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Evaluation Block 1

Preparation for the UN-REDD FPIC Process

Issue 1: FPIC Facilitation Team: Suitability and Competency
	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Language Skills

(10)
	Can the team communicate directly with local people, without intermediate translation?
	a. Interview with team leader – what were the key competencies sought in recruiting process?
	a. Language skills prioritized (1)



	
	
	b. Curriculum Vitae or application forms of team members – local language indicated 
	b. >50% fieldworkers claim proficiency (2)

   25-50% fieldworkers claim proficiency (1)

	
	
	c. Feedback from local communities – confirmation of language ability


	c. >90% local respondents report no language difficulties (5)

  50-60% local respondents report no language difficulties (1)

	Ethnicity

(2)
	Does the team reflect the ethnic variation of the communities in the FPIC process?
	a. Interview with team leader – what were the priorities in profiling team members?
	a. Overall ethnic make-up of team prioritized (1)



	
	
	b. Curriculum Vitae or application forms of team members – ethnicity indicated
	b. All ethnicities in FPIC area represented in the team (1)

	Gender

(3)
	Does the gender balance of the team allow for gender equity in the FPIC process?
	a. Team member composition


	a. Gender balance of fieldworkers no less than 66-33 (1)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – gender sensitivity of team members
	b. >90% local women report no discomfort during  process (2)

	Age

(3)
	Is the age profile of the team conducive to full disclosure by local communities?
	a. Team member composition


	a. Field team includes > 33% over 40 yrs (1)



	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – respect for elders
	b. >90% local elders report no disrespect during process (2)

	Consultation experience

(6)
	Can the team demonstrate competency in participatory consultation processes?
	a. CV/applications of team members – experience indicated


	a. > 50% team members claim experience of FPIC or other participatory consultation process (1)

 

	
	
	b. Interviews with team members – what are the key principles of participatory consultation?


	b1. >90% team members understand principle of local ownership of consultation process (5)

50-60% understand principle (1)

	
	
	
	b2. >50% claim principle of FPIC process is to obtain consent (-5)

 10-20% claim principle of FPIC process is to obtain consent (-1)

	UN-REDD knowledge

(4)
	Do all team members understand the principles, progress and and current status of the UN-REDD country program?
	a. Interviews with team members – what are the principles of the UN-REDD country program?
	a1. >90% team members can describe elements of readiness program (3)

 70-80% can describe readiness (1)



	
	
	
	a2.  >30% team members claim UN-REDD program will market forest carbon credits (-3)

 10-20% claim this (-1)

	Legal knowledge

(4)
	Does the team understand the international legal basis of the FPIC process?
	a. Interview with team leader – what is the country’s international obligations to FPIC?
	a. Team leader can describe UNDRIP (2)



	
	
	b. CV of senior team members – expertise in legal issues relating to indigenous peoples
	b. Team leader and one other senior team member claim experience in IP issues (2)



Issue 2: FPIC process design
	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Existing FPIC guidelines

(5)

(If identified by evaluation team)
	Were relevant existing national guidelines for FPIC processes incorporated appropriately into the UN-REDD FPIC process?


	a. FPIC process report – references and analysis


	a1. Reference made to existing guidelines (1)

a2. Analysis identifies necessary adaptations to existing guidelines for UN-REDD context (2)


	
	
	b. Interview with team leader – how does FPIC for UN-REDD differ from other FPIC processes?


	b1. Explain modifications to existing guidelines (1)

b2. Explain how programmatic aspect of UN-REDD affects approach to FPIC (1)


	Governance context

(21)
	Is the local governance context understood by the team and reflected in the FPIC process design?
	a. FPIC process report – description of existing decision-making processes
	a1. intra-community decision-making process prioritized over official channels (2)

a2. local government decision-making process described (1)

a3. Distinctive features of various traditional decision-making processes identified (2)

a4. Shortcomings of traditional and official decision-making processes, in terms of equitable representation,  described (2)


	
	
	b. Interviews with team members – understanding of power relations and social structures
	b1. independent institution representing indigenous peoples provided team with advice on local governance (3)

b2. distinguish between social structures of indigenous peoples and those of other forest-dependent communities (1)

b3. identify power imbalances within indigenous peoples and local communities (2)


	
	
	c. Feedback from local communities – familiarity and comfort with approaches used during FPIC process

	c1. >90% local respondents reported no discomfort with FPIC process (5); 50-60% reported no discomfort (1)

c2. >90% respondents report no disruption to existing power structures (3); 70-80% report no disruption (1)


	National legislative context

(5)
	Has the legal framework supporting or otherwise affecting the FPIC process been understood and reflected in FPIC design?
	a. FPIC process report – reference and analysis
	a. description of relevant legislation concerning local consultation in planning processes (1)

	
	
	b. Interview with team leader – how was legal framework incorporated into FPIC process?

	b1. Explain how legal framework affects FPIC process (1)

b2. Describe changes made to FPIC process (2) 

	Cultural context

(10)
	Has the team distinguished between indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent communities, and their respective customary practices?
	a. FPIC process report – description of ethnic diversity in study area


	a1. – All indigenous peoples accurately identified (1)

a2. Other forest-dependent communities and settlements of mixed ethnicity accurately identified and described (2)

	
	
	b. Interviews with team members – understanding customary forest practices 
	b1. Identify customary forest practices of the indigenous peoples (1)

b2. Identify customary forest practices of other forest-dependent communities and settlements of mixed ethnicity (2)

b3. Identify the differences in customary forest practices of the indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent communities and settlements of mixed ethnicity (2)

	
	
	c. Feedback from local communities – agreement with customary forest practices identified


	c1. >90% of local respondents agreed with the description of customary forest practices (2); <50% of local respondents agreed (0)

	Limitations to process

(3)
	Were the limitations to the FPIC process foreseen and addressed?
	a. FPIC process report – description of limitations faced


	a1. Limitations to time, financial and human resources, information, and availability of capacity building identified (1)

a2. Measures to address these limitations identified (2)

	Incorporating feedback

(15)
	Was a system for recording views and concerns incorporated into the FPIC process?
	a. FPIC process report – reference and analysis
	a1. System to record views and concerns established (1)

	
	
	b. Interviews with team members -  description of feedback system
	b1. Explain the process involved in the system (1)

b2. Explain how grievances are addressed (2)

b3. Mechanisms for an appeal process by an independent party established (2)

	
	
	c. Feedback from local communities – practicality of the feedback system
	c1. >90% local respondents aware of the existence of the system (2); >50% local respondents aware of existence (1)

c2. >90% local respondents who utilized the system were satisfied with the results (5); >50% local respondents were satisfied (1)



Evaluation Block 2

Implementation of FPIC Process

Issue 1: Initiation of Consultation Process

	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Permission to engage

(5)
	Did the team obtain a clear invitation from the communities themselves?
	a. Interview with team leader – from whom was permission sought to visit communities?


	a. Direct request to communities (2); Contact made through local authorities (-1)



	
	
	b. Feedback from local community leaders – from whom did they first hear of consultation process?
	b. Through community representatives (3); directly from team members (2)

	Local representatives

(6)
	Did the team communicate through valid/legitimate representatives of the local communities?
	a. Interview with team leader – what were the criteria used to identify valid community representatives?
	a1. recommended through civil society networks (2);

a2. recommended by government officials (-1);

a3. ability to facilitate consultation process (1)

	
	
	b. Feedback from community leaders – did their chosen representatives know about the consultation process
	b. 80% claim their representatives were aware of the process when contacted (3); 40-60% claim they were aware (1)

	Initial meeting arrangements

(10)
	Were the initial meetings arranged in a way to generate local ownership of the FPIC process?
	a. Interview with team leader – how were initial meetings with communities arranged?


	a. Communities asked to suggest timing and arrangements for meeting (2); Communities offered options for timing and given > 2 weeks advance notice (1); local government or political officials used to negotiate arrangements (-2)



	
	
	b. Feedback from community leaders – how were initial meetings arranged?
	b1. Communities controlled meeting arrangements (2); communities were consulted and received sufficient notice (1)

b2. Venue for meeting in community (2); venue outside village, team provided support for all necessary reps to attend (1)

	
	
	c. Feedback from local communities – were arrangements for initial meeting convenient for local people?


	c1. meeting held at an appropriate time of day (1)

c2. meeting avoided clashes with busy agricultural season, or other period of heavy workload (1)

meeting avoided clashes with events of cultural significance (1)

c3. the right of all local people to participate in the consultation process were clarified (1)



Issue 2: Decision-making processes
	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Ownership of process

(7)
	Did local communities have control over the movement between stages of the FPIC process?
	a. FPIC process report – are stages of the consultation process clearly defined and time-bound?
	a. Stages of consultation follow specific priorities and agenda of each individual community (2); Clearly defined stages and duration for stages of consultation process (-2)


	
	
	b. Interviews with local community leaders – what boundaries did the FPIC team put on completion of process stages?
	b. <90% community leaders report no boundaries imposed on completion of consultation process (5); 50-60% report no boundaries (1)


	Role of representatives

(14)
	Were community representatives held accountable for their role in the decision-making process?
	a. Interviews with FPIC team – what is the role of community representatives in decision-making processes?
	a1. <90% team members describe community representatives as intermediaries between team and community (3); 70-80% describe them as intermediaries (1)

a2. >50% team members describe community representatives as decision-makers on behalf of community (-3); 30-40% describe representatives as decision-makers (-1)


	
	
	b. Feedback from community members – did designated representatives exceed their authority?

	b1. >90% respondents confirm that decisions reported by community representatives accurately represent consensus opinion (5); 50-60% confirm this (1)

b2. >90% respondents confirm that the community can penalize representatives if they misrepresent community position (3)

b3. >80% respondents say FPIC process assisted community in holding their representatives accountable (3); 40-60% say this (1)


	Intra-community consultation

(21)
	Were discussions in the community conducive to full participation of all community members, including women and youth?
	Interviews with local community leaders – how were internal group consultations conducted?

	a1. Government or other official presence at all key local meetings (-2); Officials must be informed of all local meetings (-1)

a2. Meeting times and agendas were flexible (2)

a3. FPIC team could be summoned to provide support and advice as required (3); FPIC team were present at all meetings to provide support and advice (2); 

	
	
	b. Feedback from local community – were respondents able to take part in internal discussions during FPIC process?
	b1. >90% respondents say they could access advice and support directly from the FPIC team (4); 60-70% say this (1)

b2. >90% of respondents say that all community members could raise issues at meeting (4); 60-70% (1)

b3. >90% say discussions among smaller interest groups were recognized and issues emerging from these discussions were raised at community meetings (4); 60-70% (1)

b4. >90% respondents say opposition to and/or negative comments about the UN-REDD program were freely expressed at community meetings (4); 60-70% (1)


	Documentation
	Was the decision-making process recorded faithfully?
	a. FPIC process report – does the report include or refer to documentation of community-level consultations?
	a. Report refers to community-level documentation of FPIC process (1)



	
	
	b. Interviews with community leaders – can they produce documents which corroborate the FPIC team’s official account of the process?
	b. Community leaders can produce evidence of community meetings and discussions related to the FPIC process (1)

	Capacity building

(7)
	Did the FPIC process allow a mechanism for internal and independent discussions of community members and identify and address gaps in the ability of communities to hold these discussions?
	a. Interview with team leader – did the FPIC team have a capacity building strategy?
	a1. Records of capacity building events are produced (1)

a2. Funds were set aside to address capacity building needs for negotiations within communities (1)

a3. Capacity building needs assessments, for internal negotiation skills, were carried out in each community (2)


	
	
	b. Interviews with community leaders – were disadvantaged members of the community offered assistance to engage in community-level meetings?
	b1. Women-only discussions were facilitated by FPIC team (1)

b2. FPIC team assisted local youth to represent their views at community level (1)


Issue 3: Information and Communication Strategy

	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	UN-REDD information dissemination

(12)
	Was information about the UN-REDD program disseminated to ensure maximum possible awareness among all individuals and in language and form appropriate to their level of literacy/ understanding?
	a. Interview with team leader – how, how often and when was information disseminated?
	a1. Multiple media used: radio, TV, texting etc used as well as printed materials (3)

a2. Information relayed primarily in the main language of communication at community level (1)

a3. Public events used to distribute UN-REDD information (1)
a4. Official and civil society intermediaries used to help disseminate UN-REDD information (2)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – when and how did they receive information on UN-REDD?
Were they able to ask for clarification or additional information/ elaboration?
	b1. Information on UN-REDD received well in advance of first contact regarding FPIC process (3); information received at time of first FPIC contact (2); information received only after FPIC process initiated (-2)

b2. Information on UN-REDD available in local language(s) and/or commonly used languages before FPIC process began (1)

b3. Information received from more than one source independently before FPIC process began (1)

	Content of information

(20)
	Was the information accurate and relevant to the concerns of local people, providing answers to their key questions?
	a. Materials used in FPIC process – are materials suited to the needs of local people?
	a1. Information includes basic data on status (cover and quality) of land and forests (1)

a2. Information includes review of existing rights of indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent communities relating to forest use, access and ownership (2)

a3. Includes potential risks, implications and benefits of UN-REDD program activities (2)

a4. Prominently advertises contact details for further information on UN-REDD from local source (1)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local community – how did the information help them during the FPIC process?
	b1. >90% of respondents say they had formed some opinions of the benefits and risks of UN-REDD before FPIC process began (5); 50-60% had formed opinions (1)

b2.  >80% respondents say the initial information helped form questions for FPIC team on UN-REDD (3); 40-60% say this (1)

b3. >90% respondents say the materials helped them to explain UN-REDD to others (3); 70-80% say this (1)

b4. >80% can explain how carbon dioxide provides the key link between forests and climate change (3); 40-60% can explain this (1)

	Access to alternative sources (12)
	Were the communities able to obtain information on UN-REDD from alternative sources?
	a. Interview with team leader – how were communities assisted to find alternative sources of information?
	a1. Contact details of national and local individuals and organisations working on REDD/climate change provided to community representatives (1)

a2. Funds/resources allocated to help community representatives explore other sources of information (1), these funds used (2)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – were they exposed to a range of opinions and information sources on UN-REDD, REDD and climate change?
	b1. >90% respondents agree that they have received a wide range of opinions on UN-REDD (5); 50-60% agree (1)

b2. >50% respondents can identify a source of information critical of UN-REDD (2); 30-50% can do this (1)

	
	
	c. Interviews with community leaders – did they have access to sources of information on UN-REDD, apart from the FPIC team?
	c1. Community leaders can produce a list of contacts approached for information on UN-REDD (1)

c2. Community leaders provide records of local meetings where a range of information sources were discussed with the local community (1)

	Time allowed

(21)
	Was sufficient time allowed for communities to understand the UN-REDD program before making a decision?
	a. Interview with FPIC team members – was there an upper limit on the time allowed for communities to understand UN-REDD program?
	a. >90% respondents say no limit – as much time as required (5); 50-60% say this (1)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – were decisions made before the UN-REDD program was understood by the community members?
	a1. >90% say they have enough information to form an opinion on UN-REDD program (5); 50-60% say this (1)

a2. >80% can describe main activities of UN-REDD program (3); 40-60% can describe them (1)

a3. >90% confirm that there was always provision to request clarification and additional information from FPIC team and others (5); 50-60% say this (1)

a4. >80% say they will continue to seek information on UN-REDD program in future (3); 40-60% say this (1)


Issue 4: Transparency and ‘good faith’ indicators
Instead of an emphasis on scoring, evaluation of this issue may rest on the search for a number of ‘red flag’ indicators of poor process. Evaluation team should prepare a list of such indicators, for example:

· Un-authorised payments between FPIC team and local communities

· Collections of signatures/thumbprints from communities as the sole evidence for a decision

· Consistent political affiliation of FPIC team members

· Evaluation team denied access to some sectors of community

These indicators cannot be assessed through direct questions at interview.

	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Information manipulation
	Is there evidence of the UN-REDD program being misrepresented through the FPIC process? 
	a. Materials used in FPIC process – are they consistent with current knowledge and uncertainties, covering both positive and negative potential impacts and consequences of activities
	a. Materials draw on a range of information sources (not only UN-REDD)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – is understanding consistent with current knowledge and uncertainties
	b. Local communities display a range of views on UN-REDD (i.e. not identical phrases repeated by all respondents)

	Engineering consent
	Were community representatives or other important influencers of local opinion provided with incentives to deliver consent, or threats of negative consequences from withholding consent?

	a. Interview with Community leaders – what are the advantages of UN-REDD program to their communities
	How well do the leaders and the other community members’ answers compare?

	
	
	b. Feedback from communities – what are the advantages of UN-REDD program and what are the implications of their decision to give or withhold consent
	

	Enlistment of allies
	Did the FPIC process favour the involvement of individuals or organizations for their political or intellectual viewpoints?
	a. CVs/applications of FPIC team members
	

	
	
	b. Interviews with community leaders
	

	Invalid documents
	Do the documents produced through the FPIC process represent the actual process and/or outcome?
	a. FPIC process report – 
	Do communities recognize the claims made in the report?

	
	
	b. Feedback from communities - 
	Do community members have reservations regarding the recorded outcome of the process?


Issue 5: Grievance and review mechanism
	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Accessibility
	Did a grievance and review mechanism exist during the FPIC process which was effectively available to all members of all communities involved?
	Did they know about it?

Did they know what it was for?

Did they know who to contact?

	feedback from community members

	Independence
	Was the grievance and review mechanism linked in any way with the FPIC team?
	Was it linked through personnel (same people on FPIC team and on the G+R M)?

Was it linked through access (have to go through FPIC team to access the G+R M)?

	

	Impartiality
	Was the G+R M linked in any way to a particular political or intellectual agenda?
	
	

	Mandate to take action
	Were actions and decisions taken under the G+R M enforceable?
	
	Were the issues/ complaints raised addressed properly and sufficiently?


	Representation
	Did the make-up of the G+R M reflect the gender, ethnic, religious and political balance within the area under the FPIC process?
	
	


Evaluation Block 3
Verification and Interpretation of Outcome
Issue 1: Verification of the outcome 
	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Content of the outcome

(5)
	Was the outcome of the UN-REDD FPIC process clearly elaborated and reasonably justified?
	a. FPIC process report – what is the outcome
	a1. The outcome of the UN-REDD FPIC process documented (1)

a2. Terms of the outcome explained (2) 

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – did the outcome reflect decision made
	b. Local communities agreed with the documented outcome (2); local communities disagreed with the documented outcome (-2)

	Awareness of the outcome

(12)
	Was the outcome of the UN-REDD FPIC process widely disseminated and its implications understood?
	a. FPIC process report – information and communication strategy
	a1. Avenues to circulate the outcome outlined (1)

a2. Outcome translated into national and/or local language (2)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – aware and understand the implications of outcome
	b1. >90% local respondents aware of the outcome (2); >50% local respondents aware (1); <50% local respondents aware (-1)

b2. >90% local respondents aware that the outcome was translated into national and/or local language (2); >50% local respondents aware (1); <50% local respondents aware (-1)

b3. >90% local respondents understand implications of the outcome (2); >50% local respondents understand (1); <50% local respondents understand (-1)


Issue 2: Interpretation of the outcome 
	Element
	Key question
	Indicators
	Assessment

	Accuracy of the outcome

(3)
	Does the outcome reflect the decision of the local communities? 
	a. Feedback from local communities – were they consulted
	a. >90% local respondents agreed with the outcome (2); >50% local respondents agreed (1); <50% local respondents agreed (-2)

	Acceptance of the outcome

(6)
	Is the outcome acceptable to the local communities?
	a. Feedback from local community leaders – were they able to influence the outcome
	a. >90% local community leaders able to influence (2); <50% local community leaders able to influence (1)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – were they allocated enough time to make an informed decision
	b. >90% local respondents accept the time allotted  (2); >50% local respondents accept (1); <50% local respondents accept (-2)

	Credibility of the UN-REDD FPIC process

(5)
	Did the feedback mechanism work?
	a. FPIC process report – were cases referred to the feedback mechanism
	a. Cases referred to the feedback mechanism documented (2)

	
	
	b. Feedback from local communities – were their concerns or grievances properly addressed
	b. <90% local respondents satisfied with recourse (2); <50% local respondents satisfied (1)


Instruction One: Preparing for the Evaluation and Verification
A) Selecting an evaluation team

A good team is the key to conduct a successful UN-REDD FPIC evaluation and verification exercise. What makes a good team? 

Impartiality

Individual team members must be impartial to ensure that the outcome of the evaluation and verification process is treated with confidence. All efforts should be made to minimize conflict of interest. They must be independent, in that they do not, during the duration of the process, hold any positions of responsibilities or be directly involved with the UN-REDD program in that country. It is imperative that selected team members do not have vested interests in the outcome of the process.
Situations may arise where the government of the country of evaluation and verification, the UN-REDD agency, and institutions representing indigenous peoples and/or other forest-dependent communities wish to be part of the selection process. In this case, it is important that the selection process be implemented in a transparent manner and be supported by comprehensive documentation.  

Skills and knowledge
Collectively, the team should possess qualitative and quantitative professional expertise and experience. The team must demonstrate 

· Working knowledge of the UN-REDD program;

· Working knowledge of the FPIC process;

· Working knowledge of the national legal framework related to forestry and rights of indigenous and other forest-dependent communities; 

· An understanding of the national and local cultural and socio-economic contexts;

· Competencies in the national and/or common local languages; 
· Competencies in a variety of evaluation methodologies, specifically participatory processes and how to conduct such consultations; and

· Ability to effectively communicate with targeted audiences at different levels. 

Composition

In selecting team members, there should be gender balance and careful consideration of appropriate ethnicity and ages. These criteria should be considered in relation to the local conditions of the country of evaluation. 
B) Desk-based review

Prior to the field study, the team should be thoroughly familiar with the main output of the FPIC process conducted in the country of evaluation. This consists of, inter alia:

· Final report of the FPIC process in an UN language, and those made available in the national and local languages. Where possible, the team should check for consistencies in the various versions;

· Legally binding and/or authorized documents detailing the agreement concluded between the indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent communities, and the FPIC facilitators. This may take the form of a Memorandum of Understanding or letter of consent or other similar documents;

· All materials as a direct output of a communication and information strategy adopted by the facilitators. These comprise printed materials such as brochures, leaflets, pamphlets, information notes, notices or announcements made in the local printed media or through radio and/or television stations. The team should also be aware of information conveyed electronically, for instance, via official emails, designated websites or social networking sites;

· All materials related to capacity building for the indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent communities, if any. Examples of such evidence could include training manuals, reports of such training and their outcomes. 

The team should also be aware of supporting materials that were made available to the FPIC facilitators such as relevant UN-REDD documents, references to websites, information about the pilot districts, ethnographic information, and background readings. The team is not expected to scrutinize the supporting materials, an overview of the contents and a general understanding of their implications to the FPIC process will suffice. 

The team should assess the competencies of the FPIC facilitators. References should be made to

· Profiles or curriculum vitas of the FPIC facilitators, with “good fit” in mind;

· Terms of reference for the FPIC facilitators; and

· Records of activity conducted during the duration of the UN-REDD FPIC process.

Instruction Three: The UN-REDD FPIC Evaluation and Verification Flowchart
Evaluation team preparation:  All team members to ensure that they are fully updated on knowledge of the following issues: UN-REDD program, national legislative framework for indigenous peoples and community rights, international context of FPIC processes and relevant treaties.

The team must then have access to all materials provided to the FPIC team by the UN-REDD program.  This are not to be evaluated themselves, but FPIC documents and processes can be evaluated against them.

Indicators (sources of information) will be addressed in the following order:

1. FPIC process report

2. Materials used during FPIC process

3. Interview with FPIC team leader

4. Interviews with FPIC team members

5. Interviews with community leaders

6. Feedback from communities

At each stage, scan through the entire toolkit (Blocks 1-3) to identify the key questions that should be addressed.

The progression of the evaluation process (order of questions asked) is determined by the sources of information, NOT by the order of the blocks or elements.

Instruction Four: Reporting Guidelines
The following is a general guide to the format of the final report for the evaluation and verification of the UN-REDD FPIC process. 
A) Introduction

Clearly state the objectives of the report and its intended recipients. A short description of the national, regional and local contexts of the country of evaluation and verification should be provided, with particular attention to the indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent communities sampled. 

B) Main Findings

This section presents the overall conclusion of the exercise, and provides a rationale as well as primary justifications for the conclusion. It should briefly describe key contributing factors and include a short explanation of the scoring system used. 

C) Categories of conclusion

There are two probable classifications for the conclusion based on an assessment of the three building blocks listed in section D below. 

1. Full pass 

The UN-REDD FPIC process has satisfactorily addressed the issues raised in section D below. No corrective action is requested. 
2. Corrective Action Requested (CAR) 

The level of CAR issued depends on the severity of non-conformity. A CAR can arise as a consequent of weaknesses in the UN-REDD FPIC process or as a result of human error. The evaluation team should therefore identify and differentiate the origins of these CARs in order to improve the process. However, the overall implications of the CAR must be assessed in relation to weighted scores assigned to each building block. Based on the team’s prerogative, each CAR issued must be fully justifiable. 

· A minor CAR is issued when non-conformity occurs in non-critical areas; inconsistent documentation of the UN-REDD FPIC process; poor translation of information and communication materials into the national or local languages. 
· A major CAR is issued when non-conformity occurs in critical areas; heavy political interference; absence of a complaints, grievance, review and appeals mechanism. 
D) Building blocks of the UN-REDD FPIC evaluation and verification exercise

There are three essential building blocks of the UN-REDD FPIC process the team must evaluate and verify. These building blocks are subdivided into issues, and assigned with weighted scores. The team is required to order their findings and interpretation of the scores to fit these blocks. The proceeding section provides an overview of these issues. 

1) Preparation for the UN-REDD FPIC process

a) FPIC facilitation team: suitability and competency.

i. Language skills

ii. Ethnicity

iii. Gender

iv. Age

v. Consultation experience

vi. UN-REDD knowledge

vii. Legal knowledge

b)
UN-REDD FPIC process design.

i. Existence of FPIC process guidelines

ii. Understanding the governance context

iii. Understanding the national legislative context

iv. Understanding the cultural context

v. Awareness of the limitations to the process

vi. Incorporating feedback

2) Implementation of the UN-REDD FPIC process.
a) Evaluation of the consultation process.

i. Initiation of consultation process

ii. Decision-making processes

iii. Information and communication strategy

iv. Understanding the UN-REDD program

v. Transparency and “good faith” indicators

vi. Grievance and review mechanism

vii. Stages in the consultation process and duration of each stage

3) Verification of the UN-REDD FPIC process 
a)
Verification of the outcome.

b)
Interpretation of the outcome.

E) Summary

This section outlines the key results of the UN-REDD FPIC evaluation and verification exercise. It summarizes the scores and highlights critical discrepancies observed between the UN-REDD FPIC process report and the field study.  

F) Recommendations
The team should recommend the best course of action for each CAR that has been issued. This will help to improve subsequent UN-REDD FPIC process. 
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