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Introduction

The Reparations Protocol establishes principles, processes, and practices for addressing
historical and ongoing environmental and technological harms. It creates pathways toward healing
relationships between human communities, technological systems, and ecosystems that have
been damaged through extractive practices, cultural erasure, or technological exploitation.

As a core implementation tool of the Environmental Stewardship Framework, this protocol
recognizes that transformative environmental governance requires accountability for past and
present harms. By integrating restorative justice approaches with ecological understanding and
technological ethics, it provides a structured methodology for identifying, assessing, and
addressing various forms of harm within the framework's governance scope.

This protocol serves multiple purposes:

e Creating accountability when governance structures cause harm

e Addressing historical environmental injustices affecting communities and ecosystems
e Establishing processes for technological harm remediation

e Ensuring lessons from harmful practices inform governance evolution

e Building trust through demonstrated commitment to justice and repair

Through this protocol, the Environmental Stewardship Framework acknowledges that genuine
stewardship requires not only forward-looking vision but also healing of damaged relationships
and systems. By allocating resources, attention, and authority to reparative processes, the
framework demonstrates its commitment to justice as a foundation for regenerative environmental
governance.

Reparations Framework

The Reparations Protocol recognizes diverse forms of harm requiring different approaches to
assessment, remedy, and healing. This framework establishes the underlying structure for all
reparative processes within the Environmental Stewardship Framework.

Types of Harm Addressed

Environmental Harms:

e Ecosystem degradation and destruction
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Biodiversity loss and species extinction

Resource extraction beyond regenerative capacity
Pollution and contamination of land, water, and air
Climate impacts from greenhouse gas emissions
Destruction of habitat and ecological relationships
Disruption of natural cycles and systems

Cultural and Knowledge Harms:

Appropriation of indigenous and traditional ecological knowledge
Destruction of cultural relationships with land and ecosystems
Erasure of traditional stewardship practices

Displacement from traditional territories

Disruption of spiritual connections to place

Loss of language related to ecological relationships
Marginalization of non-dominant knowledge systems

Technological Harms:

Surveillance and privacy violations related to environmental monitoring
Algorithmic bias in environmental decision systems

Data extraction without consent or benefit-sharing

Energy-intensive technology deployment without mitigating impacts
Technological dependency creating vulnerability

Displacement through automation or technological change

Al systems operating counter to community values and wellbeing

Governance Harms:

Exclusion from decision-making processes

Tokenistic rather than meaningful participation
Misrepresentation in governance structures

Exploitation of community resources without equitable return
Reinforcement of historical power imbalances

Distortion of community priorities and needs

Procedural injustice in environmental decisions

Core Elements of Reparations

Acknowledgment and Truth-Telling:

Documentation of what happened and why

Recognition of responsibility by harm-causing entities
Validation of experiences of affected communities

Public visibility of historical and ongoing impacts

Connection between specific instances and systemic patterns
Integration of diverse perspectives on the harm and its effects
Honoring emotional and spiritual dimensions of harm

Material Redress:

Resource allocation proportional to harm caused
Multiple forms of compensation beyond financial
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Infrastructure for long-term recovery and resilience
Return of land and restoration of ecosystems
Investment in community-led healing initiatives
Support for cultural and knowledge revitalization
Economic opportunities related to restoration

Non-Repetition Measures:

Structural changes to prevent similar harms

Policy reforms addressing root causes

Ongoing monitoring and accountability systems
Education about historical patterns and prevention
Capacity building for responsible governance
Integration of lessons into framework evolution

Early warning systems for emerging harmful patterns

Relationship Transformation:

Rebuilding trust through concrete actions

Creating new forms of relationship based on equity
Healing divided communities through dialogue
Establishing ongoing engagement mechanisms
Supporting reconciliation processes where appropriate
Addressing power imbalances in ongoing relationships
Creating new shared visions for the future

For Environmental and Tech Harms

Global Governance Frameworks

The protocol provides specific guidance for addressing environmental and technological harms
through a structured but adaptable process.

Identification

Ombudsman Role:

Independent ombudsman appointed by the Advisory Board
Clear mandate to investigate alleged or suspected harms

Protection from interference or retaliation
Resources for thorough investigation

Authority to access relevant documents and sites
Ability to convene affected stakeholders

Regular public reporting on findings

Identification Methodologies:

Community-initiated reporting mechanisms

TGIF's Stakeholder Ethics Assessment for human impacts

Ecological function assessments for ecosystem harms
Historical research and documentation review
Community testimony and traditional knowledge
Scientific assessment of environmental conditions
Technological impact analysis using ethical frameworks

Harm Mapping Process:
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. Define scope of investigation (temporal, geographic, systemic)

. Identify potentially affected communities (human and non-human)
. Document reported and observed impacts

. Analyze historical patterns and contexts

. Assess ongoing effects and future implications

. Map relationships between different forms of harm

O O b~ WN P

7. Prioritize harms based on severity, scope, and urgency

Assessment

Assessment Process for Communities:

e Participatory impact documentation led by affected communities
¢ Integration of cultural understanding of harm

¢ Documentation of both tangible and intangible impacts

o Assessment of generational and cumulative effects

¢ Evaluation of ongoing vulnerabilities created by harm

e Community determination of appropriate remedies

e Culturally appropriate valuation approaches

Assessment Process for Ecosystems:

e Scientific assessment of ecological damage

e Traditional ecological knowledge integration

e Determination of ecosystem function loss

e Evaluation using the Dynamic Rights Spectrum

e Assessment of recovery potential and timelines

¢ Documentation of cascading ecological effects

e Determination of appropriate restoration approaches
Assessment Process for Technological Harms:

e Ethical review using TGIF's Ethics Mapping Canvas

e Evaluation through Al Consciousness Assessment Framework
e Assessment of data sovereignty violations

e Analysis of energy and resource impacts

¢ Documentation of technological dependency effects

e Examination of algorithm bias and harm patterns

o Determination of technological remediation approaches
Documentation Standards:

e Multiple forms of evidence (scientific, testimonial, traditional)
e Transparent methodology and sources

e Accessible formats following Accessibility Implementation Matrix
e Secure storage with appropriate cultural protections

¢ Clear attribution and consent for knowledge sharing

¢ Integration with Rights Status Atlas for spatial documentation
e Connection to framework learning systems

Allocation

Resource Allocation Principles:
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e 20% of the $100B crisis fund allocated specifically for reparations
¢ Distribution based on transparent criteria and community priorities
e Multiple forms of resources beyond financial (land, technology, capacity)
e Long-term funding rather than one-time payments

¢ Direct resources to affected communities without intermediaries

e Proportional allocation related to severity and scope of harm

e Support for both immediate relief and systemic change
Reparation Forms for Environmental Harms:

e Ecosystem restoration led by affected communities

e Return of land to traditional stewards

e Clean-up of contaminated areas

e Establishment of protected areas with appropriate governance

e Support for regenerative practices replacing harmful ones

¢ Resources for community-based monitoring

¢ Investment in climate resilience for affected communities
Reparation Forms for Knowledge and Cultural Harms:

e Support for traditional knowledge documentation and protection

e Resources for cultural practice revitalization

e Educational programs reconnecting communities with traditions

¢ Infrastructure for knowledge transmission across generations

¢ Recognition of intellectual property rights and contributions

¢ Establishment of cultural heritage preservation programs

e Support for language revitalization related to ecological relationships
Reparation Forms for Technological Harms:

¢ Technology access and sovereignty for affected communities

o Data repatriation and ownership systems

e Development of ethical alternatives to harmful technologies

e Energy transition support for high-impact computing

¢ Skills development for technological self-determination

¢ Ethical redesign of harmful algorithms and systems

e Support for community-led innovation and appropriate technology

Documentation

Documentation Focus Areas:

e Harm patterns and their systemic causes

e Reparation process design and implementation

o Community experiences and perspectives

e Outcomes and impacts of reparative measures

e Lessons for governance and system design

¢ Relationships between different types of harm

e Successful and unsuccessful approaches to repair
Integration Methods:

¢ Incorporation into TGIF's Ethics Transparency Report Template
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e Connection to framework learning system for continuous improvement
e Case study development for implementation learning

e Policy brief creation for broader system change

e Educational material development for governance training

e Community-accessible formats for local knowledge management
e Archive development for institutional memory and accountability
Public Accessibility:

o Multiple languages per Accessibility Implementation Matrix

¢ Digital and physical documentation

¢ Different formats for diverse learning styles

¢ Protection of sensitive cultural information

e Regular public reporting on implementation

e Community control over stories and narratives

e Connection to public education on environmental justice

Implementation Process

The Reparations Protocol follows a structured implementation process designed to balance
thoroughness with timely action, adaptable to the specific context of harm.

Phase 1: Investigation and Documentation (2-4 months)
Key Activities:

e Appointment of independent ombudsman

e Formation of investigation team with diverse expertise

e Evidence gathering through multiple methodologies

o Interviews with affected communities and stakeholders

¢ Site visits and ecological assessment

e Technological system review where applicable

e Documentation of findings in multiple formats

Outputs:

e Comprehensive harm assessment report

e Documentation of affected communities and ecosystems

e Preliminary recommendations for reparative approaches

e Timeline for subsequent phases

¢ Public summary of investigation process and findings

e Secure archive of evidence and testimonies

¢ |ntegration with Rights Status Atlas for spatial documentation
Participation Methods:

¢ Community testimony through culturally appropriate methods
e Guardian participation for ecosystem representation

e Expert assessment from relevant scientific disciplines

¢ Traditional knowledge documentation with proper protocols
¢ Technological harm documentation using TGIF frameworks
e Public submission process for broader input

¢ |ntegration with existing monitoring data
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Phase 2: Reparation Design (3-4 months)

Key Activities:

Facilitated community dialogues on appropriate remedies
Development of ecosystem restoration approaches
Design of cultural and knowledge reparation initiatives
Creation of technological harm remediation plans
Resource requirement assessment

Implementation timeline development

Responsibility assignment for implementation

Outputs:

Comprehensive reparation plan with clear components
Budget and resource allocation framework
Implementation roadmap with milestones

Monitoring and evaluation framework

Governance structure for implementation oversight
Public accessibility and engagement strategy
Connection to broader framework implementation

Design Principles:

Community leadership in determining appropriate measures
Scientific foundation for ecosystem restoration

Cultural appropriateness in knowledge reparations

Ethical technology principles for tech harm remediation
Trauma-informed approaches throughout

Balance between immediate relief and systemic change
Connection to broader governance transformation

Phase 3: Implementation (1-5 years)

Key Activities:

Establishment of implementation oversight committee
Allocation of resources from crisis fund

Initiation of ecosystem restoration projects

Launch of cultural and knowledge reparation initiatives
Implementation of technological remediation measures
Regular community engagement and feedback cycles
Ongoing documentation of implementation process

Governance Structure:

Global Governance Frameworks

Implementation committee with majority representation from affected communities

Technical advisors for specialized components

GCESS oversight with regular reporting

Financial transparency mechanisms

Adaptive management approach to implementation
Connection to Regional Hub structures where appropriate
Independent monitoring and verification
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Adaptation Mechanisms:

e Regular review and adjustment based on outcomes
¢ Community feedback integration

e Scientific monitoring of ecosystem recovery

e Cultural appropriateness assessment

e Technological impact evaluation

¢ Milestone-based approach with adaptation points
e Learning documentation throughout process

Phase 4: Evaluation and Evolution (Ongoing)

Key Activities:

¢ Regular formal evaluation of outcomes

¢ Documentation of lessons learned

¢ |ntegration of insights into framework governance

e Long-term monitoring of restoration efforts

¢ Assessment of relationship transformation

¢ Development of preventative measures

o Knowledge sharing across implementation contexts
Evaluation Methods:

e Community-defined success indicators

e Scientific measurement of ecosystem recovery

e Cultural impact assessment by knowledge holders

¢ Technological ethics evaluation

e Relationship quality assessment

¢ Implementation process evaluation

o Cost-benefit analysis of approaches

System Evolution:

e Policy recommendations based on lessons learned

e Governance structure adaptations to prevent similar harm
e Framework principle refinement based on implementation experience
¢ Development of early warning systems for similar harms
¢ Creation of preventative guidelines and protocols

¢ Integration with training for all framework governance levels
e Connection to broader environmental justice movements

Ethical Principles

The Reparations Protocol is guided by core ethical principles that inform all aspects of its design
and implementation.

Justice and Equity

Justice, Equity, Inclusivity

¢ Proportional Response: Reparative measures proportional to harm caused

o Historical Context: Recognition of historical patterns and cumulative impacts
¢ Intergenerational Consideration: Addressing impacts across generations

Page 8 of 19



@ Reparations Protocol Global Governance Frameworks

Structural Change: Focus on transforming systems that enabled harm
Equitable Process: Fair procedures that don't reproduce power imbalances

Distribution Justice: Equitable allocation of resources for repair
Recognition Justice: Acknowledgment of diverse experiences of harm

Community Agency
Sovereignty, Respect, Ethical Alignment
¢ Self-Determination: Affected communities lead in determining appropriate reparations

¢ Meaningful Participation: Decision-making power rests primarily with those who experienced
harm

e Capacity Support: Resources provided to enable full participation without burden
¢ Knowledge Sovereignty: Community control over their stories and information

¢ Implementation Leadership: Community direction of reparative actions

e Accountability Mechanisms: Community-defined measures of success

¢ Ongoing Consent: Continuous consent processes throughout implementation

Ecological Integrity

Interoperability, Collaboration, Scalability

¢ Systems Thinking: Recognition of interconnected nature of ecological harms

¢ Regenerative Approach: Focus on restoring ecological functions and relationships

¢ Rights Recognition: Acknowledgment of ecosystem and species rights per Dynamic Rights
Spectrum

¢ Bioregional Context: Understanding harm within appropriate ecological boundaries
¢ Temporal Appropriateness: Alignment with ecological timeframes for restoration

o Natural Process Support: Working with rather than against ecological dynamics

¢ Biodiversity Value: Recognition of the intrinsic worth of biological diversity

Knowledge Plurality

o Multiple Knowledge Systems: Equal validity of diverse ways of knowing

¢ Traditional Knowledge Respect: Appropriate integration of indigenous and traditional wisdom
¢ Scientific Rigor: Evidence-based approaches to assessment and restoration

o Experiential Understanding: Validation of lived experience as legitimate knowledge

¢ Interdisciplinary Integration: Bringing together insights from varied disciplines

¢ Knowledge Co-Creation: Collaborative development of understanding

¢ Cultural Context: Recognition of knowledge embedded in cultural practices

Precautionary Approach

Risk-Aware Design

e Harm Prevention: Focus on avoiding creation of new harms during reparation
¢ Uncertainty Recognition: Acknowledgment of limits to understanding

+ Reversibility Preference: Favoring approaches that can be modified if needed
¢ Monitoring Integration: Continuous assessment of impacts and outcomes

¢ Adaptive Management: Flexibility to adjust based on emerging information

¢ Risk Distribution: Careful attention to who bears risks in implementation
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¢ Long-term Perspective: Consideration of impacts over extended timeframes

Integration with Framework Tools

The Reparations Protocol integrates with other Environmental Stewardship Framework tools to
create a coherent approach to addressing harm.

TGIF's Ethics Deliberation Facilitation Guide

This tool supports the reparations process by:

e Providing structured formats for difficult conversations about harm
o Offering facilitation approaches for cross-cultural dialogue

¢ Creating space for emotional and spiritual dimensions of harm

e Establishing ethical foundations for deliberation

e Supporting integration of diverse value systems

¢ Guiding transparent decision-making processes

¢ Enabling constructive engagement with painful histories

Implementation Connection: During Phase 2 (Reparation Design), the Ethics Deliberation
Facilitation Guide structures community dialogues about appropriate remedies, ensuring all voices
are heard and diverse perspectives integrated.

Conflict De-escalation Protocols

This tool supports the reparations process by:

e Addressing tensions that emerge during reparation processes

e Providing mechanisms for constructive engagement with disagreement
¢ Creating pathways through conflict toward shared understanding

¢ Establishing safety for vulnerable participants

e Transforming adversarial dynamics into collaborative ones

¢ Balancing different needs and perspectives

e Supporting relationship repair alongside material redress

Implementation Connection: Throughout all phases, but particularly during community
consultations and implementation, these protocols help navigate the complex emotions and
potential conflicts that arise in addressing historical harm.

Rights Status Atlas

This tool supports the reparations process by:

¢ Mapping locations of environmental and technological harm

e Visualizing the spatial dimensions of impact

e Tracking implementation of reparative measures geographically
¢ Documenting rights recognition status for affected ecosystems
e Connecting reparations to broader rights implementation

e Providing visual evidence for assessment and monitoring

¢ Enabling spatial analysis of harm patterns

Implementation Connection: During investigation and documentation, the Rights Status Atlas
provides a spatial framework for documenting harm. During implementation, it tracks restoration
progress and rights recognition.

Dynamic Rights Spectrum Guide
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This tool supports the reparations process by:

Providing framework for assessing harm to non-human entities
Establishing rights basis for ecosystem reparations

Guiding appropriate guardianship models for affected ecosystems
Connecting harm repair to rights recognition processes

Informing appropriate restoration approaches based on entity type
Supporting evolution of rights recognition through reparation
Integrating reparation with broader rights implementation

Global Governance Frameworks

Implementation Connection: The Dynamic Rights Spectrum Guide informs assessment of
ecological harm and guides appropriate restoration approaches based on the rights status and
characteristics of affected ecosystems and species.

Al Consciousness Assessment Framework

This tool supports the reparations process by:

Evaluating technological systems involved in environmental harm
Assessing potential consciousness implications of Al systems
Guiding ethical remediation of technological harms

Supporting rights-aware technology governance

Informing appropriate approaches to technology redesign
Connecting technological harm to broader ethics frameworks
Preventing future technological harms through ethical assessment

Implementation Connection: For cases involving technological harm, this framework guides
assessment of Al systems and informs ethical remediation approaches, ensuring technology
governance aligns with reparative justice.

Case Studies

Restoration of Ancestral Watershed Rights - Colombia

Case Study (Real): The Colombian Constitutional Court's decision T-622 of 2016 recognized the
Atrato River as a rights-bearing entity after decades of mining pollution destroyed river ecology
and harmed indigenous and Afro-Colombian communities. The reparations process involved:

Creation of a guardianship body with community and government representatives

Allocation of resources for river restoration and monitoring

Support for cultural practices connected to river relationships
Development of alternative livelihoods to replace harmful mining
Documentation of traditional ecological knowledge

Implementation of long-term health monitoring for affected communities

Key Lessons:

Legal rights recognition created foundation for comprehensive repair
Community guardianship ensured appropriate restoration approaches
Integration of cultural and ecological dimensions was essential

Long-term commitment rather than one-time interventions was necessary
Connection between environmental harm and cultural impact required attention
Multi-stakeholder governance enabled balanced implementation
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Technology Data Extraction Reparations - East Africa

Case Study (Fictive): A large technology corporation deployed environmental monitoring systems
across East African community lands without adequate consent, extracting valuable ecological
data while creating energy burdens. The reparations process included:

¢ Data repatriation to community ownership with benefit-sharing agreements

¢ Investment in renewable energy infrastructure to offset system impacts

e Training and employment for community members in technology management

e Co-design of ethical protocols for future monitoring initiatives

¢ Financial compensation for extracted knowledge value

e Support for community-led innovation using returned data

e Establishment of ongoing consent processes for technology deployment

Key Lessons:

e Technological harm required both material and knowledge sovereignty reparations

¢ Data repatriation was essential for addressing extractive patterns

e Capacity building created path toward technological self-determination

e Co-designed protocols prevented future harm while maintaining benefits

¢ Recognition of knowledge value was crucial for just compensation

e Energy impacts required specific remediation strategies

e Transformation of relationship between communities and technology companies was possible

Mining Legacy Remediation - Australia

Case Study (Real): Aboriginal communities in Western Australia experienced decades of
environmental contamination and cultural site destruction from mining operations conducted
without proper consent. The reparation approach included:

e Land return to traditional owners with title and management authority

¢ Comprehensive environmental cleanup funded by mining companies

e Documentation and revival of disrupted cultural practices

e Support for intergenerational knowledge transmission

e Economic opportunities through restoration employment

e Cultural heritage protection through legal recognition

e Long-term water quality monitoring and remediation

Key Lessons:

¢ Land return was fundamental to meaningful reparation

e Connection between environmental cleanup and cultural revival was essential

e Multi-generational approaches recognized extended impact timeframes

e Economic dimensions created sustainable path forward

e Legal protection prevented repeat harm patterns

e Community leadership ensured culturally appropriate approaches

e Balance between past-oriented repair and future-oriented opportunity was achieved

Regional Hub Misconduct Resolution - Amazon Region

Case Study (Fictive): A Regional Hub implemented under the Environmental Stewardship
Framework systematically excluded indigenous perspectives on forest management, leading to
inappropriate technology deployment and disruption of traditional stewardship. The reparations
process involved:
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Dissolution of the hub with asset redistribution

20% of assets allocated to specific reparation initiatives

Formation of a new governance structure with 50% indigenous leadership
Documentation of traditional forest management practices

Support for intergenerational knowledge transmission

Revision of framework implementation protocols

Case study development for governance training

Key Lessons:

Structural reform rather than superficial changes was necessary
Resource redistribution backed accountability with concrete action
Documentation served both justice and practical knowledge preservation
Integration of lessons into broader framework prevented pattern repetition
Reparation included both immediate redress and systemic change
Dissolution and rebuilding created opportunity for genuine transformation
Case study development extended impact beyond immediate context

Monitoring and Evaluation

Global Governance Frameworks

The Reparations Protocol includes robust monitoring and evaluation to ensure effectiveness and
enable continuous improvement.

Success Indicators

Process Indicators:

Participation rates of affected communities

Diversity of stakeholders engaged

Transparency of documentation and decision-making
Timeliness of implementation

Resource allocation efficiency

Adherence to ethical principles

Quality of facilitation and process management

Outcome Indicators:

Ecosystem health improvement in affected areas
Community well-being enhancement

Cultural practice revitalization

Technology ethics improvement

Knowledge preservation and transmission
Relationship transformation quality

Systemic change implementation

Impact Indicators:

Long-term ecosystem resilience
Intergenerational well-being improvement
Prevention of similar harm patterns

Governance system evolution

Power relationship transformation

Justice perception among affected communities
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Framework credibility enhancement

Measurement Methodologies

Participatory Monitoring:

Community-defined success metrics

Local monitoring teams with appropriate training
Regular community evaluation sessions

Cultural appropriateness assessment
Relationship quality monitoring

Community feedback integration

Adaptation based on community priorities

Scientific Assessment:

Ecosystem health indicators tracking
Water, soil, and air quality monitoring
Biodiversity assessment

Climate impact measurement
Technological performance evaluation
Energy use and efficiency monitoring
Quantitative outcome tracking

Mixed Methods Evaluation:

Combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches

Integration of traditional and scientific knowledge
Regular independent evaluation
Longitudinal impact tracking

Comparative analysis across implementation contexts

Case study development for learning

Documentation of both intended and unintended outcomes

Carbon Impact Assessment

Global Governance Frameworks

Carbon Savings: 4,000 tCO2e/year by 2030 through restoration projects implemented through
the reparations process, including reforestation, wetland rehabilitation, and indigenous-led
conservation. These savings are verified through Carbon Trust auditing methodology and
reported annually.

Additional Ecological Benefits:

Biodiversity enhancement through habitat restoration

Water quality improvement in remediated areas

Soil health improvement through regenerative practices
Ecosystem service restoration (e.g., pollination, water filtration)

Ecological resilience enhancement

Reduced toxicity in previously contaminated areas

Enhanced carbon sequestration capacity

Learning and Adaptation

Documentation Approaches:

Regular implementation reports
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e Case study development

e Lessons learned documentation

e Process improvement recommendations

e Adaptation documentation

e Stakeholder perspective recording

e Implementation story capture

Framework Integration:

e |ncorporation of lessons into governance training
¢ Policy revision based on implementation experience
e |ntegration with TGIF's learning systems

e Process improvement in future implementation

e Protocol evolution based on outcomes

¢ Development of preventative approaches

e Cross-framework learning sharing

Appendix: Assessment Templates
Harm Assessment Worksheet

HARM ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET

Case Identifier:

Lead Investigator:
Assessment Date:

1. HARM IDENTIFICATION

Type of Harm:
O Environmental 0O Cultural/Knowledge 0O Technological 0O Governance O Multiple

Affected Entities:
0O Communities (specify):
0O Ecosystems (specify):
0O Species (specify):

0O Technologies (specify):
0O Other (specify):

Temporal Scope:

0O Historical (timeframe):
0O Ongoing (duration):
0O Potential future impacts:

Geographic Scope:
0O Local (specify):
O Regional (specify):
O Global elements:

2. HARM ASSESSMENT

Environmental Impact Assessment:
- Ecosystem function disruption (1-10):
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Biodiversity impact (1-10):
Pollution/contamination level (1-10):
Reversibility assessment (1-10, 10 = fully reversible):

Ecological cascade effects (describe):

Cultural/Knowledge Impact Assessment:

Cultural practice disruption (1-10):
Knowledge loss severity (1-10):

Spiritual connection impact (1-10):
Intergenerational transmission effect (1-10):
Cultural sovereignty impact (describe):

Technological Impact Assessment:

Data sovereignty violation (1-10):
Algorithm bias impact (1-10):
Energy/resource burden (1-10):
Dependency creation (1-10):
System ethics alignment (describe):

Governance Impact Assessment:

Exclusion severity (1-10):
Misrepresentation impact (1-10):
Decision influence loss (1-10):
Procedural injustice level (1-10):

Power imbalance reinforcement (describe):

CAUSAL ANALYSIS

Primary Causes:

Systemic factors:
Institutional mechanisms:
Individual actions:

Contextual contributors:

Pattern Connection:

Related historical patterns:
Similar contemporary issues:

- Framework vulnerabilities exposed:

4. COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVE

Affected Community Documentation:
- Community-identified impacts:

- Cultural understanding of harm:

- Community priorities for remedy:

- Perspective on appropriate process:

Non-Human Entity Representation:

5. ASSESSMENT SYNTHESIS

Guardian assessment of ecosystem impact:
Rights implications per Dynamic Rights Spectrum:
Ecological voice integration approach:

Global Governance Frameworks
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Harm Severity (1-10):
Evidence Quality (1-10):
Intervention Urgency (1-10):

Recommended Approach:

Resource Implications:

Assessment Team:

Reparation Implementation Monitoring Tool
REPARATION IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING TOOL
Case Identifier:

Monitoring Period: to
Lead Monitor:

1. IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS

Action Plan Components:
| Component | Status | Progress (%) | Timeline Adherence |

Milestone Achievement:
| Milestone | Target Date | Actual Date | Quality Assessment |

2. OUTCOME ASSESSMENT

Environmental Outcomes:
- Ecosystem recovery indicators:
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- Pollution reduction measurements:
- Biodiversity status:
- Ecological function restoration:
- Carbon impact assessment:

Cultural/Knowledge Outcomes:

- Cultural practice revitalization:
- Knowledge preservation status:
- Intergenerational transmission:
- Cultural sovereignty enhancement:
- Community relationship to place:

Technological Outcomes:

- Data sovereignty status:
- Ethical technology implementation:
- Community technology capacity:
- System redesign effectiveness:
- Energy/resource impact reduction:

Governance Outcomes:

- Representation improvement:
- Decision process transformation:
- Power relationship changes:
- Procedural justice enhancement:
- Framework evolution implementation:

3. COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

Stakeholder Satisfaction:
- Affected communities (1-10):

- Ecosystem guardians (1-10):

- Implementation team (1-10):

- Governance structures (1-10):
Perspective Documentation:
Community feedback summary:
Ecosystem guardian assessment:
Implementation team reflections:
Broader stakeholder input:

4. ADAPTATION NEEDS

Implementation Challenges:
- Identified obstacles:

- Resource gaps:
- Timeline pressures:
- Process effectiveness issues:

Recommended Adjustments:
- Approach modifications:
- Resource reallocation:
- Timeline revisions:

- Process improvements:
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5. LEARNING DOCUMENTATION

Key Lessons:
- Effective approaches:
- Unsuccessful strategies:
- Unexpected outcomes:
- Systems insights:

Framework Implications:

- Policy revision recommendations:
- Training improvement suggestions:
- Governance structure adaptations:
- Prevention strategy development:

Documentation Completed By:
Date:
Verification:

The Reparations Protocol provides a systematic approach to addressing historical and ongoing
harms within the Environmental Stewardship Framework. By establishing clear processes for
identification, assessment, allocation, and documentation, it creates pathways toward healing
relationships between human communities, technological systems, and ecosystems that have
been damaged.

This protocol demonstrates the framework's commitment to justice as a foundation for
regenerative environmental governance. Through thoughtful implementation of these reparative
measures, the Environmental Stewardship Framework builds trust, accountability, and resilience
while modeling the principles of justice it seeks to promote.

Through measurable outcomes, including 4,000 tCO2e/year in carbon savings and significant
ecosystem restoration, the protocol contributes concretely to the framework's transformative
vision while addressing the legacies of harm that might otherwise undermine progress toward a
regenerative world.

For  additional resources, implementation support, and case studies, visit
globalgovernanceframework.org/frameworks/tools/environmental-stewardship.

Page 19 of 19


https://globalgovernanceframework.org/frameworks/tools/environmental-stewardship

