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	Dialogue between Indigenous Peoples Representatives from Asia-Pacific and the UN-REDD Programme
REPORT

	UN-REDD PROGRAMME AND AIPP

	Bangkok, Thailand - 31 August 2012


Introduction
At the request of indigenous peoples’ representatives from the Asia-Pacific region, the UN-REDD Programme held a one-day dialogue to discuss the UN-REDD Programme’s activities in the region, as well as progress in global level guidance on REDD+ Readiness, with indigenous stakeholders from the region. This dialogue built on previous regional and international consultations the UN-REDD Programme has held with indigenous peoples (you can read more about these here). 

Objectives of the Dialogue: 

(i) To provide updates on the UN-REDD Programme’s Asia-Pacific regional and global activities;

(ii) To discuss the UN-REDD Programme’s approach to governance and safeguards (e.g., social and environmental safeguards, recourse mechanisms, accountability, Participatory Governance Assessments, FPIC, anti-corruption measures and other relevant issues);  

(iii) To discuss the UN-REDD Programme’s approaches and progress in stakeholder engagement in the region;
(iv) To review and discuss current views and concerns of indigenous peoples regarding the UN-REDD Programme’s work in the region;

(v) To discuss and plan activities and mechanisms to improve the engagement of indigenous peoples in the UN-REDD Programme; 

(vi) To discuss ways of strengthening processes to apply social and environmental safeguards in the region, including the application of FPIC.

Intended outcomes of the Dialogue:

· Increased awareness and understanding of key issues by regional indigenous peoples representatives;

· Increased awareness and understanding of indigenous peoples’ perspectives and concerns regarding REDD+ implementation by national counterparts and UN-REDD Programme staff;

· Recommendations for strengthening the engagement of indigenous peoples and associated mechanisms at the national and regional levels.
The Dialogue was structured as follows:

Session1: Overview of the UN-REDD Programme and current activities in the region.

Session 2: Country/Sub-regional Clinics

Session 3: Parallel group discussions to identify issues and recommendations on key areas 

The 74 participants to the Dialogue included: including 40 representatives from IP organizations from 10 countries in the region as well as representatives from Africa and Latin America; 12 government representatives from 7 UN-REDD Partner Countries; UN-REDD Programme staff; donors; and other UN and CSO representatives.
Background Materials

· Participants List
· Agenda
· Working group outputs
· Joint FCPF/UN-REDD Programme Stakeholder Engagement Guidelines
· UN-REDD Draft Programme FPIC Guidelines
· Other background documents
Overview of dialogue proceedings
Session1: Overview of the UN-REDD Programme and current activities in the region.

The Workshop was opened by Joan Carling, AIPP, and began with introductory presentations from the UN-REDD Programme on the following topics:
· Introduction to the UN-REDD Programme and Approach to Safeguards
· The UN-REDD Programme in Asia and the Pacific 

The plenary discussion that followed focused on the issue of supporting engagement and ensuring rights were respected, including the following issues:

Implementation of safeguards:

· There were concerns that FPIC would be seen as expensive, complicated and time-consuming and that countries would be tempted to take short cuts. It was noted by the UN-REDD Programme that experience in Viet Nam shows that the start-up costs may seem high, but once the processes, materials and human resources have been put in place, the cost of carrying out FPIC comes down considerably. Additionally, countries embarking on FPIC activities can tailor materials that have already been produced to their needs, again reducing costs
· There were questions over who has the power to decide during an FPIC process and who verifies the decision. According to the UN-REDD Programme Guidelines on FPIC, communities will decide collectively how they want their decision making process to be conducted, with the understanding that all members of the community should be able to participated in the process by which the decision is arrived at. The UN-REDD Programme also uses third party verification to verify how well a process is conducted.
· The question of how safeguards interact with concepts of national sovereignty and how they would be binding was raised. The UN-REDD Programme noted that national grievance systems and the development of safeguard information systems would contribute supporting the implementation of safeguards. Additionally, the observance of safeguards, including FPIC, should be seen as a necessary by countries, as it would increase the permanence of REDD+ and the likelihood that REDD+ management measures would be locally supported and more stable, attracting greater investments.
·  Land grabbing on IP territories is currently a problem and this should be tackled under REDD+. Participants noted that there are processes outside of REDD+, such as those under the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), that can assist in issues in this (e.g., in Papua New Guinea advice from the OHCHR to the government resolved land grabbing issues). The UN-REDD Programme noted that its approach to safeguards does provide some support in this area, particularly through the upholding the right to Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC). The UN Indigenous Peoples Programme (UNIPP) noted that they will be focusing on land policies and tenure issues as part of their key work areas and will collaborate with the UN-REDD Programme. 
Supporting stakeholders more broadly:

· It was suggested that the UN-REDD Programme could link better with relevant initiatives in the countries. For instance, in Indonesia there are judicial reviews of the Forest Laws being conducted and an indigenous peoples’ land registration initiative that could be linked with REDD+ activities.
· Indigenous peoples’ knowledge in managing forests could be more systematically incorporated in REDD+.
· There is still a lack of understanding of REDD+ at the community levels and in order to ensure meaningful IP participation capacity building was needed.
· Addressing institutional weaknesses is important, requiring more collaboration across government institutions. For instance in the Philippines there is strong collaboration with the Natural Resources Department, but the Department of Mining, the Department of Indigenous People Rights and the Forestry Board also need to be coordinated with. 
· There are positive models of stakeholder engagement in REDD+ in the region, such as the inclusion of indigenous peoples in the working groups that were formed in Central Sulawesi, Indonesia, that should be promoted to other REDD+ sites and countries.
· REDD+ funding goes predominantly through governments, and doesn’t always make its way to the community levels. There are already mechanisms like the UNDP-GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) that can effectively bring funds to the ground level. The UN-REDD Programme noted that this need is well recognized and the Programme has been exploring linkages with the SGP and it was hoped that grant making mechanisms for UN-REDD Programme countries could be developed in the near future. 
Session 2: Country/Sub-regional Clinics

Participants formed country/sub-regional Working Groups in order to explore the guiding questions on stakeholder engagement and safeguards in relations to their own countries.  This included discussing how IPs were currently being engaged in activities under the UN-REDD Programme as well as more broadly in REDD+, and whether indigenous peoples had the capacity and supporting organizational structures to engage in REDD+. The outputs from these discussions can be found here and a summary is provided in Annex 1 below.

Participants reported back on these discussions to the broader group. On the whole, countries with active UN-REDD National Programmes were seen to have national-level engagement mechanisms that were providing IPs the ability to engage in REDD+ processes, in other countries such participative mechanisms and activities were functioning at the provincial and local levels (e.g., Indonesia). Some countries were early in the National Programme process and had not yet developed national level mechanisms to include IPs but these were being planned (e.g., Sri Lanka). Preliminary consultations and efforts to initiate the inclusion of indigenous peoples have been carried out in other UN-REDD Programme partner countries. 

It is clear that the capacity, resources and level of organization within IP communities varies significantly between the different countries. Some countries (e.g., Indonesia, Nepal) have highly organized representative networks that have the capacity to support IPs in the country to participate effectively. In other countries IPs have less robust levels of organization and capacity to understand the issues and participate strongly even if participatory mechanisms are made available (e.g., Cambodia, Sri Lanka), so for these countries, developing the capacity of IP communities will be as important as ensuring that participatory mechanisms under REDD+ will be developed. Other countries have existing mechanisms (e.g., community groups, IP representation in parliament) that could be strengthened and linked to REDD+ in order to ensure that IPs participate effectively (e.g., Bangladesh, Myanmar). It is also clear that existing legislation and policies could be improved to support IP engagement in a number of countries and that related issues, such as the traditional knowledge and way of life of IPs needs to be more actively incorporated and respected when looking at REDD+. 

Session 3: Parallel group discussions 
The final session of the Dialogue hinged on three parallel groups sessions that focused on the following issues:

Group 1 - Stakeholder Engagement at the local and national levels: Discussion of key issues regarding stakeholder engagement in countries.

Group 2 - Stakeholder Engagement at theregional and international levels: Discussion of key issues regarding stakeholder engagement in regional and international processes and how effective representation of local and country level concerns can be achieved.

Group 3 - Safeguards: Discussion on the implementation of existing international safeguards (e.g., through use of existing guidance such as the FCPF/UN-REDD Programme Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement; Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria; Guidelines on Free, Prior and Informed Consent).

Guidance was provided to each working group to orient
discussions and the original presentations from each group can be found here. Summaries of the findings from the group work and subsequent plenary discussions are given below. It was clear in all the group work results that the UN-REDD Programme was seen have an important facilitating and standard setting role through the provision of clear guidance and methodology and that countries needed to examine how government staff and processes could support this through the implementation and institutionalization of IP engagement and safeguard mechanisms. 

Group 1 - Stakeholder Engagement at the local and national levels
A number of key issues were identified by this group that are presented in a summary table (see Table 1, Annex 2). It was clear that there are still problems in clearly identifying IP rights holders in the countries and recognizing the special issues related to IPs, with a lack of data and government staff with the appropriate skills and knowledge to support their inclusion in the most appropriate way. Understanding what the IP engagement needs and requirements may be at different tiers (e.g., village; provincial; national) in order to distinguish between the needs of these different tiers and ensure that information  flowed between these tiers was also seen as important. Firmer models of stakeholder engagement were needed to guide countries and the stakeholders and it was clear that access to participatory processes was still an issue for IPs.  

The provision of information in the appropriate form and in a manner that doesn’t cause confusion, with multiple REDD+ initiatives and agencies approaching communities at the same time, was stressed. Mechanisms to support coherent information sharing between all actors was also a consideration. The issue of neutral facilitation and information provisions was a concern, as there may conflicts of interest if project proponents are also the key providers of information that will be used by IPs for decision making. Supporting tools to ensure transparency and access to grievance were important in this regard.

During the plenary discussion that followed participants shared ideas to improve IP inclusion in REDD+ in their countries as well as provide information on the initiatives and issues in their countries:

· Bangladesh – Non-recognition of IP status and rights is an issue in Bangladesh.
· Cambodia – Has a national website that can be used to disseminate information to IPs.
· Lao PDR – Have the ability to translate into local language and distribute to local level NGOs; take government information and carefully communicate it to the community.
· Myanmar – Have ethnic representatives in political parties in that can be approached for representation.

· Nepal – Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities (NEFIN) has: a board that information should be disseminated to; a national newsletter, a radio programme in 20 districts that reach communities; materials in Himalayan languages have been produced. International NGOs (INGOs) are not involving IPs, focusing more on other local communities, there is a need to get INGOs etc to involve IP communities.

· Viet Nam – The Centre of Research and Development in Upland Area (CERDA) is carrying out activities in villages and observe that institutional development is needed to ensure that the collective voice of communities is strengthened. CERDA uses skilled facilitators to ensure two-way discussion – increasing the capacity of community to engage.

· AIPP – Is developing cartoon booklets (e.g., on UNFCCC, UNDRIP) and animated videos describing the issues

· Dealing with bias – Some NGOs are pro-REDD+ and some anti-REDD+, resulting the provision of information that may not be accurate (e.g., saying that REDD+ will result in the automatic loss of rights). Need to ensure that information going to IPs and local communities needs to be fair and accurate – a central repository of information would be useful for this. Additionally, capacity building activities can go directly to the field rather than always going through government: some governments may be reluctant to give negative information on REDD+ therefore don’t always give impartial information.
Group 2 - Stakeholder Engagement at the regional and international levels

Key issues for this group included the challenge of supporting effective representation of national interests at the regional and international levels. Some important points included the need to develop an authoritative list of national focal points and to ensure that countries in the Pacific were well coordinated in the same manner that countries in the Asian region are currently. There is a need for better tools and support to communicate issues from the regional and international levels back to communities at the national and local level and the UN-REDD Programme could play a role in supporting this, particularly in developing authoritative materials and synthesizing complex documents and issues (as noted by Group 1 above). One area it was suggested that the UN-REDD Programme could lead on is facilitating and creating funding opportunities for IP groups which currently don’t have the opportunity to directly access much of the REDD+ funding going to governments. 

Plenary discussion points included the following:
· A list of IP focal point contacts for countries should be developed 
· A list-serve for Asia run by AIPP could be used to disseminate information effectively: AIPP currently circulates UN-REDD Programme Policy Board documents to people on their list-serve. The usefulness of this depends on the level of understanding of the recipient, whether they are engaged and informed. Currently have a list-serve of 20 people: aiming to have at least one person per country for FCPF reference group and combining this with contacts for the UN-REDD Programme; can add more as more countries join. The Pacific Caucus is currently separate and the UN-REDD Programme IP representative to the Policy Board would have to coordinate with the Pacific region.
· IP caucuses can be a useful tool for discussing issues for those who can travel to them.

· Regional exchanges are an important tool – for example the UN-REDD workshop on FPIC was seen to be very useful, with exchanges on critical areas – in the future we can do this on other key issues (e.g., safeguards, MRV). Such events can also tackle difficult areas to facilitate IP-government relationships and represent emerging good practice we can build on. 

Group 3 – Safeguards
Confusion over different sets of safeguards and the lack of capacity of IP stakeholders to understand emerging thought in this field was cited as a major problem. It was noted that the UN-REDD Programme’s role could be to build capacity and awareness on safeguards, particularly with government stakeholders; support and facilitate strong participatory processes to develop safeguards; develop robust monitoring systems; and pilot approaches to safeguards. Another major role for the UN-REDD Programme could be to develop associated systems such as grievance mechanisms. It was also strongly emphasized that the link between existing social and human rights conventions and agreements and potential REDD+ safeguards systems needs to be strengthened, with opportunities for capitalizing on existing implementation and reporting processes that could be integrated. 

Plenary discussion brought up some additional points to the group work:
· Outside of UN-REDD, many NGOs etc have been more advanced in implementing these safeguard and this can complement UN-REDD work (e.g., IP networks have been part of movements so can merge/collaborate to leverage greater progress).

· There is uneven progress in the different countries, but it’s important to look at issues collectively. As UN-REDD works closely with governments can convene this synergy.

· Tools that that have already been developed should be used in REDD+ activities – e.g., In Indonesia IPs have worked with the Environment Agency on traditional knowledge and the Land Agency on mapping indigenous territories.

ANNEX 1: Summary of Country Clinic Working Group Presentation
	Inclusion of IPs to date
	Capacity to participate and represent
	Other

	Bangladesh

	· UN-REDD has carried out 5 sub-national (of which one was just for IPs) and 3 national workshops for many stakeholders in which IP representatives were included – participation in national-level consultations may not have been so representative as they were held in the capital, Dhaka thus travel to the meetings was not easy even if IP representatives were invited. This was why sub-national consultations were carried out.
· UN-REDD Programme Targeted Support initiative being planned.

	· Have very little effective national level representation and no dedicated mechanisms for IP representation set up yet but there are NGO networks via which to voice IP concerns. 

· Have national level forums that need to be better coordinated. 

· Community Conservation Groups are coordinated under a national alliance. IPs from the south-east of the country are involved in this – but this alliance is not set up specifically for IP representation. 

· Sub-district committees that are supported by government funds provide opportunities for voicing their concerns but need to be reviewed and strengthened.
· Governance system for Chittagong Hills has some devolution of governance to IPs.
· Have national MPs on IP issues (caucuses) – need to dialogue with them so they can represent these concerns.
· Some capacity in individuals who have had training from Tebtebba and AIPP; but dissemination is a problem.
· Don’t have the capacity to organise consult amongst themselves – need money and training.

	· Need mapping of IP organisations in the country (e.g., plains-land IPs and Chittagong Hill tribes); participants need to be self-selected.
· Need to advocate on IP issues with the ministries (e.g., working groups at ministry level).


	Cambodia

	Activities that have been carried out to include IPs:  

· REDD+ road map consultation; 

· Civil Society and IP engagement workshop;
· Development of criteria for IP representative selection.   

Representative mechanisms that are currently being used to support IP participation in REDD+:    

· Selection of IP representatives;  

· Pre-meeting on the selection IP  (September 2012); 

· Conduct selection workshop  (September 2012).  

Plans to include IPs: 

· National IP representative will participate in National REDD+ Programme implementation; 

· One selected IP representative will participate in the Programme Executive Board (PEB) and REDD+ consultation group. 
	· IPs do not yet fully have the capacity to understand REDD+ fully, but do have knowledge on Community Forestry, IP Community, and Community Protected Areas (CPAs) and through capacity building by government and NGO partners. 

· Capacity of IPs to organize and represent their views is limited specially most of them are illiterate, however IPs participate in IP Community, Community Forestry and CPA establishment). 

·  IPs have the opportunity to participate in meetings and workshops but they lack the ability to express their voice. 
· Currently have resources from the UN-REDD National Programme funds and CSOs to support the participation of IPs in REDD+.

	Planned activities on safeguards:

· In the process to develop safeguards.


	Indonesia

	· At national level, policy board members include IPs; at the national level, SATGAS includes IPs in discussions.

· At national level, activities include: national REDD+ strategy, system information safeguards, FPIC policy recommendation, and other components of social safeguards (e.g. SESA, PADIA TAPA, PRI SAI). 

· At provincial level, REDD+ working group include IPs and NGOs. 

· At provincial level, FPIC guideline, development of provincial REDD+ strategy/action plan, benefit distribution systems discussion, etc. 

· At district level, activities are limited, but consultations are ongoing.
· Involvement of IPs in the UN-REDD Programme pilot province – Central Sulawesi.
· Activities that IPs have been included in are the development of guidelines, training, consultations/ workshops.
	· The IP organization AMAN has the capacity and resources to support effective engagement. 
	Planned activities include:

· At national level, development of system information safeguards. 

· At provincial level, second FPIC trial and evaluation of FPIC, governance assessment, clarification of the policy recommendation of FPIC. 



	Myanmar

	· Myanmar already completed two national workshops related to REDD+. 

· IPs, women and leaders workshop on REDD+ supported by AIPP, and people from UNREDD Programme planning areas have been invited.

· FAO indicated they can help in preparing a REDD+ roadmap and they plan to have discussion with Ministry of Environment and planning, forest and agriculture.
· Safeguards- released anti-corruption law already.
· Myanmar government does not have task force. 
· UNREDD Programme will help develop a roadmap over 2012-2013.
· WCS plan to do REDD+ project in Naga communities, but they mostly focus on youth awareness raising.
· World Bank invited IPs to attend the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility regional IP dialogue in Chang Mai, Thailand in September 2012.
	·  IP leaders representatives in the parliaments should be approached and REDD+ discussed with them.
· Providing awareness raising (organizing workshops, translating some materials to local languages) is important.
· Before setting up roadmap, we should do stakeholder engagement first.  

· Stakeholders engagement and forest management mechanisms still needed. 


	· In national law, people cannot stay in forest protected and cannot do shifting cultivations, but land core groups are trying for that to be legally.

· 92% of laws need to be amended.


	Nepal

	· NEFIN has been included in the national REDD Working Group however, however even though these mechanisms exist UN-REDD should also consult separately with NEFIN as a key stakeholder

· REDD Cell doesn’t have guidelines to integrate IPs into REDD+


	· Recent CSO alliance has been informed about the UN-REDD Programme through targeted support mission about corruption risk and social safe guard; NEFIN is included in this

· AIPP, Tebtebba and IWGIA etc., are supporting REDD+ awareness programme with IPs in Nepal – UN-REDD Programme needs to support IPs in the same manner – lack of resources to go down to the communities, UN-REDD need to focus on the grassroots level with specific programmes for IPs

· 2,100 Village Coordination Councils; 71 District Coordination Councils exist as mechanisms of participation

·  56 different IP groups included in NEFIN as well as other groups (youth, women etc.) thus an easy structure to work through

· Resources, Capacity building – need to be separate for IPs
	· Need to raise awareness of IP issues in other civil society groups  as well

· Key legal instruments such as ILO 169 and UNDRIP not currently being implemented – this needs to be supported in REDD+ activities



	Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands

	· Awareness Raising by government and NGOs has been carried out

· 2 REDD Pilots in PNG involving local communities/resource owners/landowners

· Planned work to include IPs includes drafts of Stakeholder engagements strategy/l Incorporated Land Groups (ILGs)/Benefit Distribution Strategy, etc distributed


	· Existing Laws in place to support IPs or LOs participation because they have to consult. REDD+ needs to harness this and build the synergies. Any plans need to be aligned with the laws and principles for effective REDD+ Implementation

· Strong customary laws – we can use that for effective participation.

· People do not have the capacity and resources to engage among themselves due to isolation and diverseness and the mountainous landscape. Thus presenting their collective views can be quite a mammoth task. Therefore, NGOS and CBOs have become their mouth piece

· Currently there is no direct representation at the National Level discussions under REDD+ implementation. There are opportunities for IPs or landowners to represent themselves by law (Forestry Act) as is the case with other specific resource development like the forestry sector (National Forest Services), but currently there is no Climate Change or REDD policy/law
	· REDD+ may be new but the concept of sustainable forest management has been practiced by local people for centuries

Main points:
· Strong laws that can promote IP/Resource Owners/Land Owners participation exist; these need to be harnessed and synergized with REDD+.

· Capacity building and Resource support needs need to be made available for Land Owners through their existing institutions such as the ILGs

	Philippines

	· UN-REDD Programme is very new and IP organizations took part under the Forest Management Bureau.

· UN-REDD Programme is working with PNRSP and it is drafted by CSOs

· Received half a million from the UN-REDD Programme which has carried out a road show about REDD+

· Organized regional workshop regarding to climate change in REDD+ (indentify strategies, distributed videos many countries)
	· Need training related to culturally based approach, using different instruments to strengthen IP identity

· Engagement in community territorial mapping


	· Most remaining forests are dominated by IPs

· CSOs do FPIC in Philippines 

· More than 309 FPIC, but the companies selected have problems - FPIC process is manipulated by two companies
· Research on national forest policy and traditional forest management systems has been carried out



	Sri Lanka

	· Ministry of environment has carried out one awareness programme

· Discussions have been held with IP representatives (2 meetings)

· These consultations fed into the National Programme document development process 

· IP representatives to be included in National level bodies (not yet formed)


	· No current representative organization of IPs in the country

· Only one leader who can represent the community at the national level; currently no IPs have the capacity to represent at the international level 

· IPs have their own indigenous decision making system

· Need capacity building, good awareness programmes, and resource centres
	· Current agreements with the government to allow IPs to pursue their traditional, low-environmental impact way of life could be strengthened legally

· Better recognition of their traditional knowledge and ability to contribute directly to the conservation of forests needed


ANNEX 2: Summaries of Parallel Working Group Presentations

Table 1: Summary of Group 1 - Stakeholder Engagement at the local and national levels

	Key Issues
	Problems and Barriers
	Necessary Actions
	Role of:

A.UN-REDD;

B. Government Counterparts

	1. Identify key stakeholders
	- Political influence

- Lack of information on IP issues and status
- Distinction between Stakeholders and Rights Holders not clear
- Difficult to identify government officers who knows IP issues
	- Transparency and rules

- Develop database of IP Leaders

- Provide clear information on IP issues
- Choose IP focal points
	B

A+B

B

B

	2. Standardization of Information
	- Suitable to target audience

- Standard definitions.

- Local context
	- Translation and simplification and media forms

- Use oral and radio/TV media
- IP coordination
	A+B

A+B

A+B

	3. Many REDD+ Initiatives
	- Confusion

- Time consuming

- Clash with livelihoods

- Coordination from top
	- Donor and government coordination of activities and intiatives
- National/local IP coordination needs to be strengthened
	A (Facilitation)

	4. Neutrality of Consultation
	- Trust in those chosen to consult with IP communities
- Selective messages may be relayed depending on neutrality of facilitators
	- Transparency

- Grievance mechanism

- Rotate facilitators and institutions

- Ensure iterative process


	A

	5. Roles of Stakeholders at different tiers
	- Clarity of relationships need to be improved
- Connection between tiers strengthened
	- Mechanisms for better flow between tiers, e.g., via rules and guidelines
	A to develop guidelines

B to implement and institutionalize

	6. Models of Stakeholder Consultations & methods
	- Template/ methodology needed
	- Traditional structures e.g. rules, guidelines

- Adapt template

- Regular sharing
	B + A

B+A

B+A (A-facilitate, B-Institutionalize)

	7. Reporting and feedback, Learning and Sharing
	- Repetition
- Capture learning from programmes

- Effective dissemination of information
	- Communication within IP Networks

- Frequent programme evaluations needed
- Exchange of learning
	B+A

	8. Identify subject for consultation
	- Benefit sharing

- Time and resource consuming
	- Need to analyze and prioritize target stakeholders
	A Facilitate

	9. Access to participatory process
	- Information about consultation

*time

*place

*language

*media

- Who makes the Decision
	- Need to develop IP friendly communication strategy

- Must apply FPIC principles
	B+A


Table 2: Summary of Group 2 - Stakeholder Engagement at the regional to international levels
	Key issues
	Problems and barriers
	Necessary activities, mechanisms, resources
	Role of (a) UN-REDD Programme and (b) government counterparts

	Discussions from global level need to be fed back to the national level / Grassroots IP groups need to contribute to regional and international processes
	How to communicate with IPs in different countries; lack of access of dedicated national counterparts who can transmit national issues to regional/ international representatives and vice versa


	· Identify national IP counterparts in all countries with UN-REDD National Programme (e.g., those that sit on the Programme Executive Board – part time coordination positions?)

· Use existing focal points under AIPP’s system

· Need to locate country focal points in the countries where AIPP doesn’t have national focal points

· Pacific is a distinct region with different networks so need to approach this region separately
	· UN-REDD Programme could explore securing UN-REDD National Programme IP counterpoints and help identify national counterpoints in other partner countries where AIPP doesn’t have focal points

· UN-REDD Programme to support coordination with Pacific networks (Fiu and Melia)

	Communicating issues back to the national level
	Multiplicity of languages  
	· Simple materials on REDD+ including posters (AIPP; RECOFTC)

· Quarterly digest on key REDD+ issues targeting IP issues in the local languages (UN-REDD)

· Can localise information to the national levels and use radio, video, street drama etc. (IP organizations to lead)

· Translate key documents
	· UN-REDD Programme could develop central repository of materials

· UN-REDD could develop quarterly digest

· All parties need to coordinate and approach donors for funding for translation together

	Exchange between UN-REDD Programme/ government and IP led initiatives
	Communication on key events to UN-REDD Programme 
	IP groups to keep UN-REDD Programme regional stakeholder engagement focal point informed of relevant events
	UN-REDD Programme /governments to use resources to participate in key IP-led events

	Access to funds for IP engagement issues
	Targeted support requests don’t look at IP issues
	Make formal requests for targeted support for IPs
	UN-REDD Programme to facilitate targeted support requests

Government to 

	Access to digestable information
	Documents are too long and reps don’t have the time to synthesise into a format that is easily understood
	Develop syntheses of key documents and share
	UN-REDD Programme 


Table 3: Summary of Group 3 - Safeguards

	Key issues  
	Problems

and barriers
	Necessary activities, 

mechanisms

and resources
	Role of 

A: UN REDD

B: government counterparts

	How should IP be involved in the adaptation and implementation of int. Safeguards at national level?

Discussion on the implementation of existing international safeguards:

· FCPF/UNREDD  guidelines on stakeholder engagement

· Social and Env. Principles and criteria

· Guidelines and FPIC


	Initial Problem - confusion on different safeguards:

· WB safeguards

· UN-REDD safeguards

· UNFCCC REDD+ safeguards

· National SIS safeguards information systems

Local practitioners- stakeholders most don’t understand the safeguards
Full and effective participation

Indonesia : Improvements but problems exist (e.g., Government sends invitations, late)


	· Dialogue on safeguard SIS needed

· IPs and local communities have a role to play in addition to UNREDD and governments

· Capacity building of IPs and local communities important

Information and Communication, 

· Information should be accessible to all stakeholders. 

· Through websites; when drafts are ready.

· Adapted to target groups, all stakeholders. Language, language style, 

Consultations on all levels, local, regional- will capture the realities in different groups and places

Important that IPs already have a map over their territory-
· They may receive capacity building on know how to measure carbon- 

Understand what the current experiences with the implementation of existing safeguards are:

· What works well

· What needs improvement
	UNREDD should implement UN agreements

UNREDD should assist governments in doing so

Indonesia: safeguards exists; UNREDD has a role in coordinating input from various stakeholders;

Give space to input 

Suggestion: UNREDD could build « Community of practitioners » on safeguard

Could fund and facilitate development of tools  and Resources for Communication:

· videos

· audio material, 

· cartoons

· communication systems- radios, translations

· community practitioners brought together on development of a set of indicators and input into SIS 

· need for funds to develop these materials

UNREDD 

· Monitor if things are going the right way- 

· Rectify if not 
· Possible mechanism for complaint and improvements 

· Piloting to find out how expensive / complicated it is to do community monitoring 

· Setting up community information systems



	Government and other actors understanding and implementation of safeguards
	Governments

Interagency coordination  among ministries is important

Development programs should be climate change sensitive

Transformation needed.

How to guarantee implementation

Example: Legal empowerment project (LEAD) Indonesia


	Training of private sector (multi-stakeholder)

They are powerful actors


	UNREDD 

· Should facilitate consultations, and capacity building of 

· Training for government officials in different ministries and on different levels 
· On safeguards and their implementation

Awareness raising 

· Make government institutions aware about safeguards
· Different ministries; how to make them understand safeguards and what they are for


	Safeguards

Indicators
	Safeguard information system

Indicator (s) needed


	Need to develop data information system- for reporting to the convention on each safeguard 

This may differ according to national circumstances

Community participatory mapping as a tool

Indicators to measure safeguards need to be developed. 

Few but significant indicators for well being etc, to fit into systems
Respect for traditional knowledge

Important to involve communities. 

Methodology for information system- the state of their own forests. 

information system is in place- GPS, google earth, 

to monitor changes over time, inventory of biodiversity etc


	

	Safeguards-

Consistency with international conventions ; HR, CBD ; 

Transparency etc ; governance; rights of local people


	Under-utilization of HR instruments ; 

International human right work- decades of struggle/in a separate track from REDD+. 


	National level - It must be ensured that safeguards are consistent with international human rights standards: 

National Development of safeguards

Public policies must be in line, identify needs for change; consultations- 

Often safeguards are already there- in  National constitutions and laws, 

In international law conventions/agreements- 

Tracks of HR and REDD+

must be joined/the HR system/instruments utilized.

Streamlining reporting:

Countries do not want to be over burdened with reporting- but reporting to in. HRC can be utilized

Biannual reporting : 

UPR : peer- 

Ensure respect for rights and knowledge of IPs and local communities:

1. Social

2. Environnemental

3. Governance

4. Gender
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