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To: nnooda@worldbank.org 
Cc: bbosquet@worldbank.org 
Date: April 23, 2010  
Subject: Forest Peoples Programme comments on FCPF Evaluation   
framework 
  
Dear Ms Nooda,  
 
We are writing with reference to the revised draft of the Proposed FCPF Evaluation framework (March 7, 2010). 
It is our understanding that the last PC meeting that was held in Gabon adopted a recommendation according to 
which the FCPF FMT would have to prioritize topics for the first evaluation of the FCPF, given the limited 
budget available.  An analysis of the revised draft of the Evaluation Framework shows that some key social and 
due diligence topics have been included. The purpose of this letter is to reiterate the importance of social and 
rights evaluation criteria and pinpoint core issues that should be prioritised in the first evaluation of the FCPF. 
              
A. Given the need to ensure that the readiness phase fully complies with safeguards, and contributes to deliver 
the necessary governance reforms as a precondition to enable a fair and participatory process in the readiness 
phase, we would stress here that item d.i. be duly considered, and hence that any performance indicator that will 
be developed for the evaluation, include “compliance with safeguard policies” as a priority criterion.  
 
B. Capacity building for REDD-plus in terms of enabling proper and effective participation of Indigenous 
Peoples also needs to be addressed in the first evaluation in order to enable corrective measures to be taken 
where participation has been deficient and to share lessons learned for other readiness processes.  Therefore, we 
suggest that   issues to be addressed in the first evaluation would include Item c. “Building capacity in-country 
for REDD-plus…..(…) support at the country level in consultation (on)  SESAs (*), and safeguards” 
(*) if and where these apply, since the SESA framework has not yet been finalized 
 
C. Long term sustainability of consultation processes is also key in order to identify gaps and opportunities to 
ensure that readiness is fully participatory and Indigenous peoples and forest-dependent communities are 
effectively consulted and can decide whether to participate or not (for a specific proposal on Free Prior Informed 
Consent see further below) . To assess FCPF effectiveness in addressing this issue, the first evaluation of FCPF 
would necessarily have to examine:  
 
i. ii. “REDD plus management arrangements and consultations processes instituted at the country level (e.g. (…) 
including those for engaging Indigenous peoples (…) have a lasting impact and be sustained over time….”  
 
D. Annex I of the revised evaluation framework contains a list of potential questions and topics to be included in 
the first evaluation dealing with country-level REDD plus strategies in the three countries in which REDD plus 
strategies have been prepared and are ongoing (Indonesia, Guyana, Panama).  One key issue to be included in 
the evaluation, would be whether “…fair and efficient and sustainable strategies to protect forests….are likely to 
result from prior consultation and other safeguard measures”.  
 
In using this key evaluation criterion, we strongly recommend that an assessment should also be made to 
determine the extent to which effective attention has been paid and enablers put in place to ensure not only 
participation and consultation, but also respect for Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) in relation to the 
design, planning and the implementation of REDD readiness plans and activities affecting indigenous peoples.  
 
The existing Bank safeguard of Broad Community Support (BCS) is an arbitrary standard that is not amenable 
to coherent and effective application. The Bank’s assertion that this BCS standard is the same as FPIC does not 



  

stand up to scrutiny when compared to the principles that conform to indigenous peoples' right to FPIC. Among 
other shortcomings, BCS and free, prior informed consultation are not equivalent to FPIC because definitions 
and procedures do not respect indigenous peoples' freely identified decision-making processes and accord undue 
latitude to the Bank as it is the Bank Group that decides if BCS exists.  
 
Additionally, it should be noted that in countries such as Panama and Indonesia where FCPF and UNREDD 
operate contemporarily, the harmonization process among the two necessarily has to result in the adoption of the 
highest FPIC standard in accordance with the UNDRIP and related human rights instruments.  Specifically, the 
evaluation should determine to what degree harmonisation has occurred in joint programme countries in line 
with the UNREDD Programme Operational Guidance for the engagement of Indigenous Peoples, which upholds 
the principle of full respect for Free, Prior and Informed Consent. In short, we strongly recommend that the 
evaluation address the issue of FPIC in assessing the performance of the FCPF against Bank safeguards and 
relevant FCPF Charter provisions. 
 
E. The first evaluation of FCPC should also include an assessment of compliance of FCPF operations with the 
FCPF Charter rules and commitments on safeguards and accountability, including provisions relating to the 
international obligations of REDD countries  in connection with indigenous peoples’ rights  
 
We note the important and essential language contained in the revised draft of the Evaluation framework 
according to which one of the topics to be evaluated is: 
 
“Do the R-PPs sufficiently address land tenure, land rights issues and recognize the respect for traditional 
knowledge and traditional livelihood practices, the role of safeguards in promoting the rights of indigenous 
peoples and other forest peoples as enshrined in the FCPF Charter”.  
 
We believe this is a crucial topic to be evaluated, both in terms of the capacity of FCPF and REDD countries to 
comply with the Charter and to ensure the full respect of indigenous peoples’ rights.  
 
To this end, we also wish to once again highlight that in addition to Bank safeguards, the Charter refers to the 
need to ensure that indigenous peoples’ rights are respected, “under national law and applicable international 
obligations”.  
 
It is thus essential for the evaluation to include an assessment of how the FPCF-assisted readiness planning 
phase is compliant with international obligations that are relevant to indigenous peoples’ rights in participating 
REDD countries.  The revised draft SESA framework, for instance, explicitly refers to the UN Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and to international rulings, such as those made by the CERD and the Inter-
American Human Rights Court on the Saramaka Case. In this regard, it is highly relevant that the UNDRIP has 
been formally endorsed by Panama, Indonesia and Guyana and it thus follows that the evaluation should 
examine to what extent readiness planning has taken full account of minimum standards enshrined in this 
important UN human rights instrument 
 
F. In connection with both D. and E. above, it is essential that the evaluation consider how due diligence, TAP 
assessments and the FCPF as a whole have addressed vital land tenure issues, including customary land rights, 
and matters relating to the definition and clarification of land tenure and customary rights during the readiness 
planning phase. The importance of definitions of indigenous lands is shown to be crucial in the cases of both 
Guyana and Indonesia.  
 
We therefore strongly recommend that the first evaluation pay careful attention to the following criterion found 
in the draft Evaluation Framework document: 
 
j. does the legal framework include forests, land use, customary rights and address cross-sectoral issues of 
community forest management (…)” 
 
We hope the above comments and recommendations are helpful in planning the evaluation and its TORs and we 
look forward to learning of the response to the issues raised in this letter. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
Francesco Martone 
Senior Policy Advisor 
Forest Peoples Programme  


