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DEVELOPMENT FOR WHOM?
SAFEGUARD POLICIES AND PROJECTS OF INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
AFFECTING INDIGENOUS PEOPLES IN ASIA
With the Asia region becoming the new investment and economic development hub, indigenous peoples face increasing marginalization and violations to their individual and collective rights.
Asia is home to around 2/3 of the world’s 370 million indigenous peoples and they share a common
situation as other indigenous peoples in other parts of the world – they are part of the most marginalized and at the bottom rung of the development ladder. Even with this, indigenous peoples have
been maintaining and sustaining their culture, traditions, and their strong connections to their lands
and territories for their sustenance and continuity of their ways of life.
Historically, indigenous peoples in Asia have been dominated through colonization and/or
through nation-state building and subsequent globalization. Based on human development indicators, they are overrepresented among the poor, illiterate, malnourished and stunted. This is further
compounded by the continuing non-recognition of States of their collective rights as indigenous peoples and the expropriation of their lands and resources for state-sponsored development and corporate investments. These impositions are leading to gross and wide-scale violations of their individual
and collective rights. This is despite the fact that majority of Asian governments voted in favor of the
adoption of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) in 2007.
The international financial institutions (IFI) such as the World Bank (WB) and Asian Development Bank (ADB) have been the key partners of governments in addressing poverty and for national
economic development through technical and financial assistance. However, the development interventions of IFIs have mixed outcomes. While there are progresses in some areas, it also resulted to
wider gaps between the rich and the poor and environmental problems among others. Some projects
assisted/funded by international financial institutions (IFIs) have been contributing to the worsening
situation of indigenous peoples in the region which goes against their aim of reducing poverty rate.
Certain projects of these IFIs such as large dams, land concessions and commercial agriculture
have led to forced displacements, destruction of sacred sites and loss of traditional livelihoods of
indigenous peoples. Although IFIs have their own safeguard policies aimed to prevent harm to affected communities, there are still some gaps in substance and the implementation is weak. Further,
mechanisms for redress remain inaccessible and difficult for many indigenous peoples.
Below are some recent cases demonstrating the need for stronger safeguards consistent
with recognizing and respecting the rights of indigenous peoples as well as better implementation of
safeguard policies on the ground.
CASE 1: SARAWAK DAMS AND THE WEST KALIMANTAN POWER GRID STRENGTHENING
PROJECT OF THE ADB
With the rich water resources of Sarawak, indigenous peoples have been confronted with
plans to build 12 large hydropower dams as part of the “Sarawak Corridor of Renewable Energy”
(SCORE) which will result to the forced displacement of thousands of families and loss of thousands
of hectares of agricultural lands. The indigenous peoples in the area have never granted their consent to the Sarawak Energy Berhad (SEB), the dam proponent which is state-owned, and the Sarawak government to proceed with the project nor for them to determine on their own the socio-economic well-being of communities in resettlement areas. Already, thousands of indigenous peoples
displaced by the Bakun and Murum Dams in Sarawak have been resettled in areas with substandard
housing and limited access to land, and are unable to continue their sources of livelihood.
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Now, the Sarawak Energy Berhad,(SEB) is proposing to build the Baram Dam on a section
of the Baram River between the villages of Long Na’ah and Long Kesah. Approximately twenty-six
longhouses belonging to Kenyah, Kayan and Penan Indigenous Peoples would be directly affected,
and as a result, between 6000 and 8000 people would be forcibly displaced from their ancestral
lands. SEB has specifically identified this project as key to generating energy for SCORE-related
industries and as a source of energy for potential export to Indonesia, once cross-border transmission lines are built. Coercive tactics, including distribution of ‘Christmas bonuses’ worth thousands
of US dollars, are being used to pressure indigenous leaders at the area and village level to accept
the plans for the dam, regardless of the implications on their people are among the violations experienced by the indigenous leaders in the Baram area. This also includes interference in the appointment of village headmen and community chiefs by ruling political parties.

Blockade set up by the indigenous peoples affected by the Baram Dam.
Photo by Tania Lee, International Rivers
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The indigenous peoples in Sarawak have submitted petitions to their government and are
currently conducting blockades in the area to express their opposition to the said dam projects which
will adversely affect them.
As experienced by other indigenous communities affected by dam projects, the indigenous
peoples in the Baram dam area anticipate the following impacts if the construction of the dam continues:
1. Destruction and irreparable or irreplaceable loss of areas and or sites of cultural, spiritual and
historical significance, old and existing burial grounds of their ancestors and kins.
2. Loss of traditional fishing and hunting grounds and other forest resources collection grounds and
loss of riverine resources that are closely tied up to their daily and ceremonial activities.
3. Loss of traditional lands, territory and resources will result in the loss of cultural knowledge,
values, practices, affiliation and language.
4. Forced or involuntary resettlement leading to cultural disorientation and eventual loss of culture
and traditions.
5. Loss of farmlands, cash crops small holdings, fruit and vegetable gardens, loss of traditional and
natural resource base (fishing and hunting grounds), jungle produce and other vital resources will
adversely affect the socio-economic well-being of the affected villagers.
The West Kalimantan Power Grid project of the ADB is meant to help fast track SCORE
and the trade of energy between Sarawak and Kalimantan. Accordingly, it “is perfectly aligned with
ADB’s Energy Sector Assessment Strategy and Roadmap, which supports investment in strategic
transmission assets that connects regions or countries across seas or international boundaries to
optimize power networks by reducing the overall need for reserve capacity, improving system reliability, removing transmission bottlenecks, and transmitting cheaper power from one area to the
other, addressing overall regional socio-economic and environmental improvement.”1
This project through the Perusahaan Listrik Negara – PLN (State Electricity Company), the
state owned power utility in Indonesia, specifically aims to reduce the cost of power generation in
West Kalimantan, Sumatera by importing hydropower generated electricity from neighboring Sarawak, Malaysia by building about 83 km 275 kV transmission line from its Bengkayang substation
to the border with Sarawak, Malaysia. In Sarawak, Sarawak Energy Supply Corporation (SESCO),
state owned power utility in Sarawak, will build 42 km 275 kV transmission lines form Mambong substation to the border with West Kalimantan. These transmission lines will form the first regional Brunei Darussalam-Indonesia-Malaysia-Philippines East ASEAN Growth Area (BIMP-EAGA) flagship
project and the first leg of the Trans Borneo Power Grid that aims to connect West Kalimantan across
Sarawak, and Brunei, to Sabah (Malaysia) enabling power trading between BIMP-EAGA countries.2
This project is categorized as B3 in the indigenous peoples safeguard categories and project documents states that indigenous peoples in West Kalimantan are included in the resettlement
plan of the project. The ADB 2009 Safeguard Policy on the Environment identifies that ‘associated
facilities should be subject to compliance with the social and environmental standards outlined in the
safeguards. In this case, the affected communities of Baram along with human rights and environmental groups in Malaysia and internationally, assert that it is absolutely indisputable that viability
of the transmission line project depend on the dams planned in Sarawak, and thus the dams are by
definition ‘associated facilities.
Asian Development Bank, 41074-013: West Kalimantan Power Grid Strengthening Project,
http://www.adb.org/projects/41074-013/details (Accessed May 7, 2014)
2
Ibid.
3
Category B. A proposed project is likely to have limited impacts on indigenous peoples.
An Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP), including assessment of social impacts, is required.
1
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CASE 2: KHIMTI-DHALKEBAR 220 kV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT
WORLD BANK PROJECT IN NEPAL
In July 10, 2013, affected indigenous peoples (Tamang, Newar, Magar, Danuwar, Bhujel,
Majhi, Gurung etc.) and local people of the Khimti-Dhalkebar 220 kV Transmission Line Project filed
a complaint to the Inspection Panel of the World Bank citing violations in relation to the conduct of
consultations with affected communities and possible adverse impacts of the project in their area.
The affected communities felt ignored by the World Bank (WB)/Nepal Electric Authority (NEA) who
only told them that there will be no negative impacts of the project but failed to provide any concrete
assurances.
The Government of Nepal has
declared this as a national pride project
and is part of the Nepal Power Development Project funded by the World Bank.
The project plans to build a 75 km high
capacity electricity transmission line (220
kV) which will run north to south through
5 districts (Dolakha, Ramechhap, Sindhuli, Mahottari and Dhanusha) in central
Nepal. The World Bank (WB) disbursed
the last of its funding to the project in end
Protestors calling for free prior and informed consent (FPIC) during
a September 2013 protest in Sindhuli Bazar, Nepal. Photo by Shankar Limbu 2013.
“In particular, the project was designed without informing or consulting the affected indigenous and local peoples in Sindhuli District, its planned route over schools, homes, and historical
sites is likely to result in involuntary displacement and damage to cultural property; and its 30-meter
right of way (“RoW”) threatens to make the already poverty-stricken communities more vulnerable
by harming agricultural production and dividing communities. The Project has caused severe tumult
in the region -- security forces have violently repressed peaceful protests against the Project, employing torture, detention, and violent attacks on unarmed women.”4 Likewise, media propaganda
has misstated the demands and position of the affected communities. In particular, the media falsely
reported that locals are demanding an exorbitant amount of compensation for their land.
Affected indigenous peoples in Sindhuli had been conducting various advocacy activities at
the local, national and international levels. The primary demand of the communities is to re-route
the Line away from human settlements in order to avoid adverse impacts to affected communities as
mentioned above as well as to stop security forces from intimidating community leaders and members, and be made accountable to human rights violations. The sustained protests and advocacy
actions of affected communities resulted to the crafting of an Action Plan by the management of
the World Bank to address the community’s concerns. The Nepal Electricity Authority (NEA), under
the supervision of WB, has made poor efforts though in communicating and consulting the affected
communities as per the Action Plan. The Government likewise have not responded to the various
memorandums submitted by the affected community.
Among the standing concerns of the community to date are:
● Communities still have not received key project documents and information about the project
● Conduct of constructive and good faith dialogues and engagements by the World Bank represen
tatives and NEA with affected communities towards the resolution of their concerns and respect
for their rights. Affected communities are open to consider being resettled under certain conditions
and with a clear assurance and agreement for just, fair and equitable compensation and provision
for sustainable livelihoods
● The government / NEA and World Bank Management are creating indirect pressure to the
communities to accept the project which is currently in status quo.
Sources: Complaint letter of the citizens of the Sindhuli District, Nepal to the Inspection Panel, July 10, 2013;
memorandums of affected communities and interviews with key leaders of affected communities
4
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Complaint letter from LAHURNIP sent to the Inspection Panel of the World Bank, July 10, 2013.

CASE 3: ECONOMIC LAND CONCESSIONS INVESTMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL CORPORATION (IFC) IN CAMBODIA
Economic land concessions primarily for rubber plantations is a primary concern of many
indigenous peoples in Cambodia. One in particular is the economic land concessions of the Hoang
Anh Gia Lai (HAGL) through a number of subsidiaries in Ratanakiri province affecting the Jarai,
Kahok Tampuon, Cham, and Kreung indigenous peoples and other local peoples. Among HAGL’s investors is Dragon Capital Group Ltd (DCGL), which invests in HAGL through Vietnamese Enterprise
Investments Ltd (VEIL), a closed-end fund dedicated to Vietnam that invests in a balanced portfolio
of Vietnamese companies. According to the Summary Project Information (SPI), IFC invested in
DCGL/VEIL in 2002 and again in 2003. IFC has confirmed an additional investment in VEIL through
participation in a rights issue in 2006.
As a result of HAGL’s operations, the affected communities have experienced loss of both
communal and household nature. Communal losses include collectively-held and used lands, including community forests, grazing lands, reserved lands for future generations and shifting cultivation,
spirit forests and burial grounds; access to resin and other non-timber forest products (NTFP), and
wildlife; and access to and pollution of water sources and fish resources. Household losses include
rice fields and orchard/farming land (chamka) and crops including rice, cashew, cassava and a variety of fruit trees. In at least two cases, houses or other shelters have been destroyed by the company.
No compensation has been provided for communal losses. In some cases, households received compensation for lost rice field and farming land, but in all such cases the amount of compensation received was inadequate and accepted under duress after being told they would otherwise
receive nothing.
Spiritual and cultural practices of the complainants have been impeded by the loss of spirit
forests and burial grounds. These losses have affected some communities’ ability to conduct ceremonies, including those that facilitate intra-community dispute resolution, and this in turn affects
community cohesion. Some complainants believe that the destruction of forest and natural resources has angered the spirits, causing them considerable anxiety. The cultural identity of communities
has been further jeopardized by the rapid and mass introduction of migrant workers of Khmer ethnicity with a starkly different culture, which has begun to influence their own behaviour in a negative
way.

Land clearing for rubber plantations in Cambodia. Photo by Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association/Highlanders Association
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With this, 17 indigenous communities in Ratanakiri affected by the concessions filed a complaint to the IFC through the Compliance Advisor Ombudsman (CAO) in February 2014 with the
following demands:
1. The communities (complainants) want their lands, wrongly seized by HAGL, to be returned to
them. Complainants that have not yet been impacted want to protect their land and forests and
secure their customary tenure rights for future generations. Communities are willing to participate
in a process of independently facilitated boundary demarcation of their lands that accord with their
rights under the Land Law.
2. Affected communities will not provide a payment of any kind to HAGL for rubber trees already
planted on land wrongly taken from them. Lands should be returned without any conditions ad
verse to the complainants.
3. Complainants “do not want cash compensation [for their land] because it cannot be inherited by
the next generation.” They say that while land can continue to feed them and their children
forever, if they receive money “soon it will be gone.”
4. Complainants, however, do want cash compensation for losses of crops, structures, livestock
and other chattels. They also want compensation for the income they have lost since their crops,
resin trees and other NTFPs were destroyed by the company.
5. The complainants also wish to make clear that a dispute resolution process with the company
cannot proceed while the company continues to clear their forests. They want the destruction of
their natural resources to cease immediately.
6. IFC and DCGL/VEIL should step up its efforts, and bring to bear all resources at its disposal, to
ensure the severe harms suffered by communities are redressed in accordance with the out
comes sought by communities. Divestiture prior to remedial action would leave affected
communities in a dire situation and would not address adverse human rights impacts that have
materialized while IFC, through its Financial Intermediary client, held investments in the
responsible business entity.
On April 28, 2014, HAGL suspended part of its operations in Ratanakkiri province from May 1- November 30, 2014 while the investigation of the CAO is ongoing.5
Source: Complaint concerning IFC investment in Dragon Capital Group and VEIL (Project no. 10740 and
20926), February 10, 2014.

These three were among the cases shared by the participants of the Training on IFI Safeguard Policies and Grievance Mechanisms conducted by Asia Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP) in
collaboration with the Bank Information Center (BIC) and Forest Peoples Programme (FPP) last April
18-20, 2014 in the Philippines. The training resulted to the statement below reflecting the experiences and recommendations of the training participants on the implementation of the safeguard policies
on indigenous peoples of IFIs and their grievance mechanisms.
Recommendations for the revision of World Bank Group and Asian Development Bank safeguard policies on Indigenous Peoples
Twenty-seven (27) participants from 20 indigenous organizations in 8 countries in Asia and
two (2) civil society organizations gathered for the REGIONAL TRAINING ON SAFEGUARD POLICIES AND GRIEVANCE MECHANISMS OF INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS in Sagada, Philippines.
We have studied and discussed the safeguard policies and grievance mechanisms of international finance institutions and have reflected on the experiences of our communities and peoples
with projects funded by these institutions.
5

The Phnom Penh Post. Rubber Projects on Hold.
http://www.phnompenhpost.com/business/rubber-projects-hold (Accessed May 8, 2014)

6

We recognise that the policies of the World Bank (WB) and the Asian Development Bank
(ADB) are now, or soon to, undergo review and we wish to provide our perspectives into the review
process.
We note at the outset that the primary purpose of the safeguard policies is to ‘do no harm’
yet our experiences show that the current safeguards is insufficient to stop human rights violations,
including the destruction of our lands, our livelihoods and damage to our cultures and identities.
We also re-iterate that national laws respecting the rights of indigenous peoples especially to land
tenure shall be respected and safeguards by IFIs should further strengthen and not weaken the implementation of these laws and measures on indigenous peoples’ rights.
We identify, based on the experiences of our communities, our organisations and our peoples, the following problems with the current safeguard frameworks, policies and procedures of the
main international finance institutions:
Policy level concerns
1. The safeguard policies are not in line with international human rights instruments which
governments have to respect and protect, including the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP).
2. Customary land rights are not sufficiently recognized or protected by the current language of the
safeguards and therefore risk being damaged or lost
3. Traditional or customary governance systems and management systems are not sufficiently
protected and respected by the current language of the safeguards and therefore risk being
undermined
4. The World Bank (WB) and ADB prioritize economic growth and market driven development
over equitable, self determined and sustainable development for the people resulting to
increasing gaps between the rich and the poor and resulting to human rights violations including
the collective rights of indigenous peoples over their lands, territories and resources among others.
5. There are no appropriate or effective sanctions provided by the safeguards to be applied in
cases of non-compliance and as a result we see violations in our communities left unresolved
6. We reject the WB’s requirement for ‘free, prior and informed consultation’, instituted in place of
free, prior and informed consent. Experience since the adoption of this requirement in 2004
shows that it has failed to secure our full and effective involvement or support for projects
impacting on us. The World Bank’s own internal Learning Review highlighted extremely low
levels of evidence provided for broad community support and low levels of effective consultation.
7. The policy as currently formulated does not require our participation in decision making at an
appropriate level, including by failing to require our involvement in the conduct and validation of
social impact assessments and failing to require clear indicators and monitoring plans in the
implementation of indigenous peoples’ plans and other agreed planning and implementation
frameworks.
Implementation level concerns
1. The information and protections contained in the safeguards are inaccessible to communities for
the following reasons
a. The language is complex and difficult to interpret
b. It is often not known in communities affected by a project funded by a particular
institution that safeguards exist.
2. There is lack of adequate and accurate information provided to communities regarding the
safeguard protections, including through lack of appropriate and transparent forms of wide
consultations with community members and not only with selected leaders; limited time periods
provided for consultations and information sharing; and lack of effort put into awareness raising
among affected indigenous peoples on the project and related guidelines
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3. The limited available sanctions, including stopping funding, withdrawal of future funding, or
blacklisting implementation agencies for future high risk funding, are rarely exercised
4. Monitoring of the implementation of the policy at the World Bank and at the borrower level is
poorly done. Among others, the conduct of consultations, information provided to communities,
process and implementation of the Indigenous Peoples Plans with key indicators are not
properly undertaken.
5. There is little or no transparency and information on the different roles of stakeholders and key
actors such as government agencies, project proponents, consultants and others.
6. Some governments continue to fail to comply with the safeguards or implement their require
ments, sometimes due to a lack of political will and sometimes due to a lack of knowledge and
coordination between government agencies and with WB officials.
Based on these problems and the experiences that we have the following recommendations for the
international finance institutions in the review and reformulation of their policies:
Policy level changes needed
1. Indigenous peoples’ own concept of self-determined development shall be explicitly recognized
and supported in the safeguard policies
2. Safeguards shall incorporate human-rights based approach at all levels, including appropriately
assessing risks to our individual and collective rights
3. Customary and collective land rights shall be respected explicitly and projects dependent on
formalizing recognition of such rights
4. The indigenous peoples’ policy be retained as a stand-alone policy in the World Bank
5. The safeguards shall be guided by, and provide reference to, international human rights law, in
cluding the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, to strengthen the protections
for indigenous peoples
6. Additional provisions are required to ensure that Indigenous peoples’ plans are formulated by
the community members in ways consistent with their independent decision making process;
and key indicators for its appropriate and timely implementation are identified for strict
monitoring with the effective participation of community members.
7. Appropriate enforcement mechanisms and sanctions to be used in cases of non-compliance
shall be designed to strengthen implementation of the safeguards
Implementation level changes needed
1. Transparency shall be ensured, in part by requiring awareness raising on the safeguards for
affected communities and providing the safeguards in local languages
2. The language of the safeguards shall be simplified for community level understanding
3. The safeguards shall ensure the full, effective and meaningful participation of indigenous peo
ples in the planning and implementation of projects. In particular, the full and effective
participation of affected indigenous peoples, including but not solely through their representative
authorities, shall be ensured in the following among others:
- In the conduct of social and environmental impact assessments;
- In the validation of the results of impact assessments;
- In the formulation and in any adaptation of the indigenous peoples’ plan
(or similar document) including appropriate results indicators;
- Monitoring and evaluation of the projects
4. The safeguards shall respect indigenous system of decision making and customary laws on
resource management and shall not be driven solely by local governments or other agencies
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5. Appropriate enforcement mechanisms and sanctions should be strictly enforced to strengthen
implementation of the safeguards. Projects linked with serious human rights violations such as
the criminalization of community actions against development projects or violations to the
collective rights of indigenous such as the lack of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC)
should be immediately suspended for investigation and appropriate sanctions applied.
6. Projects unnecessarily utilizing State military forces and paramilitaries to protect or implement
projects should be carefully monitored and reviewed as this can and does create a sense
of insecurity and intimidation, preventing the full and effective participation of communities as
well as constraining them from raising their concerns freely. A case in point is the implementation
of some KALAHI CIDSS projects funded by the WB in Tineg, Abra and in Kalinga Province in the
Philippines. There is a high probability that similar intimidation will attend projects implemented
in Myanmar. Investments there are now pouring into the territories of ethnic nationalities in a
his torical context in which the military is implicated directly in land grabbing and in activities
opposed by ethnic minorities, including mining and dams.
World Bank
We take note of the series of consultations conducted with indigenous peoples. We hereby
reiterate earlier recommendations made by indigenous peoples including in submission and letters
sent to the World Bank. We strongly recommend that further consultations with indigenous peoples
include feedback and actions in response to these earlier recommendations. We refer, in part, to the
following: The Indigenous Peoples Policy shall be maintained as a standalone policy with the incorporation of the following elements:
1. The right to Free Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) in accordance with the UN Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and ILO Convention 169, along with the recognition
and respect of the rights of indigenous peoples.
2. The recognition of pastoralism as a livelihood and a lifestyle and the inclusion of pastoralist peo
ple as indigenous peoples in World Bank policies, in particular in the Indigenous Peoples Policy.
3. The recognition and respect of the rights of Indigenous Peoples in voluntary isolation. In
particular, no project shall take place in their territories.
4. The effective and immediate solution of the gaps and shortcomings of the implementation of
OP4.10 based on the World Bank Learning Review (2011).
Asian Development Bank
Specific to the Asia Development Bank we provide the following recommendations:
1. Share the any reports and reviews on the implementation of the Safeguard Policy Statement in
projects affecting indigenous peoples
2. Conduct an independent evaluation on the implementation of the Safeguard Policy
Requirements for Indigenous Peoples
3. Ensure the participation of indigenous peoples’ representatives in the selection of members of
the independent evaluation team and in defining their Terms of Reference.
Affirmed this 20th day of April 2014 in Sagada, Philippines.
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***This statement was adopted by 27 training participants from 20 indigenous organizations
in 8 countries in Asia and two (2) civil society organizations. This was further endorsed by 31
indigenous and civil society organizations in Asia and in the United Kingdom.
TRAINING PARTICIPANTS/RESOURCE PERSONS
Mr. Bablu Chakma - Kapaeeng Foundation, Bangladesh; Ms. Chandra Tripura - Hill Women’s Federation, Bangladesh; Mr. Phon Sotheara - Highlander Association, Cambodia; Mr. Lorang Yun - IP
Alliance in Cambodia/Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association (CIYA); Ms. Meenakshi Munda Bhaiya Ram Munda Foundation, India; Mr. RameshwarJerai - Jharkhandis Organization for Human
Rights (JOHAR), India; Ms. Anurandha Munshi -Bank Information Center (BIC); Mr. Munadi Kilkoda
- Alliance of Indigenous Peoples in the Archipelago (AMAN), Indonesia; Ms. Kristina Sisilia Boka
- BarisanPemudaAdat Nusantara (BPAN), Indonesia; Mr. Andrew Ambrose - Jaringan Orang Asal
SeMalaysia – National IP Network Malaysia (JOAS); Ms. Asmidar Vira Binti
Jaringan Orang
Asal SeMalaysia (JOAS); Ms. Khon Ja - Kachin Peace Network, Myanmar; Mr. Peter Hkun Aung
Nlam - Kachin Peace Network, Myanmar; Mr. Myo Ko Ko - Promotion of Indigenous and Nature
Together (POINT), Myanmar; Mr. Dev Raj Choudhary - Lawyers’ Association for Human Rights of
Nepalese Indigenous Peoples (LAHURNIP), Nepal; Ms. Chini Maya Majhi - National Federation of
Indigenous Nationalities (NEFIN), Nepal; Ms. Piya Malayao - Kalipunan ng mga Katutubong Mamamayan ng Pilipinas (KAMP), Philippines; Ms. Beverly L. Longid- Cordillera Peoples Alliance and
Asia Indigenous Peoples’ Network on Extractive Industries and Energy (AIPNEE); Ms. Gwendolyn
Gaongen - Tangguyob People’s Center; Mr. Ador Ramo - Cordillera Peoples Alliance, Philippines;
Ms. Maybelle Wayas - Philippine Task Force for Indigenous Peoples’ Rights (TFIP); Ms. Anne Himmiwat - Philippine Task Force for Indigenous Peoples’ Rights (TFIP); Ms. Jane Yap-eo - Center for
Development Programs in the Cordillera (CDPC), Philippines; Ms. Joan Carling - Asia Indigenous
Peoples Pact (AIPP), Thailand; Ms. Robie Halip - Asia Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP), Thailand;
Ms. Guadalupe Lagrada - Bank Information Center (BIC); Ms. Helen Tugendhat - Forest Peoples
Programme (FPP), UK
ENDORSING INDIVIDUAL/ORGANIZATIONS
Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association (CIYA), Cambodia; Equitable Cambodia; Organization to
Promote Kui Culture (OPKC), Cambodia; Highlander Association (HA), Cambodia; Indigenous Community Support Organization (ICSO), Cambodia; Civil Society Women Organization (CSWO), India;
North East Peoples Alliance (NEPA), India; Jharkhand Human Rights Movement (JHRM), India; Zo
Indigenous Forum (ZIF), India; Adivasi Navjeewan Gathan Navjyoti Agua (ANGNA), India; Adivasi
Women’s Network (AWN), India; Borok Peoples Human Rights Organization (BPHRO), India; Borok
Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Development Centre (BITPDC),
India; Naga Peoples Movement
for Human Rights (NPMHR), India; Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara (Indigenous Peoples’ Alliance of the Archipelago-AMAN), Indonesia; Jaringan Orang Asal SeMalaysia (JOAS), Malaysia;
Borneo Resources Institute (BRIMAS), Malaysia; Dignity International, Malaysia; Pax Romana ICMICA, Malaysia; Sarawak Dayak Iban Association (SADIA), Malaysia; Chin Youth Organization (CYO),
Myanmar; Burma Partnership,
Myanmar; Kachin Development Networking Group (KDNG),
Myanmar; Nepal Kirat Kulung Bhasa Sanskriti Utthan Sangh (NKKBSUS), Nepal; DAMAAN Development Foundation, Pakistan; Indigenous Peoples Foundation (IPF), Thailand; Mr. William Nicholas
Gomes - Human Rights Ambassador for Salem-News.com, UK; Philippine Indigenous Peoples Links
(PIPLinks), UK; Center for Sustainable Development in Mountainous Areas (CSDM), Vietnam; ASEAN Parliamentarians for Human Rights; Ulu Foundation
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Significant concerns with the proposed World Bank safeguards
for indigenous peoples
We have reviewed and considered the new proposed draft World Bank Environmental and Social
safeguards (ESP and ESS). We are deeply dismayed by the overall weakening of the policy requirements for indigenous peoples with very serious implications, including the outright denial of the
existence and rights of indigenous peoples under international human rights laws.
Not only are the standards for indigenous peoples (contained in ESS7) still below internationally
accepted practice and international human rights law, but further it appears that even the standards
in ESS7 will only apply to a minority of projects impacting indigenous peoples and financed by the
World Bank. It is imperative, in our view, that activities funded by the World Bank, either directly or
through financial intermediaries, must be required to meet the same established standards for indigenous peoples. It is simply unacceptable that the implementation of policy requirements for indigenous peoples could be subject to an ‘opt-out’, or that borrowers can use their own borrower systems
or national laws that are not aligned with the recognition of the rights of indigenous peoples under
international human rights instruments.
It is urgent that the following issues be taken into consideration and effectively responded to:

1. Policy requirements to protect the rights of indigenous peoples
must be universally applied to all Bank-financed activities impacting indigenous peoples
1.1.Immediately remove the proposal that governments can simply ‘opt-out’ of applying the
policy requirements intended to protect indigenous peoples (ESS7)
According to the draft, the Bank is proposing that borrowers (mainly, but not exclusively, governments) can request that they not apply Environmental and Social Standard 7 on Indigenous Peoples.
Borrowers may request this if they consider that identifying indigenous peoples would, in some way,
heighten ethnic tensions or increase conflict, or if recognizing culturally distinct groups is contrary
to their national constitutions6. This directly and seriously undermines the specific and fundamental
rights that indigenous peoples have over their lives, their lands and resources and the course of their
own development, as already enshrined in international human rights law.
Encroachment on the lands, resources and territories of indigenous peoples is often undertaken
with the implicit or explicit consent of the governments whose decisions often adversely impact indigenous peoples occupying such lands. Indeed, international legal standards protecting the rights
6

ESS7, paragraph 9.
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of indigenous peoples exist in part due to the wilful actions of governments discriminating against,
disenfranchising and alienating indigenous peoples from their lands and resources. If the decision on
whether international human rights are to be respected or not rests solely with national governments,
then the Bank is acting to undermine agreed international human rights standards, protected by UN
and regional human rights instruments.
1.2. Need to improve respect for land rights as part of protecting the rights of indigenous
peoples in ESS7
The land rights of indigenous peoples have been recognized again and again under international
and regional human rights law as fundamental to the very survival of the peoples themselves. Given
the importance of this set of rights, it is critical that requirements intended to ensure that such rights
are protected are clearly formulated. As such, the required ‘plan for legal recognition of … perpetual
or long-term renewable custodial or use rights’ must be developed in partnership with the peoples
themselves, time-bound, designed against clear indicators, and with sufficient budget allowances.
1.3. Inadequate Free, Prior and Informed Consent requirements in ESS7
The inclusion of a requirement for obtaining the free, prior and informed consent is welcomed, but
the formulation of such a requirement is of fundamental importance in that the requirement achieves
the objective of ensuring indigenous peoples can exercise their right to self-determination and are
full partners in the development process. The formulation currently proposed in paragraphs 18 and
19 fails to achieve this, and the following important amendments are, at a minimum, required:
1.3.1 Agreements reached with communities must be described and verified by the Bank together with independent experts, including time-bound actions necessary to ensure that agreements
are met and clear budget allocations made to agreed actions.
1.3.2 In any case of violation or non-compliance with agreements reached with communities
or in cases of violation of the policy requirements in ESS7 there must be a clear and accessible
grievance mechanism that affected communities and peoples can access to redress, including but
not limited to direct access to the Inspection Panel. Technical support for use of grievance mechanisms and/or the Inspection Panel must be available on request.
1.3.3 Disclosure of information must be required to be in a language and in appropriate forms
to be fully understood by the affected communities
1.3.4 The involvement of indigenous peoples representative bodies and organisations must
specifically include women and other community members in addition to councils of elders, village
councils or chieftains (already mentioned).
1.3.5 Respect for the decision-making processes of indigenous peoples should be mandatory (not ‘where applicable’) and must ensure respect for the independent and collective decision-making processes free from intimidation, manipulation and any form of undue pressure.
1.4.The use of ‘borrower systems’ or national laws allows the ESS requirements to be set
aside, without any clear process for determining adequacy7.
This in clear contrast to the Asian Development Bank which has an entire policy dedicated to ensuring that use of
country systems both strengthens domestic capacities in environmental and social impact assessment and management, and complies with ADB standards.

7
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The new proposals allow borrowers to follow national laws where they ‘materially meet’ the objectives of the standards. This implies a capacity within the Bank to assess not only all relevant national
laws and systems but also historical practice against or problematic implementation of such laws and
policies. However, as pointed out by the Bank’s Vice President’s comments on how, when, and with
what budget such an assessment would be carried out is unclear8.
For ESS7 and requirements for indigenous peoples in particular, this means in effect that national
governments can again elect not to apply the requirements for indigenous peoples as established in
ESS7 without any recourse available to the affected peoples themselves. Under existing policy as
described in OP4.00, the “equivalence” of national laws and processes against Bank safeguards is
determined on a policy by policy basis and that “before deciding on the use of borrower systems, the
Bank also assesses the acceptability of the Borrower’s implementation practices, track record and
capacity”.9 This does not appear in the new draft. The draft also do not allow for indigenous peoples’
inputs into any assessment done.
Further, there are no specific requirements in the assessment of laws relating to the rights and interests of indigenous peoples in particular. Any assessment of such a set of national laws – proposed
to be used in replacement of ESS7 – must include independent assessment of the extent to which a
national legal framework for protection of indigenous peoples aligns with international human rights
standards and law. This fails to appear in the proposed policy requirements.
1.5.Further loopholes allow borrowers to circumvent requirements
In addition to the loop-holes and opt-outs already described, which undermine the content of ESS7
as a standard for Bank-financed activities impacting on indigenous peoples, there are further policy
dilutions which mean borrowers can avoid applying ESS7. It is critical that the proposed ESS apply
ONLY to investment lending, and not to the two other main lending instruments that the Bank has,
Programme for Results and Development Policy Loans. Given that, at current levels, half of all Bank
funding is channelled through instruments other than Investment Lending, these standards provide
no consistency for indigenous peoples impacted by Bank-financed activities.
Furthermore, projects funded by financial intermediaries also need not comply with the environmental and social standards for any sub-project except those of the highest risk category. This means
that the requirements of ESS7 will not be applied to the majority of sub-projects financed through
financial intermediaries.10 Such exclusions are not acceptable as they create discriminatory provisions depending on financial instrument used, and undermine the very concept of universal standards on which environmental and social standards are predicated.

2. Focus on self-reporting and reliance on borrowers to meet standards without appropriate improvements in monitoring skills or requirements
Moving now to broader concerns with the ESS system as a whole, the World Bank’s new commitment to paying attention to implementation is certainly welcome. The Bank to date has a very poor
track record in monitoring and supervising the implementation of its projects throughout the project
cycle. This has been amply documented by the Bank’s own OED/IEG evaluation reports over the
past 20 years, and specifically highlighted in the internal desk review of projects applying OP4.10 on
indigenous peoples.
WB VP Memos, May 2014
OP4.00
10
ESS1, paragraph 29.
8
9
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It is not clear how World Bank monitoring will be improved to meet these new responsibilities. For
ESS7, World Bank monitoring must be participatory and transparent. Likewise, key indicators, formulated with indigenous peoples representatives shall be used, and monitoring activities shall be
attached to key indicators with the involvement of independent experts including indigenous experts
and linked to clear, known and enforceable sanctions for failure to comply with requirements, including suspension of funds and compensation for harms suffered shall be made explicit. The establishment of the World Bank’s has an independent Indigenous Peoples’ Advisory Body that should play
an important role in monitoring compliance with the established standards for indigenous peoples as
part of its Term of Reference (TOR).

3. Inspection Panel role is unclear and made more difficult
The role and mandate of the Inspection Panel comes into question with the new structure, where
requirements for the Bank are largely limited to due diligence and monitoring contained in the proposed World Bank Environment and Social Policy. In the various instances where the ESSs are
proposed not to apply (for instance where national frameworks are to be applied, or where a financial
intermediary is implementing projects with moderate or lower risk category), the role of the Inspection Panel is again unclear.
The new proposed Environment and Social Policy also adopts a large number of phrases that serve
to dilute and obfuscate hard commitments or requirements against which the Bank can be held accountable. Phrases such as ‘in a timeframe acceptable to the Bank’, ‘where applicable’, ‘where financially feasible’, ‘materially consistent with objectives’, ‘may’ rather than ‘shall’, all serve to weaken the
actual standards against which borrowers are expected to act and to be held accountable, and make
the task of the Inspection Panel difficult if not impossible.

4. Failure to incorporate meaningful standards on land tenure governance and failure to apply ESS5 requirements to land titling or land
administration projects
Despite commitments received from the President of the World Bank during the consultation period,
the new standards on land (incorporated into ESS5 and joining existing standards on involuntary
resettlement) do not adhere to the standards already existing in the FAO Voluntary Guidelines on
the Responsible Governance of Tenure of Land, Forest and Fisheries. In particular, the requirements of ESS5 do not provide sufficient protection from the real and increasing threats of large-scale
land-grabbing for industrial agriculture specifically mentioned in the Voluntary Guidelines. Further,
the exclusion list included in ESS5 (for activities NOT covered by the policy) represents a significant
narrowing of the scope of the existing Involuntary Resettlement policy of the World Bank. By excluding land titling and land regularization processes, the Bank risks excluding large scale and long-term
impacts of resettlement from the policy designed specifically to address such impacts.

5. Critical information missing from the draft
The proposed document for public consultation does not include an implementation plan, any budget references or commitments, discussion of staff skills to account for the changing roles of Bank’s
staff envisioned in the new proposals, or a plan to roll-out of the policy through staff training. It also
does not contain any detail about the reforms of staff incentives and safeguard implementation procedures that are required to drastically improve the track record the Bank has on meeting its social
and environmental commitments.

14

The Bank must provide a costed, planned and clear implementation process for the new proposed
standards as assessing these in the absence of Bank commitments to appropriately implement them
is impossible.
The Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP) is missing in the new draft. This needs to be put back with
the following:
• The IPP shall be formulated by indigenous communities (not by project proponents or rele
vant government agencies) to ensure that their needs, priorities and aspirations are fully
reflected.
• Sufficient budget shall be provided to support the full implementation of the IPPs, and
transparency and accountability in the use and management of such funds shall be ensured
• An independent monitoring mechanism for the implementation shall be established, to be
guided by key indicators and with the full and effective participation of indigenous
representatives and experts. Clear sanctions should be provided in relation to the
violation/non-implementation of the conditions set above, including the proper
implementation of the IPPs.
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***This statement has been endorsed by the listed 84 indigenous peoples organizations/institutions, 59 support groups and 20 individuals below and submitted to the World Bank last
July 2014.

INDIGENOUS PEOPLES ORGANIZATIONS
Adivasi Navjeewan Gathan Navjyoti Agua (ANGNA), India; Adivasi Women’s Network (AWN), India; African Indigenous Peoples Network (AIPN); Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara/AMAN (Indigenous Peoples’ Alliance of the Archipelago), Indonesia; Alyansa Dagiti Pesante iti Taeng Montanyosa (Mt. Province
Peasant Alliance), Philippines; Asia Indigenous Peoples Network on Extractive Industries and Energy
(AIPNEE); Asian Indigenous Women’s Network (AIWN); Association of Indigenous Peoples in Ryukyus
(AIPR), Japan; BAI (National Network of Indigenous Women in the Philippines); Bangladesh Indigenous
Peoples Forum. Barisan Pemuda Adat Nusantara (BPAN)/The Archipelago Indigenous Youth Front, Indonesia; Bhaiya Ram Munda Foundation, India; Binnadang (Women Alliance in Mt. Province), Philippines;
Borok Inter Tribal Peoples Development Centre (BITPDC), India; Borok Peoples Human Rights Organization (BPHRO), India; Bunong Indigenous Peoples Communities’ Alliances, Cambodia; Cambodia
Indigenous Peoples’ Alliance; Cambodia Indigenous Youth Association (CIYA); Center for Sustainable
Development in Mountainous Areas (CSDM), Vietnam; Centre for Organisation Research & Education,
India. Centro Juventude Covalima (Covalima Youth Centre), Timor Leste; Chin Human Rights Organization (CHRO), Myanmar; Chirapaq, Center of Indigenous Cultures of Peru; CHT Indigenous Jumma
Association Australia (CHTIJAA); Civil Society Women Organization(CSWO), Meghalaya, India; Continental Network of Indigenous Women of the Americas – ECMIA- American Continent, Peru; Cordillera
Peoples Alliance - Mt. Province, Philippines; Cordillera Peoples Alliance, Philippines; Dewan Adat Papua, Indonesia; Ethnic Youths Development Center (EYDC), Myanmar; Fondation Batwa, Africa; Gobi
Soil, Mongolia; Grassroot Development Network, India; Highlander Association, Cambodia; Indigenous
Center for Land, Resource and Governance (ICLRG), India; Indigenous Concerns Resource CenterKenya; Indigenous Information Network-Kenya; Indigenous Knowledge and Peoples Network Mainland
Montane Southeast Asia (IKAP), Thailand; Indigenous Peoples for Agriculture Development in Cambodia
(IADC); Indigenous Peoples Foundation for Education and Environment (IPF), Thailand; Indigenous Peoples Movement for Self Determination and Liberation (IPMSDL); Indigenous Peoples Working Group on
REDD+, Cambodia; Indigenous Rights Active Member in Cambodia; Indigenous Women League Nepal
(IWL Nepal); INNABUYOG (Alliance of Indigenous Women Organizations in the Cordillera Region), Philippines; International Council for the Chittagong Hill Tracts, Australia; Jaringan Orang Asal SeMalaysia
(JOAS/Indigenous Peoples Network of Malaysia); Kachin Peace Network, Myanmar; Kalipunan ng Mga
Katutubong Mamamayan ng Pilipinas (KAMP), Philippines; Kapaeeng Foundation, Bangladesh; Karbi
Human Rights Watch (KHRW), India; Kirat Chamling Language Culture Development Association, Nepal;
Kirat Yakthung Mangenna Chumlung, Nepal; Kirat Youth Society (KYS), Nepal; Lawyers’ Association for
Human Rights of Nepalese Indigenous Peoples (LAHURNIP), Nepal; Maa Civil Society Forum- Kenya;
MAITUD (Movement for the advancement of inter-tribal unity and democracy), Philippines; Maleya Foundation, Bangladesh; Mishing Bane Kebang (Mishing Apex Council), India; Mongolia Nomadic Herders’
Movement; Montañosa Research & Development Center, Inc.; MPYA (Mt. Province Youth Alliance), Philippines; Naga Peoples Movement for Human Rights (NPMHR), India; Naga Women’s Union (NWU), India; National Indigenous Women Federation (NIWF), Nepal; Nepal Federation of Indigenous Nationalities
(NEFIN); Nepal Kirat Kulung Bhasa Sanskriti Utthan Sangh; NGO Federation of Indigenous Nationalities
(NGO FONIN), Nepal; Organization to Promote Kui Culture (OPKC), Cambodia; Papora Indigenous Peoples Association (PIDA); Partners of Community Organizations in Sabah (PACOS Trust); Perempuan
AMAN, Indonesia; Piselebuhan Bansa Subanen, Inc, Philippines; POINT (Promotion of Indigenous and
Nature Together), Myanmar; Saami Council; Samajik Seva Sadan (SSS), India; Sarawak Dayak Iban
Association, Malaysia; Shan Women’s Action Network (SWAN), Myanmar; TADEK (Young Artists Movement for Democracy and Cultural Rights) - Mt. Province, Philippines; Tangguyub People Center, Philippines; TARA-Ping Pu; Vietnam Indigenous Knowledge Network – VTIK; Youth Federation of Indigenous
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Nationalities (YFIN), Nepal

SUPPORT GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS
Action to the Community Development Center, Vietnam; ALMACIGA, Spain; ARTICLE 19 Defending
freedom of expression and information, UK; Ateneo School of Government, Philippines; Bangladesh
NGOs Network for Radio and Communication (BNNRC); Bank Information Center (BIC), US; Bantay
Kita, Philippines; Boat People SOS (BPSOS), US; Both ENDS, Netherlands; Burma Partnership,
Myanmar; Center for International Environmental Law (CIEL), US; Center for Orang Asli Concerns,
Malaysia; Centre for Human Rights and Development, Mongolia; Centre for Research and Advocacy, Manipur, India; Centre national de coopération au développement, CNCD-11.11.11 – Belgium;
Centre of Research & Development in Upland Area (CERDA), Vietnam; Citizens Concern for Dams
and Development, India; Coalition to Abolish Modern-day Slavery in Asia (CAMSA), US; Coastal
Livelihoods and Environmental Action Network (CLEAN), Bangladesh; Committee on the Protection
of Natural Resources in Manipur, India; Damauli UNESCO Club, Nepal; Defensa y Conservacion
Ecologica de Intag, Ecuador; Diakonia Asia; Environmental Investigation Agency, US; Feto iha Kbiit
Servisu hamutuk (FKSH) - Empowering women, Timor Leste; Friends of the Earth Japan; Green
Community Alliance (GCA), Laos; Hawai’i Institute for Human Rights; Heinrich Böll Stiftung Cambodia; Human Rights Ambassador for Salem-News.com, UK; Human Rights First Rwanda Association, Rwanda; Inclusive Development International, US; Indigenous Community Support Organization (ICSO), Cambodia; Indigenous World Association, Canada; International Work Group for
Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA), Denmark; Jamaa Resource Initiatives, Kenya; Japan Tropical Forest
Action Network(JATAN); Justice and Peace Network; Land Core Group Myanmar; Law and Policy of
Sustainable Development Research Center (Vietnam); MECC-Mongolian Environmental Civil Council; Minority Rights Group International, UK; Natural Justice, US; NGO Coalition for Environment
(NGOCE), Nigeria; Non-Timber Forest Products Exchange Programme (NTFP-EP Asia); Northeast
Peoples Alliance (NEPA), India; OT Watch, Mongolia; Persatuan Kesedaran Komuniti Selangor (EMPOWER), Malaysia; Philippine Indigenous Peoples Links (PIPLinks); Pro Natura – Friends of the
Earth Switzerland; Rainforest Foundation Norway (RFN), Norway; Shimin Gaikou Centre, Japan;
Social Justice Connection, Canada; SONIA, Italy; Spectrum-Sustainable Development Knowledge
Network, Myanmar; Steps without Border, Mongolia; Tamthai Fund of Chiangmai, Thailand; Tribal
Environmental Policy Center; Ulu Foundation, Hawaii
Alfonso Molano; Syed Tarikul Island, ACLAB; Ms. Franchezca Serrano, Université du Québec à
Montréal, Canada; Mr. Nok Ven, Indigenous Peoples representative, programme executive board of
the national REDD programme in 15 provinces of IPs (Cambodia); Mr. Chhit Chhorn, Chief of Legal
entity IP community of Por group and IP representative in Battambong province, Cambodia; Mr. Klim
Nhem, IP representative in Rattanakiri province, Cambodia; Mr. Veng Bun Mong, Chief of legal entity
IP community of Kroeng group in La Ork village, Rattanakiri province, Cambodia; Mr. Seuth Tuon,
IP representative in Koh Kong province, Cambodia; Mr. Ly Lim, IP representative in Kratie province,
Cambodia; Maen Pakk, IP representative in Preah Vihear province, Cambodia; Mr. Phea Sochear,
Chief of community forestry of Kuy group in Phnom Daek Chom Bok Hoh village, Preah Vihear
province, Cambodia; Mr. Nut Nou, Legal entity IPs community in Chok Char, Mondulkiri, Cambodia;
Mr. Dorn Thy, Legal entity IPs community in Khmoum, Mondulkiri, Cambodia; Mr. Hear Sa Morn,
Legal entity IPs community in Srae angdol, Mondulkiri, Cambodia; Mr. Sang Proukk, Legal entity IPs
community in Khtong, Mondulkiri, Cambodia; Mohammad Djauhari, KpSKH-Bogor, Indonesia; Ahmad SJA, Indonesia; Victoria M. Cajandig, Executive Officer, Pikhumpongan Dlibon Subanen, Inc.
(PDSI), Philippines; Dr. Cathal Doyle, Research Fellow, Middlesex University Business School, UK;
Robert E. Moïse, Ph.D., Consultant for Sustainable Development of Indigenous Peoples in Central
Africa
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The Asia Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP) is a regional organization founded in
1988 by indigenous peoples’ movements as a platform for solidarity and cooperation. AIPP is actively promoting and defending indigenous peoples’ rights and
human rights; sustainable development and management of resources and
environment protection. Through the years, AIPP has developed its expertise on
grassroots capacity building, advocacy and networking from local to global levels
and strengthening partnerships with indigenous organizations, support NGOs,
UN agencies and other institutions. At present, AIPP has 47 members from 14
countries in Asia with 7 indigenous peoples’ national alliances/ networks and 35
local and sub-national organizations including 16 are ethnic-based organizations,
five (5) indigenous women and four (4) are indigenous youth organizations.
Asia Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP)
108 Moo 5, Tambon Sanpranate, Amphur Sansai
Chiang Mai 50210, Thailand
Tel: +66(0)53380168 Fax: +66(0)53380752
Email: aippmail@aippnet.org
Website: www.aippnet.org
www.iphrdefenders.com
www.iva.aippnet.org
www.ccmin.aippnet.org

The Asia Indigenous Peoples Pact (AIPP) established the AIPP Printing Press to generate
resources to support the Indigenous Peoples Human Rights Defenders Network and those facing serious threats due to their human rights work.
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