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Comments from- Comment How will this be addressed 
(to be completed) 

Ghana 
Kwasi Dankama Quarm 
 

General Observations 
(1) The roles and functions of the NEA  
/ NSC and GEA / GSC are almost parallel to each other to the extent that its administration will 
be difficult on the ground.  The lines of responsibility, supervision reporting and leadership are 
unclear. 
(2)  The NSC and the GSC should not only have oversight responsibilities but some level of 
control and ownership on behalf of IPLCs.  
(3)  The linkages between these institutions should be properly drawn up 

 

TC MEMBER-GHANA 
Samuel Dotse 
 

Specific Observations 
Framework para20:  
With reference to the statement “The NSC will have not more than 15 (fifteen)” we suggest 
that this (should be 9 (nine) instead of fifteen for the purposes of effective decision making.)  
Framework para26:  
Organizations including legally registered community based non-profit making  
Framework para33.3:  
 strengthening of organizational and networking capacities of indigenous peoples and local 
community groups (including community-based civil society organizations) to participate in 
national and local policy, strategy and planning processes related to FIP and other forest 
related activities 
Framework para36: 
Non-Governmental Organizations including legally registered community-based groups and 
networks of Indigenous Peoples and local communities in a FIP pilot country who are non-
state actors and who have: 
 

 
 

 Brazil 
Marco Aurélio S. Araújo 
Coordenação-Geral de 
Políticas para Instituições 
Internacionais 
Secretaria de Assuntos 
Internacionais  
Ministério da Fazenda 

General Observations: 
Let me highlight that our comments are grounded on the preparation process for the 
elaboration of Brazil’s DGM project. We have made the first public consultation to discuss a 
proposal for the national DGM component, which has been very fruitful and engaging. The 
peoples of the Cerrado are very much interested to be involved in this process, and we are 
hopeful that we will be able to follow the timeline for approval of our DGM project this year. 
In that regard, we have some comments on two issues contained in the document. We 
understand that the concept of flexibility should be clearly affirmed in the document, as an 
essential principle for the effective implementation of the framework on FIP pilot countries.  
Also, we consider that the composition of the National Steering Committees should be 
decided on a national basis, according to the national context, in consultation with indigenous 
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peoples and traditional communities. The DGM should complement national policies, 
supporting IPLCs participation in the development of the FIP investment strategies, programs 
and projects. This will only be achieved if we can maintain a fruitful dialogue between IPLCs 
and the government in the NSC, preventing the DGM from becoming a stand-alone project 
unable to really bring relevant impacts on peoples’ livelihoods. 
 

IDB  Specific Observations: 
Framework para36 (C):  
same as IBRD on this point 
Framework para38:  
Why is this restricted, I understood that they will not have priority but could apply on behalf of 
and if chosen by IPLC. IDB to Check with their LEG/SGO department to see if requires policy 
exception. 
Framework para50:  
Add language included in the revised paragraph 37 
Framework para20:  
Regarding the statement “The NSC will have not more than 15 (fifteen) decision-making 
members, all from IPLCs. In addition, observers will be invited to the NSC from the 
government, private sector, MDBs and other agencies as appropriate. The final size of the NSC 
will be determined by the stakeholders in the country.” IDB Comments “Is this initially? 
Otherwise first and last sentence contradict. Please revise. 
 

 

Lao TC Specific Observations: 
Framework para (D) 36:  
this grant should not be provided to the INGOs (International NGOs) even though those 
organizations work with IPs!!! 
Framework para (D) 36 (a):  
based on the country context on CBO, the CSOs decree was endorsed in late 2009 only and 
most Local CSOs are in the process of registering their organisations base on this Government 
decree. Thus, we would like to propose that the number of functional years is reduced to “at 
least 1 yr” 

 

Mexico 
DIANA NACIBE CHEMOR SALAS 
Unidad de Asuntos 
Internacionales y Fomento 
Financiero 
Comisión Nacional Forestal 

General Observations: 
DGM process in Mexico- CONAFOR received a draft of the DGM Framework Operational 
Guidelines on January 8th. These guidelines define the common framework for the 
implementation of the DGM and will serve as guidance to all stakeholders participating in the 
program. After a detailed review of the document referred to, one of the main aspects 
highlighted as a priority issue to be further discussed is the role of the Government in the 
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DGM. Although the DGM Framework Guidelines represent only a global approach, and 
individual country documents will be drafted, it is important to allow flexibility for each 
country in the decision making throughout the implementation of the project. This flexibility 
should be reflected in the document. 
 
Recognizing that this program is unique, and that the beneficiaries have a leading role in the 
governance of the projects, the Government should be able to participate with an active role 
in both the National and the Global Steering Committees, mainly to:  
 
-Guarantee consistency among the national efforts to enhance rural development and 
sustainable forest management projects. Alongside the IPLC’s representatives, the public 
sector should put forth an aligned vision for the DGM implementation that enhances the 
IPLC’s capacities and participation in FIP and other REDD+ processes, and at the same time, 
strengthen the ongoing REDD+ strategy implemented by the Government 
 
-Align and monitor DGM outcomes consistent to FIP objectives: The Government (and the 
National Forestry Commission in particular) has the task of surveying all FIP projects and their 
alignment with the FIP objectives.  
 
-As there are several other regional and local initiatives in the country towards capacity 
strengthening, with which the DGM projects could be complemented, the Government could 
be the bridge between them, helping to spread these initiatives and thus promoting a greater 
impact. 
 
Specific Observations: 
Framework para21:  
What would happen when the self proposed members exceed the agreed number (p.e. 15) 
who will make the final choices? 
Framework para22: 
 It is not clear the designation process of the NEA 
Framework para22:  
Regarding the statement “The NEA will enter into a financing agreement with the 
corresponding MDB in the country” comments that “It repeats in the next paragraph” 
Framework para23:  
We think there should be an established amount of funding for the NEA. As we understand it, 
other than the funding, the NEA will have to rely on its own human and technical resources to 
carry out all activities expected? 
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Framework para37:   
Prefers IDB suggested revised para 37 
Framework para40:  
This is a very important issue regarding NEA selection, since they have to show both ability 
and willingness to execute all related activities 
Framework para46, 2nd bullet point:  
What kind of agreements will validate the “broad support”? 
Framework para40:  
Regarding the statement “The NEA team may conduct site visits with applicants and assist 
with the development of their plans, including the formation of partnerships or linking the 
applicants with relevant technical support providers” comments this is also important to 
considerate during NEA selection.  
Framework para49: 
 It would be important that the selection of these also include site visits 
Framework para50: 
 It is a bit unclear the reporting process at national level. Is there follow through or some 
results report regarding the expected impacts and project results? 
Systematize and disseminate this information would stimulate the exchange of experiences 
Framework para63:  
There should be a very close collaboration here, so the complaints received by CONAFOR can 
reach the NEA in time. CONAFOR is currently working in strengthening its grievance 
mechanism, and it could be a key part in gathering information from IPCL’s 

Burkina Faso (Civil society 
members) 

General Observations: 
-Include a glossary in the document with the aim of facilitating a harmonized understanding of 
the terms used (for example, indigenous people, local communities). 
-In the view of the group, the National Steering Committee (NSC) and National Executing 
Agency (NEA) proposed in the guidelines to govern the DGM at the national level are 
appropriate. 
-Consideration should be given to inter-professional organizations (for example, the table 
filière karité) among civil society organizations (CSOs) that are potential members of the NSC.  
-Consideration should be given to the gender quota (in particular women and vulnerable 
groups) in the composition of the NSC.  
-Subnational level should be understood as villages, communes, and regions, in accordance 
with Burkina Faso’s decentralization legislation.  
-For purposes of operational implementation of the mechanism in Burkina Faso, the NEA 
should build on current national steering committee experience with projects/programs. 
Specific Observations: 
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Framework para33: 
Add Suggested Activities: 
-Training for local communities in project design 
Capacity-building in the area of cutting techniques and fodder conservation  
-Mapping of actors and capacity-building needs  
Framework para34: 
Add Suggested Activities: 
-Promote appropriate and innovative endogenous or traditional technologies instead of 
indigenous technologies  
-Promote indigenous and local land development practices  
Framework para35: 
Add Suggested Activities: 
-Energy plantations (fuel wood, timber used for electricity poles, etc.) 
-Establishment of the infrastructure and facilities for the production, processing, and 
conservation of products  
-Promotion of fodder crops  
-Promotion of modern livestock farming (intensive) 
-Development of non-timber forest products (collection, production, processing, marketing, 
etc.) instead of the collection and processing of non-timber resources  
-Promotion of technologies that reduce the consumption of fuel wood (improved stoves, etc.) 
Other projects related to renewable energy supply (biogas, etc.) 
Sec C Thematic Areas and Potential Activities 
Add the following “Research/Action related to Forest Conservation” as a fourth thematic area 
with the following suggested Activities: 
-Capitalization and dissemination of forest and land management techniques and good 
practices  
-Establishment of databases (local knowledge) 
-Promotion of innovative environmental and forest protection and conservation techniques 
(for example, introduction of bees for pollination purposes, maintenance of genetic stock, and 
bio-indication)  
Framework para36: 
Suggested changes for language in the text as follows: 
Non-governmental organizations, groups, and networks of indigenous people and local 
organizations in an FIP pilot country who are non-State actors and have: 
(a) Legal status established in accordance with the national laws in effect, an active bank 
account, and have been operating for a minimum of two years (as evidenced by technical and 
financial activity reports);   
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(b) Indigenous and local groups that do not have any legal status or do not yet have a bank 
account or activity reports covering a two-year period may submit an application through an 
organization that meets these criteria, provided that the group plays a prominent role in 
implementation of the activity financed by the grant.  
(c) Member representatives of indigenous people and local populations and transparent 
governance procedures or a transparent organizational structure. 
Framework para37: 
Suggested changes for language in the text as follows: 
-No international NGO or local branch of an international NGO, ministerial department or for-
profit corporation (with the exception of partnerships and cooperatives), or Dedicated Grant 
Mechanism executing agency in an FIP pilot country may apply for grants under the Dedicated 
Grant Mechanism.  This provision does not, under any circumstances, prevent self-governed 
groups of indigenous people or autonomous local populations operating locally and composed 
of indigenous or local populations from receiving grants under the Mechanism. 
 

AIDESEP, Peru Track Changes and Supporting Comments 
Framework para2:  
Insert “… of their ecosystem functions, including” after “…sustainable forest management…” 
in the definition of REDD+. 
comment:  
The conservation of carbon is better guaranteed through the holistic vision and management 
than if isolated. 
 
Framework para 8(a): 
Insert “and its specific alternatives on Climate Change and  Redd+ intercultural adequacy” 
after the word “pilot countries” 
comment: 
The “Redd+ Indígena Amazónico” is proposed in Peru and Brazil, with similarities and 
differences of conventional Redd+ that involve its intercultural adequacy.  
 
Framework para 9: 
Insert “… respecting specific alternatives of every IPLC” at end of paragraph 
See supporting comment for Framework para 8 (a) 
 
Framework para 10: 
Insert “… and its alternatives on climate change” after “…traditional knowledge and 
indigenous forest management systems.”  
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See supporting comment for Framework para 8 (a) 
 
Framework para 16: 
Insert “01 representative of IPLC international territorial organizations of regions in pilot 
countries” at the end of bullet point 2 (observers) 
comment: 
Respect the international IPLC structures used by national IPLC organizations of pilot countries 
 
Framework para 18: 
Insert “… as well as the Green Climate Fund” after “…GEF Small Grants Program” 
comment: 
IPLC cannot or should not be linked only to one part of climate funds, but also to others, and 
specially those of greater scope, as GCF 
 
Framework para 22: 
Insert “… according to plans and direction adopted by NSC.” After “…implementation of grant 
funded projects to ensure the appropriate use of the DGM” 
comment: 
NEA is only the operational secretariat of NSC, it cannot not replace it, and this needs to be 
specified. 
 
Table2, Indigenous Peoples, Local and Traditional Communities: 
Insert “…… generate funding and planning initiatives of NSC and DGM as a whole” as new 
bullet point 
comment: 
It is important to empower IPLC to propose improvements of DGM 
 
Table2,  Global Steering Committee, bullet point2: 
Insert “… respecting national indigenous processes.” after “Intellectual and Policy Guidance” 
as a qualifier 
 
Table2,  FIP Country Government, bullet point2: 
Replace “civil society leadership” with “IPLC in the DGM execution and management” 
comment: 
DGM belongs to IPLC and not to the “civil society” in general, which is different. And it should 
only lead its administration and not its general management. 
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Framework para 24: 
Insert “… and of Green Climate Fund” at the end of paragraph 
comment: 
see comment at para18 
 
Framework para25 B(iii): 
Insert “(and of its intercultural adequacy)” after “…relevant to REDD+” 
comment: 
see comment at para 8a 
 
Framework para25 C: 
Insert “(and expandable)” after “illustrative” in the title as a qualifier  
comment: 
Highlight that this is only an example, and that can be expanded or modified 
 
Framework para25 C: 
Insert  “ i. Clearing of the property of IPLC territories, that consolidates the safety of their 
ownership and property rights, as well as their holistic management” as a new item in list 
comment: 
Although this list is an example, it cannot disregard the main and strategic aspect of IPLC, on 
territorial safety, essential to participate and insist on REDD+, which needs to be promoted at 
global level 
 
Framework para25 C(i): 
Insert “… and its intercultural adequacy territorial safety” after “…from successful community 
REDD+ /forest relevant experiences”  
Insert “…territorial security” after “…for example” 
 
Framework para26: 
Strike out “Non-Governmental Organizations, groups and networks” and replace it with 
“territory-based international organizations for indigenous peoples and local communities” 
comment: 
The DGM should insist on territories with forests, where territorial IPLC organizations are 
located, since they are representatives, as owners, in strategic decisions on REDD+. This is not 
the case of generic IPLC “group, networks”, that are usually located in cities or are 
intermediaries of territorial organizations. This specification regarding the beneficiaries 
guarantees the adequacy, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and strategic impact. 
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Otherwise, a reduced amount will actually reach forests and communities (?). 
 
Framework para29(ii): 
Insert “… safety of land tenure” after “…one for more thematic areas of the DGM” 
 
Framework para29(iii): 
Insert “…… it will be considered, but will not be final” as a qualifier after “….projects and 
programs supported by it” 
comment: 
There are some differences between FIP decided by States and the opinion of IPLC on DGM. It 
would be much better if they coincided, but if not, no parameter can be imposed on NSC 
regarding its future decisions. 
 
Framework para29(iv): 
Insert “…… in its territories and forests” after “the activities directly benefit IPLCs…” 
comment: 
see comment on para 26 
 
Framework para29(v): 
Insert “…… and IPLC alternatives of intercultural adequacy of” after “mitigation, adaptation 
and co-benefits…” 
comment: 
see comment para 8 a 
 
Framework para31(iii): 
Insert “… safety of land tenure” after “…sustainable management of forest landscapes, 
including…”  
comment: 
same second comment at para25C 
 
Framework para33, first bullet point: 
Insert “Land titling through clearing of property” at beginning of sentence 
comment: 
Land titling needs to be specified, since capacities are different (?). Also see second comment 
at para25C 
 
Framework para33, fourth bullet point: 
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comment: 
Funding provided to IPLC is limited, and cannot be further reduced in DGM to be shared with 
other NGOs that have much more funding than such IPLCs. The same applies to indigents who 
have more priority in public policies than IPLC. 
 
Framework para33, fifth bullet point: 
Insert “…life plans, ethno zoning, holistic management of resources…”  in the brackets after “… 
“technical skills” 
 
Framework para33, sixth bullet point: 
Insert “… and its intercultural adequacy…” after the word REDD+ 
 
Framework para34, first bullet point: 
Insert “or natural regeneration” after “…such as reforestation…” 
 
Insert “(excluding plantations)” at the end of this sentence 
comment: 
There is the danger of including monoculture and oil palm in Redd+, with the excuse of 
reforesting allegedly degraded areas, but without allowing forest auto regeneration.  
 
Framework para35: 
Same as Framework para33, first bullet point: 
 
Framework para36c: 
It needs to be explained better. Normally, beneficiaries include the registered organizations, 
but they need to have representatives, unless funds are to be allocated to people and not to 
organizations. If so, this should be removed.   
 
Framework para38: 
Restriction should be maintained. Those NGO have more funding sources than IPLC, and 
ambiguities that favor such intermediation instead of empowering IPLC should be avoided.   
 
Framework para42: 
No authority should be imposed on the NSC of the countries. If the NSC also wants to avoid 
the fragmentation of funds and impacts to concentrate them in two or three scale strategic 
and expensive programs, as Land Tenure and Forest Management, within a consensus, this 
option should not be denied, but more regulations or conditions should be applied to make it 
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feasible.   
 
Framework para46, second bullet point: 
Insert “save for cases where it is an affirmation of territorial rights against third parties” as a 
qualifier after “Grant activities will not be carried out on lands which are under dispute…” 
comment: 
Differentiate between contested lands among IPLC and the cases of dispute of rights of IPLC 
against intruders, or general incertitude of land tenure that significantly affects the feasibility 
of any type of REDD+. 
 

GAIA (Groupo Autonomo para 

la Investigacion Ambiental) 
Framework para20: 
I think the civil sector/society should be included as separate from the private sector, since 
they are not necessarily involved within IPLC.  
 
It is important to have a balance among stakeholders, with a representation of IPLC 
accounting for no less than 40% of the total.  
 
How are we going to ensure that those IPLC or CSO that are part of one of these entities, will 
not be removed from the selection process or benefits of the grant mechanism? If I 
understand well, the paragraph suggested by IADB would involve eliminating the conflict of 
interests, but I think that we need to review and ensure that this is going to happen.  
 
Framework para36: 
The exclusion of INGO does not clearly indicate the possibility of coordinating other actions of 
other NGO linked to IPLC. This difference needs to be clarified in the text.  
 

 

IBRD-Brazil General Observations: 
[General editing of text, needs clean up] 
Specific Observations: 
Framework para20:  
Reconsider the proposition that the National Steering Committee should be composed by 15 
decision-making members – all from IPLCs. Reason: we consider that if IPLCs endorse the 
participation of state representatives as voting members in these committees, it makes no 
sense a rule vetoing it. In our ongoing consultations in Brazil, this issue has emerged and there 
is apparent support for the idea that government agencies (Ministry of Environment and 
FUNAI) have seats on the NSC, whereas IPLC representatives keep the majority of its seats. 
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IBRD 
 

Specific Observations: 
Framework para20: 
-Regarding the statement “Their main function will be to select proposals and monitor 
progress of the projects” The IBRD comments “Will they also be providing technical assistance 
during implementation?” 
Framework para24B: 
- Concerning the criteria for funding, will these be weighted differently and/or do all 5 have to 
be present in the proposal? 
Framework para24C I and ii: 
- There is a lot of funding for these kinds of activities and the main criticism has been that 
there is no loopback with the community ie one rep goes to a conference or workshop and 
there is no obligation to share it with their community or others. Perhaps additional 
consideration/points could be given for proposals that include some kind of trickle down for 
the community or others that might be interested in the workshop contents or proceedings. 
Framework para37: 
Regarding IDB’s suggested revision for this paragraph, IBRD comments, “I suggest having 
procurement look at this – this is enormously difficult to determine in reality.” 
Framework para38: 
Suggest sticking to the positive criteria rather than including a negative list ie must be an 
indigenous organization. Next question is whether indigenous organizations as executing 
agency could hire a non-indigenous or international NGO to provide technical assistance. 
Framework para39: 
Who mediates appeals or investigates any complaints of possible corruption? 
Framework para40: 
Regarding the statement “NEA will offer the applicants technical assistance to develop the 
project idea, and present it to the NSC” IBRD comments, “This process should also be subject 
to some clear criteria and a fair and transparent process.” 
Framework para48: 
Regarding the statement “specific cases”, IBRD suggests using more specific language 
regarding the nature of these cases. 
Framework para57: 
-Regarding the statement “with the dedicated staff member within the NEA.” IBRD comments 
“The TOR for this position should include this type of work as one of the qualifications or 
specialized training should be provided.” 
 -Regarding the statement “…If the NSC cannot resolve the issue,” IBRD comments “It would 
be useful to indicate how much time the NEA has to try to resolve the dispute before it is 
escalated to the NSC.” 
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-Regarding the statement “ the majority of grievances filed can and should be resolved on the 
spot by the dedicated staffer within the NEA.” IBRD comments “This would be great but what 
is appeal mechanism if the complainant is not satisfied with the decision of the staffer? Would 
customary forms of dispute resolution be used?”  
Framework para57: 
Regarding the statement “ …on the GEA’s website and NEA websites and radio”, IBRD suggests 
including “or other culturally and/or socially appropriate means of communication 
Framework para63: 
Will this include the cases that were resolved using customary forms of dispute resolution? 
Framework para64: 
Assumes a certain level of access on the part of the complainant ie internet access for the 
website, phone access for the complaint numbers etc. Suggest including some adaptations for 
those who may not have this access ie community members. 

IBRD 
 

Framework para36 (c):  
Are we saying that they can receive the grant funds? If these are not organizations that are 
registered, we are contradicting the previous paragraph. Can we remove this point? 
 

 

 

 


