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1. Day 1 April 25, 2016 

1.1. Opening Ceremony 

Held at Hotel Beatrice in Kinshasa, DRC 

a) Speakers: DGM GSC Co-chair, Mr. Kapupu Diwa, Chief of the Cabinet of the Ministry of Environment 

of Democratic Republic of Congo, Team Leader of DGM Global Program, World Bank, Ms. Madhavi 

M. Pillai, DGM Global Project, Vince McElhinny   

b) There were about 40 people in attendance and all the speakers welcomed the international 

participants and also commented on the unique model of the DGM project, emphasizing that it is led 

by indigenous peoples and local communities. Expecting a fruitful week of work, the ceremony 

concluded at 11:30 and the GEA invited the GSC members to move to Caritas conference room to 

initiate the business meeting. 

 

1.2. Presentation of History of DGM, Grace Balawag 

Grace Balawag presented the history of the DGM. IP organizations had several series of negotiations 

including regional dialogues with the World Bank and the FIP to get the approval of the DGM in 2010. 

The global transitional committee meeting was held in September 2010 in Arlington VA, USA with the 

members of 8 FIP countries. National Steering Committees (NSCs) were established in order to become 

members of the Global Steering Committee (GSC) and participate in the first official meeting.  Some 

countries encountered internal complications to participate in the first meeting of the Global Steering 

Committee in July, 2015 in Bali, Indonesia.  

Having been involved in the earliest FIP DGM negotiations, Grace explains that it has been a long process. 

As Indigenous Peoples, they have started as observers of the FIP, later became part of a Task Force to 
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engage with FIP, then the transitional committee and now a GSC. A total FIP allocation of $50 million 

was approved for the 1st 8 pilot countries and the allocation to DRC is $6 million. Later, the GEA was 

selected and in 2015 an additional $30 million was approved for next 6 countries, as recorded in the Bali 

meeting report.  

At the request of Kapupu, Johnson Cerda reviewed the Bali meeting results. 

a) Several concerns were raised, including: 

1. Mina believes that the GSC made a decision to send a letter to Ghana and Lao PDR and she 

does not see that recorded in the decisions, where is it? The GEA responded that the decision 

is in the report but not included in the final list of decisions presented on the last day. 

2. Idrissa couldn’t attend Bali GSC meeting as he was sick. He asked why the GSC has Co-chairs 

and not just one Chair, and why a Non-FIP country representative as Co-chair. Grace 

explained that the Transitional Committee decided in favor of a two c0-chair structure and 

the decision was incorporated in the rules and procedures document. Mina also clarified that 

it was important to have two in case one c0-chair was unable to attend a meeting. 

3. Johnson explained that in the discussion of rules and procedures, it was decided that a 5 year 

term be established for GSC representatives. However, the NSCs are changing persons and 

not able to maintain same person for 5 years.  Co-chair structure is included in the art. 4 of 

the rules and procedures.  

4. Idrissa observed that while not questioning the decisions, he would propose a chair and 

deputy chair, and then if chair can’t make it, deputy chair can make it. He prefers that Non 

FIP country be represented but maybe not as Cochair. Mina recommends leaving it until two 

years of the term expire, if not convinced that the decision isn’t right they could rework the 

rules and procedures. 

5. Pauline (Cote d’Ivoire) requested a point of order if they as [new FIP/DGM country] 

observers can ask questions. Kapupu indicated that she is fully fledged member, can 

participate in the GSC discussion, but until a NSC is formally established in Cote d’Ivoire, 

does not have right to make a decision. 

6. Mina recommended adding an agenda item to review progress in Lao PDR; the agenda was 

approved with the additional observations. 

 

1.3. Country Presentations  

1.3.1. Burkina Faso  

a) Idrissa Zeba provided an overview of the DGM BF country project in which the work plan was 

approved and the DGM was launched in Burkina Faso.  A call for DGM subproject proposals 

has been launched and the decisions will be made by the NSC to short list 15 projects by June 

2016. Idrissa added that the transition committee has worked hard and that local 

communities had buy in on key decisions, which has made the process simpler. 
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b) Idrissa further expressed that the NSC has been able to move quickly to subproject selection 

by helping communities to understand and adhere 

to the operational guidelines. Burkina Faso has 

been fortunate to benefit from the support of a 

World Bank TTL (Lucienne M’Baipor) that has 

been dynamic and supportive of meaningful 

consultation and inclusion of local communities 

was key.  The World Bank covered costs related to 

the consultative process.   

 

c) The first NSC meeting was on March 2, 2016 and the next meeting will be organized to decide 

on the subproject proposals. Significant time was spent explaining the DGM to communities. 

d) Mina asked about how decision making works with such a large committee; Idrissa explained 

that the representative structure of the NSC involves only 11 members that are decision 

makers; the other 14 of 25 total representatives are observers. NSC makes decisions by simple 

majority. 

e) Pauline asked about how projects are brought to the NSC, particularly by small organizations, 

which often need assistance to know how to respond to call for proposals. Kapupu explained 

that of the purpose of the DGM to build the capacity of local organizations to take advantage 

of these opportunities. 

1.3.2. Democratic Republic of Congo 

a) Leontine presented a DGM roadmap in DRC, which includes the launch of the consultation in 

16 provinces. The DRC NSC has created a technical task force (GTT) to support the NSC in the 

execution of the DGM work. 

b) The National Steering Committee has 24 members, 

including 16 delegates from each of the provinces and 8 

observers 6 representatives of REPALEF. The DRC has 

had two National Steering Committee meetings.  

c) Challenges identified include the transfer of DGM funds 

to the community, promoting community managed 

projects, ensuring ownership by local communities, and 

capacity building.  

d) Upcoming plans: The NSC will meet in June 2016 to 

adopt a work plan and present the Operational Manual. 

e) Land reform and community forests are important priorities in the DRC work plan. DGM 

activities plan to help protect community rights. 
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1.3.3. Ghana 

a) Presented by Hayford Duodu, DGM activities will be piloted only in two of Ghana’s 10 

regions: Western and Brong Ahafo regions. Delegates were selected from these regions for a 

transitional committee and these delegates were shortlisted in regional meetings before 

national level meeting to inaugurate the NSC.  

b) In the first NSC meetings the Committee presented all the 

members and elected the chairs and deputy chair for the 

NSC and delegates for the Global Steering Committee. 

They also selected the observers from civil society 

organization, World Bank and the representative of the 

government.  NSC includes 2 CSO observers, 1 from Bank, 

1 from government as technical advisors but with limited 

influence; 17 members total, 13 with voting rights.  

c) The NSC will call for technical proposals from 3 of 6 

shortlisted organizations for final NEA selection, hopefully before September, 2016. The plan 

is to finish everything by December. 

d) DGM Communities comprises of forest fringe communities in the FIP zone.  Identified major 

stakeholders: traditional authorities from forest fringe communities in the FIP zone, 

assembly members, unit committees, landlords/land owners, and youth. 

e) Major community concerns include tree ownership -According to Ghanaian law, all trees 

belong to the government, but communities protested, and won clarification that only mature 

trees belong to government, when you plant a tree and register it with the government it 

belongs to the planter. 

f) Main challenges: distance between NSC members, mandates for community members, and 

funding for NSC members.  Hayford expressed that the GSC/GEA support mission to Ghana 

in March was helpful because it provided confidence in issues that they were unsure about.  

1.3.4. Mexico 

a) Presented by Manuel Aldrete; no PowerPoint provided, summarizing text from the “NOTA 

CONCEPTUAL DEL MDE EN MEXICO.” 

b) 3 regions include: Oaxaca (fully indigenous), 

Jalisco, and Yucatan Peninsula; 600 people 

have been consulted. 

c) Land tenure is not a problem in Mexico and the 

property is in the hands of local communities 

(ejidos); The NSC has 15 people, two members 

of the indigenous council do not have voting 

rights; Manuel explains that the most recent 

change in the TTL has delayed the process a bit.  
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After contracting a consultant, the DGM concept note has been submitted to the Bank and a 

draft of internal procedures is prepared.  

d) The plan is to have projects with regional impact rather than specific projects.  

1.3.5. Indonesia  

a) Presented by Mina Setra. Main focus areas are strengthening tenure and security,  improving 

IPLC capacity and project management for M+E. 

b) DGM is operating in all 7 regions, did not pick 

specific sites; breakdown of NSC is on their website, 

with 2 spots allocated for women and all regions 

represented. 

c) 8 priority issues:  

o The certainty of tenure territories of indigenous 

peoples and local communities 

o Revitalization of the area / region (customary 

areas) 

o Economic and institutional development 

o Strengthening local food sources for food sovereignty 

o Disclosure of information and access for indigenous peoples and local communities of 

men and women 

o Development of renewable energy 

o Improved Access to Water 

o Specific issues in the area of special autonomy 

 

d) Still in project preparation process with the World Bank. A project preparation grant of 

$175,000 was approved in March 2016.  The NSC has some concern about the approval 

process, with anticipated 98 approved subproject projects per year (an estimated 14 per 

region).  

e) There will be 3 funding windows proposed: $2000 for rapid response to emergencies, 

$15000-$30000 for best program (projects that build on established work, like registration of 

mapped land), $5000 for new ideas.   

f) The NSC met on April 10 to finalize the project document, focusing on the results result chain, 

the structure and flows of funding and the mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation.   

g) Next steps include preparation of the ESMF, finalizing the project budget, preparing the 

project operational manual, and formalizing a government observer to the NSC.  

h) Plan to have everything prepared and approved for launch of first project proposals by 

January 2017. 
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1.4. Presentation of New countries 

1.4.1. Cote d’Ivoire 

a) Presented by Pauline Affoue, TSC 

b) Two regions are covered by the DGM.   Steering 

committee will have 12 members, emphasis will be on 

gender when establishing the committee. 

c) Challenges identified: land tenure laws, since 1998 

difficult to implement the law due to competition 

between traditional and state authority. Up until now 

there is no window to reaffirm ownership of land in CIV. 

1.4.2. Congo Brazzaville 

a) Presented by Moussele-Diseke; process began in 2015 but social unrest has delayed the 

process. 

b) Of the 4 departments, 2 with forest and 2 in savannah areas + Brazzaville; Transitional 

Steering Committee referred to as GTT. GTT has been undertaking consultations and 

planning activities to help organizations handle available funding 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Day 2 April 26, 2016 

2.1. Follow up of Day 1 

a) Johnson Cerda, presents an update presentation from Peru. The MDE Saweto has conducted 

6 regional workshops sharing the Operations Manual, and have worked with 18 organizations 

to explain the project and prioritize subproject proposals and 4 project socialization meetings 

with regional governments. 
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b) Johnson Cerda, presents spending from the first semi-annual report as requested by GSC. 

o DGM Spending to December 31 (as reported to the World Bank, $USD) 

    Actual Expenditure FY16 Budget 

SubComponent 1:   $62,715   $314,317 

SubComponent 2:   $172,501   $139,286 

SubComponent 3:   $65,237   $155,839 

Total :    $300,453      $609,443  

The total spending for DGM is 49.3% of Annual Year 1 Budget at 6 months. 

2.2. Discussion of DGM & FIP Collaboration  

a) Madhavi clarified that all FIP investment plans have a section for DGM, but that in the first 8 

countries there was not much detail about the DGM.  The detail came later when Madhavi 

presented a separate concept note for each country.  Now that a process has been agreed to 

formally integrate the DGM into FIP investment plans and we know the sequence of steps for 

establishing the DGM, it would be good to have more detailed explanation of what the DGM 

intends to do in each country already in the investment plan, rather than having that detail 

come later.  Having the FIP investment projects and the DGM endorsed together will save 

time.  For example, Indonesia will go back to the FIP for approval of the DGM after the FIP 

investment plan has been approved.  

b) The FIP investment plans for Mozambique and Cote d’Ivoire are on the FIP subcommittee 

meeting  agenda for approval on June 16 in Oaxaca, Mexico.  The GSC is advised to review the 

DGM sections of these investment plans.   

c) The government of Mozambique has presented a proposal to merge the DGM and FIP grants, 

managed as one.  The implication of a ‘one project’ approach is that the agreement will be 

primarily with the government, and then the government would make sub agreements with 

the DGM NSC.  How it will affect the independence of the DGM project is difficult to predict. 

The GSC should be aware of this process. 

d) Manuel and Mina both agreed that this process should not mix the DGM with the FIP 

investment project, they should be kept separate. The proposal raises concerns about how this 

will affect the independence of each country; it depends on how the government + DGM 

operate ownership.  

e) Manuel: It is not possible to combine different models with different principles.  FIP is for 

government investment, while DGM is to improve the community’s capacity to negotiate with 

governments to access the FIP funds. 

https://www-cif.climateinvestmentfunds.org/event/fip-sub-committee-meeting-%E2%80%93thursday-june-16-2016
https://www-cif.climateinvestmentfunds.org/event/fip-sub-committee-meeting-%E2%80%93thursday-june-16-2016
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f) Hayford request clarification on the proposal; does the combining happen during 

implementation? Or only for approval of funds? DGM needs to be proactive because if not, 

the FIP will write what it wants.   

g) Idrissa shares that is concerning that the very question of including the DGM within a 

government FIP project is being raised. We had to advocate with the Bank for the DGM to 

even exist. It would be a very serious setback if we connect DGM to a FIP project not 

controlled by IPLCs. 

h) Kapupu agrees, expressing that the DGM is a small window that we did obtain from the CIF 

and that we cannot integrate because DGM is for us (IPLCs). If we are not leading the 

process,  then DGM is useless. If a country does not even acknowledge the presence of IPLC’s 

how do we even start to move forward?   

i) Mina thinks this will be challenging to have the processes together. Both have different 

processes.  If we push them to work together, it will eliminate the purpose of the DGM. When 

we first advocated for DGM we wanted lower standards for procurement process applied to 

the DGM, and flexibility with very technical affairs; but we want this higher standard to be 

held for the government, so if we were mixed it would be a challenge. We want safeguards to 

be higher in the government level.  

j) Moussele comments that using the REDD process as an example; safeguards do not always 

work because it requires a lot of effort to get governments to include them.  Some years after 

REDD national strategy consultation, few rural villages are aware of REDD strategy.  

k) Madhavi provided clarified that the project combination proposal was only for preparation 

stage.  Regarding the use of lower standards for the DGM on fiduciary and safeguard policies, 

even if the DGM is combined with FIP, the Bank would still follow community safeguards for 

the DGM, while applying different safeguards to the government.  

2.3. Semi-annual report 

An overview of the main achievements during the period was presented: establishment of GSC + GEA, 

approval of Year One Work Plan and Budget and the Five Year Strategic Plan, Rules and Procedures, 

Grievance Redress Mechanism and Complaint draft procedure, Communications and Outreach Strategy, 

and the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework, having a presence at COP-21, work to accommodate the 

addition of 6 new DGM countries, increasing recognition of the DGM globally as a mechanism for IPLC 

direct access; including a clarification that the Global project is approved by the GSC, and the Program 

report is only reviewed, no formal approval required.  

A member requests specific details on a plan agreed to with the NEAs, with agreed indicators to help the 

countries actually measure these results, that goes beyond saying we organized 50 meetings. The reports 

need to be analytical, and go beyond numbers, needs to measure progress. The difficulties the GEA had 

with getting info for the report, was because the NEA’s had just been established. In any case it was 

advised that that before any information is provided to the GEA (for the semi-annual report), it should be 

certified by the NSC. 
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GEA wants the reports to be useful and provide tangible evidence of project progress that involves a 

schedule for reporting.  However, the content of report is also useful in explaining the quality of the work 

to different audiences.   

Manuel requests clarification on the role of the Bank in regards to the selection of the NEA and formation 

of the NSC; it was responded by Madhavi Pillai about the steps it takes and the role of the Bank.  

2.4. Discussion about Lao PDR 

Madhavi: Unless the Lao PDR government makes a request to the TTL of the Bank, we cannot proceed 

with a mission.  Madhavi emphasizes how sensitive this is for the Bank 

Members believe this is the very role of the GSC, to intervene when the WB cannot.  Proposed that the 

GSC write a letter to motivate continuation with the DGM and to host a fact finding visit. There is a need 

to know what is happening in Laos, and to know if there will be an intervention from the executing 

agency.  If the GSC sends a letter to the Government, we do not even have information on what is actually 

happening, and we need this before we propose anything to the government. GSC should invite a Lao PDR 

representative to Global Project activities.   

2.5. Monitoring and Evaluation Presentation  

Vince presents the Monitoring and Evaluation framework for GSC approval. Reporting lines arrows 

alteration confused many at the beginning. This was an issue of compatibility of the fonts in the power 

point with the laptop, which mistakenly reversed the reporting arrows. GSC believe the first person who 

should see the reports is the steering committee because it represents the activities of the NSC not the 

GEA. The implementing agency is only a fiduciary agency. The arrows like this make it unclear who the 

decision maker is in this process. GSC requested to change it to better reflect the real governance; 

concerns were also raised producing 5 reports per year. 

Vince clarifies that the Global Project report is approved by GSC, and Program report is only reviewed, no 

approval required.  But, with Global Project report, part of the process is fulfilling contractual 

requirements to report to the Bank and the FIP subcommittee.  GEA will be preparing more detailed 

guidance on reporting protocol and review how GSC might be able to approve the report in a different 

sequence.  GEA will make a proposal to the GSC. 

Questions about indicators are raised. Madhavi comments that indicators are for DGM country projects 

that are approved. However, it is not that all countries will have to use all of these indicators.  Some 

indicators are for GEA to report, some for NEAs to report, some for both NEA and GEA to report together.  

A few indicators, like land titling, may only apply to some country NEAs. 

GEA explains that of the 8 proposed governance and accountability indicators, we have 3 outcome 

indicators, and the rest (5) are activity or output indicators.  Of these, 2 of the outcome indicators have 

shared NEA-GEA responsibility (reporting and grievance mechanism).  Of the 5 are output indicators, two 



Dedicated Grant Mechanism for Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities (DGM) 
Meeting Minutes, April 2016 

 

 

 Page 10 

refer to the grievance mechanism (One is reported by the NEA, the other by the GEA). Same is true for 

monitoring and reporting, an indicator measures whether we get our reports done, how we report on what 

we say we are going to do.  The successful management of subprojects is only for NEAs.  

Mina comments that outcome indicators focus on REDD+, but in Indonesia we think that REDD+ will not 

be a popular topic. No one knows what the future of REDD+ is, although we talk about forests all the time, 

how are we going to deal with outcome indicators that are related to the REDD+ process but that is not 

something we are very engaged in? We probably wouldn’t achieve that because there is not much interest. 

Some countries are working with REDD+ because for us it is REDD+ that brought us to the FIP. Because 

in our plans it started with REDD+, REDD+ is a priority, that’s why the indicator for REDD+ is critical for 

us. This should not be a flexible indicator (it is not a flexible indicator)  

Madhavi responds that the way the DGM project results are framed, is the way that is consistent with the 

phrasing in the FIP design documents, IPLC participation in REDD+ processes is one of the project 

objectives (core indicator). However, we are open to interpretation, for example as in if you have changed 

the definition of REDD+, if you have influenced that changing definition. All must report on it, but we 

may have to redesign what is defined as REDD+.  

Idrissa believes that it is difficult for us here to agree on indicators. The indicators should be agreed, with 

NEA. Maybe there should be a workshop at the local level so we agree on indicators, and then countries 

will record their indicators.  

GEA makes distinction between global project report vs. compiled program report: primary responsibility 

of this committee is the global report; for the compiled report, each country has their own reporting 

processes so the only one that requires GSC approval is the Global Project report because it has to do with 

the budget and activities at the global level. 

Idrissa: we adopt, but we need a summary of this discussion, because we are in opposed position. What 

are the main amendments? On roles and responsibilities, we expressed ourselves that we do not know 

what World Bank has said in that regard. As the GSC do we need to meet before to review the reports 

before it sent to bank for no objection, or what do we do? So for me, there is a need to clarify before we 

move forward. Kapupu: The GEA have reporting requirement to the World Bank, their reporting 

obligations are in their contract with the Bank.  

2.6. Rules and Procedures 

GEA provides changes made (highlighted in yellow) based on recommendations provided during 1st GSC 

meeting in July 2015. GSC members suggested in Bali to create specific committees, what is the status of 

this? GEA refers to Article 25 which outlines a provision for committees for communication + outreach 

and grievance mechanism. 
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Mina discusses that Article 27 (conflict of interest) reflects a challenge that she is experiencing in 

Indonesia concerning decision making. If she is part of the review committee, and if her own community 

submits a proposal, she can’t be part of that decision making process. This needs to be fixed. It isn’t fair to 

community. We are not going to block access by our own community to the funds, but need to remove 

ourselves of the approval decision.  

GSC members recommended they should meet twice per year, once to review activities, and a second time 

to approve work plan and budget, however expresses that they are busy and that isn’t sure if the budget 

permits. Idrissa raises a question about travel expenses to the GSC meeting and the GSC should discuss 

rules on the amount that should be allocated for the meetings; it was clarified that per diems depend on 

CI policy. CI works with Finance department that helps reference travel costs. 

Idrissa raises issue of accountability of GSC members to report back to NSC representatives, and suggests 

that GSC meetings should be preceded by prior NSC meetings to prepare for the GSC meetings, and to 

have a report back function, some countries would face difficulties to organize meetings in advance. 

Illiteracy is also prevalent in the communities, Pauline identifies with this challenge. In DRC they have 88 

districts, most connected by cell phone, so report back is feasible. In Ivory Coast, they have access 

difficulties to the network.  How do we go about informing all the members – a strategy/procedure is 

needed. 

3. Day 3 April 27, 2016 

3.1. GEA Presents Second Year Global Project Work Plan and Budget 

by Subcomponent 

a) JC presents an overview of the proposed Year 2 Work Plan and Budget 

o Overall project budget increases by 40% in Year 2 

o Increased activity participation to incorporate 6 new countries 

o Updated translation & interpretation costs 

o Updated travel costs 

o Updated GEA level of effort, with increases in staff time for communications, 

coordination support 

o However, total staffing cost as a percent of total project budget declines to 39% 

 

b) Other issues highlighted for discussion: 

o Costs of a new DGM website and knowledge platform. 

o Annual meeting places and comparative costs 

o NEA participation in global meetings, including a 2nd GEA-NEA gathering. 

o Plans to reduce the logistics costs for regional trainings 

o Status of Additional Finance (committed, not approved) 
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3.1.1. Subcomponent 1 Global Learning, Outreach, and Information Sharing 

When discussing Activity 1.1.1 (Regional Trainings), Madhavi suggests that for the Asia Regional 

training we should have fewer than 25 participants because there are fewer countries, what is the 

possibility of switching funding from 1 region to the other. Mina, Manuel and Idrissa requested more 

detail on the content of workshops for better context in this discussion. Mina and Grace clarified that 

regions have the discretion to decide on participation in regional trainings and on the substantive 

topics, and see no problem with maintaining 22 slots. 

The regional trainings are part of a year long work plan that involves preparatory activities and follow 

up activities.  GEA expects to rely on the help of consultants for certain things. GSC members 

identifies repetition in the budget about capacity building, and these need to be combined because to 

improve the clarity of the budget, they like the ToT model this activity (1.1.2) has, but says it is 

important to have mechanisms to ensure that the money is actually going to disseminate information; 

recommendations made to add training on conflict between FIP and DGM because this is apparent 

across borders. 

When discussing Output 1.2, Kapupu expresses that we need to do more than participate in COP; 

budget should be rearranged to include other negotiations; Mina proposes to use funds from 1.2.4 to 

go to other meetings and suggests Green Climate Fund Board meetings as an example. Further, Mina 

proposes combining 1.2.1 with 1.1.1. 

a) When discussing 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 Mina and Kapupu suggest suggests that instead of spending 

money on needs assessments, GEA can work with the GSC and NSC to identify important 

topic.  The host organization can help prepare the workshops. Vince reminded that these 

activities were approved in the original five year strategy.  

b) When discussing 1.5 Communication, disagreement amongst group on spending so much 

($73,384) on a website, Manuel suggests a potential company and will send a follow-up 

information. The GEA emphasizes the special features of this web platform, and that it is not 

just a basic website. 

c) Idrissa asks for clarification on specific activity costs, how GEA produced the budget for 1.5.3. 

GEA responded that this figure reflects our estimate of staffing and operational costs to carry 

out quarterly coordination meetings with NEA communications focal points, critical for 

aligning and updated the GEA/NEA communications strategy.  It reflects the cost of 

preparing, conducting and following up on these quarterly conversations with up to 14 NEAs. 

d) Mina suggests using these funds for learning exchanges, and recommends putting 1.6 and 1.7 

under 1.5. Consistent interest in simplifying the budget. 

e) The GSC recognizes that there is confusion about the communications plan, some members 

were not aware of the communications strategy that was approved in Nov 2015. Overall, the 

GSC wants clarification of the costs (1.5.1, 1.5.2, difference between 1.5.7 and 1.5.9)  
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3.1.2. Subcomponent 2 Secretariat Support to GSC  

When discussing 2.2 Mina suggests combining with 1.4 because they are both about strengthening; JC 

replies that 2.2 is about working with different organizations, while 1.4 is about capacity building for 

IP’s in negotiations. Even though the fellowship is important the GSC have postponed for Year 3 as it 

is not urgent (2.5.1).  

When discussing 2.6 (guidance and support to NSCs and NEAs), Kapupu emphasized including 

committees that have already been established because there is still a need for additional support, 

including that there is misunderstanding about the relationship of DGM and the Bank. Kapupu 

recommended that a small amount should be allocated for capacity building. Grace suggests that the 

capacity building should come from the national budget. Manuel supports this idea, but notes budget 

limitations. Mina thinks that this is open to interpretation and this can be considered on a case by 

case basis and no need to propose modifications now.  

3.1.3. Subcomponent 3 Planning, Monitoring and Reporting  

a) Questions from the GSC on the basis for these activity costs, with the perception that some 

activity costs are not well justified and require clarification.   For 3.1.1,  Mina asked what 

needs to be done with the five year strategy, which was approved in Bali.  Kapupu asked in 

relation to 3.2.1, what is the basis for the costs of quality M&E meetings with NEAs?  Idrissa 

questioned whether a semi-annual report on the Global program should cost $49, 205.  For 

these activities, the GSC requires clarification on the budget estimate. 

b) Pauline notes 3.2.1 still refers to only 8 countries, should be corrected. 

c) The need for clarity on relationship between GEA, NEA, GSC and NSC is raised again. Idrissa 

raises questions about 3.2.2 (develop a common M&E framework), which seems like there is a 

consultant fee involved, and requests clarification on the costs.  He also suggests reorganizing 

in general. 

d) Manuel reiterates the proposal to establish GSC subcommittees, emphasizing that they are in 

the rules and procedures for this very purpose, with nominations of members immediately.  

The GSC supports the proposal. 

e) Because of doubts about the GSC’s ability to fully digest and review the budget, Idrissa 

proposes two global steering committee meetings per year. While supporting  the idea of the 

budget sub-committee, he believes that holding a second annual GSC meeting is more 

effective. Where will the subcommittee meet?  where are additional resources coming from to 

pay for this meeting, etc? language barriers?  He recommends reducing the cost of a second 

annual GSC meeting by simplifying hotels etc.   We need two meetings – the first for planning 

and the second for M&E.  

f) In favor of greater GSC ownership over the budget, the GEA will put together a Terms of 

Reference that defines the responsibilities of a GSC budget subcommittee, with the 

clarification that the subcommittee will only review the issues raised during the meeting.  The 

GSC decided that the committee should have one representative per region. Manuel and 
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Idrissa were nominated and both accepted. Both Mina and Grace were nominated but 

declined due to other commitments, but agreed to advise as needed. The GEA will also 

analyze the feasibility of a second GSC Meeting and the possibility of combining such a 

meeting with the Global Workshop (1.2.3).  

g) The GSC agrees to meet briefly on an unplanned Day 4 (April 28) to review the 

Communications Plan, the Grievance Redress Mechanism and Complaints Procedure, and to 

ratify all decisions taken.  

3.1.4. Presentation by Mozambique 

a) Assane Regions: North, Central Moz, and South (Maputo); Multiple consultations, with over 

100 people attending; NSC will be created in Sept 2016. 

b) Moussele questions community representation in MOZ. 

3.1.5. FIP Meeting discussion  

a) Discussion of who will participate in FIP pilot meeting in Mexico, dates June 11-13; June 16 

Mozambique and CIV will present investment plan. Madhavi and Ines explain that this is a 

good opportunity to learn from one another and understand how DGM and FIP can work 

together. Seems like Mina and Grace are already funded, as well as CIV + MOZ and Mexico 

(because meeting is taking place there) remaining countries are Peru, Brazil, Congo’s, 

Burkina Faso and Ghana. Interpretation may not be available in Portuguese.  

4. Day 4, April 28
th

 

4.1. Grievance Redress Mechanism and Complaint Procedure.  

Vince presents the revised GRM Procedure; GSC is on board with the importance of this mechanism. 

Questions raised about eligibility, if someone who is not from a region being targeted in DGM complains 

is this considered eligible? Eligibility decided as tropical forest country or country where DGM is working. 

Other points include focal points – GEA role; the object of complaint & time-bounded responses; 

GEA/NEA responsibility; mediation; the formation of a Grievance sub-committee (2 people- 1 year). 

Manuel shares that each country needs to have a mechanism for resolving and receiving complaints. It 

was suggested that the nomination process would be facilitated by the GEA prior to the formal receipt of 

any complaint. GEA must confirm with the NEA’s who is contact person for receiving complaints at the 

country level. 

4.2. Communications 

a) Melanie presented the Year 2 Communications Plan, reviewing the DGM logo and discussed 

having a DGM visual identity.  The plan reviews roles of GEA vs NEA in terms of 

communications activities, the alignment with the Communications and Outreach strategy 
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approved in January 2016. Questions were raised by Kapupu and Mina regarding the GCT 

need to think about the communication tools that can actually reach the communities. 

b) The Communication, plan was approved, although the limited time reduced discussion of the 

presentation and left questions of if there is clear understanding of the objectives of GEA 

Communications Strategy and Year 2 plan; Vince suggested the formation of a subcommittee, 

as called for in the R&P, but GSC deferred the nomination process to a future date, to be 

facilitated by the GEA. 

 

5. Decisions  

The Second DGM Global Steering Committee, having reviewed the documents according to the agenda 

and in agreement, decides on the following actions: 

1. Adopt the document entitled “Annual Plan and Budget for Year Two of the Global Component of the 
DGM: Global Learning and Knowledge Exchange”, under the following recommendations and 
observations: 

a. Activity 1.2.1 and 1.2.2. will be reallocated to 1.2.4 to complement the fund for GSC leaders 

exchange by region. 

b. Activity 1.4.1 and 1.4.2. will be reallocated to 1.4.4 for exchange and case studies. 

c. Activity 1.5.2. will be clarified to explain the total amount in this activity. 

d. Activity 1.5.6. the GEA will conduct a communications options analysis to explore the most 

cost effective  options with the GSC Subcommittee. 

e. Activity 1.6.1 and 1.7 will be reallocated within activity 1.5.  

f. Activity 2.5.1 will be postponed to Year 3. 

g. Activity 3.2.1 will be clarified to indicate the number of DGM countries as 14. 

h. Output 3.2. will be clarified by the GEA to explain rationale under each activity. 

i. Activity 3.3. is clarified that no consultant will be required. 
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2. Creation of Subcommittee of GSC members to review the information the GEA will provide to clarify 
the specific budget items as indicated in Decision 1 and report back to the GSC. 

 
3. Nominate members of the Subcommittee as follows: 

a. Mr. Manuel Aldrete – DGM Mexico 
b. Mr. Idrissa Zeba – DGM Burkina Faso 

The Co-chairs of the DGM GSC will participate as needed to support the Subcommittee. 

 
4. Adopt the new language on conflict of interest statement, role of observers, extraordinary meeting 

and option of motions, inserted in the document entitled “Rules and Procedures for the functioning of 
the GSC”. The GSC also recommends to draft additional items as follows: 

a. Statement of accountability of GSC members. 
b. Art. 6 to add a preparatory mechanism at the national level before and after attending the 

GSC. 
c. Art. 25, requests to leave wording open to create Subcommittees as necessary.  

 
5. Adopt the document entitled “Year 2 Annual Strategic Communication Plan”. Also decides to create a 

Subcommittee on communications, and members will be appointed as necessary. The Co-chairs and 
the GEA will facilitate the selection of the members.  

 

6. Adopt the document entitled “Draft Monitoring and Evaluation Framework” and encourage the 
coordination of the NEAs with the GEA. The GSC also requests the GEA to consistently use the 
established program document organization chart of the DGM governance, and to clarify the report 
approval process by the DGM GSC. 
 

7. Having reviewed the DGM “1st Semi-Annual Progress Report”, encourage the GSC members and NSC 
members in coordination with NEAs to facilitate providing information to the GEA for the upcoming 
reports. Also recommends adding the summary of financial statement in the global project report. 
 

8. Adopt the language proposed by the GEA to the document entitled “DGM Grievance and Redress 
Mechanism and Complaints Procedure”. In order to facilitate this work, the GSC decides to establish 
the “DGM Grievance and Redress Mechanism and Complaints Procedure Subcommittee” with two 
GSC members to serve one year term, with members selected upon reception of the first complaint. 
Their report will be submitted to the GSC for any decision according to the rules and procedures.  
 

9. In relation to Laos PDR, request the GEA to collect key information on the status and prepare with 
the GSC a mission as necessary.  
 

10. In relation to proposal by FIP Mozambique to combine the FIP government and DGM projects, the 
DGM GSC decides to maintain a separate process that continues strengthening IPLC ownership over 
the DGM process. 
 

11. For the DGM Global specific activities: 
 

a. Recommends to GEA to organizing the “Global workshop” in September 2016 with the 
participation of 18 IPLCs which includes the GSC members and specific global IPLCs 
technical team. The GEA will prepare a draft proposal of place and themes for the global 
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workshop and the GSC members commit to provide feedback in two weeks after received the 
proposal. 
 

b. The GSC supports the decisions of African DGM countries to organize the first “Regional 
Training for Africa” in Burkina Faso in July 19 – 23, 2016. Also decides that GEA will 
coordinate with the members of Asia and Latin America Region to decide in the place, date 
and themes for their respective Regional trainings. 
 

12. Decides if necessary to organize one additional DGM GSC meeting back-to-back with the Global 
Workshop or any other DGM important meeting.  
 

13. The next Global DGM Steering Committee meeting will take place in “Brazil” under the consideration 
of regional balance. The GEA will elaborate a feasibility proposal for the upcoming meeting in terms 
of cost and logistics. 

 


