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Abstract: Free, prior, and informed consent, or FPIC, is a crucial component of reducing emissions
from deforestation and forest degradation in developing countries (REDD+) projects. This study
addresses a significant research gap regarding FPIC in the context of REDD+ projects, with a focus on
the Implementation of Governance, Forest Landscapes, and Livelihoods (I-GFLL) project in the Lao
People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR). This research aimed to evaluate the FPIC’s components
and implementation. We employed a literature review of the FPIC implementation reports from 242
targeted villages involved in the I-GFLL project and face-to-face interviews with 12 key informants.
The research found positive aspects, such as female team membership, boosting ethnic women’s
participation; the exclusion of forestry officials to foster an open dialogue; and respect for project
rejections, displaying adherence to the FPIC principles. However, some challenging aspects were
also highlighted, such as the exclusion of civil society organizations (CSOs) and non-government
organizations (NGOs) and the loss of their expertise; limited team knowledge of forestry/climate
change, hindering communication; short consultation durations; and an incomplete understanding of
technical terms due to the project’s novelty, raising concerns. The study emphasizes the importance of
crafting FPIC teams that promote communication, respect community rights, and, ultimately, ensure
successful project implementation.

Keywords: FPIC; Lao PDR; REDD+ project; indigenous peoples; ethnic group lands

1. Introduction

Under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC),
the initiative known as “Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation in
Developing Countries” (REDD+), which considers the role of conservation, the sustainable
management of forests, and the enhancement of forest carbon stock in developing coun-
tries, is regarded as an international policy mechanism for the mitigation of global climate
change [1,2]. REDD+ has a substantial global impact, influencing forest management world-
wide, particularly in developing countries, whose populations rely on natural resources [3].
Referring to the UNFCC, safeguarding requires the “full and effective participation” of
communities reliant on forests in formulating and implementing REDD+ [4–9]. The success
of REDD+ relies heavily on the participation of local people in forest conservation [10].
It is thus expected that providing local communities with certain rights and control over
their resources will result in more successful implementation [11–16]. REDD+ projects
can have significant impacts on the rights and livelihoods of local communities, such as
displacement, the loss of land, and changes to traditional forest use [17,18].

The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People (UNDRIP),
adopted in 2007 [19], aims to address the historical and ongoing human rights abuses
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faced by indigenous peoples and to promote their rights to self-determination [20,21],
land [22,23], resources [21], education, and cultural preservation [24]. It represents a crucial
step toward the recognition of the rights of indigenous peoples and the promotion of their
full and equal participation in society [25]. The concept of UNDRIP is closely intertwined
with the REDD+ framework in terms of locals’ rights and their participation. UNDRIP
mentions that indigenous peoples have the right to their land, as stated in Article 10, which
prohibits the forcible removal of indigenous peoples from their lands and territories. This
means that no relocation should occur without the free, prior, and informed permission of
the indigenous peoples affected, an agreement on equitable and fair compensation, and, if
practicable, the opportunity to return. Another point of emphasis in Article 28 stipulates
that indigenous peoples have the right to restitution for the loss of lands, territories, and
resources that they traditionally owned, occupied, or used but were taken from them, used
against them, or damaged without their free, prior, and informed consent, or FPIC [19].

The global concept of FPIC is clear. The translation of the concept from international
to national policy is a highly intricate process due to the necessity for adaptation to diverse
sociopolitical contexts [26]. The increasing interest in REDD+ raises corresponding concerns
regarding its potential impact on both rural communities at large and, more specifically,
indigenous populations [27,28]. Nevertheless, it is crucial to emphasize that the components
of FPIC are vital to every REDD+ project. However, the UNDRIP does not delve into
the FPIC process. Instead, it honors the sovereignty of individual nations by allowing
them to choose the particulars of the process [6,29]. Although it does not specify how
implementation should occur, the UNDRIP serves as the foundation upon which nations
and programs develop their FPIC implementation frameworks [29].

FPIC has been developed and initially applied to development projects, resource
extraction such as oil and gas extraction, and other investment projects within indigenous
peoples’ land [30–32]. For example, in the mining sector, FPIC is typically intended to
address the violation of the rights of indigenous peoples globally, including indigenous
land rights, acknowledgment, respect for culture, the right to economic participation, the
means to ensure subsistence, and the right to a clean environment, among others [33]. FPIC
provides a mechanism to ensure that communities are fully informed and agree to these
impacts before they occur [32]. FPIC is incorporated as a crucial component of REDD+
activities. It can enhance the legitimacy and sustainability of REDD+ projects, as well
as promoting greater transparency and accountability in decision-making processes [34].
Additionally, it can help to reduce social conflicts and tensions between communities and
project developers.

FPIC is applied to any development projects that have a detrimental effect on the land
use rights, borders, resources, and livelihoods of the local people and on the environment.
Consequently, foreign efforts or projects involving natural resources must undergo the FPIC
process, and REDD+ should also align with this concept. Numerous local communities and
indigenous peoples depend on forest resources for their livelihoods, including gathering
firewood, hunting for food, rearing animals, collecting traditional medicine, and religious
practices [35]. In this sense, all development projects related to forestry need to incorporate
the FPIC process [10]. The FPIC process also ensures that all project participants have access
to the same information to make informed decisions [36]. Pham et al. [37] examined the
application of FPIC to three projects in Vietnam and noted that FPIC processes should be
adaptable and tailored to the local needs, emphasizing accountability, effective communica-
tion, and collective action. Additionally, the research conducted in nine cases across four
countries by Kane et al. [38] underscores that the enhanced participation of traditionally
marginalized groups within the FPIC process in Cambodia, Nepal, and Vietnam has the
potential to alleviate existing or potential conflicts. An example from Cameroon shows
that the FPIC process could exacerbate existing power imbalances and inequities [39]. On
the other hand, Alusiola et al. reviewed eight scientific research works with the aim of
exploring the drivers of conflict in REDD+ projects, and the study results showed that many



Land 2024, 13, 408 3 of 16

REDD+ projects undermined the FPIC process, which caused conflict in the implementation
of these projects [40].

The leading global organizations working on climate change mitigation and adap-
tation, such as the United Nations Collaborative Program on Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries (UN-REDD), the World
Bank, and the Green Climate Fund (GCF), focus on different aspects in the definition of
FPIC. UN-REDD defines FPIC as “the right of indigenous people to provide or withhold
their free, prior, and informed consent to acts by others that harm their land, territory,
and natural resources”. [41,42]. Meanwhile, the World Bank and GCF acknowledge the
importance of FPIC, but there are no universal terms [43,44]. Therefore, these organizations
have developed their own guidelines to address indigenous peoples in their projects. For
instance, the World Bank has formulated a safeguarding guideline known as the Indigenous
Peoples Planning Framework (IPPF) [45]. The GCF has also developed the Indigenous Peo-
ples Policy (IPP) and the Environmental and Social Policy [43]. In the IPP, the GCF defines
FPIC as “an iterative process, requiring indigenous peoples’ consent before a proposal for
GCF financing is considered by the Board. This is based on their independent deliberations
and decision-making process, with adequate information to provide on time, in a culturally
appropriate manner, in a local language understood by them, and through a transparent
and inclusive consultations process, including with women and youth, and free of coercion
or intimidation. Free, prior, and informed consent does not require unanimity and may be
achieved even when individuals or groups within or among affected indigenous peoples
explicitly disagree” [43]. The GCF recognizes other groups that refer to indigenous peoples
in different countries, as stated in the scope of the IPP: “. . .In other countries, they may be
referred to by other terms, such as “indigenous peoples and local communities”, “local
communities”, . . .“ethnic groups” . . .” [43].

The GCF is a leading global climate governance organization that provides funds to
129 countries for the mitigation of climate change [46]. The GCF was created by the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 2010 and began full
operation in 2015. In 2020, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR) launched
the I-GFLL project under this initiative. This project is being implemented collaboratively,
involving relevant government organizations at both the national and local levels, including
the REDD+ Division, Department of Forestry, and Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, as
well as local communities [47].

This study addresses a significant research gap regarding FPIC in the context of
REDD+ projects, with a focus on the Lao PDR. While FPIC has received increased atten-
tion globally [18], its effectiveness within REDD+ initiatives, especially in the Lao PDR,
remains understudied [37,48,49]. This research aimed to fill this gap by evaluating FPIC
implementation, focusing on the I-GFLL project. Two key issues guided the study: (1) the
identification and analysis of discrepancies, examining differences between FPIC guidelines
and their actual implementation, with a focus on team members and the FPIC process; and
(2) the impact of discrepancies on outcomes, investigating how the identified differences
affect the overall FPIC implementation outcomes. Through this analysis, the study seeks
to provide insights into the challenges and successes of FPIC within the REDD+ context,
contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of the FPIC role in sustainable de-
velopment projects. The I-GFLL project in the Lao PDR serves as a valuable case study,
offering lessons that are applicable globally to enhance FPIC implementation and support
successful REDD+ initiatives.

2. Methods

This study employed mixed methods. Initially, an exhaustive literature review was
conducted, encompassing academic articles, government reports, project documents, donor
reports, and guidelines. The aim was to assess the extent of the advantages and chal-
lenges related to the implementation of free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) in the
I-GFLL project.
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Following the literature review, a face-to-face interview approach was employed
with key individuals associated with the I-GFLL project and FPIC implementation. This
aimed to provide a detailed analysis of how the FPIC process ensured the effectiveness of
villagers’ participation, particularly among ethnic groups. The interviews utilized open-
ended questions to delve into the current situation and gather perspectives on REDD+
and FPIC implementation. The interviews were conducted in the Lao PDR from October
to November 2022, involving 12 key individuals. This group included five government
officers responsible for the I-GFLL project from the Department of Forestry under the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, five consultants from the German Development
Cooperation (GIZ), and two government officers from the Division of Policy Planning
under the Department of Climate Change, Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment.

Content analysis was then applied to examine how FPIC was implemented, compar-
ing the guidelines with the actual practice. FPIC was carried out in 242 villages in the
13 targeted districts of the project, as mentioned in Section 3. The analysis was drawn
from the FPIC implementation reports of the I-GFLL project and insights gained from the
interviews. Differences were grouped into two main categories for comparison: the team
members of FPIC and the process of FPIC implementation.

3. The I-GFLL Project and the Implementation of the FPIC Process

The Implementation of Governance, Forest Landscapes, and Livelihoods (I-GFLL)
project was initiated by the Lao government, with the primary implementing body being the
REDD+ division of the Department of Forestry. The project aims to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from the forestry sector, enhance the absorption of carbon from the atmosphere,
and promote the sustainable management and effective utilization of natural resources,
specifically forests and land. The project comprises multiple components, including the
promotion and implementation of FPIC, the enhancement of village forest management
plans and participatory land use planning, the establishment of grants for village forests
and agriculture, and the promotion of sustainable, deforestation-free agriculture practices
and value chains [50]. The project has three key metrics: it aims to reduce emissions by
avoiding deforestation and forest degradation through project activities, equivalent to
5.6 million tons of CO2 over a 5-year project period; enhance the livelihoods of up to ninety
percent of a total 24,000 households; and obtain certification for result-based payment in
200 targeted villages [45]. The I-GFLL project received technical support from the GIZ and
funding support from the German Investment Bank (KfW) and the Green Climate Fund
(GCF) [46]. The project is implemented in three provinces: the Hoaphan, Louangprabang,
and Xayaboury provinces in the northern part of the Lao PDR. The I-GFLL project is an
extension of the CliPAD project, identified as the REDD+ pilot project until 2020 [51], which
covers 70 villages in two districts in Houphan province, located in the northern area, and is
scheduled for completion in 2024. In early 2023, the project completed the implementation
of the FPIC process in 242 target villages across 13 districts in the three northern provinces.
However, two villages declined to participate in the project, located in the Laoungprabang
and Xayaboury provinces. The project accepted their rejection and found two new villages.
Currently, the total number of villages targeted by the project is 240.

In the northern area of the Lao PDR, the majority of the region serves as a residence
for various ethnic groups [52]. The primary ethnicities in this area are Hmong and Kamu,
each with unique languages, and their livelihoods are predominantly reliant on the natural
forest [53,54]. The population of the targeted villages mostly comprises a combination
of the Hmong and Kamu ethnic groups coexisting in the village, although some villages
are exclusively composed of either Hmong or Kamu. The I-GFLL project, as a REDD+
project, might exert a negative impact on these ethnic groups. For instance, engaging in
project activities aimed at fostering forest protection and management has the potential
to exert additional pressure on these ethnic groups, particularly concerning their land
access and the utilization of forest resources. It is crucial to ensure that customary practices,
including shifting cultivation, are carefully preserved to prevent adverse impacts on these
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communities. To address these risks, specific measures of the customary use of land and
forests are integrated into the process of obtaining FPIC [55].

The FPIC process is integral to the I-GFLL project. It ensures the protection of the
rights of ethnic groups, engages communities in decision-making, mitigates adverse effects,
ensures that legal requirements are met, and establishes the foundation for a sustainable
and ethical approach to forest conservation and climate change mitigation. This process
has been applied to the target villages of the project.

The FPIC guidelines applied in the I-GFLL are based on the GCF’s IPP. Although the
Lao PDR has ratified the International Labor Organization Convention 169 on Indigenous
and Tribal Peoples [56] and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples (UNDRIP), its policies and laws do not recognize the concept of “indigenous
peoples”. Officially, the term “ethnic group” is used in the Lao PDR, instead of the term
“indigenous people” as mentioned under the UNFCCC agreement [57,58].

The term “ethnic group” is used in the Lao context to denote a group of people with
different languages, traditions, and cultures and who generally have a unique accent
associated with a particular geographical location. Referring to the National Assembly
(NA), Agreement No. 213 of 24 November 2008 only recognizes the Lao nationality, which
means that, regardless of ethnic background, all individuals are Lao citizens. Furthermore,
the NA has declared that all ethnic groups are legally equal regarding dignity and rights [59].
Therefore, this research applies the term “ethnic group” instead of “indigenous peoples”.

The guidelines for FPIC implementation were developed by GIZ technical consultants
and officially published in 2017 for application in the CliPAD project as a pilot model in the
two targeted districts in Houaphan province [60]. Following the completion of the CliPAD
project in 2019, the guidelines have been applied to the I-GFLL project. The FPIC guidelines
aim to streamline the steps, proposing the necessary tools and equipment to practically
assist the FPIC team at the village implementation level.

The FPIC process consists of three stages integrated into the project’s components,
namely FPIC1, FPIC2, and FPIC3. FPIC1 involves providing accurate and comprehensive
information about the project to enable villagers to either accept or reject the proposal
before its implementation begins. FPIC2 entails discussing the relevant drafts of the village
forest management documents with the villagers and introducing the project’s grievance
mechanism. FPIC3 involves obtaining signatures on the Village Forest Management Agree-
ment. Notably, FPIC1 is the most crucial step, representing the initial consultation with
the villagers. If the outcome of FPIC1 is the rejection of the project, FPIC2 and 3 cannot be
implemented in the village.

Referring to the I-GFLL project guidelines on FPIC implementation, the three distinct
phases of the FPIC process have different aims and participants, as shown in Table 1. The
FPIC process is shown based on specific topics, namely, the objectives, targeted participants,
decision-making, duration of decision-making, and time required to conduct FPIC. The
initial stage of the process involves FPIC1, which entails conducting consultations with
the local villagers concerning the project. Before conducting FPIC1, the FPIC team must
carefully review all the important activities of the village to ensure that the villagers can
participate in the consultation meeting to the fullest extent possible. The primary objective
is to provide precise and comprehensive information to the villagers. Information on
four topics is provided, namely global warming and climate change, the significance of
forests, the I-GFLL project information, and FPIC information. The second objective is to
discuss and seek the consent of the villagers to implement the project in their village. The
consultation is open to individuals aged 15 and above, residing within the village, while
project personnel are excluded from the process. If the villagers remain indecisive following
the consultation, they may request additional time for internal deliberations according
to the FPIC guidelines, which is typically between one and two weeks. To confirm their
consent, all participants are required to vote. Their consent is accepted when at least two
thirds or 66 percent of the total participants agree.
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Table 1. Characteristics of each FPIC stage in the I-GFLL project.

FPIC1 FPIC2 FPIC3

Aims

To provide necessary information
to villagers on four topics:

1. Global warming and
climate change;

2. Importance of forests;
3. I-GFLL project information;
4. FPIC information.

To discuss and seek consent of
villagers regarding
implementation of the project.

To discuss details of documents
with villagers and obtain
their consent:

1. Draft of the Village Forest
Management Agreement;

2. Five-year Village Forest
Management Plan;

3. Annual Village Forest
Management Action Plan.

To introduce grievance methods
related to establishment of Village
Forest Management
Agreement.To obtain consent of
villagers regarding
implementation of project.

To establish signing of Village
Forest Management
Agreement.

Target participants All villagers (≥15 years old). All villagers (≥15 years old).
1. Village authority;
2. Representatives of

ethnic groups in village.

Decision-making Acceptance or rejection of
I-GFLL project.

Accept or request amendments to
drafts of three documents;
Accept or reject I-GFLL project.

Approve or request
amendments to Village Forest
Management Agreement.

Percentage of consent Two thirds of participants or 66%. Two thirds of participants or 66%. No mention.
Duration of
decision-making

Immediately in meeting or after 1
to 2 weeks upon request.

Immediately in meeting or after 1
to 2 weeks upon request. No mention.

Time for
implementation

Most appropriate time for
villagers to participate in
consultation.

Most appropriate time for
villagers to participate in
consultation.

Most appropriate time for
villagers to participate in
consultation.

Source: table created by authors based on the FPIC guidelines and interviews with key informants.

FPIC2 is conducted on different days and is separate from FPIC1. The FPIC team
checks the schedules of the villagers to ensure that the consultation meeting will have as
many participants as possible. The first objective of FPIC2 is to discuss the Village Forest
Management Agreement (VillFoMA) developed by the government, to guarantee thorough
knowledge and obtain a consensus on areas for improvement according to the villagers’
preferences. The primary topic of discussion at this consultation is the draft of the Village
Forest Management Agreement, the Five-year Village Forest Management Plan, and the
Annual Village Forest Management Action Plan. The second objective is to introduce the
grievance system related to the establishment of the Village Forest Management Agreement,
to ensure that the villagers’ representatives are informed and understand the content of
the documents. The final objective is to seek the consent of the villagers to implement the
project. The villagers have the right to request more time to conduct internal discussions
and confirm their consent later, as agreed on the day of FPIC2’s implementation.

After FPIC2 is completed and the consent of the villagers is obtained, FPIC3 is per-
formed, which is a continuation of the preceding consultation. The objective of the third
consultation is to sign the Village Forest Management Agreement. There are two representa-
tive groups of participants, which represent the villagers and the government. The villagers’
representatives include the village authorities and representatives of the ethnic groups.
The government representatives comprise members of the district governor’s office, the
District Agriculture and Forestry Office (DAFO), and the relevant provincial government
agencies. The members of the FPIC team participate as facilitators and organize the signing
ceremony. The Village Forest Management Agreement is signed by the village authorities
and certified by the DAFO and a district governor on behalf of the government.
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The implementation of FPIC in the I-GFLL project begins at the central level, whereby
the FPIC team is established. Comprising members from diverse backgrounds outside
the forestry sector, the team aims to establish a space of trust and autonomy for villages’
decision-making related to forestry matters. This central team comprises officers from the
Lao Front for National Development (LFND) and National Lao Women’s Union (NLWU).
The provincial FPIC team members include officers from the Provincial LFND and LWU.
Similarly, the district FPIC team comprises officers from the District LFND and LWU.
The appointment of the district FPIC team is specified by the district committee and the
coordinators of the GFLL and I-GFLL project agreement, which is endorsed by the district
governor. The DAFO takes the lead in preparing the agreement. The implementor of FPIC
at the village level is the district FPIC team.

The training for the FPIC team was organized at each level. Initially, the central FPIC
team received training from GIZ consultants. The content covered basic information about
FPIC, emphasizing its significance, and guided the training of the provincial team regarding
the application of the guidelines. Subsequently, the provincial team conducted sessions for
the district team, focusing on the practical application of the guidelines and highlighting
key considerations at each step of implementation. The overall FPIC implementation of the
I-GFLL project is shown in Figure 1.
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4. Results
4.1. The Differences in Criteria and Team Member Selection between the Guidelines and
Actual Practice

Our main findings indicate five points: the inclusion of women, ethnic language
proficiency among the FPIC team members, the inclusion of Civil Society Organizations
(CSOs) or Non-Government Organizations (NGOs) in the FPIC team, the non-inclusion of
DAFO on the FPIC team, and the training of the FPIC team. The criteria for team member
selection in both the guidelines and practice are compared in Table 2.

The FPIC guidelines emphasize the importance of women’s inclusion, aiming to
achieve gender equity and build trust with women’s groups in the villages. The guidelines
state that at least two women should be included as members of the FPIC team. In practice,
the guidelines are successfully followed, and women from the Lao Women’s Union in the
district are included as FPIC team members, as shown in Table 2. In eleven out of thirteen
targeted districts, at least two members of the FPIC team, or 30% of the total members,
were women. Therefore, the women’s FPIC team conducted a women’s group discussion
that was designed to include female participants without the influence of the male group.
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Table 2. Comparison of district FPIC team members in the guidelines and in practice.

Guidelines

Primary
Team

Member

CSO or NGO
Inclusion in

OTM

Women
Inclusion in

TM

Ethnic Language
Proficiency of

TM

DAFO as
a TM

Number of
Training
Sessions

District FPIC
team

2 DLFND
2 DLWU

1 member if
possible

At least 2
members

At least 2
members

Should not
include a
forestry or-
ganization

As needed to
ensure the same
understanding
among team
members

Practice

Primary
Team

Member

CSO or NGO
Inclusion in

OTM

Women
Inclusion in

TM

Ethnic Language
Proficiency of

TM

DAFO as
a TM

Number of
Training
Sessions

Province District

LPB Nan 2 DLFND,
2 DLWU 0 3 2 0 1

Phonthong 2 DLFND,
2 DLWU 0 2 2 0 1

Viengkham 2 DLFND,
2 DLWU 0 3 2 0 1

Xiengngern 2 DLFND,
2 DLWU 0 3 2 0 1

XYR Hongsa
2 DLFND,
1 DLWU,
1 DLYU

0 1 2 0 1

Paklai
2 DLFND,
1 DLWU,
1 DLYU

0 1 2 0 1

Xayaburi
2 DLFND,
1 DLWU,
1 DLYU

0 2 2 0 1

Thongmixay
2 DLFND,
1 DLWU,
1 DLYU

0 2 2 0 1

HP Hiem
2 DLFND,
2 DLWU
(2 DAFO)

0 3 2 2 1

Sabao 2 DLFND,
2 DLWU 0 2 2 0 1

Viengxay
2 DLFND,
2 DLWU
(2 DAFO)

0 4 2 2 1

Xamtai 2 DLFND,
2 DLWU 0 2 2 0 1

Xone
2 DLFND,
2 DLWU
(2 DAFO)

0 3 2 2 1

TM = team members; OTM = optional team members; LPB = Louangprabang; XYR = Xayabury; HP = Hoaphan;
DLFND = District Lao Front for National Development; DLWU = District Lao Women’s Union; DLYU = District
Lao Youth Union; DAFO = District Agriculture and Forestry Office (assigned in the FPIC team agreement).

However, in the remaining two districts, only one woman was included, and an
additional member from the Lao Youth Union (LYU) was included instead. The LYU
is recognized as a mass organization in the Lao PDR, responsible for organizing and
leading youth activities while protecting the rights and interests of Lao’s multi-ethnic
youth. These two districts not only prioritize women’s issues but also focus on youth
issues, particularly those affecting ethnic youth in the targeted villages. Among the young
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participants, the percentages of both women and men in these two districts were higher
than in other districts.

Regarding the ethnic language proficiency of the FPIC team members, the villagers
in the targeted villages speak the Hmong, Khmu, and Lao languages. The Hmong and
Khmu ethnic groups have their own languages. The FPIC guidelines require the FPIC
teams to include at least two members who can communicate in these ethnic languages
or are native speakers from the respective ethnic groups. The guidelines also emphasize
that the language usage in the consultation should be based on the participants’ own
language. In practice, all FPIC teams selected officers who spoke Hmong, Khmu, or Lao
and assigned them to ensure effective communication with all villagers. However, the
FPIC team occasionally faced challenges in translating technical terms associated with
forestry and climate change, as these terms did not have equivalents in the Hmong and
Khmu languages. According to the project manager, this communication challenge became
evident when the villagers in two villages misunderstood the information provided, leading
to the rejection of the project in these villages. Consequently, the project had to identify
alternative villages to participate in the project.

The guidelines state that the FPIC team can include CSOs or NGOs in the team if
they are available and active in the area. However, the results showed that, in practice, no
optional members are included in the FPIC team, although numerous CSOs and NGOs are
currently engaged in activities related to rural development within the designated project
areas. According to the coordinator of the I-GFLL project, the reason that CSOs and NGOs
are not included in the FPIC team is that the existing mass organization is already active and
well implemented regarding the engagement of specific ethnic groups, women, and youth,
enhancing the consultation and development activities. The government considers mass
organizations such as the Youth Union, Women’s Union, and Lao Federation of a Trade
Union to have the same role as CSOs. However, the lack of inclusion of CSOs and NGOs in
the REDD+ working group or at any stage of the REDD+ process may lead to difficulties
in collaboration that may be time-consuming to resolve. Therefore, all districts assign
members of these mass organizations to the FPIC team, instead of assigning representatives
of CSOs or other organizations.

The FPIC guidelines explicitly state that the FPIC team should not include any forestry
officials, in order to prevent the provision of biased information and to promote confidence
and autonomy in decision-making among the villagers. In practice, this guideline is
followed by ten districts. However, in three districts in the Hoaphan province, officers from
the DAFO are present in the FPIC team. The central government officer explained that
these assignments occurred due to a misunderstanding among the province and district
authorities themselves. According to the FPIC guidelines, training for FPIC team members
is required to ensure their comprehension of the project information, as well as forest and
environmental issues. Three district authorities believed that the FPIC team should include
the DAFO, since the DAFO was responsible for setting up the training of the FPIC team.
However, these district authorities decided not to participate in the implementation of FPIC
in the targeted villages to ensure that the DAFO officers followed the guidelines.

As the FPIC team consists of members from non-forestry sectors, the DAFO plays
a role in ensuring the FPIC team’s understanding of forestry and climate change issues
relevant to the project’s implementation in the targeted villages. This training is essential
to facilitate effective communication and discussions with the villagers. In practice, the
training was conducted only once, lasting a single day, for all FPIC team members before
the commencement of FPIC1 in the project’s targeted villages. The district FPIC’s imple-
mentation report acknowledged that the FPIC members recognized the training content
but expressed a need for additional training to further enhance their understanding of the
four main topics, as shown in Table 2.
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4.2. The Differences in the FPIC Process between the FPIC Guidelines and Actual Practice

The results demonstrate three differences between the guidelines and its implementa-
tion, encompassing the duration of decision-making, the selected period to conduct the
project, and the targeted participants, as illustrated in Table 3.

Table 3. The differences in the FPIC process between the guidelines and practice.

Issue Guidelines Practice

Duration of decision-making Immediately in the meeting or
after 1 to 2 weeks.

The decision was made on the
same day as the conclusion of
the consultation.

Period to conduct project

The appropriate time for
villagers. The FPIC team
needs to obtain information
on important events in the
village, such as festivals,
harvesting season, and
cultivation season, to ensure
that villagers have the
opportunity to participate in
the FPIC process.

The FPIC team conducted the
consultation during the rainy
season, which coincided with
the villagers’ cultivation
season.

Target participants FPIC1 and 2
All villagers (≥15 years old).

On average, 35% to 50% of
participants could attend for
FPIC1 and 2.

Source: created by authors.

The first difference concerns the time allocated for decision-making. According to
the FPIC1 guideline, the FPIC team should allow sufficient time for the villagers to decide
whether to accept or reject the project. As stated in the guidelines, the villagers have the
right to request additional time, up to a maximum of two weeks, to make their decision.
However, based on the FPIC1 implementation reports, all targeted villages provided their
consent on the same day as the consultation, despite the FPIC team acknowledging the
villagers’ right to request more time if needed. In the case of FPIC2, the participants were
able to give their consent on the consultation day, and for FPIC3, the consultation was
conducted on the following day.

Another difference was the timing of the FPIC consultation. The guidelines state that
the FPIC team must consider all village activities that may make it difficult for the villagers
to participate in the FPIC consultations, such as religious events, festivals, the cultivation
season, and the harvest season. However, in some villages, FPIC1 was conducted during
the cultivation season, from March to April, when most villagers were very busy cultivating
their rice and crops. This timing significantly affected the number of participants, resulting
in low participation rates. The FPIC team aimed for active participation, with an average of
35% to 50% of the total targeted participants taking part in the consultation. The project
consultant interviewee explained that this timing was chosen due to the delayed transfer
of funds for project implementation. Conducting FPIC1 during this period was necessary
to ensure timely progress in the project’s tasks and to avoid further delays.

5. Discussion

The study revealed several positive aspects related to the project. The composition
of the devised FPIC team members was conducive to the implementation of FPIC. Firstly,
the assignment of women to the FPIC team effectively followed the guidelines. The female
members of the FPIC team had a positive impact in terms of increasing women’s participa-
tion, especially regarding women from ethnic groups. Ethnic women are often regarded
as a marginalized group in public discourse, particularly in consultations. Traditional
gender roles and cultural beliefs within their respective ethnic communities cause them
to contribute less to such discussions. However, with the presence of female members in
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the FPIC team, a comfortable environment was created that was conducive to effective
consultations, particularly group discussions, ensuring that women had opportunities to
freely express their views without being influenced by men or village authorities. Although
some district FPIC teams had reduced numbers of female team members, we found that
it did not significantly affect the contributions of female participants, because there was
still a woman on the team. Secondly, regarding the participation of NGOs/CSOs, the
government, believing that mass organizations play a similar role to CSOs, considered
them important and successfully engaged more ethnic people, women, and young people
in developing the activities. Mass organizations have robust vertical networks, with repre-
sentatives in each village linked to higher levels, namely the district and provincial levels.
This structure facilitates information dissemination and resource mobilization. Thirdly, the
exclusion of the DAFO from FPIC implementation in the villages relieved the villagers
of any hesitancy in expressing their opinions on forestry matters. The villagers were able
to engage in frank and open discussions regarding forest management issues, without
experiencing any perceived pressure from government officials. This, in turn, fostered a
sense of confidence within the FPIC team during FPIC implementation. Fourthly, the FPIC
team was established to ensure the inclusion of members proficient in the languages of
the different ethnic groups, considering the presence of ethnic minorities. The FPIC team
members possesses the ability to effectively articulate and discuss technical terminology
in the languages of the involved participants. This shows that the FPIC team successfully
ensured coherence among the FPIC guidelines and practice. Existing studies also highlight
the significance of the composition of the FPIC team. For instance, Tan et al. [61] found that
the composition of the FPIC team was important to the successful implementation of FPIC
in the REDD program in Vietnam.

Another notable result was obtained regarding the project’s approval during the FPIC
consultation. The FPIC team diligently adhered to the FPIC principles, whereby a project is
required to honor the decisions made by the local community members. This demonstrates
the degree of respect afforded to the ethnic groups residing in the targeted villages. Respect
for the rights of local communities to reject the REDD+ project is fundamental to FPIC [62].
While there have been numerous cases in which local communities were unaware of their
right to refuse a project [39,63], it is notable that FPIC was successfully implemented in this
particular project.

However, we also found negative aspects in the FPIC team’s composition. Firstly,
regarding the involvement of mass organizations, CSOs and NGOs were excluded from the
FPIC process. Mass organizations such as the Lao Front for National Development (LFND)
and the Lao Women’s Union (LWU) have indeed succeeded in encouraging the participation
of ethnic groups and women. However, in the designated project areas, several CSOs and
NGOs were engaged in activities related to rural development, and they already recognized
the FPIC principles and had experience in implementing the FPIC process in their projects.
Through the inclusion of these CSOs and NGOs, the effectiveness of the FPIC process could
be increased. Their inclusion could save time and manpower, as they would require less
training on FPIC. Secondly, the FPIC team, composed of non-forestry organizations, faced
challenges in effectively communicating the complicated notions of forestry and climate
change to participants due to their limited knowledge in these areas. The current training
program, with a single day of training and one training session, was too short to achieve
the objectives of the training and a comprehensive discussion. It must be mentioned that
the dissemination of forest knowledge to FPIC members has been notably restricted. Kane
et al. [38] explored nine REDD+ projects in four countries (Cambodia, Myanmar, Nepal,
and Vietnam), and the study found that the most significant challenge in implementing
FPIC was the limited capacity of the FPIC team, which is relevant to our findings.

Another issue regarding the FPIC process is that the project’s timing for FPIC imple-
mentation was inadequate, considering the villagers’ commitments. Firstly, in practice, the
project failed to consider the period chosen for the implementation of FPIC. The project
instead focused on conducting FPIC as quickly possible due to delays in completing the
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necessary activities as funds were not transferred to the district team, which led to the
careless timing of FPIC implementation in the village. The FPIC process was implemented
during the rainy season, which coincided with the cultivation season in the targeted villages.
This had a significantly negative impact on the number of participants. As the villagers
who missed the consultation did not participate in the final vote, they could not provide
their consent. Potential conflicts may thus arise during project implementation, particularly
in terms of comprehending the benefits and impacts of the project on the other villagers.
Secondly, the duration of the consultation, namely a single day, may not provide sufficient
time for the villagers to engage in thorough deliberations amongst themselves, to arrive at
a consensus regarding the acceptance or rejection of the proposed project. Certain villages
that lack prior involvement in any forest-related initiatives may require deliberation to
ensure consent from all parties involved. Although the system may require fast decisions, it
must be acknowledged that the time period chosen was too short to consider the opinions
of the villagers. Tegegne et al. [39] observed that there was insufficient time provided to
the communities to reflect and organize decision-making in the FPIC process. This research
aligns with our findings, emphasizing the critical importance of allocating sufficient time
to engage villagers in the FPIC process.

A significant point to note in this research is the project’s rejection by some of the
villages. Although the rejection of the project by the villages was accepted, which is highly
commendable, we must consider the specific factors that led to this rejection. Technical
terms and the novelty of certain topics led to gaps in understanding, despite the proficiency
of the FPIC team members in the ethnic languages. Additionally, the absence of influential
authorities in the FPIC1 consultations due to the cultivation season affected the decision-
making in FPIC2, highlighting the significant influence of the village authorities on overall
decision-making. Improvements should be made in translating technical terms into ethnic
languages and managing the timing of the workshops organized by the team in the villages
before starting FPIC implementation. The allocation of additional time for preparation
and careful consideration during project management is crucial, as suggested by other
studies [37,64].

6. Conclusions

This study focused on the integration of the FPIC process within the I-GFLL project,
funded by external donors. Overall, the project adhered to the FPIC guidelines, but chal-
lenges persisted in its effectiveness and inclusivity. To address these issues, the following
recommendations are proposed.

The average number of participants in the FPIC consultation meeting was low, poten-
tially failing to capture the opinions of all villagers, despite the involvement of the village
authorities. From this perspective, the implementers should carefully consider the villagers’
schedules and commitments before conducting FPIC. Notably, people aged 15 and over,
who constitute the primary labor force of the family, are often absent from their villages
during the cultivation season. Additionally, it is recommended to allocate additional time
for decision-making in the village, providing space for the villagers to deliberate and gather
opinions among themselves before arriving at a final decision.

To further enhance the FPIC’s effectiveness, the government should involve experi-
enced CSOs and NGOs in the process. This would enable the utilization of their resources,
including both financial resources and expertise. Additionally, strengthening the coordina-
tion with these entities is crucial to acknowledge and uphold the rights of local communities,
especially ethnic groups.

While the utilization of DAFO support in training proved beneficial for the FPIC team,
a single day of training was insufficient to achieve the training objectives and facilitate com-
prehensive discussions. It is recommended that additional training sessions be conducted
for the FPIC team, accompanied by a thorough evaluation of their comprehension. This
assessment should be carried out extensively before initiating FPIC implementation at the
village level.
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To address the misunderstanding of technical terms, the implementer should advise
the village to designate villagers proficient in both the official language (Lao language)
and ethnic languages. The implementer should collaborate with these villagers to prepare
crucial information before the day of the meeting, ensuring accurate translation, particularly
for technical terms.

This study acknowledges several limitations that may have influenced the results. The
primary concern is the potential for an overly positive bias due to the sources employed.
The research relied on interviews conducted with government officials and consultants
involved in the implementation of the FPIC process, as well as on the implementation
reports submitted by these officials. This approach, while providing valuable insights into
the process from the implantation side, may not have revealed all potential issues.

The absence of interviews with village actors or other independent key informants
was another limitation. Their perspectives could have offered a more balanced view and
possibly revealed different results. The reasons for this were primarily constraints in
resources and access. However, the decision to focus on interviews with government
officials and consultants was based on their direct involvement and expertise in regard
to the FPIC process. Consequently, future research could benefit from including these
additional voices to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the FPIC process. Despite
these limitations, the study uncovered important findings and shortcomings regarding
the FPIC process. These findings contribute to the ongoing discourse on the subject and
provide a foundation for further investigation.

According to this study, there is potential for future research to enhance our under-
standing of FPIC implementation. Firstly, an in-depth examination of the role of gender
diversity in FPIC teams is needed to understand how the inclusion of women positively
influences the engagement of marginalized ethnic women in consultation processes, en-
abling them to express their views freely. Secondly, the factors leading to project rejection
by villagers, despite adherence to the FPIC principles, require more extensive exploration.
Lastly, conducting a cross-country comparative analysis is crucial to broaden the knowl-
edge of the FPIC process implementation. This would involve a comparative analysis of the
FPIC processes in different countries, aiming to discern variations in the FPIC principles
and practices.

Author Contributions: S.S. designed the research, collected and analyzed the data, and wrote the
manuscript. K.H. designed the research and supported the data analysis. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The research was funded by the long-term training of the JICA: SDGs Global Leadership
Program.

Data Availability Statement: The full data set is not publicly available due to privacy restrictions.
However, parts of the data presented in this study are available on request from the first author.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank the officers in the REDD+ division under the Department
of Forestry, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of the Lao PDR, and officers from the CliPAD project
and I-GFLL project, who provided essential internal documents and allowed us to interview them for
the research analysis.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Fletcher, R.; Dressler, W.; Büscher, B.; Anderson, Z.R. Debating REDD+ and its implications: Reply to Angelsen et al. Conserv. Biol.

2017, 31, 721–723. [CrossRef]
2. UNFCCC. 16 the Cancun Agreement; Presented at the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change; UNFCCC: New

York, NY, USA, 2010.
3. Brown, H.C.P. Gender, climate change and REDD+ in the Congo Basin forests of Central Africa. Int. For. Rev. 2011, 13, 163–176.

Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/24310666 (accessed on 10 October 2023). [CrossRef]
4. Phelps, J.; Webb, E.L.; Agrawal, A. Does REDD+ threaten to recentralize forest governance? Science 2010, 328, 312–313. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12934
http://www.jstor.org/stable/24310666
https://doi.org/10.1505/146554811797406651
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1187774
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20395498


Land 2024, 13, 408 14 of 16

5. Jagger, P.; Lawlor, K.; Brockhaus, M.; Gebara, M.F.; Sonwa, D.J.; Resosudarmo, I.A.P. REDD+ Safeguards in National Policy Discourse
and Pilot Projects. Analysing REDD+: Challenges and Choices; CIFOR: Bogor, Indonesia, 2012; pp. 301–316.

6. Danielsen, F.; Adrian, T.; Brofeldt, S.; Van Noordwijk, M.; Poulsen, M.K.; Rahayu, S.; Rutishauser, E.; Theilade, I.; Widayati, A.;
An, N.T.; et al. Community monitoring for REDD+: International promises and field realities. Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18, 41. Available
online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/26269362 (accessed on 10 October 2023). [CrossRef]

7. Venuti, S. REDD in Papua New Guinea and the Protection of the REDD Safeguard to Ensure the Full and Effective Participation
of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities. Asia Pac. J. Environ. Law 2014, 17, 131.

8. UNFCCC. Work Program on Results-Based Finance to Progress the Full Implementation of the Activities Referred to in Decision
1/CP.16, Paragraph 70. Decision 9/CP.19. Report of the Conference of the Parties on Its Nineteenth Session, Warsaw, 11–23
November 2013. FCC/CP/2013/10 Add.1. United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Bonn, Germany.
Available online: http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf (accessed on 20 October 2023).

9. Ramcilovic-Suominen, S.; Carodenuto, S.; McDermott, C.; Hiedanpää, J. Environmental justice and REDD+ safeguards in Laos:
Lessons from an authoritarian political regime. Ambio 2021, 50, 2256–2271. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Anderson, P. Free, Prior, and Informed Consent: Principles and Approaches for Policy and Project Development; RECOFTC and GTZ:
Bangkok, Thailand, 2011.

11. Corbera, E.; Estrada, M.; May, P.; Navarro, G.; Pacheco, P. Rights to Land, Forests and Carbon in REDD+: Insights from Mexico,
Brazil and Costa Rica. Forests 2011, 2, 301–342. [CrossRef]

12. Mustalahti, I.; Rakotonarivo, O.S. REDD+ and empowered deliberative democracy: Learning from Tanzania. World Dev. 2014, 59,
199–211. [CrossRef]

13. Resosudarmo, I.A.P.; Atmadja, S.; Ekaputri, A.D.; Intarini, D.Y.; Indriatmoko, Y.; Astri, P. Does tenure security lead to REDD+
project effectiveness? Reflections from five emerging sites in Indonesia. World Dev. 2014, 55, 68–83. [CrossRef]

14. Wylie, L.; Sutton-Grier, A.E.; Moore, A. Keys to successful blue carbon projects: Lessons learned from global case studies. Mar.
Policy 2016, 65, 76–84. [CrossRef]

15. Duchelle, A.E.; de Sassi, C.; Jagger, P.; Cromberg, M.; Larson, A.M.; Sunderlin, W.D.; Atmadja, S.S.; Resosudarmo, I.A.P.;
Pratama, C.D. Balancing carrots and sticks in REDD+: Implications for social safeguards. Ecol. Soc. 2017, 22. Available online:
http://www.jstor.org/stable/26270145 (accessed on 10 October 2023). [CrossRef]

16. Raftopoulos, M.; Short, D. Implementing free prior and informed consent: The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (2007), the challenges of REDD+ and the case for the precautionary principle. Int. J. Hum. Rights 2019, 23,
87–103. [CrossRef]

17. Birrell, K.; Godden, L.; Tehan, M. Climate change and REDD+: Property as a prism for conceiving Indigenous peoples’ engagement.
J. Hum. Rights Environ. 2012, 3, 196–216. [CrossRef]

18. Bayrak, M.M.; Marafa, L.M. Ten years of REDD+: A critical review of the impact of REDD+ on forest-dependent communities.
Sustainability 2016, 8, 620. [CrossRef]

19. UN. 2007. 61/295. United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Available online: https://www.un.org/esa/
socdev/unpfii/documents/DRIPS_en.pdf (accessed on 12 October 2023).

20. Barelli, M. Shaping Indigenous self-determination: Promising or unsatisfactory solutions? Int. Community Law Rev. 2011, 13,
413–436. [CrossRef]

21. Cambou, D. The UNDRIP and the legal significance of the right of indigenous peoples to self-determination: A human rights
approach with a multidimensional perspective. Int. J. Hum. Rights 2019, 23, 34–50. [CrossRef]

22. Gilbert, J. Indigenous Peoples’ Land Rights under International Law; Brill|Nijhoff: Leiden, The Netherlands, 2016. [CrossRef]
23. Mitchell, M.I.; Yuzdepski, D. Indigenous peoples, UNDRIP and land conflict: An African perspective. Int. J. Hum. Rights 2019, 23,

1356–1377. [CrossRef]
24. Rosnon, M.R.; Talib, M.A. Indigenous education rights: The Malaysian case. Int. J. Acad. Res. Bus. Soc. Sci. 2019, 9, 149–167.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
25. Cowan, A. UNDRIP and the intervention: Indigenous self-determination, participation, and racial discrimination in the northern

territory of Australia. Pac. Rim Law Policy J. 2013, 22, 247.
26. Angelsen, A.; Brockhaus, M.; Sunderlin, W.D.; Verchot, L.V. Analysing REDD+: Challenges and Choices; Center for International

Forestry Research: Bogor, Indonesia, 2012.
27. Lyster, R. REDD+, transparency, participation and resource rights: The role of law. Environ. Sci. Policy 2011, 14, 118–126.

[CrossRef]
28. Mertz, O.; Müller, D.; Sikor, T.; Hett, C.; Heinimann, A.; Castella, J.C.; Lestrelin, G.; Ryan, C.M.; Reay, D.S.; Schmidt-Vogt, D.; et al.

The forgotten D: Challenges of addressing forest degradation in complex mosaic landscapes under REDD+. Geogr. Tidsskr. 2012,
112, 63–76. [CrossRef]

29. Mukisa, P.K.; Tumusiime, D.M.; Webersik, C.; Liwenga, E.T.; Tabuti, J.R.S. Dissenting voices in a consenting village: Lessons from
implementation of free, prior and informed consent at a REDD+ pilot in Tanzania. Int. For. Rev. 2020, 22, 120–131. [CrossRef]

30. Ward, T. The Right to Free, Prior, and Informed Consent: Indigenous Peoples’ Participation Rights within International Law.
Northwestern J. Hum. Rights 2011, 10, 54. Available online: http://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/njihr/vol10/iss2/2
(accessed on 12 October 2023).

http://www.jstor.org/stable/26269362
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05464-180341
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2013/cop19/eng/10a01.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-021-01618-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34519956
https://doi.org/10.3390/f2010301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.01.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2013.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2015.12.020
http://www.jstor.org/stable/26270145
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-09334-220302
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2019.1579990
https://doi.org/10.4337/jhre.2012.03.02
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8070620
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/DRIPS_en.pdf
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/DRIPS_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1163/187197311X599450
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2019.1585345
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004323254
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2019.1612374
https://doi.org/10.6007/IJARBSS/v9-i10/6470
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38499635
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2010.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/00167223.2012.709678
https://doi.org/10.1505/146554820828671508
http://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/njihr/vol10/iss2/2


Land 2024, 13, 408 15 of 16

31. Voss, M.; Greenspan, E. Community Consent Index: Oil, Gas and Mining Company Public Positions on Free, Prior, and Informed Consent
(FPIC); Oxfam America: Boston, MA, USA, 2012. Available online: https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/
10546/620788/er-community-consent-index-260912-en.pdf?sequence=1 (accessed on 12 October 2023).

32. Mahanty, S.; McDermott, C.L. How does ‘Free, Prior and Informed Consent’ (FPIC) impact social equity? Lessons from mining
and forestry and their implications for REDD+. Land Use Policy 2013, 35, 406–416. [CrossRef]

33. Own, R.J.; Kemp, D. Free prior and informed consent. social complexity and the mining industry: Establishing a knowledge base.
Resour. Policy 2014, 41, 91–100. [CrossRef]

34. Nantongo, M.G. Legitimacy of local REDD+ processes. A comparative analysis of pilot projects in Brazil and Tanzania. Environ.
Sci. Policy 2017, 78, 81–88. [CrossRef]

35. Katila, P.; Pierce Colfer, C.J.; De Jong, W.; Galloway, G.; Pacheco, P.; Winkel, G. “Introduction”. In Sustainable Development Goals:
Their Impacts on Forests and People; Carol, J., Colfer, P., Winkel, G., Galloway, G., Pacheco, P., Katila, P., de Jong, W., Eds.; Cambridge
University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2019; pp. 1–16.

36. Mitchell, T.; Arseneau, C.; Thomas, D.; Smith, P. Towards an indigenous-informed relational approach to free, prior, and informed
consent (FPIC). Int. Indig. Policy J. 2019, 10, 28. [CrossRef]

37. Pham, T.T.; Castella, J.-C.; Lestrelin, G.; Mertz, O.; Dung, N.L.; Moeliono, M.; Tan, Q.N.; Hien, T.V.; Tien, D.N. Adapting Free,
Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) to Local Contexts in REDD+: Lessons from Three Experiments in Vietnam. Forests 2015, 6,
2405–2423. [CrossRef]

38. Kane, S.; Dhiaulhaq, A.; Gritten, D.; Sapkota, L.M.; Jihadah, L. Transforming forest landscape conflicts: The promises and perils
of global forest management initiatives such as REDD+. For. Soc. 2018, 2, 1. [CrossRef]

39. Tegegne, Y.T.; Palmer, C.; Wunder, S.; Moustapha, N.M.; Fobissie, K.; Moro, E. REDD+ and Equity Outcomes: Two Cases from
Cameroon. Environ. Sci. Policy 2021, 124, 324–335. [CrossRef]

40. Alusiola, R.A.; Schilling, J.; Klär, P. REDD+ Conflict: Understanding the Pathways between Forest Projects and Social Conflict.
Forests 2021, 12, 748. [CrossRef]

41. Colchester, M.; Ferrari, M.F. Making FPIC Work: Challenges and Prospects for Indigenous Peoples; FPIC Working Papers; Forest
Peoples Programme: Moreton-in-Marsh, UK, 2007.

42. UN-REDD. Guidelines on Free, Prior and Informed Consent; UN-REDD Programme: Geneva, Switzerland, 2013.
43. Grenn Climate Fund (GCF). GCF Indigenous Peoples Policy (GCF/B.19/05). GCF/B.19/05: GCF Indigenous Peoples Policy; Green

Climate Fund: Incheon, Republic of Korea, 2018.
44. Giacomini, G. Free prior and informed consent in the Green Climate Fund: The implementation of a project in the Datém del

Marañón, Peru. REVISTA CUHSO 2020, 30, 102–125. [CrossRef]
45. World Bank. Environmental and Social Framework; World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2022.
46. Green Climate Fund (GCF). Available online: https://www.greenclimate.fund/ (accessed on 29 December 2023).
47. Department of Forestry of Lao PDR. Report on the Implementation of Annual Work Plan from January-December 2020 (CliPAD IV) And

Annual Work Plan from January—December 2021 (I-GFLL); Department of Forestry of Lao PDR: Vientiane, Laos, 2021.
48. Lawlor, K.; Myers Madeira, E.; Blockhus, J.; Ganz, D.J. Community participation and benefits in REDD+: A review of initial

outcomes and lessons. Forests 2013, 4, 296–318. [CrossRef]
49. Carodenuto, S.; Fobissie, K. Operationalizing free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) for REDD+: Insights from the national FPIC

guidelines of Cameroon. CCLR 2015, 156. Available online: https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/
cclr2015&div=25&id=&page= (accessed on 19 October 2023).

50. Milne, S.; Mahanty, S.; To, P.; Dressler, W.; Kanowski, P.; Thavat, M. Learning from ‘actually existing’ REDD+ A synthesis of
ethnographic findings. Conserv. Soc. 2019, 17, 84–95.

51. The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ). Annual Performance Report (FP117): Implementation of the
Lao PDR Emission Reductions Program through Improved Governance and Sustainable Forestry Landscape Management; The Deutsche
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ): Bonn, Germany, 2021.

52. Hamada, Y.; Malaivijitnond, S.; Kingsada, P.; Bounnam, P. The Distribution and Present Status of Primates in the Northern Region
of Lao PDR. Trop. Nat. Hist. 2007, 7, 161–191. Available online: https://li01.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/tnh/article/view/102913
(accessed on 19 October 2023).

53. Chazee, L. Shifting Cultivation Practices in Laos. Shifting Cultivation Systems and Rural Development in the Lao PDR. 1994.
Available online: http://lad.nafri.org.la/fulltext/348-0.pdf (accessed on 19 October 2023).

54. Whitney, C.W.; Vang, M.M.V.S.; Le Hồng, G.; Vu Van, C.; Barber, K.; Tran, L.T. Conservation and Ethnobotanical Knowledge of a
Hmong Community in Long Lan, Luang Prabang, Lao People’s Democratic Republic. Ethnobot. Res. Appl. 2014, 12, 643–658.
Available online: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2742612 (accessed on 29 December 2023). [CrossRef]

55. The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ). Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP); The
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ): Eschborn, Germany, 2022.

56. ILO. Available online: https://www.ilo.org/global/about-the-ilo/how-the-ilo-works/member-states/lang--en/index.htm
(accessed on 10 November 2023).

57. Department of Forestry of Lao PDR. 1st Summary of Information on How Safeguards for REDD+ Were Addressed and Respected by Lao
People’s Democratic Republic for the Period 2015–2018; Department of Forestry of Lao PDR: Vientiane, Laos, 2020.

https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620788/er-community-consent-index-260912-en.pdf?sequence=1
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620788/er-community-consent-index-260912-en.pdf?sequence=1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2013.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2014.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.09.005
https://doi.org/10.18584/iipj.2019.10.4.8372
https://doi.org/10.3390/f6072405
https://doi.org/10.24259/fs.v2i1.3203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2021.07.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/f12060748
https://doi.org/10.7770/cuhso-v30n1-art2111
https://www.greenclimate.fund/
https://doi.org/10.3390/f4020296
https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/cclr2015&div=25&id=&page=
https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/cclr2015&div=25&id=&page=
https://li01.tci-thaijo.org/index.php/tnh/article/view/102913
http://lad.nafri.org.la/fulltext/348-0.pdf
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2742612
https://doi.org/10.17348/era.12.0.643-658
https://www.ilo.org/global/about-the-ilo/how-the-ilo-works/member-states/lang--en/index.htm


Land 2024, 13, 408 16 of 16

58. Ovesen, J. Indigenous peoples and development in Laos: Ideologies and ironies. Moussons. Rech. Sci. Hum. Sur L’asie Sud-Est
2002, 6, 69–97. [CrossRef]

59. The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ). Ethnic Groups Development Plan (EGDP) For the Scaling up
the Implementation of the Lao PDR Emission Reductions Programme through Improved Governance and Sustainable Forest Landscape
Management (Project 2): For Submission to Green Climate Fund; The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ):
Eschborn, Germany, 2022.

60. The Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ). FPIC Guideline for CliPAD Project; The Deutsche Gesellschaft
für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ): Eschborn, Germany, 2017; (In Lao Language).

61. Tan, N.Q.; Truong, L.T.; Van, N.T.H.; Enters, T.; Yasmi, Y.; Vickers, B. Evaluation and Verification of the Free, Prior and Informed Consent
Process under the UN-REDD Programme in Lam Dong Province, Vietnam; The Center for People and Forests: Bangkok, Thailand, 2010.
Available online: https://www.un-redd.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Viet_Nam_FPIC_Final_Evaluation_Report_5258.pdf
(accessed on 25 August 2021).

62. Dehm, J. Indigenous peoples and REDD+ safeguards: Rights as resistance or as disciplinary inclusion in the green economy? J.
Hum. Rights Environ. 2016, 7, 170–217. [CrossRef]

63. Howell, S. Politics of appearances: Some reasons why the UN-REDD project in Central Sulawesi failed to unite the various
stakeholders. Asia Pac. Viewp. 2015, 56, 37–47. [CrossRef]

64. Sarmiento Barletti, J.P.; Larson, A.M. Rights Abuse Allegations in the Context of REDD+ Readiness and Implementation: A Preliminary
Review and Proposal for Moving Forward; Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR): Bogor, Indonesia, 2017. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.4000/moussons.2589
https://www.un-redd.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Viet_Nam_FPIC_Final_Evaluation_Report_5258.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4337/jhre.2016.02.01
https://doi.org/10.1111/apv.12081
https://doi.org/10.17528/cifor/006630

	Introduction 
	Methods 
	The I-GFLL Project and the Implementation of the FPIC Process 
	Results 
	The Differences in Criteria and Team Member Selection between the Guidelines and Actual Practice 
	The Differences in the FPIC Process between the FPIC Guidelines and Actual Practice 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

