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II. Executive Summary
The Asia Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP), a
regional umbrella organisation comprising 47
members in 14 Asian countries, initiated a project
“Strengthening the Network of Indigenous Peoples
Human Rights Defenders for the Promotion
and Protection of Human Rights of Indigenous
Peoples in Asia” financed by the European Union
(EIDHR/2011/266456) as a response to the
massive violations of the individual and collective
rights of peoples who self-identify as indigenous
peoples. The overall objective of the project
was that indigenous human rights defenders
document, monitor and protect the human rights
of indigenous peoples in eight [8] countries in
Asia. This was to be achieved through capacity
building, the establishment of a Fund for IPHRDs
at risk [IPHRD Fund], networking and advocacy.
An external evaluation was held on May 29 – June
26, 2014 to assess the relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency, sustainability, impacts of the project
and to gauge its achievements.
Information gathering for this evaluation mainly
involved qualitative and quantitative data
collection, coupled with a comprehensive review
of documents and the analysis of the results of allencompassing online questionnaires administered
to all project partners, as well as to the facilitating
partners of the IPHRD Fund. Skype interviews
helped clarify some of the answers provided
by partners. Field visits were organized in two
countries (Nepal and Cambodia). Participatory
and creative techniques were employed to ensure
that women and men would feel free to share their
stories and their perceptions.

The project was found highly relevant because
it responded to a deeply felt need by all partnerorganisations working with or representing
indigenous peoples.
The combination of trainings at different levels,
provision of funds for IPHRDs at risk and capacitybuilding through networking in a single project
made it the most effective way for tackling human
rights violations. It also proved to be a highly cost
efficient instrument because of the extensive use of
online coaching and mentoring.
Significant lasting impacts were identified. They
concerned:
a) Communities and their leaders
•

increased awareness of the rights of indigenous
peoples

•

empowerment through provision of technical
knowledge

•

fostering collective action and collective
decision making

•

enhanced negotiating and advocacy skills of
community leaders

•

strengthening organisational capacity and
skills of the concerned communities and their
leaders

•

increased solidarity amongst indigenous
peoples through networking and experience
sharing

•

heightening the role of mediation and of
reaching social consensus and increased
attention from Government officials at local,
regional and national level
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b) Indigenous peoples human rights defenders
•

increased knowledge on human rights Treaties
and national and international laws

•

provision of skills in documentation, factfinding and advocacy

•

heightened
violence

•

increased ability to analyse community issues
and problems

•

improved skills in organising meetings and
local trainings and in filing complaints and
petitions

•

increased ability to communicate with
local authorities, relevant stakeholders and
development agencies

•

enhanced capacity to network and to develop
short and medium term plans)

awareness

on

gender-related

c) Partners
•

organisatonal
strengthening
through
provision of financial and material resources

•

acquisition of skills

•

heightened interaction with national
governance mechanisms and access to justice

•

increased knowledge of relevant national laws,
policies and trends

•

strengthened media outreach

•

increased solidarity amongst partners from
other countries through networking.

The project has also contributed to strengthen
concerned countries’ democratic process through
increased access to justice mechanisms of
significant portion of indigenous peoples facing
human rights violations, to a better understanding
of the situation of the rights of indigenous peoples
by State agencies and the general public, and
participatory governance.
There is a high degree of ownership and
institutionalization of the project amongst the
partners and communities alike, indicating a high
degree of sustainability. All partners indicated
their willingness and readiness to continue their
current work as IPHR Defenders on their own.
Nevertheless, continuous support to partners
will be required for monitoring, additional
documentation and strengthening further the
capacities of the IPHRDs and of their regional
network.
During its life span (3 years), the project produced
very significant results that go well beyond the
targets that were originally set. For example, the
number of IPHRDs trained in national seminars
(450, of which 233 women) was double than the set
target and 4,580 persons (44% women) were trained
in community seminars. Partners ranked these
latter very highly because they felt that community
seminars were the most effective means to build
the capacities of community members.
After the training, most of the IPHRDs started
documenting human rights violations in their
countries and localities. Altogether, 412 cases were
documented (versus a target of 150). Although
a significant number, this by no means reflects
the total number of violations in the concerned
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countries. The violations with the largest number
of cases were: extra judicial killings (27%),
land grabbing (26%),1 violations concerning
individuals (25%) and violence against women
(16%) and by private companies (13%). The nature
of the violations was found to vary according to
countries: In North East India, for example, extra
judicial killing accounted for 58% of the violations
documented, followed by violence against
individuals (threats, intimidations and torture)
and against women. In Bangladesh the largest
number of violations (44%) was perpetrated
against women, violations against individuals and
extra judicial killings accounted for an additional
26% of the cases documented. In Cambodia, on the
other hand, 79% of the violations concerned land
grabbing by corporations (foreign corporations
often with local subsidiaries). In Nepal, on the
other hand, land grabbing by Government in the
name of “development” prevailed in 48% of the
cases documented. Only 64 of the documented
cases were resolved positively 2 , 52% of them
involved also compensation to the victims, for
34% others there was no compensation and an
additional 14% were only partially resolved, i.e.
not all perpetrators were arrested. There were
16 additional cases resolved positively but not
implemented. In the Philippines 48% were extra
judicial killings with militarization garnering
29%. Militarisation led to forced evacuations, and
destruction of properties, aside from harassment.
The project had also an IPHRD Fund, which was
meant to support IPHRDs at risk. It was meant to
1. Here land grabbing by Government, by corporations and by settlers
were put together.
2. Cases are considered resolved when the bodies concerned have
taken action to solve the issue brought to their attention.

provide the following:
a) Direct support to 100 human rights defenders
at risk; and
b) Provision of sanctuary support for 10 human
rights defenders at risk.
The project partners set-up selection committees in
some countries (3) and issued guidelines including
criteria for eligibility for this kind of assistance.
In total, the project partnered with 30 facilitating
organisations. Up to June 30, 2014, a total of
Euros 145,841 (or 81%) of the funds allocated
was disbursed through them. The achievements
considerably exceeded the targets. Altogether,
the Fund provided sanctuary for 8 individual
victims (4 males and 4 females), and 789 members
of communities.3 Provision of legal assistance
to IPHRDs was the most important end-use of
the fund (50% of the fund), followed by material,
financial and medical assistance (21%), filing of
community cases in court 4 (16%) and provision
of sanctuary (11%). According to all beneficiary
partners and to some of the beneficiaries met,
the fund proved a highly effective and unique
instrument to address immediate needs of
indigenous leaders, activists and human rights
defenders, or of their families at risk, especially in
view of the fact that in most countries it was the
only instrument available to protect IPHRDs and
their families at risk.
3. In the Philippines opposition to corporate projects like mines have
been met with the deployment of state or private security forces
in the concerned communities. Militarization leads to further rights
abuses and villagers often cannot practice their traditional livelihoods
and often face immediate food insecurity. Their lives are threatened
and violence against women becomes a common feature. In these
instances, communities evacuate and seek sanctuary in safer places.
In these cases, they move and set up temporary camps while seeking
redress to their grievances.
4. Namely support for the filing of cases which may have impacts on
the policy environment in the future.
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The third component of the project was to
increase the capacity of the regional network of
IPHRDs in Asia so that they could engage with
national, regional and international human rights
mechanisms and advocacy initiatives for the
protection of indigenous peoples’ human rights.
This was to be facilitated by an Advocacy Officer,
a member of the Regional Coordinating team,
and by a series of initiatives, such as a dedicated
website
(http://www.iphrdefenders.net)
and
social media (Facebook: https://www.facebook.
com/iphrdnet and Twitter: https://twitter.com/
iphrdefender). Partners were encouraged to
create national networks and two of them did so.5
Partners felt that regional activities helped them
to strengthen solidarity among themselves and in
sharing experiences.
A review of the website visits, undertaken by the
evaluation team, indicates that, apart from some
exceptions, in general the website was not used a
great deal. In fact, although the partners seem to
appreciate it, they felt that it could be made more
effective if it produced some original content or
tailored the information collected from different
sources as per the needs of readers (IPHRD
network, media agencies and the general public).
Similarly, the Facebook account does not seem to
have a striking popularity, probably for the same
reasons evoked above for the web.
Partners were trained on finance and organizational
management in a 5-day regional training in March
2013. Fourteen staff (8 women) from partner
organisations, attended this training. A national
three-day training in financial and organizational
5. Kapaeeng in Bangladesh and LAHURNIP in Nepal created national
networks.

management was also organized in NE India the
first week of June 2014 for a total of 21 persons,
including 8 women. These trainings were found
extremely useful by all partners (received the
highest score: 10) as they felt that it strengthened
their organizational capacity in dealing with
financial matters and reporting. Under the project,
funds were provided for the establishment of a
printing press. The rationale behind was that the
revenues obtained from the services provided by
the printing press would be devolved to the IPHRD
Fund, thus ensuring its sustainability. Clearly, it
takes time for any commercial venture to penetrate
a highly crowded and competitive market. Figures
on profits and losses are nevertheless encouraging:
the peak of the losses 16,355 Euros registered in
2012 (its first full year of operations, declined to
8,107 Euros in 2013 and the current figures show a
slight profit (1,998 Euros) for the operations of the
first five months of 2014.
The Lobbying and Advocacy sub-component
comprised of the following:
a) Organisation by AIPP of the annual Asia
Indigenous Peoples Preparatory workshop
on UN mechanisms relating to indigenous
peoples;
b) Sustained advocacy of indigenous human
rights defenders at regional and international
levels; and,
c) Increased national, regional and international
awareness among governments, media,
human rights institutions and UN bodies,
mechanisms and procedures on the human
rights situation and concerns of indigenous
peoples in Asia.
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AIPP conducted the annual Asia Preparatory
Meeting on UN Mechanisms and Other Processes
Relating to Indigenous Peoples in 2012 to 2014.
Ninety-one indigenous human rights defenders
(50 women and 41 men) and 8 UN indigenous
peoples’ experts (4 women and 4 men) attended
these meetings. Moreover, one hundred and
thirty-three IPHRDs (55 women and 78 men)
from partner organizations and AIPP members
participated in UN meetings 6 on human rights
and indigenous peoples. Further, 127 IPHDRs
(77 women and 50 men) attended the Asian Civil
Society Conference/ASEAN Peoples Forum and
AICHR consultations during the same period.
Their presence in these meetings allowed them to
undertake advocacy at international and regional
level. Twenty press releases were circulated to
media by either the Regional Coordinating team or
partners. In addition, the Regional Coordinating
team submitted 6 reports and 6 submissions to UN
bodies; 1 briefing paper, 1 study, and 4 submissions
to ASEAN; one briefing paper and 7 letters to
IFIs (WB and ADB), and 18 cases, jointly with
its partners, and 7 regional reports to the Special
Rapporteur on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.
In addition, partner organisations, on their
own, made a total of 82 submissions to various
international bodies. The increasing number of
submissions made by partners is a hopeful trend
that needs to be encouraged.
Unfortunately, delivery of advocacy support from
the regional team to members of the regional
network fell short of expectations due to gaps in
sharing information in simplified and meaningful
manner.
6. Namely UNPFII, EMRIP, UPR, WCIP, UN FBHR and the Human Rights Council.

The project was to produce a number of studies
and reports; they have all been commissioned and
are in various stages of preparation and/or edition.
The mission has been informed that they will be
published by end of August 2014. It is unfortunate
that the publications will be available at such a late
junction!
The project was to be implemented by AIPP
and partner organizations in 8 countries.
The AIPP secretariat was charged with the
overall coordination of project activities and
for submitting financial and narrative reports
to the European Commission. The Regional
Coordinating team was composed of the regional
staff with one Project Coordinator, charged with
the overall coordination and supervision of the
implementation of the project; one Human Rights
Documentation Officer, meant to manage the
database of the project, and a part time finance
staff who was to oversee all matters related to
the budget, including disbursement of funds,
training the partners on financial management
and providing online coaching. A Human Rights
Advocacy Officer and a part time International
Financial Institution Advocacy officer were
provided by AIPP. Two formal partners Kapaeeng Foundation (KF) in Bangladesh and the
Indigenous Community Support Organization
(ICSO) in Cambodia were the lead implementers
of all activities of this project in their respective
countries while five informal partners were
also to implement the same activities.7 Formal
partners were those with PADOR at the time of
7. Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association (CIYA), Alliance of Indigenous
Peoples of the Archipelago (AMAN, Indonesia), Lawyers Association
for Human Rights of Nepalese Indigenous Peoples (LAHURNIP, Nepal),
Naga Women’s Union Manipur (NWUM, India) and North East Peoples
(NEPA, India)
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the submission of the proposal.
Formal partners received funding for a full-time
coordinator each and budget support for a finance
officer in the 1st year 8 whereas informal partners,
received funds for a part-time coordinator each
and for a part time bookkeeper for the 2nd and
3rd years. 9 However, the funds allocated for
documentation were very meagre (Euro 2,500/
year). This amount proved inadequate to support
the expenses of community-based documenters.
Also, there was no allocation for translating
the fact sheets and reports by the IPHRDs into
English 10. After an inception seminar, the
Project Coordinator and the Financial Officer
provided online mentoring during the entire life
of the project. Again on-line mentoring was highly
ranked by all partners. However, many partners
encountered several challenges. Major reasons for
these challenges, identified by partners, can be
summarized as follows:
•

•

Lack of adequate personnel due to limited
administrative budget. Although the project
was prepared in collaboration with the same
partners, due to in-built rigidity in the budget
lines approved, project management was
unable to make the necessary adjustments
commensurate to the work load required;
Frequency of the reports: the reports need
to be provided on a quarterly basis, as per
requirement of the European Union. The

8. Ultimately additional support for bookkeeper in the 2nd and 3rd year
was provided from the contingency budget
9. Except for AMAN which did not need support
10. This was partly remedied by partners by using leftover funds from
their budget for the translation of HR materials for the training and also
some of the funds allotted from their own documentation budget, these
measures proved inadequate

partners felt that they spent all their time
translating fact sheets and reports and
not having enough time to concentrate on
important matters.
•

Lack of technical and language skills of the
IPHRDs and lack of budget for translating the
fact sheets and the reports coming from the
field;

•

Inadequate information submitted by the
IPHRDs;

•

Lack of regularity or timeliness, on the part of
the IPHRDs, to submit necessary information;

•

Difficulty to manage financial support under
contingency funds.

The evaluation mission identified additional gaps
at the level of the regional management team.
These can be summarized as follows:
•

Disorganised, very incomplete and not
updated database;

•

Total lack of a monitoring system;

•

Weak enforcement of the TORs of the regional
staff.
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Financial Achievements

amongst partners. The hosting partners’ staff
could become, alongside with the Regional
Coordinating team, the mentoring team of the
new partners.

By the time the project ends (August 2014)
practically all funds allocated will be disbursed.

Recommendations

C. Lobbying and advocacy

A. Capacity-building

•

Reinforce the trends of submissions to
international bodies by the partners
and provide the necessary assistance to
partners that have started to submit cases to
international bodies by converting a larger
number of cases into communications to the
relevant mechanisms at all levels.

•

Considerably step-up regional level campaigns,
press releases etc., in collaboration with
partner organisations, and other networks.

•

•

•

Regional meetings should be envisaged
for experience sharing, team building and
learning from each others. Selected partners
from former projects - i.e. those who have
performed well in the current project – should
also be invited to these regional seminars
so that the new partners can learn from the
experience of the old ones while strengthening
linkages at regional level.
Enhance content of national trainings by
adding a topic on the gender dimension of
human rights violations, and another on
domestic remedies and grievance mechanisms.
Envisage funding a larger number of
community-based seminars; they too should
include gender and recourse to national
grievance and redress mechanisms.

D. Information work
•

Hire a professional editor to focus on
enhancing the readability and simplification
of the information posted and to produce
analyses of large amount of information in the
form of simple briefings.

•

Simplify information required for submission
of violations that can easily be ported in social
media. 11

•

Provide for more interactive feature of the
website to enable IPHRDs to post information
directly to the according to an agreed-on
format with the website administrator. 12

•

Utilise different means of online media to
increasing the outreach of the website to
enhance its effectiveness.

B. Networking
•

In order to foster deeper linkages and regional
cooperation, any new IPHRD project should
undertake a number of activities aimed
at strengthening the platform, such as
undertaking a 2- or 3-week exchange-cumtraining visit of staff visit among old and new
partners to obtain on-the-job peer training
while strengthening regional cooperation

11. Perhaps the information required to submit to the Special Rapporteur
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples could be a relevant example.
12 This would allow the partners to feel more involved in the success
and outreach of the website.
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E. IPHRD Fund

G. Project management

•

•

A proper monitoring system should be put
in place at the outset of the project and the
partners should be trained accordingly.

•

The regional coordinating team should
comprise a project coordinator and an
advocacy officer. The latter’s main task would
comprise, amongst others, the management
of the information monitoring provided by
partners. On the other end, the regional team
could usefully utilize the services of an officer
entirely dedicated to manage a more proactive
platform website and social media.

•

The budget should a) make available sufficient
funds to translate into English the fact sheets;
b) foresee a relatively large amount of funds
for implementation of contingencies.

•

In any future project concerning IPHR
defenders, select fewer countries (3 or 4 at the
maximum) in order to avoid spreading human
and financial resources too thin.

Concerning IPHRD Fund, the following
measures ought to be taken:
•

Provision of funds to translate and publish
a flyer in local language in each concerned
country that explains the scope, objectives
of and access to the fund;

•

Posting information about the Fund on
the IPHRD Net website and mailing lists
in as many relevant languages;

•

Provision of separate fund for
investigation, fact-finding and validation;

•

Simplification of the procedures to
obtain the fund and deadlines for timely
responses on the part of the regional office;

•

Introduction of in-country audio requests
at country level to for those who do not
have the capacity to read and write.

F. Printing Press
•

Devise and implement a very aggressive
marketing strategy targeted at international
and national NGOs residing in Thailand
first and in the sub-region later. This strategy
should emphasise the environmental and
social aspects of its operations. Identify ways
and means to reduce its running costs.
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III. Regional Context 13
Two-thirds of the approximate 370 million selfidentified indigenous peoples live in Asia, enriching
the region’s enormous cultural and linguistic
diversity. They have strong cultural attachment
and livelihood dependence on land, forests and
waters, and the natural resources therein. They
have unique collective historical connections
with, and ownership of, their territories that have
continuously been developed and maintained
through complex and diverse customary resourceuse management systems that are repositories of
tangible and intangible wealth.
In Asia, the individual and collective rights of
peoples who self-identify as indigenous peoples
are being violated on a daily basis. All too often,
their territories are sacrificed and expropriated
for state-sponsored development and corporate
13. Excerpts from “Overview of the Status of Indigenous Peoples in
Asia”, AIPP, May 2014

projects that lead to gross and wide-scale violations
of their collective rights, especially regarding their
lands, territories, and resources. The establishment
of national parks and conservation areas, the
granting of concessions for mining, logging,
plantations, and other extractive industries—as
well as infrastructure for national development—
have dispossessed and marginalized many
indigenous peoples in Asia. The militarization
of indigenous territories in response to protest
actions has also resulted to serious violations of
their civil and political rights including killings,
arbitrary arrests and torture. These impositions
and outright non-recognition of their rights are
causing widespread and escalating conflicts,
forced displacements, massive environmental
degradation, food insecurity, ethnocide, and the
weakening of the distinct socio-cultural systems
and cohesion of indigenous peoples. These are
making them even more vulnerable to human
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rights violations, especially where it concerns
indigenous women.
The formal legal recognition and status granted
by Asian states to indigenous peoples varies
from country to country. In a number of
countries, indigenous peoples have constitutional
recognition, while in others they are invisible in
the fundamental law of the land, or the use and
applicability of the term “indigenous peoples”
remains contentious. However, legal recognition,
even when conferred does not always guarantee
the full range and enjoyment of individual
and collective rights. In some Asian countries,
it is limited, conditional or is not properly
implemented. It also does not extend to all
indigenous peoples within the country, and often
it is glossed over when state or private business
interests prevail. The absence of formal legal
recognition often results in indigenous peoples
being denied many basic rights and services
including collective rights based on national and
international human rights law.
Indigenous peoples in Asia may face even more
land loss and destruction with the coming
ASEAN economic integration in 2015 which
expects massive infrastructure development in
energy, transport and communications that will
not only cut through traditional territories but
exploit their natural resources such as minerals
and river systems to boost national incomes and
power demand. 14
14. Among the planned infrastructure are the ASEAN power grid, TransASEAN Gas Pipeline, ASEAN Highway Network, Singapore-Kunming
Rail Link and regional telecommunications networks. In the Mekong
region, construction of two of 11 long planned hydroelectric power
projects in the Lower Mekong River, nine in Laos and two in Cambodia,
has started to displace indigenous and local communities. Many of
these development projects and the resources to build them are in

The human rights of indigenous peoples
encompass not only individual civil and political
rights but also collective rights, which include
those related to land and resources, to free and
prior informed consent and to participation in
decision making. Many of the human rights
violations they face stem from the non-recognition
of their collective rights to lands, territories and
resources. This leads to forced eviction from their
traditional land, displacement and militarization,
which in themselves are grave violations of their
individual and collective rights. Military and other
paramilitary and security forces have been used
to quell local resistance to development projects,
resulting to wide-scale violations of their civil and
political rights, including criminalization and
vilification of their legitimate actions.
It is against this backdrop that the Asia Indigenous
Peoples Pact (AIPP), a regional umbrella
organisation comprising 47 members in 14 Asian
countries - initiated a project “Strengthening
the Network of Indigenous Peoples Human
Rights Defenders for the Promotion and
Protection of Human Rights of Indigenous
Peoples in Asia” financed by the European Union
(EIDHR/2011/266456).

indigenous territories.
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IV. The Project
The overall objective of the project “Strengthening
the Network of Indigenous Peoples Human Rights
Defenders for the Promotion and Protection of
Human Rights of Indigenous Peoples in Asia”
was that indigenous human rights defenders
document, monitor and protect the human rights
of Asia’s indigenous peoples, in the overall context
of strengthened pluralism, democracy and the
rule of law in general. This was to be achieved
through capacity building, the establishment of
an IPHRD Fund for IPHRDs at risk, networking
and advocacy.
A. Purpose and Scope of the Evaluation
The purpose of the evaluation was to provide
AIPP with an assessment of their achievements
in partnership with indigenous organisations in
implementing the project. The lessons learned and

challenges encountered in redressing human rights
violations identified during the evaluation would
be used to improve AIPP’s lobbying and advocacy
work at the local, regional and international levels.
The results of the evaluation will serve as a valuable
resource for AIPP, providing guidance on how the
lessons provided by the project can be replicated
in other areas of Asia.
The evaluation and its process were intended to be
part of the capacity-building for the project staff
both for AIPP and the implementing partners, and
also for selected target communities (See Annex II
for details).
B. Evaluation Methodology
The information-gathering approach involved
mainly qualitative data collection coupled with
a comprehensive review of documents and
the analysis of the results of all-encompassing
online questionnaires administered to all project
partners as well as to the facilitating organisations
of the IPHRD Fund (See Annex III F1); Skype
interviews with some partners helped clarify
some of the answers provided by them. Field
visits were organized in two countries (Nepal and
Cambodia). In order to assess the effectiveness,
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efficiency, impact and sustainability of the
programme, participatory and creative techniques
were employed to ensure that women and men
would feel free to share their stories and their
perceptions. This report makes extensive use of
quotes from partners and beneficiaries alike.
C. Methods of Data Collection
The external evaluator was provided with all
the relevant information that were thoroughly
analysed for the purpose of the evaluation.
During the country visits, a two-day reflection
workshop which gathered community-based
IPHRDS and community leaders, were organized.
Several tools were utilized during these workshops:
story telling by leaders and IPHRDs who shared the
story of their cases. Free Association Methodology
was extensively used to discern the impact of the
project on the concerned communities’ members,
their leaders and the IPHRDs. Based on the
results of this exercise, the most prominent eight
(8) elements were used to do a collective reflection
of where they were before the project and where
they were now. This was done in Cambodia where
more time had been allotted for this workshop.
Ultimately, free range questions and answers were
utilized in order to gauge the likely sustainability
of the project.
In addition, the mission met with government
representatives, staff of implementing partners
and of other development organisations (ILO, EU,
Office of the High Commission on Human Rights),
beneficiaries of the IPHRD Fund, local indigenous
journalists’ organisations and AIPP members. In
Nepal the mission also undertook a field visit to

Sindhuli District. Due to weather conditions, the
field visit in Cambodia was cancelled. For details
of the mission meeting with stakeholders, see
Annex II.
D. Composition of the Evaluation Team
The evaluation was composed of an external
evaluator, expert in participatory evaluations,
and by the project coordinator. The presence of
the project coordinator was extremely invaluable
because it allowed the external evaluator a
deeper understanding of the complexities of the
project. In addition, her presence was required
by the very essence of the participatory nature
of the evaluation, which also provided her the
opportunity of learning by doing. It also allowed
for joint learning, which, undoubtedly, will assist
in any future project of this kind. It should be
underlined, however, that the presence of the
project coordinator did not bring any bias in the
conclusions and recommendations of the mission,
which have been the sole responsibility of the
external evaluator.
E. Limitations and Constraints
The time allotted for the field visits, due to
budgetary constraints, and the rainy seasons
proved a limitation to the mission. Another
limitation proved to be the translation, especially
in Cambodia.
However the consistency of the answers to the
online questionnaire by all partners and the
richness and depth of the stories shared and of
the answers provided during the reflection and
sharing workshops positively point towards a
consistent and unbiased set of findings.
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V. Overall Conclusions
The detailed findings, conclusions and
recommendations will be presented in the
following sections of the report. Based on the
overall analysis, the evaluation draws the following
key conclusions.
A. Relevance
The project “Strengthening the network of
indigenous peoples’ human rights defenders for
the promotion and protection of human rights of
indigenous peoples in Asia” responded to a deeply
felt need by all partner organisations working in
the field of human rights.

All the partners found this project of utmost
relevance and many of them have made it their
core business.

The project has made enormous contribution
to the protection and promotion of the human
rights of indigenous peoples in the country. It
has had significant impact on the community,
CSOs, and the government in varied ways that
has contributed to bring changes in the lives of
indigenous peoples in the country. 		
						
Kapaeeng Foundation, Bangladesh
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B. Effectiveness
The combination of trainings at different levels,
provision of funds for IPHRDs at risk and capacity
building through networking in one single project
made it the most effective way for tackling human
rights violations.
The project made very effective use of its partners’
competences and strengths.
The evaluation mission, however, identified a gap
in information sharing and advocacy at the level
of the Regional Coordinating team.
C. Efficiency
The project proved to be a very cost efficient
instrument: organization of the inception visit
and provision of continuous online mentoring
and coaching proved to be very cost effective.
D. Results
Evaluated against its objectives, the project has
produced significant results that go well beyond
the targets that were originally set.
Through the regional IPHRD network the project
served as a forum for sharing ideas and experience,
consolidating solidarity and coordination.
The project has contributed to increasing the
organisational capacity of its partners and to
enhance their outreach and capacity to work
locally, nationally and internationally on their
priority concerns.
The impact of the project can be gleaned at
different levels: 15
15. These are the results of the stakeholders’ seminars held during the

“The inception meeting and the on-line mentoring
were highly effective in providing good and timely
information and coaching on key issues”.
						
			
LAHURNIP, Nepal

D.1 . On the concerned communities:
a. It has increased awareness of the rights
(social, economic, cultural, religious and
political) of indigenous peoples, including
women’s rights 16 and the right to Free, Prior
and Informed Consent;
b. It has fostered collective decision-making;
through collaborative efforts, communities
and their leaders, supported by IPHRDs,
jointly decide on collective actions to pursue;
c. It has empowered communities and their
leaders through provision of technical
knowledge on the different recourse
mechanisms to assert their rights;
d. Through meaningful participation, it has
increased the capacity of the community
leaders, including their negotiating and
advocacy skills and strengthened their
leadership role;
field visits in Nepal and Cambodia and of the on-line questionnaires
to partner organisations.
16. Women’ rights applies to Bangladesh, where two national trainings
exclusively on indigenous women were conducted and to Cambodia
where AIPP financed a special training on women rights, as part of its
Indigenous Women Programme project on Strengthening the Documentation and Advocacy Capacity of Indigenous Women for the Advancement
of their Rights and Welfare on Land funded by UN Women
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e. It has fostered a revival and an expansion of
collective “indigenous identity”;
f.

It has contributed to attract increased
attention from Government officials at local,
regional and national levels;

g. It has contributed to raised awareness of
and improved accessibility to complaint
mechanisms and processes at local, national
and international level;
h. It has strengthened the organisational capacity
and skills of the concerned communities and
their leaders;
i.

j.

It has increased the solidarity amongst
indigenous peoples through networking and
experience-sharing;
It has shown the way to alternative dispute
resolutions and has stressed the role of
mediation and of reaching social consensus;

Cambodia IPHRD reflection on gains from the project

k. It has added enthusiasm in protecting
Indigenous Peoples’ rights.
D.2 On the Human Rights Defenders
1. It has increased their knowledge on human
rights and of their role as human rights
defenders;
2. It has allowed them to acquire knowledge
on the human rights treaties, on national
and international human rights laws and
on national policies and trends relevant to
indigenous peoples;
3. It has provided them with skills in
documentation, fact finding and advocacy;
4. It has raised awareness on gender-related
violence;
5. It has increased their ability to analyse
community issues and problems;

Nepal indigenous communities reflection on gains
from project interventions

6. It has improved their skills in organising
meetings and local trainings;
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7.

It has provided them with skills and knowhow in filing complaints and petitions;

8. It has increased their ability to communicate
with local authorities, relevant stakeholders
and development agencies;
9. It has increased their capacity to undertake
networking from the local up to the
international levels
10. It has provided them with the capacity to
develop short and medium term plans.
D.3 On the Partner Organisations
1. It has considerably strengthened their
organisations through the provision of
financial and material resources, the
acquisition of skills for the officials and
personnel thus facilitating organizational
policy changes;
2. It has increased the interaction of the staff
with national governance mechanisms and
access to justice;
3. It has provided them with larger and deeper
information on
relevant national laws,
policies and trends;
4. It has strengthened their media outreach, thus
contributing to greater visibility;
5. It has led to increased solidarity amongst
partners from other countries through
networking and experience-sharing;
6. For those that have a good data base system,
the organised documentation (fact sheets)
from the project, has assisted them to publish
annual reports that highlight the cases

documented through the project and have
used them for advocating and lobbying for
legal reforms [AMAN, Indonesia; Kapaeeng
Foundation, Bangladesh].
D.4 On the Concerned Governments
The major impact of the project has been to
strengthen concerned countries’ democratic
process in the following:
1. Increased access of significant portion of the
indigenous peoples in governance and justice
mechanisms;
2. Better understanding of the situation of the
rights or issues of indigenous peoples by State
agencies and the general public;
3. Participatory governance and development in
association with indigenous communities.
E. Sustainability
There is a high degree of ownership and
institutionalization of the project amongst the
partners and communities alike, indicating a high
degree of sustainability. All partners have indicated
their willingness and readiness to continue their
current work on IPHR Defenders on their own.
For example, in Nepal, the partner institution,
LAHURNIP, has since the beginning stressed the
need for concerned communities to sustain their
activities during and after the end of the project.
As a result, most concerned communities and their
leaders have mobilised their own funds to finance
additional community seminars, paying for the
hospital bills of some women severely injured by
the local police, paid for mobilisation and advocacy
trips to the capital, provided small salaries or
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equipment (such as mobile phones, etc.) to the
IPHRDs looking after their cases, among others.
For example in the Bhaddrakali VDC in Sindhuli
District, the local committee – locally dubbed
“Struggle Committee” – reported that it raised
funds 20 times since their case was documented for
a total of 60,000 USD. Even if this is an exceptional
case, many “Struggle Committees” have utilized
other imaginative ways to secure funds to cover
their operating expenses.17 In other countries,
such as Bangladesh, the partner organization has
also stressed the need for securing local funds,
even if, reportedly, the sums collected were
modest but creates community ownership. There
is, however, variation amongst countries. The
partners in other countries hope that they will
receive funding from other donors to continue
their work on human rights but do not have, yet,
a clear strategy on how to proceed. Nevertheless,
continuous support to partners will be required
for monitoring, additional documentation and
strengthening of the IPHRDs and their regional
network.
Based on this overall analysis, the evaluation
points to the need for developing in-country
strategies for continuing IPHRD work and makes
the following recommendation:
F. Gaps
Partners were asked to identify activity gaps in
the project. The following have been the most
17. Such as collecting attendance fees from screening human rights
films touching on various issues, producing a local newspaper and
using the proceeds from publicity for their work, securing the 15% of
the VDC budget allocated for indigenous peoples, and tapping their
community members abroad, among others. The poorest villages that
cannot afford the mobilization of local households have been tapping
local level foundations to obtain additional funds and contributions
from villagers themselves.

It is recommended that the project finances a
regionally-promoted localised in-country meeting
where partners, community representatives and
IPHRDs come together to jointly devise and
implement effective fund-raising strategies. The
workshop would be regional in scope because
the training material, produced by an expert on
crowd funding, would be video-taped and sent
to the different partners. Partners and their
constituencies would discuss the content of the
training and devise localised strategies. This
would be complemented by a strategic review
of the accomplishments and the preparation of
work plans to continue carrying out the work they
have started under this project until they have
their grievances satisfactorily attended to.

recurrent suggestions which should be taken into
account in any future project:
•

More emphasis on raising public awareness;

•

Coordination or collaboration with other
human rights organizations;

•

Policy research and advocacy;

•

Dialogues between indigenous communities
and rights violators (state and non-state actors)
with the participation of political parties and
civil society;

•

Skills sharing and exposure visits at national
and regional levels.

The following sections will provide more detailed
analysis and recommendations, related to the
different project components.
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VI. Detailed Evaluation Findings by Component
A. Support To Community – Based Indigenous Peoples Human Rights Defenders
A.1 Capacity Building
The objective of this component was to provide
training to community-based indigenous human
rights defenders so that they could monitor,
document, raise awareness and undertake
advocacy work concerning indigenous peoples’
human rights at local level. The main outputs
expected after 3 years were as follows:
•

50 indigenous peoples human rights defenders
have received Training of Trainers (ToT) on
human rights documentation and advocacy

•

At least 225 indigenous human rights
defenders in 8 countries are trained on human
rights documentation and advocacy;

•

75 indigenous communities are trained on
human rights.

A.1.1 Regional Training.
Two regional trainings (ToT) were conducted in
the first two years of the project. The content of
the first ToT was on basic human rights concepts
and principles, international human rights
instruments, documentation of human rights
violations, effective advocacy and campaigns, and
introduction to various national and international
protection mechanisms. The 2nd ToT refreshed the
concept of collective rights of indigenous peoples,
reviewed data-gathering, verification methods and
the use of the factsheet. An important component
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of the ToT was the sharing of strategies from
the participating organisations on the following
topics:
•

Mobilising IPHRDs for documentation work,
Kapaeeng Foundation

•

Evidence-based advocacy, Jharkhand Human
Rights Movement

•

Media advocacy, Kapaeeng Foundation

•

World Bank advocacy, LAHURNIP

•

Legal advocacy, AMAN

•

Protecting and securing IPHRDs at risk,
KALUMARAN

•

Engaging companies/corporations, JOAS

•

Campaign planning and management, CPA.

The total number of participants to the regional
seminars amounted to 47, slightly less than the
targets. Nineteen women (or 40% of the total)
received this type of training.

Group work: 1st regional ToT on human rights documentation and advocacy, 2011 [Richard Gadit/AIPP]

A.1.2 National and sub-national training.
The number of national trainings undertaken
exceeded the target: in fact, up to June 2014, 15
such trainings had taken place whereas 9 had
been targeted. India, Cambodia and Bangladesh
exceeded the targets.

Philippine national training on human rights documentation and advocacy, 2012 [KALUMBAY]

National trainings were the responsibility of
partners. However, in Malaysia, Philippines and
Thailand, the Regional Management Team directly
coordinated the implementation of trainings with
AIPP member organisations or networks in the
country. Thailand has scheduled its national
training for July 2014. For more details see Annex
III, Tables CB 1 to CB 5).
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Bangladesh has conducted two national trainings
solely for indigenous women while another was
conducted by AIPP in Cambodia. The Bangladesh
trainings focused on leadership, basic human
rights and women’s rights [CEDAW]. The
Cambodia training included basic human rights,
CEDAW, documenting human rights violations
and advocacy at local and national levels.

Gains of Cambodia IPHRDs and communities from
national trainings

The number of IPHRDs trained in these seminars
totalled 450, exceeding the target by 100%. It is
heartening to note that women constituted 52%
of the trainees, mostly because of the 3 trainings
which were women-targeted. The countries with
the highest number of women trainees were India,
Bangladesh and Cambodia.18
18. One of the partners in India is an indigenous women’s organization, thus the bias.

Sample national training content [Kapaeeng
Foundation]
1. Introduction to the international human
rights law
2. Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(UDHR)
3. UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples (UNDRIP)
4. ILO C107 & ILO C169
5. CEDAW
6. Constitution of Bangladesh
7. Women and Children Repression Prevention Act 2000 (amendment 2003)
8. Land Acquisition and Bengal Tenancy
Act-1950
9. Right to Information Act (2009)
10. Documentation of HR situation: Compilation of materials on human rights
documentation and advocacy
11. Voices from the Roots (video documentary)
12. Balancing Harmony (video documentary)
13. A tale of promise and struggle (video
documentary)
14. Fact sheet
15. National Human Rights Commission
complaint procedure
16. First Information Report [FIR] form

Clearly not all the people trained will be active
documenters, since, among others, the work
is done on a voluntary basis. According to the
experience of the project partners, between 50 to
55% of the trainees are fully active, another 30 to
35% are partially active and the rest are not active
at all.
A.1.3 Community seminars.
By June 2014, the number of community seminars
held exceeded the target: 100 seminars were held
versus a 75 target (or a 32% increase). The chart
below indicates the breakdown by country: it is
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interesting to highlight the very high number of
community seminars held in Cambodia.19
The chart below indicates the number of persons
trained in community seminars by gender and
country. Altogether 4,580 persons (44% women)
were trained in these seminars.

Cambodia and Indonesia trained the largest
number of women in community seminars.
Partners managed the community seminars by
themselves; however for Malaysia, Thailand and
19. In Cambodia, partners were able to stretch their budget, and/or
supplemented it with other organization funds. It should be pointed out
that, in reality, the number of community seminars that took place was
higher than the numbers reported; in some countries, such as Nepal,
one day community seminars, financed by the concerned communities,
took place at their request on topics decided by community members.
The partner felt that including them as community seminars was not
appropriate since they were informal and of short duration.

the Philippines, the Regional Management Team
directly coordinated the implementation of these
with the relevant indigenous peoples organisations
in the country.
Community seminar topics are context-specific
and partners decide with their constituencies
on the appropriate theme. However, the basic
content is human rights. National laws, policies,
burning issues, relevant international laws and
remedies are also discussed. For instance, in
Bangladesh, the Chittagong Hill Tracts Accord
and ILO Convention 169 are regular topics. Other
examples: in Cambodia, the decrees related to
economic land concessions and collective land
registration; in Nepal, the World Bank operational
policy and grievance mechanism; in North
East India, sharing the results of the Universal
Periodic Review, oil exploration and dam issues,
and AFSPA; an inter-village exchange for dam
affected peoples was also conducted; in Malaysia,
preparations for their government’s Universal
Period Review; in the Philippines, Indigenous
Peoples Rights Act and the National Indigenous
Peoples Master Plan; in Thailand, a dialogue was
held with the Representative of Thailand to AICHR
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where several issues faced by indigenous peoples
were discussed and submitted to the government
representative.

Photo by NEPA

Partners were asked to rank the different types/
levels of training and, although they appreciated
all three, community seminars got unanimously
the first ranking, national training the second
and regional training the third. The main reason
given was that community seminars are the most
effective means to build the capacities of the
community members.
Although most of the partners appreciated the
regional seminars they felt that they were more
suitable for experience sharing, for building
solidarity and networking and that they were not
localised enough for their needs.
A.2 Documentation of Human Rights Violations
After the training, almost all the human rights
defenders started documenting human rights
violations in their countries and localities. The
charts below indicate by country, the nature
of the violations. First of all it is worth noticing
that the number of cases documented exceeded
considerably the targets set (150 cases documented,

“The Community Seminars have been very
useful to give necessary information and raising
awareness to all members of the indigenous
communities involved. The seminars also play a
crucial role as a forum to discuss their strategy
and to maintain unity among community
members.” 					
AMAN, Indonesia 				
						
“The Community Seminars are the best way to
enhance the capacities of indigenous peoples and
their knowledge of their rights and freedom as
well as for mobilizing and for claiming rights
and land.” 					
ICSO, Cambodia 				
						
“The most effective are the community seminars
where the conflict areas and violations have
occurred. ” 					
CIYA, Cambodia			

50 of which are submitted to national human
rights institutions). In fact, altogether, 412 cases
were documented (see chart below). The violations
with the largest number of cases were: extra
judicial killings (27%), violations concerning
individuals (25%), violence against women
(16%) and land grabbing by companies (13%).
The countries with the highest numbers of cases
documented were North East India (135 cases), the
Philippines (94 cases) and Bangladesh (77 cases).
Often, the extra judicial killings are related to land
grabbing and related issues. [For more details See
Annex III, Item 2 Tables C1 to C10]. Clearly the
amount of documented cases reflects more the
territorial coverage of the IPHRDs as well as the
efforts deployed by each IPHRD. In reality, in all
concerned countries a great deal of violations goes
undocumented.
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Regarding the nature of the violations there are quite interesting country differences.
In Bangladesh the largest number of violations
(44%) was perpetrated against women, violations
against individuals (threats, intimidations and
torture), and extra judicial killings accounted for
an additional 26% of the cases documented. In
North East India, extra judicial killing accounted
for 58% of the violations documented, followed by
violence against individuals and against women.
In the Philippines violence against individuals,
extra judicial killing and militarization of
indigenous territories were the most recurrent
types of violation and accounted for 49%, 24% and

14% respectively. In Cambodia, on the other hand,
79% of the documented violations concerned land
grabbing by corporations (foreign-owned with
local generally subsidiaries). The same holds true
for Indonesia where land grabbing accounted for
80% of the cases, although the total number of
documented cases there was quite small. In Nepal,
on the other hand, land grabbing by Government
in the name of “development” prevailed (48% of
the cases) whereas violations against individuals
and of cultural and religious rights accounted for
20% each.
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Substantial differences in level and type of recourse mechanisms most frequently utilised by partners
for cases they handled:
Recourse mechanism
Country

Local government
or authorities, local
offices of ministries
or departments

Local police
stations, courts

National
ministerial
offices, national
courts

Bangladesh

23%

Cambodia

47%

23%

Indonesia

60%

33%

Nepal

30%

60%

4% [court]

It is interested to note that, LAHURNIP had
utilised the most variegated set of mechanisms,
spanning from the local to the international levels.
In fact it utilized national government offices for
30% of the cases, local and national courts (4%
and 11% respectively) and even the Supreme
Court. Moreover it appealed to the NHRC in
18% of the cases and made the most extensive
use of international mechanisms, including the
Inspection Panel of the World Bank, that any
other partner (36% of the cases).
Globally, fifty-five cases were submitted to the
various National Human Rights Commissions,
with the Philippine partners accounting for nearly
half of the submissions (47%).

11% [court]

National
Human Rights
Commission

SR IPR and other
international
mechanisms

29%

29%

21%
18%

36%

A.2.1 Success rates of cases documented
In spite of the good documentation and advocacy
done at country level, unfortunately, the number
of cases resolved, with or without compensation
to the victims, remains quite low, pointing to an
overall faulty in country governance and justice
systems. Globally, 64 of the cases documented
were resolved positively 20, 52% of them involved
also compensation to the victims, for 34% of them
there was no compensation and an additional 14%
were only partially resolved, i.e. not all perpetrators
were arrested. Bangladesh, the Philippines,
and NE India had the highest number of cases
positively resolved (24, 14 and 12 respectively).
There were 16 additional cases resolved positively
but not implemented, 5 of which in Cambodia
and 5 in NE India. These cases were accompanied
with mobilizations, sustained campaigns, and
competent legal advice and representation.
20. Cases are considered resolved when the bodies concerned have
taken action to solve the issue brought to their attention.
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A.3 The Indigenous Peoples Human Rights Defenders [IPHRD] Fund
A.3.1 Objective
The objective of the IPHRD Fund was to provide
protection to indigenous peoples human rights
defenders who are facing challenges due or are
at risk of becoming victims of human rights
violations because of their work as human rights
defenders. This assistance was comes in the form
of provision for financial, material, and other
forms of support. The Fund was meant to support
IPHRDs at risk in all the countries covered by
the project as well as in countries harbouring

“The IPHRD Fund was significant in making
sure the IPHRD at risk evades the threats which
surrounded him and his life at the time when the
“fervor” for demanding justice for [his] survivors
was at its height. The grant enabled us to protect
a person whose principles and leadership was
significant in registering the indigenous peoples’
demand for their human dignity, and their rights
to equitable and just relief and rehabilitation.
The grant also contributed to the raising the IP’s
voice to global clamor against the corruption of
relief aid, majority of the victims of which are
those who belong to the most vulnerable sector
such as the indigenous peoples”. (Panalipdan
Southern Mindanao. Philippines). 		
The IPHRD Fund has been a blessing for the HR
defenders of NE. We have had many instances
in the past where HR defenders are left with
little options to mitigate their ‘sufferings’, and
there are instances where they had to apply for
support from ‘external’ agencies, which takes
time. It was a timely step from EU and AIPP
that now HR defenders can access funds through
local committees that are from the region itself.
(NEPA, India)

members of the Indigenous Peoples Human Rights
Defenders network and AIPP members.
The Fund was meant to provide: a) Direct support
to 100 IPHRDs at risk, i.e., financial and material
support and other forms of assistance (legal
aid, counseling, medical, financial and material
support to victims of arrest, detention, torture and
extrajudicial killings among others) to victims of
human rights violations among IPHRDs and/or
their families facing challenges due to their human
rights work; and, b) Provision of sanctuary support
(facilities for home-stay, access to equipment and
other facilities needed to continue their work on
human rights, and to enhance their capacities
while in sanctuary) for 10 human rights defenders
at risk. AIPP and its partner organizations
were meant to explore suitable arrangements
with other indigenous peoples’ organizations,
human rights organizations, humanitarian and
religious organizations for temporary sanctuary
for indigenous human rights defenders seeking
refuge. It has also facilitated support for cases
where bigger amounts were required, especially
those needing material and financial support
while in sanctuary with the EIDHR Emergency
Fund for HRDs at risk.
AIPP, in coordination with the partner
organizations, issued guidelines, including
criteria for eligibility for this kind of assistance,
and set-up Fund Committees in some countries
(3) tasked with assisting in the verification of
cases and recommend cases to be supported. In
total the project partnered with 30 facilitating
organisations. Table F1 in Annex III (3. IPHRD
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Fund) indicates these organisations and their
country of origin: 16 were based in the Philippines,
6 in India, 3 in Cambodia, 2 in Thailand and 1
each in the remaining countries.

partners by country, the speed of the response
by the country Fund Committees and the ability
of some partners in providing justification for
the cases account for the differences amongst
countries.

CIYA IPHRD negotiating with police for the conduct of a
community seminar which was refused (Photo: CIYA)

A.3.2 Disbursement
Up to June 2014, a total of Euros 145,841 (or 81%)
of the funds allocated was disbursed through these
facilitating partners. As indicated in the chart
below, the achievements considerably exceeded
the targets. Altogether, the Fund has provided
sanctuary for 8 individual victims (4 males and 4
females), and 789 members of communities 21.

A.3.3 End use of the IPHRD Fund
Provision of legal assistance to IPHRDs was the
most important end-use of the fund (50% of the
fund), followed by material, financial and medical
assistance (21%), filing of community cases in
court 23 (16%) and provision of sanctuary (11%).

As indicated in the above chart, partners in the
Philippines received 38% of the funds, followed
by those in India (21%) 22 , Cambodia (14%) and
Indonesia (11%). The number of facilitating
21. In the Philippines opposition to corporate projects like mines have
been met with the deployment of state or private security forces in the
concerned communities. Militarization leads to further rights abuses
and villagers often cannot practice their traditional livelihoods and
face food insecurity. Their lives are threatened and violence against
women becomes a common feature. In these instances, communities
evacuate and seek sanctuary in safer places. In one instance, they
walked kilometers to reach the provincial capital and established their
temporary camp in the grounds of the provincial capitol while seeking
redress to their grievances. In other instances, they go to safer parts
of their territory and build temporary structures in order to establish a
semblance of village life while they are still fighting for their safe return.
These are the cases referred to here as communities in sanctuary.
22. More specifically, 15% in mainland India and 10% in the North East.

It should be kept in mind, however, that several
people assisted with provision of sanctuary also
received material, financial and medical assistance.
Others also have had multiple needs.
23. Namely support for the filing of precedent cases which may have
impacts on the policy environment in the future.
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“The funds we received have been extremely useful,
especially in providing security to the victims.
It also helped in the process of trauma healing.”
(Exodus for Justice and Peace, the Philippines)

“As most of the funds were used for relocation
[of community members], legal and financial
assistance for the IPHRDs-at-risk, these proved
to be valuable resources enabling us to remove
them out of risk situations so that they may be
allowed to continue to press charges against
the perpetrators” (Kalumbay Lumad Regional
Organisation, the Philippines). 			

This is the only source of fund in the region for
IPHRDs at risk. The political impact of the financial
support is of utmost importance. IPHRDs and
their families find solace in all forms of support,
including financial support. Support for sanctuaries of IPHRDs has facilitated immediate form
of emotional relief. (KAMP, the Philippines)

The grant helped the beneficiary family, to
great extent, to meet their immediate financial
needs (Lahurnip, Nepal). 			
The IPDRH Fund has been used for indigenous
leaders and communities at risk resulted from
physical conflict mainly with security forces,
for example: in the case of eviction, ambush by
security forces, etc. The IPHRD fund has been
able to cover some urgent needs of the victims,
families and communities in the form of food,
medical expenses and other logistical needs.
The IPHRD Fund has proved most useful as this
can fill the gap that our organization is unable
to provide for and it has been difficult to find
donors for such fund. (AMAN, Indonesia)

“The fund provided to the IPHRDs and their
families at risk was of paramount importance. The
fund provided them with legal support, necessities,
security, food and shelter. No such support funds
were received from any other sources”.
(Kapaeeng Foundation, Bangladesh)

A.5 Challenges
The major challenges identified by partners in
accessing the fund can be summarized as follows:
•

Delays related to the country Fund Committee;

•

Delays related to regional coordination;

•

The time and finances borne by the
organizations making the requests, follow-up
and reporting – these had to be shouldered
in by cash-strapped organisations in order to
provide factual evidence about the case;

•

The collection of necessary supporting
documents proved a great challenge to many;

•

The rather cumbersome application process;

•

The fact that all the information concerning
fund accessibility and procedures were in
English.

A.4 Relevance of the IPHRD Fund
According to all beneficiary partners and to some
of the beneficiaries who were interviewed, the fund
proved a highly effective and unique instrument
to address immediate needs of indigenous leaders,
activists and human rights defenders or of their
families, especially in view of the fact that in most
countries it was the only instrument available to
protect IPHRDs and their families at risk.
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“Lack of outreach about the Fund and thus adequate
information among relevant IP organizations,
support groups and human rights defenders
about the Fund and application processes. Lack
of knowledge and skills, such as proficiency of
English language or technical (computer) skills,
among those who could use the support from the
Fund” (LAHURNIP, Nepal)
“Difficulties to gather data/information in timely
manner” (AMAN, Indonesia)
“Sufficient data collection regarding the IPHRDs
and their cases especially collection of necessary
supporting documents was a massive challenge”.
Also, “Receiving support from the IPHRD Fund
for Bangladesh was problematic due to the existing
regulations related to receipt of funds from foreign
sources. This impedes much needed support for
IPHRDs at risk”.
(Kapaeeng Foundation, Bangladesh)

B. Increased Institutional Capacity of the
Network, Network Strengthening and
Advocacy
The objective of this component was to increase
the capacity of the regional network of indigenous
peoples human rights defenders in Asia [IPHRD
Net] so that IPHRDs could engage with national,
regional and international human rights
mechanisms and advocacy initiatives for the
protection of indigenous peoples’ human rights.
This was to be facilitated by an Advocacy Officer,
part of the Regional Coordinating team, and by
a series of initiatives, such as a dedicated website
and social media (Facebook and Twitter).
B.1 National and Regional Networks
The partners were encouraged by AIPP to
create national networks of IPHRDs. Kapaeeng

Foundation created a network in 2011 after the
first national training of IPHRDs on human
rights documentation and advocacy. At the
time, it comprised of 30 IPHRDS which has now
increased to more than 300. LAHURNIP initiated
a network in 2011 and revised it in 2013 after
conducting its national training. Then it comprised
of 28 members, which now has risen to 60. In
the Philippines, the Cordillera Human Rights
Alliance, an alliance of human rights organizations
and individuals established in the 1990s, is serving
as the sub-national IPHRD network. There is also
the national level National Alliance of Indigenous
Peoples Organizations in the Philippines or
Kalipunan ng Mga Katutubong Mamamayan ng
Pilipinas (KAMP), a network IPHRDs and their
communities.
AMAN (Indonesia) considers
all its members IPHRDs, being a nationwide
alliance, it considers it a network. It has however
established an Association of Lawyers defending
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (PPMAN –
Perkumpulan Pembela Masyarakat Adat) as part
of the network which provides legal assistance to
IPHRDs and communities. ICSO (Cambodia) did
not establish a national network but has its own
IRAM network, comprising 68 members. CIYA,
as an indigenous peoples organisation, also acts
as an IPHRD network. NEPA (NE India) is an
alliance of 12 organisations, which it considers
a regional network and NWUM (NE India) is
part of the Naga Peoples Movement for Human
Rights established in the 1980s, which is a network
of communities and IPHRDs in North East
India. Thus, for established indigenous peoples
movements, there was no felt need to establish a
separate IPHRD Network.
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“Setting up the IPHRD network, following
national training, was the most effective way
in raising awareness about the situation of
the human rights of indigenous peoples in the
country and communities”. LAHURNIP
“The regional activities have helped us to
strengthen solidarity and encourage our members
to continue defending our rights. Also to learn
from other indigenous leaders/communities /
organizations” AMAN

other two were declarations, one by the IPHRD
Network and the other, a statement from the
Cambodian indigenous women.
The chart below shows the behaviour of the general
viewership of the website:
The high peak on the leftmost side coincides with
the hits on the IPHRD Fund guidelines posted
in July 2013, while the one in October 2013,

B.2 The IPHRD website
In order to foster regional exchanges and
cooperation amongst IPHRDs online, AIPP
created a website (www.iphrdefenders.net). The
IPHRD website was created in late 2010 as part of
the IPHRD Network plan to build an informationsharing platform for the network. It was revamped
in 2013 to include in its content the IPHRD Fund
and the fact sheets, and improve its features.
Submissions of cases can be done online but none
has still done this because the documenters find
it easier to just send to the regional team their
fact sheets through email. There are limitations
for online submissions because of internet
accessibility. In the re-created website starting July
2013, there had been 100 postings until April 2014
Of these, the following are the 7 most visited as of
April 30.
The inclusion of the guidelines for the IPHRD
Fund and documentation were the most visited.
The Regional Coordinating team also linked
its responses to queries on these matters, which
increased the number of hits of the site. Three of
the top topics were on online petitions and the

coincides with the uploading of the Declaration of
the Indigenous Peoples Human Rights Defenders
(IPHRD) Network in Asia, an output of the 2nd
Regional Training of Trainers on Human Rights
Documentation and Advocacy held on October
16-19, 2013.
In terms of origin of viewers (see chart below),
it is interesting to note that some of the partner
countries, i.e. Nepal and Indonesia, do not visit
often the site whereas there is an important
number of viewers from western countries (USA,
Australia and UK).
With the exceptions noted above, in general the
website is not used a great deal. In fact, although
the partners seem to appreciate it, they feel that it
can be made more effective and interesting to them
if it produced some original content or tailored the
information collected from different sources as
per the needs of readers (IPHRD network, media
agencies and general public).
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B.4 Training in Financial and Organisational
Management
Partners were convened in Chiang Mai for
the Training on Finance and Organizational
Management in March 2013. Fourteen staff (8
women) from partners’ organisations, attended
this training. Topics covered included:
•

Introduction to Financial Management

B.3 Facebook

•

Financial Management Practices

The project opened a Facebook account in 2013,
which has a total of 568 friends as of 15 June 2014.
The chart below indicates the activities of the
account. From July 13 to June 2014, the account
registered 136 posts with an average number of
105 being shared and an average of 223 likes for
the posts. Hence

•

Financial Reporting/Budget/Auditing

•

Financial reporting requirements of the EU

•

Contingency Fund

•

Organizational Management.

The account does not seem to have a striking
popularity, probably for the same reasons evoked
above for the web.

This training was found extremely useful by all
partners (received the highest score: 10) as they felt
that it strengthened their organizational capacity
in dealing with these matters. Reportedly, all
partners were able to rectify their financial and
organizational management weaknesses based
on the learning from the training. Knowledgeable
partner staff served as resource persons,
complementing the AIPP finance staff. The
training was very interactive as matters taken for
granted by non-accountants, like having approval
for fund disbursements, were reiterated. A threeday training in financial and organizational
management was also organized in NE India
the first week of June 2014. A total of 21 persons,
including 8 women, were trained from 9 different
indigenous peoples organisations in North East
India, including three sub-regional chapters of the
Naga Peoples Movement for Human Rights.
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B.5 The Printing Press

B.6 Lobbying and Advocacy

Under the project, funds were provided for the
establishment of a printing press. The rationale
behind was that the revenues obtained from the
services provided by the press would be devolved to
the IPHRD Fund, thus ensuring its sustainability.
The AIPP Printing Press was established in
September 2011 with its own Management
Committee.

This sub-component comprised the following:

Clearly, it takes time for any commercial
venture to penetrate a highly crowded and
competitive market, even if the printing press
has a slight comparative advantage since it uses
environmentally friendly material (use of soy ink
and of locally produced material).
Figures on profits and losses are nevertheless
encouraging: the peak of the losses 16,355 Euros
registered in 2012 (its first full year of operations,
declined to 8,107 Euros in 2013 and the current
figures show a slight profit (1,998 Euros) for the
operations of the first five months of 2014.

a) Organisation by AIPP of the annual Asia
Indigenous Peoples Preparatory workshop
on UN mechanisms relating to indigenous
peoples;
b) Sustained advocacy of indigenous human
rights defenders at regional and international
levels. Targets set were: Attendance by at
least 18 IPHRDs to relevant international
UN meetings and by 24 IPHRDs to regional
level events related to the AICHR and related
bodies;
c) Increased national, regional and international
awareness among governments, media,
human rights institutions and UN bodies,
mechanisms and procedures on the human
rights situation and concerns of indigenous
peoples in Asia. Targets set were: 30
communications and 10 reports sent to
relevant regional and UN bodies, mechanisms
and procedures on the human rights situation
and concerns of indigenous peoples in Asia; 50
cases of human rights violations submitted to
NHRIs, media and others; 10 petition letters
circulated for endorsement and press releases/
statements given to members of the media;
3 publications on human rights situation
reports and 3 thematic studies.
B.6.1. Asia Indigenous Peoples Preparatory
workshop on UN mechanisms
AIPP conducts the annual Asia Indigenous Peoples
Preparatory workshop on UN mechanisms
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relating to indigenous peoples. Over the 3-year
span of the project, 91 indigenous human rights
defenders (50 women and 41 men from Bangladesh,
Cambodia, NE India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Nepal,
the Philippines, Nepal and Thailand) and 8 UN
indigenous peoples experts (4 women and 4 men)
attended these meetings, which lasted three [3]
days each.
B.6.2. Advocacy at regional and international
levels
One hundred and thirty-three HRDs (55 women
and 78 men) from members, network and partner
organizations participated in UN meetings24
related to human rights and indigenous peoples.
Further 127 IPHDRs (77 women and 50
men) attended the annual Asian Civil Society
Conference/ASEAN Peoples Forum and AICHR
consultations. Interventions in these meetings
may be summarised as follows:
•

•

50 interventions during the sessions of
the United Nation Permanent Forum on
Indigenous Issues (UNPFII)
23 during UN Expert Mechanism on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (EMRIP)

•

2 during the Human Rights Council (HRC)
sessions

•

3 during the UN Forum on Business and
Human Rights (UN FBHR), and

•

13 at the meetings of the AICHR.

During these meeting, lobby and advocacy work
were conducted, as well as networking. Attendance
to such meetings well exceeded the targets of 18
24. Namely UNPFII, EMRIP, UPR, WCIP, UN FBHR and the Human Rights
Council.

IPHRDs attending relevant UN meetings and 20
IPHRDs attending activities related to the AICHR
and related ASEAN bodies. For more details see
Annex III.
B.6.3. Awareness among governments, media,
human rights institutions and UN bodies,
mechanisms and procedures
A total of 20 press releases were circulated to
media by either the RPMT or partners. Have of the
releases concerned national issues, while regional
and sub-regional issues concerned 40%, and 10%
concerned global issues. Fifty two percent were
released to regional media networks and the rest
to local and national networks. All of these were
uploaded in both the IPHRD and AIPP websites.
The following were submitted to the various
international bodies by the RPMT:
•

6 reports and 6 submissions to UN bodies;

•

1 briefing paper, 1 study, and 4 submissions to
ASEAN;

•

1 briefing paper and 7 letters to IFIs (WB and
ADB);

•

18 cases, jointly with its partners, and 7
regional reports to the Special Rapporteur on
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

In addition, partners, on their own, made a total
of 82 submissions to various international bodies.
Fifty one percent were submitted by Bangladesh,
followed by the Philippines (13%), then Nepal
(11%). The Special Rapporteur on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples received the largest number
of submissions (55%), followed by the Special
Rapporteur on Violence Against Women (12%)
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and the UN Committee on the Elimination of
Racial Discrimination (5%). (See Tables Sub.1 and
Sub. 2 in Annex III, Item 6).
It is noteworthy to highlight that, while at the
beginning of the project just few partners were
making submissions to international bodies, now
most of them are doing so, pointing to a very
encouraging trend towards empowerment, selfsufficiency and sustainability. This is a trend that
needs to be encouraged.
Unfortunately, delivery of advocacy support from
the RPMT to members of the regional network fell
short of expectations. Amongst its weaknesses,
the evaluation noted the following:
•

The regional advocacy was quite limited:
for instance, very few of the documented
cases were used for advocacy work, i.e. press
releases, analysis, support for submission to
international and regional bodies by partners,
especially those not familiar with the system;

•

No regular analysis of the documented
cases, especially in preparation for regular
international and regional meetings;

•

No follow up of responses by international,
regional and national bodies to which cases
had been submitted;

•

Very limited intermediary role between
international and regional bodies and national
partners;

•

Gaps in sharing information in simplified and
meaningful manner for partners.

B.7 Publications
All the studies and reports commissioned are
in various stages of preparation and/or edition.
The mission has been informed that they will be
published by end of August 2014. They comprise
the following:
•

Three Reports on the Situation of Human
Rights of Indigenous Peoples in Bangladesh,
Cambodia, and North East India;

•

Four studies on the Implications of National
Security Measures, Policies and Laws to
Indigenous Peoples in Bangladesh, India, the
Philippines and Thailand.

•

Six studies on the integration of Indigenous
Peoples Rights in Policies of National Human
Rights Institutions in Bangladesh, India,
Indonesia, Malaysia, Nepal, the Philippines
and Thailand.

It is unfortunate that the publications will be
available at such a late juncture!
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C. Project Implementation
C.1 Implementation Mechanism
The project was to be implemented by AIPP and
partner organizations in eight countries. The AIPP
Regional Secretariat was charged with the overall
coordination of project activities through the
Regional Coordination team and for submitting
financial and narrative reports to the European
Commission. The project management team
comprised of one Project Coordinator charged
with the overall coordination and supervision of
the implementation of the project, one Human
Rights Documentation Officer, meant to manage
the database of the project, and a part time finance
staff who was to oversee all matters related to
the budget, including disbursement of funds,
training the partners on financial management
and providing online coaching. A Human Rights
Advocacy Officer and a part time International
Financial Institution Advocacy officer were
provided by AIPP. The former was charged with
ASEAN and UN advocacy, including using the
factsheets for advocacy, validation of fact sheets
and overseeing the smooth functioning of the
IPHRD Fund while the second was charged with
monitoring the impact on indigenous peoples of
interventions financed by IFIs, collaborating with
other advocates on the issue to ensure that IP
inputs are provided and distributing information
to the Indigenous Peoples ADB monitoring
e-group. These regional staff formed the Regional
Coordinating team.
Two formal partners - Kapaeeng Foundation
(KF) in Bangladesh and Indigenous Community
Support Organization (ICSO) in Cambodia were

the lead implementers of all activities of this project
in their respective countries 25 while five informal
partners implemented the same in their respective
countries. These informal partners were:
•

Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association
(CIYA)

•

Alliance of Indigenous Peoples of the
Archipelago (AMAN, Indonesia)

•

Lawyers Association for Human Rights of
Nepalese Indigenous Peoples (LAHURNIP,
Nepal)

•

Naga Women’s Union Manipur (NWUM,
India)

•

North East Peoples (NEPA, India)

The partners differ enormously in terms of
capacity, level of organization, experience and
scope. Although the regional project implementers
were well aware of this reality, no specific targeted
measures were taken to remedy this reality,
especially in terms of capacity building. It was
hoped that the two regional trainings and the
online mentoring would level off these differences.
Formal partners received funding for a full-time
coordinator each and budget support for a finance
officer in the 1st year 26. Informal partners, received
funds for a part-time coordinator each and with
support for a part time bookkeeper for the 2nd
and 3rd years 27. However, the funds allocated for
documentation were very meager (only Euro 2,500/
25. These activities include national and subnational trainings, localization/
translation of training materials, community seminars, data-gathering
and documentation, publication, advocacy, and engagement in
regional and international meetings
26. Ultimately additional support for bookkeeper in the 2nd and 3rd
year was provided from the contingency budget
27. Except for AMAN which did not need support
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year). This amount proved inadequate to support
the expenses of community-based documenters.
Also there was no allocation for translating
the fact sheets and reports by the IPHRDs into
English. Although this was partly remedied by
partners by using leftover funds from their budget
for the translation of HR materials for the training
and also some of the funds allotted from their own
documentation budget, these measures proved
inadequate.

During the implementation period, the project
coordinator and the financial officer provided
online mentoring on finance management,
documentation and reporting, and practical
matters during the entire life of the project.

“The regional team was very responsive and
provided quick feedback/inputs in the document
finalization”. (AMAN, Indonesia)

All partners were provided with the following:
•

Refund of transportation related to regional
trainings, seminars, data gathering and factfinding missions and to attend meetings and
other events.

•

Training and documentation materials such as
cameras, voice recorder and training manuals.

•

Office equipment such as furniture and office
materials.

•

IT equipment such as computers, own network
and provider, mobile phones; projector for
each of the formal partners.

In addition as indicated in the Section III, the
RPMT directly coordinated the implementation
of trainings with AIPP member-organisations or
networks in Malaysia, Philippines and Thailand.
Moreover, the IPHRD Fund was open to all
countries in Asia.
Just before the start of the project, AIPP held
an inception seminar in Chiang Mai which
covered the following aspects: Project Profile,
Implementation Plan, Roles and Responsibilities.
All partners appreciated this meeting as it clarified
many issues.

Again online mentoring was highly ranked by all
partners.
Nevertheless, several partners encountered many
challenges in providing the information required
(fact sheets, quarterly reports, etc.) in a timely
manner.
Major reasons for these challenges, identified by
partners, can be summarized as follows:
•

Lack of adequate personnel due to limited
administrative budget. Although the project
was prepared in collaboration with partners,
who also indicated their time availability and
the amount of funds required to accomplish
their tasks, several partners found that
the amount of engagement required called
for higher personnel inputs and hence
remuneration. Unfortunately, due to inbuilt rigidity in the approved budget lines,
project management was unable to make the
necessary adjustments that these changes
in work load required; however, it used the
Contingency Fund to meet the bookkeeping
needs of six partners for Years 2 and 3;
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•

Frequency of the reports: the reports need
to be provided on a quarterly basis, as per
requirement of the European Union. The
partners felt that they spent all their time
translating fact sheets and reports and
not having enough time to concentrate on
important matters.

•

Lack of technical and language skills of the
IPHRDs and lack of budget for translating the
fact sheets and the reports coming from the
field;

•

Inadequate information submitted by the
IPHRDs;

•

Lack of regularity or timeliness, on the part of
the IPHRDs, to submit necessary information;

•

Difficulty to manage financial support under
the Contingency Funds, especially in Year 1.
This was remedied when the EU allowed the
Contingency Fund as a block fund.

“We were just managing to finish translating the
overdue fact sheets and reports and we had to
start working on the new ones.” [common remark
heard during the evaluation mission]

The evaluation mission identified additional gaps
at the level of the Regional Coordinating team.
These can be summarized as follows:
•

Disorganised, very incomplete and not
updated database;

•

Total lack of a monitoring system;

•

Weak enforcement of the TORs of the regional
staff.

C.2 Financial Achievements
By the time the project ends (August 2014)
practically all funds allocated will be disbursed.
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ANNEX I: QUESTIONNAIRES
I. 1 QUESTIONS FOR PROJECT PARTNERS
Name of Organisation _______________________________
A. Capacity Building (Regional, National/sub-national and Community Seminar)
1. Was your organization training and backstopping IP Human Rights Defenders (HRDs) before the
project started? If yes, please specify how many HRDs had you trained and backstopped and the source
of funding.
2. If you had not trained nor supported HRDs before the project tell us if you found if these activities
(Regional, National/ Sub-national and Community Seminar) were relevant for your present and future
work and in which ways.
3.1 Which of these activities (Regional, National/sub-national and Community Seminar) were most
effective in the promotion and protection of IP Human Rights? Why?
3.2 Which ones were not effective? Why?
3.3 What training methods did you use? Which do you find most useful? Why?
3.4 What material did you produce for your trainings and seminars, which did you adapt, which did
you translate in local languages?
3.5 Which of these materials did you share with others? Specify if in country or with outside partners.
4. How many HRDs – man, women, youth - have you trained over the project duration with project
funding?
5. How many of them (M, W, Y) are actively working and doing documentation? How many are not
active at all? How many are partially active? Please explain the reasons
6. In which way are you backstopping them?
7. What are the main challenges you face?
8. How many of them will be able to carry on their work without any additional backstopping?
9. In addition to the funds received by EU through AIPP, do you have other sources of funding for the
same activities? If yes, specify source(s) of funding and amountS in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014. (Please
use attached table 1).
10. In your opinion what were the major impacts of the capacity building component for the communities
involved? And what for the country as a whole? Explain why.
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11. Which were the major gains of this component for your organization and its future work.
12. What are the main lessons you learned from undertaking these activities of capacity building?
B. IPHRD Fund
1. Date of establishment of the committee that selects beneficiaries of the IPHRD Fund.
2. Please give name of organisations that sit on the committee and role
3. Does the committee function well? If yes provide reasons, if not explain why.
4. Have you made use of or facilitated the use of the IPHRD fund so far? If so, please indicate how
much money did you receive/ facilitate per year (2012, 2013 and 2014) and for what purpose.
5. How important and in which ways has the fund been able to protects the IPHRDs and their families
at risk? Have you received funds from other sources for the same purpose? If so, please indicate in
the attached Table 1).
6. What were the challenges you encountered in accessing the Fund?
7.

What recommendations do you have to improve accessibility and appropriate use of the Fund?

8. At the end of the project (August 2014) how do you think that you will be able to protect IPHRDs
at risk?
9. Are there other means you have used to protect IPHRDs and their families/communities at risk?
10. Have you envisaged other source of funding to protect IPHRDs and their families/communities at
risk?
C. Increased institutional Capacity of the Network, Network strengthening and Advocacy
1. Have you established a network of IPHRDs in your country? If yes, when did you establish it and
how many members did it have at the beginning and how many does it have now?
2. If you have not established a network yet, do you plan to establish one? If so, when? If not, why?
3. Which of the advocacy strategies you used (submissions, petitions, campaigns, dialogues, mass
mobilisations/ actions etc.) was most effective, medium effective, not effective in raising awareness
about the situation of the human rights of indigenous peoples in your country? How effective and
what are the factors that contributed to this?
4. What were the response/s of concerned state authorities, agencies or officials and other stakeholders
to your actions?
5. Has the regional platform played an important role for your organisation and the network? In which
way?
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6. What do you think should be the functions and roles of the network, how should it be coordinated
and how to make it more interactive and visible
7.

Are you familiar with the IPHRD website? How frequently do you use it? (Once a day/week, every
two weeks, every month, every 4 months, rarely, not at all, do not know about the website).

8. Do you think that the IPHRD website is extremely useful, very useful, useful, not very useful for the
work of your organization? Please explain why.
9. Please make suggestions on how to improve the website.
10. In your opinion, which of the activities you carried out under the project were most effective, medium
effective, not effective in raising awareness about the situation of the human rights of indigenous
peoples in your country/locality? What are the factors that contributed to this?
11. Which of the dialogue processes you used (submissions, petitions, campaigns, etc.) was most
effective, medium effective, not effective in raising awareness about the situation of the human
rights of indigenous peoples in your country? What are the factors that contributed to this?
12. Which were the major challenges your organisation faced in advocacy work?
13. How do you rate the capacity and performance of your organisation in advocacy work? More
specifically, how many of the documented cases were used for advocacy work? In what form were
they used (letters of concerns, petitions, campaigns, communications to national HRC, other
Government bodies, UN mechanisms. (Please specify number of cases for each, as outlined in the
attached Table 2)
D. Project Management
1. Was the inception meeting able to provide the overall project profile, implementation plan and
clarify roles and responsibilities of every partner? Rate each part (profile, implementation plan, roles
and responsibilities) from 1 (lowest) and 10 (highest). Give reasons for each of your ranking.
2. How useful was the financial and organisational management training in strengthening the capacity
of your organization in dealing with these matters. Please rank from 1 (lowest) and 10 (highest).
Give reasons for your ranking.
3. How useful was the on line mentoring by the regional team? Your organisation was mentored on
finance, fact sheet filling, submission of communications, preparation of urgent alerts/letters of
concern. Please rank each separately from 1 (lowest) and 10 (highest). Give reasons for your ranking.
4. Could you rank the staff performance in each role. For each rank from 1 (lowest) and 10 (highest).
Give reasons for each of your ranking (See table 3 attached).
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5. Have you implemented the activities as planned in terms of schedule, participants etc. If not, what
are the factors/reasons
6. Were you able to prepare and submit the required reports on time? If not, what are the reasons/
factors
7.

How do you assess your capacity to meet the requirements of donors for the implementation of
activities and submission of narrative and financial reports. What are your challenges in relation
to this and your recommendations to overcome these challenges

8. What forms of support were provided to you by the project/programme coordinator and of the
Regional Management team in terms of implementation and management of the project
9. Which were the most important challenges the staff experienced in performing their role: submission
of cases, reporting, financial reporting, etc.
E. Use and Relevance of Publications
1. Which of the following publications did you use and for which purpose? Awareness raising, capacity
building and advocacy?
2. Which were translated in local languages? (Please fill attached Table 4)
3. Which did you share with others (NGOs, grassroots organisations, Government officials, media,
Academia, others)
4. Which of these publications did you find most useful for advocacy work. Rank each from 1 (lowest)
to 10 (highest)
F. Overall Project
1. In your opinion, which are the components of the project (capacity building, IPHRD Fund,
strengthening network of HRDs) that were most relevant to your organization? Can you rank each
of them from 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest)? Please explain the reasons behind your ranking.
2. Which were more relevant in the context of your locality/country? Why?
3. With the experience you have gained over the last 3 years in implementing the project, if you had
the opportunity of choosing components/sub-components or key activities, which would you keep,
which would leave out and which would you strengthen? Please explain the reasons for that?
4. During project implementation, did you identify some activity gaps that you think should have been
added? Please explain why?
5. Which of the activities you have carried out under the project do you think you will be able to
continue on your own, without any additional funding?
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6. Have you approached or are thinking of approaching other donors to seek funding to continue your
work on HRDs? If so, for which activities?
7.

In your opinion, what are the impacts of the project in relation to human rights protection and
promotion; and in relation to strengthening the capacities of your organization – awareness raising,
documentation, advocacy and project management, visibility of your organization as human rights
advocates, institutional building and others

I.2 QUESTIONS FOR IPHRD FUND PARTNERS
A. Use of the IPHRD Fund
1. Name of your organization and country.
2. How did you find out about the Fund?
3. If you heard about it from another organization please indicate the name of the organization and
how it assisted you in securing the funds.
4. Is your organization part of the selection committee?
5. Please indicate the amount of funds you received per year (2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014) and for what
purpose.
6. Was it sufficient to meet your expressed need? Why or why not
7.

How important and in which ways has the fund been able to protect the IPHRDs and their families
under threat? What is the outcome of your use of the fund?

8. Has your organization received funds from other sources? If yes, please indicate, by year (2011 to
2014) amount received and source of funding.
9. How important and in which ways has the fund been able to protects the IPHRDs and their families
at risk? Have you received funds from other sources for the same purpose? (If so, please indicate
amount and sources).
10. What were the challenges you encountered in accessing the Fund?
11. What recommendations do you have to improve accessibility and appropriate use of the Fund?
12. At the end of the project (August 2014) how do you think that you will be able to protect IPHRDs
under threat?
13. Are there other means you have used to protect IPHRDs and their families/communities at risk?
14. Have you envisaged other means or source of funding to protect IPHRDs and their families/
communities at risk?
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B. IPHRD network
1. Is your organization member of an IPHRD network at country level or at regional level? If yes, what
level or if both. When did you become a member and what was the reason for joining. If not, why
are you not a member?
2. Has the regional network played an important role for your organisation and the network? In which
way/s?
3. What do you think should be the functions and roles of the network, how should it be coordinated
and how to make it more interactive and visible
4. Are you familiar with the IPHRD website? How frequently do you use it? (Once a day/week, every
two weeks, every month, every 4 months, rarely)
5. Do you think that IPHRD website is extremely useful, very useful, useful, not very useful for the
work your organization? Please explain why. Please make suggestions on how to improve the website.

ANNEX II: MEETINGS WITH STAKEHOLDERS
1. Workshop with IPHRDs and community representatives
Country

Total

Female

Male

IPHRD

9

2

7

Community representative

7

0

7

IPHRD

15

15

14

Community representative

14

Nepal

Cambodia
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2. Meetings with other stakeholders
Nepal
Office
Delegation of the EU to Nepal

Dr. Genoveva Hernandez Uriz
First Secretary, Political Affairs, Press and
Information
Mr. Jiwan Subedi
Political Affairs Officer
Mr. Shiva D. Bhandari
Senior Programme Officer
[responsible for human rights programme]

National Commission on Human
Rights

ILO Country Office

Federation of Nepali Indigenous
Journalists [FONIJ]

Mr. Prashard Shivakari, Acting Secretary
Mr. Yagya Adhikari, Protection Officer
Ms. Sarita Gyawali, Gender and Social Inclusion
Officer
Mr. Saloman Rajbanshi
Country Office Head
Ms. Anshu Gurung
Responsible for indigenous issues
Mr. Dandu Gurung, Chairperson, FONIJ
Mr. Hit, national coordinator
Mr. Makansing Lama, IPP FONIJ
Mr. Rajesh Chadling Rai, Secretary [woman]
Ms. Anita Gurung, FONIJ member, RCD
Programme Committee Member

Cambodia
Delegation of the EU to the Kingdom
of Cambodia

Mr. Vannsin Song
Programme Officer
Good Governance and Human Rights

Office of the High Commissioner on
Human Rights

Mr. Benjamin Rutledge
Human Rights Officer
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Ministry of Interior

Mr. Am Veasna
Chief of Political Party Officer
[responsible for the collective land registration]

Ministry of Rural Development

Mr. H.E. Yim Chung
Advisor to the Council for Agriculture and Rural
Development
Director of Ethnic Minority Development
Department
[provided copy of the NPIDP]

National Radio Kampuchea

Mr. Vannarith Bou
Radio Programme Manager
[hosts the Indigenous Voice programme of ICSO]

Southeast Asia Development
Programme

Mr. Graeme Brown
Coordinator/Country Representative

3. Meeting with Project Partners
Country

Total

Female

Male

Nepal
Coordinator

1

1

Documentor

1

1

Finance Officer

1

1

IPHRD

1

1

IPHRD Network Coordinator

1

1

Senior Officer

1

1

Totals

6

6

ICSO Coordinator

1

1

Documentor

1

1

Communications Officer

1

Cambodia

1
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3. Meeting with Project Partners
Country

Total

Female

Male

Community-led development/gender
officer

1

1

CIYA coordinator

1

Finance officer

1

1

Totals

12

3

9

Grand total

18

3

15

Total

Female

Male

1

4. Meeting with AIPP members
Country
Nepal
NEFIN

3

3

NIWF

3

NGO-FONIN

4

4

Youth Federation of Indigenous
Nationalities [NIYF]

2

2

Totals

12

3

3

9

Cambodia
CIYA

1

1

IRAM

2

2

OPKC

1

1

Staff of project on setting up
Indigenous Peoples Alliance

1

1

Totals

5

5
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5. Meeting with IPHRD Fund beneficiaries
Country

Total

Female

Male

Cambodia
Sek Sophorn

1

1

Samut Chhloem

1

1

Totals

2

2

6. Meeting with communities
Country

Total

Female

Male

Approx. 200

120 women

80

Nepal
Sindhuli District
Meeting with Principal of Swiss
Sindhuli School

1

1

Meeting with Kamalamai Community
affected by lightning

Approx. 30

20

10

Totals

Approx 230

Approx 140

Approx 90

7. Workshop-Training-Meeting-Workshop: Kathmandu, Nepal
No

Name

District

Remarks

IPHRDs
1

Dev Raj Choudhary

Morang, southeast Nepal

2

Ram Bhola Maharjn

Kritipur Katmandu

3

Juna Kumari Gurung

Kaski, western hills

4

Makawan Subba

Jhapa, southeast Nepal

LAHURNIP Executive
Committee member

5

Santosh Rana Magar

Kathmandu

LAHURNIP Human
Rights Committee
Coordinator
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7. Workshop-Training-Meeting-Workshop: Kathmandu, Nepal
No

Name

District

6

Laxmi Rai

Kathmandu

7

Nina Dongo

Kathmandu

8

Dal Bahadur Gharti
Magar

Kailali, south mid-west

9

Gokul Bhujel

Sindhuli, central hills

Remarks
LAHURNIP Indigenous
Women Affairs
Committee Coordinator

Community Leaders/ Representatives
1

Sitl Ram Biswas

2

Morang, southeast Nepal

Dangraha landfill
site (Regional Waste
Management Project)

Morang, southeast Nepal

India-Nepal Railway
Project

Gorkha, western hills

Gorkha drinking water
case

3

Capt. Ek Bahadur Gurung

4

Nanda Raj Gurung

5

Ram Bhola Maharjan
(also an IPHRD)

Kirtipur, Kathmandu

Kirtipur road expansion
case

6

Tula Bahadur Kulung

Kulung Sangh,
Sankhuwasabha District,
Chair

Makalu Barun National
Park case

7

Bisawanath Majhi

Sunsari, southeast Nepal

8

Manjit Rai

Sunsari

Marsyangdi ‘A’
Hydropower project,

LAHURNIP
1

Shanker Limbu

LAHURNIP

2

Bhim Rai

LAHURNIP
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7. Workshop-Training-Meeting-Workshop: Kathmandu, Nepal
No

Name

District

Remarks

3

Pribndra Shakya

LAHURNIP

4

Bagman Kulung

LAHURNIP

5

Shanti Kumari Rai

LAHURNIP

6

Rekha Ghale

LAHURNIP ( Intern)

7

Dev Kumar Sunuwar

LAHURNIP

8. Evaluation Workshop, Pnohm Pehn, Cambodia
No.

Name

Sex

Ethnic

Age

Function

Province

1

Mien San

M

Kui

54

IPHRD

Kratie

2

So Sokhom

F

Suy

32

IPHRD

Kampong Speu

3

Sev Tvel

M

Jarai

33

IPHRD

Ratanakiri

4

Ven Samin

F

Suy

42

IPHRD

Kampong Speu

5

Sory Sreyhing

F

Kui

34

IPHRD

Siem Reap

6

Kha Srors

F

Kui

58

IPHRD

Stung Treng

7

Khim Narin

M

Stieng

62

IPHRD

Kratie

8

Boun Sith

F

Kui

43

IPHRD

Kampong Thom

9

Um Bunthorn

M

Kui

35

IPHRD

Kampong Thom

10

Or Sothea

M

Por

36

IPHRD

Pursat

11

Tuy Nheb

M

Tompoun

41

IPHRD

Ratanakiri

12

Roeurn Bora

M

Kui

28

IPHRD

Siem Reap

13

Kong Chhieng

M

Kui

38

IPHRD

Kampong Thom

14

Chey Chim

M

Chorng

37

IPHRD

Koh Kong

15

Ly Lim

M

Bunong

57

Trainer

Kratie

16

Moeurn Vuthy

M

Prov

35

Trainer

Stung Treng

17

Yam Sophat

M

Kui

34

Trainer

Banteay Meanchey
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8. Evaluation Workshop, Pnohm Pehn, Cambodia
No.

Name

Sex

Ethnic

Age

Function

Province

18

Chheurt Hot

F

Por

32

Trainer

Battambang

19

Dam Samnang

M

Prov

34

Trainer

Stung Treng

20

Sokhom Sokhet

M

Kui

35

Trainer

Preah Vihea

21

Chen
Somboeurn

F

Stieng

34

IP rep.

Kratie

22

Heng Saphen

F

Kui

40

IP rep.

Kampong Thom

23

San Chhayni

F

Bunong

30

IP rep.

Mondulkiri

24

Kim Doeurn

M

Prov

52

IP rep.

Stung Treng

25

Phok Sophorn

M

Bunong

37

IP rep.

Mondulkiri

26

Blang Sin

F

Bunong

56

IP rep.

Mondulkiri

27

Rochom Yi

M

Jarai

36

IP rep.

Ratanakiri

28

Truy Li

F

Tompoun

26

IP rep.

Ratanakiri

29

Miech Penh

F

Chorng

26

IP rep.

Koh Kong

30

Srob Nganh

F

Bunong

25

IP rep.

Mondulkiri

31

Perk Van

F

Bunong

60

IP rep.

Mondulkiri

32

Roeurng
Khann

M

Kui

43

IP rep.

Preah Vihea

33

Savat Savoeurn

F

Tompoun

31

IP rep.

Ratanakiri

34

Ven Vorn

M

Chorng

47

IP rep.

Koh Kong

35

Boung Chea

M

Suy

30

IP rep.

Kampong Speu
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ANNEX III: STATISTICAL INDEX
1. CAPACITY BUILDING
1.1 National/sub-national trainings
CB 1: National/sub-national Trainings: Number Targeted vs. Implemented as of
June 2014
Country

Target

Implemented

Bangladesh

1

3

Cambodia

1

3

Indonesia

1

1

India

2

5

Malaysia

1

1

Nepal

1

1

Philippines

1

1

Thailand

1

0

Totals

9

15

CB 2: Number of People Trained at National/sub-national level as of June 2014
Country

Total

Target

225

Bangladesh

Female

Male

117

96

21

Cambodia

109

49

60

Indonesia

19

10

9

India

145

56

89

Malaysia

10

2

8

Nepal

25

6

19

Philippines

25

14

11

Thailand

0

0

0

Totals

450

233

217
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1.2 Community Seminars
CB 3: Community Seminars: Number Targeted by Year vs. Implemented as of June
2014
Country

Target

Implemented

Bangladesh

15

14

Cambodia

15

45

India

15

13

Indonesia

6

5

Nepal

6

7

Philippines

6

6

Malaysia

6

6

Thailand

6

2

Totals

75

98

CB 4: Community Seminars: Number of Community Seminars Implemented by
Year
Country

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Bangladesh

5

5

4

9

36

Cambodia
India

5

6

2

Indonesia

2

3

0

Nepal

3

2

2

Philippines

6

0

0

Malaysia

0

2

4

Thailand

0

2

0

Total by year

21

29

48

Grand total

98
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CB 5: Number of Community Members Trained by Country and Gender

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

1. Bangladesh

394

181

213

2. Cambodia

1952

897

1055

3. India

644

228

416

4. Indonesia

401

84

317

5. Nepal

244

46

113

6. Philippines

238

110

128

7. Malaysia

43

8

35

8. Thailand

95

47

48

4011

1601

2325

Country

Grand Total

2. DOCUMENTATION OF VIOLATIONS

Implemented
without
compensation
for the
victim (or no
information)

11

2

1

VAW

34

5

9

EJK

4

1

LGG

2

LGC

1

LGS

9

CA

10

Implemented
with
compensation
for the victim

Communities

Partially
resolved (all
of the culprits
are not
arrested)

Number of victims
Individuals

I

Number of cases resolved

Not implemented

Nature of
Human Rights
Violation

Number of cases
documented

C 1: Summary of Bangladesh

25
3

2

42
4

1

2
1

1

9

1

10

Militarization
CRR

6

Total

77

49
9

12

3

2

71

71
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C 2: Summary of Cambodia
I

4

VAW

1

1

9
1

EJK
LGG

4

LGC

37

4
5

5

53

LGS
CA
Militarization
CRR

1

Total

47

1
6

5

10

58

C 3: Summary of India
I

24

2

1

1

73

VAW

20

2

3

2

56

EJK

75

1

1

LGG

10

1

LGC

4

89
1

10

1

4

LGS
CA

1

1

1

Militarization
CRR

1

Total

135

1
7

5

5

218

16

C 4: Summary of Indonesia
I

2

36

VAW
EJK
LGG

4

LGC

9

LGS
CA

1
1

4
9
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C 4: Summary of Indonesia
Militarization
CRR
Total

15

1

1

36

13

C 5: Summary of Malaysia
I

4

2

14

VAW
EJK
LGG

1

LGC

2

1
1

2

LGS
CA
Militarization
CRR
Total

7

2

1

14

3

C 6: Summary of Nepal
I

5

2

VAW

1

1

EJK

1

LGG

12

LGC

1

116

1
1

21
1

LGS
CA
Militarization
CRR

5

1

Total

25

4

1

12

7

129

29
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C 7: Summary of Philippines
I

48

10

82

11

VAW

9

1

14

EJK

26

LGG

1

1

LGC

2

2

67

LGS
CA
Militarization

15

2

1

1

250

101

13

1

1

413

14

CRR
Total

C 8: Summary of Thailand
I

3

7

VAW
EJK
LGG

2

1

5

1

2

LGC
LGS
CA
Militarization
CRR
Total

7

2
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24

2

VAW: Violence Against Women and children

34

1

EJK: Extra-judicial killings

9

LGG: Land Grabbing by Government

10

4

LGC: Land Grabbing by a Company

1

37

LGS: Land Grabbing by Settlers

4

4

8

CA: Communal Attacks

6

1

7

Thailand

Indonesia

4

Philippines

India

11

Nepal

Cambodia

I: Individual violations (threat, intimidation, torture)

Malaysia

Nature of violations

Bangladesh

C 9: Number of cases By Countries
Total

4

5

48

3

101

20

1

9

65

75

1

26

111

10

4

1

12

1

9

2

1

2

2

44
52

15

Militarization
CRR: Cultural and Religious Rights

2

1

1

Total

77

47

135

15

5
15

7

25

9
101

5

412

C 10: Case Resolved By Countries
Total cases
resolved and
implemented

Implemented
with
compensation for
the victims

Implemented
without
compensation for
the victims

Partially
implemented
(some
perpetrators still
not arrested)

Resolved but not
implemented

Bangladesh

24

3

12

9

2

Cambodia

6

India

12

5

Indonesia

1

1

Malaysia

2

Nepal

4

4

Philippines

14

1

Thailand

1

Total number

64

6

5

7

5
1

2

1
1

13

1

1
14

41

9

16
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3. IPHRD FUND
F1: Facilitating Partner Organisations by Country
Country

Facilitating organization

Bangladesh

Kapaeeng Foundation

1

Cambodia

Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association

1

Community Legal Education Center

2

BIRSA

1

Adivasi Gothra Maha Sabha

2

Jharkhand Human Rights Movement

3

Civil Society Women's Organization

4

Peoples Forum Project Affected Family

5

Human Rights Law Network

6

Indonesia

Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara

1

Malaysia

Jaringan Orang Asal SeMalaysia

1

Nepal

Lawyers’ Association for Human Rights of Nepalese Indigenous Peoples

1

Philippines

Kalumbay Regional Lumad Organization

1

CHESTCORE

2

DINTEG [Cordillera Legal Resource Center]

3

Center for Lumad Advocacy and Services, Inc.

4

Pigsalabukan Gukom de Bayog/LILAK

5

KALUHAMMIN

6

Rural Missionaries of the Philippines-Northern Mindanao Region

7

KARAPATAN CARAGA

8

Cordillera Human Rights Alliance

9

Exodux for Justice and Peace (EJP) - Philippines

10

Women's Resource Center

11

Kalipunan ng Mamayang Katutubo ng Pilipinas

12

Children Rehabilitation Center

13

PANALIPDAN-Southern Mindanao Region

14

BALSA-SMR

15

PASAKA

16

Inter-Mountain Peoples Edudcation and Culture Association of Thailand

1

Karen Network on Culture and Environment

2

India

Thailand
Total

30
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F2: IPHRD Fund Usage by Country and Type of Assistance
Country

Legal

Material, financial, medical

Sanctuary

Bangladesh

4800

0

0

Cambodia

20189

0

India

26348

8423

600

Indonesia

12691

3800

0

Malaysia

2000

0

0

Nepal

2000

0

0

Philippines

19600

19898

16062

Thailand

8025

1405

0

Totals

95653

33526

16662

Grand Total

145, 841

F3: IPHRD Fund Use Summary by Country
Country

Currency (Euro)

Bangladesh

4800

Cambodia

20189

India

35371

Indonesia

16491

Malaysia

2000

Nepal

2000

Philippines

55560

Thailand

9430

Total

145,841
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F4: IPHRD Fund Beneficiaries
Country

Material/Legal

Sanctuary

Total

Total

BENEFICIARIES
TOTAL

Women

Men

Bangladesh

5

0

5

Cambodia

290

159

131

256

132

125

Indonesia

228

112

116

Malaysia

2

0

2

Nepal

1

0

1

1091

1057

830

31

7

24

1904

1467

1234

India

1

Philippines

796

Thailand
Total

797

4. ADVOCACY
4.1 Attendance to meetings
MA 1: Asia Regional Prep Meeting Participants for 2012-2014*
Country

2012
Male

2013

Female

Host: Indonesia

Male

2014

Female

Host: Malaysia

Male

Totals

Female

Male

Female

Total

Host: Cambodia
but moved to
Philippines due to
unstable political
situation in
Cambodia

I. Country Selected Participants
Bangladesh

1

1

1

2

3

1

5

4

9

Myanmar

0

1

1

0

0

1

1

2

3

Cambodia

0

2

1

1

2

1

3

4

7

Indonesia

2

4

1

1

1

1

4

6

10

Japan

1

0

1

0

1

0

3

0

3

Malaysia

1

1

5

2

1

1

7

4

11

Nepal

1

1

1

1

1

0

3

2

5
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4. ADVOCACY
4.1 Attendance to meetings
MA 1: Asia Regional Prep Meeting Participants for 2012-2014*
Country

2012

2013

2014

Totals

Taiwan/China

1

1

0

0

1

1

2

2

4

Vietnam

1

1

1

1

0

1

2

3

5

Thailand

1

1

1

0

0

2

2

3

5

Central India

1

1

1

2

1

1

3

4

7

Northeast India

0

2

0

1

1

1

1

4

5

Philippines

0

2

0

2

2

3

2

7

9

IP Youth

0

1

0

1

1

0

1

2

3

IP Women

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

1

AIPP

1

0

0

1

1

0

2

1

3

0

1

0

1

1

II. Sectors

AIPNEE
Subtotal

Not in existence yet
11

19

14

15

16

16

41

50

91

UNPFII

1

0

1

0

1

1

3

1

4

EMRIP

0

1

0

1

1

1

1

3

4

AIPP

1

0

1

3

1

1

3

4

7

Local Secretariat

3

2

1

4

2

4

6

10

16

Total

16

22

17

23

21

23

54

68

122

III. UN Experts

Secretariat

*The EIDHR Project does not cover Asia Prep Meeting in 2011 since it was held in March. Project started
September 2011
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4.2 Submission to international mechanisms by country

Bangladesh

19

Cambodia

3

9

7

7
1

Total

CAO/WB

WB

WCD

RSPO

UNESCO

EMRIP

UNIEMI

UNCERD

UNSR
FPAR

UNSR CFS

UNSR
VAW

UNSR
ESAE

Geographic area

UNSR IPR

SUB 1: Cases submitted to international mechanisms

42
1

1

India NEPA

6
0

India NWUM

1

Indonesia

4

Malaysia

1

Nepal

7

Philippines

9

Thailand

2

Total number of
submissions by type
of Mechanism

45

1

1

3

1

5
1

2

1
1

1

9

1

11
2

1

10

7

1

4

4
7

2

1

1

1

1

1

82

LEGEND:
UNSR IPR: United Nations Special Rapporteur on Indigenous Peoples Rights
UNSR ESAE: United Nations Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions
UNSR VAW: United Nations Special Rapporteur on Violence Against Women
UNSR CFS: United Nations Special Rapporteur on Contemporary Forms of Slavery
UNSR FPAR: United Nations Special Rapporteur on the rights to freedom of peaceful assembly and of association
UNCERD: United Nations Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination
UNIEMI: United Nations Independent Expert on Minority Issues
UNEMRIP: United Nations Expert Mechanism on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
UNESCO: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
RSPO: Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil
WCD: World Commission on Dams
WB: World Bank
CAO/WB: Compliance Advisor Ombudsman of the World Bank
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4.3 ASEAN Advocacy
Country/Year

No. of participants attending ASEAN-related activities
2011

2012

2013

Cambodia

3

40

0

43

Indonesia

27

3

2

32

1

1

0

4

Laos
Malaysia

2

2

2014

Myanmar

36

Total

36

Philippines

4

2

0

6

Thailand

2

5

35

42

38

52

38

36

4.4 International Advocacy
IA 1: Summary by Country for 3 years
Nepal

9

Bangladesh

22

India

13

Cambodia

18

Indonesia

14

Malaysia

8

Philippines

43

Thailand

6

Lao

3

Vietnam

1

Japan

9

Myanmar

39

Taiwan

17

Regional Secretariat

32

Total

234

164
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IA 2: Summary by Activities and Participation by Gender
Male

Female

Total

Asia Prep Meeting on the WCIP, March 2014

18

23

41

UNPFII May 11-23, 2014 New York

21

27

48

Meeting on WCIP Side Events, February 5-6, Chiang Mai, Thailand

4

10

14

GCG Meeting on WCIP, New York, January 2014

0

1

1

GCG Meeting on WCIP, Chiang Mai, Thailand, February 2014

2

1

3

GCG Meeting on WCIP, Mexico, April 2014

0

1

1

Interactive Hearing on WCIP, June 2014

3

0

3

Meeting with Inter-Agency Support Group, New York, May 2014

6

4

10

Meeting with UN Special Rapporteur on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples

9

9

18

12

11

23

7

6

13

Courtesy Meeting with the UN Secretary General, May 2014, New York

1

1

2

ASEAN Civil Society Conference

19

26

45

Asia Pacific Forum on Sustainable Development

1

1

2

0

2

2

1

1

2

0

1

1

0

3

3

OXFAM Workshop on FPIC, Cambodia, June 2014

0

1

1

EIDHR Forum 2014

0

1

1

Meeting with President of the Committee on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial
Discrimination
Side Event on Challenging the Implementation of IFI Safeguard Policies on Indigenous
Peoples in Asia, May 2014, New York

Asia Pacific Dialogue on National Implementation of Business and Human Rights
Framework, India, May 2014
Environmental Sustainability and Human Rights Based Approach Workshop, Bangkok,
May 2014
Environmental Human Rights Defenders: Consultation on Good Practices with a
Focus on Asia, Bangkok, May 2014
Increasing Women's Access To Justice in the Asia Pacific: Programming for Women's
Land and Property Rights, Bangkok, June 2014

Total

234
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5. PRINTING PRESS
PP 1: Financial Statement
Revenues

2011 (10-12)

2012

2013

2014 (up to May)

Revenues from Printing
Service

14,007.18

57,705.79

61,740.27

36,718.22

Revenues from other
Services

23.74

417.16

642.68

343.86

Total Revenues (Euro)

14,030.92

58,122.95

62,382.95

37,062.08

2011 (10-12)

2012

2013

2014 (up to May)

Cost of material (ink,
paper, spirals, etc)

12,768.39

37,414.68

36,611.25

18,936.79

Cost of administrative
(Euro)

17,617.69

43,529.75

33,878.70

16,127.33

Expenditures

-

Staff salaries
Maintenance of machinery
Utilities (Electricity, Stationary)
Marketing
Other costs (Transport, taxes, auditors)

Total Expenditures
(Euro)

30,386.08

80,944.42

70,489.95

35,064.12

Profit (Loss) (Euro)

16,355.16

22,821.48

8,107.00

1,997.96

Number of clients

1

35

21

9

Number of quotation
requested

12

124

130

57

Number of job order

12

56

115

53

Books

3

11

45

13

Posters

2

6

7

6

Brochures

2

13

14

5

Calendars

0

1

8

7

Notebooks

0

2

18

12

Cards (business,
greeing, etc.)

5

23

23

10

Number of publications
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ANNEX IV: REVISED FORMS of the IPHRD FUND
A. IPHRD FUND APPLICATION FORM
I. Beneficiary Profile and Assisting Organization
For individual beneficiary/ies (to be filled up only if request is being made for individual/s):
Name/s of Beneficiary: --------------------------------Gender: --------------------------------Age: --------------------------------Ethnicity: --------------------------------Nationality: --------------------------------Address: --------------------------------- (Add more lines if beneficiary is more than one)
For Community Beneficiary (to be filled up only if request is being made for a community):
Name/s of point/focal person in the community: --------------------------------Number of beneficiaries in the community: --------------------------------Address of Community: --------------------------------Name of Organization/Assisting Organization: --------------------------------Name of Person Accountable to AIPP and the IPHRD Fund: --------------------------------Address of Organization: --------------------------------Telephone: --------------------------------Mobile: --------------------------------Email: ---------------------------------

II. Situation
(Please provide a summary of the event that has prompted your request for assistance. )
Date of Incident: --------------------------------Location of Incident: --------------------------------Victim/s: --------------------------------Perpetrator/s: --------------------------------Short Account of the Incident (Please narrate what happened): ---------------------------------

III. Assistance
A. What type of assistance do you need?
c Legal Assistance
c Financial and Material Assistance (including Counseling and Medical Assistance)
c Sanctuary Assistance
B. Requested Amount: (Please indicate currency you are using and its equivalent in EURO)
C. How will the money be used? Please provide an itemized budget
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Item Description

Cost in Local Currency

No of Units

Counterpart

Amount Requested

D. Bank Account Details
In case the request for assistance is approved, please provide the Bank Account Details
Where the grant will be sent: --------------------------------Name of Account: --------------------------------Address of Account Holder: --------------------------------Account Number: --------------------------------Name of Bank: --------------------------------Bank Address: --------------------------------SWIFT CODE: --------------------------------E. What other sources of support are available for your situation?

IV. Confidentiality
Should any specific information about the request be kept confidential? AIPP does not disclose individual names
and contact information to any party outside of the organization.
Signature of Beneficiary or Authorized Person with the Assisting Organization: --------------------------------Date: --------------------------------Please email duly accomplished form to:
IP Human Rights Defenders Network
Email: richard@aippnet.org, bernice@aippnet.org

FOR USE OF THE REGIONAL OFFICE:
Item Description

Cost in Local Currency

No of Units

Counterpart

Amount Requested
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B. IPHRD Reporting Form
I. Contact Details
Name/s of Beneficiary: --------------------------------Address: --------------------------------Name of Organization/Assisting Organization: --------------------------------Name of Person Accountable to AIPP and the IPHRD Fund: --------------------------------Address of Organization: --------------------------------Telephone: --------------------------------Mobile: --------------------------------Email: ---------------------------------

II. Update on the situation of the beneficiary/ies
(Please provide a summary of the situation since the time that the request has been made)
Date of Incident: --------------------------------Location of Incident: --------------------------------Victim/s: --------------------------------Perpetrator/s: --------------------------------Short Account of the Incident (Please narrate what happened): ---------------------------------

III. Assistance
A. What type of assistance was provided?
c Legal Assistance
c Financial and Material Assistance (including Counseling and Medical Assistance)
c Sanctuary Assistance
B. How did the assistance make a difference to the security/risks/situation of the beneficiary/ies?
C. Amount Granted: --------------------------------D. Please provide a summary/finance report on how the fund was used (use separate sheet/s if necessary).
Report Prepared by: --------------------------------Signature: --------------------------------Date: --------------------------------Please email duly accomplished form to:
IP Human Rights Defenders Network
Email: richard@aippnet.org, bernice@aippnet.org

Indigenous Peoples Human Rights Defenders Network
108, Moo 5, T. Sanpranate,
A. Sansai, Chiang Mai,
50210 Thailand
Tel: +66 (0)53 380 168
Fax: +66 (0)53 380 752
E: iphrdefender@gmail.com

