
FOREST PEOPLES PROGRAMME comments to the draft RPP template v.5 
(October 30, 2010) 

 
A. General observations 
 
Positive approaches: 
 

 the draft template clarifies that in case of UNREDD and World Bank 
operating together in a specific country, then the highest standards would 
prevail in practice (footnote 1, page 2). This approach to upward 
harmonisation in standards is positive (though potentially conflicting guidance 
is found elsewhere in the documents  see below) 

  
assessment of relevant country international obligations (Component 2a, page 
24), though the template lacks information on how this guidance should be 
followed 

 
Weaknesses: 
 

 other than in joint work between the UN and World Bank, the template applies 
a flawed two-tier approach to social safeguards and due diligence by basing 
readiness finance and operations upon distinct UNREDD and World Bank 
policies, where the latter institution has outdated and defective standards that 
do not apply effective FPIC safeguards (Annex B, sub-annexes 1 and 2). 

 The RPP template and annexes incorrectly maintain that FPIC and Broad 
community Support are functionally equivalent standards (Annex B, footnote 
4): this assertion is incorrect 

 The draft RPP documents apply an inconsistent approach in the general 
safeguard protection in the draft RPP documents with regard to avoidance 
and/or mitigation of potential adverse impacts (see for example Annex B. para 
7 that applies the higher avoidance benchmark as compared to Annex C, III. 
3(d)) that only requires the lesser mitigation standard). The higher prevention 
standard must be applied wherever possible. 

 The draft template uses potentially confusing use of guidance language on 
consultation that appears to encourage governments to document expressions 

, for example, Component 1b(v), page 15 and 
guidance in Component 1c(d) at pages 19 and 20) without requiring due 
attention to concerns, opposition or dissent among indigenous peoples. This 
creates a risk  

 The guidelines appear to overly rely on government use of the untested SESA 
activity to address social and environmental concerns and triggering of 
safeguard policies (see below) 

 Explicit RPP guidelines on addressing the international obligations of 
recipient countries in line with the FCPF Charter are lacking and tend to be 

 
 Guidance on consultation requirements during RPP formulation is confusing 

(see below).  
 Language and guidance on land tenure is vague and needs to be strengthened 

(e.g. Component 1(c).g page 20; Component 2a, page 24) 
 



B. Specific comments 
 
I. APPLICATION OF HIGHEST STANDARDS 
 

If a readiness grant from FCPF is 

 
  
A footnote on the same page specifies as follows: In case a readiness activity receives 
co-financing (i.e. co-mingling of funds for that single activity) from the FCPF, 
through the World Bank and other Partners, the procedures followed by the Bank are 
the procedures with the highest standard among the partners involved (emphasis 
added) 
 
That would mean that for a MDP pilot such as that where FCPF is working together 
with UNREDD as delivery partner, the highest standards would apply, and in this 
case the World Bank would  for instance  be demanded to support FPIC. 
Nevertheless no clear prescription is provided also to who should define what these 
high standards are nor who would be in charge of this exercise or what would occur in 
case the highest social and the highest environmental standards are in different 
agencies. Also the relationship between this assumption and the ongoing process of 
defining common approaches is unclear. 
     
II. PROVISION FOR CONSULTATION IN THE RPP IMPLEMENTATION 
PHASE APPARENTLY INSUFFICIENT 
  
Page 14 specifies the two tiered approach to consultation, whereas the first component 

order to prepare the way for broader consultation. The implementation of the 
consultation plan will be carried out in the implementation phase of the RPP. 
  
Despite guidance on two-way dialogues (Component 1c(f), page 20) and options for 
validation of the RPP contents in a national workshop (Component 1c, page 19, final 
paragraph), it remains unclear an provide 
rights holders with chances to be proactive in the definition of the RPP. 
 
Additionally indigenous peoples and civil society seem to be given the unique tasks as 
consultants or implementers of sections of the RPP as it becomes also clear in the 
RPP template. At page 15, for example, one of the outcomes of the information 

supporting the government work in developing the RPP, and implementing early 
 This formulation runs the risk of limiting space for stakeholders such as 

indigenous peoples to decide whether or not to be engaged. 
  
Looking at the section 1c: it remains unclear whether consultation will happen across 
the board or only for activities conducted during RPP implementation. Information on 
page 19 specifies that -plus readiness process inclusive 
and transparent, the country should present evidence of how meaningful consultation 
with relevant stakeholders would be carried out when activities proposed in the RPP 
are condu . 



In this case, having consultation only in the implementation phase and restricted to 
specific activities might significantly undermine the scope and meaning of 
consultation on the contents of the RPP itself. In some parts of the RPP template, 
consultation seems to be considered to be just an instrumental element to ensure the 
proper implementation of REDD readiness, rather than the commitment to respect key 
rights to participation and access to information. 
  
It appears that on the one hand the RPP template stresses that consultation would be 
implemented only after the country receives readiness funding. On the other hand, the 
draft  validation meeting (of the final RPP) is not a 

 
meeting involving key stakeholders and including vulnerable groups should be held to 
follow up on an inclusive and culturally se
(1c, page 19). In this regard, the draft guidelines contain apparently conflicting and 
confusing information on what is expected of FCPF REDD participant countries with 
regard to public consultation during the RPP formulation phase. 
 
C. FREE PRIOR INFORMED CONSENT Vs. BROAD COMMUNITY SUPPORT 
  
The RPP template rationale seems to support Broad Community Support as 
equivalent to FPIC, yet BCS cannot be considered as equal to Free Prior Informed 
Consent for several reasons. As a matter of fact, the existing Bank standard of Broad 
Community Support (BCS) is an arbitrary standard that is not amenable to coherent 

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. 
Moreover, it gives almost absolute discretion to the Bank to decide whether support is 
provided or not, therefore undermining any decision made by indigenous peoples 
themselves. 
 
Hence it would be advisable to refer to FPIC as the overarching principle to be 
followed in the cases on UNREDD countries, in the case where FCPF and UNREDD 

readiness activity receives co-financing (i.e. co-mingling of funds for that single 
activity) from the FCPF, through the World Bank and other Partners, the procedures 
followed by the Bank are the procedures with the highest standard among the partners 

 and in the cases of FCPF,  REDD countries that have endorsed the 
UNDRIP, as explained in the annex draft UNREDD-FCPF Guidance on IP 
participation. 
  
The same guidance - however - seems to renounce to the pursuance of highest 
standards when it specifies that: ffective 
stakeholder engagement that underpin both  the FCPF and UNREDD Programme 

 
and consensus building reflecting broad community support should emerge from 

 Yet here NO reference is made to FPIC as the possible highest standard 
between UNREDD and FCPF, which appears to be at odds with principles established 
in footnote 1. 



Additionally, while FPIC is referred to as a principle to in a selected number of cases 
where the UNREDD is the lead agency, the existing list of information that is 
required for this component contains NO reference to any action to be undertaken to 
ensure the proper respect of FPIC, nor of the measures to be put in place to ensure that 
FPIC is sought from IPs throughout the whole REDD process.  Nor is FPIC reflected 
in the related consultation standard (Standard 1c, page 22). 
   
It is therefore suggested that at least among the documents to be provided explicit 
reference is made for UNREDD countries, countries where UNREDD and FCPF 
operate together and for REDD countries that have endorsed the UNDRIP, to 

participation and consultation, but also respect for FPIC in relation to the design, 
planning and the implementation of REDD readiness plans and activities affecting 
indigenous peoples. 
  
In any case, the content of this section might be changed or influenced by the 
provisions contained in the final version of the annexed Guidance on IP participation 
(Annex B) that is still in draft form as of October 29, 2010. Therefore it would be 
useful to know what is the process to provide comments to this draft as well as the 
forthcoming UNREDD FPIC guidance to be developed at a later stage next year and 
mainstreamed in operational terms in the body of the RPP template. 
   
D. LAND TENURE AND PROPERTY RIGHTS 
  

tenure, resource use rights and propert
from the annexed Guidance on IP participation that might provide space for 
misinterpretation.  
 
The RPP  and carbon assets, including 
community (collective) rights, and introducing better access to and proprietary 
control 
Principles of effective stakeholder engagement, 9 g) is required. Again, the need to 
clarify information is made clear, but how this should be done and how issues 
identified should be acted upon is not specified. More explicit practical guidance is 
needed on how to deal with vital tenure and property rights issues in the RPP 
template. 
  
E. PROVISION FOR A GRIEVANCE MECHANISM 
 
An important element to be considered is the provision for a grievance or redress 
mechanism. At page 16 the RPP template states
redress mechanisms in place that allow disagreements to be elevated to a neutral 
authority, or discuss how such a mechanism could be put in place with stakeholders 
during the meeting at the National and local level.  Point e. in the annexed draft 
Guidance on Participation of Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest Dependent 

and redress must be established and accessible during the consultation process and 
throughout the implementation of REDD-plus policies and mea  



The extent to which the independence of and accessibility to such mechanisms for 
affected communities or individuals are ensured is still unclear and requires more 
explicit explanation in the template. 
 
E. PROVISIONS ON SAFEGUARDS STILL RISK LOOPHOLES 
 
Section 2b on  REDD-  details the cases when WB Safeguards 
would apply, and contains some interesting language: 
issues should be considered for enhancing the formulation of the REDD+ strategy and 
for safeguarding the preparation and implementation of the Readiness Package as 
follows: 
  

environmental and social risks should follow a work plan to comply with the WB 
safeguard polic , 

his country-led approach to 
safeguard application does not seem to be in line with normal World Bank procedures 
and leaves too much discretion to the REDD country that first is not bound to use the 
current template, and secondly would apparently have the discretion to decide which 
World Bank safeguards would apply. 
 
Only before the RPP preparation grant is signed would the Country Participant and 
the World Bank jointly identify which of the ten safeguard policies are likely to be 
triggered by the REDD-plus readiness activities. 
 
There thus seems to be a potential disconnect between the discretion of the REDD 
country government may have to first determine the applicable safeguards, and then 
the proposal to jointly decide with the Bank which are the applicable safeguards just 
before the signing of the Readiness Preparation Grant.  
 
This might leave space for interpretation and could provide a serious loophole in the 
sense of disconnecting any possible commitment to comply with the safeguards from 
its operational implications that should be described in the RPP. 
  
This potential serious loophole in due diligence threatens to undermine what is 

Readiness preparation through the World Bank will be required, as an operational 
mechanism, to ensure compliance with WB safeguards.   
 
These apparent inconsistencies in RPP guidance need to be rectified to make clear 
that rigorous measures need to be put in place to ensure that safeguard measures are 
properly triggered as required by Bank policies. 
 
F. MRV FOR SAFEGUARDS AND INDEPENDENT MONITORING 
 
This section (page 46) contains some useful elements related to MR for safeguards 
and independent and participatory monitoring systems. For instance, the component 

a system to measure and monitor -



and environmental safeguarding. 
 
This is better specified in page 51 under , 
where the draft template says: 
the country. These benefits potentially include e.g. biodiversity conservation, 
ecosystem services, and other environmental and social benefits and forest 
governance, rural livelihoods an  
  
It is also important to stress that the guidelines 
mechanisms for establishing independent monitoring and review, involving civil 
socie  specific reference here to indigenous peoples 
would be advisable. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

 Update the World Bank Policy on Indigenous Peoples as soon as is practicable 
to ensure consistency with norms established under UNDRIP and related 
international human rights instruments, including standards to fully respect 
FPIC for indigenous peoples 

 Ensure ambiguity on common standards and due diligence is removed in the 
guidance 

 Remove confusing and apparently conflicting language on consultation 
requirements during the RPP formulation and implementation phases, 
clarifying that meaningful and culturally appropriate consultation is required 
during RPP development 

  
 Strengthen guidance on analytical work and measures to respect indigenous 

peoples land rights and rights to natural resources 
 Remove language that may create perverse incentives to engineer consent 

 
 Provide more detailed guidance on addressing country international 

obligations on the rights of indigenous peoples and forest dependent 
communities in the R-PP 


