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Executive Summary

The first ever Asia/Pacific Regional Consultation with Indigenous Peoples on the UN-REDD Programme was held on October 1, 2009, during the first week of the UNFCCC Intersessional Meeting in Bangkok, Thailand. 

The meeting was called for by a group of IP and CSO groups in the Asia and Pacific region, in particular the Asia Indigenous Peoples’ Pact, AMAN, and Tebtebba Foundation and was organized by the UNDP Regional Indigenous Peoples Programme (UNDP RIPP) based at the UN Regional Center in Bangkok.

The objectives of the consultation were to:

· Share information about the UN-REDD Programme and progress in the region;

· Discuss issues and concerns identified by indigenous peoples, such as FPIC;

· Build a network of key IP stakeholders on REDD in Asia; and

· Exchange information on REDD and UN-REDD advocacy, engagement, and projects; 

The key themes discussed were:

1. The Operational Guidance on the Engagement of Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest Dependent Communities

2. Indigenous peoples in Asia and the Pacific and the UN-REDD Programme: sharing of experiences

3. How is Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) operationalized on the ground: good practices for implementation and key issues

4. Next Steps: how to better engage in future work related to REDD and the UN-REDD Programme
Other key issues addressed included:

5. Relationship between UN-REDD Programme and FCPF in terms of harmonization of IP guidance and safeguards
6. Role of the Advisory Group on Rights, Climate and Forests 

7. Grievance mechanisms – what is possible on a national and a global level

8. Recommendations for engagement with the UN-REDD Programme, including engagement of UN Country Offices with indigenous peoples  
There were close to 90 participants from nearly a dozen countries in the region, including the three UN-REDD pilot countries Indonesia, Papua New Guinea, and Vietnam, as well as Bangladesh, Cambodia, India, Laos, Malaysia, Nepal, the Philippines, and Thailand who engaged in a productive, frank, and informative discussion on the topics above. 

The important issue of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) was covered in some depth and real progress was made in teasing out what that means in terms of REDD and UN-REDD. The UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was also highlighted throughout the day. The UN-REDD Programme explained its work with the World Bank’s FCPF on aligning the IP/CSO guidance and distributed the draft ‘consolidated’ guidance and invited input. The participants provided excellent input and guidance on the direction UN-REDD’s IP program should go and what to prioritize. 

One key outcome was the making of connections between UN-REDD regional staff (i.e. Timothy Boyle, UN-REDD Regional Technical Advisor) and IP and CSO leaders so that they know who to go to for information and concerns that they may have. Also, there were many strong calls for a continuation and deepening of this dialogue in the Asia region.

Some of the key points of the discussions throughout the day included:

· How to implement the UNDRIP: the role of the UN-REDD Programme in doing so

· A recommendation to take advantage of the opportunity that REDD provides for engagement among the various stakeholders: CSOs, IPs, local government, private sector, etc

· There is a widespread need for REDD training and awareness raising

· There are lots of expectations on the UN-REDD Programme to pressure government to improve their means of communication and the way it works with IP groups: IPs need our help on this

· FPIC: how much consultation is enough?

Although the key challenging issues of IP and CSO engagement in REDD remain (i.e. how to ensure equitable payment schemes for benefit sharing, for example), the workshop demonstrated that the UN-REDD Programme has come a long way in the past year in terms of bringing IPs and CSOs into the REDD issue and into the UN-REDD Programme. There is much more room for collaboration with civil society on making REDD work than in the past. We need to now use this opening to significantly accelerate and expand our work in the region since this is an area the UN-REDD Programme can contribute significantly to.
Agenda

Chandra Roy, UNDP RIPP, opened the meeting by welcoming the participants and introducing Charles McNeill (UN-REDD Programme), who delivered an Opening Address in which he underlined the importance of this first of its kind consultation, and reiterated the urgency of the issues to address. He called on participants to work together to make progress on reducing deforestation, and flagged for discussion the issue of maximizing benefits and minimizing risk. He underlined that IPs have everything to do with REDD and appreciated them for choosing to move forth the process despite having the power to stall it.

Following his address, Charles introduced Vicky Tauli-Corpuz, Chair of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, Executive Director of Tebtebba Foundation, and Policy Board member of the UN-REDD Programme. Ms. Tauli-Corpuz delivered a Welcome Address in which she highlighted the importance of forests and the need to include them in the negotiations. She pointed out that there was no reference to IPs in the Kyoto Protocol but that because of the discussion on forests, IPs are mentioned for the first time (albeit in brackets at the moment) in the negotiating text. She attributed this to IPs’ effective engagement with government and delegations, thus encouraging IPs to continue doing so despite being adversely affected by climate change. She called on them to be organized and mobilized, underlining that IPs aren’t the drivers of deforestation but that it is governments who seize forests and give licenses to logging and mining companies. She set the trusting, open tone by saying that the UN-REDD Programme should be IP’s best friend since it has the tools to protect IP rights, being obliged to implement and follow the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, and that IPs look to the UN-REDD Programme to deliver on that task to ensure success on REDD. Finally, she asked how we might put in place different mechanisms to ensure that IP voices will be heard, encouraged IPs to be organized and make an impact on the national level, and said that it is IPs themselves that must first determine and state their needs, and then lobby the UN and governments to fulfill them. 

Following these opening statements, Ms. Roy reviewed the agenda with the group and turned over the floor to Charles for the first presentation of the day.

Session I: Presentation of the UN-REDD Programme and the Operational Guidance on Indigenous Peoples Engagement 
Facilitator: Rukka Sombolinggi, UNDP RIPP

Presenters:

Charles McNeill, UN-REDD Programme: An Introduction to the UN-REDD Programme

Nina Kantcheva, UN-REDD Programme: The UN-REDD Programme and Stakeholder Engagement

Charles McNeill reviewed the UN-REDD program, while Nina Kantcheva reviewed the details of the IP engagement strategy and IP/CSO guidelines (presentations available).

The Q&A session afterwards included the following questions and comments: 

1. Indigenous peoples are Rights holders, not stakeholders

2. The state and private sector are the main drivers of deforestation

3. IPs are the stewards of the forest but there is danger that the state will take it away again

4. Is there a penalty for countries not implementing the NPs? 

5. IPs have the right to say No. 

(Parshuram Tamang, INCEND, Nepal)

1. Alignment with the FCPF – how can we work together in light of our differing commitments (FCPF to consultation, UN-REDD to consent). 

2. How are programmes set up on the national level, who is in charge of setting up national committees? 

3. Who is member of the Advisory Group and how can a group become a member? 

(Chandra Roy, UNDP RIPP)

1. This is a great learning opportunity. 

2. Clarify what is the FCPF, the FIP, and how those entities and the UN system are working together.

(Frank Roy, Christensen Fund)

1. Benefit sharing – how can that be done? There are enormous amounts of $ flowing for REDD, how can it be ensured that the right stakeholders will get their share? He gives example with India where funds go to the government and don’t reach IPs or groups on the ground. 

2. Many Asian governments state that IPs are responsible for deforestation because of shifting agriculture: the issue of “blaming the poor”

(Joan Carling, AIPP, Philippines)

1. How will the Guidance be implemented in Asia, where there are still many governments who do not recognize IPs and say, we are all indigenous? How has the Government responded so far to the Guidance?

(Kittisak, Thailand)

1. Stakeholder participation and engagement at local level: villagers don’t have the capacity to participate, how to overcome that challenge? Is there a fund they can draw from for the purpose? 

(Santos Mero, Philippines)

1. UN-REDD and NAMAS: will the Guidance be revised depending on the outcomes of the negotiations? 

2. What do we mean by agricultural expansion? How will this affect IPs who rely on farming within the forest?

(Ewaldianson, Indonesia)

1. He is from Central Kalimantan, which is a REDD pilot province so for the first time CSOs are working with them, whereas before they would bypass them and go directly to local government. His community is worried...they have customary forests that they manage sustainably but now the government wants to take them over because there’s coal underground. They are also worried about all the different “brokers.”

(Lindon, Indonesia)

1. He is from Papua, where there is a REDD project yet the local government is not familiar with REDD. 

Tim Boyle answers questions above:

We are different from the FPCF – we are much more interested in asking what can each country teach us about how we might best work rather than have a cookie-cutter approach.

Benefit-sharing

Vietnam – REDD-Compliant benefit sharing system

661 Program, where payment has been disseminated down to household level, lots of experience there, it is possible to design a benefit-sharing system

Shifting cultivation

I don’t think governments truly believe that this is a big driver of deforestation. Fluctuating levels of carbon. No evidence to assume that there will be reductions in carbon. In existing shifting cultivation areas even the most out of touch official can agree that shifting cultivation is not such a big driver of deforestation

Communicating down to the forest level: Indonesia – we are setting up a small grants programme model to draw funds from; PNG – awareness raising programme since there is a lot of misinformation about REDD that has permeated right down to the local level. SO we would like to start interacting with NGOs to design an awareness raising program to provide a more accurate information about what is REDD

Agricultural expansion: REDD doesn’t mean locking up the forest. A forest owner has a choice of what to do with his/her forest: can decide to produce fruit, or timber, or manage the forest in order to conserve water and then get PES. Conserving carbon is only another choice – it’s a new choice but just one of the choices nonetheless. Conserving the forest and doing other things like collecting firewood, are not mutually exclusive. REDD doesn’t prevent agricultural expansion. Example: scenario 1:  lock up all carbon from forest, get 10K; or, #2, lock up some carbon, and still collect firewood – so you may get only 8K from carbon but you’ll get other environmental services and benefits.

Kalimantan example: we don’t work there – our pilot site is in Sulawesi. But we hope that there can be learning exchange from the pilot site. As for Papua, we were initially interested in choosing it as a pilot site but we realized there is very low capacity there, so we decided to go to an area that has a higher capacity and then apply the lessons learned to other areas, such as Kalimantan and Papua. 

Session II: Update on Indigenous peoples in Asia and the UN-REDD Programme: sharing of experiences from pilot countries 

Facilitator: Charles McNeill, UN-REDD Programme

Presenters:

Timothy Boyle, UN-REDD Regional Technical Advisor

Pasang Dolma Sherpa and Nima Lama Yolmo, Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities (NEFIN)

Mina Setra, AMAN, Indonesia

1. Tim Boyle presents and update from the UN-REDD Pilot Countries in Asia and the Pacific (copy available). Presentation includes a summary of the NP drafting and approval process, as well as specific examples from Indonesia, PNG and Vietnam, and an overview of the principles of engagement. 

2. Nima Lama and Pasang Dolma Sherpa from NEFIN, Nepal make a presentation on Climate Change-REDD and Indigenous peoples in Nepal. Key points include: the official number of IPs in Nepal: 37.2% but IPs claim that the figure is not less than 50%. A national REDD Cell has been established. It is in the process of developing the Readiness Plan (R-Plan) for the FPCP. A ToR for the R-plan has been developed that calls for the submission of the proposal for the component #2 among the 6 main components of R-Plan. Component #2 is “Management of Readiness” which consists of two sub-components, namely: 2a – convening a national working group to conduct REDD activities and 2b, the REDD Consultation and Outreach Plan for the development of the Readiness Plan Proposal (RPP) for the implementation of the REDD after 2012, which is the main purpose for this contract. In Nepal, opportunities for IPs on REDD stem from:

· ILO 169, adopted and ratified by the Govt of Nepal in Sept 2007 (a high level task force has been formed to review the law and regulations)

· Nepal government is one of the signatories of UNDRIP

· NEFIN is member of National REDD Cell

· NEFIN has a Climate Change-REDD Partnership Program with IWGIA, AIPP and Tebtebba

· Awareness-raising and capacity building on REDD for indigenous communities and leaders

· Advocacy for a rights-based and pro-poor approach in national REDD strategies

· Promotion of indigenous community-based REDD partnerships

Challenges of IPs on REDD

· Slow process of the implementation of ILO 169 (a high level task force has been formed to review the law and regulations)

· UNDRIP remains on paper only

· Land tenure system of Nepal is not favorable

Way Forward

· Implementation of UNDRIP

· Approval and implementation of the national Action plan of ILO 169 by the cabinet as soon as possible for securing the fundamental rights of the IPs

· Development of IPs friendly national REDD strategy

· Correcting top down approaches of forest management

3. Mina Setra, AMAN, Indonesia

Hearing all these presentations, esp. those by the UN-REDD Programme I feel overwhelmed with the hope we have gained from these presentations – it’s like an oasis in the desert that is the UNFCCC.

Main question: how can UN-REDD affect government policies esp. in regards to IP rights? There are problems when governments don’t recognize IPs. How will UN-REDD ensure the implementation of rights?

UNDP CO (Tomoyuki Uno) has been very helpful. 

AMAN tried to give input into which area to choose as pilot sites but it didn’t work – so we have to improve our communication with governments. She quotes her govt. rep from PB – that he said there are IP reps 

UN-REDD has already approved 5+ million$ to Indonesia

But – how will this really help IPs? Who is capacity building designed for?

Forestry ministry is difficult

Problems with consultation: government invited them but it wasn’t really a consultation, it was more of a presentation of what is happening – so it wasn’t a proper consultation

Multistakeholder meeting – 

Maybe UN-REDD can try to empower the National Forestry Council because at least they represent a more inclusive body. We also mentioned this to FCPF; and they had a dialogue with us last month. We need to continue improving our communication and working together with government

Q&A

Why was Sulawesi chosen as a pilot site in Indonesia? 

Nepal (Nima): is the application process for countries to be added still open?

Chris Erni, IWGIA: CEMMA – it is a government agency

In Vietnam, how can you ensure that consultation is properly done if you have to do it through CEMMA (which is government) and in such a country like Vietnam

Huh, Vietnam – Chair of Vietnamese Climate Change network of NGOs – she didn’t know about this meeting until last night – 

She didn’t know about REDD – it is led by government

CEMMA doesn’t have a good reputation on consultation – they implement but funds doesn’t reach on the ground level 

I hope that UN-REDD will push the government since we only have one party (Communist)

As civil society we have to be careful

We have the privilege to work with the grassroots and the IPs

Vietnamese rep

She has talked to Tim Boyle to join the REDD network; Tim suggested to get in touch with our government, and I am not sure if they will respond/engage

Local people don’t speak English or even Vietnamese; they have no space or platform to raise their voice; they have less space and capability

Woman from Nepal (also from NEFIN - Treasurer)

National Women’s Network from Nepal, 28 Nepalese women’s networks. She is from the Taru community, one of the largest IP communities, it is her first climate change meeting. 

NEFIN has to consult with a large part of the population; we wonder what kind of consultation has taken place because many IPs don’t know that NEFIN is involved. We need to respect FPIC. How much consultation is enough? What do you do when the government is not responsive?

Tim answers comments on Indonesia

Q1 from Nima: Can you apply to join UN-REDD Programme? 

Right now we are constrained to the 9 pilot countries but you can join the Community of Practice and we are inviting countries to do that (come and see me, I will share the form)

Q2: Selection in Indonesia: UN-REDD would LOVE to work in all of these areas – Kalimantan, Aceh, Sumatra, etc. We are very conscious that we are far from being the only actor in town, there are other players who build REDD capacity in Indonesia. In Kalimantan, the Australians and Germans are already working. This will generate lessons. So we decided to go to an area that is not so crowded with other programs in order to draw out good lessons that can also be applied elsewhere.

Q3. Vietnam: Information flow. It is never perfect, for example. MONRE has overall responsibility of the National Target Programme but MARD has been designated the focal point by the government. I know there are misses in communication but I cannot hold everyone’s hand. The point of creating a national REDD network is to share information among civil society.

Lunch break

(Facilitators and organizers meet to plan out afternoon sessions)

Session III: How is Free Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) operationalized on the ground: good practices of implementation, including a presentation of experiences in the Asia/Pacific region and identifying key challenges and strategy for implementation 

Facilitator: Vicky Tauli-Corpuz
Presenters:  

Joan Carling, AIPP 

Charles McNeill, UN-REDD Programme

Steve Porter, CIEL

Introduction by Vicky Tauli-Corpuz 

Free prior and informed consent is one of the most contentious issues of the inter-governmental negotiations around climate change.  The current state of the negotiations seem to point to the right of FPIC not being included in the negotiation of a REDD agreement, nor in other areas of the UNFCCC discussions. 

The UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples protects specifically the right of free, prior and informed consent in 6 separate articles. 

Joan Carling, AIPP 
In the Philippines we already have a law on FPIC including implementing rules and regulations and guidelines for its use.  The original guidelines were very focused on the creation of consensus (although this has now changed a little). My own background is in FPIC related to mining and dams. When we talk about REDD projects the context is a little different as they are not extractive projects. We will look today at both negative experiences and some good practices that we can learn from going forward. 

First to re-cap the terms that we are talking about: 

Consent cannot be real without it being free where there are no conditions set to force, coerce or encourage consent. The most common example of these types of conditions is offers of government services such as schools, scholarships, health clinics etc. These should NOT be tied to a process of decision-making as they are government services that should be separate – entirely separate – from any decision about matters impacting on indigenous peoples' lives.  Another common example of conditions being fixed is when local government officials are pressured to obtain consent.  In the Philippines local government officials are offered many bonuses and benefits if they can secure the consent of the people. This is the danger of corruption in the process of consent, where people are no longer giving their opinions freely. Finally, there is also the extreme position of the use of armed forces to 'encourage' consent, their presence alone provides an atmosphere of coercion. This is common in mining company practice in the Philippines. 

The lessons from these examples include: 

	Delivery of basic social services should not be based on the peoples CONSENT but as a matter right, regardless of their position

	Respecting the community process of decision-making including by local government officials

	No armed group should be deployed in communities undergoing FPIC process


Consent must also be fully informed of the consequences and outcomes of the action. Information must be provided with the intent to inform, not to convince. This is important as the whole picture must be provided, not just a detailed advertisement for the proposed action. Communities in the Philippines have said that they 'feel like a woman being courted by a man' when companies come to propose projects. Information must come from other sources as well, not just the source of the company itself. 

The information provided should not just be about the actual project that is being proposed but rather must include the wider policies and programmes which form the context for the project. This means that it is not only the company information and project information that should be presented, but also that local or central government should provide information about the policies under which a particular project is being developed.  Full information also includes information on agreements and contracts including financial matters and any agreements on benefit sharing.  If the project is being financed as part of a public funded initiative, then the public debt that results should be indicated also. 

Concerning the project information itself, the details of the implementation process must be provided also. This includes any changes to the form or detail of the project design, which must not only inform but should lead to a new process of consent for the change. Dissemination of the social and environmental impact assessments is of fundamental importance, but crucially this should include a projection of long-term risks in addition to the usual assessment of short-term risks. Independent sources of information should also be available to community members, with support provided to enable communities to access such information. 

	Information to be in the language understood by community members

	Information to include related policies and programmes

	Information on agreements and contracts including financial matters, benefit sharing

	Full project description and project cycle implementation plan, including social and environmental risks and hazards- short term and long terms/ results of studies; 

	Support to access to related information, the conduct of independent studies if requested by community members; access to independent expert opinions and views


Finally the concept of consent itself. Consultations should be transparent and based on the terms and conditions defined by the communities: where, who are the resource persons, when, how long it lasts for, who is the facilitator, etc.  In the Philippines there are often examples of where indigenous communities have been told by government officials that their villages are too remote and that they must travel to city centres for consultation purposes.  They should be visited by people who want to run consultations, in a setting where they are not intimidated by their surroundings and where they are not limited by their resources to travel. 

Where customary and traditional decision-making processes remain, these should be respected, if they have new decision-making processes then these should be used. It is for the community themselves to decide how to run the decision making process. 

A further point that needs to be underlined that consultation and/or representatives should not be equated with consent. It should not be assumed that representation can be a channel for consent. 

Consent can also be provided with certain conditions established. 

Documentation of consent must be clear and transparent and returned to the community for validation. A rampant problem in the Philippines is manipulation of the results of meetings or consultations to present a falsified record of consent.  Agreements have also been manipulated by the official agreement recording conditions or details that were not included in the information provided to the communities.  

Implementation of the consent agreement

	Written agreement should be first presented and reviewed by the community  (not only leaders) in the presence of independent expert identified by community prior to signing; signatory to any contract should be appointed by the community

	Clear and independent recourse/ grievance mechanisms; 

Independent monitoring and verification mechanisms accessible to communities, and with representative from the communities

	Changes in the plans and projects should be presented to community for another process of FPIC

	Community should have the right to declare any agreement null and void if there are violations to the terms of the agreement with no reasonable grounds acceptable to the community

	Benefit sharing should be clearly spelled out with full understanding of the community


Charles McNeill, UN-REDD

There are three levels that we need to understand about the application of FPIC (i) general definitions, (ii) for REDD activities and (iii) for UN-REDD. 

UN-REDD have commissioned experts to assist with this process, looking at what FPIC means, what it will mean for readiness activities and for REDD, at what level it should apply, project level or national level, and when should it be applied.  Is it triggered at the beginning of the programme or only for specific activities or components.  These are all questions that we have asked CIEL to look into for us and they will be presenting their preliminary results here. 

Steve, CIEL 

The work being presented has been developed thus far by Kristin Hite. FPIC needs to be understood both as a right, but also as a process. It needs to be tailored and flexible to account for the different circumstances that exist at different places and for different peoples. One way to think about this is to think about government's developing good behaviour in terms of consulting and informing communities. 

Bolivia and Philippines are unique in placing FPIC into their national laws, so in most countries we would be looking at establishing 

What are the steps? 

Establishing land tenure clarity is a prerequisite for a process of FPIC

recognizing 

What are the remedies that we could build to enforce FPIC agreements? 

there could be a declaration of violation of the agreement

there could be compensation offered

there could be sanctions

there could be restitution, to restore the pre-existing conditions 

Recommendations

- start by identifying the rights that are involved, including the obligations that flow from the UN Declaration, other human rights law, national legislation or UN-REDD requirements 

- set-up some form of office that can deal with complaints that can analyse the facts of any case brought to bear 

- could offer a mediation function to solve emerging issues 

- could contain an expert analysis offer to provide independent advice on issues of contention 

- requires independence from all the actors involved in the project 

- clear remedies need to be offered at the end of the process 

- there could be a requirement by which the government needs to provide information about the systems that are being designed and provided to ensure FPIC is respected

We are feeling our way through these issues a little, so there is more work to be done on building robustness into the system. 

Discussion 

Monang from AMAN: FPIC would be must easier to operationalize if it were begun at the very earliest stages of a project. It is very difficult to say how to use FPIC if you are already in the middle of a programme. Then, when indigenous peoples resist projects that they find out about half way through, they are considered criminals for doing so. 

From what Joan and the lawyer have shared, it is important to see that when problems emerge there should be a stop to the activities and discussion before actions are continued again. The government is usually on the side of the companies and so there must be a process to meet complaints. 

Suwit from AMAN 

When considering how to use FPIC as a tool, it is important to ensure that activities that take place are based on real consent. But when I think about FPIC, what comes into my mind is actually the practice – in the example of medical ethics. In the case where a doctor gives the wrong information to a patient then we consider the act one of malpractice. So inline with this, when we are talking about FPIC in relation to indigenous peoples and resources, we are not talking about one life, we are talking about millions of lives.  So I hope that we can develop and apply proper ethics to these issues. I would also like to relate to the presentation about REDD from the initial stages through until implementation. In UNREDD indigenous peoples are involved for information, not as an indication of consent. 

Tim Boyle, UNDP 

The principles of FPIC we are in agreement with, but where we would like to promote discussion is the practical implications of this. In Vietnam we are trying to determine how communities can participate in carbon monitoring in a particular province – but if we consult on every decision and every detail with every stakeholder group in every village with us visiting every village group separately.  This is practically absurd. We will do it if we have to, but it will lead to achieving nothing. 

Mina from AMAN

I would just like to confirm first whether FPIC does give us a right to veto a particular project. This was an enormous debate with the US delegates in the design of the Forest Investment Programme. Domestic legislative processes in the US, based on FPIC, could if approved lead to significant damages being awarded. What arguments can we use to challenge these arguments? 

Vien-kai from Lardburi 

We are about to enter into a project involved in environmental issues.  I would like to support the various presentations from this morning. We are not simply participants, we are rights-holders in such a process.  Although Thailand has accepted, to a certain level, the need to enable communities to participate in projects. However in issues related to participation of indigenous peoples the government has shown to our faces insincerity and we only learn this later. Today there is no knowledge about REDD at the local level, despite the decentralization policy of power in Thailand. So I would like to recommend that (i) from this point forwards we need to institute and establish a real and effective learning process to enable indigenous peoples to have access to information (ii) organizations, the government or NGOS, whoever is involved, should establish mechanisms to enable follow up and monitoring of the impacts of REDD – future and past, (iii) we must push for all the actions under REDD to become a public information, to be transparency. The plans that are about to be implemented in Thailand now, the plans being developed, are not really from communities or from indigenous peoples, and I would like the planners – the government officials responsible – to explain the plan and meet with us.  There is also no representation of indigenous peoples in any advisory group or in any working group involved in the planning process. 

Vanda 

It is not difficult, if you know how to do it, to have 56 communities to visit together with allies and other organizations. But my question is different, is there a list in UN-REDD of no-go projects?  My second question is about the national mechanism for grievance or redress, has any thought been given to the composition of this mechanism? On the basis of the last year of work, could you think of 4-5 lines of wording about consent that could come into negotiations? 

Kittisak 

Do we have resources that we can use at the local level to inform not only ourselves but also inform government. 

We are formulating and working with a community fund (in 8 pilots in 7 states) and the idea of this fund is to create decentralized financing and decision making mechanisms to provide power to local grassroots groups to decide what their priorities are. This enables them to demonstrate what they can do, and these lessons are then drawn up into national plans.  This turns the logic of what we are discussing upside down, and means that the responsibility for creating consent lies with communities rather than with the national governments. The role of UNDP and civil society becomes to facilitate community voices, and then getting buy in by governments after the communities have decided what they would like to do. 

[Vicky: this is already happening within indigenous peoples' communities throughout the region, and throughout the world. we need to find ways for financing to be provided to support these emerging priorities]

Nima: I wanted to share some experience from Nepal, about the Melamchi mega-project. The government was responsible for the project and it was funded by the World Bank and the ADB and in this case there was a false report provided from the ADB. 

Responses: 

Joan: There is no shortcut to consultations and consent. If the context of these discussions are that we want to go ahead, then what right are we really talking about? If we need to consult 100 villages or 1000 villages then we have to have the political will to do that. 

Vicky: I understand both sides of this, but this particular project is related to REDD and solving the issues of climate change. The principle is full consultation, but what will happen in the end is something in between.  

Steve: We have to acknowledge that FPIC is not a short term or easy thing to do, it is part of a much longer struggle and we need to stay with the struggle. There have to be ways for indigenous peoples to organize themselves to participate more effectively in a timely way, and to speak with a smaller number of voices.  FPIC also requires organization on the size of indigenous peoples. It is also important for us to realize together that this will not be an easy process either, there will be problems as well as successes. 

Charles McNeill: There is no exclusion list for projects yet. 

Tim Boyle: There are some activities that we will not fund, but there is no specific list. 

Vicky: There is a need for some of the consultations to be done by us, to enable us to design a mechanism on how to create or establish consent among our own communities. This means that there must be a very large amount of reform and change about what we are doing. We are only here scratching the surface of what it means to do FPIC. There are great challenges in front of all of us about how we should be doing these processes. 

SESSION IV: Key Issues Identified and Next Steps

Vicky Tauli-Corpuz

Charles McNeill

Facilitator: Chandra Roy, UNDP RIPP

1. FPIC – an area of challenge and opportunity – what is timely for us now

2. Participation and consultation

3. How to implement UNDRIP and how the UN-REDD Programme can play a role in this

4. Access and Benefit-sharing – need to be proactive and draft indicators

Chandra

This is not a one-off but a process, there are a lot of issues that need to be deepened

REDD is a governance issue

Vicky

All the NORAD grantees (FPP, IWGIA, RECOFTC, RFN, Tebtebba and others) need to complement each other, so let’s coordinate our work, by, for example:

· facilitating roundtable discussions on the national level

· education, training, and awareness raising

· setting up national monitoring bodies

· global lobbying

Mina

· need to recognize IP best practice in sustainable forest management

· how can we move forward to influence national policy?

· conduct an assessment of activities that impact IPs

· conduct  and assessment on multiple benefits and involve IPs in it

· clarify the role of the 3 UN-REDD agencies

Joan Carling

· national level: how to establish a horizontal communication between IPs, UN COs, etc.

· practical matters of FPIC

Pauline Tamesis, UNDP Governance Team

· need to include a governance structure and discussion

· REDD has to do with large amounts of $, so governance becomes an important discussion

· cross-border governance issues

· look at the role of other big countries

Prasad

· government doesn’t recognize IPs – so we need to develop a mechanism to educate them on IPs and IP issues

· look at traditional structures

· need information and preparation process

Comment (unattributed)

· Best if all NORAD grantees and UN-REDD agree to work together

· IPs and the UN have complementary capacities

Thailand

· how can IPs be involved in the planning process and in implementation and management?

· Implementing the UN-REDD Programme – IPs understand the work of government and vice versa

Huh, Vietnam

· involve IP/CSOs in implementation, as well as M&E of REDD. Only IPs themselves can monitor best

· disseminate information about the UN-REDD Programme: the UN-REDD Newsletter including in hard copy, and organize quarterly meetings to update civil society on what is going on with the UN-REDD Programme

· When IPs have ownership they manage (ex. Participatory irrigation project)

Nepal

· information is power

· work on each level: global, national, local

Kittisak

· develop a communications and outreach strategy: produce a program on REDD

Monam (ANAM, Indonesia)

· there has to be a program that we set up together among IPs, government and the UN to have our own target

Domingus, West Papua

· REDD will create big problems for IPs – in the context of Indonesia there is a lot of conflict related to REDD, and there have been issues with jerrymandering (creating new local administrative regions)

· We fear that the IPs will get the bones while government gets the flesh, so include IPs in governance

· Share information on benefit sharing etc

Nepal

· There is a low level of REDD awareness so use media, including community radio, as a tool for empowerment

Helen, FPP

· research and analysis: the groups here are already astute researchers, so how can we go beyond R&A?

Indonesia

· affirm IP’s full and effective involvement in this programme. 

· Make sure to avoid manipulation – avoid IPs directly, not through government

Allison, RECOFTC

· coordinate through programs such as REDDNet

Vicky

· MRV for governance

· Research: add shifting agriculture and REDD

Charles summarizes all points

Tim Boyle

· pay attention to cross-border issues: Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam – they all want to work together

· there will be country-specific websites

Vicky

· UNDP RIPP very important, only program of its kind

· She is part of Philippines delegation – result of IPs advocacy

Chandra and Vicky close the meeting.
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