIK coobweHun.

WHuumatueHas rpynna B nuue
YNONHOMOYEHHbIX npeacTtasutenen
nonaraet npuemnemMbiM nonyyatb BCHO
KOppecnoHaeHLuio oT EBPP no
paccMartpusaemoii npobneme Ha
aHIMNACKOM fA3bIKe.

YNONHOMOYEHHbIE  NpeacTaBuTeny

0053y10TCA B KpaTyailluMe CPOKM 4OBOAUTS
AO CBeAeHUs BCeX YNEeHOB WHULMATUBHOM

TPynnbl - cogepxaHue BCeX MOMyYeHHbIX
coobuweHuin no BOMpoOCYy  HacTosLein
Xanoowi.
MNpunoxetxus:
1. MNepeyeHb uneHoB WHULUUaTUBHOMN
rpynnbi;

2. lMpotokon cobpanus WHULMaTUBHOWN
rpynnst ot 20 uions 2005 r.;

3. [loBEPEHHOCTb Ha YNOMHOMOYEHHbIX
npeacTaBATenei rpynnoi;

4. Konus nepenucku, npowutas Ha é‘é)
n;

5. ®oTomaTtepuansl Ha é:_n.

Moanucu
npeacraBsuTenemn.

YNONTHOMOYEHHbIX

TeiHank A.O. (Tyndik A.

The requested measures.

We ask IRM to help the initiative group to
adjust negotiating process with those
employees of SEIC who are authorized to
make a decision on compensation of fishery
activity losses from construction of LNG
Plant, and also, whenever it is possible, to
participate in such negotiations as the
intermediary if there will arise such a
necessity.

Language for the correspondence.
The initiative group on behalf of the

authorized representatives believes
comprehensible to receive the
correspondence  from  the  European

Reconstruction and Development Bank on a
considered problem in English.

The authorized representatives undertake to
bring to the notice of all members of
initiative group the maintenance of all
received messages concerning the present
complaint in the shortest terms.

Attachments:

1. The list of members of initiative group;

2. The report of assembly of initiative group

from July 20" 2005;

3. The power of attorney on the authorized

representatives of group;

4. The copy of correspondence stitched on
p-;

5. Photographic materials on é“_ p.

Authorized representatives’ signatures.

Nucuubiv O.B. (Lisitsynd.)
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SAKHALIN ENERGY INVESTMENT COMPANY Ltd D

BY REGISTERED MAIL AND E-MAIL

Ms Emery Quinones
Chief Compliance Officer
European Bank for Reconstruction & Development

One Exchange Square
London EC2A 2JN

London, 18 August 2005
Dear Ms Quinones,
Eligibility Assessment under the IRM

Further to your letter to David Greer dated August 4" 2005, please find below the comments of
Sakhalin Energy Investment Company Ltd (“SEIC™) to the registered Complaint filed on 26 July 2005.

SEIC understands that the Affected Group is a group of individuals as specified in attachment 1 of the
Complaint as well as three fishery companies: Calypso Ltd., KFC Ltd. and Contract Limited.

SEIC understands that ERBD’s IRM is a procedure that consists of two phases. In this letter we
address primarily the first phase; the Eligibility Assessment. In addition, we also provide some initial
comments on the second phase of the IRM procedure; the request for a Problem-solving Initiative.
SEIC reserves the right to submit additional comments in the second phase of the IRM.

1. ELIGIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Pursuant to Rule 18 a sub 1 of the IRM Rules of Procedure, a Complaint shall be eligible for further
processing if the Bank has provided a clear indication of its interest of financing the Project. SEIC
disputes that such clear indication has been provided by EBRD. The Project has not been approved
by EBRD's Technical Cooperation Committee or passed the Final Review by EBRD's Operations
Committee. EBRD has also not declared the Project “Fit for Purpose”.

in addition, the Complaint would also not be eligible under EBRD’s financing of Phase | of SEIC'’s
Project. The technical completion of Phase | occurred in 2002, but in any event occurred more than
twelve months before the filing of the Complaint. Moreover, Phase | of SEIC’s Project does not
involve any operations in Aniva Bay and could therefore not affect the interests of the Affected
Group.

Finally, SEIC does not believe that all members of the Affected Group have made good faith efforts
to resolve the issue with SEIC. Where members of the Affected Group have made good faith efforts
to resolve the issue with SEIC, SEIC believes that there is a reasonable prospect of resolving these
issues through further dialogue.

Postal address: Visiting address:
London York Road Tel: + 44 (0) 20 7934 5373
SE1,7NA London Fax: + 44 (0) 20 7934 7924

United Kingdom United Kingdom
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With respect to the individuals (natural persons) that form part of the Affected Group, SEIC has not
received any communication with respect to the issue described in the Complaint from any of these
individuais. SEIC is therefore of the opinion that none of the individuals have made good faith efforts
to resolve the issue with SEIC.

With respect to the three fishery companies SEIC’s position is set out below:

A. Contract Ltd

SEIC does not believe that Contract Ltd (“Contract”) is eligible because it has not made good faith
efforts to directly resolve the issue with SEIC.

SEIC has no letters or other communication on record directly from Contract with respect to any
claims. SEIC has received a letter from FGU SakhRybvod, the regulatory fishery body for the
Sakhalin Oblast, dated February 1% 2005 to which a letter from Contract was attached. In the letter
from Contract to SakhRybvod, Contract outlines its current licence area, potential impact of loss of
fishery grounds and they express dissent against the concept of voluntary abandonment.

SEIC’s recent dealings with the Contract have been the positive. SEIC allowed Contract to establish
a temporary camp adjacent to its land . This was agreed in a meeting between Mr Pavel Buchnev of
SEIC and Mr Pak Bok Man, of Contract on 8th August, 2005. Unfortunately, the Korsakov Land
Management Committee refused to accept SEIC’s permission.

SEIC will continue the dialogue with Contract. SEIC believes that there is a reasonable prospect of
resolving these issues through further dialogue if SEIC receives more information that substantiates
Contract’s claim.

B. KFC Ltd

KFC Ltd (“KFC”) has made efforts to directly resolve the issue with SEIC, and SEIC still believes that
there is a reasonable prospect of resolving the issue. For this reason SEIC is of the opinion that KFC
is not eligible in its Complaint.

In May 2004 SEIC received a claim for $13 million from Calypso and that included a loss of profit
claim of KFC. KFC’s licence area is not next to the area where SEIC is constructing its Project.
KFC’s licence area is approximately eight kilometres from the Project site. KFC’s license area is in
the vicinity of the Korsakov Port. SEIC has asked for a further substantiation of the KFC claim. SEIC
has observed that there has consistently been a high level of activity and fishing activity in the KFC
licence area dating back to Soviet and Japanese times. One would expect that the port activities
would have resulted in an impact on the fishing industry. SEIC would like to understand how any
impact that the Project has differs from the impact of other industrial and port activities on KFC's
business. SEIC expects that further clarification on this point will result in progress to resolve the
issue.



C. Calypso Ltd
SEIC has had extensive interactions with Calypso.

SEIC believes there is a reasonable prospect of resolving these issues with Calypso. Only if efforts to
resolve the issues by mutual agreement remain fruitless should support by an independent third party,
be considered.

2 THE REQUEST FOR A PROBLEM-SOLVING INITIATIVE

SEIC maintains that dialogue with the Affected Group has not reached a stage where resolution of the
issue would only be possible through the assistance of an independent party or expert. If at a later
point in time discussions with the Affected Group reach a stage where third party mediation would be
beneficial, SEIC will evaluate what kind of mediation, if any, it prefers to resolve the issue.

Although SEIC maintains its view that the Affected Group is not eligible under the Rules of Procedure
of the IRM, we hereunder set out our preliminary comments to the Complaint should the Eligibility
Assessment Expert conclude that the Complaint is eligible.

SEIC has handled claims from the Affected Parties in a correct manner and in accordance with good
industry practise. This is also evidenced by the fact that SEIC has already agreed and compensated
another fishing company. In December 2003 SEIC agreed compensation with Lenbok Ltd (“Lenbok”),
a fishing company that operated in Aniva Bay. The compensation was paid in relation to the loss of its
license area. Lenbok operated in the same area of Aniva Bay as Calypso Ltd and Contract Ltd; its
license area was in between the licence areas of Calypso and Contract.

In addition, SEIC has paid compensation of approximately $11 million under an agreement with
Russian Federation Federal Fisheries Agency, FGU Sakhalinrybvod, the reguiatory fishery body for
the Sakhalin Oblast, and SEIC as a compensation for potential fish and marine resources damages. It
is intended that this compensation will be used by Sakhalinrybvod to build four new hatcheries on
Sakhalin.

None of the claims brought to the attention of SEIC by the Affected Group have been substantiated in
sufficient level of detail to justify the payment of compensation. SEIC has not received any evidence
of damage suffered by any members of the Affected Group, nor has it been provided with evidence of
the cause of any damage. Should any such evidence be provided to SEIC by any members of the
Affected Group, SEIC will further discuss the payment of compensation with such members of the
Affected Group.

Hereunder SEIC comments on the statements made in the Complaint:



1. The construction works on erection of moorings and dredging works, undertaken by SEIC and
its contractors: “Lead to destruction of tackles and fishing seines”

An investigation by Korsakov Port showed that there was an incident with Calypso’s fishing nets and a
vessel connected with the Project. During an investigation by Korsakov Port it was found that
Calypso had not followed the requirements for the marking of installed nets, including nighttime
signage. The Korsakov Port did not apply any penalties to the owner of the vessel because of this
incident. Due to the repeated failure of Calypso Ltd to comply with safe navigation practices the
Korsakov Port ordered the removal of all nets prior to the end of the 2004 season.

In 2005 SEIC met with Calypso and various other companies working in Aniva Bay to discuss usage
of the area. This demonstrates SEIC's commitment to working with shared area users.

2. The construction works on erection of moorings and dredging works, undertaken by SEIC and
its contractors: “Do not give opportunity of movement of small fishing vessels in the
water area of construction”

SEIC has had a meeting with the Korsakov Port Authority on Thursday 18 August 2005 to discuss the
establishment of a safety zone in the area. This establishment of a safety zone may affect the
business of fishing companies. Any such affects will be discussed with all interested parties.

3. The construction works on erection of moorings and dredging works, undertaken by SEIC and
its contractors: “Attract decrease in quantity of a caught fish as represent themselves
the factor of anxiety for the last”

We have not received any evidence from Calypso or other member of the Affected Group regarding
a decrease in fish catches in Aniva Bay. A number of factors must be considered when assessing
this aspect of the Complaint:

The quantity of fish in Aniva bay varies from year to year, this is reflect in the official quota system
used to allocate fishing rights to the various users in Aniva Bay;

On August 15" TIA-Ostrova, a publication on Sakhalin Island, quoted Mrs Nina Skiyarova of the
Specialist Department of Economic Analysis of the Korsakov Administration as saying that daily fish
catches for Korsakov came second highest on the island. In the summer season many organisations
had already reached 70% of their yearly quotas. On 1 August 2005 6,444.4 tonnes had been caught
compared with a total of 8,866 tonnes caught in 2003 which was considered an excellent season. An
extension of the 2005 fishing season has been granted due to the exceptional weather conditions on
Sakhalin. This extension will allow the fishing companies to exceed their quotas, and SEIC
understands that the companies have asked for increases in their quota. This is a clear indication that
fish stock and business conditions in Aniva Bay are healithy.

In December 2003 SEIC agreed compensation with Lenbok, another fishing company operating in
Aniva Bay in relation to the loss of its license area. Lenbok operated in the same area of Aniva Bay
as Calypso and Contract; its license area was in between the licence areas of Calypso and Contract.
After receiving the compensation Lenbok ceased its operations. Thereafter, the amount of quota (and
therefore fish) increased as Lenbok’s quota was divided amongst the remaining companies. SEIC
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argues that any impact assessment of its activities in Aniva Bay should also take into account any
positive effects that these activities have on the Affected Group.

As far as SEIC is aware, no claim for compensation has ever been made against the Korsakov Port
as a result of port activities impacting the business of KFC. SEIC therefore wouid like to understand
to what extend port activities constitute a disturbance factor for fish.

4 The construction works on erection of moorings and dredging works, undertaken by SEIC and
its contractors: “Lead to the environmental contamination which influences negatively
upon the fish products quality that attracts impossibility of the fish products selling.”

To date there have been no known incidents of Sakhalin Sanitary Committee reporting on the
contamination of fish in Aniva Bay due to SEIC’s Project activities nor any other factors.

Public fishing days have been heavily subscribed on Prigrodnoye Public beach with no reported
incidents of the Sanitary Committee stopping fishing activities due to contamination.

In addition, Sakhalin Energy has commissioned extensive baseline and ongoing construction phase
monitoring of fish quality. These reports indicate no substantial changes to the marine bio-resources
or the environment in Aniva Bay due to the activities of LNG plant construction outside those impacts
predicted in our Environmental Impact Assessment.

SEIC understands that customers of KFC have been receiving products from an area that is adjacent
to industrial facilities and the Korsakov Port without complaint. SEIC would like to understand how
KFC and other members of the Affected Group operate without any impact from the port or its
activities.

SEIC’s TEO-C includes data on the amount of sewage that is discharged into Aniva Bay daily. At no
time has this impacted the view of the purchasing companies of KFC, Calypso and Contract.

Should any evidence of the decline in fish stock become available, SEIC thinks that a further
assessment of the quantity and quality of the fish stock should consider the influence of poaching,
over fishing and contamination from sources other than SEIC.

5. Cargo Port

Sakhalin Energy has just started the formal approvals process for the cargo handling area for the
LNG and OET facilities. We believe it is premature for the Complaint to list that the fishing area for
Calypso has formally been included within this area. As with most ports this may result in dual usage
areas. These dual usage areas are a usual phenomenon as is evidenced by Korsakov Port where
people currently fish in areas that are used by commercial vessels.

6. Sanitary Protection Zone of LNG jetty and OET

It is SEIC’s understanding that Sanitary Protection Zones are only applicable for land not aquatory
bodies. SEIC expects the Affected Group to further substantiate its position in this respect.



SEIC requests that EBRD’s Eligibility Assessors shall recommend that the Compilaint is ineligible.
SEIC offers to provide further information should the Eligibility Assessors so request.

Please send any communication in relation to the above to:

Maarten Hilllen, Legal Counsel
P/a Shell Centre

London SE1 7NA

United Kingdom

Yours sincerely,

M.H.F. Hillen
Legal Counsel

Sakhalin Energy Investment Company Ltd



lpoTokon cobpaHnsa MHULUNATUBHOMN
rpynnsl ot 000 «Kanunco», 000
«KopcakoBckui pbIGOKOHCEPBHBLIN
.3aBoa» n OO0 «KoHTpakT»

r. Kopcakos

«20» nions 2005 r

Cobpanune Havanock B/Zfﬁacoe

MpucyTtcTBOBanuU:
UneHbl MHALMATMBHOW TPYNNbl B COCTaBe
nopnucaHTos Hactosiwero NMpotokona

MpurnaweHHble:
1. Ynpasnsiowmi napTHep Ab
«MakKopa» TeiHguk A.O.
2. lNpepcepatens Coseta POO

«3Jkonoruveckas saxta CaxanvHa»
JNncnuwin . B.

MosecTka gHa cobpaHus

1. OO6cyxaeHvne TeKywero CoCTOsIHUA

Bonpoca 0 KoMneHcauuu
pbiboaobbiBaloLM npeAnpuUaTUAM
AHUBCKOrO 3anuBea noTepb oT

cTpouTenbCcTBa B 30He nosa 3asoga CIIM
¥ TEPMUHANOB OTIPY3KU.

2. Joknapg Teimguka A.O. u JivcuubiHa
[.B. o Bo3amoxHocTax oOpaleHua B
MexayHapogHble uHaHcoBblE
opraHusauvy 3a NOMOLLLIO B paspetueHnn
KOHJNUKTa.

3. MpuHATHe peweHmns o6 obpalwyeHun ¢
Xanoboh .B HeszasucuMbiA opraH no
paccmoTpeHuto  xanob Esponewckoro
BaHka pekoHCTpyKkUUK 1 pa3suTuA.

4. Onpepenenve  ynonHOMOYEHHbIX
npeacTaBuTeNnein’ UHULMATUBHOW Tpyninbl,
othopmneHne

NUCbMEHHbBIX
AOBEPEHHOCTEN.

C NpUBETCTBEHHLIM CIOBOM K
cobpaslimMca  BoicTynuna  BnaceHko
HuHa MwuxainosHa —~ reHepanbHblv

pvpektop OO0 «Kanunco».

Protocol of meeting of initiative group
from Calypso Ltd., “KFC” Ltd. and
“Contract” Ltd.

Korsakov city
July 20" 2005

The meeting began at O & uc

Were present:
The members of initiative group according
to the signatures of the present Protocol

Invited:
1. Managing Partner AB “McCord”
Alexey O. Tyndik
2 Chairman of Councll
“Sakhalin Environmental
Dmitriy V. Lisitsyn

NGO
Watch”

Agenda of the meeting’

1. The consideration of the present
situation of the problem of compensation
of losses from LNG Plant and off-loading
terminals construction to Aniva Bay
fishery enterprises.

2. Report made by Alexey O. Tyndik and
Dmitriy V. Lisitsyn about the possibilities
to appeal to the international financing
organizations.

3. Taking a decision to appeal to
Independent Recourse Mechanism of
European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development.

4. Electing the Authorized representatives
of initiative group and formalizing their
authorities in written.

The greeting word to the gathered people
was said by Vlasenko Nina Mikhailovna —
General Director of “Calypso Ltd.”

ctp. 113 12
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Bnacenko H.M. sBkpaTue pacckasana

YneHam Tpy[oBbIX KONNeKTUBOoB
npeanpuaTun UCTOPUIO
B3aMMOOTHOWweEHUN  pbiboaobbiBatoLnx

npeanpuatun ¢ komnaHuenr COUK no
BOMPOCY B3aMMOAEWCTBUS B AHWBCKOM
3anuee.

Mo saBepweHuM CBOEro BbICTYNNEHUA
npeaocTasuna cnoso npurnaweHHbIM Ha
cobpaHue — ThiHauky A.O. ¥ JlucuubiHy
1.B.

JNluewuein [1.B. pacckasan cobpastummcs
O HAKOMNEHHOM OMblTe paspelleHust
3KOMOTMHECKNUX KOH(PAMKTOB B pasnunyHbIX
MEXAYHAPOAHbLIX HedpTAHbIX NPOoeKTax.

ToiHank A.O. obbsichun cyliecTsywme
npaBoBble  MexaHuambl  obpaulleHus
HaceneHuss  3aTpoHyTbiX  npoekTamu
pErvoHOB 3a NOMOLLUBLID B paspelleHun
KOHNUKTOB K MeXayHapogHbIX
¢huHaHCOBLIM UHCTUTYTaM.

B npexnax no wurtoram BbicTynneHwit

NPpUHANKM  yyactue YneHbl TpyooBoro
Konnekruea.

Ha ronocosanve nocraeneH Bonpoc o
cbope noanuceit UHUUMATMBHOI TPynMbI
nos obpaweHuem Kk Hesasucumomy
opraHy no paccmoTtpenuio xanob6 EEPP ¢
oduumansHoi xanoboii Ha BeageiicTeue
komnahur COUK ¢ uenbio npocutb
coaencTeunsa B HanaxueaHuu

NeperoBopHOro npolecca ¢ KoMnaHuel
C3UK.

MpuHsaTbIE pelueHns:

1. Onpeneanb YNONHOMOYEHHbIMU
npepcrasutTenamMmu UHNLUATUBHOMK
rpynnbI cneayowmx nuu;
Ynpasnsioiuii napTHep Ab
«MakKopa» ThiHAKK Anekce#
Onerosuy

Mpeacenatens POO «3konoruyeckas
BaxTa Caxanuxa» Nucnubin
AmuTtpuit Bacunbesuy

2. YnonHomountb TwuiHguka A.O. u
JNlucuubiva 11.B. noanucatb

Vlasenko N.M. has described in brief to
the employees of the enterprises the
history of the relations between SEIC and
fishery companies in their cooperation in
Aniva Bay activities.

On completing the report Alexey Tyndik
and Dmitriy Lisitsyn were given the word.

Dmitriy Lisitsyn has told about the existing
experience of the resolving the such
conflicts in international oil projects.

Alexey Tyndik has described the existing
legal procedures of appeal for the
inhabitants of involved regions to he
international  financial institutes for
resolving the conflicts

After the reports various fishermen took
part in discussion.

The question of appealing to IRM with
official complaint for SEIC non-taking any
decision upon the matter and with request
to help in negotiations with SEIC is set for
voting.

Decisions made:

1. To establish as the authorized

representatives of the Group the following

persons:

* Alexey O. Tyndik, managing Partner of
Advocates Bureau “MacCord”

* Dmitriy V. Lisitsyn, Chairman of
“Sakhalin Environmental Watch” NGO

2. To authorize Tyndik A.O. and Lisitsyn
D.V. to sign the complaint to Independent

crp.2mn3 12



ouumanbHylo xanoby B HOPX
EBPP c npocbbon oKasaTb
cofieiicTane B neperoBoOpHoOM

npouecce ¢ komnavuenn CIUK.

3. Ons npeacraBneHns uHTepecos
rpynnel nepes EBPP u komnaHuen
CAUK nognucaTb COOTBETCTBYIOLLYIO
AOBEPEHHOCTb Ha  YNONHOMOYEHHbIX
npeacraButenen.

Bnacenko H.M.  sBwictynuna ¢
3asepLualoLum CNOBOM,
nobnarogapuna cobpaswmxca  3a

npucyTcreue n npurnacuna K
NoANNCARUIO NTOTOBbLIX AOKYMEHTOB —
NpoToKoNa U foBEepEeHHOCTEN.

Ha cobpanun NPUCYTCTBOBANU
KOppPECnOHAEHTbI CPeACTB MacCOBOMA
UHopmauuu:

CobpaHue 3akpbiTo B/\g%acos
Mognucu  uneHoB  MHMUMATMBHOIA
rpynnbi;
," 4 e
77 '/fffg-f-—r <
N
Bt _

(,7:)&' /

Resource Mechanism on given request to
assist in negotiation process with SEIC.

3. For the representing of the interests of
initiative group in IRM, EBRD and SEIC -
to sing the due power of attorney.

Viasenko N.M. has completed the
meeting and thanked the participants for
taking part in it, has invited them to sign
the final documents — Protocol and power
of attorney.

Mass-media was present at the meeting

The meeting is closed in W/? 2,

The members of group signatures:
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JoBepeHHOCTD
r. Kopcaxos
«20» urong 2005

000 «Kanumnco», B quie ero I'eHepanbHOro
upexropa — Biacenko HM.,

000 «KPK3», B muue ero I'enepaipHoro
Jlupexropa — 3aiimeniieBa M.A. u '
00O «KoHTpakT», B juue ero I'eHepansHoro
Hupextopa — XBana U.X. - |

a TaKKe WIEHH MHAUHMATHBHON TIpYNIHI
COIJIACHO CHHCKY MOANHUCEeH (Jajiee COBMECTHO
— JoBepurenn) nosepsAioT  JIMCHUBIHY
Imutpuio Bacunbesuuy ¥ ToIHARKY AJiekcero

Power of attorney
Korsakov city
July 20™ 2005

Calypso Ltd., on behalf of its General Director
— Vlasenko N.M.,

“KFC” Ltd., on behalf of its General Director —
Zaimentzev M.A. and

“Contract” Ltd., of behalf of its General
Director — Khvan C.K.

and also the members of the initiative group
according to ' list of signatures (hereafter
together — the Principals) entrust to Dmitriy
V. Lisitsyn and Alexey O. Tindik, (hereafter

OneroBuuy (nanee COBMECTHO -
YnoanoMoueHHbIE NpeACTABHTEIN)
NPEACTABIATh MX HMHTEPECH H OCYIIECTBIATH
clenyoume qeHCTBHA:

NpeiCTaBAsTh 1NpaBa U 3aKOHHEBIE
HHTEPECHI JosepuTtenei B
HesaBucumoM oprase no

PacCCMOTPEHHIO B COOTBETCTBHH C
IIpaBunamMy npoieypsl NOCIEIHErO.

2. TpeACTaBIATh NpaBa M  3aKOHHBIE
HHTEPECH Hoseputeneit nepexn
«Caxamua  OHepmku  MHBECTMEHT

Kommnauuu Jita.».

YHonHoOMOYEHHBIE NPEACTABUTENH BIpaBe Oe3

KaKHX-TM0O0 OrpaHuYeHmiH:

* poamucarh kaoby B HOPX B
cootBercTBUH ¢ [IpaBHiamm mnponeaypsi
MIOCJIE/THETO;

® BECTH NEperoBophl 0T HMeHH JloBeputeneii
¢ mnpencrasutesssmMi HOPXX u EBPP, ¢
npencrautesMd COUK, paBHO kak H
mo0bIX HHBIX MEXIYHApOIHBIX
OpraHu3auuii W UWHBIMU JHLIAMH, IO
BOIIPOCaM,  3aTParMBalOIMM  BIIHSHHE
cTpouTenscTBa 3apoga CIIC B c.
IlpuroponHoe, U BceX CBA3AHHBIX C ITHM
COOpYXEHHH, Ha JOOBIYy pbHIOBI H
MOpENPOAYKTOB B AHHBCKOM 3aJHBe,
HaHOCHMoOTO ymiepba oKkpyxaroueil cpene
H ero KOMIICHCALUH.

® [OANMMCHIBATG M  MepefaBaTh JIOObIC
NOKYMEHTBI, JIMYHO, MO TOYTe, IO
3NEKTPOHHON TOYTE W JOOBIM JPYyrHM

together — the Authorized representatives) to
represent their interests and accomplish the
following actions:

1. to represent the rights and legitimate
interests of the Principals in Independent
Recourse Mechanism according to the
Procedure rules.

2. to represent the rights and legitimate
interests of the Principals in “Sakhalin Energy
Investment Company Ltd.”

The Authorized representatives have the

powers without any exclusions to:

= to sing the complaint to IRM according to
the Procedure rules;

= to conduct the negotiations on behalf of the
Principals with IRM and EBRD
representatives, SEIC representatives, as
well as any other international
organizations and persons upon the matters
of the influence of LNG Plant construction
near Prigorodnoye to the fishery activity in
Aniva Bay, environmental damage and it’s
compensation.

to sign and handle any documents,
personally or by mail, e-mail as well as any
other way.



obpazom.

IPYHHMATH Ha PyKH MOOBIE noxymeﬂrm oT
VKa3aHHBIX JIAN M OpraHM3auui,
3HAKOMHTBECS CO BceH JOKyMEHTanued,
HMEOLIEH OTHONICHHE K 3aTparuBaeMoMy
BOTIPOCY.

OIpeNeNnsaTh pa3Mep H YCJIOBHA BBILIATHL
KOMIIEHCAlUK 32 YmepO, NpUYHHEHHBIH
pHIOHOMY IIPOMBICTY B AHHMBCKOM 3aJIMBE
CTPOUTENBCTBOM H 3KCIUTyaTallMeH 3aBoja
CIII" 1 oTrpy304HBIX TEPMHHAIOB

BCE. yKa3aHHBIC JiehCcTBUSA
VYTONHOMOYEHHBIC TPEACTABUTENH BIIpaBe
cOBEpIIaTh KaK COBMECTHO, TaKk H IO
OTICNBHOCTH, TpH4YeM Jno00# IJOKYMEHT,
MOANHCAHHBIN OJHHUM u3
YTNIOJIHOMOYCHHBIX NpeacTaBATENCH
CYMTacTci NOJAHHBIM OT MMEHH BCeH
I'pynner.

COBEpIATH HHBIC IeHCTBHA 1o
NpEJCTaBICHHIO HHTEPECOB AOBEPHUTENCH B
YKa3aHHBIX  CTPYKTypax C  IIpaBOM
NOJTHCH.

to obtain all documents from the above
mentioned organizations and persons, to
transfer the documents, to get acquainted
with all documentation related to the
problem;

to estimate the size of condemnation for the
damage, caused to the fishery activity in
Aniva Bay through LNG Plant and off-
loading terminals construction;

the Authorized representatives have powers
to commit all the above mentioned actions
together or separately, meanwhile any
document signed, by one of the Authorized
representatives is considered as committed
on behalf of all the Pricipals.

to accomplish other actions on representing
the interests of the Principals in above
mentioned structures with the right of
signature.

Hacrtosimas JAOBEPCHHOCTH BBIIJAHA CPOKOM Ha

The present power of attorney is given for the
3 (Tpu) roaa.

period of 3 (three) years.

Ioamucu Signatures
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