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RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

IFC Performance Standard 5 Classification and Required Measures

1. Displacement Classification

Group A: Households with formal titles (houses and farmland submerged)
« Classification: Both physically and economically displaced

+ Rationale: They lose their homes (physical displacement) AND their
farmland/income source (economic displacement)

Group B: Informal/customary farmers (farmland only)
« Classification: Economically displaced

« Rationale: They retain their homes but lose access to farmland and agricultural
livelihoods

Group C: Kiosk owners (relocatable businesses)

« Classification: Economically displaced



« Rationale: They lose their business location/structures but not their homes;
business interruption affects income

2. Required Measures per Group
Group A: Formal Title Holders (Physical + Economic Displacement)
Asset Compensation:

1. Fullreplacement cost for houses (without depreciation) OR provision of
replacement housing of equal/better quality

2. Land-for-land compensation for farmland at equal productive value OR cash at full
replacement cost

3. Compensation for all fixed assets (wells, fences, trees, crops) at replacement value
Livelihood Restoration:

1. Transitional support allowance covering 6-12 months of living expenses during
relocation

2. Agricultural extension services and inputs (seeds, tools, fertilizer) for 2-3 seasons at
new location

3. Skills training programs for alternative livelihoods if agricultural land is insufficient
Group B: Informal/Customary Farmers (Economic Displacement)
Asset Compensation:

1. Compensation for loss of access to land based on crop/income value (even without
formal title)

2. Payment for standing crops and productive trees at market value

3. Recognition of customary land rights with compensation equivalent to formal users
Livelihood Restoration:

1. Priority access to replacement agricultural land with secure tenure arrangements

2. Agricultural productivity support package (training, inputs, equipment) for minimum
3years

3. Alternative livelihood training and startup capital for non-farm activities

Group C: Kiosk Owners (Economic Displacement)



Asset Compensation:
1. Compensation for kiosk structures at replacement cost
2. Relocation assistance/transport costs for salvageable materials and inventory
3. Compensation for temporary business losses during transition period
Livelihood Restoration:

1. Assistance in identifying and securing new business locations with comparable
customer traffic

2. Business interruption allowance covering 3-6 months of average netincome

3. Business development support (marketing assistance, microcredit access) to re-
establish customer base

Key PS5 Principles Applied:
« Replacement cost principle: No deduction for depreciation
« Livelihood improvement/restoration: Support beyond mere compensation
« Vulnerable group consideration: Special attention to informal land users

« Consultation and grievance mechanisms: Required for all groups throughout
process

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Framework for Indigenous Community Sub-
Groups



1. Multi-Tiered Grievance Mechanism Structure
Primary Level: Community-Based Resolution

« Traditional Council Interface: Establish a joint committee combining traditional
leaders and representatives from marginalized sub-groups (women, youth, satellite
hamlet)

« Composition:

40% traditional leadership

« 30% women representatives

20% youth representatives
+ 10% satellite hamlet representatives
+ Meeting frequency: Monthly, with emergency sessions as needed
Secondary Level: Independent Mediation

+ Indigenous Rights Ombudsperson: Appoint an independent mediator with
expertise in Indigenous rights and gender/youth inclusion

« Accessibility: Direct access for sub-groups who feel unsafe raising issues through
traditional structures

« Confidential channels: Anonymous complaint boxes, dedicated phone line, and
trusted community liaisons

Tertiary Level: External Review

« Multi-stakeholder panel: Including IFC representative, independent Indigenous
rights expert, and community-nominated member

« Triggered when: Primary and secondary mechanisms fail to resolve issues within
60 days

2. Specific Measures for Sub-Group Inclusion
For Women:

- Women-only forums: Monthly gatherings facilitated by female community
members or external facilitators

- Safe spaces: Designated locations where women can discuss concerns without
male presence



«  Female grievance officers: At least 50% of grievance handlers must be women
» Childcare provision: During all consultation and grievance meetings

For Youth:
+ Youth advisory committee: Direct reporting line to project management

- Digital platforms: WhatsApp groups, online forms for tech-savvy youth
engagement

« Youth mentorship program: Pairing with elders to bridge traditional-modern divide

« Education/training grievances: Special fast-track for issues affecting educational
opportunities

For Satellite Hamlet:

+ Mobile grievance team: Monthly visits to remote locations

« Localfocal points: Trained community members in satellite areas

- Transportation support: For attending main community meetings

- Separate impact assessment: Recognize unique circumstances and needs
3. Corrective Action Protocol
Immediate Actions (0-30 days):

1. Pause and assess: Temporarily halt any activities directly affecting complaining
sub-groups

2. Rapid assessment: Independent review of FPIC documentation and consultation
records

3. Emergency support: Provide immediate assistance for urgent livelihood/safety
concerns

4. Communication: Public acknowledgment of concerns and commitment to
resolution

Medium-term Actions (30-90 days):
1. Supplementary FPIC process:
» Targeted consultations with under-represented groups

« Use culturally appropriate methods (storytelling, visual aids, local languages)



+  Document consent/dissent from each sub-group separately
2. RAP/LRP amendments:
» Co-design modifications with affected sub-groups
« Gender-responsive budgeting for resettlement benefits
« Youth-specific livelihood programs (skills training, scholarships)
« Infrastructure for satellite hamlet connectivity
3. Capacity building:
- Train traditional leaders on inclusive governance
«  Empower sub-group representatives with negotiation skills
« Establish community paralegals program
Long-term Actions (90+ days):
1. Institutional reforms:
« Formalize sub-group representation in traditional governance

» Establish permanent Indigenous monitoring committee with sub-group
guotas

» Create endowment fund for ongoing sub-group development initiatives
2. Benefit-sharing adjustments:
« Earmark percentage of project benefits for women's cooperatives
» Youth entrepreneurship fund
« Infrastructure investment in satellite areas
3. Continuous monitoring:
» Quarterly sub-group satisfaction surveys
« Annual third-party social audits
« Adaptive management based on feedback
4. FPIC Maintenance and Documentation

Ongoing Consent Verification:



« Annual FPIC review: With specific sessions for each sub-group

« Consent withdrawal protocol: Clear process if sub-groups wish to withdraw
consent

« Living document approach: FPIC agreements updated based on emerging
concerns

Documentation Requirements:

- Disaggregated records: Separate documentation of each sub-group's concerns
and resolutions

» Multiple formats: Written, audio, video records in local languages

« Accessibility: All documents available at community centers and online
5. Safeguards and Accountability
Protection Measures:

* No-retaliation policy: Written guarantees for complainants

« Independent monitoring: External observer at all grievance proceedings

« Legal support: Access to pro-bono legal counsel for sub-groups
Performance Indicators:

+ Response time: 100% acknowledgment within 48 hours

» Resolution rate: 80% of grievances resolved at primary level

- Satisfaction scores: Minimum 75% satisfaction from each sub-group

« Participation metrics: Track attendance and input from all sub-groups
6. Resource Allocation

+ Dedicated budget: 5% of project social investment for grievance mechanism
operation

« Staffing: Full-time grievance officers including sub-group specialists
« Logistics support: Transportation, communication, meeting facilities

« Capacity building fund: Ongoing training for community and project staff



This framework ensures that while respecting collective FPIC and traditional governance,
the specific needs and voices of marginalized sub-groups are heard, validated, and
addressed through culturally appropriate yet inclusive mechanisms.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fitinto a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework for Mining Project

1. Joint Application of PS1, PS5, and PS7

Assessment and Management Integration

PS1 (Environmental & Social Management System) as the Foundation:

» Establishes overarching ESMS that integrates PS5 and PS7 requirements



« Requires comprehensive Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA)
covering:

« Cumulative impacts from resettlement, influx, and operational activities
« Gender-differentiated and vulnerable group analysis
« Cultural heritage and spiritual site mapping (critical for Indigenous lands)
FPIC Requirements (PS7) - When and How:
When Required:
« Physicalrelocation of Indigenous village from ancestral territory (mandatory)
« Anyimpacts on lands under traditional ownership/use
« Impacts on critical cultural heritage linked to identity
« Changes affecting traditional livelihoods or governance systems
How FPIC Influences RAP/LRP Design:
1. Co-design Process:
» RAP/LRP development must be participatory from inception
« Indigenous community defines "adequate" replacement land criteria
« Traditional knowledge informs livelihood restoration options
2. Collective Decision-Making:
« Compensation packages designed for collective benefit (not just individual)
« Community-controlled development funds vs. individual payments
» Recognition of spiritual/cultural values in valuation methods
3. Iterative Consent:
« FPIC not just for initial agreement but for major RAP/LRP modifications
+ Right to withdraw consent if implementation deviates from agreement
« Annual consent verification processes
Integrated Planning Requirements:

« Single integrated Social Management Plan covering:



» Physical resettlement (both villages)
« Economic displacement (downstream communities)
+ Influx management
» Cultural heritage management
- Stakeholder engagement across all groups
2. Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration
Risk Pathway 1: Competition for Resettlement Benefits
How it undermines RAP/LRP objectives:
« In-migrants claim to be "affected persons" to access compensation
- Dilution of resources intended for genuine project-affected persons
« Socialtensions between legitimate beneficiaries and opportunistic claimants
« Indigenous community's collective compensation eroded by individual claims
Mitigation measures:
» Pre-resettlement census with biometric registration
« Cut-off date establishment and strict enforcement
« Community verification processes for beneficiary lists
« Separate influx response fund to avoid RAP/LRP resource diversion
Risk Pathway 2: Cultural Disruption and Loss of Social Cohesion
How it undermines RAP/LRP objectives:
» Influx of 1,500+ workers disrupts Indigenous cultural practices
- Inter-marriage and cultural dilution affecting traditional governance
« Youth abandoning traditional livelihoods for camp-related informal work
« Breakdown of collective decision-making structures essential for FPIC
Mitigation measures:
« Cultural buffer zones around Indigenous resettlement sites

«  Worker code of conduct with strict cultural respect provisions



» Supportfor cultural preservation programs in LRP
« Youth mentorship programs linking traditional and modern skills
Risk Pathway 3: Economic Distortion and Dependency

How it undermines RAP/LRP objectives:

Inflation from worker spending makes LRP income targets unrealistic

Shift from sustainable livelihoods to temporary service provision

Land speculation preventing successful agricultural transitions
«  Women pushed into vulnerable informal sector activities
Mitigation measures:
» Local procurement strategies with price controls
» Closed-loop worker facilities to minimize economic leakage
« Priority hiring for resettled persons in permanent positions
«  Women's economic empowerment programs integrated into LRP
3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System
Multi-Channel Grievance Architecture
Channel Design by User Group:
1. Indigenous Community Channel:
« Oral complaint processes through traditional leaders
« Visual grievance mapping using community symbols
» Dedicated Indigenous liaison officer (community-selected)
« Monthly community assemblies for collective grievances
2. Non-Indigenous PAPs Channel:
« Village-level grievance committees
» Mobile grievance collection (monthly visits)
«  SMS/WhatsApp reporting options

« Written complaint boxes at accessible locations



3. Host Community/Influx Channel:
« Rapid response hotline for influx-related issues
«  Weekly coordination with local government
« Community policing liaison for security concerns
« Anonymous reporting for sensitive issues (GBV, corruption)
Early Warning Indicators
Resettlement-Related:
« Grievance frequency by category (land, compensation, services)
« Time to resolution trends
« Repeat complainants indicating systemic issues
- Satisfaction rates from grievance closure surveys

Influx-Related:

Rental price indices in host communities

« School enrollment pressures

Health facility utilization rates

« Crime/security incident reports

Market price monitoring for basic goods
Monitoring System for PS5/PS7 Compliance
Key Performance Indicators:
1. PS5 Compliance Metrics:
* % of PAPs with restored/improved livelihoods (baseline comparison)
« Housing quality index (size, materials, services)
« Agricultural productivity at resettlement sites
« Access to services (education, health, water) vs. baseline
« Vulnerable group specific indicators (female-headed households, elderly)

2. PS7 Compliance Metrics:



« FPIC maintenance (annual verification results)
« Cultural practice continuation index
» Indigenous language use among youth
- Traditional governance structure functionality
« Sacred site access and condition
3. Integrated Social Metrics:
« Social cohesion index (inter-group relations)
« Influx management effectiveness (population growth rates)
« Economic opportunity distribution (by ethnicity, gender, age)
« Cumulative impact scores
Data Collection Methods:
« Quarterly household surveys (stratified by group)
« Participatory monitoring with community scorecards
« GIS-based tracking of physical changes
« Focus group discussions (segregated by gender/age)
« Third-party verification annually
Completion Audit Readiness:
« Comprehensive database with 5-year trend analysis
« Documentary evidence of FPIC processes
« Before/after photo documentation
« Beneficiary testimonials and case studies
« Independent evaluation of livelihood restoration
« Grievance resolution statistics and patterns
Adaptive Management Protocol
Quarterly Review Process:

« Multi-stakeholder review of monitoring data



» ldentification of emerging risks and gaps
+ RAP/LRP adjustment proposals
» FPIC consultation for significant changes
» Budget reallocation as needed
Annual Strategic Review:
+ Comprehensive assessment against PS objectives
« External audit of grievance mechanism
« Community satisfaction survey
» Corrective action planning
« Public disclosure of results

This integrated framework ensures that PS1, PS5, and PS7 work synergistically rather than
in silos, with influx management embedded throughout rather than treated as a separate
issue. The monitoring system provides real-time feedback for adaptive management while
building the evidence base needed for successful completion audit.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Multilingual Voice Bot Grievance Triage and Escalation System
System Architecture Overview
Core Design Principles
» Error-tolerant processing: Assumes 15-30% transcription error rate

- Safety-first prioritization: Over-escalates rather than under-escalates



« Human verification loops: Critical decisions require human review
« Audit trail: Every decision point logged for accountability
Triage Categories and Priority Levels
Priority 1: CRITICAL (Immediate Response - Within 2 Hours)
Categories:
+ Imminent safety threats
« Active emergencies
+ Humanrights violations
« Sexual harassment/assault allegations
Keyword Triggers (error-tolerant matching):

- Safety: "danger", "accident", "injury”, "hurt", "emergency", "dying", "bleeding"

« Rights: "discrimination", "harassment", "assault", "abuse", "forced"
« Environmental: "spill", "contamination", "poisoning", "toxic"
Priority 2: URGENT (Response Within 24 Hours)
Categories:
« Non-immediate safety concerns
« Significant environmental impacts
e Laborrightsissues
« Community health concerns
Keyword Triggers:

« Safety: "unsafe”, "hazard", "risk", "concern", "worried"

« Environmental: "water quality", "dust”, "noise", "pollution”
« Labor: "unpaid", "overtime", "contract violation", "unfair"
Priority 3: STANDARD (Response Within 72 Hours)

Categories:

« Payroll disputes



» Scheduling complaints

« Minor environmental nuisances

+ Generalworkplace concerns
Keyword Triggers:

« Administrative: "payroll’, "schedule", "shift", "payment", "salary"
« Minorissues: "inconvenience", "annoying", "problem", "issue"
Priority 4: ROUTINE (Response Within 7 Days)
Categories:
« Suggestions/feedback
« Information requests
« Non-urgent administrative matters
Decision Rules and Logic Flow
Stage 1: Automatic Pre-Processing
code
1. Transcript Generation
- Generate primary transcript

- Create phonetic variations for key safety terms

- Flag low-confidence segments (<70% certainty)

2. Language Detection
- Identify primary language
- Flag code-switching segments

- Apply language-specific safety lexicons

3. Initial Categorization

- Multi-pass keyword scanning



- Sentiment analysis (anger/distress indicators)
- Context window analysis (10 words around triggers)
Stage 2: Smart Triage Algorithm
Rule 1: Safety Override
« |IF any safety keyword detected (even with low confidence) > Flag for human review
« |IF sentiment = highly negative + any physical term > Escalate to Priority 1
Rule 2: Rights and Sensitive Issues
» |IF gender-specific terms + negative context > Route to specialized handler
« IF minority group mentioned + complaint context > Flag for sensitivity review
Rule 3: Environmental Concerns
« |IF location-specific + environmental term > Cross-reference with site operations
« |IF health symptoms + environmental factor > Escalate to Priority 2
Rule 4: Uncertainty Management
« |IF confidence score <60% > Human review required
« IF multiple priority indicators > Escalate to highest detected level
« IF ambiguous content > Apply "benefit of doubt" principle
Stage 3: Human-in-the-Loop Checkpoints
Checkpoint 1: Critical Issue Verification (Priority 1)

Who: On-site safety officer or designated emergency responder When: Within 15 minutes
of flagging Actions:

« Review full transcript + audio if needed
« Confirm categorization
« Initiate immediate response protocol
« Contact complainant directly if safe to do so
Checkpoint 2: Sensitive Issue Review (All Sexual/Rights Issues)

Who: Trained specialist (gender-balanced team available) When: Within 2 hours Actions:



« Review in secure environment
» Assess confidentiality needs
« Determine appropriate investigation pathway
« Ensure complainant protection measures
Checkpoint 3: Daily Triage Review
Who: Grievance team supervisor When: Every 8 hours (shift-based) Actions:
» Review all auto-categorized complaints
» Spot-check Priority 3-4 items for miscategorization
« ldentify patterns requiring system adjustment
« Approve batch escalations/de-escalations
Special Handling Protocols
Anonymous/Sensitive Reports
« Separate secure channel with enhanced encryption
« Novoice matching or caller identification
« Directrouting to specialized team
« Legal privilege protections applied
Community vs. Worker Differentiation
« Calleridentification: "Press 1 for worker, 2 for community"
« Different escalation paths for same issue types
« Community issues include GPS/location verification
« Workerissues linked to HR database (anonymized)
Error Mitigation Strategies
1. Redundant Keyword Lists
e Primary terms + common misspellings
« Phonetic equivalents

« Locallanguage variations



« Slang/colloquial expressions
2. Context Validation
python
Example Logic:
if "water" in transcript:
if any(["sick", "dirty", "brown", "smell"]) within 20 words:
priority =2
elif any(["schedule", "break", "cooler"]) within 20 words:
priority =3
3. Confidence Scoring
« High confidence (>80%): Auto-process
« Medium confidence (60-80%): Flag for review
« Low confidence (<60%): Human review required
Monitoring and Quality Assurance
Real-Time Dashboards
« Live feed of all Priority 1-2 issues
» Response time tracking
« Escalation patterns by site/time/type
« Transcription accuracy metrics
Weekly Audits
« Random sample of 10% of all grievances
« Review of all escalation decisions
» False positive/negative analysis
« System refinement recommendations
Monthly Reporting

« Trend analysis by category and site



+ Emergingissue identification
» System performance metrics
« Recommendations for keyword updates
Implementation Safeguards
Failsafe Mechanisms
1. Dead-man switch: Unprocessed grievances >4 hours trigger supervisor alert
2. Duplicate detection: Same caller + similar content = human review
3. Volume spike alerts: >200% normal volume triggers system review
4. Keyword evolution: Monthly community/worker input on local terminology
Cultural and Linguistic Adaptations
« Site-specific dictionaries maintained
+ Regional safety terminology databases
« Gender-sensitive language processing
« Indigenous language support where applicable

This system balances automation efficiency with human oversight, ensuring that critical
issues are never missed while managing high volumes of routine complaints effectively.
The multi-layered approach with built-in redundancies minimizes the risk of serious issues
being mishandled due to transcription errors or system limitations.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete”in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you



would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

IFC PS5 Resettlement Completion Framework

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration
Core Indicators

Indicator 1: Household Income Restoration Rate

What's Compared: Pre-displacement baseline income vs. current household income
(adjusted for inflation) Target: 2100% of baseline for standard households; 2110% for
vulnerable groups Disaggregation:

« Bydisplacementtype (physical/economic)

« Bylivelihood type (land-based/non-land-based)

« Byvulnerability status (female-headed, elderly, disabled, ethnic minorities)
Indicator 2: Livelihood Diversification Index

What's Compared: Number of income sources pre-displacement vs.
current Target: Maintained or increased diversification (=baseline sources) Measurement:

« Primaryincome source dependency ratio (<70% from single source)
« Seasonalincome stability score
» Riskresilience rating
Indicator 3: Asset Ownership Index
What's Compared: Productive and household assets baseline vs. current Components:
« Land ownership/secure tenure status
- Livestock holdings
« Equipment/tools for livelihood activities

« Housing quality score (materials, size, amenities) Target: 2100% of baseline value
(replacement cost adjusted)

Indicator 4: Social Integration and Well-being Score

What's Compared: Pre-displacement community cohesion vs. current Components:



Access to services (education, health, markets)
Community participation levels
Social network strength

Reported satisfaction with resettlement outcomes Target: No deterioration from
baseline; improvement for vulnerable groups

Data Collection Methods

Method 1: Longitudinal Household Panel Survey

Design Features:

Same households tracked from baseline through Year 5
Conducted bi-annually (dry/wet seasons for agricultural areas)
Sample size: 100% of severely affected; 30% stratified random sample of others

Minimum 20% oversample of vulnerable groups

Key Modules:

Detailed income and expenditure tracking

Asset inventory with photographic documentation
Livelihood activity calendars

Coping strategy index

Women's empowerment metrics (decision-making, asset control)

Method 2: Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E)

Components:

Community scorecards (quarterly)
Focus group discussions segregated by:
« Gender
e Age cohort
« Livelihood type

« Vulnerability status



Participatory wealth ranking exercises
Most Significant Change story collection

Community-led monitoring committees with vulnerable group representation

Vulnerable Group Handling

Definition of Vulnerable Groups:

Female-headed households

Elderly (>65) headed households
Households with disabled members
Ethnic/religious minorities
Landless/asset-poor households

Child-headed households

Special Monitoring Provisions:

1.

Enhanced Support Tracking: Separate indicators for vulnerable group program
participation and benefit capture

Differentiated Targets: 110% income restoration target (recognizing pre-existing
disadvantages)

Qualitative Assessments: Monthly home visits by social workers
Protection Monitoring: Track any exploitation, discrimination, or exclusion

Adaptive Support: Quarterly review of vulnerable household progress with program
adjustments

2. Completion Audit Approach

Pre-Audit Preparation Phase (3 months before)

Documentation Review:

Original RAP/LRP commitments and targets
All monitoring reports (5 years)
Grievance logs and resolution records

Financial disbursement records



« Program modification documentation with justifications
Stakeholder Mapping:
« Updated census of all affected households
« ldentification of households that relocated elsewhere
» Keyinformantidentification (community leaders, women's groups, youth)
Audit Methodology
Phase 1: Quantitative Assessment
Sampling Strategy:
« Census approach for severely affected (100%)
« Stratified random sample (40%) for moderately affected
» Purposive oversample (50%) of vulnerable groups
« Control group from unaffected nearby communities
Data Verification:
« Cross-validation of reported income through:
« Expenditure analysis
« Asset accumulation patterns
« Savings/debt levels
« Triangulation with local market prices and wage rates
« Remote sensing for land-based livelihood verification
Phase 2: Qualitative Assessment
Methods:
« In-depth interviews with 10% of households
« Life history interviews with vulnerable households
« Keyinformantinterviews (local authorities, service providers)
« Transect walks and direct observation

« Review of photographic evidence (before/after)



Phase 3: Institutional Assessment
Focus Areas:
» Sustainability of livelihood programs
« Institutional capacity for continued support
» Exit strategy clarity and feasibility
« Grievance mechanism functionality
« Monitoring system handover readiness
Handling Ongoing Programs
Classification Framework:

1. Time-Bound Support: Programs with defined end dates (e.g., 3-year agricultural
inputs)

2. Transitional Support: Programs requiring gradual phase-out (e.g., skills training)
3. Permanent Entitlements: Ongoing commitments (e.g., scholarship funds)
Completion Criteria for Ongoing Programs:
Can Declare Complete If:
+ 80% of households have achieved livelihood restoration targets
« Remaining 20% show positive trajectory with clear timelines
« Institutional arrangements ensure program continuation
+ Fundingis secured and ring-fenced
» Clear exit strategy with handover to permanent institutions
« Grievance mechanism remains accessible
Cannot Declare Complete If:
« <70% household income restoration achieved
« Vulnerable groups significantly below targets
» Critical programs lack sustainable funding

« Noclearinstitutional arrangements post-project



Significant unresolved grievances

Evidence of livelihood deterioration risk

Audit Output Requirements

1. Completion Audit Report Structure:

Executive Summary with clear completion recommendation
Achievement against each RAP/LRP objective
Household-level database with restoration status
Vulnerable group specific analysis

Sustainability assessment

Outstanding issues and mitigation measures

Post-completion monitoring plan

2. Completion Conditions:

Full Completion: All targets met, sustainable arrangements in place Conditional
Completion: 80%+ targets met, clear plan for remainder Partial Completion: Significant

achievements but ongoing support needed Non-Completion: Major gaps requiring

continued implementation

3. Post-Completion Requirements:

Grievance mechanism maintenance (minimum 2 years)
Annual monitoring for 3 years post-completion
Contingency fund for emerging issues

Clear remedial action triggers

Third-party verification after Year 2

Key Decision Framework

For IFC PS5 Completion Certification:

1.

Livelihood Restoration: Demonstrated achievement for 80%+ households

2. Vulnerable Groups: No worse off, preferably better off

3. Sustainability: Programs either concluded or sustainably transitioned



4. Grievance Resolution: <5% unresolved grievances, mechanism continues
5. Community Acceptance: Documented satisfaction/acceptance levels >75%
6. Risk Assessment: Low risk of future deterioration

This framework ensures rigorous assessment while recognizing the reality of long-term
livelihood restoration processes, providing clear criteria for completion while protecting
vulnerable groups and ensuring sustainability.

Anthropic: Claude Opus 4.5

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Reasoned for a few seconds
IFC Performance Standard 5 Classification and Mitigation Requirements
1. DISPLACEMENT CLASSIFICATION

Group Classification Rationale

Loss of residential structures (physical) +
A) Formal title holders Both physical and economic agricultural livelihoods (economic
displacement)



Group Classification Rationale

Primarily economic (may Loss of income/livelihood from farmland,;

B) Informal/customary . L i . . .
include physical if residenton informal status doesn't diminish PS5 rights

farmers
land) under Category 2

. L Loss of income-generating asset; physical
C) Kiosk owners Economic displacement . . .
relocation possible; residences not affected

2. REQUIRED MEASURES IN RESETTLEMENT ACTION PLAN (RAP) / LIVELIHOOD
RESTORATION PLAN

Group A: Households with Formal Titles
Asset Compensation:

« Replacement housing of equivalent standard provided prior to relocation OR cash
compensation at full replacement cost[1]

« Land compensation at full replacement cost equal in productive potential to lost
farmland, verified through independent soil/agronomic assessment[2]

« Compensation for all moveable assets and structures
Livelihood Restoration:

+ Land-based resettlement strategy prioritized (preference for replacement land for
land-dependent livelihoods)[2]

» Skills development and transitional income support during establishment in new
location

» Option to maintain community cohesion through resettlement site planning
Procedural:

« Meaningful participation in resettlement plan design; transparent, equitable
entitlements[1]

« Relocation assistance tailored to household needs (transport, temporary shelter if
needed)

Group B: Informal/Customary Farmers



Asset Compensation:

Compensation for lost agricultural assets (crops, irrigation infrastructure, tools,
livestock) despite informal tenure status[1]

Recognition of customary land rights as Category 2 claim under national law—full
entitlements apply[1]

Compensation levels ensuring livelihood restoration, not just asset recovery

Livelihood Restoration:

Preference for land-based options: alternative farmland (community gardens, plots
in resettlement area) or alternative productive land[2]

Agricultural training and extension support for transitional period

Access to credit/microfinance for restocking livestock, purchasing seeds, tools

Procedural:

Targeted consultation addressing informal land tenure concerns and customary
practices

Census establishing legal/customary status; transparent entitlements

Vulnerability assessment to identify additional support needs

Group C: Kiosk Owners

Asset Compensation:

Compensation at replacement cost for kiosk structures, fixtures, and equipment[1]

Temporary business interruption allowance during transition period

Livelihood Restoration:

Relocation assistance: identification of alternative commercial sites; support
accessing/securing new location

Microfinance or business restart grants for reestablishing in new location

Business skills training or market linkage support (market access, pricing, supply
chains)

Procedural:



« Consultation on relocation preferences and market viability of alternative locations

« Clear, transparent compensation schedule and timeline

Key PS5 Principle

All groups qualify for protection under PS5 regardless of tenure status; informal/customary
farmers retain full rights under Category 2.[1] Preference for land-based livelihood
restoration should guide strategy for Groups A and B, with cash compensation only where
markets for land/labor are sufficiently developed and viable residual land exists.[1]

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Framework: Indigenous Sub-groups in
Mining Resettlement

1. RECOGNIZING THE FPIC PARADOX

The documented FPIC represents consent at the moment of documentation; however, IFC
PS7 requires ongoing Informed Consultation and Participation (ICP) throughout the
project's life-cycle.[1][4] The emergence of sub-group complaints signals that:

« Collective consent was obtained from leadership, but not all members
experienced equivalent voice or relevance in the decision

- Individual and group vulnerabilities (gender, age, geographic remoteness) were
underaddressed during the initial FPIC process

+ Adaptive management and ongoing FPIC are now triggered by implementation
gaps



This is not FPIC failure; it is a signal for Phase 2 corrective engagement.

2. TIERED GRIEVANCE MECHANISM: RESPECTING STRUCTURE AND INDIVIDUAL
VOICE

Tier 1: Sub-group Specific Safe Entry Points

Establish culturally appropriate, low-barrier channels that operate in parallel to—not
replacing—traditional governance:

For women:

« Female community liaison officer (culturally trusted, from the community when
possible)[1]

«  Women's focus groups during working hours with childcare support

« Private, confidential consultation option (addressing domestic concerns,
differential land/asset access)

For youth:
» Youth representative on the grievance committee
» Digital feedback option (SMS, WhatsApp, forms) complementing in-person sessions
» Peer-led discussion forums to build confidence in raising concerns
For satellite hamlet:
» Dedicated consultation visits (not requiring travel to central village)
« Sub-group specific mapping of relocation/livelihood impacts
« Separate time with client/livelihood advisors

Critical safeguard: All Tier 1 channels funnel findings to Tier 2 (below) with sub-group
identity documented but individual anonymity protected if requested.

Tier 2: Indigenous Governance Integrated Grievance Committee
Composition (respecting customary decision-making):

« Village council/traditional leadership representatives (majority)



Women's representative (separate seat, not substituting for male leadership)
Youth representative

Satellite hamlet delegate

Neutral facilitator (external mediator or human rights monitor)

Client's social/resettlement officer (observer, not vote)

Process:

Monthly or quarterly meetings (sufficient time for Indigenous decision-making
processes)[1][4]

Grievances categorized as: (a) inadequate FPIC participation, (b) RAP/LRP
implementation gaps, (c) unequal benefit distribution

Decisions made via consensus-seeking or customary voting method (not external
majority rule)

Written summary in local language + documentation of dissent if consensus not
reached

Mandate:

Review Tier 1 grievances collectively

Recommend corrective actions to the community first (reinforcing Indigenous
authority)

Escalate unresolved grievances to Tier 3

Tier 3: External Independent Review and Ongoing FPIC

Trigger: Grievances unresolved after 60 days at Tier 2, or affecting 210% of sub-group.

Composition:

Independent human rights monitor or third-party auditor
Lender's social performance officer (if IFC-aligned lender)
Community representative(s) selected by the grievance committee

Legal counsel (if land/compensation disputes)



Authority:

Conduct sub-group-specific assessment: Were women, youth, satellite hamlet
adequately informed of choices? Did they understand trade-offs?

Evaluate RAP/LRP implementation fidelity: Are promised livelihood measures
actually reaching these groups?

Trigger new/resumed FPIC if material changes emerge or if original consentis
deemed inadequately informed for affected sub-groups[1]

3. CORRECTIVE ACTIONS ADDRESSING FPIC ADEQUACY AND IMPLEMENTATION

If FPIC Participation Was Inadequate:

Remediation (ongoing FPIC):

Targeted re-consultation with women, youth, satellite hamlet on: project timeline,
specific relocation/livelihood measures, timeline, and residual options (alternative
livelihoods, land alternatives, cash acceptance)[1][4]

Provide decision-making time per customary practice—not rushed ratification

Document sub-group consent separately (alongside collective community consent)
in written record

If material sub-group objection emerges, evaluate project scope/design
modifications (e.g., smaller inundation footprint, alternative mining
methods) before proceeding with disputed relocations

Institutional: Institute mandatory sub-group consultation checkpoints at project phases
(Year 1, Year 3, first resettlement cohort, final phase)

If RAP/LRP Implementation Gaps Are Identified:

Diagnostic Phase:

Assess gender-specific livelihood needs: Do women retain land access post-
resettlement? Are female-headed households offered equivalent resettlement
sites/housing?[1]

Youth employment pathways: Are youth engaged in project jobs, vocational training,
or new livelihood activities?



« Satellite hamlet equity: Are they receiving services (schools, water, health)
equivalent to main village resettlement site?

Corrective Action Examples:

Issue Corrective Measure PS Standard Trigger
Women excluded from Prioritize women in community gardens; PS5 economic restoration;
agricultural livelihood establish women's cooperatives; provide PS7 gender-inclusive
restoration training in new crops/technology resource management[1]

Fund vocational centers; guarantee
Youth unemployment post- apprenticeships in local businesses or mine- L .
. ] ] PS5 livelihood restoration
resettlement related services; microfinance for youth

enterprises

Satellite hamlet lacks Facilitate transport links; provide market

market access for relocated information; microfinance for relocation to PS5 economic restoration
kiosks existing market sites

Customary authority Revise RAP implementation to require

weakened by top-down customary council approval on site selection, PS7 governance respect
resettlement planning compensation timing, livelihood priorities

4. ONGOING FPIC AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
Institutionalize Iterative Consent:
Establish "FPIC Review Cycles" tied to project milestones:

« Annually (or per cultural calendar): Sub-group consultations on RAP/LRP
performance; adjustments documented

- Trigger-based: Major deviation from agreed resettlement sites, livelihood timeline,
or benefit sharing—triggers immediate consultation

» Phase-gate: Resettlement cohort cannot proceed without documented sub-group
acceptance of cohort-specific measures

Documentation:

« Maintain written records of each consultation (who attended, what was decided,
dissents recorded)



» Provide copies to community in accessible language

« LinkTier 1 (sub-group) concerns - Tier 2 (committee decisions) - Tier 3 (external
review) - corrective action » re-documented consent

5. PROTECTION OF MARGINALIZED VOICE
Anti-retaliation protocols:

« Clear commitment that raising grievances will not affect compensation,
resettlement priority, or employment opportunities

« Confidential grievance option (anonymous submission accepted; anonymity
preserved in reporting)

« External monitor present during high-risk consultations (e.g., women or youth
raising dissent to leadership)

Capacity building:

« Trainwomen, youth, and satellite hamlet representatives on entitlements under
PS5/PS7, land rights, compensation frameworks

« Provide legal aid or community paralegal support for those contesting decisions

» Fund community-led monitoring to track implementation independently

6. ESCALATION PATHWAY FOR UNRESOLVED CONFLICTS
If Tier 3 review finds persistent FPIC inadequacy or implementation failure:

1. Corrective Action Plan (CAP): Client submits detailed remediation plan (timeline,
budget, responsibility)

2. Community validation: CAP reviewed by grievance committee; sub-groups provide
feedback

3. Lender escalation: If CAP unsatisfactory, lender (IFC-aligned) may trigger project
conditions or impose suspension of further disbursement

4. External accountability: Unresolved disputes may trigger complaint to IFC's
Compliance Advisor Ombudsman (CAQ) or host country ombudsman office



Summary: Core Principles

Principle Application
Collective + Leadership consultation ongoing; safe sub-group channels ensure marginalized
Individual Voice voices reach Tier 2

Governance Respect Customary council retains authority and final say; external inputs are advisory

. Consentis revisited annually and upon material implementation changes—not a
Dynamic FPIC .
one-time event

. Grievances traced through tiers; corrective actions documented; lender enforces
Accountability )
compliance
Inadequate FPIC > new/resumed consultation with decision-making time;
Remediation Priority implementation gaps > specific corrective measures + re-documented

acceptance

This framework ensures that PS7's requirement for "ongoing relationship based on ICP
throughout project's life-cycle" becomes operational and protects women, youth, and
remote communities from being subsumed into collective consent.[1][4]

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous



and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fitinto a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework: Mining Project with Indigenous
Relocation and Project-Induced In-Migration

PART 1: PS1~> PS5 > PS7 INTEGRATION: ASSESSMENT TO MANAGEMENT
The Three-Standard Cascade

Performance Standard 1 (Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social
Risks and Impacts) establishes the foundational Environmental and Social
Management System (ESMS) and the mitigation hierarchy (avoid > minimize >
compensate/offset).[3] This is not a siloed environmental standard; it mandates systematic
identification of risks and impacts across all eight performance areas, including those
triggered by PS5 and PS7.

Performance Standard 5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement) is triggered
by permanent land acquisition and physical relocation. The RAP and Livelihood Restoration
Plan must be designhed within the PS1 ESMS framework, meaning:

« Impacts must be identified using adequate, accurate, and participatory assessment
processes (PS1)[3]

- The RAP/LRP must articulate the mitigation hierarchy: Can relocation be avoided? If
not, can footprint be minimized to reduce number of households displaced?[3]

« BothIndigenous and non-Indigenous displaced groups are entitled to full
entitlements under PS5, regardless of tenure status

Performance Standard 7 (Indigenous Peoples) triggers when project activities will
significantly affect Indigenous communities.[1] The core requirement is Informed
Consultation and Participation (ICP) throughout the project lifecycle, with Free, Prior
and Informed Consent (FPIC) required where:[1]

« The projectinvolves land acquisition affecting Indigenous cultural or spiritual sites,
or



« The project will cause significant impacts to Indigenous identity, livelihoods, or
collective attachment to ancestral territory[1]

In this mining scenario, FPIC is clearly required because:
« Physicalrelocation of an Indigenous village with ancestral territorial attachment
« Permanent loss of customary land

» Project activities will fundamentally alter Indigenous way of life

When FPIC Must Shape RAP/LRP Design

Critical sequencing:[1] FPIC is not a checkbox after RAP/LRP are drafted. ICP and (where
required) FPIC must inform RAP/LRP design from the outset, meaning:

1. Pre-RAP Assessment Phase (PS1 + PS7 integration):

« Conduct baseline social assessment identifying Indigenous governance
structures, customary land use patterns, cultural sites, livelihood systems,
and internal heterogeneity (women, youth, marginalized sub-groups)

» Early consultation with Indigenous leadership and sub-groups on project
scope, potential land footprint, and preliminary relocation alternatives (not a
presentation of a pre-cooked plan)

« DocumentIndigenous preferences for land-based solutions, compensation
timing, livelihood preferences

2. RAP/LRP Co-Design Phase (PS5 informed by FPIC findings):

« Resettlement site location and design should reflect Indigenous consultation
on settlement patterns, water access, cultural/ceremonial spaces, social
cohesion

« Livelihood options in the LRP must include land-for-land replacement where
technically and financially feasible[3]—not automatic cash compensation

- Entitlements must reflect customary land valuation and Indigenous
economic systems (not market-based rates alone)

3. FPIC Decision Gate:



« Before RAP/LRP implementation begins, documented community-level

FPIC must be obtained, with separate documentation of sub-group (women,
youth, satellite hamlet) consent

« If FPIC cannot be obtained—or if only leadership consents without

meaningful sub-group voice—the project cannot proceed with that phase of

resettlement under PS7

Integrated Assessment Output: Social Risk Profile

The ESMS risk identification process must produce a unified Social Risk Profile that

distinguishes:
Risk Category
Indigenous-specific

(PS7)

Resettlement-specific
(PS5)

Influx-related (PS1 +
PS4/PS5 cumulative
impact)

Non-Indigenous host
community (PS5)

Assessment Focus

Territorial dispossession, cultural site loss,
governance disruption, FPIC readiness

Physical and economic displacement (both
communities); asset valuation; livelihood
viability of RAP/LRP options

Induced in-migration, resource competition,
community conflict, disease, SGBV,
environmental degradation in host areas

Economic displacement from access loss,
dust, noise; lack of formal tenure; informal
livelihoods; differential vulnerability

Mitigation Owner

Indigenous-led co-design;
ICP throughout

RAP/LRP implementation;
livelihood restoration
monitoring

Influx management plan (see
Part 2)

Community liaison; targeted
LRP measures

PART 2: THREE MAJOR INFLUX RISK PATHWAYS AND RAP/LRP UNDERMINING

Risk Pathway 1: Resource Competition and Host Community Conflict

Mechanism:

« Construction camp (1,500 workers) + project-induced in-migration (jobseekers,

traders, family dependents) may reach 2,000-3,000 additional people in 2-3 years



Influx population competes for: water access (boreholes, streams),
firewood/timber, land for informal settlements, school/health services, local
employment

Host communities perceive loss of control over resources and resentment builds
toward both the project and relocated Indigenous community

How it undermines RAP/LRP:

Relocated Indigenous community is blamed for in-migration (false attribution);
social cohesion between Indigenous and host communities deteriorates

Non-Indigenous host communities, already economically displaced by project, face
added resource scarcity; their LRP livelihood activities (agriculture, casual labor)
become unviable

Gender-specific: Women in host communities (primary water/firewood collectors)
bear disproportionate burden; conflicts over water access sometimes escalate to
violence

Relocation process stalls or is delayed because host community withdraws
consent/cooperation

Mitigation (integrated into ESMS):

Pre-influx baseline: Establish carrying capacity for water, biomass, waste
management in project zone

Influx management plan: Regulate worker recruitment (preference for local hiring);
manage construction camp resource consumption (water efficient, dedicated fuel

supply)

Host community co-benefits: Direct employment guarantee for host community
members (minimum 30%-40% of construction jobs); community development fund
managed by host community council; upgraded water/health infrastructure for host
areas before influx peaks

Monitoring trigger: If host community water access declines >20% YoY, project
must reduce in-camp workforce or provide alternative supply

RAP/LRP adjustment: LRP livelihoods must factor in resource constraints; if
competition is high, shift some relocation households to non-competitive
livelihoods (e.g., services, value-added processing)



Risk Pathway 2: Influx-Related Informal Settlement and Gendered Violence
Mechanism:

« Influx workers and dependents settle in informal camps around mine perimeter or
host communities

+ Informal settlements lack basic services (sanitation, lighting, security); informal
trader populations (many unvetted)

« Influx brings high proportion of young, mobile men unattached to families; limited
livelihood options post-construction

» Alcohol/drug use increases; informal sex trade emerges; reporting of sexual
violence, domestic violence, and gender-based violence (SGBV) rises significantly

How it undermines RAP/LRP:

» Relocated women (Indigenous and non-Indigenous) in new resettlement sites
experience heightened SGBV risk from in-migrants; fear restricts their livelihood
activities (e.g., market trading, field work), undermining LRP income restoration

« Indigenous community's collective social structures are weakened by external
population pressure; women lose voice in community decision-making as security
concerns dominate

+ Host communities lose customary dispute resolution capacity; formal police are
absent or distant, leading to vigilante justice targeting in-migrants and deepening
community fragmentation

« LRPlivelihood initiatives (e.g., women's agricultural groups, cooperatives) cannot
operate safely; participation drops

Mitigation (integrated into ESMS):

+ SGBV Prevention & Response Plan (PS1 + PS4 Community Health/Security + PS7
Indigenous rights):

« Partner with NGO to provide SGBV awareness training during induction for all
project workers and in-migrants

« Establish confidential SGBV hotline and referral pathway (medical,
psychosocial, legal aid) accessible to relocated and host communities; fund
local health center capacity



« Establish community-based dispute resolution committee with Indigenous
representation, host community elders, and women mediators

+ Informal settlement management: Designate controlled worker accommodation
sites with basic services; restrict ad hoc settlement; partner with local government
to provide transitional shelter guidelines

» Security and accountability: Establish community-led security monitoring in
resettlement sites; train community patrols (gender-balanced); establish protocol
for investigating SGBV allegations involving in-migrants or project workers

« Livelihood safety-netting: LRP includes safe-travel provisions forwomen's
livelihood activities; mobile market vans for women traders; women's groups meet
in secure, lit spaces

« Monitoring triggers: Track SGBV incident rates (reports/referrals monthly); if SGBV
case load increases >50% above baseline, mandatory SGBV plan review and scaled
response

Risk Pathway 3: Influx-Driven Environmental Degradation and Livelihood Failure in
Host Zones

Mechanism:

« Unmanaged waste from informal in-migrant settlements (solid waste, wastewater)
contaminates downstream water sources and agricultural land

« Uncontrolled timber harvesting and charcoal production by in-migrants degrade
forests adjacent to mine zone

« In-migrants engage in informal small-scale agriculture in marginal/buffer lands,
compacting soil and reducing yields

« Environmental quality downstream deteriorates; surface water becomes unsafe;
soil productivity declines

How it undermines RAP/LRP:

+ Non-Indigenous host communities' LRP is grounded in livelihood restoration
through agriculture and water-dependent activities (fishing, livestock). If water is
contaminated and soil productivity declines, these livelihoods fail



» Relocated Indigenous community's LRP livelihood options (often land-based,
including pastoralism or agriculture on replacement land) become unviable if
replacement land is downstream and contaminated

» Blame cycles emerge: host communities blame project for influx; Indigenous
relocated community is scapegoated; both groups lose faith in LRP viability and
disengage from implementation

» Project-Indigenous-host community relationships deteriorate, making future co-
management of resources (shared water, forest conservation) impossible

Mitigation (integrated into ESMS):

+ Cumulative Impact and Environmental Management (PS1 + PS3 Resource
Efficiency/Pollution Prevention):

« Baseline environmental quality (water, soil, biomass density) in project zone
and host areas

» Map sensitive livelihood zones (downstream agriculture, pastoralist grazing,
fishing communities); designate buffer zones protected from influx
settlement

« Establish waste management infrastructure for construction camp and
designated in-migrant settlement areas (not diffuse)

« Partner with community for forestry co-management: demarcate sustainable
harvest zones; employ in-migrants and host community members as forest
monitors; share revenue from managed timber sales

« Water governance: Establish inter-community water committee (Indigenous
relocation site, host communities, project) with authority to allocate flows, monitor
contamination, restrict access if needed

« LRP environmental conditionality: Livelihood activities in LRP (e.g., small-scale
irrigation, livestock rearing) must comply with sustainable use limits; project
provides technical support (soil conservation, water-efficient farming)

« Monitoring triggers: Monthly water quality tests; annual soil assessments; if
contaminant levels exceed national standards, influx management plan is
escalated (restrict in-migrant population, enforce waste treatment)



PART 3: CULTURALLY APPROPRIATE GRIEVANCE MECHANISM AND MONITORING
SYSTEM

Principle: One Mechanism, Multiple Entry Points

A single Project-Level Grievance Mechanism (PGM) serves all affected groups
(Indigenous relocated, non-Indigenous host, workers, in-migrants), but with culturally
tailored and hierarchically structured entry points that respect Indigenous governance
while ensuring marginalized voices surface.[3]

A. Mechanism Design: Four-Tier Structure
Tier 1: Community-Based Entry Points (Low Barrier, Culturally Embedded)
For Indigenous community:

« Customary counsel (traditional leaders + designated community
representatives): Monthly meetings open to community members to raise
concerns; confidential 1-on-1 option with Indigenous liaison officer (community-
selected, fluentin local language)

«  Women's caucus: Separate monthly forum for women-only grievances; female
facilitator; childcare provided

* Youth forum: Monthly peer-led discussion; digital submission option (SMS,
WhatsApp in local language)

For non-Indigenous host communities:

- Village council liaison: Designated seat for grievance representative; meets
community at regular council meetings

+ Roadside trader association: Regular informal check-ins with access-road-
affected informal traders and kiosk owners

+ Host community development committee: Sub-group representation (women,
youth, marginalized ethnic groups)

For workers and in-migrants:

«  Worker grievance board: On-site construction camp; board posts monthly
(anonymously aggregated) summaries of complaints



In-migrant focal point: Accessible office in informal settlement area; multilingual
staff; receives complaints from in-migrants (mainly labor, SGBV, access to services)

Tier 1 Output: Grievance summaries logged by community, with identification of category
(resettlement-related, influx-related, SGBV, environmental, livelihood failure, Indigenous
governance/FPIC), severity, and complainant group. Privacy: Names and details

confidential; complaints aggregated and anonymized for escalation.

Tier 2: Community-Project Grievance Committee (Conflict Resolution and Early
Mitigation)

Composition (reflecting PS1 stakeholder engagement and PS7 Indigenous governance):

Indigenous community leader (chair, rotating with project social manager to avoid
unilateral control)

Host community representative (elected by community)

Women's representative (separate seat, not substituting for male leadership)
Youth representative

Project social/resettlement officer (observer, not voting)

Neutral facilitator (NGO or government, mutually acceptable)

Worker representative (if worker grievances present)

Frequency: Monthly or bi-weekly (adjusted to local decision-making pace and complaint

volume)

Process:

Tier 1 grievances are presented anonymously (with category and complainant group
identified but not name)

Committee discusses root cause and proposes remedial action within project's
mandate (e.g., accelerated compensation payment, livelihood training adjustment,
water point repair, SGBV referral)

Decision documented in local language; communicated back to complainant group
via Tier 1 channel

If consensus not reached, documented dissent recorded; escalated to Tier 3
(external review)



Follow-up: Committee verifies remedial action was implemented; documents
outcome

Tier 2 Output: Monthly grievance register (anonymized, by category and group), decisions,
implementation status, escalations. This feeds RAP/LRP adaptive management: if

grievances reveal LRP livelihoods are not performing, LRP is adjusted.

Tier 3: External Independent Review (Unresolved, Systemic, or Material Disputes)

Trigger: Grievance unresolved after 60 days at Tier 2, or grievances affecting >5% of a sub-

group, or FPIC adequacy concerns

Composition:

Independent human rights/social auditor (third party, acceptable to both
community and project)

Lender's social performance officer (if IFC-aligned lender involved)
Community representative(s) selected by Indigenous council or host community

Optional legal counsel (if land disputes or FPIC validity in question)

Authority:

Investigate grievance on merits

Assess systemic issues (e.g., "LRP livelihoods are not generating sufficientincome"
> affects entire group)

Trigger resumed FPIC or consent review if investigation reveals that original FPIC
was inadequately informed or that material project changes require new consent

Recommend corrective actions (budget allocation, timeline extension, LRP
redesign, governance reform)

Authority to impose conditions on project funding continuation

Tier 3 Output: Investigation report (findings, recommendations, implementation timeline),

shared with Tier 2 and community; remedial action plan with monitoring.

Tier 4: External Accountability (Systemic Failure or Unresolved Tier 3)



Access: Unresolved Tier 3 grievances » Complaint to IFC Compliance Advisor
Ombudsman (CAO) or host country ombudsman office; international human rights
mechanisms (if appropriate)

B. Culturally Appropriate Features (PS1+ PS7 compliance)

Language and Accessibility:

All grievance forms, processes, and decisions available in Indigenous language and
local languages of host communities; oral submission accepted

No written literacy requirement; facilitators record oral testimony

Meetings held in accessible locations and times (not requiring long travel;
day/evening options for working people)

Confidentiality and Non-Retaliation:

Clear commitment: raising grievances will not affect compensation, employment,
relocation priority, or community standing

Confidentiality honored; names not disclosed without consent, except to relevant
authorities (if SGBV/crime reported and complainant consents)

Anonymous feedback option accepted

Retaliation monitored and swiftly addressed

Indigenous Governance Respect:

Customary decision-making processes respected; committee seeks consensus,
not majority vote alone

Indigenous community retains authority to make collective decisions on major
issues (e.g., resettlement site, land swap options)

Facilitator role is advisory; does not impose external logic on Indigenous
deliberations

Gender and Vulnerability Inclusion:

Women's and youth entry points ensure marginalized voices are heard separately
and meaningfully



« Translated outputs (summaries in accessible language/format) provided to women's

groups, youth leaders

» Disability access ensured (physical access to meeting sites, interpretation for
deaf/hard-of-hearing)

C. Monitoring System: Data Collection for Completion Audit

The PGM generates real-time data that feeds a quarterly Social Performance Monitoring

Report and informs the Completion Audit assessment of PS5/PS7 achievement. Key
metrics:

PS5 (Resettlement and Livelihood Restoration) Metrics
Indicator Data Source Target

Grievance rate (per
100 households PGM Tier 1-2 register <5 unresolved/quarter
displaced)

. ) . 90% of households receive
Compensation RAP implementation

. . . compensation within 6 months of
payment timeliness tracker + grievances

entitlements closure
=70% of RAP households achieving

Livelihood restoration LRP monitoring surveys + . .
pre-displacement income levels by

rate grievances .
Year 2 post-relocation
Land-for-land delivery . . 100% of eligible Indigenous
. RAP implementation .
(Indigenous tracker households offered alternative land,
community) if preferred
. . Water, sanitation, health, education
Resettlement site Infrastructure/service .
. ] . services meet PS5 standards by end
functionality surveys + grievances
of Year 1
Community cohesion Grievances (conflict Decline in inter-group conflicts; joint
(resettled + host) reports) + FGDs community projects initiated

PS7 (Indigenous Peoples) Metrics

Frequency

Monthly
aggregation

Quarterly

Annual
household
surveys

Quarterly

Semi-annual

Quarterly +
annual



Indicator Data Source

. FPIC process
FPIC documentation .
records + Tier 2/3
& sub-group consent .
grievances

Indigenous Grievances +
governance governance
functionality interviews

Cultural site Site monitoring +

preservation grievances

Indigenous
livelihood options in LRP tracking
LRP

. . Tier 1+ Tier2
Sub-group inclusion |
. . . grievance
in decision-making
patterns

Target Frequency

FPIC obtained from >90% of
Before RAP Phase

community members (documented . .
implementation; annual

separately for women, youth, L .
review if material changes

satellite hamlets)

Indigenous council retains
authority over settlement design,
livelihood options, cultural site
management

Quarterly

All identified Indigenous

sacred/cultural sites outside Semi-annual site

project footprint or subject to joint inspections
management protocol
260% of Indigenous LRP
beneficiaries engage in land-based
Annual

or customary livelihoods (not
forced into wage labor)

Women, youth, marginalized sub-
groups report meaningful voice in

. - . Annual survey
community decisions (assessed via

survey)

Influx-Related (Cumulative Impact) Metrics

Indicator Data Source

In-migrant .
. . Project HR + local
population size & .
authority census
turnover

Host community

resource access tests + grievances

Water quality/quantity

Target Frequency

In-migrant population stabilizes or
declines in Years 3-5 (post-
] _ Annual census
construction); documented demographic
trends

Water contamination remains <national
standard; water access for host Monthly (water) +
communities maintained at baseline Tier 2 grievances

levels



Indicator Data Source Target Frequency

SGBV prevention training reaches >80%

SGBV incident SGBYV hotline records + Monthly
. o of workers; reported cases referred to .
reporting & referral health facility data . . . aggregation
services; <trend increase in cases YoY
Environmental o Soil quality/biomass density in host Annual
. Soil/biomass/waste . ] . )
degradation (host o . agricultural zones stable or improving environmental
monitoring + grievances .
zones) (not declining YoY) survey

Non-Indigenous host community LRP
. livelihoods (agriculture, livestock,
Host community LRP surveys + o o )
fishing) remain viable; income Annual
restoration rate 260% by Year 2 post-RAP

implementation

livelihood viability grievances

D. Grievance Integration into RAP/LRP Adaptive Management
Quarterly Social Performance Reviews (Project + Community Steering Committee):
« Present aggregated, anonymized grievance data from Tiers 1-2

« Analyze patterns: e.g., "30% of grievances are influx-related environmental
complaints; water quality has declined"

» Trigger Corrective Action Plan (CAP): specific interventions, responsible parties,
timelines

« CAP approval requires community consensus (via Tier 2 committee), not unilateral
project decision

« Example CAP: If livelihood income restoration is tracking below target, expand
livelihood training budget, add microfinance component, extend LRP
implementation timeline with approval

Annual FPIC Review (PS7):

« Assess whether ongoing project activities remain consistent with original FPIC; if
material changes identified, resume FPIC process with affected sub-groups

« Document any new concerns from women, youth, marginalized groups; incorporate
into adjusted community consent record



PART 4: COMPLETION AUDIT ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK
At project completion (post-RAP/LRP implementation), the auditor reviews:
PS5 Compliance Assessment:

+  Were all entitled households compensated and resettled?

« Didresettled households achieve livelihood restoration (income parity or improved
status)?

«  Were there unresolved grievances indicating residual displacement not remedied?

»  Were vulnerable sub-groups (women, youth, elderly, informal tenure-holders)
protected from disproportionate impacts?

PS7 Compliance Assessment:
« Was FPIC obtained, documented, and honored throughout project?

« Did the community retain authority over resettlement design, livelihood options,
and cultural site management?

« Do lIndigenous sub-groups report adequate voice in decision-making?

« AreIndigenous livelihoods and land-based systems preserved or restored?
Cumulative Impact Assessment (PS1 integration):

» Did project-induced in-migration undermine RAP/LRP objectives?

+  Were host communities' livelihoods protected and/or restored?

«  Were environmental and social risks from influx adequately managed?
Data Sources for Audit:

- Grievance register (trends in complaint types, resolution rates, escalations)

« RAP/LRP implementation tracker (compensation paid, livelihood support delivered)

« Household surveys (post-relocation income, asset ownership, community
cohesion)

+ FPIC documentation and sub-group consent records

« Environmental and water quality monitoring data



« SGBV case load and referral data

Summary: Unified Framework Architecture
code
PS1 ESMS (Risk identification, stakeholder engagement, management programs)
- PS5 (Displacement classification, RAP/LRP design, entitlements)
- PS7 (FPIC, Indigenous governance, culturally appropriate measures)
L cumulative Impact (Influx, host community effects)
|
I— Grievance Mechanism (Tier 1-4)
| - Community entry points (Indigenous custom, host councils, workers)
I— Tier 2 resolution (committee adaptive management)

| L Tier 3/4 escalation (external review, remediation)

L Monitoring System (Quarterly + Annual data collection)
I— PS5 metrics (compensation, livelihood restoration, cohesion)
F— PS7 metrics (FPIC, governance, Indigenous livelihoods)
- Influx metrics (population, resources, SGBV, environment)
L Data feeds > CAP > RAP/LRP adjustment > new consent (if required)
L Completion Audit Assessment

Core Principle: The PGM is not a complaint-resolution silo; it is the feedback system that
keeps the ESMS, RAP/LRP, and FPIC process alive and adaptive throughout the project
lifecycle. Grievances signal when objectives are not being met; data from grievances drive
real-time corrections.



Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled or ignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Reasoned for a few seconds
Triage and Escalation Rubric for Mining Grievance Voice Bot System
System Architecture: Layers of Risk Assessment

The rubric operates across three processing layers, each with human verification gates, to
minimize transcript errors while capturing urgent safety and rights concerns before they
escalate.[1][4]

Layer 1: Automated Keyword Detection and Preliminary Categorization
A. High-Priority Safety/Rights Triggers (Immediate Human Review)

The system scans transcripts for explicit keywords and contextual phrases that
signalimminent harm or fundamental rights violation. These bypass lower triage tiers
and go directly to a Tier 1 Safety Officer for live review within 30 minutes.

Trigger Categories:

Trigger Class Keywords/Phrases Action Timeout

Injury, accident, hospitalization,

. . o Route to Site Safety Officer
. bleeding, unconscious, collision, .
Acute Safety Incident . . . + Health & Safety 30 min
explosion, fire, chemical exposure, .
) Coordinator
electrocution, trapped, crush

. . Poisoning, acute illness, respiratory .
Immediate Health Risk . . Route to Occupational .
. distress, contaminated water/food, o 30 min
(Worker/Community) . . . Health + Regulatory Liaison
outbreak, disease, epidemic



Trigger Class

Violence/SGBV/Threat

Critical Environmental
Hazard

Fatality/Serious Injury

Rights Denial (Explicit)

Keywords/Phrases

Assault, fight, harassment, threat to
kill/lharm, sexual abuse,
intimidation, coercion, forced labor,
child labor

Spill, leak (chemical/fuel),
uncontrolled release, toxic
discharge into water source, mine
collapse, tailings dam breach

Death, fatal, serious injury, major
trauma, loss of limb, permanent
disability

Forced relocation, land taken
without consent, wages withheld,
detention, imprisonment, denied
access to representation

Action Timeout
Route to HR Grievance Lead

+ Law Enforcement Liaison 15 min

+ Confidential Safe Channel

Route to Environmental
Manager + Regulatory 30 min

Authority

Route to Executive +
Legal/Compliance + Immediate

Authorities

Route to Legal + Community
Liaison + External 1 hour

Ombudsman Notification

Transcript Accuracy Safeguard: All Tier 1 triggers undergo automated confidence
scoring (0-100% based on keyword clarity and context). If confidence score is <70%, the
system flags the transcript for human verification before routing. Example: "l think there

might be a problem with... the water?" (low confidence) » human listens to audio, confirms

intent before escalating.

B. Medium-Priority Operational/Environmental Issues (Batched Review)

These grievances are real but not immediately life-threatening; they are batched and

reviewed daily by departmental owners (HR, Operations, Environment) and assessed for

pattern escalation.
Categories:
Category

Payroll/Compensation
Disputes

Indicators

Unpaid wages, incorrect hours,

Review Owner

Escalation Rule

If >3 similar complaints in 1

HR Payroll
Officer

missing benefits, deduction
disputes, delayed payment

month - escalate to Finance
audit



Category

Labor Relations

Environmental
Concerns

Access/Relocation
Issues

Working Conditions

Indicators Review Owner

Shift scheduling conflicts, unfair

. HR Labor
treatment allegations (non- .
. . Relations
violent), union-related
Manager

concerns, contract disputes

Dust, noise, air quality, visual
pollution, non-hazardous water
discoloration

Environmental
Team

Road damage, restricted
access, land concerns,
livelihood impacts (non-urgent)

Community
Liaison Officer

Uncomfortable temperatures,
inadequate breaks, poor
equipment maintenance

Operations
Supervisor

Escalation Rule

If employee indicates
retaliation threat > escalate
to Tier 1

If community reports health
symptoms > escalate; if
multiple sites report >
investigate cumulative
impact

If affects >5 households >
escalate to Community
Relations Director

If safety standard violation
identified > escalate to Tier
1 Safety

Transcript Error Mitigation: Medium-priority transcripts undergo automated
summarization with confidence tagging. Example: "The [UNCLEAR: 'dust'/'rust'] is
affecting my breathing" > Flagged as [MEDIUM CONFIDENCE]; human reviewer listens to
audio snippet to disambiguate before logging.

C. Low-Priority Administrative/Service Issues (Monthly Batch Review)

These do not signal systemic risk but may indicate process gaps. They are
reviewed monthly in aggregate and may inform continuous improvement initiatives.

Examples: Accommodation comfort, canteen quality, communication clarity, training

accessibility, scheduling preferences

Layer 2: Context-Based Risk Flagging

Automated systems alone are vulnerable to missing context and mishandling sensitive
issues. Layer 2 adds contextual risk assessment to prevent overlooked grievances.

A. Demographic and Vulnerability Tagging



The system tracks the complainant profile (inferred or self-reported during voice bot
interaction) and adjusts sensitivity:

«  Worker, nearby community member, or vulnerable group (women, migrant
labor, informal settlers, Indigenous community)

« Frequency: Is this a first-time reporter or repeat grievant?
« Isolation indicator: Does the complaint suggest the person is isolated or fearful?
Risk Flagging Rules:

+ Vulnerable complainant + rights-related complaint (even if stated mildly) >
Escalate to Tier 2 human review within 2 hours

«  Example: Community member (non-employee) reports, "I'm worried the
company might take our water rights away." > Flagged as potential land/FPIC
issue, despite calm tone.

«  Worker with previous harassment/retaliation history + new complaint about
scheduling > Escalate to HR for retaliation risk assessment

« Rationale: Harassment patterns are hidden in complaint chains; missed
escalation enables ongoing abuse.

« Complaint from night-shift worker during unsupervised hours > Log with
heightened confidentiality; assume external verification is at risk.

B. Transcript Anomaly Detection

The system flags linguistic/audio anomalies that suggest the complainant is distressed,
threatened, or unable to speak freely:

- Long pauses, stuttering, breathless speech, whispered tone > Possible fear or
safety issue

« Abrupt end to call (cut off mid-sentence) > Possible interruption; escalate for
callback verification

+ Mixed languages or code-switching > Possible language barrier leading to
misunderstanding; flag for follow-up in complainant's preferred language

« Contradictory statements within same call > Possible confusion due to transcript
error or emotional distress; route to human for clarification



Layer 3: Human-in-the-Loop Verification and Handling

A.Tier 1 Immediate Response (Safety Officer / HR Lead)

Trigger: Any Tier 1 keyword match OR high-confidence medium-priority vulnerability flag
Process:

1. Audio Replay: Human reviewer listens to original audio (not relying on transcript
alone) within 15-30 minutes

2. Transcript Correction: If automatic transcript contains errors, corrected version is
logged

3. Complainant Verification: Attempt callback or in-person verification to confirm
intent and assess immediate safety

4. Initial Response: Based on issue, take immediate protective action (medical
referral, safety stand-down, interim measures to prevent retaliation)

5. Documentation: Write concise incident summary with timestamp, corrected
details, action taken; store in secure, confidential log

Example Handling (Safety Issue):

« Automatic transcript (with errors): "The left side of the pit is unstable, saw some
cracking on the wall, am worried it might [unclear]"

«  Humanreview audio: "The left side of the pitis unstable. | saw some cracking on
the wall. I'm worried it might collapse."

« Action: Immediate site inspection of left wall; if instability confirmed, temporary
work suspension in that zone; callback to complainant confirming issue is being
addressed

« Log entry: "Safety concern—pit wall stability, left side. Verified via audio. Site
inspection initiated [timestamp]. Complainant notified of action."

B. Tier 2 Verification (Subject Matter Expert + Confidentiality Review)

Trigger: Medium-priority complaints + vulnerable complainant flags + escalations from Tier
.

Process:



5.

. Audio + Transcript Review: Verify accuracy; correct any errors

Risk Assessment: Does this complaint signal systemic issue (pattern), retaliation
risk, or rights violation?

Confidentiality Check: If complaint involves sensitive topics (SGBV, harassment,
land/FPIC), ensure secure handling

« Limit access to credentialed personnel
+ Use anonymized ID (not complainant name) in internal logs
» Provide option for third-party investigation if needed

Response & Documentation: Issue initial response to complainant (within 5
working days) outlining investigation timeline and next steps

Data Entry: Log complaint in confidential grievance register with escalation flags

Example Handling (Environmental Concern with Community Vulnerability):

Complaint: Community member reports water discoloration for 3 weeks; suspects
mine tailings

Risk flag: Vulnerability (non-employee, affected by project, no formal channel);
potential FPIC/land rights implication

Tier 2 action:
« Water quality test ordered (independent lab, expedited)
« Confidential callback to complainant explaining investigation process
« Cross-reference against other water complaints (pattern detection)

« If contamination confirmed, escalate to Community Liaison + Regulatory
Authority

« Documenttimeline and communicate findings transparently to affected
community

C. Escalation to External Accountability

Triggers for External Escalation:

Complaintinvolves criminal conduct (SGBV, violence, theft, environmental crime)



Internal investigation is compromised (e.g., alleged perpetrator holds authority over
investigator)

Complaintinvolves alleged cover-up of safety/environmentalissue
Complainant requests external investigation

Pattern of unresolved grievances suggests systemic failure

External Escalation Pathway:

1.

Legal/Compliance Review: Determine regulatory obligation to report (labor
authority, environmental agency, police)

Third-Party Investigator: Engage independent investigator if company has conflict
of interest

Regulatory Notification: File required reports per jurisdiction (MSHA in USA, local
mining inspectorate, etc.)[4]

Ombudsman/Grievance Mechanism Escalation: Notify external grievance
mechanism (e.g., IFC CAOQ, project-level ombudsman) if project-financed

Layer 4: Quality Assurance and Pattern Detection

A. Quarterly Audit of Triage Decisions

Purpose: Detect if sensitive complaints are being systematically downgraded or hidden in

transcription errors

Audit Process:

Random sample (10%-20%) of all grievances reviewed; audio replayed to verify
transcript accuracy and appropriate tier assignment

Any complaintinitially routed to low tier but on audit found to contain safety/rights
indicators is escalated retroactively

Identify transcript error patterns (e.g., "water" consistently mistranscribed as
"worker") and retrain Al model

B. Trend Analysis and Escalation

System tracks:



Frequency of complaints by category, site, and complainant type > Multiple
similar complaints trigger cumulative investigation (even if each individual
complaint seems minor)

« Example: 5 separate payroll complaints in one month > audit of payroll
system rather than individual responses

Unresolved complaints (by tracking response timeline) > If >30% of complaints
remain unresolved after 60 days, escalate pattern to Executive + Lender (if externally
financed)

Demographic patterns > If women report SGBV at 3x the rate expected, escalate to
prevention program review

C. Feedback Loop to Improve Transcript Accuracy

Monthly meeting between grievance team and IT: review systematically misheard
words and retrain voice bot model

Solicited feedback from complainants: "Was your complaint understood correctly?"
= input for model refinement

Maintain corpus of corrected transcripts to improve accuracy over time

Decision Tree: From Receipt to Assighment

code

VOICE BOT RECEIVES COMPLAINT

AUTOMATIC TRANSCRIPTION (with confidence score)

KEYWORD TIER 1 MATCH? (Safety, violence, rights, acute health)

- YES (confidence >70%) > IMMEDIATE: Route to Safety Officer / HR Lead

[Tier 1 Response: 15-30 min]

- YES (confidence 50-70%) > VERIFY: Human listens to audio clip

- Confirmed = Route to Tier 1



| L Not confirmed » Reclassify
LNoO
N
VULNERABILITY FLAG? (Vulnerable complainant + rights-related language,
even if mild, OR transcript anomalies)
- YES > EXPEDITED: Route to Tier 2 (2 hours)
| [Verification by subject matter expert + confidentiality review]
LNo
v
MEDIUM-PRIORITY CATEGORY? (Environmental, labor relations, operational)
- YES > DAILY BATCH: Collect with similar complaints
| [Review within 24 hours; assess for escalation]

L NO > LOW-PRIORITY: Log for monthly aggregate review

AT EACH STAGE:
¢ Audio verification gates (don't rely on transcript alone)
¢ Confidentiality safeguards for sensitive issues
¢ Retaliation prevention (no external sharing without consent)

¢ Escalation flags for patterns and cumulative risk

Minimizing Mishandling: Practical Safeguards

Risk of Mishandling Safeguard

Tier 1 triggers always route to audio review before action;
confidence scoring flags low-confidence transcripts for
human verification

Transcript errors causing safety issue to be
missed



Risk of Mishandling

Sensitive SGBV/harassment complaint
logged in general database where
supervisors can access

Vulnerable complainant re-contacted
repeatedly, causing re-traumatization

Complaint about supervisor filed,
supervisor reassigns complainant
(retaliation)

Environmental complaint dismissed as
isolated, missed pattern

Complaint in minority language transcribed

poorly, dismissed

Integration with External Accountability

Safeguard

Confidential secure log; access restricted to HR
Grievance Lead + Legal + designated investigators;
complainant name not in searchable fields

Complainant indicates preferred contact method during
initial call; only designated verified staffer makes follow-
up calls; callback logged and tracked

Any retaliation complaint escalates to HR Director +
external monitor (if available); supervisor's actions toward
complainant flagged in HR system

Quarterly trend analysis detects if 3+ complaints from
same area in 3 months; automatic escalation trigger

Language ID in call metadata; if complaintis in low-
resource language, audio routed to human translator (not
Al-only) before assignment

To align with IFC Performance Standards and mining industry best practices,[4] the system

generates:

« Monthly Grievance Report (aggregated, anonymized): Categories, counts,

resolution rates, unresolved complaints, trends > shared with project governance

and lender

« Annual Audit Report: Triage accuracy, escalation patterns, outcomes > submitted
to external grievance mechanism (e.g., project ombudsman) and lender for

compliance assessment

« Complainant Feedback: Post-resolution surveys to affected parties on mechanism

accessibility, transparency, and effectiveness

This framework balances automation efficiency (categorizing hundreds of complaints)
with human judgment (recognizing context, managing sensitive reports)



and accountability (tracking whether grievances are actually resolved and learning
improves the system over time).

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Monitoring, Evaluation, and Completion Audit Framework for Linear Infrastructure
Resettlement

OVERVIEW: IFC PS5 Completion Standard

Per IFC Performance Standard 5, paragraph 15, implementation is "considered completed
when the adverse impacts of resettlement have been addressed in a manner that is
consistent with the relevant plan as well as the objectives of this Performance
Standard."[1] Critically, completion requires that "displaced persons are deemed to have
been provided adequate opportunity and assistance to sustainably restore their
livelihoods"—not merely that programs are running, but that outcomes demonstrate
livelihood restoration.[1]

The five-year point is a natural milestone for assessment, but completion does not hinge
on time elapsed; it hinges on achievement of livelihood restoration objectives and
whether ongoing programs are structural supports (self-sustaining) versus temporary
scaffolding (project-dependent).

PART 1: MONITORING & EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

A. Four Core Indicators: Livelihood Restoration Progress



These indicators compare pre-displacement baseline (established at RAP
census/household survey) against current status (Year 5 and ongoing), isolating the
impact of livelihood restoration programs.

Indicator 1: Income Restoration Rate

Definition: Percentage of RAP beneficiary households achieving or exceeding pre-
displacement annual household income (adjusted for inflation).

Baseline Measurement:

« Census survey (RAP preparation phase): Documented household annualincome
from all sources (agriculture, wage labor, informal trade, remittances) for each
household

- Income verified via: pay stubs, harvest records, market sales ledgers, informal
business receipts

« Currency: Expressed in real terms (inflation-adjusted to Year 5)
Current Measurement (Year 5):
« Household survey: Current annual income from all sources
« Compare to pre-displacement baseline (inflation-adjusted)
« Calculate % of households reaching:
« Tier 1 (Full restoration): 2100% of baseline income
« Tier 2 (Substantial recovery): 75-99% of baseline
« Tier 3 (Partial recovery): 50-74%
« Tier4 (Inadequate): <50%

Target: 270% of households in Tier 1 + Tier 2 (275% of baseline income) by completion
audit[1][3]

Vulnerable Group Disaggregation:
« Female-headed households (often more vulnerable to livelihood loss)
« Elderly/disabled beneficiaries (asset depletion risk post-displacement)
« Minority or marginalized groups (access barriers to livelihood programs)

« Landless/informal tenure holders (often excluded from land-based LRP)



Data Sources:
« Annual household income surveys (Years 2, 4, 5)
« Spotchecks of informal business records (if applicable)

« Focus group discussions (FGDs) with sub-groups to understand income
composition changes

Indicator 2: Livelihood Diversification Index

Definition: Number and stability of income sources per household; tracks whether
displaced persons are genuinely restoring diverse livelihoods (not dependent on single
replacement livelihood).

Baseline Measurement:

« Census: Enumerate pre-displacement income sources per household (primary,
secondary, tertiary)

+ Income diversity score: households with 2+ stable income sources scored higher
than mono-income households

Current Measurement (Year 5):

« Household survey: Currentincome sources and monthly/seasonal income
contribution from each

« Diversification score: Compare pre-displacement vs. current portfolio

« Improved diversification: Added new income sources or stabilized seasonal
variation

« Maintained diversification: Similar number/stability of sources

» Lostdiversification: Reduced to single or unstable income source (risk
indicator)

Target: 280% of households maintain orimprove income source diversity[3]
Vulnerable Group Focus:

« Female-headed households: Often depend on informal/flexible work; assess
whether LRP supports multiple income options (childcare-compatible)



« Elderly: May have shifted from physically demanding work to lighter livelihood (e.g.,
trading, tailoring); assess income adequacy

« Landless: Dependent on non-land livelihoods; ensure access to microfinance, skills
training ongoing

Data Sources:
« Household income surveys (qualitative breakdown of source types)

» Business logs/records (for formal self-employed; informal traders use memory
recall)

«  FGDs onincome seasonality and coping strategies

Indicator 3: Asset Recovery and Security of Tenure

Definition: Measures whether displaced persons have reconstituted productive assets
(land, livestock, tools, housing) and hold them securely, as a foundation for sustainable

livelihoods.
Baseline Measurement (Pre-displacement):

« Census: Asset inventory per household (land size/quality, livestock count, house
quality, productive equipment, household goods)

- Tenure security: Formal title, customary tenure, informal occupation, sharecropping
status

« Total asset value: Replacement cost valuation for comparison
Current Measurement (Year 5):
« Household survey: Current asset ownership, quantities, condition, valuation
« Tenure status: Did replacement land receive formal title? Are house plots secure?
« Compare asset portfolio to baseline:

« Full asset recovery: Assets equal/exceed baseline in quantity and market
value

« Partial recovery: 60-99% of baseline asset value

+ Inadequate recovery: <60% of baseline (indicating ongoing vulnerability to

future displacement)



Target: 275% of households achieve 280% asset recovery; 290% hold secure tenure on
replacement land[1][3]

Vulnerable Group Focus:

«  Women in community property regimes: Verify that replacement land titles are in
women's names or joint names; assess whether women retained decision-making
authority over asset use

« Elderly without children: Verify land/house is secure in their name (not vulnerable to
eviction post-project)

- Landless/informal: May never have held formal tenure; assess whether alternative

livelihood (trading, wage labor) is secure (e.g., market stall allocated, employment
contract)

Data Sources:
« Household asset inventory surveys
« Land registry/title searches (for formal property)
«  Community focus groups on tenure security and dispute history

« Photographs of houses/agricultural plots (quality verification)

Indicator 4: Livelihood Program Participation and Sustainability Transition

Definition: Tracks participation rates in active livelihood programs and assesses which
programs are transitioning to self-sustaining community management (sign of completion)
vs. remaining project-dependent (ongoing support needed).

Baseline Measurement:

« RAP/LRP design: Identified livelihood program options (land-based, skills training,
microfinance, wage employment, cooperative formation)

« Planned beneficiaries: Number of households eligible for each program type
Current Measurement (Year 5):

» Active participation rates: % of eligible beneficiaries currently engaging in each LRP
program

e Program assessment:



- Land-based programs: Agricultural group productivity, plot yields, market
sales, membership stability

» Skills training: % of trainees employed in trained field; income from trained
skill

« Microfinance: % of borrowers with active loans; repayment rates;
profitability of enterprises

- Cooperatives/associations: Membership stability, leadership continuity,
collective marketing, member income contribution

«  Wage employment: Employment rate; wage levels vs. pre-displacement;
contract security

Sustainability Assessment (Signal of Readiness for Completion):

Self-sustaining: Cooperative operates independently; members pay dues; no
project subsidies; income from collective action is positive. > Can be de-listed from
project monitoring

Transitioning: Program requires ongoing project support (microfinance subsidy,
staff) but showing path to independence within 12 months. > Condition: Transition
plan required; continue monitoring

Project-dependent: Program non-viable without continuous project subsidy;
beneficiaries express no ownership; sustainability unclear. > Signal: Program
redesign or extension needed; cannot claim completion for these beneficiaries

Target: 280% of livelihood programs assessed as self-sustaining or transitioning with clear
exit strategy by completion audit[1]

Vulnerable Group Focus:

Women: Assess whether women's groups have equitable leadership and income
control; whether childcare/time constraints are addressed

Elderly: May participate in skills training but need modified delivery; assess job
placement success

Youth: Assess employment rate and income adequacy; if unemployed, understand
barriers

Data Sources:

Program attendance records and beneficiary lists



« Financial records of cooperatives/associations (income, expenditures, member
payments)

« Participant interviews on satisfaction, income, and perceived sustainability

« Program staff assessments of participant progress and retention

B. Two Core Data Collection Methods
Method 1: Household Income and Livelihood Survey (Quantitative Tracking)
Design:

» Stratified random sample: Minimum 25-30% of RAP beneficiary households;
stratified by gender of household head, asset category (land vs. landless),
geographic location (to capture site-specific variations)

« Timing: Baseline (RAP census), mid-term (Year 2-3), and completion (Year 5);
repeated annually in years 3-5 for trending

« Administration: In-person survey by trained enumerators (not project staff, to
minimize bias); ~60-90 minutes per household

Content:
« Household demographics (size, composition, vulnerability flags)

» Income sources and amounts (per month, per season, annual total); effort to
reduce recall bias via calendar-based income recall over past 12 months

« Asset ownership and tenure security
» Livelihood program participation (which programs? duration? satisfaction?)
« Expenditures and income stability (coping strategies if income drops)
« Satisfaction with resettlement outcomes
Quality Assurance:

- Datavalidation: Enumerator supervisors conduct spot-check re-interviews on 10%
of surveys

- Data consistency: Flagged outliers reviewed; enumerators retrain if patterns of error
emerge



Anonymity: Surveys assigned ID numbers; names stored separately; data de-

identified before analysis

Analysis Output:

Income restoration rate (% inTier 1, 2, 3, 4)

Mean income by household category (female-headed vs. male-headed; land-based
vs. non-land; by program type)

Disaggregated results for vulnerable groups

Year-on-year trend

Method 2: Focus Group Discussions and Participatory Monitoring (Qualitative
Understanding)

Design:

Community-based FGDs: Facilitated discussions with sub-groups: (a) land-based
livelihood participants, (b) non-land-based (traders, wage workers), (c) women's
groups, (d) elderly/vulnerable, (e) landless/informal tenure holders

Timing: Annually (Years 3-5); 4-6 FGDs per site; 8-12 participants per FGD

Facilitation: Neutral third party (NGO, independent facilitator) with local language
fluency; not project staff

Content:

Perceived income adequacy and stability

Challenges in accessing/maintaining livelihood (market access, credit, inputs, time
constraints, discrimination)

Changes in assets, housing, food security since resettlement
Community social cohesion and conflict

Sense of security and tenure stability

Recommendations for program adjustments

Participant perception of "readiness for resettlement completion”

Participatory Monitoring Component:



Train community monitors (1-2 per resettlement site) from displaced community to
track program attendance, participant satisfaction, and emerging issues

Monthly community monitor reports (written or oral) fed to project M&E officer

Community monitors report back to FGDs quarterly on findings; FGDs provide
feedback

Analysis Output:

Thematic analysis: Common patterns in livelihood challenges, successes, gaps

Vulnerability narratives: Understand why specific groups are not restoring

livelihoods (e.g., women unable to market due to distance; elderly cannot do
physical work)

Program sentiment: Do participants perceive programs as helpful? As sustainable?

Social cohesion assessment: Any resettlement-related community conflict?
Relationship between resettled and host communities?

PART 2: COMPLETION AUDIT APPROACH

A. Preconditions for Audit Initiation

Per IFC PS5 paragraph 15, the completion audit is undertaken once all mitigation
measures have been substantially completed and once displaced persons are
deemed to have been provided adequate opportunity and assistance to sustainably
restore their livelihoods.[1]

Before initiating the completion audit, verify:

1.

Physical Relocation Complete:

« Allhouseholds relocated and resettlement sites operational (housing, water,
sanitation, primary services)

« Compensation for land, structures, and moveable assets paid

« Anyoutstanding individual compensation disputes resolved or in final
arbitration

Livelihood Program Saturation:



All eligible beneficiaries offered access to LRP options (land, training,
microfinance, employment placement)

Program implementation period has run long enough (typically minimum 3-4
years post-relocation for land-based programs; 2-3 years for
skills’employment programs) to allow household stabilization

3. Monitoring Data Quality:

Baseline data collected and documented (pre-displacement or early post-
displacement)

At least two full-cycle household surveys completed (baseline + mid-term or
Year 2+)

Qualitative data (FGDs) collected at least twice

Trend analysis possible (not relying on single snapshot)

4. Grievance Mechanism Status:

No outstanding grievances related to displacement or resettlement still
unresolved

Grievance register shows declining volume of resettlement-related
complaints (suggests issues addressed)

If above conditions not met, the project is not ready for completion audit. Auditis

postponed; additional support provided to address gaps.

B. Completion Audit Scope and Process

Audit Team Composition:[1]

Independent resettlement specialist (external consultant; not employed by project
or company)

Social/community development specialist
Livelihood/economic specialist
Local community representative (selected by affected community, not project)

Optional: Gender specialist (if significant gender-related displacement)

Audit Timeline: 6-12 weeks on-site and off-site analysis



C. Three-Part Audit Structure
Part 1: Outcomes Verification (What was achieved?)
Comparison: RAP/LRP Objectives vs. Current Outcomes

The audit compares the original RAP/LRP objectives (agreed between project, affected
community, and lender at project appraisal) against actual outcomes at Year 5.

RAP Objectives typically include:

« Allphysically displaced households relocated to adequate housing with security of
tenure

« Compensation paid at replacement cost

« Resettlement sites have functioning water, sanitation, health, education services

« Physical and economic displacement addressed in manner consistent with PS5
Verification Process:

« Trace sample of 30-50 households: review individual compensation records, verify
receipt, assess housing quality

« Site inspection: assess water quality/quantity, sanitation facilities, health access,
school operations

« Community interviews: satisfaction with housing, services, safety

« Document any households still without adequate housing or unresolved
compensation (non-compliance flags)

LRP Objectives typically include:

« 270-80% of economically displaced households restore incomes to =275% of pre-
displacement levels within defined timeframe

« Livelihood programs are accessible and participation rates are 260-70%

« Vulnerable groups (women, elderly, landless) receive targeted support and achieve
comparable income outcomes

Verification Process:



« Household survey analysis: Calculate income restoration rate by household type;
compare to target

« Program participation audit: Verify attendance records, beneficiary lists; cross-
check with participant interviews

« Focus group discussions: Assess whether livelihood programs are meeting diverse
household needs (land-based, non-land-based, gender-sensitive)

« Outcome gaps: Identify which household categories are NOT restoring livelihoods;
diagnose why (program not suited, inadequate duration, external market collapse,
individual barriers)

Output: Compliance Table showing, for each RAP/LRP objective, whether
achieved/partially achieved/not achieved; evidence cited; non-compliance noted for
corrective action.

Part 2: Sustainability Assessment (Will it endure?)

The audit assesses whether livelihood restoration outcomes are sustainable (likely to
persist and grow post-project support) or unsustainable (dependent on ongoing project
subsidy; at risk of collapse).

Sustainability Criteria:
For Land-Based Livelihoods:
« Landis owned/held securely by beneficiaries (title or recognized tenure)

« Beneficiary has skills/knowledge to farm (access to training continued or
internalized)

« Market access is viable (can reach buyers; prices supportincome target; not
dependent on project marketing)

» Agricultural group/cooperative is self-managing (member dues paid; no project
staff; decisions made by members)

« Soil quality is sustained (no degradation from intensive cultivation without soil
conservation)

For Non-Land Livelihoods (Trading, Wage Employment, Services):



Beneficiary has location/license for business (market stall, shop, legal employment
contract)

Income source is not dependent on project employment (not paid by project;
commercial market or stable employer)

Beneficiary retains skills (training internalized; not reliant on ongoing external
expert)

Access to inputs/credit is market-based or community-sustained (not project
microfinance)

Beneficiary has diversified income (not mono-dependent on single livelihood; can
adjust if market changes)

Sustainability Assessment Methods:

Document review: Examine cooperative/association governance documents; verify
member-led decision-making, not project-dependent

Participant interviews: Ask displaced person: "If the project ended tomorrow,
could you continue this livelihood? What would you need?" Assess confidence and
clarity

Market assessment: If land-based, assess local agricultural markets, prices, and
demand trends; verify market capacity for increased production from LRP
beneficiaries without price collapse

Community capacity: Interview community leaders, local government, cooperative
leadership: Is community able to manage livelihood groups, input supply,
marketing?

Output: Sustainability Scorecard (per livelihood type and household category) scoring

each outcome as:

Highly sustainable: Viable, growing, member-managed, market access confirmed

Moderately sustainable: Viable but requires monitoring; may need periodic
support or market adjustment

Unsustainable: Dependent on project; would collapse without ongoing support;
beneficiary lacks confidence

If significant outcomes are unsustainable, completion cannot be declared. Project

continues support; revised exit strategy needed.



Part 3: Vulnerability and Equity Lens (Were everyone's rights protected?)

The audit explicitly assesses whether vulnerable sub-groups achieved equitable outcomes

or if they were disproportionately harmed by displacement/resettlement.

Vulnerable Groups to Examine:
Group Equity Question

Did women achieve income
Female-headed restoration comparable to male-
households headed? Do women control

assets/land in their name?

Did adaptive support allow them to
Elderly/disabled restore livelihoods (not excluded
due to physical limitations)?

Did non-land-based LRP
adequately replace informal

Landless/informal

tenure -
livelihoods?
Were youth engaged in
resettlement/LRP (not passive
Youth dependents)? Did they find

employment or entrepreneurship
support?

Were they excluded from
community decision-making or
livelihood access?

Minority/marginalized
groups

Did relocation disrupt schooling?
Are children in resettlement areas

Children and

education
able to attend school?

Equity Assessment Methods:

Audit Evidence

Compare income restoration rate HH
female-headed vs. male-headed; land title
review; FGD with women on decision-
making and asset control

Survey elderly income; interview on
program accessibility; assess if
modified/light-duty livelihood options
offered

Trace informal traders/day laborers; assess
income restoration; understand barriers to
formal employment/enterprise

Youth employment rate; LRP program
participation rate for youth; FGD on
opportunities and aspiration match

Trace minority participation in LRP planning
and access; FGD on inclusion/exclusion
experiences

School enrollment rate children resettled
households; access to school
infrastructure; retention/dropout



- Disaggregated outcome analysis: Calculate income restoration rate, asset
recovery, program participation separately for each vulnerable group; compare to
project average

« Qualitative interviews: In-depth interviews with 5-8 representatives from each
vulnerable group on lived experience of resettlement and livelihood restoration

« Community focus groups: Separate FGDs by vulnerable group to discuss barriers,
coping strategies, satisfaction, gaps

«  Document review: Check RAP/LRP for vulnerability provisions (targeted support,
modified programs); verify implementation

Output: Equity Report identifying outcome gaps for vulnerable groups; diagnosing root
causes (program design gap, implementation failure, individual circumstance);
recommending corrective actions or additional support

Audit Rule: If vulnerable groups show significantly lower income restoration (<60% vs.
project average 270%), completion is conditional on a Corrective Action Plan

(CAP) addressing the gap.[1] Project support extends until vulnerable groups reach
equitable outcomes.

D. Managing Ongoing Livelihood Programs at Audit Time

Challenge: Some livelihood programs (agricultural seasons, skills training cohorts,
microfinance loan cycles) may still be ongoing at Year 5 audit. Can resettlement be
declared "complete" if programs are not yet finished?

IFC PS5 Response: Paragraph 15 states completion requires "adequate opportunity and
assistance to sustainably restore livelihoods."[1] This does not mean all programs must
end; it means:

1. Programs must be on a sustainable path (self-managing, market-viable, not
dependent on project subsidy)

2. Beneficiaries must have adequate opportunity to exit (can leave and sustain
livelihood independently) OR

3. Program is community-managed and will continue indefinitely post-
project (cooperative continues farming; market traders maintain their business)

Audit Assessment of Ongoing Programs:



Scenario

Microfinance program still
disbursing loans (Year 5);
repayment rate 85%;
borrowers profitable

Agricultural cooperative
productive; members
earning >baseline income;
group is self-managing; no
project subsidy

Skills training still running
(Year 5); 70% of graduates
employed; training center
operates at cost

Market gardening program
requires ongoing project
water subsidy to function;
beneficiary income below
target

Audit Finding

Sustainable path clear;
transitioning to community

management OR commercial

lender takeover planned

Sustainable; community
decides to continue
indefinitely

Program has exit: trained
graduates enter job market;
training center functions as
community service (not
project-dependent)

Unsustainable; program
failure

Completion Status

Conditional completion: CAP specifies
exit timeline (e.g., transition to commercial
bank by Year 6); monitoring continues until
transition complete

Full completion of LRP for this group;
project monitoring ends; community
assumes full management

Full completion of LRP for training
beneficiaries; training center may continue
as community asset

Cannot declare completion for these
beneficiaries; project must either: (a) fix
water access (drill borehole, collect
rainwater), or (b) transition beneficiaries to
alternative livelihood; monitoring continues

Key Principle: Ongoing programs are acceptable if self-managing and financially viable.

Ongoing project subsidies or staff support are not acceptable—these indicate

incompletion.

E. Completion Audit Report and Decision

Audit Report Structure:[1]

1. Executive Summary: Key findings on outcome achievement, sustainability, and

equity

2. Outcomes Verification: Comparison of RAP/LRP objectives vs. achievement;

compliance table

3. Sustainability Assessment: Analysis of livelihood viability and program

sustainability; scorecard



4. Vulnerability and Equity: Outcomes for sub-groups; gaps identified; equity

assessment

5. Corrective Actions: Outstanding actions required to meet objectives (if applicable)

6. Completion Determination: Auditor conclusion on whether PS5 objectives met

Possible Audit Conclusions:

Conclusion

Completion
Achieved

Completion
with
Conditions

Completion
Deferred

Trigger Next Steps

=70% households restored income to 275% o
Close resettlement monitoring;
project transitions to regular
operations monitoring; residual

baseline; 280% programs sustainable or
community-managed; vulnerable groups
equitable outcomes; no outstanding

. . reporting to lender annually
housing/tenure issues

o . Conditional completion: Project
Most objectives met, but some programs ongoing . .
. o ] continues support per CAP; audit
or vulnerable group gaps identified; CAP required . .
o . . reassessmentin 12 months to verify
to address gaps within defined timeframe . .
corrective actions

Significant outcome gaps (e.g., <60% income Project extends LRP implementation;
restoration; major programs unsustainable; revised support plan; audit
housing deficits); project not ready rescheduled for 12-24 months

Report Distribution: Audit report shared with affected community, project management,
and lender. Community feedback solicited before final completion determination

(participatory closure).

Summary: Baseline vs. Current Comparison Framework

The audit compares three dimensions at household level:

code

BASELINE (Pre-displacement) >  YEAR 5 CURRENT (At Audit)

Income:

Pre-displacement HH income > Currentincome (all sources)



Multiple sources (ag, labor, etc.) > Current sources & stability

(Inflation-adjusted for comparison) Target: 275% baseline income

Assets:
Land (quantity, quality, tenure) > Replacementland (security?)
Livestock, tools, inventory > Current asset portfolio
House condition > Resettlement housing quality

Target: 280% asset value recovery

Livelihoods:
Primary/secondary occupations > Current occupations (program-based?)
Livelihood diversity (# sources) > Maintained/improved diversity
Market access, inputs available > Market functionality & access

Target: Self-sustaining, community-managed

Vulnerable Group Equity:
Female-headed HH income/assets > Female-headed current status
Elderly/disabled livelihood options » Current employment/income
Landless income sources > Non-land livelihood outcomes
Target: Comparable to project average

This comparison isolates the impact of displacement and LRP interventions,
determining whether resettlement has truly restored livelihoods or created new
vulnerabilities.

Final Safeguard: Community Consent to Completion

Before audit conclusion is finalized, the auditor facilitates community validation of
findings:



« Present audit preliminary findings to affected community (resettlement assembly)

« Invite community feedback: "Do these findings match your lived experience? Are we
missing important concerns?"

« Address community objections; audit team adjusts findings if evidence supports
community view

« Obtain community statement: "Do you agree that resettlement objectives have
been met?" (not unanimous consent required, but significant dissent must be
documented and addressed)

This ensures accountability and prevents audit capture by project interests.[1]

OpenAl: GPT-5.1

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Classification and Measures for Resettlement and Livelihood Restoration
1. Classification of Groups
Under the IFC Performance Standard 5 (PS5) framework:

« A)Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be
submerged:



« Classification: Both physically and economically displaced.

» Reason: These households lose both their residential property and their
primary source of livelihood (farmland).

+ B)Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland:
» Classification: Primarily economically displaced.

« Reason: While they do not lose their homes, they lose their means of
livelihood, which is tied to their farmland.

« C)Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another
nearby location:

« Classification: Primarily economically displaced.

« Reason: They lose their physical kiosks but can relocate their businesses, so
the displacement is primarily economic rather than physical.

2. Measures for Each Group
A) Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged:
1. Compensation for Assets:
« Full market value compensation for lost houses and farmland.
« Compensation for crops, trees, and other assets on the farmland.
2. Livelihood Restoration:
« Provision of alternative land or financial support to acquire new farmland.

- Training and capacity-building programs to adapt to new farming conditions
or alternative livelihoods.

3. Resettlement Support:

» Assistance in relocating to new housing with comparable or better living
standards.

» Accessto basic services (water, electricity, sanitation) in the new location.
B) Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland:

1. Compensation for Assets:



« Compensation for lost crops, trees, and improvements made to the land.
« Payment for the economic value of the land, even if informally held.

2. Livelihood Restoration:
« Provision of alternative land or financial support to acquire new farmland.

« Training in modern farming techniques or alternative income-generating
activities.

3. Community Support:

« Support for maintaining social and cultural ties, such as community
relocation plans.

« Access to microfinance or cooperative programs to rebuild livelihoods.

C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another nearby
location:

1. Compensation for Assets:
« Compensation for the physical structure of the kiosk and any inventory lost.
« Payment for business interruption during the relocation period.
2. Livelihood Restoration:
» Assistance inidentifying and securing new locations for kiosks.
« Financial support or microloans to cover startup costs at the new location.
3. Business Support:
- Training in business management or diversification to improve resilience.

« Marketing support to help re-establish customer base in the new location.

Key Distinctions

- Compensation for Assets: Focuses on replacing the material losses (e.g., land,
structures, crops) with equivalent financial or in-kind support.

« Livelihood Restoration: Aims to restore orimprove the economic activities and
income-generating capacity of affected individuals or households.



+ Resettlement Support: Ensures that displaced individuals are relocated to areas
with comparable or better living standards and access to essential services.

This approach ensures compliance with PS5 objectives by addressing both physical and
economic displacement while supporting the long-term sustainability of affected
communities.

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach
1. Respect for Collective FPIC and Indigenous Governance Structures
» Grievance Mechanism Design:

« Establish a Community Grievance Committee composed of
representatives from all sub-groups (e.g., women, youth, satellite hamlet,
elders) and aligned with the community's governance structures.

« Ensure the committee operates under the oversight of the Indigenous
community's leadership, respecting customary decision-making processes.

+ Consultation and Consensus:

- Engage in ongoing consultation with the community, particularly affected
sub-groups, to address grievances collectively.

« Seek consensus on corrective actions, ensuring they are consistent with the
community's values, customs, and collective interests.

« Documentation:



Document all grievances, decisions, and corrective actions transparently,
and share them with the community to maintain accountability and trust.

2. Ensuring Marginalized Sub-Groups Can Safely Raise Concerns

Safe Spaces for Reporting:

Establish dedicated channels for sub-groups to raise concerns, such as
women-only meetings, youth forums, or hamlet-specific consultations.

Provide anonymity options for reporting grievances to protect individuals
from potential retaliation or social pressure.

Capacity Building:

Offer training and support to marginalized sub-groups to empower them to
participate effectively in grievance processes and decision-making.

Ensure that sub-groups have access to legal, technical, and advocacy
support if needed.

Inclusive Representation:

Actively include representatives from marginalized sub-groups in the
grievance committee and decision-making processes.

Use disaggregated data to monitor and address the specific impacts of the
project on sub-groups.

3. Consistency with IFC PS5 and PS7

Ongoing FPIC:

Conduct ongoing FPIC processes with affected sub-groups to address new
or unresolved issues, ensuring their voices are heard and reflected in
corrective actions.

Document and communicate how corrective actions align with the original
FPIC agreement and the community's collective consent.

Resettlement and Livelihood Restoration Adjustments:



« Review and revise the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood
Restoration Plan (LRP) to address the specific needs of sub-groups, such
as:

« Providing gender-sensitive resettlement options for women (e.g.,
secure land tenure, access to services).

« Supporting youth-specific livelihood programs (e.g., vocational
training, micro-enterprise support).

« Ensuring the satellite hamlet receives equitable resettlement and
livelihood resources.

« Monitoring and Evaluation:

+ Implement regular monitoring of grievance resolution and corrective
actions, involving sub-groups in the evaluation process.

« Report progress and outcomes to the community and the client, ensuring
transparency and accountability.

Key Principles

« Collective Engagement: Respect the collective nature of Indigenous governance
while ensuring sub-groups are not overlooked.

» Inclusivity and Safety: Create mechanisms that empower marginalized sub-groups
to participate without fear of retribution.

- Adaptive Corrective Actions: Revise plans and actions based on ongoing FPIC and
community feedback to ensure they are responsive and effective.

This approach aligns with IFC Performance Standards 5 and 7, ensuring that the project
remains consistent with international best practices for Indigenous Peoples and
resettlement.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access



road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Integrated Social Risk Management Approach

This approach integrates PS1 (Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social
Risks and Impacts), PS5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement), and PS7
(Indigenous Peoples) into a cohesive framework to manage the social risks associated with
the proposed mining project. The framework ensures that impacts are assessed
holistically, FPIC is central to decision-making, and grievances are addressed effectively.

1. Assessment and Management of Impacts Under PS1, PS5, and PS7
+ PS1: Holistic Impact Assessment

« Conduct an Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) that
integrates PS5 and PS7 requirements.

« ldentify and assess impacts on Indigenous and non-Indigenous
communities, including physical displacement, economic displacement,
and cultural impacts.

« Include cumulative impact assessments to account for project-induced in-
migration and its effects on host communities.



« PS5: Resettlement and Livelihood Restoration

« Develop a Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration
Plan (LRP) that address the specific needs of affected communities:

« Forthe Indigenous community: Prioritize cultural preservation,
collective resettlement, and livelihood restoration aligned with
customary practices.

« Fornon-Indigenous communities: Address economic displacement
through compensation, alternative livelihood opportunities, and
support for small businesses.

« Ensure that FPIC influences the design of the RAP/LRP by incorporating
community-approved measures and addressing sub-group concerns.

« PS7: Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC)

» Obtain FPIC from the Indigenous community through a structured,
culturally appropriate process that includes:

» Disclosure of project impacts in accessible formats (e.g., local
languages, visual aids).

« Consultation with all sub-groups, including women, youth, and
elders.

« Documentation of consent and integration of community-approved
measures into the RAP/LRP.

« Maintain ongoing FPIC throughout project implementation to address
emerging issues or grievances.

2. Major Social Risk Pathways Related to Project-Induced In-Migration
1. Strained Resources and Services

« Risk: In-migration of workers and jobseekers may overwhelm local
infrastructure (water, housing, healthcare) and services, leading to conflicts
between newcomers and host communities.

- Mitigation:



Plan for infrastructure upgrades in consultation with affected
communities.

Establish community development funds to support local services
and mitigate the influx impact.

2. Social and Cultural Disruption

» Risk: In-migration can disrupt social cohesion, particularly for Indigenous

communities, by introducing new cultural norms and practices.

- Mitigation:

Implement cultural sensitivity training for workers and newcomers.

Support community-led initiatives to preserve and promote local
culture and traditions.

3. Economic Displacement and Inequality

« Risk: In-migration may lead to competition for jobs, increased costs of living,

and economic marginalization of local communities.

- Mitigation:

Prioritize local hiring and procurement to ensure economic benefits
for host communities.

Provide livelihood restoration support for affected groups, including
training and microfinance programs.

3. Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

» Grievance Mechanism Design

» Establish a culturally appropriate grievance mechanism thatis accessible

to all affected groups, including:

Community Grievance Committees composed of local
representatives, including Indigenous leaders, women, and youth.

Multiple reporting channels (e.g., in-person, phone, anonymous
dropboxes) to accommodate different preferences and literacy levels.



+ Trusted intermediaries (e.g., community elders, NGOs) to facilitate
grievance reporting for marginalized groups.

« Early Detection and Resolution

« Implement early warning systems to identify and address grievances
related to resettlement, livelihood restoration, and in-migration impacts.

« Provide timely resolution through dialogue, mediation, or compensation, as
appropriate.

« Monitoring and Evaluation
» Develop a comprehensive monitoring system that tracks:

+ Resettlement progress: Compliance with RAP/LRP objectives,
compensation delivery, and livelihood restoration outcomes.

« In-migration impacts: Changes in local demographics, resource use,
and social dynamics.

« Grievance trends: Types, frequency, and resolution status of
grievances.

+ Use disaggregated data to assess impacts on sub-groups (e.g., Indigenous
communities, women, youth) and inform corrective actions.

« Conduct periodic audits to evaluate compliance with PS5 and PS7
objectives and ensure grievance mechanism effectiveness.

Integration into a Single Framework
This approach integrates PS1, PS5, and PS7 by:
1. Using PS1 to guide holistic impact assessments that inform PS5 and PS7 processes.

2. Ensuring FPIC shapes the design and implementation of RAP/LRP under PS5 and
PS7.

3. Addressing in-migration risks through proactive planning, community engagement,
and grievance resolution.

4. Establishing a unified monitoring system to track progress, identify risks, and ensure
compliance with IFC standards.



This framework ensures that social risks are managed effectively, affected communities
are protected, and project objectives are achieved in alignment with IFC Performance
Standards.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Triage and Escalation Rubric for Grievance Management

This rubric is designed to handle grievances submitted via a multilingual voice bot,
ensuring urgent issues are prioritized, errors in transcripts are managed, and sensitive
reports are handled appropriately. The system combines automated triage with human-in-
the-loop oversight to minimize risks and ensure effective resolution.

1. Grievance Categories

Grievances are categorized into four tiers based on urgency, sensitivity, and impact:

Priority
Category Examples

Level
Critical (Tier 1) Safety incidents, environmental hazards, severe rights violations Immediate

. . Payroll disputes, shift scheduling issues, significant environmental .
High (Tier 2) High
concerns

Moderate (Tier Minor scheduling complaints, non-urgent environmental issues, general

Moderate

3) feedback

Low (Tier 4) Inquiries, suggestions, non-urgent administrative issues Low



2. Decision Rules for Triage
1. Automatic Transcript Analysis

» Use keyword matching and natural language processing (NLP) to classify
grievances into the four tiers.

« Example keywords:

« Critical: "injury," "accident," "blasting," "water contamination," "rights

violation."
« High: "payroll,” "wages," "shift," "noise," "dust."
 Moderate: "schedule," "feedback," "suggestion."

« Low: "inquiry," "question," "improvement."

2. Error Handling in Transcripts

« Ifthe transcript contains ambiguities or potential errors (e.g., unclear
phrases, incomplete sentences), flag the grievance for human review.

» Use confidence scoring in NLP to identify uncertain classifications.

3. Urgency and Sensitivity Rules

« Critical (Tier 1): Immediately escalate to the Incident Response Team and
notify relevant site managers.

« High (Tier 2): Escalate to the Grievance Management Team within 24 hours.

+ Moderate (Tier 3): Assign to the Site Grievance Officer for resolution within
48 hours.

 Low (Tier 4): Log for review and resolution within 72 hours.
4. Human-in-the-Loop Validation

« AllCritical (Tier 1) and High (Tier 2) grievances are reviewed by a human
operator before escalation to ensure accuracy.

» Grievances flagged for potential transcript errors are manually reviewed to
confirm categorization.

3. Escalation Workflow



1. Critical (Tier 1) Grievances

+ Immediate Action: Notify the Incident Response Team and site
management.

« Follow-Up: Conduct a root cause analysis and implement corrective actions
within 24 hours.

« Monitoring: Track resolution progress and report to senior management and
stakeholders.

2. High (Tier 2) Grievances

» Action: Escalate to the Grievance Management Team for investigation and
resolution.

+ Follow-Up: Provide a resolution plan within 48 hours and implement
corrective actions.

« Monitoring: Track progress and ensure compliance with company policies
and external regulations.

3. Moderate (Tier 3) Grievances
« Action: Assign to the Site Grievance Officer for resolution.

+ Follow-Up: Provide updates to the submitter within 48 hours and resolve
within 7 days.

« Monitoring: Log resolution outcomes and identify trends for improvement.
4. Low (Tier 4) Grievances

« Action: Log for review by the Site Grievance Officer.

« Follow-Up: Provide a response within 72 hours.

« Monitoring: Track trends and incorporate feedback into operational
improvements.

4. Human-in-the-Loop Steps
1. Transcript Review

« Allgrievances flagged for potential errors are reviewed by a human operator
to confirm classification and escalation.



» Operators correct any misinterpretations in the transcripts.
2. Sensitive Report Handling

« Grievances involving rights violations, harassment, or other sensitive issues
are escalated to a dedicated Ethics and Compliance Team for confidential
investigation.

« Ensure submitters remain anonymous if requested.
3. Feedback Loop

« Afterresolution, submitters receive updates on the outcome and corrective
actions taken.

« Collectfeedback on the grievance handling process to improve the system.

5. Monitoring and Reporting
1. Real-Time Dashboard
- Track grievance volume, categories, resolution status, and response times.
- Highlight trends in safety, environmental, and rights-related issues.
2. Periodic Audits

« Conduct monthly audits of grievance handling to ensure compliance with
company policies and external standards.

« Evaluate the effectiveness of the triage and escalation system.
3. Stakeholder Reporting

« Provide regular reports to senior management, regulators, and affected
communities on grievance trends and resolution outcomes.

Integration into a Single Framework

This rubric integrates automated triage with human oversight to prioritize urgent issues,
minimize errors, and ensure sensitive grievances are handled appropriately. By categorizing
grievances based on urgency and sensitivity, the system ensures that critical issues are
addressed immediately while maintaining transparency and accountability throughout the
process.



Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework

1. Core Indicators

To track progress in livelihood restoration, the following four core indicators can be used:
1. Income Restoration Rate:

« Definition: Percentage of affected households whose income has returned
to or exceeded pre-project levels.

- Baseline vs Current: Compare pre-project income levels with current
income levels post-resettlement.

- Data Collection: Household surveys, income records, and financial
statements.

2. Employment and Livelihood Diversification:

- Definition: Percentage of affected individuals engaged in new or diversified
livelihood activities compared to pre-project employment.

- Baseline vs Current: Compare pre-project employment types and rates with
current employment and livelihood activities.

- Data Collection: Employment records, livelihood program participation
data, and household interviews.

3. Asset Replacement and Utilization:



Definition: Percentage of affected households that have replaced lost assets
(e.g., land, equipment) and are actively utilizing them for livelihood activities.

Baseline vs Current: Compare pre-project asset ownership and utilization
with current asset status.

Data Collection: Asset verification surveys, utilization reports, and site
visits.

4. Satisfaction with Resettlement and Livelihood Programs:

Definition: Percentage of affected individuals who express satisfaction with
the resettlement process, compensation, and livelihood restoration
programs.

Baseline vs Current: Compare initial expectations and satisfaction levels at
the start of resettlement with current satisfaction levels.

Data Collection: Satisfaction surveys, focus group discussions, and
community feedback sessions.

2. Data Collection Methods

1. Household Surveys:

Conduct periodic surveys to gather data on income, employment, asset
utilization, and satisfaction levels.

Ensure surveys are culturally appropriate, accessible, and include vulnerable
groups (e.g., women, elderly, disabled).

2. Participatory Monitoring:

Engage affected communities in monitoring and evaluation through
community meetings, focus groups, and participatory workshops.

Collect qualitative data on challenges, successes, and recommendations for
improvement.

Completion Audit Approach

1. Audit Objectives

» Assess whether the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan

(LRP) have achieved their stated objectives.



« Determine if affected households have restored or improved their livelihoods

compared to pre-project conditions.

« Evaluate the sustainability of ongoing livelihood programs and their alignment with
IFC PS5 expectations.

2. Audit Process

1. Preparation:

Review RAP and LRP documents, baseline data, and progress reports.

Identify key stakeholders, including vulnerable groups, and engage them in
the audit process.

2. Data Collection:

Conduct household surveys, focus groups, and site visits to gather
quantitative and qualitative data.

Collect financial records, employment data, and asset utilization reports.

3. Analysis:

Compare baseline data with current data to assess progress inincome
restoration, employment diversification, asset replacement, and satisfaction
levels.

Identify gaps, challenges, and successes in the implementation of RAP and
LRP.

4. Handling Ongoing Programs:

For livelihood programs still in progress, assess their interim outcomes,
sustainability potential, and alignment with long-term goals.

Evaluate the likelihood of achieving full restoration within the remaining
program duration.

5. Vulnerable Groups:

Ensure the auditincludes disaggregated data for vulnerable groups (e.g.,
women, elderly, disabled) to assess their specific needs and outcomes.

Conduct targeted interviews or focus groups with vulnerable groups to gather
their perspectives.



6. Reporting:

« Prepare a comprehensive audit report detailing findings, recommendations,
and corrective actions.

» Share the report with affected communities, stakeholders, and IFC for
transparency and accountability.

3. Completion Criteria

+ Income Restoration: At least 80% of affected households have restored or
improved their income compared to pre-project levels.

» Livelihood Diversification: At least 70% of affected individuals are engaged in new
or diversified livelihood activities.

» Asset Utilization: At least 90% of replaced assets are actively utilized for livelihood
activities.

« Satisfaction: At least 80% of affected individuals express satisfaction with the
resettlement process and livelihood programs.

« Sustainability: Ongoing livelihood programs demonstrate potential for long-term
sustainability and alignment with IFC PS5 objectives.

Conclusion

This framework ensures a structured approach to monitoring and evaluating livelihood
restoration, while the completion audit provides a systematic method to assess progress
and sustainability. By prioritizing vulnerable groups and addressing ongoing programs, the
approach aligns with IFC PS5 expectations and supports the long-term success of
resettlement efforts.

OpenAl: GPT-5 (Thinking)

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land



without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Here’s a structured response consistent with IFC Performance Standard 5 (Land
Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement):

A) Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged

Type of displacement:

Both physically and economically displaced
Required measures:
« Compensation for assets:

« Fullreplacement cost compensation for house, land, and other affected
assets prior to relocation.

« Assistance with legal transfer of replacement land or housing plots.
« Relocation assistance (transport, transitional housing, moving allowance).
» Livelihood restoration:

« Support to re-establish farming livelihoods (new agricultural land of equal or
better productivity).

« Agriculturalinputs and training to restore or improve income.

« Access to community infrastructure and services in new location (water,
schools, health facilities).

B) Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland



Type of displacement:

Economically displaced only
Required measures:
« Compensation for assets:

« Compensation for crops, trees, and non-land improvements at replacement
cost.

» Recognition of customary tenure and provision of alternative land or
negotiated land use rights where feasible.

« Transitional support for loss of access to common or customary resources.
« Livelihood restoration:

» Livelihood restoration program (e.g., agricultural extension, livestock
support, or skill-based training).

» Access to micro-credit or livelihood diversification schemes.

« Ongoing monitoring until pre-project income is restored or improved.

C) Kiosk owners who will lose kiosks but can re-establish in another nearby location

Type of displacement:

Economically displaced only
Required measures:
« Compensation for assets:
« Compensation for kiosks or structures at replacement cost.
« Allowance for temporary loss of income during transition.
» Assistance in identifying and securing new trading sites.
« Livelihood restoration:
» Supportfor business re-establishment (e.g., small grants or materials).
« Transitional livelihood support (cash allowance during downtime).

» Accessto local enterprise development or market linkages programs.



Summary Table

Type of
Group .
Displacement
A) Formal Physical +
households Economic
B) Informal .
Economic
farmers

C) Kiosk owners Economic

Key Compensation Measures
Land & asset compensation,
relocation support

Crop/asset compensation,
recognition of customary rights

Structure/income compensation,
relocation assistance

Key Livelihood Restoration
Measures

Land-for-land, input support,
community services

Livelihood programs, micro-
credit, training

Business re-establishment
support, cash allowance

These measures align with IFC PS5 objectives: avoiding or minimizing displacement,

ensuring compensation at full replacement cost, and restoring or improving livelihoods and

living standards.

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary

ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has

obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan

and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,

women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard

during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting

their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects

the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that

marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Here’s a concise and practical design for a grievance handling and corrective action

approach aligned with IFC Performance Standards 5 and 7:

1. Guiding Principles



+ Respect for collective FPIC: Uphold the community’s collective right to self-
determination and decision-making through recognized Indigenous governance
structures.

» Inclusion and equity: Ensure that women, youth, and sub-groups have safe,
culturally appropriate ways to raise concerns.

« Transparency and accountability: Provide clear, timely feedback and publicly track
corrective actions.

« Ongoing FPIC: Treat grievance resolution as part of continuous engagement — not
a one-time exercise.

2. Grievance Handling Structure
a. Grievance Pathways
+ Tier 1 - Community-level mechanisms:

« Establish Community Grievance Committees (CGCs) representing traditional
leaders and marginalized voices (e.g., via women/youth representatives
chosen by those groups).

« Allow verbal, written, or mediated submissions in the local language.
+ Tier2-Independent Mediation/Fairness Mechanism:

« Ifissues are unresolved at the CGC, refer to an Independent Mediation
Panel (jointly agreed upon by the community and the company; includes
Indigenous liaison and gender advisor).

+ Tier 3-External mechanisms:

« Escalation through government/IFC ombuds or Independent Accountability
Mechanism if unresolved internally.

b. Accessibility and Safeguards

« Multiple entry points (community meeting, local liaison, anonymous drop boxes,
WhatsApp/SMS line).

« Confidential handling and non-retaliation guarantee, especially for women/youth
complainants.



« Periodic outreach by female and youth liaison officers to encourage safe
engagement.

3. Corrective Action Approach
a. Assessment and Verification
« Jointreview of complaints by CGC with company and independent observer.

« Use social audit or participatory monitoring to validate whether RAP/LRP
measures are meeting diverse needs.

b. Remedial Measures

« Adjust Livelihood Restoration Plans to address unmet needs (e.g., gender-tailored
skills training, youth apprenticeships, access to productive assets).

» Introduce supplementary consultations with previously underrepresented groups —
applying FPIC principles to any revised measures.

«  Where collective FPIC decisions require revision, re-engage the traditional
governance structures through culturally appropriate assembly.

c. Feedback and Documentation

« Disclose outcomes transparently within the community (meetings, notice boards,
radio).

« Record all grievances, actions taken, and timelines in the Grievance Registry.

« Continuous monitoring reports shared with both IFC and community
representatives.

4. Alignment with PS5 and PS7

IFC
Key Requirement How Addressed
Standard
PS5 Ensure accessible grievance mechanismand  Clear multi-tier system with corrective

restore livelihoods livelihood measures



IFC

Key Requirement How Addressed
Standard
pS7 Respect collective rights and FPIC; support Engagement through customary
inclusion within Indigenous communities governance plus inclusive representation
Cross- . . Continuous FPIC-informed dialogues and
. Ongoing consent and adaptive management o o
cutting participatory monitoring
Summary

This approach combines collective respect for Indigenous governance with individual
inclusivity, ensuring that grievances from women, youth, and sub-groups are
acknowledged, handled safely, and acted on through an iterative, FPIC-consistent process
that sustains trust and social license.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how



these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than

separate silos.

Here’s an integrated, IFC-aligned social risk management approach that treats PS1, PS5,
and PS7 as a single, coordinated framework rather than separate silos.

1. Integrated Assessment and Management Framework (PS1 + PS5 + PS7)

a. Role of Each Standard in the Framework

Standard

PS1-Assessment &
Management of
Environmental and
Social Risks

PS5 - Land Acquisition

and Involuntary
Resettlement

PS7 - Indigenous

Peoples

b. Application in Impact Assessment and Planning

Integrated Baseline & Impact Assessment:

Core Function

Establishes the overarching Environmental
and Social Management System (ESMS) and
the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP).

Manages physical and economic
displacement through RAP and LRP.

Protects collective rights and requires FPIC
for relocation, land loss, or adverse impacts
on cultural heritage.

Integration Point

Ensures all resettlement,
livelihood, and Indigenous matters
are captured in one Social
Management Plan with
cross-linkages.

Embedded in ESMS under PS1;
mitigation hierarchy aligned with
FPIC commitments under PS7.

FPIC applies before RAP/LRP
finalization and continues
iteratively through implementation
and monitoring.

One Social Impact Assessment (SIA) combining PS5 and PS7 data — mapping

formal, customary, and collective land rights, resource use, and cultural

attachment.

FPIC and RAP/LRP Design Link:

Indigenous communities is unavoidable.

FPIC must be obtained prior to finalizing the RAP/LRP where relocation of

RAP and LRP content (site selection, housing design, livelihood package)
are co-developed and validated through the FPIC process.



« Commitments arising from FPIC agreements become binding RAP/LRP
actions monitored under PS1.

« Management Integration:
A single Social Management Framework (SMF) encompassing:

« Aconsolidated RAP/LRP Implementation Plan;
+ Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP) cross-referencing FPIC outcomes;

» Linked Construction Workforce Management and Influx Management
Plan (under PS1 social risk control).

2. Key Social Risk Pathways from In-Migration

Project-induced influx can directly undermine resettlement and livelihood outcomes. Three
major pathways are:

. . Potential Effects on Mitigation under Integrated
Risk Pathway Mechanism L
PS5/PS7 Objectives Plan
. o Controlled access zones;
Arrival of settlers and Reduced availability of L .
a.Land and ) coordination with local
traders competing for land for resettled o o
resource . authorities; participatory land-
replacement land or forest households or Indigenous . o ]
pressure o ] use zoning; early livelihood site
access livelihood sites

demarcation

Tension between migrants Erosion of social cohesion Cultural awareness programs

b. Social

. and host/Indigenous and Indigenous for workers; community liaison
conflict and . . . .

ltural communities due to governance systems structures including Indigenous
cultura
di i perceived inequities or essential to FPIC and RAP mediators; transparent benefit-
isruption
P disrespect of localnorms implementation sharing communication
Worker Camp Code of
o Women'’s safety concerns, .
c. Increased Demographic imbalance . Conduct; GBV/SEA prevention
. spread of communicable
GBV, health, and informal settlements . . and referral system;
. ] diseases, degradation of ] )

and safety risks near work sites collaboration with health

trustin project .
services and NGOs



. . Potential Effects on Mitigation under Integrated
Risk Pathway Mechanism

PS5/PS7 Objectives Plan

d. Market
distortion and . . Rising cost of food, inputs, Local procurement policy;
] . Wage differential and ) . o
inflation . transport—undermines  price monitoring; targeted

. consumption boom o .
(additional livelihood restoration support for vulnerable groups
example)

3. Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System
a. Key Design Features
« Tiered, Culturally Appropriate Structure:

«  Community Liaison Committees embedded in Indigenous and
non-Indigenous settlements.

« Indigenous grievances handled first through traditional governance
channels, then through the project mechanism if unresolved.

« Multilingual access (local language, Indigenous languages) via verbal,
written, or digital submissions.

« Confidential pathways for sensitive cases (e.g., GBV or influx-related
misconduct).

« Coverage of All Risk Streams:

« Tracks resettlement, livelihood, and FPIC commitments, plus influx-
related grievances (conflicts, land encroachment, harassment, price
inflation).

» Integration with Monitoring:
Grievance database serves as an early-warning and performance
indicator feeding into PS1 monitoring framework:

« Quantitative metrics: number, category, resolution time, satisfaction levels.

« Qualitative metrics: themes indicating livelihood stress, governance
challenges, or cultural impacts.

b. Monitoring and Completion Audit Connection



« Joint community-company monitoring teams, including Indigenous observers
and independent third parties, oversee RAP/LRP outcomes.

- Datadashboards track whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being achieved (livelihood
restoration, FPIC compliance, cultural integrity).

» Findings feed into final Completion Audit verifying:
« Allphysical and economic displacement restored or improved,;
FPIC commitments fulfilled and documented;

« Residual influximpacts addressed.

4. Summary: Integrated Project-Level Social Management Framework

Functional Area Integrated Element Linked IFC PS
Social baseline & impact Combined SIA (displacement + Indigenous cultural
. . . PS1, PS5, PS7
analysis mapping + influx forecast)
Planning instruments Unified SMF incorporating RAP/LRP + IPP + Influx Plan PS1, PS5, PS7
FPIC process continuously informing RAP/LRP and PS7 (supported by
Engagement & consent . .
community benefit agreements PS1)
Mitigation & Sequenced land access, livelihood restoration, and influx PS5 PS1
management control actions ’

. o Integrated grievance mechanism & participatory monitoring
Grievance + monitoring . . . PS1, PS5, PS7
system linked to audit metrics

In essence:

The mine’s social risk management must operate as one ecosystem — a PS1-anchored
system that integrates displacement mitigation (PS5) and Indigenous rights and FPIC (PS7)
while proactively managing in-migration risks that can derail both.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll



disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Here’s a structured, IFC-aligned triage and escalation rubric suitable for a multilingual
voice-bot grievance intake system operating in mining sites with mixed worker and
community inputs.

1. Objectives of the Rubric

- Reliably detect urgent, rights-related, and safety grievances even from imperfect
speech-to-text transcripts.

« Ensure sensitive issues (e.g., GBV, retaliation, water contamination) reach
qualified responders quickly.

« Maintain traceability and human oversight to reduce mishandling risks.

2. Classification Categories
Category Typical Grievance Examples Priority Escalation Target

- ) ) .. HSE Manager + Site
A. Health, Safety & Injuries, unsafe pit walls, explosive Critical
Emergency Response

Emergency hazards, contamination, violence (Immediate) .
within 2 hrs
. Harassment, GBV/SEA, forced Critical Safeguards Focal Point +

B. Human Rights & o L . - ]

. evictions, discrimination, (Immediate, Confidential HR/GBV
Misconduct . . . . .

retaliation for speaking up Confidential) Officer
C. Environmental Water pollution, dust, blasting High Environmental Manager
i
Impacts noise, tailings complaints g within 24 hrs
D. Labor & Pay Wage disputes, shifts, benefits, . HR Supervisor within
Medium

Issues overtime 3 days



Category Typical Grievance Examples Priority Escalation Target

E. Community & Access roads, local hiring, Medi Community Relations
edium
Social Issues small-business disruptions Officer within 3 days

Grievance Officer for
Feedback, general comment, . . o
F. Other/Unclear ] Low / Review human review within
unclear transcript 5 d
ays

3. Decision Rules for Automated Triage

a. Keyword & Context Classifiers

3 <« 1Y

+ Use multilingual keyword libraries (e.g., “injury,” “explosion,” “water dirty,” “hit,”

“salary,” “harassment”) across Afrikaans, isiXhosa, English, etc.

«  Weight by risk domain: safety and rights keywords > environmental > labor >
community.

b. Sentiment and Urgency Clues

9 ¢« ¢« 9 ¢«

« Look for alarm words (“danger,” “urgent,” “people hurt,” “police,” “blood,” “threat”).

« Add priority if speaker’s tone indicates stress (through voice metadata if available).
c. Confidence Scoring from Transcript Quality

» If speech-to-text confidence < 85%, auto-flag for human verification before
routing to avoid errors.

d. Escalation Logic

1. If keywords € {safety, injury, violence, harassment, contamination} > Escalate to
Tier 1 (Critical).

2. If multiple domains appear (e.g., “safety” + “salary”) > assign highest-priority

category.

H

3. Iflocation or contextual reference suggests community-wide impact (e.g., “river,’
“whole village”) > flag for cross-site coordination review.

4. Human-in-the-Loop Workflow



Step Responsible Role Purpose
Auto-triage Al classifier Initial category + priority tagging
Human verification Review audio + transcript; correct

Trained grievance analysts

(Tiered) misclassification

Act on Categories A & B within specified

Immediate escalation Site or corporate focal points .
timeframe
Acknowledgment & . ) Provide case ID, follow-up schedule to
Grievance Officer )
feedback complainant
. . Monthly by HSE, HR, Eny, . .
Cross-functional review Detect recurring or systemic issues

Community teams

Secure storage compliant with

Confidential audit trail Data steward

data-protection laws

5. Controls to Prevent Mishandling

Dual review for any confidential or rights-related case.
Restricted access to GBV/human rights data with pseudonymization.

Automated alerts if no update entered within escalation timeframe (“stalled case”
notice).

Periodic quality sampling of low-priority cases to ensure nothing critical was
down-scored due to transcript or language error.

6. Monitoring and Learning

Maintain dashboards showing:
« Volume by type, site, and resolution time.
» Ratio of auto-reclassified cases (indicator for training quality).
« Frequency of safety-critical grievances versus incidents (correlation check).

Continuous improvement loop: retrain language models with verified case
outcomes to reduce misclassification and bias.



Summary

This hybrid model combines automated multilingual triage with mandatory human
validation for low-confidence or high-risk inputs, ensuring that urgent safety, rights, and
environmental grievances are never missed while maintaining efficient, transparent
management for routine labor or community concerns.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Below is a concise, IFC Performance Standard 5-aligned design for (1) monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) of livelihood restoration and (2) a structured completion audit approach.

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
Purpose

To determine whether affected households’ livelihoods and standards of living have
been restored—or ideally improved—relative to pre-project (baseline) conditions.

Comparison Basis

- Baseline: Pre-displacement socioeconomic data (e.g., income source, production,
household expenditure, vulnerability profile).

« Current: Measured 5 years post-implementation, at household and group level.

« Comparative Groups:



+ Resettled households (land-based / non-land-based).
« Host/ control communities (to adjust for external factors).

« Vulnerable groups (female-headed, elderly, landless, Indigenous, disabled).

a. Core Indicators (Sample Minimum 4-6)

Dimension Indicator Measurement Disaggregation

Income & % of households with income = Gender, vulnerability
L . ) Household survey

Employment baseline (inflation-adjusted) group

. . . . Land-based vs.
Average agricultural yield or livestock Farm inventory +

Production/assets ] . training-based
holdings compared to baseline output survey
groups
Livelihood Share of households with = 2 Structured
. cee .. . . . . Age, gender
diversification sustainable income sources interviews

. L % of relocated households meeting or Physical
Housing & living

exceeding baseline housing and verification Site cluster
standards . . .

infrastructure quality checklist

. Average travel time to schools, clinics, Key informant + .

Access to services . Distance band

markets vs. baseline GIS
Perceived well-being / % respondents reporting Qualitative scoring All
satisfaction restored/improved livelihoods (Likert 1-5)

b. Data Collection Methods
1. Household Socioeconomic Surveys
» Stratified random sampling of resettled, host, and control households.

« Use same or comparable questionnaire as baseline to enable direct
comparison.

2. Focus Group Discussions / Participatory Monitoring

» Separate sessions for women, youth, vulnerable groups to validate
quantitative findings.



- ldentify qualitative barriers (market access, program relevance, skills gaps).

Supplementary methods (optional): Key informant interviews, participatory mapping, and
enterprise records review.

c. Handling Vulnerable Groups
« Oversample vulnerable households to ensure statistical visibility.
« Use culturally appropriate facilitators and gender-balanced enumerators.

« Tracktailored support measures (e.g., micro-grants, training participation, health
assistance).

« Flag any group not meeting restoration benchmarks for post-audit support plan.

2. Completion Audit Approach (PS5 Consistent)

a. Objectives

- Verify that compensation, resettlement, and livelihood restoration
objectives have been achieved in line with IFC PS5 para. 28-30.

« Confirm that affected people are not worse off than before displacement and that
residual risks are managed.

b. Audit Elements

Component Verification Focus Evidence Sources
. Compensation delivered at full replacement cost; Payment records, RAP
Input compliance o )
livelihood support implemented database
. Grievance mechanism functioning, community Logs, stakeholder
Process compliance L L . .
participation maintained interviews

Livelihood / income levels, asset base, well-being index M&E survey results,
vs. baseline FGDs

Outcome evaluation

Vulnerable group

Restoration achieved or assistance continuing Targeted case studies
outcomes



Component Verification Focus Evidence Sources

Institutional ) . Training records,
Local capacity for continued support

sustainability transition plans

c. Managing Ongoing Livelihood Programs
« Partial Completion Determination:

« Declare RAP implementation complete if physical resettlement and
compensation are concluded and outcome indicators show = 80 %
restoration.

« Maintain LRP extension for ongoing programs (e.g., agribusiness incubation)
under a Post-Completion Livelihood Support Plan with continued monitoring
milestones (e.g., +12 months).

« Third-Party Audit:
Independent auditor acceptable to lender and affected communities reviews:

« Baseline-to-current comparison evidence;
« Effectiveness of corrective actions for lagging groups;
«  Recommendation on closure or extension.

 Disclosure:

Summary audit findings shared with stakeholders, noting outstanding commitments
and monitoring schedule.

d. Completion Criteria
Implementation may be considered complete when:
1. All physical resettlement and compensation activities are finished.

2. Monitoring shows livelihoods restored or improved for the majority, with clear
evidence of progress for remaining households.

3. No outstanding, substantiated grievances related to displacement impacts.

4. Aplan exists for continued support to any vulnerable or lagging subgroups.



Summary Table

Phase Key Tools Outputs

Baseline vs. follow-up surveys, Annual progress reports, indicator
M&E (Years 1-5) o ]

participatory reviews dashboard
Completion Audit Independent verification, data Audit report with compliance rating,
(Year 5+) triangulation closure or transition plan

) Limited monitoring for ongoing Final review confirming sustained

Post-completion L o

livelihood initiatives outcomes

Result:

A unified M&E and completion audit system ensures the client meets PS5’s
outcome-based standard—restoring and improving livelihoods—while transparently
documenting progress, especially for vulnerable households and unfinished livelihood
programs.

Google: Gemini 3 Pro Preview

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

IFC Performance Standard 5 Classification and Required Measures



1. Displacement Classification
Group A: Households with formal titles (houses and farmland submerged)
« Classification: Both physically and economically displaced

« Rationale: They lose their homes (physical displacement) AND their
farmland/income source (economic displacement)

Group B: Informal/customary farmers (farmland only)
« Classification: Economically displaced

« Rationale: They retain their homes but lose access to farmland and agricultural
livelihoods

Group C: Kiosk owners (relocatable businesses)
« Classification: Economically displaced

« Rationale: They lose their business location/structures but not their homes;
business interruption affects income

2. Required Measures per Group
Group A: Formal Title Holders (Physical + Economic Displacement)
Asset Compensation:

1. Fullreplacement cost for houses (without depreciation) OR provision of
replacement housing of equal/better quality

2. Land-for-land compensation for farmland at equal productive value OR cash at full
replacement cost

3. Compensation forimmovable assets (wells, fences, trees) at replacement value
Livelihood Restoration:

1. Transitional support allowance covering 6-12 months of living expenses during
relocation

2. Agricultural extension services and inputs for re-establishing farming at new
location

3. Skills training/alternative livelihood programs if agricultural restoration isn't feasible

Group B: Informal/Customary Farmers (Economic Displacement)



Asset Compensation:

1. Compensation for crops/trees at full replacement value regardless of land tenure
status

2. Recognition of customary land rights with compensation equivalent to formal title
holders

3. Compensation for land improvements (irrigation systems, soil improvements) made
by farmers

Livelihood Restoration:
1. Accesstoreplacement agricultural land of equivalent productive potential
2. Agriculturalinputs package (seeds, fertilizers, tools) for at least 2 planting seasons
3. Income support during transition period until new crops yield income
Group C: Kiosk Owners (Economic Displacement)
Asset Compensation:
1. Compensation for kiosk structures at replacement cost
2. Relocation assistance/transport costs for moveable inventory and equipment
3. Compensation for site improvements (concrete pads, utilities connections)
Livelihood Restoration:
1. Priority allocation of vending sites in new/nearby commercial areas

2. Business interruption allowance covering lost income during transition (typically 3-6
months)

3. Business development support (microfinance access, business planning
assistance)

Key PS5 Principles Applied:
+ No net loss principle: All groups must be equal or better off post-project

« Vulnerable group consideration: Special attention to informal farmers who may
lack documentation

« Consultation requirement: All measures require meaningful consultation with
affected persons



« Monitoring: Implementation mustinclude grievance mechanisms and livelihood
monitoring

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Framework for Indigenous Community Sub-
Groups

1. Multi-Tiered Grievance Mechanism Structure
Tier 1: Community-Level Resolution

« Traditional Forums: Establish dedicated sessions within existing Indigenous
governance structures (e.g., council meetings, elder gatherings)

« Sub-group Representatives: Formally recognize spokespersons for women, youth,
and satellite hamlets within traditional decision-making bodies

« Cultural Mediators: Train respected community members as grievance facilitators
who understand both traditional and project requirements

Tier 2: Project-Level Resolution
+ Mixed Composition Committee:

«  50% Indigenous representatives (including mandatory seats for women,
youth, hamlet representatives)

« 25% project representatives

+ 25% independent mediators familiar with Indigenous rights



« Monthly Review Meetings: Regular scheduled sessions with documented
outcomes

Tier 3: External Resolution

+ Independent Ombudsperson: Culturally competent third-party accessible directly
by any community member

« |IFC CAO Access: Clear pathway to Compliance Advisor Ombudsman if internal
mechanisms fail

2. Safe Access Mechanisms for Marginalized Sub-Groups
Multiple Intake Channels:

1. Anonymous Submissions: Locked boxes in neutral locations (health centers,
schools)

2. Trusted Intermediaries: Designated advocates (teachers, health workers) who can
submit on behalf of complainants

3. Gender-Specific Channels: Women-only forums facilitated by female community
members

4. Youth Platforms: Mobile/digital options for younger community members

5. Remote Access: Dedicated phone line and WhatsApp number for satellite hamlet
residents

Protection Measures:
- Confidentiality Protocols: Option to remain anonymous throughout process
« No-Retaliation Policy: Written guarantees with monitoring by independent party
« Accompaniment Option: Right to bring trusted supporter to any meetings
« Language Support: Allcommunications in local Indigenous language(s)
3. Corrective Action Process Aligned with PS5 & PS7
Phase 1: Immediate Response (0-30 days)
1. Acknowledge Receipt: Within 48 hours in complainant's preferred format
2. Initial Assessment: Determine if issue relates to:

» FPIC process gaps



« RAP/LRP implementation failures
« New/unforeseen impacts
3. Interim Measures: Provide immediate support if urgent needs identified
Phase 2: Investigation & Consultation (30-90 days)
1. Participatory Assessment:
« Joint fact-finding with affected sub-groups
« Gender-disaggregated impact analysis
« Spatial analysis for satellite hamlet concerns
2. Supplementary FPIC Process:
- Targeted consultations with under-represented groups
« Documentation of specific concerns and preferences
« Validation of findings with broader community
Phase 3: Corrective Action Implementation (90+ days)

1. Adaptive Management Measures:

«  For Women: Gender-specific livelihood programs, separate compensation

accounts, women's cooperative support

» For Youth: Skills training aligned with aspirations, education scholarships,

youth enterprise funds

» For Satellite Hamlet: Improved access roads, mobile service delivery,

proportional benefit-sharing
2. RAP/LRP Amendments:
« Formal addendum incorporating sub-group specific measures
- Additional budget allocation for corrective actions
+ Revised implementation timeline with milestones
3. Enhanced Monitoring:
» Sub-group specific indicators

» Quarterly participatory monitoring with all groups



» Third-party verification of corrective action effectiveness
4. Ongoing FPIC Maintenance
Continuous Consent Verification:

« Annual Community Assemblies: Full community review of project impacts and
benefits

« Sub-group Caucuses: Pre-assembly meetings to ensure all voices prepared
« Consent Documentation: Written/video records of ongoing agreement or concerns
« Adaptive Triggers: Pre-agreed thresholds that require renewed FPIC process
Capacity Building:
+ Rights Awareness: Regular workshops on PS5/PS7 entitlements
» Grievance System Training: Ensure all community members understand process
+ Leadership Development: Support emerging leaders from marginalized groups
5. Documentation and Reporting
Transparent Record-Keeping:

» Public Grievance Log: Summary statistics posted monthly (maintaining
confidentiality)

» Corrective Action Tracker: Visual progress boards in community centers

« Success Stories: Share positive resolution examples to build confidence
External Reporting:

* Quarterly Reports to Lender: Include sub-group disaggregated data

« Annual Third-Party Audit: Independent assessment of grievance system
effectiveness

« Community Feedback Loop: Results shared in culturally appropriate formats
Key Success Factors:

« Cultural Competence: All project staff trained in Indigenous rights and local
customs



» Resource Allocation: Dedicated budget for grievance handling and corrective
actions

+ Long-term Commitment: System maintained throughout project lifecycle

» Flexibility: Mechanism adapts based on community feedback and lessons learned

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fitinto a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework for Mining Project

1. Joint Application of PS1, PS5, and PS7

Assessment and Management Integration

PS1 (Environmental & Social Management System) as the Framework:

» Establishes overarching ESMS that integrates PS5 and PS7 requirements



« Requires comprehensive Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA)
covering:

« Cumulative impacts from resettlement + influx + operational effects
« Gender-differentiated and vulnerable group analysis
« Cultural heritage and sacred site mapping (critical for Indigenous lands)
FPIC Requirements (PS7) - When and How:
When Required:
« Physicalrelocation of Indigenous village from ancestral territory v
« Impacts on lands under traditional ownership/use v
« Impacts on critical cultural heritage tied to identity v
« Any project changes affecting previously consented elements
How FPIC Shapes RAP/LRP Design:
1. Pre-Design Phase: FPIC consultations determine acceptable resettlement options
2. Co-Design Process: Indigenous community directly involved in:
« Site selection for relocation
« Housing design reflecting cultural needs
« Livelihood programs respecting traditional practices
» Sacred site preservation/access arrangements
3. Iterative Validation: RAP/LRP drafts reviewed and approved through FPIC process

4. Implementation Flexibility: Built-in adaptation mechanisms based on ongoing
consent

Integrated Planning Requirements:
« Single integrated Social Management Plan encompassing:
« Resettlement Action Plan (both villages)
« Livelihood Restoration Plan (all affected communities)
« Indigenous Peoples Plan (PS7 requirements)

+ Influx Management Plan



» Stakeholder Engagement Plan

2. Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration
Risk Pathway 1: Competition for Compensation Resources
How it Undermines RAP/LRP:

« In-migrants claim to be "affected persons" seeking compensation

« Disputes over eligibility create delays and community tensions

« Resources diverted to verification rather than implementation
Mitigation:

« Early census and asset surveys with biometric registration

« Cut-off date clearly communicated and enforced

«  Community verification committees including traditional leaders
Risk Pathway 2: Pressure on Resettlement Sites and Host Communities
How it Undermines RAP/LRP:

« In-migrants occupy land designated for resettlers

« Overwhelm services (water, health, schools) planned for specific population

Create land conflicts between resettlers and opportunistic settlers
« Indigenous community's new site loses cultural integrity
Mitigation:
« Secure legal title for resettlement sites before relocation
« Design infrastructure with 30% surge capacity
« Establish buffer zones around Indigenous resettlement areas
« Earlywarning system for encroachment
Risk Pathway 3: Disruption of Social Cohesion and Traditional Governance
How it Undermines RAP/LRP:
« Influx changes demographic balance, weakening traditional authorities

« Introduction of socialills (alcohol, gambling, transactional sex)



* Youth abandon traditional livelihoods for informal sector

+ Gender-based violence increases, affecting women's participation in livelihood
programs

Mitigation:
« Strengthen traditional governance structures through capacity building
« Establish community policing and codes of conduct
+ Youth engagement programs linked to LRP training
«  Women's safety audits and safe spaces
3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System
Core Design Features
A. Multi-Channel Access System
1. Indigenous-Specific Channel:
» Oraltestimony options in native language
« Traditional dispute resolution integration
« Sacred/neutral meeting spaces
» Elder-facilitated processes
2. Community Access Points:
« Village-level focal points (trusted residents)
« Mobile grievance teams (monthly visits)
«  WhatsApp/SMS hotlines
«  Women-only submission options
3. Worker/Influx Channel:
« Camp-based grievance boxes
« Contractor liaison officers
« Anonymous digital platform

B. Early Warning Indicators



Influx-Related:
«  Weekly market price monitoring (food, housing)
« Health facility utilization rates
» School enrollment surges
« Land transaction records
« GBVincidentreports
Resettlement-Related:
» Livelihood restoration milestone delays
« Compensation payment disputes
« Accesstoresources complaints
« Cultural site access issues
« Inter-community tensions
C. Integrated Database Architecture
code
Central Grievance Database
— Grievance Categories
| F— Resettlement (PS5)
| F—Indigenous Rights (PS7)
| F— Influx-Related
| L Environmental/Other
— Complainant Demographics
| — Indigenous/Non-Indigenous
| — Gender/Age
| — Location (original/current)
| I—Vulnerabilitymarkers

L Resolution Tracking



|—— Response timeframes
— Satisfaction ratings
I—Systemic issue flags
D. Monitoring Framework for PS5/PS7 Compliance
Quarterly Indicators:
* % households with restored/improved livelihoods
+ Income levels vs. baseline (disaggregated)
« Food security status
« Accessto services (health, education, water)
« Cultural practice continuation (Indigenous)
« FPIC maintenance status
Annual Assessments:
» Third-party livelihood evaluation
» Participatory poverty assessments
« Social cohesion index
» Indigenous well-being indicators
+ Influximpact assessment
Completion Audit Readiness:
« Comprehensive grievance resolution documentation
« Livelihood restoration verification (income data, asset registers)
« FPIC documentation trail
« Beneficiary satisfaction surveys
« Independent completion audit by qualified social auditor
System Integration Points

1. Weekly Coordination Meetings: Resettlement, community liaison, security, and
contractor teams



2. Monthly Community Forums: Joint platforms for all affected groups

3. Quarterly Executive Review: Senior management review of trends and systemic
issues

4. Real-time Dashboard: Accessible to lenders showing key performance indicators

Success Metrics

80% grievances resolved within 30 days

90% livelihood restoration within 2 years

« Zero unresolved FPIC violations

Influx population < 20% of local population
» 95% satisfaction rate in exit interviews

This integrated framework ensures that PS1, PS5, and PS7 work synergistically rather than
in silos, with influx management embedded throughout rather than treated as a separate
issue.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Automated Grievance Triage and Escalation System for Mining Operations
System Architecture Overview
1. Priority Categories (P1-P4)
P1 - CRITICAL (Immediate Response: <1 hour)
« Imminent safety threats

» Life-threatening situations



« Active environmental hazards
+ Humanrights violations
« Sexual harassment/assault
P2 - URGENT (Response: <24 hours)
« Non-immediate safety concerns
« Significant environmental impacts
« Discrimination/harassment
« Community health issues
« Critical infrastructure failures
P3 - IMPORTANT (Response: <72 hours)
« Payroll/compensation disputes
« Working conditions
« Minor environmental concerns
« Community relations issues
« Policyviolations
P4 - ROUTINE (Response: <7 days)
» Scheduling requests
« General feedback
« Minor administrative issues
« Suggestions/improvements
2. Automated Triage Decision Rules
Keyword Detection Matrix (Multilingual)
code
P1 Keywords (any language):
- Death, dying, kill, suicide

- Explosion, fire, collapse



- Can't breathe, toxic, poison
- Rape, assault, attack
- Emergency, urgent, help now

- Trapped, buried, drowning

P2 Keywords:

- Injury, hurt, accident

- Contamination, spill, leak

- Harassment, discrimination
- Sick, disease, outbreak

- No water, power cut

- Threatening, intimidation

P3 Keywords:

- Pay, salary, wages

- Overtime, shift, schedule
- Dust, noise, smell

- Unfair, complaint

- Equipment, tools

- Training, safety gear

P4 Keywords:

- Suggestion, idea

- Thank you, appreciation
- Question, information

- Request, please consider



Confidence Scoring Algorithm

python

def calculate_priority_score(transcript):
# Account for transcription errors

confidence_threshold = 0.7

# Fuzzy matching for keywords
p1_score = fuzzy_match(transcript, p1_keywords)

p2_score = fuzzy_match(transcript, p2_keywords)

# Context analysis
urgency_indicators = check_urgency_patterns(transcript)

emotion_level = analyze_emotion(transcript)

# Weighted scoring
final_score = (
p1_score* 1.0 +
p2_score *0.7 +
urgency_indicators * 0.5 +

emotion_level * 0.3

return final_score, confidence_threshold
3. Human-in-the-Loop Checkpoints
Mandatory Human Review Triggers

Immediate Review Required:



Any P1 classification

Transcription confidence <60%

Multiple priority indicators detected

Sensitive demographic markers (gender, ethnicity, age)
Legal/regulatory keywords detected

Mentions of media or external authorities

Review Process Flow

code

Voice Input > Transcription = Initial Al Triage

v

Confidence Check

N N

High Confidence Low Confidence

N N

Auto-Route Human Review (Level 1)

N N

P1/P2: Human Reclassifyif needed
Verification v

N N

Action Team Appropriate Queue

4. Sensitive Report Protection Mechanisms

Multi-Layer Safety Net

Layer 1: Duplicate Detection

Same caller ID + similar content = flag for review

Prevents lost reports due to poor initial transcription

Layer 2: Sentiment Override



» High distress/emotion automatically bumps up one priority level
« Crying, shouting, or panic detected = immediate human review
Layer 3: Protected Categories
« Gender-based violence allegations > Special trained team
« Child safety concerns » Immediate escalation
+  Whistleblower indicators > Confidential handling protocol
Layer 4: Anomaly Detection
« Unusual patterns (multiple reports from same area)
« Sudden spike in specific complaint types
» First-time serious reporters get extra attention
5. Quality Assurance Framework
Daily Audit Requirements
« Random sample 10% of P3/P4 for correct classification
« 100% review of all P1/P2 classifications
«  Weekly trend analysis for missed escalations
Feedback Loop Integration
code
Grievance Resolution » Outcome Recording > Pattern Analysis
v
Update Classification Rules
v
Retrain Voice Recognition
v
Improve Keyword Detection
6. Implementation Safeguards

Technical Safeguards



Transcript Enhancement: Keep both raw and cleaned versions
Multi-Model Verification: Use 2+ Al models for P1/P2 classification
Audio Retention: Store original audio for 90 days minimum

Language Model: Regular updates for local dialects/slang

Process Safeguards

24/7 Human Backup: Always available for override
Cultural Competence: Region-specific review teams
Anonymous Option: Must work even with caller ID blocked

Confirmation System: SMS/callback for P1/P2 receipt confirmation

Monitoring Dashboard

Real-Time Metrics:

Average transcription confidence score
Human override rate by category
Response time by priority level
Geographic heat map of issues

Trending topics/keywords

Weekly Reports:

Misclassification analysis
Sensitive report handling audit
Community vs. worker complaint ratios

Resolution satisfaction scores

7. Continuous Improvement Protocol

Monthly Reviews:

1.

Analyze false positives/negatives

2. Update keyword libraries with local terms

3. Refine emotion detection algorithms



4. Incorporate resolution feedback

5. Adjust confidence thresholds based on accuracy data
Quarterly Assessments:

« Third-party audit of sensitive case handling

« Community feedback on accessibility

«  Worker survey on system trust

« Benchmark againstindustry standards

This system balances automation efficiency with human oversight to ensure no critical
issue falls through the cracks while managing high volumes effectively.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete”in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Monitoring & Evaluation Framework and Completion Audit Design for IFC PS5
Compliance

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
Core Indicators for Livelihood Restoration
Indicator 1: Household Income Restoration Rate
« Metric: % of households with income = baseline levels (inflation-adjusted)

» Comparison: Pre-displacementincome (baseline) vs. currentincome

Disaggregation: By vulnerability status, gender of household head, livelihood type

« Target: 295% of households at or above baseline



Indicator 2: Food Security Index
» Metric: Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) score

« Comparison: Baseline HFIAS vs. current HFIAS

Disaggregation: Vulnerable vs. non-vulnerable households

Target: No household in severe food insecurity category
Indicator 3: Productive Asset Ownership
« Metric: Value of productive assets (land, livestock, equipment, business assets)
« Comparison: Baseline asset value vs. current (replacement value)
- Disaggregation: Land-based vs. non-land-based livelihood recipients
+ Target: 2100% of baseline asset value restored
Indicator 4: Livelihood Diversification Index
« Metric: Number of income sources per household
« Comparison: Baseline sources vs. current sources
- Disaggregation: By original livelihood type and training received
- Target: = baseline number of income sources
Data Collection Methods
Method 1: Longitudinal Household Survey
« Frequency: Annual (Years 1-5), then at completion audit
« Sample: 100% census of affected households
« Components:
« Income and expenditure modules
« Assetinventory
« Food security assessment
« Livelihood activities mapping
» Satisfaction with restoration programs

» Special Provisions for Vulnerable Groups:



« Home visits for elderly/disabled
« Female enumerators for women-headed households
» Locallanguage questionnaires
« Simplified pictorial tools for illiterate respondents
Method 2: Participatory Wealth Ranking
+ Frequency: Baseline, Year 3, and completion audit
« Process:
« Community workshops segregated by gender
» Wealth categories defined by community
« Anonymous ranking of all affected households
« Validation through focus group discussions
+ Vulnerable Group Integration:
« Separate sessions for marginalized groups
« Cross-validation with survey data
« Special attention to hidden vulnerabilities
Additional Monitoring Tools
Quarterly Progress Reviews:
« Livelihood program participation rates
- Training completion certificates
» Business registration numbers
e Agriculturalyield data
Grievance Analysis:
» Livelihood-related complaints trending
« Resolution rates and satisfaction
» Systemic issues identification

2. Completion Audit Approach



Pre-Audit Readiness Assessment (Month -3)
Documentation Review:

« Original RAP/LRP commitments vs. implementation records

« All monitoring data (5 years)

« Grievance logs and resolution evidence

« Financial disbursement records
Stakeholder Mapping Update:

« Current location of all affected persons

« Status of vulnerable group members

« Identification of any secondary displacement
Completion Audit Framework
Phase 1: Quantitative Assessment (Months 1-2)
Comprehensive Household Survey:

* 100% coverage attempted (minimum 90% required)

« Income restoration verification

« Assetreplacement confirmation

« Access to services assessment

« Comparison with baseline and Year 3 data
Statistical Analysis:

- Trend analysis over 5 years

« Achievement of restoration targets

« Vulnerable group performance gaps

« Regional/sectoral variations
Phase 2: Qualitative Validation (Month 3)
Focus Group Discussions:

« Segregated by: gender, age, livelihood type, vulnerability



« Topics: quality of life changes, remaining challenges, sustainability
« Minimum 8-10 groups, 8-12 participants each
Key Informant Interviews:
«  Community leaders
» Local government officials
» Livelihood program implementers
«  NGO/CSO representatives
Success Story Documentation:
« 10-15 detailed case studies
e Include vulnerable group successes
« Photo/video documentation (with consent)
Handling Ongoing Livelihood Programs
Sustainability Assessment Framework:
Program Maturity Indicators:
1. Self-Sufficiency Test: Can beneficiaries continue without project support?
2. Market Integration: Are businesses/farms commercially viable?
3. Skills Transfer: Have beneficiaries mastered necessary skills?
4. Institutional Sustainability: Are support structures locally embedded?
Transition Planning Requirements:
« Clear exit strategy for each ongoing program
« Handover to local institutions documented
« Post-project support mechanisms identified
« Contingency fund for critical support (1 year)
Completion Determination Criteria
Minimum Requirements for PS5 Completion:

1. Income Restoration: 290% households at/above baseline



2. Vulnerable Group Performance: No vulnerable household below 80% of baseline
3. Grievance Resolution: 100% of significant grievances addressed
4. Sustainability Indicators: 280% of livelihood activities assessed as sustainable
Conditional Completion Scenarios:
Scenario A: "Completion with Monitoring"
« Core targets achieved (>90%)
« Some programs ongoing but sustainable
» Monitoring reduced to annual for 2 years
« Localinstitution takes lead role
Scenario B: "Partial Completion"
» 80-90% targets achieved

« Specific vulnerable groups need continued support

Focused intervention plan (6-12 months)
« Re-auditrequired
Scenario C: "Extended Implementation”
» <80% targets achieved
« Systemic issues identified
« Revised LRP required
« Fullimplementation continues
Final Audit Report Structure
1. Executive Summary: Achievement against PS5 objectives
2. Methodology: Survey coverage, limitations, confidence levels
3. Quantitative Findings: All indicators with trend analysis
4. Qualitative Findings: Community perspectives, sustainability
5. Vulnerable Group Analysis: Specific outcomes and gaps

6. Ongoing Program Assessment: Sustainability ratings



7. Recommendations:
« Immediate actions needed
« Transition arrangements
» Post-completion monitoring plan
8. Completion Certificate: Clear statement on PS5 compliance
Post-Audit Actions
If Completion Certified:
« Public disclosure of results
« Handover ceremony with communities
» Legacy fund establishment (if needed)
« Monitoring schedule (Years 6-7)
If Completion Not Certified:
« Gap analysis and action plan
« Timeline for addressing deficiencies
« Re-audit schedule
« Enhanced support for lagging groups

This framework ensures rigorous assessment while recognizing that livelihood restoration
is a long-term process requiring adaptive management and continued vigilance for
vulnerable groups.

Perplexity: Sonar Reasoning Pro

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose



their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Reasoned for a few seconds
IFC Performance Standard 5 Classification and Required Measures
1. Displacement Classification by Group

Group Classification  Rationale

. . Permanent inundation of homes (physical displacement
A) Households with BOTH Physical &

. . requiring relocation) plus loss of farmland asset (economic
formal titles Economic

displacement affecting livelihoods).

Part of 120 households requiring relocation (physical);
B) Informal/customary BOTH Physical & concurrent loss of farmland access eliminates primary
farmers Economic income source (economic). PS5 recognizes customary land
claims under paragraph 14(ii).
Loss of business assets and trading income. Capacity to
Primarily relocate activities elsewhere suggests physical relocation of

C) Kiosk owners ] ] . ; ) . .
Economic residence may not be required; displacement is primarily loss

of location-dependent livelihood.

2. Required Measures in Resettlement Action Plan / Livelihood Restoration Plan
Group A: Households with Formal Land Titles
1. Replacement Housing or Compensation

- Offer adequate replacement housing at resettlement site or cash
compensation at full replacement cost (PS5 para 16)

« Ensure replacement site provides improved living conditions



2. Agricultural Livelihood Restoration

« Provide replacement agricultural land of equivalent productive potential,
supported by independent soil/agronomic assessment (PS5 Guidance Note)

« Alternative: cash compensation for lost agricultural income, calculated at
replacement value

3. Relocation Assistance and Support
« Provide moving costs, temporary living allowance during transition
« Support for reconnecting to services (schools, health facilities, markets)

« Particular attention to vulnerable household members (elderly, children,
persons with disabilities)

4. Consultation and Transparent Entitlements
« Establish clear entitlements framework showing compensation amounts and
timing
« Conduct meaningful consultations on resettlement options and livelihood

strategies

Group B: Informal/Customary Farmers
1. Recognition and Compensation for Customary Claims

« Conduct formal census/status verification under PS5 para 14(ii) to document

customary land rights

« Provide compensation for lost farmland at replacement value (though may
be lower than formal titles due to informal tenure)

2. Land-Based Livelihood Restoration (Preferred)

« Offerreplacement land or usufruct arrangements that restore agricultural
income-generating capacity

- Ifreplacement land unavailable, provide alternative land-based livelihood
options (communal agricultural plots, smallholder schemes)

3. Targeted Support for Vulnerability



« Livelihood restoration program with skills training, tools/inputs, and
extension support given customary farmers may lack formal documentation

and market access

« Particular attention to women farmers and resource-dependent households

4. Resettlement Site and Community Services

« Ensure resettlement site includes adequate land for subsistence
farming/customary practices

« Provide essential community infrastructure (water, clinics, market spaces)

Group C: Kiosk Owners
1. Asset Compensation and Relocation Support

« Compensate for loss of kiosk structures, fixtures, and inventory at
replacement cost

» Provide one-time relocation assistance (transportation, temporary business

suspension costs)
2. Alternative Trading Location and Market Access

« Facilitate access to alternative trading sites (nearby market or relocated

access road commercial zone)

+ Conduct market assessment to confirm viable demand at alternative

location

« Support business registration/licensing procedures at new location

3. Business Continuity and Income Restoration

« Provide transitional cash allowance to cover income gaps during relocation

period

« Optional: small business loans or grants for inventory/equipment

replacement at new location

« Training on business operations in new location (if market conditions differ)

Cross-Cutting Principles



All groups must receive:
« Grievance mechanism for dispute resolution
- Stakeholder engagement plan with meaningful participation in plan design
+ Implementation timeline with clear compensation/assistance sequencing
« Monitoring and evaluation framework to track livelihood restoration success

+ Gender-sensitive and culturally appropriate measures recognizing household
and community structure

Key PS5 Distinction: Formal titleholders (Group A) have stronger legal claims and typically
receive compensation at full replacement cost. Customary claimants (Group B) are also
protected but compensation frameworks may reflect informal tenure arrangements.
Groups without recognized claims receive asset compensation only. All require livelihood
restoration regardless of tenure formality.

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Framework: Indigenous Communities in
Mining under IFC PS5 & PS7

This framework addresses the structural challenge that collective FPIC and Indigenous
governance may inadvertently marginalize sub-groups, requiring a dual-track approach
that reinforces rather than bypasses customary authority.



Core Principle: "Nested Participation”

Design grievance mechanisms that operate within and through Indigenous governance
structures rather than replacing them. Sub-group concerns feed upward to leadership,
which then engages collectively with the client. This respects collective sovereignty while
creating safe sub-group voice.

1. Grievance Mechanism Design: Culturally Embedded Channels

Tiered Structure

Tier 1:

Tier 2:

Tier 3:

Sub-Group Level (Community-Led)

Establish dedicated listening posts for women, youth, and hamlet representatives
facilitated by trusted community members (teacher, health worker, customary elder
from that group)

Conduct grievances in local language(s) without project staff initially present

Create written or oral complaint logs (respecting literacy levels and cultural
preference for oral traditions)

Frequency: Monthly community meetings at accessible locations (near water
source, market, satellite hamlet)

Indigenous Leadership Council

Submit aggregated sub-group concerns to formal Indigenous governance structure
(council of elders, gender committee, lineage heads)

Leadership assesses whether concerns reflect: (a) implementation failures, or (b)
misalignment between FPIC expectations and reality

Leadership requests corrective actions from client or escalates to Tier 3
Timing: Quarterly formal council review; emergency meetings for urgent concerns
Client-Facilitated Multi-Stakeholder Review

Client meets with full leadership representation plus direct sub-group delegates
(e.g., 1-2 women representatives, 1 youth representative, hamlet elder)

Focuses on corrective action, plan modification, and ongoing FPIC re-engagement

Frequency: Semi-annually (or triggered by Tier 2 escalation)



2. Ensuring Safe, Equitable Sub-Group Voice

Addressing Power Imbalances Within Community

Women's Grievances

Designate female community facilitator (trained by project) to lead women's
listening posts

Clarify that women's concerns (land access, income loss, domestic labor burden,
sexual harassment/exploitation risks) are distinct from household heads'
interests and equally valid

Ensure women participate separately from husbands/fathers in initial grievance
meetings; may combine at Tier 2 leadership discussions

PS7 Requirement Met: GN7 explicitly calls for gender-inclusive assessment and
recognition of women's specific roles in resource use and decision-making[4]

Youth Grievances

Create youth sub-committee or designate youth representative(s) to articulate
future livelihoods, education disruption, cultural identity concerns

Acknowledge that youth may have been excluded from FPIC (which often targets
household heads or elders)

Youth grievances may reveal gaps in training/employment provisions for younger age
groups

Satellite Hamlet / Minority Clan Grievances

Ensure hamlet representatives attend all decision-making forums; do not allow sub-
groups to be absorbed into majority community voice

Conduct hamlet-specific community meetings to validate isolation, service access,
or cultural practice concerns before escalation

Document whether grievances reflect marginalization within the Indigenous
community or project-specific failures

Confidentiality & Non-Retaliation Protections

Project explicitly commits to: no retaliation against grievance-raisers or community
facilitators



« Grievance logs remain confidential unless complainant authorizes sharing

« Community facilitators trained on confidentiality and conflict-of-interest protocols

« PS5 Requirement: Grievance mechanism must be safe, confidential, and free from

retaliation[7]

3. Distinguishing FPIC Process Failures from Implementation Gaps

Process Failure Investigation

If sub-groups claim inadequate FPIC input:

« Root cause analysis: Was FPIC process flawed or was informed consent obtained
but not operationalized?

Did project hold separate women's/youth consultations? (Often missing)
Were hamlet/ minority viewpoints explicitly solicited?

Were trade-offs transparently explained (e.g., "X households must relocate; Y
receive cash vs. land; Z lose farming temporarily")?

Did community understand and accept consequences, or was consent
based on incomplete information?

« Corrective action (if process was flawed):

Repeat FPIC with enhanced inclusion: Conduct sub-group-specific re-
consultation on unagreed or poorly understood elements

Modify RAP/LRP based on newly articulated concerns (e.g., if women were
not consulted on livelihood alternatives, develop women-specific income
restoration options)

Document revised FPIC outcomes and obtain explicit re-consent from
leadership and sub-groups

PS7 Requirement: GN7 states "Provide sufficient time for Indigenous
Peoples' decision-making processes"—do not rush re-engagement[4]

Implementation Gap Investigation

If measures are agreed but not delivered:



» Assess whether: compensation delayed, resettlement site inadequate, livelihood
training not culturally appropriate, access to credit/markets obstructed, gender-

blind design (e.g., women denied livelihood support because no male household
head to sign)

« Sub-groups may be experiencing disproportionate impact (e.g., women's livestock
herd size smaller, so standard compensation insufficient; youth lack collateral for
business loans)

« Corrective action:
« Adjust measures to address sub-group-specific vulnerabilities
« Accelerate delayed implementations

» Provide targeted support (women's savings group, youth apprenticeship
program, hamlet-based market access)

4. Ongoing FPIC: Adaptive Management Approach

Recognize FPIC as Iterative, Not One-Time

PS7 Principle: "Establish and maintain an ongoing relationship based on Informed
Consultation and Participation (ICP) with the Indigenous Peoples affected by a project
throughout the project's life-cycle."[1][4]

Implementation during grievance resolution:

«  When corrective actions modify the RAP/LRP, treat as triggering ongoing FPIC
requirement

« Example: If women's livelihood measure is changed from cash to land use,
obtain re-consent from women representatives

« Example: If satellite hamlet relocation site is altered, conduct re-
consultation with hamlet

« Use grievance process to learn whether FPIC assumptions remain valid
« Monitor for sign that community no longer consents to original project terms

« If consentis withdrawn or significantly compromised, escalate to lender
(IFC) and consider project redesign

Community-Led Monitoring



Establish Indigenous community monitoring committee (including women, youth,
minority representatives) to track RAP/LRP implementation against agreed
measures

Monthly grievance data + monitoring reports inform quarterly client-community
performance reviews

Community retains voice in adaptive management: if circumstances change (e.g.,
resettlement crops fail, market collapse), propose measure revisions with fresh
community input

5. Lender (IFC) Oversight & Accountability

Client Reporting to IFC

Quarterly grievance summary: # of sub-group grievances, root causes, corrective
actions taken, outcome

Annual implementation review: Progress against RAP/LRP targets, sub-group-
specific outcomes (e.g., women's income restoration vs. male-headed households;
youth employment uptake)

FPIC status: Any sub-group concerns that trigger ongoing FPIC re-engagement
documented and outcomes shared

IFC Review Triggers

IFC reviews project if:

Grievances indicate FPIC was obtained under duress or with material information
gaps

Sub-group marginalization is systematic and not being remedied
Community withdraws or materially revokes consent

RAP/LRP modifications required are substantial (>20% budget increase, changed
relocation site, altered livelihood strategy)

PS7 Requires: If lender finds FPIC was inadequate or community consent withdrawn,

client must cease or modify project; IFC may withdraw financing[1][4]

6. Practical Implementation Timeline



Phase Action

Designate community facilitators;

Baseline . . . -
establish Tier 1 listening posts
Active Monthly sub-group meetings;
Listening document grievances
. Root cause analysis: FPIC process
Analysis

gap vs. implementation gap

Re-FPIC (if Conduct sub-group consultations on
needed) any modified measures

Implement remedial measures

Corrective ) ] )
. (accelerate delivery, modify design,
Action
add support)
L. Quarterly multi-stakeholder reviews;
Monitoring

track outcomes by sub-group

7. Documentation & Learning

Key Records:

Stakeholders Timeline

Client + community leadership Weeks 1-2

Facilitators + Ongoing (Months
women/youth/hamlet members 1-3 minimum)

Community leadership + client +

. . Month 3
independent monitor
Clients + sub-group

. Month 4-5
representatives

) . Months 5-12
Client + community
(staggered)

Community committee + client + )
. . Ongoing
independent monitor

« Grievance log (sub-group origin, nature, resolution, outcome)

« FPIC re-engagement notes (if triggered)

« RAP/LRP modifications approved by leadership + sub-groups

» Sub-group outcome data (e.g., % women with post-displacement income; % youth

employed)

» Lessons learned report (what did grievance mechanism reveal about inclusion

gaps?)

Transparency:

« Findings shared with community at Tier 2 meetings

« Annual community report card on implementation progress

« |IFC receives full documentation for oversight



Summary: Balancing Collective Sovereignty with Sub-Group Equity

Principle Mechanism

Grievances flow through Indigenous leadership; final corrective

Respect collective FPIC o . .
decisions include leadership

Tier 1 sub-group listening posts create safe space before escalation to

Amplify marginalized voices

leadership
Distinguish process from Root cause analysis determines whether FPIC must be repeated or
implementation gaps measures adjusted

Remain consistent with PS5 & Grievance mechanism meets PS5 requirements; ongoing FPIC meets
PS7 PS7 requirement for participatory life-cycle engagement

Grievance data inform RAP/LRP modifications; modifications trigger

Enable adaptive management . .
fresh FPIC (not unilateral project changes)

This approach assumes that the original FPIC was adequately inclusive but

implementation is revealing unmet needs of specific sub-groups—a common scenario

where grievance mechanisms must support corrective action rather than overturn prior
consent.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local

workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced

in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced



in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework: Mining Project with Indigenous
Relocation and Project-Induced In-Migration

1. Integrated Assessment and Management Under PS1, PS5, and PS7
The Three-Standard Logic Chain

PS1 (Foundation) establishes the overarching Environmental and Social Management
System (ESMS), requiring:[3]

« Identification of risks and impacts (including social)

« Management programs with measurable targets

- Stakeholder engagement and grievance mechanisms
« Monitoring and review throughout project life

PS5 (Specific Outcome) requires that physical and economic displacement be avoided
where feasible, or if unavoidable, managed through Resettlement Action Plans and
Livelihood Restoration Plans that restore or improve pre-displacement living standards and
income.[2][3]

PS7 (Conditionality for Indigenous Peoples) mandates that FPIC be obtained before
project approval when Indigenous Peoples are physically displaced or face significant
cultural impacts; ongoing consultation required throughout project life.[1]

How They Integrate: Assessment > Designh > Implementation



Phase

Pre-FPIC
Assessment

FPIC Phase

RAP/LRP Design

Implementation

Completion
Audit

PS1 Role

ESMS baseline:
identify all
affected groups,
vulnerabilities,
baseline
livelihoods

Stakeholder

engagement plan

executed;
consultations
recorded

ESMS specifies
roles: who
monitors, who
escalates,
grievance
process

Grievance
mechanism
active; monthly
monitoring data
collected

ESMS
effectiveness
evaluated: did

PS5 Role

Preliminary
resettlement Census:
map land/asset
ownership (formal &
customary); quantify
displacement

FPIC informs RAP
options: community
choice on
compensation

modality, resettlement

site alternatives,
livelihood priorities

RAP/LRP embeds FPIC

outcomes:
compensation
entitlements,

relocation sequencing,

livelihood pathways,
vulnerable household
support

Compensation

disbursed on schedule;

resettlement sites
developed; livelihood
support delivered

(training, credit, market

access)

PS5 compliance: living

standards/income

trajectory compared to

PS7 Role

PS7 gates: Determine if

Indigenous Peoples
experience physical
displacement or
significant cultural

impact > FPIC required

Indigenous community

(via leadership + sub-

groups) gives informed

consent
to specific RAP/LRP

design, project footprint,

and benefit-sharing
terms

LRP includes Indigenous

cultural practices,
livelihood priorities

expressed during FPIC;

ongoing consultation
protocol for adaptive
management

Community monitor
committee (including
Indigenous

representatives) tracks
whether LRP is culturally

appropriate and
restoring/improving
livelihoods

PS7 compliance:
community reports
whether FPIC remains

"free" (no coercion post-

Output

FPIC Readiness
Report: confirms
whether FPIC is
legally/ethically
required

Signed FPIC
Record; RAP/LRP
modified per
Indigenous input

Final RAP/LRP
consistent with
both FPIC and PS5
standards

Quarterly
performance
reports
disaggregated by
Indigenous vs.
non-Indigenous,
vulnerable sub-
groups

Audit report
documents
whether objectives



Phase PS1 Role PS5 Role PS7 Role Output

grievances reveal baseline; residual gaps project); consent met; remedial
gaps? identified stability assessed actions if needed

When FPIC Is Triggered
FPIC is required when:

« Indigenous Peoples will be physically displaced (relocation of homes/villages)
v Applies here for one village

« Project will cause significant cultural impact (loss of sacred sites, restricted
access to traditional hunting/gathering, interference with cultural practices)

« Indigenous Peoples are collectively dependent on land/resources for livelihood and
identity

For the second (non-Indigenous) village: PS5 applies (RAP required), but PS7 does not
trigger FPIC. However, PS1 requires meaningful consultation on resettlement options;
consent is not mandatory but full participation is required.[1][3]

2. Three Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration
Risk Pathway 1: Influx-Driven Land Pressure and Secondary Displacement
Mechanism:

« Construction camp (1,500 workers) and influx of jobseekers attract informal traders,
service providers (bars, lodging, food vendors)

« Informal settlers establish squatter camps near resettlement sites or on periphery
of host communities

« Land prices spike; host communities lease/sell customary land to outsiders for
housing/commerce

« Displaced communities relocated to designated resettlement sites find access
restricted; informal settlers occupy buffer zones

« Secondary displacement occurs: host community members or poor resettled
households displaced by outsiders; social cohesion fractures

Undermines RAP/LRP Because:



« PS5 Promise Not Met: Resettled households unable to restore to "pre-
displacement living standard" if resettlement site becomes congested, insecure, or
lacks access to services (influx strains water, sanitation, schools)

« Indigenous Cultural Continuity: If influx reaches sacred sites or traditional
territories, ongoing FPIC promises (cultural respect, territory access) become
untenable

- Livelihood Restoration Fails: If influx disrupts local markets (traders selling cheap
imports undercutting resettled farmers/artisans) or creates criminality (theft of
livestock, crop raiding), livelihoods become unviable

* Non-Indigenous Host Communities Doubly Harmed: Already economically
displaced by project (dust, noise, restricted access), then suffer secondary
displacement/social strain from influx

Risk Pathway 2: Influx-Driven Social Fragmentation and Erosion of Indigenous
Governance

Mechanism:

« Influx of outsiders (workers, traders, migrants) brings different languages, cultural
practices, moral codes, labor competition

» Indigenous leadership loses authority to regulate community affairs; dual
governance emerges (formal state authorities + weakened customary leadership)

« Youth migrate to construction camp or influx settlements; cultural knowledge
transfer breaks down; customary dispute resolution bypassed

«  Women become vulnerable to exploitation (sex work, trafficking) if influx brings
informal bars/settlements; domestic violence may increase

« Customary land tenure undermined: outsiders claim land; formal titling pressure
conflicts with collective Indigenous ownership

Undermines RAP/LRP Because:

« PS7 Failure: "Respect for dignity and culture of Indigenous Peoples"[1] cannot be
maintained if influx erodes customary authority and cultural transmission

» Livelihood Restoration: LRP assumes Indigenous community can collectively
manage agricultural or artisanal livelihoods; fragmentation prevents coordinated
livelihood programs



« Consent Instability: Community consent to project (FPIC) was premised on
maintaining cultural cohesion; influx reveals project cannotisolate Indigenous
community from external pressures, triggering revocation of consent or demand for
major mitigation (quarantine policies, influx control)

« Grievance Mechanism Overwhelmed: Influx creates parallel grievances (squatter
disputes, competition, crime) that crowd out core resettlement/livelihood
grievances; Indigenous communities perceive project as indirectly causing social
destabilization

Risk Pathway 3: Influx-Driven Goods/Service Competition and Host Community
Resentment

Mechanism:

« Influx brings informal traders selling cheaper goods/services (imported clothes,
prepared food, low-cost lodging)

« Non-Indigenous host communities (already economically displaced by project) lose
secondary income from small-scale trading

» Project-displaced communities competing with influx for livelihood opportunities
(unskilled labor, petty trade); wage rates decline

« Host communities blame influx for reduced livelihoods, social disruption, increased
crime; blame project for bringing workers and creating influx

» Tensions rise between host communities and resettled/Indigenous communities (if
resettled groups receive better support); project becomes lightning rod for local
resentment

Undermines RAP/LRP Because:

« PS5 Equity Failure: Non-Indigenous economically displaced communities
experience compounded livelihood loss (project displacement + influx
competition); RAP livelihood support insufficient to offset both shocks

« Social Cohesion: Host resentment toward project and resettled communities
destabilizes social relationships; community-level monitoring and grievance
mechanism become adversarial rather than cooperative

» Grievance Backlog: Grievance mechanism floods with influx-related complaints
unrelated to core resettlement/livelihood; project's capacity to manage PS5/PS7-
specific issues overwhelmed



« Gender/Youth Vulnerability: Host community youth/women pushed out of

livelihood opportunities; may migrate to influx settlements (informal work, sex

work), increasing vulnerability

3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

Core Design Principle: "Single Portal, Differentiated Pathways"

All resettlement, livelihood, and influx-related grievances enter one project grievance

mechanism, but are routed according to causation and appropriate remedy.

Grievance Mechanism Architecture

Tier 1: Community-Level Reception (Culturally Embedded)

Affected Group Reception Point Facilitator

Monthly village

Indigenous . Trusted community
assembly + dedicated .
Relocated . o elder trained on
. Indigenous liaison ]
Community . grievance protocols
officer
Community

Non-Indigenous Monthly community .
representative

Relocated meeting + project
. o (teacher, health
Community liaison
worker)
Quarterly mobile
Host . o
. grievance clinics at key Local government
Communities o )
settlements along liaison + project
(Non- . . .
. access road; fixed social officer
Indigenous)

radio hotline

Monthly clinic at NGO-contracted
Influx Settlers / . .

construction camp social worker (neutral
Informal ) )

periphery + SMS/call  third party, not
Workers ) ]

hotline project-employed)

Key Features:

Language &
Format

Local Indigenous
language; oral
preference
supported with
written log

Local language;
written form
available (literacy
support provided)

Radio broadcastin

local language;
walk-in forms

Multiple
languages; oral
primary; text
option

Entry Recording

Grievance number
assigned;
complainant
receives token with
number

me

Same

Anonymous option
available for influx
participants

(security concern)



» Accessibility: Grievances received without requiring written English; no cost to
complainant

- Safety: Women's grievances (exploitation, harassment) received in private;
Indigenous Peoples receive feedback in culturally appropriate manner

- Speed: Tier 1 acknowledges receipt within 1 week; responds within 4 weeks or
escalates

Tier 2: Issue Classification & Root Cause Routing
AllTier 1 grievances classified by root cause and appropriate remedy:

Grievance

Root Cause Remedy Lead Escalation Path
Type
Compensation delayed, .
L RAP Manager (client); .
Core PS5 resettlement site inadequate, ) ) If unresolved in 8 weeks
. o coordinates with . .
Grievance livelihood support not - IFC Compliance Officer

. financial/procurement teams
delivered
FPIC not respected, cultural
Core PS7 sites damaged, Indigenous
Grievance governance undermined,

Client + Indigenous Leadership  If unresolved in 8 weeks
Council + independent cultural - IFC (possible FPIC

] . monitor revision trigger)
community consent at risk
Secondary displacement, . ) S
Influx- . Influx Response Coordinator If influx mitigation
informal settlers, land . ] o
Related .. (client) + local government + host insufficient > escalate to
. pressure, goods competition, . ) ) .
Grievance community leadership IFC (project design flaw)

crime/safety

o Decomposed into
. (e.g., livelihood lost partly due RAP Manager + Influx .

Mixed . . component grievances;
. to PS5 delay + partly due to Coordinator + community . .
Grievance o N addressed via multiple

influx competition) facilitator
remedy streams

Tier 3: Multi-Stakeholder Review & Escalation
Quarterly Integrated Grievance Review:

« Client + Indigenous Leadership Council + Host Community Representatives + IFC
representative (if major escalations)



« Agenda: (i) summary of Tier 1 grievances by type; (ii) root cause analysis; (iii)
corrective action status; (iv) emerging patterns

« Output: Grievance Trend Report; if pattern emerges (e.g., systematic
undercompensation, influx out of control), triggers RAP/LRP revision or project-level
intervention

Monitoring System: Capturing Resettlement, Livelihood, and Influx Outcomes
Framework: Dual Monitoring (Implementation Monitoring + Outcome Monitoring)
A. Implementation Monitoring (Process)

Monthly Data Collection by Community Monitors (mix of project-hired and community-
nominated):

« RAP Implementation: # households relocated, compensation disbursed,
resettlement sites occupied, basic services (water, schools, clinics) functional

 LRP Implementation: # households enrolled in livelihood training, credit disbursed,
market linkages established, # employed in post-project jobs

+ Indigenous-Specific: # FPIC consultation meetings held, # cultural sites protected,
# customary practices maintained, community satisfaction with cultural respect

« Influx Monitoring: # informal settlers estimated, # squatter settlements,
police/crime incidents, wage trends, market competition indicators

Data Disaggregation:

« Indigenous vs. non-Indigenous relocated

+ Host communities (non-Indigenous)

« Influx settlers

« Vulnerable sub-groups (women-headed households, youth, disabled, landless)
Red Flags for Escalation:

» Resettlement delayed >1 month beyond schedule

« Livelihood enrollment <50% target

« Influx population exceeds 2x construction workforce estimate



« Community satisfaction score drops >10% quarter-on-quarter
» FPIC-related grievances >2 per month

B. Outcome Monitoring (Results)

Baseline + Semi-Annual Household Surveys (representative sample ~200-300

households per group):

Indicator PS5 Objective PS7 Objective

. Indigenous HH livelihood
HH monthly income = pre-

Income . . tied to land/cultural
displacement baseline . o
practices maintained

Same, with Indigenous
Food % HH food-secure (adequate |
dietary preferences

Security meals, dietary diversity)
respected

Indigenous community
retains territorial access;

Land/Asset % HH with secure access to

Access plot/livelihood asset .
sacred sites protected

Social capital index (trust,
Social cooperation); community
Cohesion participation in collective

Community authority
maintained; cultural
leadership respected

decisions
% youth participatingin
Cultural . traditional knowledge
L. N/A (non-Indigenous focus) .
Continuity transfer; cultural practice

frequency

Influx Nexus

Influx-driven wage competition
measured; if wages declined
>15%, influx mitigation
strengthened

Influx inflates food prices >
measure HH purchasing power; if
declined, livelihood support
increased

Secondary displacement
measured: % HH losing land
access due to influx; if >5%, land
zoning enforced

Cohesion strained by influx?
Measure inter-group (resettled vs.
host vs. influx) conflict incidents

If influx disrupts cultural
transmission, remedial support
(cultural center, youth
mentorship) deployed

Gender roles in Indigenous Influx-related exploitation

% women with independent = |
Gender . ] livelihood respected; no
. income; reproductive health . .
Equality increase in female
access .
vulnerability

Trigger-Based Adaptive Management:

monitored: # women entering
informal/sex work; if rising,
protection measures activated



If any outcome indicator misses target by >15%, RAP/LRP amended with community
input (possible FPIC re-engagement for Indigenous community)

If influx-driven outcomes deteriorate (e.g., wage decline, cohesion loss), Influx
Response Plan activated: quarantine on camp workers, deportation of informal
settlers, labor market stabilization measures

Completion Audit Framework: Assessing PS5/PS7 Compliance

At Project Closure (or Year 5 post-relocation), IFC-approved independent auditor

conducts assessment:

PS5 Audit Questions

1.

2.

Avoidance: Was displacement genuinely unavoidable? (Design review)

Compensation Adequacy: Did all households receive full replacement cost for lost
assets (land, house, crops, livelihood)?

Living Standard Restoration: Are incomes = baseline? Food security maintained?
Access to services adequate?

Equity: Were vulnerable groups (women, disabled, landless) provided differentiated
support? Were outcomes equitable across groups?

Grievance Resolution: Were all PS5-related grievances resolved satisfactorily? Any
residual complaints?

Influx Impact: Did influx undermine RAP/LRP outcomes? (e.g., secondary
displacement, livelihood competition) If so, were mitigation measures adequate?

Pass Threshold: 285% of indicators met; residual gaps identified with remedial timeline.

PS7 Audit Questions

1.

FPIC Validity: Was Indigenous consent genuinely free, prior, and informed? Any
coercion/undue influence?

Consent Persistence: Does community maintain consent, or has it been
withdrawn/materially revised?

Cultural Impact: Were sacred sites protected? Cultural practices maintained?
Cultural continuity supported?



4. Community Authority: Did Indigenous governance remain respected? Leadership
consulted on adaptive decisions?

5. Sub-Group Voice: Were women, youth, minority clans heard during
implementation? Were grievances differentiated?

6. Influx Mitigation: Did influx social fragmentation undermine Indigenous cultural
cohesion? Adequate remediation?

7. Ongoing Consultation: Post-project, is community still consulted on any residual
issues (e.g., mine reclamation, closure planning)?

Pass Threshold: FPIC remains valid; community reports project minimized/mitigated
cultural harm; consent stability assured.

4. Integration: How the Pieces Fit Into One Framework
code
SINGLE PROJECT SOCIAL MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK
|
- TIER 0: FOUNDATION (PS1 ESMS)
| |- Baseline: Identify all affected groups, vulnerabilities, livelihoods
| |- Risk Assessment: Physical displacement + economic displacement + influx risks
| |-— Stakeholder Engagement: Consultation plan (Indigenous FPIC pathway separate)
| L Grievance Mechanism: Single entry point for ALL social grievances
|
—TIER 1: ASSESSMENT & DESIGN (PS5 RAP + PS7 FPIC)
| - PS5 Path: Census of landholdings, livelihoods > RAP drafted

| |- PS7 Path: Indigenous impact assessment > FPIC process > RAP modified per
consent

| |- Integration: RAP incorporates both PS5 (livelihood restoration) & PS7 (cultural
respect) outcomes



| L Influx Lens: Influx risks identified in baseline; mitigation measures embedded in
RAP/LRP

[ TIER 2: IMPLEMENTATION (RAP/LRP Delivery + Influx Monitoring)

| - Community Monitors (diverse: Indigenous, non-Indigenous, host, neutral) track
delivery

| |- Grievance Tier 1 receives complaints; Tier 2 routes by root cause (PS5 vs PS7 vs
Influx)

| |- Monthly reports feed into:

| | - RAP Manager (compensation, resettlement logistics)

| | - LRP Coordinator (livelihood programs, training, employment)

| | - Indigenous Liaison (cultural protection, governance respect, ongoing consultation)

| | L Influx Response Team (camp management, informal settlement control, labor
market stability)

| L Quarterly Integrated Grievance Review: all teams align on cross-cutting issues
- TIER 3: ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT (Continuous FPIC for Indigenous Community)
| |- If outcome monitoring shows targets missed - trigger RAP/LRP revision

| - For Indigenous community, any material RAP/LRP change > ongoing FPIC re-
engagement

| |- If influx undermines consent > escalate to IFC; may require project modification

| L Community monitoring committee (Indigenous + non-Indigenous + host) validates
adaptive changes

L_TIER 4: AUDIT & LEARNING (PS5/PS7 Completion Assessment)

- Independent auditor assesses: compensation adequacy, income restoration, cultural
continuity

I Grievance data reviewed: were core PS5/PS7 issues resolved?



- Influx impact assessed: did secondary effects undermine outcomes?

L Lessons learned documented for future IFC projects in remote resource-extraction

contexts

Summary: Key Integration Points

Element

Unified Grievance Portal

Community Monitors
(Mixed)

Quarterly Integrated
Review

Outcome Indicators
(Disaggregated)

Adaptive FPIC for
Indigenous

Influx Mitigation as
RAP/LRP Lever

Completion Audit Lens

How It Prevents Silo Management

All complaints (resettlement, livelihood, influx, cultural) enter one system;
root-cause routing prevents fragmentation

Indigenous + non-Indigenous + host representatives ensure no group's
interests overlooked; influx perspective included

RAP Manager + LRP Coordinator + Indigenous Liaison + Influx Team meet
together; cross-cutting risks surfaced (e.g., "influx is undercutting livelihood
income")

Single dataset tracks indigenous vs. non-Indigenous vs. host vs. influx
outcomes; disparities visible; interventions targeted

When RAP/LRP changes needed (due to implementation gaps OR influx
pressures), Indigenous community re-consulted > FPIC remains "ongoing" per
PS7

Influx response (camp quarantine, informal settlement control) treated as part
of RAP/LRP success, not separate project management issue

Auditor asks: "Did influx undermine PS5/PS7 outcomes?" forcing
accountability for indirect as well as direct impacts

Immediate Implementation Actions (First 6 Months)

1. Establish Grievance Tier 1 Infrastructure: Identify and train community facilitators

(Indigenous, non-Indigenous, host, neutral); set up physical/radio reception points

2. Baseline Social Monitoring: Conduct census of relocated households, non-

Indigenous hosts, influx trajectory estimate; establish baseline income/food

security/cohesion indicators



3. Indigenous FPIC Finalization: Complete any outstanding FPIC consultations with
sub-groups (women, youth, minority clans) to ensure informed consent is robust

4. Influx Mitigation Plan: In parallel with RAP/LRP, develop camp management
strategy, informal settlement zoning, labor market monitoring protocol

5. Monitoring System Operationalization: Recruit and train community monitors;
establish data collection schedule; set up quarterly review meetings

6. Grievance Tier 2/3 Coordination: Clarify roles: RAP Manager, LRP Coordinator,
Indigenous Liaison, Influx Response Team; establish escalation triggers and
timelines

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Reasoned for a few seconds
Triage and Escalation Rubric for Multilingual Voice Bot Grievance System
Design Principle

Three-Layer Architecture: Automated triage > confidence-weighted human review >
escalation with audit trail. This balances speed with accuracy, ensures nothing critical is
missed, and creates defensible records.

1. Core Triage Categories and Decision Framework

Category Hierarchy (by urgency)



Category Definition Trigger Keywords/Themes

Injury, collapse, blast, explosion,

Life-safety risk or chemical spill, assault, sexual
CRITICAL

. imminent harm; requires harassment, threat, unconscious,
(Immediate)

action within 24 hours blood, "help", emergency,
entrapment, poisoning

Serious rights violation,  Discrimination, wage theft, unpaid
health risk, or overtime, forced labor indicators,

HIGH (Urgent) environmental threat; repeated safety violation, respiratory
requires action within 48- illness, water contamination, illegal
72 hours firing

Non-emergency . . .
. Shift scheduling dispute, payroll
operational or contractual o .
MEDIUM . . error, missing benefits, poor
issue; standard resolution ] ] )
(Standard) . . ] equipment maintenance, noise/dust
timeline (5-10 business

complaint, access to facilities
days)

Generalinquiry or non-
LOW urgent feedback; no
(Administrative) immediate action

Suggestion, facility enhancement,
process improvement, commute

. issue, canteen complaint
required

2. Automated Transcript Processing & Confidence Scoring

Error Handling for ASR Transcripts

Escalation Path

> Site Safety Officer +
HR (if rights/abuse) +
Legal (if criminal)

> Department Head +
Compliance Officer +
Environmental
Manager

> Direct Supervisor +
HR + Department
Lead

- Feedback
Repository; reviewed
quarterly

Because automatic speech recognition (ASR) introduces errors—especially in noisy

environments (mining sites), accented speech, and multiple languages—build
in confidence gates:

Natural Language Processing (NLP) Model:

« Flag keywords with confidence <70% for manual human review before
categorization

« Highlight passages with high word-error rates (e.g., "blasting" misheard as "casting")

» Retain original audio clip linked to transcript for human verification if category is

CRITICAL or HIGH



Example Error Scenario:

» ASR Output: "The supervisor told me to hide the chemical spill in the tailings." (ASR
Confidence: 62%)

« System Action: Flag for manual transcription review; do NOT auto-escalate; route
to Human Reviewer Tier 1 with audio clip

« Reviewer Decision: Confirm transcript accuracy, then escalate as CRITICAL or
MEDIUM depending on context

Multi-Language Handling:

« ASRtrained on mining-sector vernacular (local language + English; region-specific
variants)

» Flag code-switched segments (e.g., Afrikaans/Xhosa mix in South Africa) for
language-aware human review

» Prioritize human review for languages with lower ASR accuracy (<75% baseline)

3. Decision Rules: From Keywords to Category Assignment
Automated Keyword Matching + Contextual Scoring

Use keyword clustering + semantic analysis to assign tentative category, then apply
confidence gate:

Example 1: Safety Issue with Clear Intent
code
Transcript: "There's a crack in the main hoist cable, and | told the

foreman but he said 'don't worry, we'll inspect it next month."

Keywords Detected: [hoist, cable, crack, foreman, inspect, next month]

Severity Indicators: Equipment defect + delayed response + life-safety equipment
Tentative Category: CRITICAL (imminent equipment failure risk)

ASR Confidence: 92% (clear speech, no ambiguity)

> AUTO-ROUTE to Safety Officer (no human review delay needed)



Example 2: Potential Discrimination with ASR Uncertainty
code
Transcript: "The manager said | can't get promoted because I'm not

from [UNCLEAR WORD -50% confidence on 'the region'/'the religion']."

Keywords Detected: [promoted, manager, discrimination indicator]

ASR Confidence Issue: Flagged word is critical context (region vs. religion drastically
changes severity)

> HOLD for Human Reviewer Tier 1 to clarify; then escalate as HIGH (discrimination) or
MEDIUM (regional preference)

Decision Tree
code
— Grievance Received (Voice Bot + ASR Transcript)
|
- Check ASR Confidence &amp; Language Quality
| |- If Confidence <70% on any critical keyword > [A] Manual Transcription Review
| L 1f Confidence =70% - [B] Proceed to Keyword Analysis
|
-—[B] Keyword Analysis &amp; Contextual Scoring
|- CRITICAL Keywords Present? (injury, assault, threat, collapse, etc.)
| LYES > [C1] Auto-Escalate to CRITICAL; notify Site Safety Officer immediately
| L_NO > Continue

| - HIGH Keywords Present? (discrimination, wage theft, forced labor, etc.)

| | L vES > [C2] Score Context: systematic issue? Imminent harm? > Escalate HIGH

| | L NO > Continue



| - MEDIUM Keywords Present? (payroll, scheduling, maintenance, etc.)

| | L vES > [C3] Route to MEDIUM (Standard Process)

| | L_NO > [C4]LOW (Administrative)

|

—[A] Manual Transcription Review (Human Tier 1)

| |—— Listen to audio clip; correct transcript

| I-— Re-run Keyword Analysis with corrected transcript

| L Categorize per [B] logic; route accordingly

|

[--[C1] CRITICAL Path

| - Immediate SMS + phone alert to Site Safety Officer

| |- Alert HR Director (if abuse/assault/discrimination component)

| [— Alert Legal (if criminal conduct suspected)

| [— Assigned case number; status update to grievance-raiser within 4 hours

|

--[C2] HIGH Path

| I-— Email alert to Compliance Officer + Department Head; flag for 24-48 hour response
| F—1f rights violation (discrimination, wage theft, forced labor): escalate to HR + Legal
| |-— Assign case number; send confirmation to grievance-raiser within 24 hours
|

--[C3] MEDIUM Path

| I-— Email routing to Direct Supervisor + Department Lead

| |- Standard 5-10 business day response timeline

| [ Grievance-raiser receives acknowledgment within 48 hours



L[c4] LOW Path
- Added to feedback repository
|- Reviewed in monthly quality/suggestions meeting

L Generic response sent (if requested)

4. Human-in-the-Loop Checkpoints
Tier 1: ASR Quality & Context Verification (Automated with Human Override)
When triggered:

« Confidence score <70% on critical keyword

« Code-switching or language ambiguity

« Emotional/stress indicators in voice (long pauses, tremor, crying) suggesting
CRITICAL that ASR missed

Human Reviewer (5-10 min per case):
» Listento audio clip; verify/correct transcript
» Assess emotional tone and context (ASR cannot detect distress)
« Flagif original categorization seems misaligned
« Sign-off: Corrected transcript + confirmed category + confidence flag

Output: Routed with confidence boosted to 275% or escalated to Tier 2 for deeper review

Tier 2: Sensitive Issue Flagging (Rights-Based Review)
When triggered:

« AnyHIGH or CRITICAL grievance touching sexual harassment, assault,
discrimination, wage theft, forced labor, or child labor

+ Potential criminal conduct

« Grievances from vulnerable populations (migrant workers, women, persons with
disabilities, Indigenous communities if applicable)



Human Reviewer (HR/Compliance, 15-30 min per case):

Assess whether grievance requires confidentiality / anonymity protection

Determine if internal HR/Safety team can handle or if external investigation needed
(independence concern)

Identify trauma-informed response needed (e.g., peer support, counseling referral)
Assess retaliation risk; recommend interim protective measures

Sign-off: Handling protocol + confidentiality note + external escalation decision

Output: Routed to appropriate handler (HR, Safety, Legal, Independent Investigator) with

safeguarding protocol attached

Tier 3: Pattern & Trend Detection (Compliance Oversight)

When triggered:

Monthly automated scan of all grievance data (anonymized) for patterns

E.g., multiple grievances from same department > systemic issue; grievances on
same date/topic > coordinated campaign or genuine cluster

Human Reviewer (Compliance/Legal, monthly deep dive):

Flag systemic issues: repeated safety violations from same supervisor, wage theft
pattern, environmental degradation trend

Assess whether issues met escalation threshold but were handled as lower
category

Review closed grievances: were remedies effective? Any repeat complaints from
same grievance-raiser?

Output: Monthly Compliance Report to Senior Management + recommendations for
policy/process changes

5. Escalation Protocol with Safeguards

Immediate Escalation (CRITICAL - <1 hour)

Who gets notified:



Site Safety Officer (phone call + SMS + email)
Site Health & Safety Manager

Site General Manager

If abuse/assault: HR Director

If criminal: Legal Department

If environmental: Environmental Manager

What happens:

Case assigned unique identifier

Real-time status tracker accessible to notified parties

Grievance-raiser contacted within 4 hours with case number and next steps
Scene inspection / incident documentation initiated if applicable

Interim measures deployed (e.g., suspension of suspect supervisor, isolation of
hazard)

Audit trail: All actions timestamped; photo/video evidence secured; chain of custody

documented

Urgent Escalation (HIGH - within 24 hours)

Who gets notified:

Compliance Officer
Department Head / Supervisor
HR Director (if rights-related)

Legal (if potential liability)

What happens:

Investigation plan drafted within 24 hours
Grievance-raiser interviewed (confidential if needed) within 48 hours

Temporary measures to prevent harm (e.g., stop work on unsafe equipment,
temporary job reassignment to prevent discrimination)



» Status update sent to grievance-raiser

Confidentiality note: If grievance-raiser requests anonymity, investigation conducted
without revealing identity to accused until fact-finding complete

Standard Escalation (MEDIUM - within 5-10 business days)
Who gets notified:

» Direct Supervisor

+ Department Lead

« HR(if needed for policy clarification)
What happens:

» Supervisor investigates and proposes remedial action

« Grievance-raiser consulted; proposed solution reviewed

« Resolution documented and stored in grievance database

+ Feedback survey sent to grievance-raiser (was issue resolved satisfactorily?)

6. Monitoring & Feedback Loop
Real-Time Dashboard (for Management Oversight)
Key Metrics:
« CRITICAL grievances by site + response time (target: <1 hour)
« HIGH grievances by category (safety, rights, environmental) + closure rate
» Repeat grievances from same person / same issue (indicator of failed remediation)
« ASR confidence distribution (identify language/accent training gaps)
« Departmental grievance density (which supervisors/departments have high rates?)
Weekly Review:
« Compliance Officer reviews open CRITICAL/HIGH cases

« Anycase >48 hours without progress escalated to senior management



Monthly Audit:

Compliance Officer + HR + Safety audit sample of grievances (15-20% of cases)

Check: was category assigned correctly? Was escalation appropriate? Was
confidentiality maintained? Was remedy effective?

Report findings to Chief Risk Officer

7. Specific Design Elements to Minimize Mishandling

Confidentiality & Non-Retaliation

Built-In Protections:

Grievances flagged as "sensitive" (abuse, discrimination, retaliation concern) routed
only to designated staff (HR/Legal); NOT visible to accused person's direct team
until investigation complete

Grievance-raiser offered anonymous case tracking (case number only, no name
sharing unless investigation requires it)

Retaliation concerns automatically trigger interim protective measures (temporary
job reassignment, supervisor change, schedule accommodation)

Policy: No negative employment action against grievance-raiser; violation reported
to external labor authority

Rights-Compatible Language

Transcript Review:

Ensure grievance is recorded in words that reflect grievance-raiser's intent, not
paraphrased by system

If ASR produces ambiguous phrasing, human reviewer must clarify with grievance-
raiser before closing

Communication to Grievance-Raiser:

All status updates in local language(s) + simple English
Avoid legal jargon; use plain language to explain process and timeline

Provide written summary of remedy + why (so grievance-raiser understands
resolution logic)



Audit Trail & Transparency
Every Grievance Record Must Include:
« Original audio file (linked, encrypted)
« ASRtranscript + corrected transcript (if different)
« NLP confidence scores
» Category assigned + human reviewer sign-off
« Decisionrationale (why escalated to this level?)
» Allactions taken + timestamps
« Outcome + remedy applied
« Grievance-raiser feedback on satisfaction
Accessible to:
« Grievance-raiser (on request; see own case)
« Compliance Officer & Legal (all cases; audit/oversight)
» Lender/IFC auditor (during compliance review)

« Externalinvestigation/labor authority (if complaint forwarded)

8. Implementation Roadmap (First 90 Days)

Week Action

Week 1-2 Deploy voice bot + ASR at all sites; train site staff on how to inform workers

Week 3 Hire/designate Tier 1 & Tier 2 human reviewers; establish response teams

Week 4  Softlaunch with pilot cohort (50 grievances); validate triage accuracy

Week 5-8 Fulllaunch; monitor CRITICAL/HIGH cases daily; adjust keyword thresholds if needed

Week 9- First compliance audit (sample 20% of cases); refine categories/decision rules based on
12 patterns

Summary: Why This Works



Risk Mitigation

ASR errors cause Confidence gates + audio verification + human Tier 1 review ensure errors
misclassification don't silently escalate to wrong category

Safety/rights issues Keyword clustering + dual-path logic (keywords + context) + monthly
missed trend detection catches systemic issues

Sensitive issues Tier 2 flag for abuse/discrimination/criminal; routed to specialized teams;
mishandled confidentiality built in from intake

. Full audit trail (audio + transcripts + decisions + outcomes) creates
No accountability . . .
defensible record for lender/labor authority review

. . . Status updates within 4 hours (CRITICAL), 24 hours (HIGH), 48 hours
Grievance-raiser ignored .
(MEDIUM); case tracking number ensures follow-up

Integration with Broader Framework: This triage system feeds into the integrated
monitoring dashboard and lender compliance audits described in the prior responses on
IFC PS5/PS7. Grievance data disaggregated by category, site, and outcome informs
whether Resettlement Action Plans and Livelihood Restoration Plans are delivering
promised results.[1][5]

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Monitoring & Evaluation and Completion Audit Framework for Resettlement
Implementation



Part 1: Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration
Design Principle

Compare baseline (pre-displacement) living standards to current (Year 5)

outcomes across four core livelihood domains, disaggregated by vulnerable groups.
Recognize that "completion" does not mean all programs have ended—it means displaced
persons have been given "adequate opportunity and assistance to sustainably restore their
livelihoods."[1]

Core Indicators
Indicator 1: Income and Economic Security

Definition: Household monthly income (total, by source) and income
stability/predictability.

Baseline Data: Pre-displacement monthly income (all sources: agriculture, wages, trading,
remittances, natural resources)

Current Data (Year 5): Post-displacement monthly income broken down by:
« Primary livelihood source (e.g., new agricultural plot, wage employment, business)
« Secondary sources (diversification indicator)
« Seasonalvariation (stability)

Target: Income = baseline or demonstrating upward trajectory toward baseline over
defined period

Measurement Method:
« Household income survey (structured questionnaire, <2 hours per household)
» Recall period: last 12 months, disaggregated by month to capture seasonality

« Sample: 20-30% of displaced households stratified by vulnerability (vulnerable vs.
non-vulnerable, land-based vs. non-land-based livelihoods)

Vulnerable Group Disaggregation:

«  Women-headed households (often experience >20% income loss post-
displacement due to reduced time for livelihood activities)



Landless/marginal farmer households (may lack collateral for credit; income more
precarious)

Persons with disabilities / elderly (mobility constraints; lower wage potential)

Ethnic/religious minorities (may face discrimination in livelihood access)

Data Interpretation:

Mean household income compared to baseline; % achieving baseline

Income source diversity (Herfindahlindex: if income relies on single source,
vulnerability high)

Coefficient of variation (income volatility; <0.5 preferred)

Indicator 2: Food Security and Dietary Diversity

Definition: Household dietary adequacy and food consumption patterns post-

displacement.

Baseline Data: Pre-displacement household dietary diversity score (HDDS); meals per
day; staple food sources

Current Data (Year 5):

Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS = # food groups consumed in last 7 days;
range 0-12)

Dietary Consumption Score (DCS = frequency-weighted consumption of key food
groups)

Meals per day and food sufficiency perception

Primary food sources (own production, market purchase, assistance)

Target: HDDS = baseline; no increase in food insecurity (e.g., skipping meals, inadequate
variety)

Measurement Method:

Household food consumption survey (24-hour recall + 7-day frequency recall; <1
hour per household)

Sample: Same households as Indicator 1 (pooled sample for efficiency)



Vulnerable Group Disaggregation:

Women-headed households (often first to reduce food quantity/quality in economic
stress)

Households with children <5 years (malnutrition indicator; anthropometric data on
children if available)

Elderly-headed households (nutrition and health interconnected)

Data Interpretation:

Mean HDDS by vulnerability group; % achieving baseline or better

If HDDS declined, assess reason: market prices risen, own production insufficient,
livelihood programs not yet generating income

If households report seasonal food insecurity (e.g., "hungry season" pre-harvest),
assess whether livelihood programs have reduced this risk

Indicator 3: Asset Ownership and Livelihood Productive Capacity

Definition: Household ownership of productive assets (land, equipment, animals,

business assets) enabling livelihood restoration.

Baseline Data: Pre-displacement asset portfolio (land size/fertility, farming equipment,
livestock, business assets, savings)

Current Data (Year 5):

Land holdings: size, tenure security (formal title, customary, informal), productive
use (crop type, fallow, degraded)

Farming equipment: oxen, plows, seeds, fertilizer access
Livestock: number, species, health
Business assets (if non-land livelihood): tools, inventory, shop fixtures

Savings/financial assets (emergency buffer)

Target: Asset portfolio = baseline or demonstrating restoration trajectory; particular focus
on land security (formal or recognized customary tenure)

Measurement Method:



« Assetinventory survey (structured questionnaire covering all asset categories; <1.5
hours per household)

« Field verification for land (GPS measurements; land quality assessment if possible)
« Sample: Same pooled sample as Indicators 1 &amp; 2
Vulnerable Group Disaggregation:

« Landless households (may have received land for first time post-displacement;
tenure security critical)

«  Women (often denied land title post-displacement; assess whether formally
registered in joint/individual name)

« Persons with disabilities (may require adapted equipment; assess accessibility of
resettlement site/livelihood plots)

Data Interpretation:

« Land: % households with recognized tenure (formal title or documented customary
right); mean plot size; land quality (soil type, water access, proximity to market)

« Equipment: % households with essential farming tools; if deficit, identify barrier
(credit unavailable, livelihood program not yet provided)

« Savings: % households with &gt;1 month emergency buffer; if low, financial
vulnerability high

Indicator 4: Livelihood Sustainability and Program Effectiveness

Definition: Whether livelihood restoration programs are functioning as designed and
building long-term capacity.

Baseline Data: Pre-displacement primary livelihood activity; household skills; access to
markets/services

Current Data (Year 5):
« Participation rate in RAP/LRP programs (% enrolled, % still active, % completed)

« Training completion: # households completed livelihood training; skill retention
assessed via practical test



Credit utilization: # households accessed credit; credit repayment rate; % using
credit for productive vs. consumption

Market linkage functionality: # households regularly selling through linked markets;
prices received vs. baseline

Technology adoption: # households using improved seeds, practices, equipment
provided by RAP/LRP

Service access: distance to input suppliers, extension services, market; satisfaction
with accessibility

Target: 280% of eligible households engaged in at least one livelihood program;
measurable improvement in income/productivity attributable to program

Measurement Method:

Program participation survey (linked to actual program enrollment records; verify via
facilitator/trainer)

Key informant interviews with program facilitators (5-10 per major program); assess:
training quality, participant satisfaction, barriers to completion

Focus group discussions with trainees (1-2 per program); assess: skill application,
income impact, ongoing support needs

Review of program performance data: enrollment, completion, income/savings data
collected by program operators

Vulnerable Group Disaggregation:

Women participation rates (often excluded from training if childcare not provided;
assess if programs gender-accessible)

Youth participation (if program includes youth components; assess employment
outcomes)

Persons with disabilities (assess program accessibility and dropout reasons)

Data Interpretation:

Program uptake rate: if <60%, assess barriers (timing, location, cultural
appropriateness, incentives insufficient)

Completion rate: if <70%, assess dropout reasons (competing income needs,
unsuitability, poor quality)



+ Income impact: compare income of program participants vs. non-participants; if no
significant difference, assess program design/implementation quality

« Sustainability: assess whether households continue practices/activities after
program support ends; if low, may indicate programs not yet self-sustaining

Data Collection Methods
Method 1: Household Survey (Quantitative)

Scope: Representative sample of displaced households; administered by trained
enumerators; <2 hours per household

Coverage:

« 20-30% of displaced households = 150-300 households (adjust per total number
displaced)

» Stratified sampling by: vulnerability level (vulnerable vs. non-vulnerable), livelihood
type (land-based vs. non-land-based), geographic location (in case of zone-level
variations)

Timing: Year 5 (annual surveys in Years 1-4 to track trajectory; Year 5 focused completion
assessment)

Tools:
« Structured questionnaire covering Indicators 1-4; administered in local language
« Photo documentation of land/assets (optional, strengthens evidence)
« GPS measurements of land parcels (if resources available)

Quality Assurance:

« Enumerator training on questionnaire; 10% supervisor spot-checks during data
collection

» Data entry verification (double-entry for 10% of surveys)
» Outlier checking post-collection

Output: Dataset with Indicators 1-4 quantified; disaggregated by vulnerability group;
analyzed for mean, median, distribution, comparison to baseline



Method 2: Qualitative Community Engagement (Participatory)

Scope: In-depth understanding of livelihood restoration process and perception, not just
outcomes; identifies implementation gaps and adaptive management needs

Components:

A) Key Informant Interviews (Klls)

Community leaders (5-10): assess overall livelihood restoration trajectory, emerging
issues, community satisfaction

Program facilitators/trainers (5-10): assess training quality, participant engagement,
barriers, sustainability outlook

Local government/service providers (5): water, education, health access; market
linkages

Each Kll ~1-2 hours; semi-structured format

B) Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

Displaced community FGD by livelihood type (land-based farmers, traders, wage
workers); 1-2 per type (~8-12 people each)

Vulnerable sub-group FGD (women, youth, persons with disabilities); 1-2 per group
(~8-10 people each)

Each FGD ~2-3 hours; facilitated in local language with gender-segregated option if
culturally appropriate

C) Community Validation Workshop

Present preliminary quantitative findings (Indicators 1-4) to displaced community

Community interpretation: do results reflect their lived experience? Are missing
concerns?

Participatory identification of unmet needs and adaptive management priorities

~1 full day; 30-50 community representatives

Timing: Year 5 (conducted alongside household survey for triangulation)

Output:

Interview transcripts/notes coded for themes



« Qualitative findings triangulated with quantitative data

» ldentification of implementation successes, gaps, and recommended adaptations

« Community-validated interpretation of outcomes

Baseline vs. Current Comparison Framework

Data Structure

Baseline Value
Indicator (Pre-

Year 5 Current

. Value
Displacement)

Mean HH income: Mean HH income:

$150/month; $165/month;
Indicator1:  primary source: primary: agriculture
Income agriculture (75%), + wage labor (55%),

secondary: petty secondary: trade

trade (25%) (30%), other (15%)
. Female-headed HH:

Indicator 1: Female-headed HH:
$120/month (20%

Income $145/month;
less than male- .

[Vulnerable] narrowing gap
headed)

Indicator2: Mean HDDS: 6.2 Mean HDDS: 6.1
HDDS food groups food groups

Mean plot size: 1.8
Mean plot size: 2 ha ha (resettlement

Indicator 3: (baseline); 60% allocation); 70%
Land formal title, 40% formal title (RAP
customary commitment), 30%
customary
Indicator 3: Women land Women land
Land ownership: 5% ownership: 30%

[Vulnerable] formal title baseline formal title (RAP
(male-biased); target achieved);

Target

>$150/month;
income
diversification

>$120/month;
gap <10%

26.2

=1.8 ha; 270%
formal tenure

230% formal;
260%
recognized right

Status

ON TARGET (income
restored; diversified)

PROGRESS (gap narrowing;
but programs need
strengthening for women)

BORDERLINE (maintained
but not improved; assess
seasonality)

ON TARGET (formal tenure
improved; plot size slight
reduction acceptable per
RAP)

ON TARGET (major success
in women's land security)



Baseline Value
. Year 5 Current
Indicator (Pre- Target Status

. Value
Displacement)

customary access 60% recognized

precarious customary right
85% of eligible
=80%
households enrolled
. ) enrollment;
Indicator 4: in=1 LRP program;
N/A (no programs =270% EXCEEDED (strong program
Program . 72% completed .
L. pre-displacement) . completion; uptake and outcomes)
Participation training; 68% .
) =260% income
showing measurable
. . gain
income gain

Handling Vulnerable Groups

Disaggregation Strategy

All four indicators calculated separately for:
1. By Vulnerability Category:

« Non-vulnerable households (baseline income >median; literate; <3
dependents; no disability)

« Vulnerable households (baseline income &lt;median; limited literacy; =3
dependents; disability; widow/divorced)

2. By Gender:
« Male-headed households
« Female-headed households
« Joint-headed households (emerging category post-displacement)
3. ByAge/Livelihood Type:
« Youth (<40 years; may pursue different livelihoods than elders)
- Elderly (&gt;65 years; may have limited program engagement; health a factor)

 Land-based livelihoods



+ Non-land-based (trade, wage labor)
4. By Other Marginalization (if applicable):
« Ethnic/religious minorities
» Indigenous Peoples (if PS7 also triggered)
« Persons with disabilities
Targeted Analysis
For each sub-group, assess:

« Inclusionin programs: Are vulnerable groups enrolled? If &lt;50% representation,

what barriers?

« Outcome gaps: Do vulnerable groups show lower income/food security/assets? If
yes, by how much?

« Participation patterns: Do vulnerable groups drop out of programs earlier? Why?

» Service access: Do vulnerable groups face barriers (distance, language,
discrimination) accessing livelihood services?

If disparities identified:

« Flagfor completion audit as potential PS5 non-compliance (PS5 requires "particular
attention to vulnerable households"[1])

« Recommend adaptive management: targeted support, barrier removal, program

modification

Part 2: Completion Audit Approach (IFC PS5 Consistent)
Legal Standard for "Completion"
Per IFC PS5:[1]

+ "Implementation of a Resettlement Action Plan or Livelihood Restoration Plan will
be considered completed when the adverse impacts of resettlement have been
addressed in a manner that is consistent with the relevant plan as well as the
objectives of this Performance Standard."

» Completion audit should include: (i) review of totality of mitigation measures
implemented, (ii) comparison of implementation outcomes against agreed



objectives, (iii) conclusion as to whether the monitoring process can be ended,
and (iv) where necessary, a Corrective Action Plan listing outstanding actions
necessary to meet the objectives.[1]

Completion Audit Framework

Phase 1: Audit Preparation (1 month before audit)

1.1 Assemble Audit Team

Lead Auditor: Independent resettlement professional with 10+ years experience
(NOT project implementer; neutral third party)

Co-auditor: Environmental &amp; social specialist (assessment of cumulative
impacts, vulnerable group analysis)

Technical specialist: Livelihood/agricultural specialist (if land-based livelihoods
significant)

Community liaison: Local facilitator fluent in local language; familiar to displaced
community

1.2 Audit Scope Definition

Which displaced groups covered? (all or subset?)
Which livelihood programs in scope?

Which indicators will be audited (focus on Indicators 1-4 from M&amp;E
framework)?

Timeline: how far back to assess (only Year 5 or trajectory from Years 1-5)?

1.3 Desk Review

RAP/LRP baseline data: what were agreed objectives and targets?

Project supervision reports (Years 1-5): what implementation trajectory
documented?

Grievance records: unresolved issues, patterns of concern?
Monitoring data already collected (Years 1-4): trends evident?

Program completion data: how many livelihood programs formally ended vs.
ongoing?



1.4 Identify Data Gaps

- If M&amp;E framework data incomplete (e.g., Year 3 survey missing), assess data
quality of available years

» Flagif baseline data weak (common IFC compliance issue per CAO audit[2])

Phase 2: Field Audit (3-4 weeks)
2.1 Household Survey (Quantitative Verification)
« Conduct household survey per Methods 1 framework (Indicators 1-4)
« Sample: As per M&amp;E framework (20-30% of displaced households)

« Audit-specific step: Compare Year 5 survey results to baseline; assess trajectory
across Years 1-5 if data available

2.2 Qualitative Verification (Klls, FGDs, Observations)
« Klls with community leaders, program facilitators, local government
« FGDs with livelihood groups and vulnerable sub-groups
« Audit-specific questions:

«  Were livelihoods restored? Ask open-ended: "Compared to before
displacement, are you better or worse off? Why?"

« Are programs sustainable? "Will livelihood activities continue after project
support ends?"

« Are programs accessible? "Did you have barriers to participation? Were these
addressed?"

 Unfinished business: "What issues remain unresolved?"

2.3 Physical Verification

« Visitresettlement sites: housing condition, basic services (water, sanitation, access
roads), community facilities

» Inspect livelihood sites: agricultural plots (soil quality, water access, use status),
market facilities, business premises



» Assess livelihood asset functionality: are provided assets (livestock, equipment)

being used? In good condition?

2.4 Program Implementation Records Review

« Obtain program completion data: # enrolled, # completed, completion dates

- Forongoing programs: assess implementation status, expected completion date,
sustainability plan

+ Forcompleted programs: assess post-program outcome (are participants
maintaining activities?)

2.5 Grievance Record Audit

« Review all resettlement/livelihood-related grievances filed (Years 1-5)

« Check: were grievances resolved? Were resolutions effective (did original issue not
recur)?

« Ifunresolved grievances remain: are they material to completion determination?

Phase 3: Analysis and Findings (2-3 weeks)

3.1 Outcome vs. Objective Comparison

For each indicator, assess: "Was the target met? Is trajectory positive?"

Indicator

Income

Food

Security

Land
Tenure

RAP/LRP Objective

All households =
baseline income

HDDS maintained (no
decline)

70% formal/recognized
customary tenure

Year 5 Outcome

92% at/above baseline;
8% below (mostly
informal traders
affected by market
decline)

HDDS sustained at
baseline; no food
insecurity reported

72% formal title; 28%
customary
(documented)

Achievement

91%
compliance

100%
compliance

100%
compliance

Audit Conclusion
SUBSTANTIAL
COMPLIANCE; 8% gap

acceptable if supported
by ongoing program

COMPLIANT

COMPLIANT



Indicator RAP/LRP Objective Year 5 Outcome Achievement Audit Conclusion

80% of eligible
L. 85% enrolled; 72%
Livelihood households engaged; . ALL targets COMPLIANT; strong
. ] completed; 68% income . .
Programs income impact gai exceeded implementation
ain
demonstrable

3.2 Vulnerable Group Analysis
Assess whether vulnerable groups achieved equitable outcomes:
code
Female-headed HH:
- Baseline income: $120/month (20% gap vs. male-headed $150)
- Year 5income: $145/month
- Gap narrowed to 7% > PROGRESS
- BUT: female participation in land programs 60% vs. male 85% > CONCERN
- Audit finding: PARTIAL COMPLIANCE
(income gap narrowing, but program access disparities remain;

recommend: targeted women's program extension + market linkage support)

Landless HH:
- Baseline: informal cultivators; no secure land
- Year 5: 65% received land under RAP; income $140/month (up from $80/month)
- Formal tenure: 50% (lower than land-owning cohort at 72%)
- Audit finding: SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE
(income restored; tenure security partially achieved;
recommend: continued support for land documentation/registration)
3.3 Ongoing Program Status

For programs still active at Year 5 audit:



Start Planned End .
Program Year 5 Status Audit Assessment
Date Date

. . . PROGRAM ENDED; phase-out
Agricultural Training Completed Y3; ongoing . .
Y1 End Y3 . . successful; participants sustaining
(crops) extension visits .
practices

Ongoing (no 92% participation;

Women's Savings ) . ONGOING; sustainable; can

Y2 end datein members accumulating . . .
Group . continue independent of project

RAP) savings
78% of enrollees .

Wage Employment . ONGOING; completion planned Y6;

Y2 End Y5 placed; 68% retained . ) o
Placement interim outcomes positive

employment Year 5

ONGOING; early-stage; too early to
45% enrolled; 20% )
Youth ] ] assess full impact; recommend:
. Y3 End Y6 established businesses; ] . .
Entrepreneurship . completion audit extension OR
pilot phase . ] o
interim auditin Y6

Audit Decision Rule:
« If program completed and participants sustaining outcomes - count as met

« If program ongoing but approaching end (within 6-12 months) AND interim
outcomes positive > conditional completion (finalize audit after program close)

« If program indefinite duration (e.g., ongoing extension support) > assess
sustainability; if participants can maintain livelihoods independently > completion
acceptable

- If program ongoing and material to core livelihood (e.g., youth employment is 40%
of income) » may defer completion audit until program end OR require corrective
action plan for post-program sustainability

Example Decision: &gt; "Wage Employment Placement program ends Year 6. At Year 5
audit, 68% retention rate is encouraging. However, to fully assess whether livelihoods are
sustainable post-program, recommend: (i) interim monitoring through Year 6, (ii) re-audit of
employment retention in Year 7, or (ii) corrective action plan showing how wage workers
will sustain income if placement support withdraws."

Phase 4: Audit Conclusion & Recommendations (1 week)



4.1 Overall Compliance Assessment

Audit determines: Completion Status = (i) Compliant | (ii) Substantially Compliant | (iii)
Non-Compliant

Criteria:

« Compliant: 295% of indicators met; no material gaps; all vulnerable groups
achieved equitable outcomes; program sustainability assured

« Substantially Compliant: 85-94% of indicators met; minor gaps with acceptable
trajectory; vulnerable groups showing progress; ongoing programs have clear
sustainability plan

« Non-Compliant: <85% of indicators met; material gaps; vulnerable groups
significantly worse off; program sustainability at risk

Example Audit Conclusion (Hypothetical):
> SUBSTANTIALLY COMPLIANT

Overall livelihood restoration outcomes positive. Income restored for 92% of households;
food security maintained; land tenure significantly improved (especially for women, where
formal title rose from 5% to 30%). Livelihood programs exceeded enrollment and
completion targets; 68% of participants showing measurable income gain.

Minor Gaps:

1. 8% of households remain below baseline income (informal traders; market
disruption unrelated to project); ongoing support recommended

2. Female participation in wage employment programs lower than male (60% vs. 80%);
recommend targeted outreach

3. Youth Entrepreneurship program early-stage; too early to confirm sustainability

Conclusion: Adverse impacts of resettlement substantially addressed consistent with
RAP/LRP. Monitoring can be substantially wound down for core outcomes (income, food
security, land tenure). Recommend: continued interim monitoring (annual, not monthly) for
ongoing programs (Wage Placement, Youth Enterprise) through Year 6-7; then conduct final
completion audit.

4.2 Corrective Action Plan (if Substantially Compliant or Non-Compliant)



For any unmet targets, specify:

Gap Root Cause Corrective Action
. (i) Extended market
. Market volatility + B
8% income . linkage support; (ii)
. informal trader ) o L LRP Manager Y6-Y7
below baseline B diversification training
competition
for affected households
. (i) Childcare support at
Childcare o . B
Female program . training sites; (ii) L
L. barriers; cultural o HR + Livelihood
participation e women-only training
norms limiting ) Team
gap ‘ .. sessions; (iii) female
women's mobility | )
trainer recruitment
. Programsyoung; (i) Extended mentoring;
Youth Enterprise . N . o
. . participant (ii) access to credit for  Livelihood
sustainability . . Y6-Y7
businesses not inventory; (iii) market Team

uncertain

yet profitable linkage establishment

4.3 Monitoring Process Wind-Down Plan

If substantially compliant, specify:

« Core monitoring to END: Monthly household income/asset surveys; quarterly

community meetings (shift to annual)

» Core monitoring to CONTINUE: Annual income verification survey (2-3 years);

livelihood program completion tracking (until all programs end)

« Trigger for monitoring RESUMPTION: If grievances spike, or if any vulnerability

group falls >15% below baseline, resume monthly monitoring

Phase 5: Community Validation Workshop (1 week)
Before finalizing audit report:
« Presentaudit findings to displaced community

« Community validation: "Do audit results reflect your lived experience?"

Responsibility Timeline Monitoring

Annualincome
survey; track
recovery
trajectory

Quarterly
enrollment
tracking by
gender; FGD
feedback

Business survival
rate tracking;
participant
income
monitoring



« Gather community feedback on outstanding issues
» Incorporate community input into final recommendations

Output: Audit report incorporating community voice; community signs off on accuracy

Handling Ongoing Programs: Decision Framework
Scenario Audit Approach

Assess final participation data + post-program outcomes (3-6 months after

Program ends before audit ] . ]
completion); if sustained, count as MET

Program ends during audit Audit current participants; plan interim follow-up (6-12 months post-
period (e.g., Month 60) program) to verify sustainability before declaring completion

Program ongoing at audit, If end date within 6-12 months of audit: conduct interim audit; flag as
defined end date "conditional completion pending program close"; require Year 7 re-audit

Assess: Can participants sustain livelihood independently? If YES » count
as complete; if NO > require corrective action plan for transition to
independence

Program ongoing at audit,
indefinite duration

Critical program ongoing Defer completion determination until program phase-out; conduct interim
(e.g., >40% of income) audit; require sustainability plan; finalize in Year 7

Summary: Completion Audit Outputs
Audit Report Must Include:

1. Baseline Recap: What were pre-displacement conditions? (income, livelihoods,
vulnerabilities)

2. Year 5 Outcomes: What are current conditions? (Indicators 1-4 by group)
3. Gap Analysis: Which targets met? Which missed? Why?

4. Vulnerable Group Assessment: Did all groups achieve equitable outcomes?
Disparities identified?

5. Program Sustainability: Will livelihoods be sustained post-program support?

6. Completion Determination: Compliant | Substantially Compliant | Non-Compliant



7. Corrective Actions (if needed): For any unmet targets, specific remedies,
responsibilities, timelines

8. Monitoring Wind-Down Plan: What monitoring continues; what can be ended;
what triggers resumption

9. Community Validation: Community acknowledgment of findings; outstanding
concerns documented

Integration with IFC Compliance
This framework aligns with IFC PS5 expectations:[1][4]

» Baseline comparison: Outcomes measured against pre-displacement baseline
(not arbitrary benchmarks)

« External completion audit: Independent professionals conduct assessment[1]

« Vulnerable group focus: Particular attention to disadvantaged sub-groups in
outcomes analysis

- Comparison to objectives: Explicit comparison of outcomes vs. RAP/LRP agreed
targets[1]

- Sustainability assessment: Audit evaluates whether livelihoods are self-sustaining
or require continued support

« Transparent conclusion: Clear determination whether "adverse impacts have been
addressed" and monitoring can end[1]

This approach also incorporates lessons from CAO audit findings on IFC supervision:
importance of robust baseline data, verifiable monitoring framework, and lender
oversight to ensure compliance over project lifecycle.[2]

Mistral: Mistral Large 3 2512

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land



without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Classification and Measures under IFC Performance Standard 5
1. Classification of Displacement

« A)Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be
submerged:

« Classification: Both physically and economically displaced.

« Rationale: These households lose both their homes (physical displacement)
and their farmland (economic displacement).

+ B)Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland:
» Classification: Primarily economically displaced.

- Rationale: While they do not lose their homes, they lose their primary source
of livelihood (farmland).

+ C)Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another
nearby location:

« Classification: Primarily economically displaced.

« Rationale: They lose their business infrastructure (kiosks) but can relocate
their activities, so physical displacement is minimal.

2. Measures for Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP)
A) Households with formal titles (both physically and economically displaced)

1. Compensation for Assets:



« Fullreplacement cost for houses and farmland based on market value or
agreed compensation standards.

« Compensation for other associated assets (e.g., crops, livestock,
equipment).

2. Relocation Assistance:

« Provision of alternative housing with comparable or improved living
standards.

« Supportforrelocation logistics (e.g., transportation, temporary housing).
3. Livelihood Restoration:

« Provision of alternative farmland or support to transition to new livelihoods
(e.g., training, financial assistance for new businesses).

» Access to credit or grants to re-establish farming or other economic
activities.

B) Informal/customary farmers (primarily economically displaced)
1. Compensation for Assets:

« Fair compensation for lost farmland, even if informally held, based on
customary rights or agreed standards.

« Compensation for crops, livestock, and other farming investments.
2. Livelihood Restoration:

« Provision of alternative farmland or assistance to transition to new economic
activities.

- Training and capacity-building programs to support alternative livelihoods
(e.g., vocational skills, small business development).

3. Support for Transition:
« Temporary income support during the transition period.

» Access to credit or grants to establish new livelihoods.



C) Kiosk owners (primarily economically displaced)
1. Compensation for Assets:

« Compensation for the value of the kiosks and any associated inventory or
equipment.

« Reimbursement for any immediate loss of income due to displacement.
2. Relocation Support:
« Assistance inidentifying and securing new locations for kiosks.

« Financial support for re-establishing kiosks in new locations (e.g.,
construction, permits).

3. Livelihood Restoration:

« Business recovery programs, such as microfinance or grants to restart
operations.

- Training or capacity-building to improve business resilience or diversify
activities.

Key Distinctions

« Compensation for Assets: Focuses on replacing the material value of lost property
(e.g., homes, farmland, kiosks).

« Livelihood Restoration: Addresses the long-term economic viability of affected
groups by providing resources, training, and support to rebuild or transition to new
income sources.

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects



the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach

To address the concerns raised by marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous
community while respecting the collective nature of Free, Prior, and Informed Consent
(FPIC) and Indigenous governance structures, the following approach is proposed. This
approach aligns with IFC Performance Standards 5 (PS5) and 7 (PS7) and ensures ongoing
engagement and adaptive measures.

1. Establish a Culturally Appropriate Grievance Mechanism

« Collective Representation: Ensure the grievance mechanism respects the
community's governance structures by involving traditional leaders and
representatives. However, provide additional channels for marginalized sub-groups
(e.g., women, youth, satellite hamlets) to raise concerns independently if needed.

- Safe Spaces: Create safe, confidential, and accessible platforms for sub-groups to
voice their grievances without fear of retribution or social pressure. This could
include anonymous reporting options or women-only/youth-only forums.

« Cultural Sensitivity: Use mediators or facilitators from the community or with deep
cultural understanding to ensure grievances are handled in a culturally appropriate
manner.

2. Conduct Targeted Consultations with Sub-Groups

» Sub-Group Engagement: Organize focused consultations with women, youth, and
satellite hamlets to understand their specific concerns regarding the FPIC process
and resettlement/livelihood measures.

« Inclusive Participation: Ensure these consultations are designed to accommodate
the needs of each sub-group (e.g., separate meetings for women, youth-friendly
formats, or outreach to remote hamlets).

- Documentation: Record and acknowledge the grievances raised by each sub-group
to inform corrective actions.



3. Review and Adapt the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration
Plan (LRP)

- Assess Gaps: Evaluate how the existing RAP and LRP may have overlooked the
needs of marginalized sub-groups. For example:

«  Women may require specific livelihood support (e.g., alternative income
sources, childcare assistance during relocation).

« Youth may need education or vocational training to adapt to changes in
livelihood opportunities.

- Satellite hamlets may require tailored resettlement options that account for
their geographic or social isolation.

« Corrective Measures: Develop and implement targeted corrective actions, such
as:

» Revising compensation packages to address sub-group-specific losses.

« Providing additional resources or programs to support sub-groups during
transition.

« Ensuring that livelihood restoration efforts are inclusive and tailored to the
needs of each sub-group.

4. Ongoing FPIC and Community Engagement

+ Continuous Dialogue: Establish a process for ongoing engagement with the
community and sub-groups to ensure their concerns are addressed throughout the
project lifecycle.

- Transparency: Regularly update the community on the status of grievance
resolution and corrective actions, including progress on adapting the RAP and LRP.

+ Feedback Loops: Create mechanisms for sub-groups to provide feedback on the
effectiveness of corrective actions and suggest further improvements.

5. Capacity Building and Empowerment

« Strengthen Sub-Group Voices: Provide capacity-building programs to empower
marginalized sub-groups to participate effectively in decision-making processes.



This could include leadership training for women, educational opportunities for
youth, or advocacy skills for remote hamlets.

» Support Community-Led Solutions: Encourage and resource community-led
initiatives to address grievances and improve resettlement and livelihood
outcomes.

6. Monitoring and Evaluation

« Track Progress: Monitor the implementation of corrective actions and theirimpact
on sub-groups. Use indicators such as satisfaction with compensation, access to
livelihood opportunities, and participation in decision-making processes.

- Adaptive Management: Be prepared to adjust the approach based on feedback
and evolving needs, ensuring continuous alignment with PS5 and PS7.

Key Principles

» Collective yet Inclusive: Respect the community's collective decision-making
processes while ensuring that marginalized sub-groups have a meaningful voice.

« Culturally Aligned: Design all grievance handling and corrective action processes
to align with the community's cultural norms and governance structures.

- Adaptive and Responsive: Remain flexible and responsive to the evolving needs of
sub-groups throughout the project lifecycle.

This approach ensures that the project remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7 while
addressing the specific concerns of marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous
community.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local



workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Integrated Social Risk Management Approach

This framework integrates the requirements of IFC Performance Standards 1 (PS1), 5 (PS5),
and 7 (PS7) into a cohesive social risk management approach for the proposed open-pit
mine project. It addresses impact assessment, resettlement, livelihood restoration, influx
management, and grievance handling as interconnected components.

1. Assessment and Management of Impacts Under PS1, PS5, and PS7

+ PS1: Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks and
Impacts

« Conduct a comprehensive Environmental and Social Impact Assessment
(ESIA) to identify potential risks and impacts, including physical relocation,
economic displacement, and cultural impacts on the Indigenous
community.

« Establish an integrated management system to monitor and mitigate risks
throughout the project lifecycle, ensuring compliance with PS1
requirements.

« PS5: Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement



« FPIC Requirement: Obtain Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) from
the Indigenous community for land acquisition and resettlement. This
includes:

« Ensuring the community understands the project's impacts and
benefits.

» Providing adequate time for decision-making and addressing
concerns.

« Documenting the FPIC process and outcomes.
+ Resettlement Action Plan (RAP): Develop a RAP that:
« Provides compensation for lost assets (land, homes, crops).

» Offers culturally appropriate relocation options and support for
rebuilding livelihoods.

« Addresses the collective attachment of the Indigenous community to
their ancestral territory.

« PS7:Indigenous Peoples

« Cultural Heritage: Ensure the RAP and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP)
preserve cultural heritage and provide resources for cultural continuity (e.g.,
sacred sites, traditional practices).

« Livelihood Restoration: Incorporate measures to restore or improve
livelihoods, such as alternative land, training programs, or economic
opportunities tailored to the community's needs.

« Integration: PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape the project's approach by:
» Usingthe ESIA to inform the RAP and LRP.

« Ensuring FPIC influences the design of resettlement and livelihood
measures.

« Continuously monitoring and adapting plans to address emerging risks and
community feedback.

2. Social Risk Pathways Related to Project-Induced In-Migration

« Risk Pathway 1: Strain on Local Resources and Services



« Influx of workers and jobseekers may overwhelm local infrastructure (e.g.,
water, housing, healthcare), leading to competition for resources between
host communities and newcomers.

« Mitigation: Plan for expanded services in consultation with host
communities, and ensure that resettlement plans account for increased
demand.

Risk Pathway 2: Social Tensions and Conflict

« In-migration can exacerbate tensions between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous groups, especially if newcomers disrespect cultural norms or
compete for economic opportunities.

« Mitigation: Implement cultural sensitivity training for workers and
newcomers, and establish community liaison programs to foster dialogue
and cooperation.

Risk Pathway 3: Economic Exclusion of Vulnerable Groups

- Informal traders and jobseekers may outcompete local communities,
particularly women, youth, and marginalized groups, for economic
opportunities.

« Mitigation: Design livelihood restoration programs that prioritize vulnerable
groups, such as vocational training, microfinance, or reserved economic
opportunities.

Impact on RAP/LRP Objectives: Unmanaged influx can undermine resettlement
and livelihood restoration efforts by destabilizing host communities, increasing
competition for resources, and marginalizing vulnerable groups.

3. Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

Core Features of the Grievance Mechanism:

« Culturally Appropriate: Incorporate Indigenous governance structures and
traditional decision-making processes. Provide options for anonymous
reporting and safe spaces for marginalized groups (e.g., women, youth).

« Accessible: Ensure the mechanism is available in local languages and
accessible to all affected groups, including those with limited literacy or
mobility.



« Early Detection: Establish community outreach programs to identify and
address grievances related to resettlement, livelihood restoration, and influx
impacts before they escalate.

+ Monitoring System:

- Data Collection: Track grievances, resettlement progress, livelihood
restoration outcomes, and influx-related impacts through regular surveys,
focus groups, and community feedback sessions.

« Key Indicators: Monitor indicators such as:
« Satisfaction with compensation and relocation.
» Accessto livelihood opportunities and income levels.
« Social cohesion and conflict incidents.
» Use of grievance mechanisms and resolution rates.

+ Completion Audit: Use the data to assess whether PS5 and PS7 objectives
are being met, including:

» Adequate compensation and livelihood restoration for affected
communities.

- Effective management of influx-related risks.
« Maintenance of FPIC and cultural heritage.

» Integration: The grievance mechanism and monitoring system feed into the overall
social management framework, providing real-time data to inform adaptive
management and ensure compliance with IFC standards.

Conclusion

This integrated approach ensures that PS1, PS5, and PS7 are implemented in a
complementary manner, with FPIC and community engagement at the core. By addressing
resettlement, livelihood restoration, influx management, and grievance handling as
interconnected components, the project can minimize social risks, uphold Indigenous
rights, and achieve sustainable outcomes for all affected groups.



Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled or ignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Triage and Escalation Rubric for Grievance Management

This rubric is designed to handle grievances submitted via a multilingual voice bot,
ensuring that urgentissues are prioritized, sensitive reports are handled appropriately, and
automatic transcript errors are managed effectively. The system combines automated
categorization with human-in-the-loop oversight to minimize risks and ensure timely
resolution.

1. Grievance Categories

Grievances are categorized into four priority tiers based on urgency, sensitivity, and impact.
Each category has specific decision rules and escalation paths.

Tier 1: Urgent Safety and Rights-Related Issues
- Examples:

+ Immediate safety threats (e.g., unsafe working conditions, equipment
failure).

« Environmental hazards (e.g., chemical spills, blasting noise causing injury).
«  Humanrights violations (e.g., harassment, discrimination).
« Decision Rules:

« Automatically flag transcripts containing keywords like "injury," "hazard,"
"spill," "harassment," or "discrimination."

» Escalate immediately to the on-site safety or human rights team for
investigation.

« Trigger areal-time alert to the site manager and relevant stakeholders.



Tier 2: High-Priority Environmental and Community Concerns
-  Examples:

« Environmental degradation (e.g., water pollution, excessive dust, noise
complaints).

« Community impacts (e.g., blocked access to resources, damage to
communal land).

 Decision Rules:

» Flagtranscripts with keywords like "pollution,” "dust,” "noise," "water quality,"
or "community access."

» Route to the environmental management team for assessment within 24
hours.

« Notify community liaisons if the issue affects nearby residents.
Tier 3: Operational and Labor-Related Issues
-  Examples:
« Payroll disputes, shift scheduling complaints, lack of equipment.
« Delays in payments or benefits.
« Decision Rules:

« Flag transcripts with keywords like "pay," "schedule," "benefits," or
"equipment.”

« Assignto the HR or operations team for resolution within 48 hours.
« Ifunresolved, escalate to a supervisor for review.
Tier 4: General Feedback and Non-Urgent Concerns
- Examples:
» Suggestions for improvement, non-critical facility issues.
« Minorinconveniences or requests for information.
« Decision Rules:

« Route to the general feedback team for acknowledgment and tracking.



» Provide automated responses for common queries (e.g., "Your feedback has
been received; we will review it shortly").

2. Handling Automatic Transcript Errors

Error Detection: Use natural language processing (NLP) to identify potential
transcription errors (e.g., misheard words, incomplete sentences).

Human Review: If the system detects ambiguity or critical keywords, flag the
transcript for human review to confirm the categorization.

Clarification: If necessary, the system can re-engage the submitter via the voice bot
to clarify their concern.

3. Escalation and Human-in-the-Loop Steps

Escalation Pathways

Tier 1 Issues: Immediate escalation to the site manager and relevant teams (e.g.,
safety, security, human rights).

Tier 2 Issues: Escalate to environmental or community liaison teams within 24
hours.

Tier 3 Issues: Escalate to HR or operations teams within 48 hours; if unresolved,
escalate to a supervisor.

Tier 4 Issues: No escalation unless the issue becomes recurring or warrants further
attention.

Human-in-the-Loop Steps

Initial Review: A designated triage team reviews all Tier 1 and 2 grievances within 1
hour of submission to ensure accuracy and urgency.

Oversight: Supervisors review unresolved Tier 3 issues after 48 hours to prevent
delays.

Sensitive Reports: All grievances flagged as sensitive (e.g., harassment,
discrimination) are handled by trained personnel to ensure confidentiality and
appropriate action.



4. Monitoring and Feedback Loop

« Tracking: Maintain a centralized database to track grievance status, resolution time,
and outcomes.

 Feedback: Automatically send updates to submitters at key stages (e.g.,
acknowledgment, resolution, closure).

« Reporting: Generate periodic reports for management to identify trends, recurring
issues, and areas for improvement.

Summary of Workflow
1. Submission: Grievance submitted via voice bot.
2. Automatic Triage: Transcript analyzed and categorized into Tier 1-4.

3. Human Review (if needed): Ambiguous or sensitive issues flagged for human
review.

4. Escalation: Urgentissues escalated immediately; others routed to relevant teams.
5. Resolution: Teams address the grievance and provide updates to the submitter.
6. Monitoring: System tracks progress and provides feedback to improve the process.

This rubric ensures that urgent issues are addressed promptly, sensitive reports are
handled with care, and all grievances are managed transparently and efficiently.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete”in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration



To determine whether resettlement implementation is complete in line with IFC
Performance Standard 5 (PS5), a robust monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework is
essential. This framework tracks progress in livelihood restoration and ensures that
vulnerable groups are adequately supported. Below is a structured approach with core

indicators, data collection methods, and considerations for ongoing programs.

1. Core Indicators for Livelihood Restoration

Income Restoration Rate:

Definition: Percentage of displaced households that have restored or
exceeded their pre-project income levels.

Baseline: Pre-project household income data.
Current: Income levels at the time of the audit.

Rationale: Income restoration is a key indicator of successful livelihood
restoration.

Employment or Economic Activity Rate:

Definition: Percentage of displaced individuals engaged in stable
employment or economic activities (e.g., farming, small businesses).

Baseline: Pre-project employment or economic activity levels.
Current: Employment or economic activity status at the time of the audit.

Rationale: Ensures that displaced individuals have sustainable economic
opportunities.

Access to Livelihood Resources:

Definition: Percentage of households with access to land, equipment,
credit, or other resources necessary for livelihood activities.

Baseline: Pre-project access to livelihood resources.
Current: Access to resources at the time of the audit.

Rationale: Ensures that displaced individuals have the means to sustain
their livelihoods.

Satisfaction with Livelihood Programs:



« Definition: Percentage of displaced individuals who report satisfaction with
the livelihood restoration programs provided.

« Baseline: N/A (subjective indicator).
« Current: Satisfaction levels at the time of the audit.

« Rationale: Measures the effectiveness and acceptability of the livelihood
programs.

2. Data Collection Methods

Household Surveys:

« Conduct structured surveys with displaced households to collect
quantitative data on income, employment, access to resources, and
satisfaction levels.

» Include both land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs in the
survey scope.

« Ensure representation of vulnerable groups (e.g., women, elderly,
marginalized communities) in the survey sample.

Focus Group Discussions (FGDs):

» Organize FGDs with sub-groups (e.g., women, youth, elderly) to gather
qualitative insights into the effectiveness of livelihood programs, challenges
faced, and suggestions forimprovement.

« Use FGDs to complement survey data and capture nuanced feedback,
especially from vulnerable groups.

3. Handling Vulnerable Groups

Disaggregated Data: Collect and analyze data disaggregated by gender, age, and
other vulnerability factors to ensure that the needs of vulnerable groups are
addressed.

Targeted Programs: Evaluate whether specific programs (e.g., microfinance for
women, vocational training for youth) are effectively supporting vulnerable groups.



Inclusive Participation: Ensure that vulnerable groups are actively involved in the
M&E process, including surveys and FGDs, to capture their unique perspectives and
needs.

Completion Audit Approach

A completion audit assesses whether resettlement implementation aligns with PS5
objectives and whether livelihood restoration is sustainable. The following approach
ensures consistency with PS5 expectations:

1. Audit Scope

Baseline vs Current Comparison: Compare pre-project livelihood conditions
(baseline) with current conditions to assess progress.

Vulnerable Groups: Explicitly evaluate the outcomes for vulnerable groups to
ensure inclusivity.

Ongoing Programs: Assess the sustainability of ongoing livelihood programs and
their potential to achieve long-term outcomes.

2. Audit Criteria

Livelihood Restoration: Verify that displaced households have restored or
exceeded their pre-project income and economic activity levels.

Resource Access: Confirm that households have access to the resources needed
to sustain their livelihoods.

Satisfaction and Acceptability: Ensure that affected individuals are satisfied with
the livelihood programs and that the programs are culturally appropriate and
acceptable.

3. Handling Ongoing Programs

Interim Evaluation: For ongoing programs, evaluate interim outcomes and the
likelihood of achieving long-term success.

Sustainability Plan: Ensure that a sustainability planis in place for ongoing
programs, including funding, institutional support, and community ownership.

Risk Mitigation: Identify and address any risks that could jeopardize the
sustainability of ongoing programs.



4. Stakeholder Consultation

« Community Feedback: Incorporate feedback from displaced individuals,
community leaders, and other stakeholders into the audit findings.

- Participatory Approach: Engage affected communities in the audit process to
ensure transparency and buy-in.

5. Reporting and Recommendations

« Audit Report: Prepare a detailed audit report documenting findings, conclusions,
and recommendations for any necessary corrective actions.

« Follow-Up: Establish a follow-up mechanism to monitor the implementation of
recommendations and the progress of ongoing programs.

Conclusion

This framework provides a structured approach to monitoring and evaluating livelihood
restoration and conducting a completion audit in line with IFC PS5. By focusing on core
indicators, inclusive data collection methods, and a participatory audit process, the
framework ensures that resettlement implementation is complete, sustainable, and
aligned with PS5 objectives. Ongoing programs are evaluated for sustainability, and
vulnerable groups are prioritized to ensure equitable outcomes.
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RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Here's the classification of each group and the required measures under IFC Performance
Standard 5 (PS5):

A) Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged

1. Classification: Both physically and economically displaced. They lose both their
residence and their means of livelihood (farmland).

2. Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) / Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) Measures:

« Compensation for Assets: Cash compensation at full replacement cost for
houses and other structures, and for formally titled land, or provision of
replacement land of equal or better value and tenure security.

» Livelihood Restoration Support: Agricultural support (e.g., land
preparation, seeds, tools, training in new farming techniques if replacement
land is different), access to credit, and assistance with market linkages for
agricultural products.

« Physical Relocation Support: Provision of new housing sites with
comparable or improved access to services (water, sanitation, electricity,
schools, health facilities), assistance with moving expenses, and transitional
support (e.g., food assistance) during the relocation period.



B) Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland

1. Classification: Economically displaced. They lose their means of livelihood

(farmland) but not their homes.

2. Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) / Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) Measures:

Compensation for Assets: Compensation for crops, trees, and other
improvements on the land, and provision of replacement land of equivalent
productive capacity and tenure security, even without formal titles, based on
customary land use rights.

Livelihood Restoration Support: Agricultural inputs (e.g., seeds, fertilizer),
training in improved farming practices, access to alternative income-
generating activities (e.g., vocational training), and assistance with market

access.

Transitional Support: Short-term income support or food assistance during
the period of livelihood re-establishment.

C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another nearby

location

1. Classification: Economically displaced. They lose their business assets and

income source, but can relocate.

2. Resettlement Action Plan (RAP)/ Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) Measures:

Compensation for Assets: Compensation for the kiosks and any lost
inventory at full replacement cost.

Livelihood Restoration Support: Assistance with identifying and securing
new business locations, grants or loans for re-establishing their businesses,
and business development support (e.g., marketing, financial literacy
training).

Transitional Support: Temporary income support to offset lost earnings
during the period of business relocation and re-establishment.

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,



women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Here's a grievance handling and corrective action approach for the mining project,
designed to address the concerns of marginalized sub-groups while respecting Indigenous
governance and IFC PS5/PS7:

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach

This approach integrates a multi-layered grievance mechanism with a focus on inclusive
participation and ongoing dialogue, consistent with IFC PS5 (Land Acquisition and
Involuntary Resettlement) and PS7 (Indigenous Peoples).

1. Respecting Collective FPIC and Indigenous Governance Structures

+ Reinforce Community-Level Grievance Mechanism: The primary grievance
mechanism should be embedded within the existing Indigenous governance
structures. This means:

+ Designated Community Representatives: Ensure that the community's
traditional leaders or a formally recognized community committee are the
first point of contact for grievances.

« Culturally Appropriate Processes: Grievance resolution should follow
customary laws and practices where appropriate, ensuring transparency and
fairness within the community's cultural context.

« Client Liaison: The client should have a dedicated, culturally sensitive
liaison officer who works directly with the community's designated
representatives to receive and track grievances.

+ Formalizing the Grievance Process: While respecting customary practices, the
process should also have clear, documented steps for:

« Registration: All grievances, regardless of origin, must be formally
registered, including the date, nature of the complaint, and the
complainant(s).



Timeline for Resolution: Establish clear, reasonable timelines for
acknowledging, investigating, and responding to grievances, agreed upon
with the Indigenous community.

Confidentiality: Ensure that grievances can be raised confidentially and that
complainants are protected from retaliation.

+ Regular Review and Reporting:

Joint Grievance Committee: Establish a joint committee comprising
representatives from the Indigenous community (including sub-groups, see
point 2), the client, and potentially an independent third-party mediator. This
committee would regularly review grievance logs, discuss progress, and
identify systemic issues.

Transparent Reporting: Regular reports on grievance status and resolution
should be shared with the broader Indigenous community through culturally
appropriate communication channels.

2. Ensuring Marginalized Sub-Groups Can Safely Raise Concerns

« Dedicated Access Points for Sub-Groups:

Women's Committees/Forums: Establish or support existing women's
committees or forums within the community where women can discuss their
concerns privately and collectively. These groups should have direct access
to the client liaison or a designated female community representative to
channel their grievances.

Youth Councils/Representatives: Similarly, create avenues for youth to
voice their specific concerns, perhaps through a youth council or designated
youth representatives who can bring issues to the broader community
leadership and the client.

Satellite Hamlet Representatives: Ensure direct representation from the
satellite hamlet in all community-level discussions and grievance processes.
This might involve regular visits by the client liaison to the hamlet or
dedicated meetings.

« Multiple Channels for Grievance Submission:

Verbal and Written Options: Offer both verbal and written channels for
submitting grievances, recognizing varying literacy levels. Verbal complaints
should be accurately recorded by a neutral party.



Anonymous Submissions: Provide an option for anonymous submissions,
ensuring that concerns can be raised without fear of reprisal.

Independent Third-Party: Offer access to an independent third-party (e.g., a
local NGO, a respected elder from a neighboring community, or an
ombudsman) who can receive grievances and mediate disputes, especially
for sensitive issues or when trust in the client or community leadership is
low.

« Capacity Building and Awareness:

Information Dissemination: Ensure all sub-groups are fully aware of the
grievance mechanism, how to access it, and their rights under PS5 and PS7.
This should be done through culturally appropriate methods (e.g.,
community meetings, radio broadcasts, visual aids, in local languages).

Training for Sub-Group Representatives: Provide training to designated
representatives from women, youth, and the satellite hamlet on grievance
handling, negotiation, and communication skills.

3. Consistency with IFC PS5 and PS7, Including Ongoing FPIC

« Ongoing FPIC for Corrective Actions:

Re-engagement for Specific Issues: If grievances indicate that the original
FPIC process did not adequately capture the needs of sub-groups, or if the
resettlement/livelihood measures require significant changes, the client
must re-engage in an FPIC process specifically for these corrective actions.
This is not a re-opening of the entire project FPIC, but a targeted FPIC for the
specific issues raised.

Inclusive Decision-Making: Ensure that the voices of the marginalized sub-
groups are explicitly heard and incorporated into any revised plans or
corrective actions. This means their representatives must be part of the
decision-making process for these specific changes.

« Adaptive Management and Monitoring:

Regular Monitoring and Evaluation: Implement a robust monitoring and
evaluation framework for the RAP and LRP, with indicators that specifically
track the well-being and satisfaction of vulnerable sub-groups. This should
involve community members in the monitoring process.



« Feedback Loops: Establish clear feedback loops from the monitoring
process to the grievance mechanism and corrective action planning. If
monitoring reveals unmet needs or negative impacts on sub-groups, these
should trigger a review and potential revision of plans.

+ Independent Review: Consider periodic independent reviews of the
grievance mechanism and the effectiveness of corrective actions to ensure
objectivity and adherence to PS5 and PS7.

« Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) Adjustments:

+ Needs-Based Reassessment: Conduct a targeted reassessment of the
livelihood needs of the complaining sub-groups. This might reveal specific
needs for women (e.g., access to micro-finance, specific agricultural
training), youth (e.g., vocational skills for non-traditional livelihoods), or the
satellite hamlet (e.g., access to specific resources or markets).

+ Tailored Interventions: Develop and implement tailored livelihood
restoration interventions that directly address the identified needs of these
sub-groups, ensuring they are culturally appropriate and sustainable.

« Transparency and Documentation:

+ Clear Communication: All decisions, corrective actions, and reasons for
them must be clearly communicated to the entire Indigenous community,
including the sub-groups, in a timely and understandable manner.

« Documentation: Maintain thorough documentation of all grievances,
investigations, resolutions, and corrective actions taken, demonstrating
adherence to PS5 and PS7 requirements.

By implementing this comprehensive approach, the client can effectively address the
grievances of marginalized sub-groups, strengthen trust with the Indigenous community,
and ensure the project remains compliant with IFC Performance Standards.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local



workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Here's an integrated social risk management approach for the proposed mining project,
addressing the assessment, management, influx risks, and grievance/monitoring systems,
all within a single project-level social management framework.

Integrated Social Risk Management Approach

This approach combines the requirements of IFC PS1 (Assessment and Management of
Environmental and Social Risks and Impacts), PS5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary
Resettlement), and PS7 (Indigenous Peoples) into a cohesive framework, recognizing the
interconnectedness of social impacts.

1. Joint Assessment and Management of Impacts (PS1, PS5, PS7)

PS1 provides the overarching framework for identifying, assessing, and managing
environmental and social risks and impacts. PS5 and PS7 then provide specific
requirements for land acquisition/resettlement and Indigenous Peoples, respectively,
which must be integrated into the PS1 process.

+ Integrated Impact Assessment (PS1):

« Scope: Acomprehensive Environmental and Social Impact Assessment
(ESIA) will be conducted, covering all project phases (exploration,
construction, operation, decommissioning). This ESIA will explicitly integrate
social impact assessment (SIA) components, focusing on both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities.



- Baseline Data: Collect detailed baseline socio-economic data for all
affected communities, including disaggregated data for vulnerable groups
(women, youth, elderly, informal traders). For the Indigenous community, this
includes detailed mapping of ancestral territory, cultural heritage sites,
resource use patterns, and traditional governance structures.

« Risk Identification: Identify all potential social risks, including physical and
economic displacement, cultural impacts, health and safety risks, gender-
based violence, and impacts from project-induced in-migration.

- Stakeholder Engagement (PS1, PS5, PS7):

- Early and Ongoing: Engagement must begin early in the project cycle
and continue throughout.

« Culturally Appropriate: Engagement methods must be culturally
appropriate for the Indigenous community, respecting their decision-
making processes and language.

« Inclusive: Ensure that all affected groups, including women, youth,
and marginalized sub-groups within both Indigenous and non-
Indigenous communities, have meaningful opportunities to
participate and voice concerns.

FPIC Requirements and Influence on RAP/LRP (PS7):
«  When FPIC is Required: FPIC is required for the Indigenous community for:
« Physical relocation from ancestral lands.
« Significantimpacts on critical cultural heritage.

« Commercial development of natural resources on lands subject to
customary use.

« Any other activities that would result in significant impacts on their
lands, territories, and resources.

+ FPIC Process: The FPIC process must be:
» Free: Absence of coercion, intimidation, or manipulation.

« Prior: Obtained sufficiently in advance of project activities.



« Informed: Provision of all relevant information in an understandable
and accessible format, including potential positive and negative
impacts, project alternatives, and the right to say no.

« Consent: Collective decision-making by the Indigenous community
through their legitimate representatives and customary decision-
making processes.

* Influence on RAP/LRP Design:

« FPIC as Foundation: The FPIC agreement for the Indigenous
community will form the foundation of their RAP and LRP. The
RAP/LRP for the Indigenous community cannot proceed without
documented FPIC.

«  Community-Led Design: The Indigenous community, through the
FPIC process, will have a direct and decisive role in shaping the
design of their RAP and LRP, including:

« Choice of relocation sites and housing designs.

» Cultural considerations in new settlements (e.g., communal
spaces, access to sacred sites).

« Livelihood restoration strategies that align with their cultural
practices and aspirations (e.g., traditional farming, sustainable
resource management, culturally appropriate economic
opportunities).

« Mechanisms for benefit sharing and ongoing participation in
project monitoring.

+ Non-Indigenous RAP/LRP: For non-Indigenous communities, the
RAP/LRP will be developed through extensive consultation, ensuring
their needs and preferences are incorporated, consistent with PS5.

Management Plans (PS1, PS5, PS7):

« Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP): An overarching ESMP
will integrate all specific management plans, including the RAP and LRP.

« Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) (PS5): Detailed plans for physical and
economic displacement, including:



» Eligibility criteria and entitlements for all affected persons (Indigenous
and non-Indigenous).

« Compensation at full replacement cost for all assets.
» Provision of replacement land and/or housing with secure tenure.
« Relocation assistance and transitional support.

» Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) (PS5): Strategies to restore orimprove
livelihoods and standards of living, including:

« Agricultural support, vocational training, access to credit, and market
linkages.

« Specific programs for vulnerable groups.

» Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP) (PS7): This plan, often integrated into the
RAP/LRP for Indigenous communities, details measures to avoid, minimize,
mitigate, and compensate for adverse impacts, and to enhance benefits, all
based on the FPIC agreement. It includes provisions for cultural heritage
protection, benefit sharing, and ongoing engagement.

+ Influx Management Plan (PS1): A dedicated plan to address project-
induced in-migration (see section 2).

2. Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration (Influx)

Project-induced in-migration (influx) poses significant social risks that can undermine
RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities.

1. Increased Competition for Resources and Services:

« Pathway: The influx of 1,500 non-local workers, jobseekers, and informal
traders will dramatically increase demand for local resources (water, food,
housing) and public services (health, education, sanitation).

+ Undermining RAP/LRP:

+ Indigenous Communities: New settlements provided under the RAP
may become overcrowded, or their access to traditional resources
(e.g., hunting grounds, water sources) may be encroached upon by
newcomers. The quality of services provided as part of the RAP (e.g.,
new clinics, schools) may be diluted by increased demand, failing to



2.

meet PS5/PS7 objectives of "improved or at least restored" living
standards.

Non-Indigenous Communities: Increased competition for jobs, land,
and housing can drive up prices, making it harder for economically
displaced non-Indigenous communities to re-establish their
livelihoods or find affordable housing. Existing social infrastructure
may become strained, leading to resentment and conflict.

Increased Social Tensions and Conflict:

Pathway: The arrival of a large, predominantly male, non-local workforce can
lead to cultural clashes, increased crime rates, alcohol/drug abuse, and
gender-based violence (GBV). Competition for informal economic

opportunities can also lead to conflict among traders.

Undermining RAP/LRP:

Indigenous Communities: The cultural integrity and social cohesion
of the Indigenous community, which PS7 aims to protect, can be
severely impacted. Increased GBV risks can disproportionately affect
Indigenous women and girls. The safety and security of relocated
communities may be compromised, undermining the "improved or at
least restored" living conditions objective of PS5.

Non-Indigenous Communities: Existing social structures can be
destabilized, leading to increased crime and insecurity. Resentment
towards the project and newcomers can escalate, hindering effective
implementation of livelihood restoration programs and community
development initiatives.

3. Exacerbation of Vulnerabilities and Health Risks:

Pathway: Influx can introduce new diseases (e.g., STIs, communicable

diseases) and strain existing health services. Vulnerable groups, such as
women, children, and the elderly, are often disproportionately affected by

these health and safety risks.

Undermining RAP/LRP:

Indigenous Communities: The health and well-being of Indigenous
Peoples, a key concern under PS7, can deteriorate. The LRP's focus on



restoring livelihoods may be undermined if community members are
frequently ill or unable to work due to health issues.

Non-Indigenous Communities: Increased health burdens can lead
to higher healthcare costs and reduced productivity, making it harder
for economically displaced individuals to recover their livelihoods.
The overall quality of life in host communities can decline,
contradicting the objectives of PS5.

3. Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

An integrated grievance mechanism and monitoring system is crucial for early detection of

issues and adaptive management, ensuring PS5/PS7 objectives are met.

« Core Features of the Grievance Mechanism (GM):

Multi-Tiered and Accessible:

Tier 1 (Community Level): Embedded within existing Indigenous
governance structures (for Indigenous community) and established
community committees (for non-Indigenous communities). This
allows for local resolution of minor issues.

Tier 2 (Project Level): A formal project-level GM, managed by a
dedicated, independent social team, accessible to all affected
persons.

Tier 3 (External): Access to external recourse mechanisms (e.g., IFC's
Compliance Advisor/Ombudsman - CAO) if internal mechanisms fail.

Culturally Appropriate and Accessible:

Multiple Channels: Grievances can be submitted verbally, in writing,
via text message, or through designated community liaison officers.

Local Languages: All information about the GM, and the GM process
itself, must be available in local languages.

Gender-Sensitive: Dedicated female grievance officers or safe
spaces for women to raise concerns confidentially.

Anonymity: Option for anonymous complaints to protect vulnerable
individuals.



Clear Process: Simple, transparent, and time-bound steps for
receiving, acknowledging, investigating, and resolving grievances.

« Capturing Influx-Related and Resettlement-Related Grievances Early:

Proactive Outreach: Regular community meetings, focus group
discussions (FGDs) with vulnerable groups (women, youth, informal
traders), and household visits to proactively identify emerging issues
related to resettlement and influx.

Dedicated Influx Grievance Category: The GM system will have
specific categories for influx-related grievances (e.g., competition for
jobs, increased prices, social tensions, GBV, health concerns) and
resettlement-related grievances (e.g., compensation issues, quality of
housing, livelihood restoration challenges).

Early Warning Indicators: Train community liaison officers to identify
early warning signs of social tension or dissatisfaction related to influx
or resettlement.

» Protection from Retaliation: Clear policies and procedures to protect

complainants from any form of retaliation.

Core Features of the Monitoring System:

+ Integrated Monitoring Framework (PS1): A single framework that tracks
indicators for PS1, PS5, and PS7, ensuring a holistic view of social
performance.

» Participatory Monitoring (PS7): Involve Indigenous Peoples and other
affected communities in the monitoring process, including data collection

and analysis, to ensure relevance and build trust.

« Key Performance Indicators (KPls):

Resettlement (PS5):
«  Number of households relocated vs. planned.
+ Compensation payment completion rates.
« Household income restoration rates (pre- vs. post-relocation).

» Access to services (water, sanitation, health, education) in new
settlements.



« Satisfaction levels with housing and infrastructure.
« Tenure security in new locations.
» Livelihood Restoration (PS5):
 Number of participants in livelihood programs.
« Success rates of new livelihood activities.
» Food security indicators.
« Access to markets and credit.
+ Indigenous Peoples (PS7):
» Adherence to FPIC agreement terms.
- Effectiveness of cultural heritage protection measures.
- Participation rates of Indigenous Peoples in project benefits.
« Maintenance of cultural practices and social cohesion.
+ Influx (PS1):
+ Number of project-induced migrants vs. local population.
« Crime rates (disaggregated by type).
« Incidents of GBV.
« Prevalence of communicable diseases.
» Prices of basic goods and services.
« Availability and quality of public services.

« Socialtension indicators (e.g., number of conflicts between
locals and newcomers).

Data Collection Methods: Household surveys, FGDs, key informant
interviews, community meetings, direct observation, and analysis of GM
data.

Reporting and Adaptive Management:

» Regular Reports: Quarterly and annual social monitoring reports,
shared with affected communities and the IFC.



 Feedback Loops: Monitoring data will directly feed into the GM and
corrective action planning. If monitoring reveals that PS5/PS7
objectives are not being met, or if influx risks are escalating, the
project's social management plans (RAP, LRP, Influx Management
Plan) will be reviewed and revised.

+ Completion Audit Data: The monitoring system will systematically
collect and archive data that can be used for a comprehensive
completion audit, demonstrating whether PS5/PS7 objectives (e.g.,
"improved or at least restored" livelihoods and living standards) have
been achieved. This includes baseline vs. post-project comparisons
for key socio-economic indicators.

By integrating these elements, the project can proactively manage social risks, ensure the
well-being of all affected communities, and demonstrate compliance with IFC
Performance Standards throughout its lifecycle.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Here's a design for a triage and escalation rubric for a multilingual voice bot grievance
system in a mining company, specifically addressing the challenges of automatic
transcripts with potential errors and prioritizing urgent issues.

Triage and Escalation Rubric for Voice Bot Grievances

This rubric is designed to categorize grievances, apply decision rules for prioritization, and
integrate human-in-the-loop steps to ensure accuracy and prevent mishandling of
sensitive reports.

1. Grievance Categories

Grievances will be categorized based on their potential impact and urgency. Each category
will have a corresponding priority level.



Category 1: Critical Safety & Human Rights (Priority: Immediate)

Definition: Grievances indicating immediate threat to life, severe injury,
serious environmental damage with direct human health impact, or severe
human rights violations (e.g., forced labor, sexual harassment,
discrimination, violence).

Injury," n nn

Keywords/Phrases: "danger, accident," "collapse," "toxic,"

"poison,” "assault," "threat," "harassment," "discrimination," "unsafe," "no

safety gear," "child labor," "forced to work."

Examples: Report of a structural collapse, immediate threat of a chemical
spill, sexual harassment claim, severe workplace accident, report of forced
eviction.

Category 2: High-Risk Environmental & Operational (Priority: High)

Definition: Grievances indicating significant environmental damage (not
immediately life-threatening), major operational disruptions, or systemic
issues that could lead to critical safety/rights issues if unaddressed.

Keywords/Phrases: "major spill," "pollution,

contamination,” "large dust

cloud," "loud blasting," "water quality bad," "equipment failure," "system

down," "repeated problem," "illegal dumping."

Examples: Report of persistent, heavy dust affecting a community, ongoing
water contamination, repeated equipment malfunctions leading to
production halts, unauthorized waste disposal.

Category 3: Rights-Related & Significant Impact (Priority: Medium)

Definition: Grievances related to worker rights (non-critical), community
well-being, or issues that have a significant but not immediate impact on
individuals or groups.

missing wages,
access blocked,
property damage."

Keywords/Phrases: "payroll error, overtime not paid,"

"shift change without notice,

unfair treatment, noise

disturbance,” "minor health issue,

Examples: Consistent payroll errors, uncompensated overtime, changes in
access to community resources, persistent but non-hazardous noise
pollution, minor property damage from blasting.

Category 4: General Inquiries & Minor Issues (Priority: Low)



- Definition: General questions, suggestions, or minor issues that do not pose
immediate risks or significant impacts.

« Keywords/Phrases: "question about," "suggestion," "idea," "minor

inconvenience," "request for information," "lost item."

« Examples: Inquiry about company policies, suggestion for improving a
process, report of a lost ID badge, request for a meeting.

2. Decision Rules and Human-in-the-Loop Steps

The system will use a combination of automated analysis and human oversight to triage
grievances.

Phase 1: Automated Triage (Voice Bot & NLP)
1. Speech-to-Text Transcription: The multilingual voice bot transcribes the grievance.

«  Human-in-the-Loop (HIL) Step 1: Confidence Scoring: The transcription
system provides a confidence score for the accuracy of the transcript. If the
confidence score is below a predefined threshold (e.g., 70%), the transcript
is flagged forimmediate human review.

2. Keyword/Phrase Matching & Sentiment Analysis:

- Keyword Matching: The system scans the transcript for keywords and
phrases associated with each category (as listed above). It uses fuzzy
matching and considers synonyms to account for transcription errors and
variations in language.

- Sentiment Analysis: The system analyzes the sentiment of the grievance
(e.g., highly negative, urgent tone) to provide an additional layer of
prioritization.

« HIL Step 2: Initial Category Assighment & Flagging:

« The system assigns an initial category based on keyword matches and
sentiment.

« If multiple keywords from different categories are present, or if
sentiment is highly negative but keywords are ambiguous, the
grievance is flagged for human review.

» Any grievance containing keywords from Category 1 (Critical Safety
& Human Rights) is automatically assigned Immediate Priority and



flagged for human review, regardless of confidence score or other
factors.

3. Contextual Analysis (Basic NLP): The system attempts to understand the basic
context of the grievance (e.g., "dust" + "breathing problems" suggests health impact;
"payroll" + "missing" suggests financial dispute). This helps refine the category.

« HIL Step 3: Review of Ambiguous Cases: All grievances flagged in HIL Step
2, along with any where contextual analysis is inconclusive, are sentto a

human reviewer.
Phase 2: Human Review & Final Triage

1. Dedicated Triage Team: A small, trained team of human reviewers (fluent in
relevant local languages) operates 24/7 for critical issues, and during business
hours for others.

2. Review Process:

« Listen to Audio (for flagged transcripts): For grievances with low
transcription confidence or ambiguous content, the human reviewer listens
to the original audio recording to ensure accurate understanding.

« Verify Category & Priority: The reviewer confirms or adjusts the automated
category and priority level based on their understanding of the grievance.

- lIdentify Sensitive Reports: Reviewers are specifically trained to identify
sensitive reports (e.g., allegations of sexual harassment, severe
discrimination, threats) that require immediate, discreet handling and
escalation to specialized personnel (e.g., HR, legal, security).

- Add Metadata: Reviewers add relevant metadata (e.g., specific location,
affected individuals/groups, potential root cause).

3. Escalation Decision Rules:
« Category 1 (Immediate Priority):

« Decision: Immediately escalated to a dedicated emergency response
team (e.g., site safety manager, HR for human rights, environmental
manager for severe environmental threat).

« Action: Team acknowledges within 1 hour, initiates investigation
within 4 hours.



HIL Step 4: Emergency Notification: Automated alerts (SMS, email,
internal system notification) are sent to the emergency response
team. Human reviewer confirms receipt and follows up if no
acknowledgment.

« Category 2 (High Priority):

Decision: Escalated to relevant department head (e.g.,
environmental manager, operations manager).

Action: Acknowledged within 4 hours, investigation initiated within 24
hours.

HIL Step 5: Departmental Notification: Automated alerts to
department heads. Human reviewer monitors for acknowledgment.

» Category 3 (Medium Priority):

Decision: Escalated to relevant departmental supervisor or
community relations officer.

Action: Acknowledged within 24 hours, investigation initiated within 3
business days.

HIL Step 6: Standard Notification: Automated alerts to relevant
personnel.

» Category 4 (Low Priority):

Decision: Assigned to community relations or relevant administrative
staff.

Action: Acknowledged within 3 business days, response provided
within 7 business days.

HIL Step 7: Routine Assignment: Assigned within the grievance
management system.

Phase 3: Resolution & Feedback

1. Investigation & Action: The assigned team investigates the grievance and

determines appropriate corrective actions.

2. Communication with Complainant: The complainant is kept informed of the

progress and resolution, using their preferred communication method and

language.



3. Closure: Once resolved, the grievance is formally closed in the system.

4. HIL Step 8: Quality Assurance & Audit: A separate QA team periodically reviews a
sample of closed grievances to ensure proper handling, resolution, and adherence
to the rubric. This helps identify any systemic issues in the triage process or
resolution effectiveness.

Minimizing Risk of Mishandling/Ignoring Sensitive Reports

+ Dedicated Training: All human reviewers receive specialized training on identifying
and handling sensitive reports, including protocols for confidentiality, victim
support, and escalation to appropriate legal/HR/security personnel.

- Segregated Access: Access to sensitive grievance data is restricted to authorized
personnel only.

« Automated Red Flags: The system is programmed to automatically flag specific

keywords (e.g., "sexual," "abuse," "threat," "violence," "discrimination") for
immediate human review and high priority, even if the overall transcript confidence

is high.

« Escalation Matrix: A clear, documented escalation matrix for sensitive reports
ensures they bypass standard channels and reach senior management or
specialized teams directly.

+ Independent Oversight: The QA team (HIL Step 8) provides an independent check
on the handling of all grievances, especially sensitive ones, to ensure compliance
with policies and ethical standards.

» Regular Audits: Periodic external audits of the grievance mechanism's
effectiveness and adherence to human rights principles.

By combining robust automated processing with strategic human intervention, this triage
and escalation rubric aims to efficiently manage a high volume of grievances, prioritize
critical issues, and ensure that all concerns, especially sensitive ones, are handled with
the care and urgency they require.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.



A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

To determine if resettlement implementation is "complete" in line with IFC Performance
Standard 5 (PS5), a robust monitoring and evaluation framework and a comprehensive
completion audit approach are essential. PS5 emphasizes that displaced persons'
livelihoods and standards of living should be restored or improved.

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration

The M&E framework will track progress against baseline conditions, with a specific focus
on vulnerable groups.

What is being compared: The current socio-economic status and livelihood conditions of
Project Affected Persons (PAPs) are compared against the baseline data collected prior to
displacement. This includes income levels, asset ownership, food security, access to
services, and overall quality of life.

How vulnerable groups are handled: The framework will disaggregate data by vulnerable
groups (e.g., women-headed households, elderly, disabled, ethnic minorities, informal
workers) to ensure their specific needs are met and their livelihoods are restored or
improved at least to the same extent as the general PAP population, if not better. Specific
indicators may be tailored for these groups.

Core Indicators:
1. Household Income and Expenditure:

« Indicator: Average monthly household income (from all sources) and
expenditure patterns.

- Rationale: Directly measures the economic well-being and purchasing
power of PAPs.

-« Comparison: Current average income/expenditure vs. baseline average
income/expenditure.

2. Asset Ownership and Productive Capacity:



« Indicator: Value and type of productive assets owned (e.g., land, livestock,
tools, business inventory) and access to productive resources (e.g., water for
irrigation, market access).

+ Rationale: Assesses the ability of PAPs to generate income and sustain their
livelihoods.

- Comparison: Current asset value/types vs. baseline asset value/types.
3. Food Security and Nutrition:

« Indicator: Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) or similar
validated food security score, and dietary diversity score.

- Rationale: Measures the ability of households to access sufficient, safe, and
nutritious food.

« Comparison: Current food security scores vs. baseline food security scores.
4. Access to Basic Services and Social Networks:

+ Indicator: Access to clean water, sanitation, healthcare, education, and the
strength of social support networks/community cohesion.

« Rationale: Reflects the overall quality of life and social well-being, which are
integral to sustainable livelihoods.

« Comparison: Current access/quality of services and perceived social
cohesion vs. baseline.

Data Collection Methods:
1. Household Surveys:

« Description: Administering structured questionnaires to a statistically
representative sample of PAP households, including oversampling of
vulnerable groups. Surveys would collect quantitative data on income,
expenditure, assets, food security, and access to services.

« Frequency: Annually or bi-annually during the 5-year implementation period.
2. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews (KllIs):

» Description: Conduct FGDs with various groups (e.g., women, youth,
specific livelihood groups) and Klls with community leaders, local
government officials, and project staff. These methods gather qualitative



data on perceptions of livelihood restoration, challenges faced, effectiveness
of programs, and social well-being.

« Frequency: Regularly throughout the implementation period, especially
before major reporting milestones.

2. Completion Audit Approach Consistent with IFC PS5

The completion audit determines if the project has met its resettlement objectives,
particularly the restoration or improvement of livelihoods and living standards.

What is being compared: The audit will compare the current status of PAPs against

the baseline conditions (pre-displacement) and the objectives stated in the approved
RAP and LRP. The key question is whether PAPs have achieved "at least restored, if not
improved" livelihoods and standards of living.

How vulnerable groups are handled: The audit will specifically assess whether vulnerable
groups have achieved the same or better outcomes than the general PAP population. This

requires disaggregated data analysis and targeted consultations with these groups to
understand their unique experiences and outcomes. If vulnerable groups have not
achieved restoration or improvement, the project cannot be considered complete.

How to deal with ongoing livelihood programs: This is a critical point. If some livelihood

programs are still ongoing, it indicates that the full restoration of livelihoods may not yet be
achieved for all participants.

Conditional Completion: The audit might conclude that resettlement is
"conditionally complete" for those who have successfully restored their livelihoods,
but "incomplete" for those still reliant on ongoing programs or who have not yet
achieved restoration.

Phased Completion: Alternatively, the project might define phased completion,
where the audit assesses the effectiveness of the programs and the trajectory
towards restoration. If the programs are demonstrably on track to achieve
restoration within a reasonable, defined timeframe, and the remaining risks are low,
the audit might recommend a final completion date tied to the successful
conclusion of these programs.

Contingency Planning: The audit will assess if adequate contingency plans and
funding are in place to ensure the successful completion of ongoing programs and
to address any unforeseen challenges for participants.

Completion Audit Steps:



1. Review of Documentation:

Thorough review of the original ESIA, RAP, LRP, all monitoring reports,
grievance logs, compensation records, and any amendments or corrective
action plans over the 5-year period.

Verify that all commitments made in the RAP/LRP have been implemented.

2. Independent Verification:

Engage an independent third-party expert (e.g., social scientist, resettlement
specialist) to conduct the audit. This ensures objectivity and credibility.

3. Field Verification and Data Collection:

Re-survey of PAPs: Conduct a comprehensive follow-up survey of all PAPs
(or a statistically significant sample, including oversampling of vulnerable
groups) to collect current socio-economic data, using the same indicators as
the baseline and M&E framework.

Focus Group Discussions & Key Informant Interviews: Conduct extensive
FGDs and Klls with PAPs (including vulnerable groups), community leaders,
local authorities, and project staff to gather qualitative insights on livelihood
restoration, satisfaction levels, and any outstanding issues.

Site Visits: Visit resettlement sites and livelihood program locations to
observe conditions, infrastructure, and the functioning of livelihood
activities.

4. Data Analysis and Comparison:

Baseline vs. Current: Compare the current socio-economic data with the
pre-displacement baseline data for each indicator, disaggregated by
vulnerable groups.

RAP/LRP Objectives vs. Outcomes: Assess whether the outcomes achieved
align with or exceed the objectives set out in the RAP and LRP.

Grievance Analysis: Analyze the grievance log to identify any unresolved
grievances, recurring issues, or patterns of dissatisfaction, particularly
related to livelihoods.

5. Assessment of Ongoing Programs:



« Forongoing livelihood programs, the audit will assess their effectiveness,
sustainability, and the likelihood of achieving their objectives. This includes
reviewing program design, implementation progress, participant satisfaction,
and financial viability.

- If programs are still critical for livelihood restoration, the audit will
recommend continued support and a follow-up assessment.

6. Audit Report and Recommendations:

« Theindependent auditor will produce a comprehensive report detailing
findings, comparing outcomes against PS5 requirements and RAP/LRP
objectives.

« Thereport will clearly state whether resettlement implementation is
considered complete, partially complete, orincomplete.

« Ifincomplete, it will provide specific recommendations for corrective
actions, additional support, and a timeline for achieving full completion.

« The report will explicitly address the status of vulnerable groups and the
effectiveness of ongoing livelihood programs.

By following this rigorous framework, the client can make an informed decision about the
completion of resettlement, ensuring compliance with IFC PS5 and demonstrating a
commitment to the well-being of affected communities.To determine if resettlement
implementation is "complete" in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 (PS5), a robust
monitoring and evaluation framework and a comprehensive completion audit approach are
essential. PS5 emphasizes that displaced persons' livelihoods and standards of living
should be restored or improved.

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration

The M&E framework will track progress against baseline conditions, with a specific focus
on vulnerable groups.

What is being compared: The current socio-economic status and livelihood conditions of
Project Affected Persons (PAPs) are compared against the baseline data collected prior to
displacement. This includes income levels, asset ownership, food security, access to
services, and overall quality of life.

How vulnerable groups are handled: The framework will disaggregate data by vulnerable
groups (e.g., women-headed households, elderly, disabled, ethnic minorities, informal
workers) to ensure their specific needs are met and their livelihoods are restored or



improved at least to the same extent as the general PAP population. Specific indicators

may be tailored for these groups.

Core Indicators:

1. Household Income and Expenditure:

Indicator: Average monthly household income (from all sources) and

expenditure patterns.

Rationale: Directly measures the economic well-being and purchasing
power of PAPs.

Target: At least 120% of pre-displacement (baseline) real income, or
demonstrably higher than the income of comparable non-displaced
households in the host community.

2. Food Security Status:

Indicator: Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) score or similar
validated food security index.

Rationale: Assesses the ability of households to access sufficient, safe, and

nutritious food.

Target: HFIAS score indicating "food secure" or "mildly food insecure" for at
least 90% of households, and demonstrably better than baseline.

3. Asset Ownership and Productive Capacity:

Indicator: Value of productive assets (e.g., land, livestock, tools, business
inventory) and non-productive assets (e.g., housing, household goods).

Rationale: Measures the restoration of productive capacity and overall
wealth.

Target: Total asset value (adjusted for inflation) at least equal to or greater
than baseline, with productive assets demonstrating capacity for sustainable

income generation.

4. Access to Basic Services and Infrastructure:

Indicator: Proportion of households with improved access to potable water,
sanitation, electricity, healthcare facilities, and schools (within reasonable
distance and quality).



- Rationale: Assesses the restoration or improvement of living standards
beyond justincome.

« Target: At least 95% of households have access to services comparable to or
better than their pre-displacement situation, and equivalent to or better than
host communities.

Data Collection Methods:
1. Household Surveys (Quantitative & Qualitative):

« Method: Administer structured questionnaires to a statistically
representative sample of PAP households, including oversampling of
vulnerable groups. Surveys will collect data on income, expenditure, food
security, asset ownership, access to services, and perceptions of well-being.

« Frequency: Annually for the first 3-5 years post-relocation, then biennially
until completion.

2. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews (KllIs):

+ Method: Conduct FGDs with various groups (e.g., women, youth, specific
livelihood groups) and Klls with community leaders, local government
officials, and project staff. These qualitative methods gather nuanced
information on challenges, successes, perceptions of fairness, and the
effectiveness of livelihood programs.

« Frequency: Quarterly for the first 2 years, then semi-annually.
2. Completion Audit Approach Consistent with IFC PS5

The completion audit will assess whether the project has met its PS5 obligations,
particularly the restoration or improvement of livelihoods and living standards.

What is being compared: The audit will compare the current status of PAPs against
the baseline conditions and the objectives and commitments outlined in the approved
RAP and LRP.

How vulnerable groups are handled: The audit will specifically assess whether vulnerable
groups have achieved the same or better outcomes than the general PAP population. It will
review disaggregated data and qualitative feedback from these groups to ensure no one
has been left worse off.

How to deal with ongoing livelihood programs:



- Conditional Completion: Resettlement can be considered "complete" for the
majority of PAPs if the audit demonstrates that their livelihoods and living standards
have been restored or improved.

- Tailored Exit Strategy: For PAPs still participating in ongoing livelihood programs,
the audit will assess the sustainability and trajectory of these programs. If the
programs have a clear, time-bound exit strategy and demonstrate a high probability
of achieving their objectives within a reasonable timeframe (e.g., 1-2 more years),
the audit can recommend conditional completion for these individuals, with a
requirement for continued monitoring and reporting on their specific progress until
full completion.

« Contingency Planning: If ongoing programs are not showing sufficient progress or
lack a clear path to sustainability, the audit will recommend additional support or
revised strategies, and the resettlement for those specific PAPs cannot be
considered complete.

Completion Audit Steps:
1. Review of Documentation:

« Thorough review of the original ESIA, RAP, LRP, baseline studies, monitoring
reports, grievance logs, compensation records, and any amendments or
corrective action plans.

« Verify that all commitments made in the RAP/LRP have been implemented.
2. Field Verification and Data Collection:

« Household Surveys: Re-administer the M&E framework's household survey
to a representative sample of PAPs to collect current socio-economic data.

+ Focus Group Discussions & Key Informant Interviews: Conduct FGDs with
various PAP groups (including vulnerable groups) and Klls with community
leaders, local authorities, project staff, and independent observers to gather
qualitative insights on livelihood restoration, satisfaction, and any remaining
challenges.

» Site Visits: Visit relocated communities and livelihood program sites to
observe conditions, infrastructure, and program activities firsthand.

« Asset Verification: Verify the existence and functionality of replacement
assets (e.g., houses, productive land, business premises).



3. Data Analysis and Comparison:

Quantitative Analysis: Compare current M&E data against baseline data for
all core indicators (income, food security, assets, services). Use statistical
methods to determine if restoration/improvement targets have been met.

Qualitative Analysis: Analyze qualitative data to understand the "why"
behind the numbers, identify any unforeseen impacts, and assess the
sustainability of restored livelihoods.

Disaggregated Analysis: Critically analyze data disaggregated by vulnerable
groups to ensure equitable outcomes.

4. Assessment Against PS5 Objectives:

Restoration/Improvement: Determine if PAPs' livelihoods and standards of
living have been restored or improved to pre-displacement levels, or to levels
comparable to non-displaced host communities, whichever is higher.

Sustainability: Assess the long-term sustainability of restored livelihoods
and the new living environment.

Equity: Evaluate whether vulnerable groups have achieved equitable
outcomes.

Grievance Resolution: Review the effectiveness of the grievance
mechanism in addressing resettlement-related complaints.

5. Audit Report and Recommendations:

Prepare a comprehensive audit report detailing findings, analysis, and
conclusions regarding PS5 compliance.

Clearly state whether resettlement implementation can be considered
"complete" for all or specific groups of PAPs.

Provide recommendations for any outstanding issues, additional support
required, or continued monitoring for ongoing livelihood programs.

The report should be publicly disclosed in an accessible format.

By following this integrated M&E framework and completion audit approach, the client can
systematically demonstrate compliance with IFC PS5, ensuring that the project's social

impacts are responsibly managed and that affected communities achieve sustainable

livelihood restoration.



Meta: Llama 4 Maverick

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

IFC Performance Standard 5 Classification and Required Measures

1. Displacement Classification

Group A: Households with formal titles (houses and farmland submerged)
« Classification: Both physically and economically displaced

« Rationale: They lose their homes (physical displacement) AND their
farmland/income source (economic displacement)

Group B: Informal/customary farmers (farmland only)
« Classification: Economically displaced

- Rationale: They retain their homes but lose access to farmland and agricultural
livelihoods

Group C: Kiosk owners (relocatable businesses)
« Classification: Economically displaced

- Rationale: They lose their business location/structures but not their homes;
business interruption affects income



2. Required Measures per Group
Group A: Formal Title Holders (Physical + Economic Displacement)
Asset Compensation:

1. Fullreplacement cost for houses (without depreciation) OR provision of
replacement housing of equal/better quality

2. Land-for-land compensation for farmland at equal productive value OR cash at full
replacement cost

3. Compensation forimmovable assets (wells, fences, trees) at replacement value
Livelihood Restoration:

1. Transitional support allowance covering 6-12 months of living expenses during
relocation

2. Agricultural extension services and inputs for re-establishing farming at new
location

3. Skills training/alternative livelihood programs if agricultural restoration isn't feasible
Group B: Informal/Customary Farmers (Economic Displacement)
Asset Compensation:

1. Compensation for crops/trees at full replacement value regardless of land tenure
status

2. Recognition of customary land rights with compensation equivalent to formal title
holders

3. Compensation for land improvements (irrigation systems, soil improvements) made
by farmers

Livelihood Restoration:
1. Accesstoreplacement agricultural land of equivalent productive potential
2. Agriculturalinputs package (seeds, fertilizers, tools) for at least 2 growing seasons
3. Income support during transition period until new crops yield income

Group C: Kiosk Owners (Economic Displacement)

Asset Compensation:



1. Compensation for kiosk structures at replacement cost
2. Relocation assistance/transport costs for salvageable materials and inventory
3. Compensation for lost income during transition period

Livelihood Restoration:

1. Assistance in identifying and securing new business locations with similar customer
potential

2. Business development support (permits, licenses, marketing assistance)
3. Working capital support or micro-credit access to re-establish operations
Key PS5 Principles Applied:
» No net loss principle: All groups must be equal or better off post-project
« Vulnerable group consideration: Special attention to those without formal tenure
« Consultation and participation: All measures require affected person input

» Monitoring: Track restoration success for minimum 2 years post-displacement

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Framework for Indigenous Community Sub-
Groups

1. Multi-Tiered Grievance Mechanism Structure

Level 1: Community-Based Resolution



« Traditional Council Plus: Expand existing traditional governance to include
mandatory representation from:

«  Women's groups (minimum 30% representation)
« Youth council representatives (18-35 years)
« Satellite hamlet representatives

- Safe Spaces: Establish separate forums where sub-groups can discuss concerns
before bringing to traditional council

« Cultural Mediators: Train respected elders as neutral facilitators who understand
both traditional and sub-group perspectives

Level 2: Independent Review Panel
« Composition:
« 2traditional leaders
» 2 sub-group representatives (rotating)
+ 1independentIndigenous rights expert
« 1 company representative (non-voting observer)

» Authority: Can recommend modifications to RAP/LRP without undermining
collective FPIC

Level 3: External Mediation
« IFC Compliance Advisor/Ombudsman (CAO) or similarindependent body
» Indigenous rights organizations as observers/advisors
2. Ensuring Safe Access for Marginalized Sub-Groups
Multiple Reporting Channels:
« Anonymous grievance boxes in neutral locations (health centers, schools)
- Designated focal points: Trusted community members from each sub-group
« Mobile grievance teams: Regular visits to satellite hamlets
- Digital options: WhatsApp/SMS hotline for youth (given South African context)

« Gender-sensitive channels: Female staff/representatives for women's concerns



Protection Measures:
« Confidentiality protocols: Option to raise concerns without identification
« No-retaliation policy: Enforced through traditional and formal legal systems
« Third-party submission: NGOs/advocates can submit on behalf of complainants
« Group grievances: Allow collective submissions to reduce individual exposure
3. Corrective Action Process Respecting FPIC
Phase 1: Rapid Assessment (30 days)
« Sub-group consultations: Separate meetings with women, youth, satellite hamlets
« Documentation review: Assess original FPIC process records for gaps

« Impact verification: Independent assessment of whether current measures meet
PS5/PS7 standards

Phase 2: Collaborative Solution Design (60 days)
« Participatory planning workshops: Sub-groups design their own solutions
- Traditional leader engagement: Ensure solutions respect cultural protocols
« Technical support: Provide experts in gender, youth development, spatial planning
Phase 3: Supplementary FPIC Process (if needed)
» Triggers for new FPIC:
« Material changes to project scope affecting sub-groups differently
» Discovery that original FPIC lacked meaningful sub-group participation
« New impacts identified not covered in original agreement
» Process:
« Sub-group specific consultations BEFORE community-wide meetings
« Documented evidence of sub-group consent
« Vetorights for significantly affected sub-groups
4. Implementation Framework

Immediate Actions (0-30 days):



1. Establish grievance focal points in each sub-group

2. Conduct awareness campaign on grievance rights/processes

3. Begin bilateral discussions with complainant groups

4. Pause any RAP/LRP activities directly affecting complainants
Medium-term Actions (30-90 days):

1. Implement agreed corrective measures

2. Establish monitoring committees with sub-group representation

3. Revise RAP/LRP to address identified gaps

4. Document lessons learned for future FPIC processes
Long-term Actions (90+ days):

1. Quarterly review meetings with all sub-groups

2. Annualindependent audit of FPIC implementation

3. Adaptive management based on monitoring results

4. Capacity building for sub-group participation in decision-making
5. Monitoring and Compliance
Key Performance Indicators:

+ % of grievances from each sub-group resolved within agreed timeframes

« Sub-group satisfaction scores (disaggregated data)

« Participation rates in decision-making forums

« Evidence of RAP/LRP modifications benefiting sub-groups
Documentation Requirements:

« Maintain grievance log with sub-group identifiers (confidential)

« Record all corrective actions and their outcomes

« Document any supplementary FPIC processes

« Regular reporting to IFC on PS7 compliance

6. Budget and Resources



Dedicated funding for:
» Sub-group facilitators and translators
+ Independent monitoring
» Capacity building programs
« Transportation for satellite hamlet participation
« Communication materials in appropriate formats/languages

This framework ensures that while respecting the collective nature of Indigenous decision-
making, the voices of marginalized sub-groups are heard and their specific needs
addressed, maintaining full compliance with IFC PS5 and PS7 throughout the project
lifecycle.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.



Integrated Social Risk Management Framework for IFC-Financed Mine Project
1. Joint Application of PS1, PS5, and PS7
Assessment and Management Integration
PS1 (Environmental & Social Management System) as the Framework:
« Establishes overarching ESMS that integrates PS5 and PS7 requirements
« Requires comprehensive Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) that:
« Maps all physical and economic displacement (PS5)
» ldentifies Indigenous Peoples and cultural heritage (PS7)
« Assesses cumulative impacts including influx effects

« Analyzes intersecting vulnerabilities (e.g., Indigenous women facing
displacement)

FPIC Requirements and Triggers:
+ Required for Indigenous community:
» Physicalrelocation from ancestral territory (PS7)
+ Impacts on lands under traditional ownership/use
« Significant adverse impacts on cultural heritage
« FPIC must be obtained BEFORE:
» Finalizing project design
» Developing RAP/LRP
« Anyground disturbance activities
RAP/LRP Design Integration:
+ Indigenous Community RAP/LRP:
» Co-designed through FPIC process
e Incorporates traditional governance structures
¢ Includes cultural heritage management plan

« Provides for collective land compensation options



« Non-Indigenous RAP/LRP:
« Standard PS5 consultation (not FPIC)
« Individual/household-based compensation
» Market-based valuation approaches
2. Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration
Risk Pathway 1: Competition for Resettlement Resources
How it undermines RAP/LRP objectives:

« Influx population competes for replacement land designated for resettled
communities

« Housing markets inflate, making "replacement cost" compensation insufficient
« New businesses by migrants crowd out livelihood restoration opportunities

« Mitigation: Ring-fence replacement resources, index compensation to real-time
market rates, prioritize locals in economic opportunities

Risk Pathway 2: Cultural Disruption and Social Cohesion Breakdown
How it undermines RAP/LRP objectives:

» Influx dilutes Indigenous community cohesion essential for collective decision-
making

« Inter-marriage and cultural mixing challenge traditional governance systems
« Youth attracted to camp/migrant lifestyles abandon traditional livelihoods

- Mitigation: Closed camp policy, cultural preservation programs, youth engagement
in traditional economy

Risk Pathway 3: Pressure on Host Community Resources
How it undermines RAP/LRP objectives:

« Overwhelmed health/education services reduce quality of life for resettled
populations

« Water scarcity from increased demand affects agricultural livelihood restoration

» Increased crime/social problems divert resources from development programs



« Mitigation: Pre-emptive infrastructure upgrades, dedicated services for camps,
community policing programs

3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System
Culturally Appropriate Design Features
Three-Channel System:
1. Indigenous Channel:
« Traditional council as first point of contact
« Oraltestimony options with trusted scribes
« Community meetings in native language
« Sacred/neutral meeting spaces
2. Community Channel:
« Village-level committees
« Written/verbal options
« Mobile grievance officers
« SMS/WhatsApp reporting
3. Worker/Migrant Channel:
« Camp-based grievance boxes
« Contractor liaison officers
« Anonymous hotline
- Digital app-based system
Early Warning Indicators for Influx and Resettlement Issues
Influx Indicators:
« Rapidincrease in grievances about:
« Land encroachment
« Price inflation

« Resource competition



e Cultural conflicts
» Population growth rates exceeding 5% annually
+ Housing shortages reported
Resettlement Indicators:
« Delayed compensation payments
» Disputes over valuation
« Livelihood restoration program participation <70%
« Food security deterioration
Monitoring System for PS5/PS7 Compliance
Key Performance Indicators:
PS5 Compliance Metrics:
9% households with restored/improved livelihoods (target: 100%)
« Time to full compensation payment (<6 months)
« Grievances resolved within agreed timeframes (>90%)
« Vulnerable group satisfaction scores (>80%)
PS7 Compliance Metrics:
« FPIC maintained throughout project (documented annually)
« Cultural heritage sites protected (100%)
« Indigenous employment targets met (agreed %)
- Traditional governance structures functioning
Data Collection Methods:
« Monthly grievance analysis reports
« Quarterly household surveys (panel data)
« Semi-annual participatory assessments
« Annual third-party audits

+ Real-time dashboard for management



Integration Architecture
Unified Management Structure:

» Social Management Committee: Representatives from company, Indigenous
community, other villages, local government

+ Integrated Database: Links grievances, monitoring data, and corrective actions

- Adaptive Management Protocol: Monthly review and adjustment of measures
based on data

Completion Audit Readiness:
« Comprehensive grievance log with resolution tracking
» Time-series data showing livelihood restoration trends
« Documentation of all FPIC processes and outcomes
» Evidence of influx management effectiveness
« Beneficiary satisfaction assessments

This integrated framework ensures that PS1, PS5, and PS7 work synergistically rather than
in silos, with influx management embedded throughout rather than treated as a separate
issue. The monitoring system provides real-time feedback loops that enable adaptive
management while building the evidence base needed for IFC completion audit
requirements.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Multilingual Voice Bot Grievance Triage and Escalation System
System Architecture Overview

Three-Layer Processing Model



1. Automated Initial Processing (Al-driven with error tolerance)
2. Human Verification (for critical categories)
3. Escalation and Response (role-based routing)
Priority Categories and Severity Levels
Category 1: CRITICAL - Immediate Life/Safety Threats (0-2 hours)
Keywords/Phrases (with fuzzy matching for transcription errors):
« Death, dying, killed, accident, emergency
- Can't breathe, trapped, explosion, collapse
» Bleeding, injured, unconscious
» Fire, chemical spill, gas leak
« Sexual assault, rape, attack
Decision Rules:
« ANY match » Immediate human review (within 15 minutes)
« Auto-alert to: Site Safety Manager, Security, Medical
« Override all queue priorities
« Automatic SMS confirmation to reporter
Category 2: HIGH - Rights Violations & Serious Safety (2-24 hours)
Keywords/Phrases:
« Discrimination, harassment, bullying, threat
« Unsafe condition, no PPE, broken equipment
« Child labor, forced work, passport held
+ Contaminated water, sick from dust
» No pay for [X] months, wages stolen
Decision Rules:
« Confidence score >70% - Direct escalation

« Confidence score <70% > Human verification within 2 hours



» Route to: HR Director, Safety Manager, Compliance Officer
« Documented acknowledgment required
Category 3: MEDIUM - Operational & Environmental (24-72 hours)
Keywords/Phrases:
« Payroll error, wrong hours, overtime dispute
« Shift schedule, unfair roster, time off denied
» Noise complaint, dust problem, vibration damage
« Water quality concern, crop damage, livestock sick
« Equipment broken, supplies needed
Decision Rules:
« Batchreview by category specialist

« Pattern detection for systemic issues

Route to: Department heads, Environmental team

Weekly trend analysis required
Category 4: LOW - General Feedback (72 hours - 1 week)
Keywords/Phrases:

« Suggestion, idea, feedback

» Cafeteriafood, accommodation issue

« Training request, promotion question

« General complaint (no specific urgency markers)
Decision Rules:

e Automated acknowledgment

« Monthly batch processing

» Route to: Relevant supervisors

» Quarterly summary reports

Transcript Error Management



Confidence Scoring System
+ High Confidence (>85%): Direct routing per category
« Medium Confidence (70-85%): Flag for human review within category timeline
« Low Confidence (<70%): Immediate human review regardless of category
Error Mitigation Strategies
1. Keyword Redundancy: Multiple variations of critical terms
« Example: "accident" also catches "aksidnt", "accidant", "accdent"
2. Context Clustering: Group related terms to improve detection
» Safety cluster: PPE + equipment + broken + dangerous
3. Language-Specific Dictionaries: Common transcription errors by language
« Zulu: "ngifa" (dying) might transcribe as "gifa" or "ngefa"
« Afrikaans: "ongeluk" (accident) might appear as "ongluk"
Human-in-the-Loop Checkpoints
Mandatory Human Review Triggers
1. All Category 1 grievances (within 15 minutes)
2. Low confidence scores on any grievance mentioning:
« Names of individuals (potential harassment/discrimination)
« Specific monetary amounts (wage disputes)
« Medical symptoms (health impacts)
3. Repeated submissions (same voice profile, 3+ times in 48 hours)
4. Silent periods inrecording (potential intimidation)
Human Reviewer Interface
« Split screen: Original audio player + transcript
« Quick action buttons: Escalate, Reclassify, Request clarification
« Context panel: Previous grievances from same reporter

« Translation toggle: Original language vs. English



Sensitive Report Protection
Anonymous Reporting Features
« Option to submit without voice identification
« Automatic voice distortion for playback
« Separate encrypted storage for rights violations
« Limited access logs with audit trails
Anti-Retaliation Measures
« Grievances mentioning supervisors > Route to skip-level management
« Pattern detection for post-grievance schedule changes
« Quarterly analysis of reporter treatment
« Protected category for whistleblower reports
System Decision Flow
code
Voice Input » Transcription » Confidence Score
N
High (>85%) > Category Assignment
v
Critical? » Human Review (15 min)
N N
Yes No - Auto-Route
N
Immediate Escalation
Quality Assurance Metrics
Daily Monitoring
» Average time to human review by category

» False positive rate on critical issues



« Transcription confidence distribution
« Language distribution and error rates
Weekly Analysis
« Missed critical issues (found in lower categories)
» Reporter satisfaction scores
« Resolution timeframes by category
+ Repeatissue identification
Monthly Reporting
« Systemic issue identification
« Department/site comparison
- Trendingtopics and emerging risks
« Human reviewer performance metrics
Implementation Safeguards
1. Failsafe Mode: Any system error > All grievances to human review
2. Backup Recording: Original audio retained for 12 months
3. Multi-language Testing: Monthly quality checks per language
4. Community Feedback Loop: Quarterly forums on system effectiveness
5. External Audit: Annual third-party assessment of categorization accuracy

This system balances automation efficiency with human oversight for critical issues, while
building in multiple safeguards to ensure no serious grievance is missed due to
transcription errors or system limitations.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data



collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

IFC PS5 Resettlement Completion Framework

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration
Core Indicators

Indicator 1: Household Income Restoration Rate

What's Compared: Pre-displacement baseline income vs. current income (adjusted for
inflation)

« Target: 2100% of baseline for general population, 2110% for vulnerable groups

- Disaggregation: By displacement type (physical/economic), gender of household
head, vulnerability status

« Formula: (Current HH Income / Baseline HH Income x CPI Adjustment) x 100
Indicator 2: Food Security Index

What's Compared: Baseline food consumption patterns vs. current (using Food
Consumption Score)

« Target: No household below "acceptable" threshold (FCS >35)
« Measurement: Dietary diversity, meal frequency, nutritional quality

« Vulnerable Group Focus: Track elderly, female-headed households, disabled
separately

Indicator 3: Livelihood Diversification Score

What's Compared: Number and stability of income sources pre vs. post-displacement
» Target: Equal or greater number of income sources
» Quality Measure: % of income from stable/formal sources
- Sustainability Factor: Income source reliability rating (1-5 scale)

Indicator 4: Asset Ownership Index



What's Compared: Productive and household assets baseline vs. current
« Categories: Land, livestock, equipment, housing quality, savings
» Target: 2100% of baseline assetvalue
« Special Attention: Track asset accumulation capacity, not just replacement
Data Collection Methods
Method 1: Panel Household Surveys
Design Features:
« Frequency: Bi-annual surveys of same households since baseline
« Sample: 100% of severely affected, 30% random sample of others
» Vulnerable Group Oversampling: 100% inclusion with adapted questionnaires
« Components:
« Income and expenditure modules
« Assetinventory
« Food security assessment
« Livelihood activity mapping
- Satisfaction and grievance tracking
Quality Controls:

« Same enumerators where possible for consistency

Local language questionnaires

Triangulation with community leaders

GPS verification of new housing/land
Method 2: Participatory Monitoring
Design Features:
« Community Scorecards: Quarterly community assessment of restoration progress

» Focus Group Discussions: Separate groups for women, youth, elderly, ethnic
minorities



Livelihood Program Reviews: Beneficiary feedback on each intervention

Photo/Video Documentation: Visual evidence of living standard changes

Integration Points:

Results feed into adaptive management
Community monitors trained from affected population

Real-time issue identification

2. Completion Audit Approach

Pre-Audit Readiness Assessment (Month -3)

Documentation Review:

Compile 5-year monitoring data trends
Prepare case studies of successful/unsuccessful restoration
Document all adaptive management decisions

Create vulnerable group specific reports

Gap Analysis:

Identify households not meeting restoration targets
Map ongoing livelihood programs and their timelines
Review unresolved grievances

Assess sustainability of achieved improvements

Audit Methodology

Phase 1: Quantitative Assessment

Completion Criteria Analysis:

1.

2.

Income Restoration: 290% of households at or above baseline
No Impoverishment: Zero households worse off than baseline

Vulnerable Group Performance: 100% meet basic needs, 280% show
improvement

Grievance Resolution: 295% resolved, no Category 1 outstanding



Statistical Validation:
» Independent verification of 20% of monitoring data
» Regression analysis to confirm trends
« OQutlier investigation
Phase 2: Qualitative Verification
Field Verification:
- Site visits to 30% of resettled households
» Infrastructure functionality assessment
« Market/employment opportunity mapping
« Social cohesion indicators
Stakeholder Consultations:
« Government confirmation of service delivery
NGO assessment of vulnerable group status
« Community leader validation sessions
« Individual interviews with dissatisfied households
Handling Ongoing Programs
Sustainability Test for Ongoing Programs
Programs can continue post-completion if they meet ALL criteria:
1. Self-Financing: >70% cost recovery or secured funding for 3+ years
2. Local Management: Community/government has taken ownership
3. Proven Impact: Demonstrated contribution to livelihood outcomes
4. Exit Strategy: Clear handover plan with timelines
Conditional Completion Approach
Green Light Completion (Full closure):
» Alltargets met

+ No ongoing support needed



Community agrees completion appropriate

Amber Light Completion (Conditional):

85-95% targets met
Ongoing programs have secured handover
Time-bound corrective action plan for gaps

12-month follow-up audit required

Red Light (Extension required):

<85% households restored
Vulnerable groups still at risk
Critical programs without handover plan

Additional 12-24 months implementation

Completion Certificate Components

1.

2.

6.

7.

Executive Summary: Overall achievement against PS5 objectives
Quantitative Results: All indicators with 5-year trends

Vulnerable Group Outcomes: Specific analysis and ongoing needs
Sustainability Assessment: Likelihood of maintaining improvements
Lessons Learned: For company and IFC portfolio learning

Residual Risk Register: Any remaining issues and mitigation

Post-Completion Monitoring Plan: Light-touch annual check for 2 years

Post-Audit Requirements

Handover Package:

Database transfer to local government
Grievance mechanism transition plan
Emergency support fund (if needed)

Contact list for ongoing programs

Public Disclosure:



« Summaryreportin local languages
« Community presentation of results
+ |FC website publication

This framework ensures PS5 compliance while recognizing that true livelihood restoration
is a long-term process that may extend beyond project timelines, with appropriate
mechanisms to ensure sustainability without perpetual project involvement.

Meta: Llama 4 Scout

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Reasoned for a few seconds
IFC Performance Standard 5 Analysis: Hydropower Project Displacement
1. Displacement Classification

Group Classification Rationale

A) Formal title BOTH Physical & Houses and farmland permanently submerged; must
households Economic relocate to new location AND lose land-based livelihood



Group

Classification Rationale

Only farmland lost; residences remain above water but

B) Informal/customary Primarily

income source destroyed; PS5 recognizes customary

farmers Economic . . N

claims under national law (para 14(ii))

Lose income-generating assets (kiosks) but retain mobility
C) Kiosk owners Economic and ability to re-establish elsewhere; no forced relocation

required

2. Required Resettlement & Livelihood Measures by Group

Group

A: Formal Title Households (Both Displacements)

Asset Compensation:

Offer feasible resettlement choices: (i) adequate replacement housing with
improved living conditions, or (ii) cash compensation at full replacement cost (PS5
para 16-17, para 22)

Compensation provided prior to relocation; housing and land acquisition secured
in advance

Livelihood Restoration:

Land-based resettlement preference: Replacement agricultural land of equivalent
productive potential (independent soil/agronomic assessment required) (GN24)

Income restoration support for transition period if land productivity differs
temporarily

Relocation assistance tailored to household needs: transport costs, temporary
housing, administrative costs

Vulnerable Group Support:

Group

Special attention to poor, female-headed households, elderly; targeted income
support or skills training for alternative livelihoods if land replacement not possible

B: Informal/Customary Farmers (Economic Displacement)

Asset Compensation:



Cash compensation for lost assets: crops, irrigation systems, trees, stored harvest
(PS5 para 20, para 22)

Documentation and census to establish status under national law; formal
recognition of customary land claims where recognizable

Livelihood Restoration:

Preference for land-based solutions: offer alternative farmland or usufruct rights to
comparable land; if unavailable, income restoration programs (vocational training,
alternative income activities) (GN24)

Community-level buffer support: formalization assistance for customary land
tenure; documentation of traditional use rights to prevent future disputes

Transition & Vulnerability Protection:

Temporary income support during livelihood transition period

Enhanced consultation with customary authorities; respect for community
decision-making processes on resettlement options

Targeted support for poorest/most vulnerable informal farmers (female farmers,
landless laborers dependent on informal farming)

Group C: Kiosk Owners (Economic Displacement)

Asset Compensation:

Cash compensation at full replacement cost for kiosks and business equipment
(stock, tools, fixtures)

Single, transparent compensation payment ensuring consistency and equity

Business Restoration:

Relocation assistance: support in securing comparable business sites/kiosks at
alternative location; rent subsidy or business site guarantee for transitional period

Working capital or income maintenance allowance during re-establishment phase
to bridge lost revenue

Business continuity support: assistance moving inventory/equipment; minimal
disruption to customer access if feasible



Market Viability:

« Market assessment for new locations to ensure sufficient demand/economic
viability of relocated kiosks

« Time frame allowing gradual transition before losing current kiosk access

Key Distinctions
Dimension Compensation (Asset Recovery) Livelihood Restoration (Income Recovery)

Purpose Replace lost assets at marketvalue Restore income capacity to pre-displacement levels

G A Replacement housing + land Agricultural land replacement or income programs +
rou
P compensation skills training
G B Cash for crops/assets + land Alternative livelihood programs (land or non-land
rou
P formalization based)
Group C Business asset replacement cost Business relocation + working capital + market access

All measures must include meaningful stakeholder consultation, transparent and
equitable administration, and particular attention to vulnerable populations (PS5 para
7,16, 20).[1][2][3]

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Grievance Handling & Corrective Action: Indigenous Sub-Groups in Mining
Resettlement



Overview of the Challenge

The case presents a critical tension in IFC compliance: collective FPIC has been
documented, yet sub-group concerns suggest the process did not adequately capture
or address differentiated impacts. This is consistent with PS7's recognition that
Indigenous communities are not homogeneous—women, youth, and geographically
dispersed groups (satellite hamlets) often face distinct vulnerabilities that may be masked
by community-level consent.[1][4]

The corrective approach must simultaneously validate the collective FPIC while
creating safe, structured channels for sub-group grievances without fracturing
community cohesion or weaponizing marginalized voices against each other.

1. Grievance Mechanism Design
Establish a Nested Grievance Pathway Anchored in Customary Governance
Primary Layer: Sub-Group Committees within Indigenous Institutions

Rather than creating parallel Western-style grievance boxes, the mechanism should
operate through and alongside customary leadership structures:

«  Women's Committee: Convened by or through the community's women leaders (if
such institutions exist), with explicit mandate to raise gendered impacts (e.g., loss
of access to water sources, loss of income from informal trading, childcare
disruption during relocation).[4]

« Youth Representation: Ensure youth have formal voice in existing community
councils or create a youth sub-committee, recognizing that younger people may
have longer exposure to project impacts and less legacy investment in original FPIC
agreement.

« Hamlet/Satellite Community Liaison: Appoint a direct representative from the
satellite hamlet to community-level grievance forums, reducing communication lag
and ensuring geographic dispersion is not a barrier to participation.[1]

Secondary Layer: Independent Ombudsperson (Indigenous or External Cultural
Mediator)

« Appoint a culturally credible third party (ideally Indigenous from the region or an
experienced cultural mediator) to receive and investigate sub-group complaints
confidentially



« This person reports to both the community leadership AND the client/lender to
prevent capture by either side

« Critical function: translate sub-group concerns into language that honors collective
FPIC without framing sub-groups as having "rejected" the agreement

Safety & Confidentiality Protocols

« Grievances from women or youth must not trigger retaliation by community
leadership; the independent mediator investigates confidentiality and flags safety
risks early

» Provide multiple channels: in-person meetings, written submission (literacy
support), telephone hotline in local language

« Anonymous submission option for sensitive complaints (e.g., gender-based
violence linked to resettlement stress)

« Regular feedback loops to sub-groups on grievance status (currently pending, under
investigation, resolved, rejected with explanation)

2. Corrective Action Framework Aligned with PS5 & PS7

Step 1: Diagnosis Phase—Validate Concerns Against Differentiated Impact
Assessment

Requirement: PS5 and PS7 both mandate that resettlement and compensation address
the actual needs of affected persons, not just uniform household-level packages.[1][4]

Action:

« Commission a supplementary impact assessment focused on sub-group
vulnerabilities (women's asset loss, youth employment prospects, satellite hamlet
access to services post-relocation)

» Cross-check original RAP/LRP against this sub-group assessment; identify gaps
« Example findings:

«  Women may lose customary use rights to shared grazing land or water
sources not formally documented in RAP

« Youth may lack pathways into livelihood options designed for adults



- Satellite hamlet may face excessive relocation distances, fragmenting social

cohesion

Step 2: Ongoing FPIC for Corrective Measures (PS7 Requirement)

Key Principle: PS7 requires Informed Consultation and Participation throughout the
project lifecycle and ongoing FPIC where circumstances change or new impacts

emerge.[1][4]

Process:

« Present gap analysis and proposed corrective measures first to sub-group

committees, then to community leadership

« Obtain sub-group-specific consent (not just leadership sign-off) for revisions to

RAP/LRP

« Document this as a supplementary FPIC milestone, distinct from but

complementary to original project FPIC

« Frame as: "Our initial FPIC process identified the overall project; this phase ensures
each group's specific needs are met"

Step 3: Revise RAP/LRP with Sub-Group Differentiation

Modify livelihood restoration to address sub-group gaps:

Sub- .
Gap Identified
Group
Customary access to foraged
resources (forest products,
Women

medicinal plants) lost; no
substitute income

Original RAP assumes adult
Youth household head; youth lack
employment pathways

. Resettlement site too distant;
Satellite

community fracturing; loss of
Hamlet

shared resources

Corrective Measure (PS5/PS7 Aligned)

Land-based compensation: usufruct rights or revenue-
sharing from alternative livelihood zones (community
gardens, women's enterprise plots); skills training tailored to
women's traditional occupations (if desired)

Youth employment targets in project's post-mining phase (if
applicable); vocational training with market linkage;
microfinance or enterprise grants for youth-led ventures;
apprenticeship slots with resettlement contractors

Option for hamlet-level relocation cluster (not scattered into
larger villages); phased transition allowing satellite to
maintain customary governance; joint resource management
agreement for post-relocation sacred sites/grazing areas



3. Governance Structure: Respecting Collective FPIC While Enabling Sub-Group Voice
The "Three-Ring" Model
Ring 1: Community Council (Collective Decision-Making)

« Retains authority over strategic project-level decisions

« Includes explicit sub-group representation (women's leader, youth representative,
hamlet elder)

« Decisions require consensus or transparent majority vote documented in local
language

Ring 2: Sub-Group Committees (Differentiated Consultation)

«  Women, youth, and hamlet committees meet separately to assess impacts and
raise concerns

+ Reportfindings to Community Council; Community Council integrates into
collective response

« Thisis not a parallel structure undermining community unity, but a translation
layer ensuring no group is left behind

Ring 3: Independent Mediator + Client + Lender
» Escalates unresolved sub-group grievances to this tier

» Investigates whether client has violated PS5/PS7 obligations (e.g., inadequate
livelihood restoration for women, no youth employment pathway)

» Issuesremediation orders aligned with PS5/PS7 standards
« Reports to community and lender on compliance progress
Documentation & Accountability

« Allsub-group grievances, findings, and corrective actions recorded in accessible
local language (oral and written)

» Quarterly public meetings where Community Council + sub-group chairs + client
present grievance status and outcomes

+ Independent monitor (appointed by lender) reviews grievance log for patterns (e.g.,
if allwomen's complaints are dismissed, this flags bias)



4. Alignment with IFC Standards
Performance Standard 7 Requirements Met

v Ongoing ICP & FPIC: Sub-group corrective FPIC is framed as PS7-required "Informed
Consultation and Participation throughout project lifecycle."[1][4]

v Respect for Customary Governance: Grievance mechanism operates through women's
councils, youth forums, and hamlet leadership—not imposed Western structures.[4]

v Vulnerable Sub-Groups Protected: PS7 explicitly recognizes women and marginalized
groups need targeted engagement; the nested pathway ensures their voices are heard
separately before aggregating to collective decisions.

v Culturally Appropriate Resolution: Mediator and corrective measures designed to
honor Indigenous decision-making and remedy, not impose external standards.[1]

Performance Standard 5 Requirements Met

v Livelihood Restoration Tailored to Differentiated Impacts: RAP/LRP revision ensures
women, youth, and hamlet-specific needs are addressed, not just household-level
compensation.[7]

v Vulnerable Group Attention: PS5 explicitly requires "particular attention to vulnerable
persons and groups"; sub-group committees and mediator ensure this is operationalized.

v Stakeholder Consultation in Implementation: Grievance mechanismis a form of
ongoing stakeholder consultation required by PS5, allowing real-time refinement of
resettlement measures.

5. Preventing Recurrence
Institutional Learning:

» Client conducts post-grievance audit: Why were sub-group concerns not captured
in original FPIC?

« Strengthens baseline processes for future phases or similar projects: gender
analysis, dispersed settlement mapping, youth employment analysis
conducted before FPIC, not after grievances arise



« Lenderincorporates sub-group grievance patterns into environmental and social
risk ratings

Community Capacity:

« Provide training to sub-group committee members on PS5/PS7 rights, grievance
processes, and documentation

«  Fund community-led monitoring (not just client-led) of RAP/LRP implementation
against sub-group-specific commitments

Summary: The Dual Framework

Collective (Honors Existing

Level Sub-Group (Addresses Marginalization)
FPIC)
Community Council retains Sub-group committees meet in parallel; leaders
Governance . . . . .
strategic authority integrated into Council
Grievance . . Women, youth, hamlet sub-groups raise concerns to
Community-level complaints . .
Intake dedicated committees
Community leadership + Independent Mediator validates sub-group

Investigation . . . . . .
Independent Mediator grievances with differentiated impact lens

Collective RAP/LRP amended via Sub-group-specific corrective measures (land,

Remedy - .
supplementary FPIC livelihood, relocation terms) added to RAP/LRP
.. Community Council + Lender Independent monitor tracks sub-group grievance
Accountability o .
monitor implementation outcomes quarterly

This approach avoids the false choice between honoring collective FPIC and protecting
sub-group voices—instead, it institutionalizes sub-group consultation as part of PS7's
requirement for ongoing, differentiated engagement throughout the project
lifecycle.[1][4][7]

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its



ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Integrated Social Risk Management for IFC-Financed Mining: PS1, PS5, PS7
Framework

Executive Overview

This mining project triggers a cascading set of IFC Performance Standard obligations that
must operate as an integrated system, not separate compliance tracks. Performance
Standard 1 establishes the overarching Environmental and Social Management System
(ESMS) that governs risk identification and mitigation across the project lifecycle.[3]
Performance Standards 5 and 7 then operationalize specific protections for resettlement
and Indigenous Peoples within that ESMS framework.[3] The critical gap in most mining
projects—and a material social risk—is that influx (project-induced in-migration) is
typically treated as an afterthought rather than a core driver of resettlement failure. This
framework integrates influx as a primary pathway undermining both PS5 and PS7
objectives.

1. PS1, PS5, PS7 Integration: Assessment and Management



The Hierarchical Relationship

PS1 establishes the mandatory architecture: clients must adopt an ESMS with elements
including (i) policy; (ii) identification of risks and impacts; (iii) management programs; (iv)
organizational capacity; (v) emergency preparedness; (vi) stakeholder engagement; and
(vii) monitoring and review.[3] This is the governance container.

PS5 and PS7 are specialized content modules that nest within PS1's ESMS framework:

« PS5 defines the specific risks, impacts, and mitigation hierarchy for land acquisition
and involuntary resettlement (avoiding » minimizing > compensating).[3]

« PS7requires Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) for Indigenous Peoples'
lands and defines differentiated consultation and benefit-sharing obligations.

How They Function Together in This Project
code
PS1 ESMS Framework (Overarching)

— Risk Identification & Scoping

| F— PS5 Trigger Assessment: Is land acquisition and physical/economic resettlement
occurring?

| L ps7 Trigger Assessment: Does project affect Indigenous Peoples' lands/rights?

— Impact Assessment & Mitigation Hierarchy (PS1 para 15)
| F— Avoidance (preferred)

| F— Minimization

| L Compensation/Offset

|

|— Stakeholder Engagement (PS1 para 20-23)

| F— Indigenous Community: FPIC pathway (PS7)

| — Resettled villages: RAP-led consultation (PS5)

| L Host communities + influx-affected groups: ongoing engagement



L Monitoring & Grievance (PS1 para 37; integrated throughout)

— PS5 compliance: RAP/LRP implementation metrics

— PS7 compliance: FPIC documentation and benefit realization

L Influx-related harms: early warning + corrective action

FPIC Sequencing and Influence on RAP/LRP

FPIC is not a one-time consent event; it is a PS7 requirement that shapes the entire
RAP/LRP design process.[1]

Phase 1: Pre-RAP FPIC (Design Influence)

» Before drafting the RAP/LRP, the client conducts Free, Prior, and Informed

Consultation with the Indigenous community on:

Whether the project should proceed at all (seeking Indigenous consent to the
overall project);

If proceeding, which resettlement and livelihood options the community
prefers (relocation site, community-level livelihood design, access to sacred
sites post-relocation);

Whether the community has alternative land, resource, or compensation
preferences based on customary values.

« Documented outcomes of this FPIC directly shape RAP/LRP Annex A
(Resettlement Options) and Annex B (Livelihood Restoration Package).

« Ifthe Indigenous community refuses FPIC to the project, the project cannot proceed
under IFC standards (PS7 requirement for Indigenous Peoples' affected lands).

Phase 2: RAP/LRP Design Integration

 RAP/LRP incorporates:

Land-based outcomes preferred by Indigenous community (e.g.,
replacement land with comparable size/cultural significance, or access to
alternative areas for hunting/gathering if land loss is unavoidable);

Collective versus individual compensation structures (PS5 allows
flexibility; Indigenous communities may prefer collective benefit funds rather
than household-by-household payouts);



- Livelihood restoration aligned with cultural practices (e.g., if the
Indigenous economy is land-based, livelihood restoration prioritizes land
access, not cash);

« Governance arrangements for managing relocated community resources
collectively.

Phase 3: Ongoing FPIC During Implementation

» If project circumstances change (e.g., influx degrades relocated community water
access), FPIC is triggered again to assess whether the community consents to
continue under the new conditions or requires modifications to RAP/LRP.

For non-Indigenous villages, PS5 mandates consultation but not FPIC. However, the
same mitigation hierarchy and livelihood restoration logic applies: the RAP/LRP must be
tailored to actual impacts (economic displacement + dust/noise nuisance) and validated
through meaningful stakeholder engagement.

Influx as a Missing Link in PS1 Risk Scoping

Critical Gap: PS1 requires identification of "potential risks and impacts," and PS5/PS7
require assessment of impacts to "Affected Communities and Persons."[3] In-migration
(influx) creates a secondary wave of impacts that are rarely scoped upfront:

« Influxis not directly caused by the project (the project did not physically displace
these jobseekers), but it is project-induced (the project's employment
opportunities and construction activity trigger it).

« Yetinflux amplifies resettlement harms: increased competition for land, water,
services, and livelihoods in host communities; potential social tension between
incoming workers and relocated villagers.

« Solution: PS1'srisk identification process must explicitly include influx as a
category, with social risk pathways mapped before RAP/LRP design. This allows
RAP/LRP measures to be calibrated to the combined impact (relocation + influx)
rather than relocation alone.

2. Three Major Social Risk Pathways: Influx-Driven Degradation of RAP/LRP Objectives
Risk Pathway 1: Resource Scarcity and Conflict Over Resettlement Benefits

Mechanism:



« RAP/LRP designates replacement land or livelihood zones for relocated villagers
(e.g., 10 hectares for community agriculture, water access points).

« Influx brings jobless workers who remain after construction phase ends; they
compete for same land, water, and temporary employment opportunities.

« Influx-driven demand raises land prices, water scarcity emerges, or community
pasture/forest becomes overused.

» Relocated villagers find their RAP-guaranteed land or livelihood assets degraded or
inaccessible in practice.

Example: Relocated Indigenous community is granted usufruct rights to 500 hectares for
traditional livelihoods. Within 18 months, influx jobseekers (now settled informally) clear
forest for subsistence farming and livestock grazing; relocated community's hunting
territory shrinks 40%; wildlife migration patterns change. RAP's livelihood restoration
targets (income from traditional livelihoods) become unachievable.

PS5/PS7 Violation: RAP/LRP objectives (livelihood restoration) not met; Indigenous land-
based economy cannot recover.

Risk Pathway 2: Gender-Based and Social Violence Targeting Relocated Communities
Mechanism:

« Construction phase (1,500 non-local workers) and post-construction influx
introduce predominantly male, mobile workforce with limited social ties.

» Relocated villages, especially Indigenous communities, are physically isolated in
resettlement sites; social cohesion disrupted by forced relocation.

« Influx workers prey on vulnerable subgroups (women, youth) in resettled
communities: sexual harassment, GBYV, trafficking.

» Alcohol and drug use by influx workers amplifies violence.

» Relocated communities lack support infrastructure (police, health services,
shelters) at remote resettlement sites; incidents unreported.

Example: Relocated Indigenous village experiences 15 incidents of sexual harassment by
mine workers within 6 months of resettlement. Young women avoid water collection points
and fields (controlled by influx workers), disrupting food security and traditional roles.
Community cohesion fractures; social capital needed for livelihood recovery is lost.



PS5/PS7 Violation: Particular attention to vulnerable groups (PS5) and protection of
Indigenous women's rights (PS7) not operationalized; resettlement creates conditions for
harm rather than restoring livelihoods.

Risk Pathway 3: Economic Informality and Livelihood Collapse for Host Communities
Mechanism:

« Non-Indigenous downstream and roadside host communities face economic
displacement (loss of land, agricultural access, or disruption from dust/noise).

« RAP/LRP provides livelihood restoration: alternative crops, small-business training,
microfinance for income diversification.

« Simultaneously, influx brings informal traders, day laborers, and illicit services; they
undercut legal businesses and compete for market access.

« Host community livelihood beneficiaries cannot sustain formal enterprises (shops,
crops) against cheaper influx-driven informal competition.

« Informal economy attracts youth from both relocated and host communities; legal
livelihoods collapse, informal and illicit activities grow (drugs, sex work).

Example: Host community receives RAP support to establish vegetable-growing
cooperatives with market linkage. Influx traders dump cheaper bulk vegetables at roadside
markets, undercutting cooperative prices 30%. Cooperative members defect to informal
petty trade. Within 2 years, RAP's livelihood restoration target (5 cooperatives generating $X
income) fails; informal economy expands unchecked.

PS5 Violation: Livelihood Restoration Plan objectives for non-Indigenous host
communities not met; economic vulnerability deepens despite RAP investment.

Interconnection of Risk Pathways
These three pathways are not independent; they reinforce each other:

- Pathways 1 + 2: Resource scarcity (Pathway 1) increases tension; influx-driven GBV
(Pathway 2) is often framed as conflict over resource access > community fractures
- collective livelihood projects (livestock, shared forests) fail.

- Pathways 2 + 3: GBV and violence degrade security; relocated women cannot
engage in formal livelihood activities; they retreat into informal, precarious work >
economic informality normalizes across relocated and host communities (Pathway
3).



- Pathway 3 affects Indigenous/relocated: Influx informal economy attracts
vulnerable youth from relocated Indigenous communities away from traditional
livelihoods, accelerating loss of cultural knowledge and land-based income.

All three pathways trace to a single root cause: Influx is not managed as an integral
component of the ESMS and RAP/LRP, leaving both Indigenous and non-Indigenous
affected communities exposed to secondary harms that undermine the primary
resettlement and livelihood recovery objectives.

3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System
Core Design Principle: Nested Reporting with Real-Time Data Integration

The grievance mechanism must capture resettlement-related grievances AND influx-
related harms in a single system that feeds into a unified monitoring dashboard. This
allows the client (and the lender, via independent monitor) to detect when influx is
degrading RAP/LRP outcomes before completion audit, enabling corrective action.

Structure 1: Multi-Tier Grievance Intake (Culturally Embedded)
Tier 1A: Indigenous Community Grievance Structure

» Establish Community Grievance Committee co-chaired by Indigenous leadership
and independent facilitator (culturally credible third party, ideally Indigenous from
the region).

« Monthly meetings open to all community members; decisions made by consensus
or transparent majority vote in local language.

« Intake channels: In-person at meetings, written submission (with literacy support),
telephone hotline, community representative visit to remote hamlets.

« Key function: Raises all grievances—relocation conditions, livelihood outcomes,
influx impacts, GBV, resource degradation—and routes them to appropriate
response tier (client corrective action vs. escalation).

Tier 1B: Non-Indigenous (Host + Resettled) Communities Grievance Structure

+ Host Community Liaison Committee: Representatives from each host village;
meets monthly with client and RAP Monitor.



Tier 2:

Tier 3:

Livelihood Grievance Sub-Committee: Dedicated forum for RAP/LRP
implementation issues (crop failures, microfinance loan defaults, market access
problems, influx competition).

Resettled Village Committee: For non-Indigenous relocated village, similar
structure to Tier 1A but adapted to non-Indigenous governance.

Independent Project-Level Ombudsperson

Appointed by lender (not client), culturally credible and fluent in local language and
IFC PS.

Receives escalated grievances from Tier 1 (unresolved after 60 days, or sensitive
issues like GBV, potential forced labor, FPIC violations).

Investigates confidentially; reports findings to Community Committees and client
within 30 days.

Does not make binding decisions but triggers mandatory client corrective
action if harm is substantiated.

Lender + Independent Monitor

Environmental and Social (E&S) Independent Monitor (hired by lender, not client)
conducts quarterly field visits, reviews grievance logs, verifies corrective action
implementation.

Lender Supervision Missions (bi-annual) review monitor reports; escalate
unresolved issues to client senior management and, if needed, formal compliance
review.

Structure 2: Unified Grievance Categorization and Tracking

All grievances logged in a shared Project Grievance Database (accessible to Tier 1

committees in simplified form, full access to Ombudsperson and Lender):

. Response L.
Grievance Category Source PS Nexus . Data for Monitoring
Timeframe
. RAP implementation
Relocated villagers ) .
Resettlement . PS5 (physical 30 days progress; housing
. (Indigenous/non- . . .
Conditions displacement) resolution adequacy; site

Indigenous) conditions



Response

Grievance Category Source PS Nexus . Data for Monitoring
Timeframe
RAP beneficiaries LRP outcome metrics:
- . 60 days (may
Livelihood (crops, PS5 (economic . . income levels,
. . . . require adaptive . .
Recovery Failure microfinance, livelihood) business survival,
management)
employment) employment uptake

Influx population
PS1 (secondary

] 45 days surveys; resource
Influx-Related Host or relocated impacts) + PS5/PS7 i .
o o escalation to degradation
Harm communities (undermining ] . o .
corrective action monitoring; informal
resettlement)

economy tracking

PS7 (vulnerable )
15 days (safety Incident counts; case

Gender-Based / Women, youth, group protection) + i .
. . . planning + outcomes; institutional
Sexual Violence survivors PS1 (grievance + .
reporting) response adequacy
safety)
) Documentation of
. ) 60 days (triggers .
FPIC/Consultation Indigenous PS7 (FPIC . consultation
] ) consultation .
Concerns community requirement) iew) processes; community
review

consent status

PS5 (livelihood
Water access surveys;

Access / Resource Relocated/host assets) + PS7 45 days + o
. o o pasture condition;
Degradation communities (land/resource remediation o
ights) forest cover monitoring
rights

Structure 3: Culturally Appropriate Intake and Safety
For Indigenous Community:

« Grievance intake conducted in Indigenous language by committee members known
to the community, not by client staff.

« Allow anonymous submission for sensitive complaints (e.g., retaliation by
community leadership, gender-based violence); confidentiality protected by
Ombudsperson.



« Recognhize community decision-making processes: if community prefers to resolve
via customary dispute resolution (elder mediation), allow parallel path if outcome is
documented and aligns with PS5/PS7 rights.

« Provide safe spaces (e.g., women-only grievance meetings facilitated by female
mediator) for GBV disclosure.

For Host Communities + Non-Indigenous Resettled:

« Grievance meetings held in communities (not at mine office); provide transport if
needed.

« Multiple languages; written summaries for literate beneficiaries, oral feedback for
others.

» Dedicated hotline in local language; call center staff trained in trauma-informed
communication.

Structure 4: Influx-Specific Monitoring & Early Warning
Influx Census & Tracking:

« Conduct baseline influx survey at project start (mine pre-operation, construction
phase begin): estimate non-local in-migration population, occupations, settlement
patterns.

» Repeat quarterly during construction; semi-annually post-operation.
+ Key metrics:
» Population count of non-local workers/jobseekers in project area

« Occupational breakdown (mine employees, informal traders, laborers, sex
workers, unemployed jobseekers)

« Settlement proximity to relocated villages/RAP livelihood zones
« Informal economy size (estimated turnover, sector breakdown)
Resource Degradation Monitoring:

« Land Use & Vegetation: Satellite imagery or drone surveys (biannual) of
resettlement zones and adjacent land to track encroachment, vegetation loss,
degradation.

« Water Access: Monthly monitoring of water points (boreholes, streams) used by
relocated communities; track seasonal availability, quality, access constraints.



» Forest/Pasture: Community-based monitoring (trained local monitors, 4x yearly) of

hunting/grazing territory; document species sightings, signs of overuse.

Social Cohesion & GBV Indicators:

» Grievance hotline logs GBV incidents (monthly summary); if trends emerge (e.g.,

harassment spike during construction peak), triggers alert to client and

Ombudsperson.

« Social Cohesion Survey (annual, administered by third party, not client): randomly

sample 80-100 relocated community members; ask about trust in community

leadership, sense of safety, participation in collective activities. Declining cohesion

= early warning of Pathway 2 (social violence) or Pathway 1 (resource conflict).

Structure 5: Linking Grievance Data to Completion Audit

Audit Metrics (at Project Completion):
PS Objective Data Source

PS5: LRP outcome database +
Livelihood Grievance log (livelihood
Restoration category)

Grievance log (GBY,

PS5:

vulnerable group
Vulnerable . .

complaints) + Social
Groups )

cohesion survey

FPIC documentation +
PS7: FPIC +

Resource monitoring (water,
Land Access . .
hunting territory)

PS5/PS7: Influx census + Grievance
Influx influx-related category +
Mitigation Informal economy tracking

Completion Audit Process:

Completion Audit Question

Have =280% of RAP/LRP livelihood beneficiaries achieved
income parity (or agreed-upon improvement) at project
completion? Unresolved livelihood grievances = failure.

Were vulnerable subgroups in relocated communities
protected from disproportionate harm? Zero unresolved
GBV complaints + social cohesion maintained = baseline =
compliance.

Did Indigenous community retain FPIC consent
throughout? Have land-based livelihood outcomes been
restored per FPIC agreement? Resource degradation 220%
= failure.

Did influx-related grievances spike and remain unresolved?
Did influx undermine resettlement outcomes for relocated
communities? If >3 unresolved influx-related grievances
per reporting period = material PS5/PS7 risk.

1. Audit team (independent, IFC-aligned) reviews grievance logs for the entire project
period; categorizes by PS standard and resolution status.



2. Community validation: Sample of 50-80 relocated community members
interviewed on grievance outcomes: "If you filed a complaint, was it resolved? Did
conditions improve?"

3. Outcome metrics: Cross-check grievance data against RAP/LRP performance
metrics (income, asset restoration, service access); if grievances indicate metrics
are not met, audit flags non-compliance.

4. Influx narrative: Auditors assess whether influx management reduced secondary
harms; if influx-driven resource degradation or GBV persisted unaddressed, audit
concludes that PS5/PS7 objectives were partially or fully unmet despite RAP/LRP
framework existing on paper.

Conclusion: Integration Across the Framework
This approach creates a single social management system where:
« PS1 governs the architecture (ESMS, monitoring, grievance).

« PS5 and PS7 define specific outcome targets (livelihood restoration, Indigenous
consent and land rights).

« Influxisrecognized as a material risk pathway that, if unmanaged, causes RAP/LRP
failure for both Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities.

» Grievance mechanism captures all categories of harm in real-time, enabling
corrective action before completion audit.

« Monitoring system produces data that can be audited against PS5/PS7 objectives,
ensuring accountability.

The result is not a document-heavy RAP/LRP disconnected from reality, but a living
management system that detects when resettlement is failing due to influx (or other
causes) and requires corrective action while the project is still operating, not after it
closes.[1][3][5]

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and



rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Reasoned for a few seconds
Voice Bot Grievance Triage & Escalation Rubric for Mining Operations
System Overview

The triage system must operate in two phases: (1) automated categorization and
confidence scoring of voice transcripts, and (2) human verification and

escalation based on risk thresholds. This two-stage approach catches critical issues even
when transcription is imperfect, while minimizing false escalations that exhaust human
resources.[6][7]

Triage Categories and Decision Rules
Category 1: URGENT—Imminent Safety Risk (24-Hour Response)

Definition: Incidents that pose immediate physical harm to workers or community
members; requires immediate site intervention.

Trigger Keywords (automated detection):

« Injury, accident, collapse, explosion, fire, toxic exposure, unconscious, trapped,
bleeding, choking

« "Right now," "happening," "emergency," "help," "immediately"
» Site-specific hazards: blasting mishap, ventilation failure, slope instability
Confidence Scoring (Al-based):

« High confidence (285%): Multiple safety keywords + urgent temporal markers
("right now") + clear cause-effect relationship in transcript

+ Medium confidence (65-84%): Partial transcript clarity; words present but context
ambiguous (e.g., "explosion" mentioned but might be historical narrative)

« Low confidence (<65%): Transcript too corrupted; isolated keyword without context

Decision Rule:



« High/Medium: Immediate human review (<5 min) by Safety Officer + Direct
escalation to Site Manager and Emergency Response Team

« Low confidence + safety keywords: Escalate to human + request callback
verification ("l received your report mentioning [keyword]. Are you in immediate
danger right now?")

Human-in-the-Loop:
1. Safety Officer listens to original audio (not just transcript) to verify
2. Initiates site walkthrough/welfare check if confirmed
3. Logsincidentin safety management system (separate from grievance database)
4. Provides caller acknowledgment within 30 minutes

Why This Matters: Transcript errors (e.g., "dust" misheard as "adjustments") can hide
safety issues. Mandatory human audio review catches misrecognitions.[1][7]

Category 2: CRITICAL—Human Rights &amp; Vulnerable Person Violation (48-Hour
Response)

Definition: Allegations of forced labor, child labor, trafficking, gender-based violence
(GBV), discrimination, or threats/retaliation against workers or community members filing
complaints.

Trigger Keywords (automated detection):

« Forced, coerced, imprisoned, locked, threats, violence, rape, sexual, harassment,
child, trafficking, kidnapped, beaten, discriminated

«  "No choice," "can't leave," "will be fired if," "told not to speak"

« Retaliation indicators: "told me not to report," "will be punished," "manager

threatened"
Confidence Scoring:

+ High confidence (280%): Clear allegation (e.g., "manager sexually harassed me last
week"); specific date/location; caller identifies as victim

+ Medium confidence (65-79%): Allegation present but third-party report (e.g., "l
heard my colleague was threatened"); less specificity



Low confidence (<65%): Ambiguous language; could be hearsay or misheard terms

Decision Rule:

High confidence: Immediate escalation to Human Resources, Security, and
Independent Ombudsperson (if available)

Medium confidence: Human verification call within 24 hours by trained
HR/Ombudsperson (not Site Manager, to avoid power-dynamic intimidation)

Low confidence: Flag for manual audio review; if confirmed, escalate as medium
confidence

Human-in-the-Loop—Ciritical Safeguards:

1.

3.

Confidentiality: Report logged separately from operational grievance database;
accessible only to HR/Ombudsperson/Lender, not Site Operations

Caller Safety: Ombudsperson assesses retaliation risk; if imminent, offers
immediate protective measures (relocation, schedule adjustment, third-party
presence)

Trauma-Informed Response: Trained staff conduct follow-up; do not re-interview
caller without consent; connect to counseling/support services if needed

Investigation: Independent investigator (not line management) assigned; protected
process per IFC Performance Standard 1 (Human Rights Due Diligence)[6]

Why This Matters: GBV and labor rights violations are easily missed or minimized in
transcripts. Automated detection + mandatory human verification + confidential pathway
prevents normalization of abuse.[2][6]

Category 3: ENVIRONMENTAL &amp;amp; COMMUNITY RIGHTS (5-Day Response)

Definition: Environmental degradation, community livelihood impact, or alleged violations
of resettlement/FPIC commitments (water quality, dust, noise, land access,

compensation).

Trigger Keywords (automated detection):

Water, dust, noise, blasting, contamination, pollution, flooding, soil, crops failed,
compensation, promised, relocation, access denied, fishing, hunting, pasture

"Promised but not," "said they would," "environment," "health problem," "crops died"



« Trend markers: multiple reports of same issue from different callers
Confidence Scoring:

« High confidence (280%): Specific impact described (e.g., "dust from blasting
damaged my crops three times this month"); quantifiable (area, timeline); caller
identifies as affected

« Medium confidence (65-79%): General environmental complaint without
specificity; secondhand report

« Low confidence (<65%): Vague description; transcript uncertainty
Decision Rule:

« High confidence: 5-day human investigation by Environmental/Community
Relations team; requires site sampling (water, dust levels), verification of claim, and
response plan

« Medium confidence: Desk review within 3 days; if credible, escalate to site
investigation

« Low confidence: Flag for manual review; escalate if confirmed
Human-in-the-Loop:

1. Community Relations Officer verifies caller identity and location

2. Site sampling/photographic evidence collected if appropriate

3. Response documented: corrective action plan OR explanation if claim not
substantiated

4. Caller notified of outcome within 5 days

5. Trend analysis: if &amp;gt;2 similar complaints in 30 days, triggers escalation to
senior management and independent monitor

Why This Matters: Environmental grievances often cluster geographically or temporally;
automated trend detection catches systemic issues early.[1][2]

Category 4: WORKER OPERATIONAL (7-Day Response)

Definition: Payroll disputes, shift scheduling, working conditions (not safety-critical),
worker classification, benefits disputes.



Trigger Keywords (automated detection):

« Paycheck, salary, overtime, schedule, shift, contract, permanent vs. casual,
benefits, pension, leave, hours

« "Not paid," "promised," "owed," "should have received," "incorrect calculation"
Confidence Scoring:

« High confidence (285%): Specific grievance with verifiable data (paycheck amount,
expected vs. received, pay period)

+ Medium confidence (65-84%): Complaint clear but lacks supporting details

« Low confidence (&amp;lt;65%): Vague reference to payment or scheduling
Decision Rule:

« All confidence levels: Route to HR/Payroll for verification within 7 days

- Escalate to manager review if: Caller has documentation (pay slip, contract);
pattern detected (same caller multiple complaints; same contractor multiple
complaints)

Human-in-the-Loop:
1. HR pulls payroll/scheduling records

2. Verifies claim; if valid, processes correction (retroactive payment, schedule
adjustment)

3. If disputed, offers mediation or third-party arbitration per collective bargaining
agreement (if applicable)

4. Callback within 7 days with outcome

Category 5: COMMUNITY LIVELIHOOD &amp;amp; ACCESS (10-Day Response)

Definition: Non-urgent economic grievances; access to roads, markets, services disrupted
by project; livelihood restoration issues.

Trigger Keywords (automated detection):

« Business, market access, road, transportation, store, income, livelihood, crops,
herd, cattle, livestock



- "Can'treach," "blocked," "closed," "lostincome," "market gone," "travel time

increased"
Confidence Scoring: 80%+ = 10-day response; 65-79% = 14-day; <65% = manual review
Decision Rule:
« Route to Community Relations / Livelihood Restoration Officer
» Assess iftied to project impact or pre-existing condition

« If project-related, incorporate into resettlement action plan (RAP) updates

Category 6: LOW PRIORITY / INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION (14-Day Response)

Definition: Vague complaints; administrative queries; requests for information unrelated
to grievance.

Examples: "l have a question,” "when will the project end,” "how do | apply for a job"
Decision Rule:

« Route to appropriate functional department (HR, Community Relations, Project
Comms)

« No escalation required unless callback reveals Category 1-5 issue

Automated Confidence Scoring System
Multi-Factor Confidence Matrix
Factor High Confidence Medium Confidence Low Confidence

&amp;gt;90% recognized

. . 70-89% clarity; some gaps <70% clarity; heavy
Transcript Clarity words; coherent sentence

but context recoverable corruption or noise
structure
Keyword Multiple category-relevant 1-2 keywords; some Isolated keyword or no
Presence keywords; synonyms detected ambiguity keywords
Temporal Specific date/time ("yesterday," Relative time ("last week," No time reference or

Specificity "3 PM," "week of Dec 1") "after shift") vague ("sometime")



Factor High Confidence Medium Confidence Low Confidence

Caller identifies self (name or  Partial identification; vague Anonymous or

Location/Identity . . ] . N
worker ID); site specified location unidentifiable

Present ("right now," . .
Urgency Markers .\ Implicit ("been ongoing")  Absent
emergency")

Algorithm: Simple weighted sum or logistic regression model trained on historical
complaints (once 100+ samples gathered). Default: weight urgency markers and clarity
highest; temporal specificity and identity lower.

Human-in-the-Loop Verification Workflows
Callback Protocol (For Medium-Confidence Issues)

Timing: Within defined window (24 hrs for Critical, 3 days for Environmental, 7 days for
Operational)

Script: &gt; "Hello [Name/ID], this is [Company Name] Grievance Team. We received a
report from you about [SUMMARIZED CATEGORY]. To make sure we understand correctly,
could you confirm: [Specific details: What happened? When? Where? Who was involved?].
Are you in any immediate danger or need urgent help?"

Outcome:
« Confirmed: Escalate to Category handler; log confidence upgrade
- Denied/Clarified: Adjust category if needed; relog with updated confidence

« No Answer After 2 Attempts: Escalate as-is with "attempted verification" flag;
notifies Ombudsperson for follow-up

Why This Matters: Callback verification catches both false positives (misheard words) and
clarifies ambiguous reports without requiring caller to re-record.[6][7]

Escalation Matrix: Triage to Response Team
code
URGENT (Category 1)

L5 Immediate (0-2 hrs): Safety Officer + Site Manager + Emergency Response



L5 Parallel log: Safety Management System (not general grievance DB)

CRITICAL (Category 2)
L Within 24 hrs: HR + Ombudsperson + Security (confidential log)
L Notifies: Lender/Independent Monitor if IFC-financed project

L5 Retaliation Risk Assessment: Yes/No - triggers protective measures if Yes

ENVIRONMENTAL (Category 3)
L Within 3-5 days: Community Relations + Environmental Team
L Site sampling if high confidence

L Trend Analysis: Flagged if &gt;2 similar complaints in 30 days

OPERATIONAL (Category 4)
L Within 7 days: HR/Payroll

L Escalates if pattern detected or disputed

COMMUNITY (Category 5)

L within 10 days: Community Relations / RAP Officer

LOW PRIORITY (Category 6)

L Within 14 days: Functional department routing

Quality Assurance & Continuous Improvement
Weekly Audit (QA Team)

1. Random sample review (10% of all categorized complaints): Ombudsperson or
independent auditor listens to original audio; compares to automated transcript
and assigned category



2. Flag discrepancies:

« Transcript errors that changed categorization (e.g., "threat" misheard as
"threat-en")

« Miscategorization (e.g., GBV allegation classified as Operational)

» Missed escalations (low-confidence report that should have been elevated)

3. Modelretraining: Collect flagged cases; retrain NLP confidence model monthly

Monthly Trend Report (Leadership + Lender)

Total complaints by category: % distribution
Response time adherence: % of complaints resolved within target timeframe

Callback verification rates: % of medium-confidence issues
confirmed/denied/uncontactable

Escalation patterns: Same caller repeated Category 2 allegations? Same site
recurring Category 3?7 - Signals systemic issue

Demographic analysis (if tracking): Complaints by worker type (permanent vs.
casual), site location, department > identifies vulnerable groups

Annual Third-Party Audit

Independent reviewer (Ombudsperson or lender-appointed auditor) assesses:

Does the triage system reflect actual grievance distribution or does it under-detect
certain categories (e.g., GBV)?

Are human-in-the-loop steps being followed consistently?
Are response times being met?

Do complainants report satisfaction with process (survey sample)?

Risk Mitigation: Transcript Error Resilience

Design Safeguards

1.

Audio Archival: Original audio retained for 224 months; any escalation triggers

audio review, not just transcript reliance



2. Synonym Detection: NLP trained on common mining terminology variants (e.g.,
"dust," "particulate," "powder," "emissions" all trigger environmental category)

3. Negation Handling: Prevents false negatives (e.g., "l wasn't threatened" misread as
threat allegation)

4. Callback Mandatory for Low-Confidence Categories 1 & 2: No complaintin
Categories 1-2 is finalized without human audio verification

Multilingual Robustness

« Voice bot supports local languages (Zulu, Sotho, Portuguese, Spanish, etc.
depending on mine location); each language has trained acoustic model

« Post-transcription translation to English; translators verify critical terms (safety
words, rights allegations) before categorization

» Feedback loop: if translator frequently overrides Al categorization, audio model for
that language gets retrained

Conclusion
This rubric creates a risk-stratified, human-centered system that:

v Catches safety and rights issues early despite transcript imperfection (Categories 1-2
mandatory audio verification)

v Minimizes false escalation (confidence scoring prevents alert fatigue)

v Protects sensitive reports from operational mishandling (GBV/labor rights logged
separately, accessible only to authorized personnel)

v Detects systemic patterns (trend analysis flags recurring site or category issues)

v Remains culturally appropriate (callback verification in caller's language; local
mediators involved in sensitive cases)

v Enables lender audit (monthly/annual data provide evidence of PS compliance, not just
documentation of mechanism existence)

The system is not autonomous; it augments human judgment, flagging priorities so
responders focus on the most critical cases first.[1][6][7]



Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Reasoned for a few seconds

Completion Audit Framework: IFC Performance Standard 5 Resettlement
Implementation

Overview and Context

After 5 years of RAP/LRP implementation, the determination of "completion" hinges on a
critical distinction in IFC Performance Standard 5: completion does not require that all
livelihood programs have ended, but rather that affected persons have been provided
"adequate opportunity and assistance to sustainably restore their livelihoods."[2] The
audit must therefore assess trajectory and sustainability, not just currentincome
snapshot. This framework operationalizes that distinction.

1. Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
Core Principle: Baseline vs. Restoration Comparison
All M&E indicators compare three time points:

« TO (Baseline): Pre-displacement livelihood status (documented at project appraisal
or pre-resettlement survey)

+ T1(Current, Year 5): Present livelihood status

« T2 (Trajectory Projection): Estimated livelihood status at end of planned support
period (e.g., Year 7-8), based on documented program design and beneficiary
progress



Completion is achieved when T1 shows material progress toward T2, and T2

projections are credible and documented.

Core Indicator Set

Indicator 1: Household Income Restoration (Primary Metric)

Definition: Comparison of household annualincome (from all sources: land, wage

employment, micro-enterprise, transfers) across displaced versus non-displaced

reference group.
Metric

Displaced HH avg. annual
income

Non-displaced reference HH
avg.income

Income gap closure

Variance (inequality within
displaced group)

Baseline (T0) Current (T1)

$X $Y

v Trend line for
comparison

X' - $X Y'-$Y

Gini coefficient
=70

Gini =21

Data Collection Method 1: Annual Household Income Survey

Target (T2)

=$X (or agreed improvement
trajectory)

Gap narrowing or parity by T2

Gini<Z0 + 10% (prevents elite
capture)

« Sample: Census of all RAP beneficiaries (or 80%+ if >500 HH; minimum 100 if
>1,000 HH); comparison group = 10% stratified random sample of non-displaced

HH in same area

« Timing: Annual (Years 1, 3, 5) and at completion audit (Year 5-6)

« Instrument: Structured household questionnaire (local language; administered by
trained enumerators, not client staff) covering:

« Allhousehold members' occupations and monthly/seasonal income

- Land holdings (size, crop/livestock output, yield)

« Non-land income (wages, business revenue, transfers, remittances)

« Time allocation (hours worked, seasonal variation)

« Expenditure patterns (food security proxy: dietary diversity, food months per

year)



« Analysis: Compare means (t-test for significance); track distribution (income
quintiles; identify if poorest quintile has recovered); calculate income volatility (CV)
to assess resilience

Why This Matters: Income is the primary livelihood restoration objective; comparison to
non-displaced reference group contextualizes whether displacement caused persistent
disadvantage.[2]

Indicator 2: Livelihood Asset Restoration (Secondary Metric)

Definition: Restoration of productive assets (land, equipment, livestock, business capital)
to pre-displacement levels and quality.

Asset Category Baseline (T0) Current (T1) Target (T2) Success Criterion
HH avg. cultivated . TOarea+10% =80% beneficiaries hold
. Current area; soil . ]
area (ha); soil . yield land with
) ] condition : ) )
Land-based quality (visual o improvement or formal/recognized claim;
monitoring; tenure . . .
assessment); . comparable productivity parity with
. documentation . .
access security alternative non-displaced reference
Herd size (cattle TO herd size; HH with pre-displacement
. . Current herd; . .
. equivalent units, improved access livestock: 290% have
Livestock health records; ] .
CEU); breed; health . to veterinary restored or equivalent herd
veterinary access .
status services by T2
Pre-displacement Currentinventory; Functional Beneficiaries engaged in
. inventory (cost, maintenance equipment for equipment-dependent
Equipment/Tools o o . o
condition); status; utilization intended activities: 295% have
utilization rate livelihood required tools, <2 years old
Pre-displacement Current asset . Beneficiary enterprises:
] ] . TO capital + 20% o
. . working capital; inventory; stock . i =75% maintain or grow
Business Capital ) . for inflation; ) )
business asset value; business o working capital; 260%
. ] formalization .
value registration formally registered

Data Collection Method 2: Asset Inventory and Livelihood Classification Survey
« Sample: Census of RAP beneficiaries (Years 1, 3, 5, and at completion)

« Timing: Annual; in-depth at Year 5 (completion audit)



+ Instrument:

« Visual asset checklist (photographs of land/livestock/equipment at TO, T1,

T2)

« Geo-referenced land parcels (GPS mapping to track land consolidation,

fragmentation, or loss)

« \Veterinary records (vaccination, mortality, breeding records for livestock

beneficiaries)

« Business registration and financial records (income tax filings, bank

statements for micro-enterprises)

« Analysis: Count asset restoration by category; correlate with income restoration (do

restored assets predict income recovery?); identify asset-poor beneficiaries

requiring additional support

Why This Matters: Assets underpin livelihood sustainability; incomplete asset restoration

signals incomplete livelihood recovery even if current income appears adequate.[1][2]

Indicator 3: Livelihood Diversity and Vulnerability (Resilience Metric)

Definition: Number and stability of income sources; seasonal employment patterns;

capacity to absorb shocks (drought, price volatility, job loss).
Metric Baseline (TO) Current (T1) Target (T2)

Pre-displacement
Number of ) .
. sources (agriculture, Currentsources; =2 sourcesifT0=2;
income sources

wage, petty trade, change from TO 21ifTO=1
per HH

transfers)
Employment
stability (%) % year-round vs. Current % year- =TO0 % or agreed
employed year- seasonal round improvement
round

Asset depletion during TO months +

Current food

Coping capacity shocks (drought, improvement;
(resilience score)illness); months of access to formal

food security shortfall @Ssetretention g ey nets

security (months);

Success Criterion

Livelihood portfolio
maintained or

improved; reduced
mono-dependence

Seasonal joblessness
not worse than TO; if
worse, compensated
by income stability

=70% beneficiary HH
maintain =9 months
food security year-
round



Metric Baseline (T0) Current (T1) Target (T2) Success Criterion

during adversity;
access to credit

Informal vs. Reduce informal by Beneficiary
formal Pre-displacement . 15-20% through employment: 240%

. Currentinformal% . . .
employment informal % livelihood formal/semi-formal by
ratio programs T2

Data Collection Method (combined with Indicator 1 & 2):

« Seasonalincome tracking (quarterly or monthly diaries for 12 months in Year 5) from
subsample (50-100 HH)

» Food security monitoring (Household Dietary Diversity Score, HDDS; Months of
Adequate Provisioning, MAP)

« Resilience scores (Household Resilience Index or RIMA-Il, adapted to local context)
« Coping strategy tracking (Reduced Coping Strategy Index, rCSl)

Why This Matters: Vulnerability persists even with adequate average income if
employment is seasonal or household lacks shock absorption capacity; resilience
indicators catch this.[1][2]

Indicator 4: Vulnerable Group Specific Outcomes (Equity Metric)

Definition: Restoration of livelihoods and assets for groups disproportionately affected by
displacement (women, elderly, disabled, landless, ethnic minorities, indigenous
communities per PS7).

Sub-Group Baseline (TO) Current (T1) Target (T2) Success Criterion
FHH % of FHH % in current
displaced; avg. population;income FHH income ga
. P g pop . FHH income 290% of gap
income; asset comparisonto <10%; FHH
Female-headed HH male-headed HH; S
access; male-headed HH; participationin
(FHH) o ] =70% own land/asset
participationin asset ownership . programs 2FHH % of
o . in own name )
livelihood documented in population

programs woman's name



Sub-Group

Elderly (=60 yrs)
without working-age
dependents

Persons with
Disability (PWD)

Landless/Marginal
Farmers

Indigenous/Minority
Communities (PS7
where applicable)

Baseline (T0)

% of displaced;
avg.income;
asset access;
social support

% of displaced;
livelihood type;
accessibility of
resettlement
site;
employment
barriers

% of displaced;
pre-
displacement
income
sources; asset
access

Cultural
livelihood
practices; land
access;

resource rights;
social cohesion

Current (T1)

Current %; income;
pension/transfer
receipt; care
arrangement status

Current %; current
livelihood;
accessibility
complaints;
employment status

Current occupation;
income; asset
access; non-land
livelihood success

Participationin

traditional

practices; resource
access (hunting,

gathering, sacred

sites); HH income;
community
cohesion (social
capital index)

Data Collection Method (Disaggregated Analysis):

Target (T2)

Access to social
pensions or regular
transfers; modest
income supplement;
care security

Success Criterion

=90% receive regular
income (wage,
pension, transfer) 2
subsistence level

Accessible livelihood 280% PWD engaged
options; employment in adapted livelihood

rate or social
protection coverage

Diversified income
(wage work, non-
farm enterprise, or
land
lease/partnership)

Restored access to
culturally valued
livelihoods;
land/resource rights
recognized;
community cohesion
index=TO0

or receiving regular
transfers/pensions

=70% achieving
income = pre-
displacement
baseline via non-land
livelihoods

Collective livelihood
outcomes parity with
majority
communities; cultural
practices sustained;
FPIC consent
maintained (PS7)

« Allhousehold surveys disaggregated by vulnerable group status (conducted as part
of Indicators 1-3)

« Sub-group focus groups (8-10 people per group, twice yearly) to discuss livelihood

progress, constraints, and cultural/social dimensions not captured by income

surveys



«  Women-only focus groups facilitated by female mediators to address gender-
specific barriers (e.g., land inheritance disputes, time burden, access to credit)

« Social cohesion assessment (simplified Social Capital Index for indigenous/minority
groups: trust in community, participation in collective activities, conflict resolution
effectiveness)

Why This Matters: Aggregate income recovery can mask persistent vulnerability of specific
groups; PS5 and PS7 require "particular attention to vulnerable persons and groups."[2]
Completion audit must evidence this specificity.

Data Collection Method Summary

. Cost/Person _ .
Method Frequency Sample Size Timeline per Cycle
(Approx.)
Annual Income Census or 100-200 .
Annual (Years 1, ) 4-6 weeks (survey design,
&amp; Asset HH if &gt;500 $50-80/HH o S ]
3,5) . training, fielding, analysis)
Survey displaced
L. Biannual 6-10 groups x 8-10 .
Qualitative Focus 3-4 weeks (recruitment,
(semesters or persons =50-100 $20-30/person o )
Groups . facilitation, analysis)
seasons) participants
Real-time (client collects:
Administrative . All beneficiaries <$5 (internal  program enrollment, land
Continuous ] ) . .
Data (Secondary) (census) cost) titles, business registrations,

school enrollment)

Resilience Indices AnnualinYear5
(RIMA-II, HDDS, completion 80-100 subsample $15-25/HH 2-3 weeks
rCSl) audit

. All resettlement
Satellite/GIS Annual or ) ) $1,000- )
L. . sites + surrounding Ongoing (contractor manages)
Monitoring biannual 3,000/year
reference areas

2. Completion Audit Approach (IFC PS5 Aligned)

Triggering Conditions for Completion Audit



Per IFC PS5 paragraph 15, a completion audit is warranted if:[2]

Project involves significant involuntary resettlement (typically &gt;200 people
physically displaced or >500 economically displaced)

Complex livelihood profile (mix of land-based and non-land-based; vulnerable
groups requiring tailored support)

Ongoing livelihood programs that extend beyond initial implementation period

External monitor or lender concern about RAP/LRP achievement

Decision Point: At Year 5 (or agreed review point), client and lender jointly agree whether
completion audit is warranted. If yes, commission by end of Year 5 or early Year 6, with

final report by end of Year 6.

Audit Scope and Competencies

Competencies Required (per PS5 para 15):[2]

Resettlement Specialist: Experience with involuntary resettlement and IFC PS5;
fluentin local language or working through qualified interpreter

Livelihood Restoration Specialist: Agricultural/livelihood livelihoods expertise;
capacity to assess land productivity, income sustainability, diversification

Social Safeguards/Gender Specialist: Experience with vulnerable group
dynamics, gender analysis, participatory assessment

Independent (not client-employed): Audit credibility requires independence;
recommended: university-affiliated research institute, specialized international
consultancy, or bilateral development agency

Audit Duration: 6-8 weeks (including desk review, field work, consultation, report)

Audit Methodology

Phase 1: Desk Review (Weeks 1-2)

Documents Reviewed:

Original RAP/LRP and any amendments



- Baseline (TO) data: pre-resettlement census, livelihood surveys, asset inventories,

land records

« Monitoring reports (annual M&E reports, Years 1-5)

« Grievance logs and complaint resolution records

« Financial records: compensation paid, livelihood program expenditure,

administrative costs

« Completion targets: agreed objectives for income, asset restoration, vulnerable

group outcomes

- Secondary data: regional wage/income trends (inflation context), agricultural output

price trends

Key Comparison: Audit team develops a RAP/LRP Compliance Matrix, mapping each
action/commitment in the RAP/LRP against actual implementation:

RAP/LRP

] Target Outcome Baseline (T0)
Commitment

100% physically
displaced HH
relocated to

Provide
replacement
housing with

. adequate
security of ]
housing; 295%
tenure .
hold formal title
Livelihood
restoration: 290% cultivate  Avg.
land-based land; income $2,000/year
activities (60% parity by Year6 agriculture

of displaced)

L =70% engaged in
Livelihood . .15
) micro-enterprise
restoration: non-
o or wage work;
land activities ]
avg. income

40% displaced
(40% disp ) 2$1,500/year

beneficiaries,
avg. $1,200
micro-

Compliance

Year 5 Actual

Status
98 of 120 HH
relocated; 95 v Largely

hold formal title; Compliant
3indispute

Avg.
$1,800/year;
Partiall
yield 15% below A Par |.a y
Compliant

TO; water
access issue

25 of 40 non-
land
beneficiaries
active; avg.

Gap/Explanation

2.5% gap due to
ongoing title disputes
(see RAP Amendment
#3)

Productivity gap due
to unexpected drought
(external) and water
borehole failure (client
responsibility);
corrective action plan
needed

Trend positive; some

v Compliant beneficiaries still in

training (Year 5-6)



RAP/LRP Compliance

. Target Outcome Baseline (TO) Year5 Actual Gap/Explanation
Commitment Status
enterprise income
income $1,650/year
FHH income FHH avg. Trend moving toward

FHH avg. $1,750

Vulnerable 290% of male-  $1,600 vs. male target; remaining FHH
vs. male $1,900 v Largely ) )
group support: headed HH; $2,100 (76% . . constraints (time
(92% parity); Compliant '
FHH 270% own land gap); 40% own poverty, credit access)
. 65% own land
in own name land documented
. =90%
PS7 (if ) ) =85% report
. community Community . . .
Indigenous satisfaction Clientto
. members report consent . .
displaced): FPIC . . ) (survey); 1 site ] remove/adjust fence;
satisfaction with documented . A\ Partially .
consent fully accessible, ongoing FPIC
o resettlement; Year O; both ) Compliant L
maintained; . . 1 site 50% consultation initiated
. accessto 2 sites accessible .
sacred sites . . accessible due (PS7 para 20-23)
. sacred sites pre-project .
accessible o to security fence
maintained

Phase 2: Field Validation (Weeks 3-5)

Community Household Sample (stratified):
« Stratum 1: Land-based livelihood beneficiaries (n=40-50 if total ~60% of displaced)
« Stratum 2: Non-land livelihood beneficiaries (n=25-30 if total ~40% of displaced)

« Stratum 3: Vulnerable sub-groups (FHH, elderly, PWD, minorities) (n=15-20,
ensuring overlap with Strata 1-2)

« Stratum 4: Non-participation or early exit (beneficiaries who dropped out of
programs, n=10-15)

« Total: 80-120 households (40-50% of displaced population if <300 displaced; 20% if
>500 displaced)

Audit Tools:

1. Household Income & Asset Verification Interview: Detailed review of income
sources, asset documentation (land title, livestock records, business license), with
photographic verification (asset inspection + GPS location)



2. Livelihood Program Participation Check: Verify enrollment in livelihood programs,
training attendance, input receipt, access to credit; cross-check against program
records

3. Group Discussions: Conduct 6-8 focus groups:
» Successful livelihood restoration (exploring sustainability factors)
« Partially successful (documenting remaining barriers)
« Vulnerable groups (women, elderly, PWD, minorities separately)

« Community leaders and traditional authorities (on social cohesion,
grievance resolution, FPIC status)

4. Resource Verification: Field inspection of:

» Resettlement sites: housing adequacy, security of tenure documentation,
services (water, sanitation, roads)

« Agricultural land: soil condition, water access, boundary demarcation,
tenure clarity

«  Community livelihood assets: common property resources (pasture, forest,
fisheries), access restrictions

Grievance Validation:
» Review grievance log; categorize unresolved vs. resolved complaints

« Interview sample of grievance filers (10-15): Was issue resolved satisfactorily? Did
solution address underlying problem? Is trust in grievance mechanism high?

» Assess whether persistent grievances indicate system failure vs. legitimate ongoing
disputes

Phase 3: Comparative Analysis & Outcome Assessment (Week 6)
Outcome Comparison (T1vs. TO & T2):

. . Completion Achievement
Indicator Baseline (T0) . Target (T2) Assessment
Audit (T1) %

Avg. HH $2.000 $2.050 $2,200 (adjusted 93% v On Track; trajectory to

income for inflation) T2 credible if livelihood



Indicator

% with
adequate
housing &
secure tenure

Asset
restoration
(land-based)

Vulnerable

group parity
(FHH income)

Social
cohesion
(community
index)

Adequacy of Ongoing Support:

Baseline (T0)

N/A (0% pre-
displacement)

65 HH

cultivating avg.

2 ha

76% of male-
headed HH
income

0.65 (pre-
resettlement)

Completion
Target (T2)

Audit (T1) %
97.5% 100% 97.5%
58 HH avg. 1.9

ha (affected by 65 HH avg. 2 ha 89%
drought)

92% 95% 97%
) 0.70 (recovery to
0.61 (slightly
above pre- 87%

declined
) displacement)

Achievement

Assessment

programs continue 1-2
years

v Nearly Complete; 3
outlier casesin title
resolution process

A\ Partially; external
drought impact
acknowledged; irrigation
support program
initiated to restore full
productivity

v Strong progress;
nearly parity achieved

A\ Cohesion dipped
post-resettlement but
recovering; ongoing
community programs
needed

« Audit assesses whether remaining livelihood programs (still active at Year 5-6)

are necessary, feasible, and adequately funded to achieve T2 targets

- If programs are deficient or underfunded, audit documents recommendation for
program extension + resource allocation

- If programs are adequate, audit documents expected completion by Year 7-8

Dealing with Ongoing Livelihood Programs at Audit Time



IFC PS5 Allowance: Per PS5 paragraph 19 and 25, "transitional support (both financial and
in-kind) based on reasonable estimates of the time required to restore and improve

income-earning capacity" is a core requirement.[1][2] Transitional support typically

extends 3-7 years post-displacement, depending on livelihood type and beneficiary

capacity.

Audit Criteria for Ongoing Programs:

Question

Are ongoing programs
documented in original or
amended RAP/LRP?

Is program performance
monitored against specific
outcome targets?

Are beneficiaries making
measurable progress toward
independence (income parity,
asset restoration)?

Is program funding committed
through estimated completion
year (T2)?

Are vulnerable groups receiving
tailored support within ongoing
programs?

Has adaptive management
addressed program gaps
identified in Year 1-3 monitoring?

Completion Audit Decision:

Yes = Compliant

Programs explicitly listed with
timelines and budgets

Monitoring data shows %
completion of training, input

distribution, income trajectories

T1 metrics show 80%+ of target
trajectory; audit team verifies
causality

Funding secured (budget
approved, donor commitment
documented)

Disaggregated data show FHH,
elderly, PWD, minorities
achieving outcomes parity

Program amendments
documented; evaluation data
incorporated; beneficiary
feedback acted upon

No = Non-Compliant

Programs ad hoc, undocumented,
or not anticipated at RAP design

No systematic monitoring;
anecdotal evidence only

T1 metrics stagnant; no evidence
that programs are moving
beneficiaries toward stated
outcomes

Funding uncertain beyond Year 5;
programs may close mid-cycle

Vulnerable groups
underrepresented or achieving
lower outcomes despite program
access

Initial program design not modified
despite poor performance data

« All criteria YES: Audit concludes "Conditional Completion" — resettlement
implementation can be deemed substantially complete, conditional on ongoing



program execution through T2 timeline; lender and client commit to final audit in
Year 7-8 to verify T2 achievement.

1-2 criteria NO: Audit concludes "Partial Completion with Required Actions" —
implementation cannot be formally closed; client must submit Corrective Action
Plan addressing gaps (e.g., enhanced FHH targeting, program funding confirmation,
monitoring improvements); lender approves corrective actions before advancing to
conditional completion.

3+ criteria NO: Audit concludes "Non-Compliance" — resettlement
implementation incomplete and at risk; lender escalates to formal remediation
process; may trigger compliance review or project covenant violation.

Audit Report Structure and Completion Determination

Report Contents (per IFC PS5 para 15):[2]

1.

Executive Summary: Overall completion status (Complete / Conditional
Completion / Partial / Non-Compliance), key findings, and recommendations

Methodology: Audit scope, sample sizes, tools used, limitations

Compliance Matrix: RAP/LRP commitment vs. actual implementation (see desk
review example above)

Outcome Analysis: Indicators 1-4, TOvs. T1 vs. T2 comparison
Vulnerable Group Assessment: Sub-group outcomes and equity analysis

Grievance & Dispute Resolution: Summary of complaints, resolution rates,
unresolved issues

Program Assessment: Evaluation of ongoing livelihood programs, sustainability
projections

Risk Assessment: Residual risks (e.g., land tenure insecurity, income volatility,
vulnerability persistence) and mitigation recommendations

Conclusion: Clear statement of whether PS5 objectives have been met and
resettlement implementation can be considered complete or requires further action

10. Recommendations:



« If Conditional Completion: Timeline and metrics for final audit (Year 7-8);
lender monitoring requirements during transition period

« If Partial Completion: Specific corrective actions, timelines, responsibility
assignments

« IfNon-Compliance: Escalation pathway and remediation strategy
Completion Determination:
Resettlement implementation is deemed COMPLETE when:

v 290% of physically displaced persons have adequate housing with secure tenure
at resettlement sites

« Vv 280% of economically displaced persons have restored incomes to 290% of pre-
displacement baseline (or achieved agreed improvement trajectory) or are
demonstrably on track (supported by functioning livelihood programs with
confirmed funding through T2)

« v 280% of vulnerable sub-groups have achieved comparable outcomes to general
population, or have documented tailored support pathways ensuring equity

« v Grievance mechanism is functional; 280% of grievances resolved satisfactorily;
no unresolved systemic issues

« Vv Land tenure and asset documentation verified; 290% of beneficiaries hold formal
or recognized claims

« v Social cohesion indices and community satisfaction scores indicate resettlement
has not caused persistent social fracture (PS7 where applicable: FPIC consent
maintained, cultural practices sustained)

If these criteria are met, lender issues completion notice; client may close RAP/LRP
implementation and transition to maintenance/sustainability monitoring phase.

Conclusion: Integration of M&E and Audit
This framework ensures that:

v Ongoing programs are not used to defer accountability: Programs are assessed
against documented outcomes and timelines; mere program existence # completion.



v Vulnerable groups are tracked systematically: Disaggregated indicators ensure equity
is auditable, not aspirational.

v Baseline comparison is rigorous: All conclusions about restoration rest on verified TO
data, not assumptions.

v Completion audit is independent and evidence-based: Audit team uses actual
monitoring data, community validation, and physical asset verification—not client self-
certification.[2]

v PS5 objectives drive the determination: The audit asks "Have adverse impacts of
resettlement been addressed consistent with the RAP/LRP and PS5 objectives?" not "Does
the client report good outcomes?"[2]

The resultis an audit that is defensible to the lender, credible to affected communities,
and aligned with IFC Sustainability Standards.

Amazon: Nova Premier 1.0

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Classification and Measures under IFC Performance Standard 5
1. Classification of Displacement
« A)Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged

« Classification: Both physically and economically displaced.



« Rationale: These households will lose their homes (physical displacement)
and their source of livelihood (economic displacement).

« B)Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland
» Classification: Primarily economically displaced.

- Rationale: While they retain their homes, the loss of farmland directly
impacts their livelihood.

« C)Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another
nearby location

« Classification: Primarily economically displaced.

« Rationale: The loss of kiosks affects their business operations, but they can
relocate, so physical displacement is minimal.

2. Measures for Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP)
 A)Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged
1. Compensation for Assets:

« Full market value compensation for houses and farmland based on
independent valuation.

« Payment for crops, livestock, and other assets lost due to inundation.
2. Resettlement Support:
« Provision of equivalent orimproved housing in a suitable location.

» Assistance with relocation costs, including transportation and
temporary accommodation.

3. Livelihood Restoration:
« Access to alternative farmland or training for new livelihood activities.

» Financial orin-kind support to re-establish farming or other income-
generating activities.

« B)Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland

1. Compensation for Assets:



« Compensation for lost crops and investments made on the farmland,

even if informally held.

2. Livelihood Restoration:

« Provision of alternative farmland or support to transition to other

income-generating activities.

« Training programs to build skills for new livelihoods.

3. Community Support:

e Inclusionin community development programs to ensure access to
resources and markets.

« Support for community-based organizations to help manage the

transition.

+ C)Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another

nearby location
1. Compensation for Assets:
« Payment for the value of the kiosk structure and any inventory lost.
2. Business Re-establishment Support:
« Assistance inidentifying and securing new locations for kiosks.

« Financial or in-kind support to rebuild or relocate the kiosks.

3. Livelihood Restoration:

« Temporary financial support to cover lost income during the transition

period.

- Training or capacity-building programs to improve business resilience.

This structured approach ensures compliance with IFC Performance Standard 5 by
addressing both compensation for assets and support for livelihood restoration.



Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach

To address the concerns raised by sub-groups within the Indigenous community, the
following approach ensures respect for collective governance, inclusion of marginalized
voices, and alignment with IFC Performance Standards 5 and 7.

1. Establish a Culturally Appropriate Grievance Mechanism

+ Grievance Committee: Form a committee comprising representatives from the
Indigenous community, including sub-groups (women, youth, satellite hamlet), and
an independent facilitator. Ensure gender balance and representation of
marginalized voices.

- Safe Spaces: Create confidential and culturally appropriate channels (e.g.,
community meetings, anonymous drop boxes, or trusted intermediaries) for sub-
groups to raise concerns without fear of retribution.

« Accessibility: Ensure the mechanism is accessible to all, including those with
limited literacy or mobility, by using oral, written, and visual communication
methods.

2. Review and Validate the FPIC Process

« Inclusive Consultation: Conduct additional consultations with sub-groups to
assess their participation in the original FPIC process. Use Indigenous governance
structures to facilitate these discussions.



Documentation: Record the concerns and recommendations of sub-groups in their
own words, ensuring transparency and accountability.

Ongoing FPIC: Establish a process for continuous engagement, allowing sub-
groups to provide input on project modifications or new developments.

3. Assess and Adjust Resettlement and Livelihood Measures

Sub-Group Specific Needs: Conduct a detailed assessment of the impacts on sub-
groups (e.g., women, youth, satellite hamlet) and identify gaps in the Resettlement
Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP).

Tailored Solutions: Develop corrective measures to address specific needs, such
as:

«  Women: Provide compensation for lost livelihoods tied to farmland or
access to alternative income-generating activities.

« Youth: Offer vocational training or educational support to ensure long-term
economic opportunities.

- Satellite Hamlet: Ensure relocation options preserve community cohesion
and provide equivalent or improved living conditions.

Community Endorsement: Present adjusted plans to the community for approval,
ensuring they align with Indigenous governance processes.

4. Implement Corrective Actions

Immediate Relief: Provide interim support to address urgent needs (e.g., temporary
housing, food security) while corrective actions are implemented.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Establish a monitoring system to track the
implementation of corrective actions and their effectiveness in addressing sub-
group concerns.

Reporting: Regularly report progress to the community and stakeholders, ensuring
transparency and accountability.

5. Strengthen Indigenous Governance and Capacity



Capacity Building: Provide training and resources to empower Indigenous
governance structures to oversee the grievance mechanism and monitor project
implementation.

Community-Led Solutions: Encourage the community to lead the development of
solutions, with support from the project and external experts as needed.

6. Ensure Compliance with IFC PS5 and PS7

Ongoing FPIC: Maintain an ongoing process for Free, Prior, and Informed Consent,
ensuring that sub-groups are consulted on any changes to the project or plans.

Cultural Heritage: Protect cultural heritage sites and practices during resettlement
and livelihood restoration activities, in line with PS7.

Documentation: Document all grievances, corrective actions, and outcomes to
demonstrate compliance with IFC standards.

This approach respects the collective nature of Indigenous governance, ensures
marginalized sub-groups are heard, and aligns with IFC Performance Standards 5 and 7.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

Integrated Social Risk Management Approach

This framework integrates the requirements of IFC Performance Standards 1, 5, and 7 into a

cohesive social risk management approach. It addresses impact assessment,
resettlement, livelihood restoration, influx management, and grievance handling for both
Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities.

1. Assessment and Management of Impacts under PS1, PS5, and PS7

PS1 (Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks):

« Conduct a comprehensive Environmental and Social Impact Assessment
(ESIA) to identify risks and impacts on affected communities, including
Indigenous Peoples.



Establish a Social Management Plan that integrates PS5 (Land Acquisition
and Involuntary Resettlement) and PS7 (Indigenous Peoples) requirements.

PS5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement):

FPIC Requirement: Obtain Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) from
the Indigenous community before finalizing the Resettlement Action Plan
(RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP).

RAP Design: Include measures for fair compensation, culturally appropriate
housing, and community infrastructure in the resettlement site.

LRP Design: Provide livelihood restoration support, such as access to
alternative farmland, vocational training, orincome-generating activities.

PS7 (Indigenous Peoples):

Conduct a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment to identify and protect
sites of significance to the Indigenous community.

Ensure the RAP and LRP respect Indigenous governance structures and
cultural practices.

Incorporate FPIC outcomes into the design of resettlement and livelihood

measures.

Integration: PS1 sets the overarching framework for risk management, while PS5 and PS7
ensure that resettlement and livelihood restoration are culturally appropriate, inclusive,

and consensual.

2. Social Risk Pathways Related to Project-Induced In-Migration

Risk 1: Strain on Local Resources and Services:

Influx of workers and jobseekers can overwhelm local infrastructure, such as
water, housing, and healthcare, exacerbating tensions between host
communities and migrants.

Mitigation: Develop infrastructure in consultation with host communities,
prioritize local labor, and establish a Community Benefit Sharing
Agreement to reinvest project revenues into local services.

Risk 2: Economic Displacement of Host Communities:



« Influx can lead to competition for land, jobs, and market opportunities,
economically displacing local communities.

- Mitigation: Provide vocational training and business support to host
communities to enable them to participate in project-related economic
opportunities.

Risk 3: Social Conflict and Cultural Erosion:

« Influx can disrupt social cohesion, introduce new cultural practices, and
undermine traditional governance structures, particularly among Indigenous
communities.

« Mitigation: Establish a Cultural Impact Management Plan to protect
Indigenous customs, promote intercultural dialogue, and ensure that influx-
related activities respect local norms.

Integration: Addressing influx risks is critical to preventing the undermining of RAP/LRP

objectives, as unmanaged influx can exacerbate displacement impacts and delay

livelihood restoration.

3. Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

Culturally Appropriate Grievance Mechanism:
« Establish a multi-tiered grievance mechanism that includes:

«  Community-level grievance committees with representation from
Indigenous Peoples, host communities, and project staff.

« Independent facilitators to mediate complex or sensitive grievances.

« Ensure accessibility through oral, written, and anonymous reporting
channels.

Early Capture of Grievances:

« Conduct regular community consultations to identify emerging issues
related to resettlement, livelihood restoration, and influx.

« Use early warning indicators (e.g., increased complaints about resource
strain or economic displacement) to trigger proactive interventions.

Monitoring and Reporting:



+ Implement a Social Performance Monitoring System to track:
» Progress against RAP/LRP objectives.
« Compliance with PS5 and PS7 requirements.
« Influx-related impacts and grievances.

» Collect and analyze data on compensation, livelihood restoration, and
cultural heritage protection to inform completion audits.

Integration: The grievance mechanism and monitoring system ensure accountability,
transparency, and adaptive management, enabling the project to address social risks in
real time and demonstrate compliance with IFC standards.

Conclusion

This integrated approach ensures that PS1, PS5, and PS7 are implemented in a
complementary manner, addressing the unique needs of Indigenous and non-Indigenous
communities while managing the risks associated with project-induced in-migration. By
prioritizing FPIC, culturally appropriate engagement, and robust monitoring, the project can
achieve sustainable and inclusive outcomes.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled or ignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Triage and Escalation Rubric for Grievance Management

This rubric is designed to handle grievances submitted via a multilingual voice bot,
prioritize urgent issues, and ensure sensitive reports are managed appropriately. It includes
categories, decision rules, and human-in-the-loop steps to minimize errors and ensure
timely resolution.



1. Grievance Categories

Grievances are categorized based on urgency, sensitivity, and impact to determine the

escalation pathway.

Priority
Category Examples
Level
Urgent Safety Issues Immediate safety risks, accidents, hazards, environmental spills Critical
. Discrimination, harassment, labor rights violations, FPIC .
Rights-Related Issues High
concerns
Operational Issues Payroll disputes, shift scheduling, equipment malfunctions Medium
Environmental Dust, blasting noise, water quality, long-term environmental High
i
Concerns impacts g
Community Relations Access to resources, community infrastructure disruptions Medium
General Complaints Minor complaints, suggestions, feedback on facilities Low

2. Decision Rules for Triage

Automatic Transcript Analysis:

« Use keyword matching and natural language processing (NLP) to identify the
category and urgency of the grievance.

« Example keywords:

Urgent Safety: "accident,” "injury," "spill," "hazard"

Rights-Related: "discrimination,” "harassment," "FPIC," "consent"

Environmental: "dust," "blasting," "water quality," "pollution”

Operational: "payroll," "schedule,” "equipment," "overtime"

Error Handling in Transcripts:

« Ifthe transcriptis unclear or contains errors, flag it for human review to

confirm the classification.



« Use confidence scoring in NLP to identify uncertain categorizations.
» Priority Assighment:
« Critical: Immediate escalation to site management and safety teams.

« High: Escalate to relevant department heads (e.g., HR, Environment,
Community Relations) within 24 hours.

+ Medium: Assign to departmental supervisors for resolution within 48 hours.

« Low: Log forreview and resolution within 7 days.

3. Escalation Pathways
« Urgent Safety Issues:

« Automatically escalate to the Site Safety Manager and Operations
Manager.

- Trigger an emergency response protocol if necessary (e.g., evacuation,
containment).

« Follow up with a detailed investigation and corrective action plan.
+ Rights-Related Issues:
» Escalate to the HR Manager and Compliance Officer.
« Conduct a confidential investigation to protect the reporter's identity.
» Involve legal counsel if necessary.
« Environmental Concerns:
» Escalate to the Environmental Manager and Community Relations Team.
« Conduct on-site assessments to verify and address the issue.
« Communicate findings and corrective actions to affected communities.
« Operational Issues:
» Assignto the relevant department supervisor (e.g., Payroll, Scheduling).

« Ensure resolution within the designated timeframe and follow up with the
reporter.



« Community Relations:

- Escalate to the Community Relations Team for engagement with affected
stakeholders.

« Develop a mitigation plan in collaboration with community representatives.

4. Human-in-the-Loop Steps
« Initial Review:

« Allgrievances flagged as Critical or High priority are reviewed by a human
operator within 1 hour of submission.

« Operators verify the categorization, confirm the urgency, and initiate
escalation if necessary.

+ Confidential Handling:

- For Rights-Related Issues, assign a dedicated case manager to ensure
confidentiality and sensitivity.

» Provide regular updates to the reporter while maintaining anonymity if
requested.

+  Follow-Up:

» Afterresolution, conduct a follow-up survey to ensure the reporter is
satisfied with the outcome.

« Document all actions taken and store them for future audits.

5. Monitoring and Reporting
+ Dashboard:

- Maintain a real-time dashboard to track grievance status, resolution times,
and trends.

« Monitorfor recurring issues or patterns that may indicate systemic problems.

« Audit Preparation:



« Compile data on grievance resolution, compliance with PS5/PS7, and
stakeholder satisfaction for completion audits.

« Ensure all sensitive reports are documented and resolved in accordance with
IFC standards.

This triage and escalation rubric ensures that grievances are handled efficiently, sensitive
issues are protected, and the mining company remains accountable to workers and
communities.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete”in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework
1. Core Indicators
1. Income Restoration Rate:
- Baseline: Pre-projectincome levels for affected households.
« Current: Income levels of resettled households after 5 years.

+« Measurement: Percentage of households that have restored or exceeded
their pre-projectincome.

2. Livelihood Diversification:

- Baseline: Pre-project livelihood activities (e.g., farming, small business,
wage labor).



« Current: Range of livelihood activities adopted post-resettlement.

« Measurement: Number of households engaged in new or diversified
livelihood activities.

3. Access to Basic Services:

- Baseline: Pre-project access to water, electricity, healthcare, and education.

« Current: Access to these services in the resettlement site.

« Measurement: Percentage of households with improved or equivalent
access to basic services.

4. Satisfaction with Resettlement and Livelihood Programs:
« Baseline: N/A (subjective measure).

« Current: Satisfaction levels of affected households with the resettlement
process, compensation, and livelihood programs.

- Measurement: Survey-based satisfaction scores (e.g., Likert scale).

2. Data Collection Methods
1. Household Surveys:

« Conduct annual surveys with resettled households to collect data on
income, livelihood activities, access to services, and satisfaction levels.

« Include both quantitative (e.g., income levels) and qualitative (e.g., open-
ended feedback) questions.

2. Focus Group Discussions:

« Organize focus groups with vulnerable sub-groups (e.g., women, elderly,

marginalized communities) to gather in-depth insights into their experiences,

challenges, and perceptions of the resettlement process.
Completion Audit Approach
1. Baseline vs. Current Comparison

« Baseline Data: Pre-project socioeconomic surveys, livelihood assessments, and
service access evaluations.



Current Data: Data collected through the monitoring and evaluation framework
(e.g., income levels, livelihood diversification, service access, satisfaction).

Comparison: Assess whether resettled households have restored or improved their
livelihoods compared to pre-project conditions.

2. Handling Vulnerable Groups

Identification: Use disaggregated data to identify vulnerable sub-groups (e.g.,
women, elderly, marginalized communities) and their specific needs.

Targeted Support: Ensure that livelihood programs address the unique challenges
faced by vulnerable groups (e.g., skills training for women, accessibility
improvements for the elderly).

Inclusive Participation: Include representatives from vulnerable groups in focus
group discussions and decision-making processes.

3. Ongoing Livelihood Programs

Interim Evaluation: Conduct an interim evaluation of ongoing programs to assess
their progress and potential for success.

Adaptive Management: Based on the evaluation, adjust or extend programs as
needed to ensure they achieve their intended outcomes.

Documentation: clearly document the status of ongoing programs, their expected
completion timelines, and any adaptations made during the audit process.

4. Completion Criteria

Income Restoration: At least 80% of households have restored or exceeded their
pre-projectincome levels.

Livelihood Diversification: A significant portion (e.g., 60%) of households have
adopted new or diversified livelihood activities.

Service Access: At least 90% of households have improved or equivalent access to
basic services.

Satisfaction: A majority (e.g., 70%) of households express satisfaction with the
resettlement process and livelihood programs.

Conclusion



This framework ensures that the resettlement implementation is evaluated
comprehensively, vulnerable groups are supported, and ongoing programs are managed
adaptively. By comparing baseline and current data, the completion audit will provide a
clear assessment of whether the project aligns with IFC Performance Standard 5
expectations.

NVIDIA: Nemotron Nano 12B 2 VL

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC-aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can
re-establish in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and
distinguish clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.

Here's the classification of each group and the required measures under IFC Performance
Standard 5:

A) Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged

1. Classification: Both physically and economically displaced. They lose both their
residence (physical) and their source of livelihood (farmland, economic).

2. Resettlement Action Plan/Livelihood Restoration Plan Measures:

« Compensation for Assets: Cash compensation at full replacement cost for
houses, structures, and formally titled farmland, or provision of replacement
housing and land of equal or better value and location.

« Livelihood Restoration Support: Agricultural support programs, including
provision of new productive land (if available and culturally appropriate),



training in alternative livelihoods, access to credit, and transitional support
during the period of re-establishment.

Relocation Assistance: Assistance with moving, provision of temporary
housing if needed, and support for re-establishing community ties and
access to public services (schools, health clinics) in the new location.

B) Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland

1. Classification: Economically displaced. They lose their source of livelihood

(farmland) but not their physical residence.

2. Resettlement Action Plan/Livelihood Restoration Plan Measures:

Compensation for Assets: Compensation for crops, trees, and other
improvements on the land, and compensation for loss of access to
customary land resources, even without formal title.

Livelihood Restoration Support: Provision of alternative farmland (if
available and culturally appropriate), training in new agricultural techniques
or non-farm livelihoods, access to markets, and financial literacy programs.

Transitional Support: Short-term income support or food assistance during
the period of livelihood re-establishment, and assistance with accessing
new farming inputs or business start-up capital.

C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish in another nearby

location

1. Classification: Economically displaced. They lose their business assets and

income source but can relocate.

2. Resettlement Action Plan/Livelihood Restoration Plan Measures:

Compensation for Assets: Compensation for the loss of kiosks and any
associated structures, inventory, and business disruption.

Livelihood Restoration Support: Assistance with identifying new suitable
business locations, business development support (e.g., marketing, financial
planning), and access to micro-credit or grants for re-establishing their
businesses.

Transitional Support: Temporary income support to offset lost earnings
during the relocation and re-establishment period, and assistance with
obtaining necessary permits or licenses for the new location.



Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub-groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub-groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Here's a grievance handling and corrective action approach for the mining project,
designed to address the concerns of marginalized sub-groups while respecting Indigenous
governance and adhering to IFC PS5 and PS7:

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach

This approach integrates formal and informal mechanisms, emphasizing accessibility,
cultural appropriateness, and continuous engagement.

Phase 1: Immediate Response and Establishment of Inclusive Channels
1. Acknowledge and Validate Concerns:

« The client must immediately acknowledge the complaints from sub-groups,
demonstrating empathy and a commitment to address them.

« Publicly reaffirm commitment to IFC PS5 and PS7, and the principles of FPIC.
2. Establish Accessible and Culturally Appropriate Grievance Mechanisms (GM):

« Multiple Entry Points: Beyond existing formal channels, establish new,
trusted, and easily accessible entry points for grievances. These could
include:

+ Dedicated Community Liaison Officers (CLOs): Train CLOs (ideally
from the Indigenous community, including women and youth
representatives) to receive grievances in local languages and in a
culturally sensitive manner.

« Anonymous Suggestion Boxes/Hotlines: For those who fear reprisal.



« Regular"Open House" Sessions: Held in various locations, including
the satellite hamlet, specifically for sub-groups to voice concernsin a
safe space.

- Trusted Third-Party Facilitators: Engage an independent, culturally
competent third party (e.g., NGO, academic institution) to act as an
impartial mediator and grievance receiver.

Gender-Sensitive and Youth-Friendly: Ensure separate, safe spaces and
female CLOs for women, and specific engagement strategies for youth that
respect their communication styles and concerns.

Clear Communication: Widely disseminate information about the GM in
local languages and formats (oral, visual, written), explaining how to raise a
grievance, what to expect, and timelines.

Phase 2: Investigation, Dialogue, and Collective Decision-Making

1. Independent Investigation and Verification:

All grievances must be formally registered and investigated by a neutral
team, potentially including representatives from the Indigenous community
(including sub-groups), the client, and the independent third-party facilitator.

The investigation should verify the claims regarding inadequate hearing
during FPIC and the unmet needs in resettlement/livelihood plans.

2. Facilitated Dialogue and Consensus Building:

Respecting Indigenous Governance: The client, in collaboration with the
recognized Indigenous governance structures, should facilitate structured
dialogues.

Inclusive Representation: Ensure that the voices of the complaining sub-
groups (women, youth, satellite hamlet) are directly heard and given equal
weight in these dialogues, even if their initial FPIC representation was
through the broader community leadership. This may require separate
preparatory meetings with sub-groups before bringing issues to the larger
governance body.

Focus on Solutions: The dialogues should aim to identify mutually
acceptable solutions and corrective actions for the identified shortcomings
in the RAP/LRP.



3. Ongoing FPIC (where relevant):

If the investigation reveals that the original FPIC process did not adequately
capture the concerns orimpacts on specific sub-groups, or if proposed
corrective actions significantly alter the project's impacts or benefits,

then ongoing FPIC will be required for those specific aspects.

This means re-engaging with the affected sub-groups and the broader
community to seek their free, prior, and informed consent on the revised
plans or new mitigation measures.

Phase 3: Corrective Action and Monitoring

1. Develop Corrective Action Plan (CAP):

Based on the outcomes of the investigation and dialogues, a detailed CAP
must be developed.

The CAP should clearly outline specific, measurable, achievable, relevant,
and time-bound (SMART) actions to address the grievances, including:

+ Revisions to RAP/LRP: Adjustments to compensation packages,
livelihood restoration programs, and relocation strategies to better
meet the needs of the sub-groups. This could include culturally
appropriate housing designs, specific livelihood training for women or
youth, or tailored support for the satellite hamlet.

« Enhanced Engagement: Commitments to improve future
engagement processes with sub-groups.

- Budget and Resources: Allocate adequate budget and resources for
implementing the CAP.

2. Formal Agreement and Documentation:

The CAP, including any revisions to the RAP/LRP, must be formally agreed
upon by the Indigenous community (through its recognized governance
structures, with documented input from sub-groups) and the client.

All agreements, decisions, and FPIC processes (if re-engaged) must be
thoroughly documented in a transparent and accessible manner.

3. Implementation and Monitoring:

Implement the CAP with regular, transparent monitoring of its effectiveness.



- Participatory Monitoring: Involve representatives from the affected sub-
groups in the monitoring process to ensure that measures are indeed
meeting their needs and that their voices continue to be heard.

« Independent Oversight: The independent third-party facilitator should
continue to play a role in monitoring and reporting on the implementation of
the CAP.

4. Feedback Loop:

« Establish a continuous feedback loop where the effectiveness of the CAP
and the overall grievance mechanism is regularly reviewed and adjusted
based on ongoing community input.

This multi-faceted approach ensures that while respecting the collective nature of FPIC
and Indigenous governance, the specific concerns of marginalized sub-groups are not
overlooked, fostering trust and ensuring the project remains consistent with the objectives
of IFC PS5 and PS7.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC-financed open-pit mine and associated processing plant are plannedin a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non-Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non-local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project-induced
in-migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project-level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape

the **assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and
how it should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan
(LRP) design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to project-induced
in-migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non-Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx-related and resettlement-related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how



these pieces fit into a single project-level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Here's an integrated social risk management approach for the proposed mining project,
addressing the assessment, management, influx risks, and grievance/monitoring systems
within a unified framework:

Integrated Social Risk Management Approach

This approach combines PS1 (Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social
Risks and Impacts), PS5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement), and PS7
(Indigenous Peoples) into a single, cohesive framework, recognizing their
interdependencies.

1. Joint Assessment and Management of Impacts (PS1, PS5, PS7)

PS1 provides the overarching framework for identifying, assessing, and managing
environmental and social risks and impacts. PS5 and PS7 then provide specific
requirements for land acquisition/resettlement and Indigenous Peoples, respectively,
which are integrated into the PS1 process.

+ Integrated Impact Assessment (PS1, PS5, PS7):

« Scope: The Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) must be
comprehensive, covering direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on both
Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities. This includes impacts from
land acquisition, physical relocation, economic displacement, and project-
induced in-migration (influx).

« Baseline Data: Collect detailed socio-economic baseline data for all
affected communities, disaggregated by gender, age, and vulnerability. For
the Indigenous community, this must include detailed mapping of ancestral
territory, customary land use, cultural heritage sites, and traditional
livelihoods.

« Risk Identification: Identify specific risks related to:

« PS5: Loss of land, housing, assets, access to resources, and
livelihoods for both relocated villages and economically displaced
communities.



« PS7: Loss of ancestral territory, cultural heritage, traditional
livelihoods, social cohesion, and potential impacts on self-
determination for the Indigenous community.

« PS1 (Cross-cutting): Health and safety risks, gender-based violence,
labor influx impacts, community conflicts, and cumulative impacts.

FPIC Requirement and Influence on RAP/LRP (PS7, PS5):

- When FPIC is Required: FPIC is mandatory for the Indigenous community
due to:

« Physicalrelocation from ancestral territory.
« Impacts on cultural heritage (e.g., sacred sites, burial grounds).

« Impacts on traditional livelihoods and natural resources critical to
their culture and well-being.

- Anysignificant changes to the project that affect the Indigenous
community after initial FPIC.

+ FPIC Process: The FPIC process must be:
« Free: Without coercion, intimidation, or manipulation.
« Prior: Initiated sufficiently in advance of project activities.

« Informed: Providing comprehensive, culturally appropriate, and
accessible information in local languages, allowing time for
deliberation.

« Consent: Obtained through the Indigenous community's legitimate
and representative institutions, with documented agreement.

» Influence on RAP/LRP Design:

+ Indigenous Community: The RAP/LRP for the Indigenous community
must be developed with their FPIC. This means the community's
preferences for relocation sites, housing designs, livelihood
restoration strategies (e.g., continuation of traditional practices,
culturally appropriate alternative livelihoods), and cultural heritage
protection measures must be central to the plan. The RAP/LRP should
reflect the outcomes of the FPIC process, including any specific
conditions or mitigation measures agreed upon.



+ Non-Indigenous Communities: While FPIC is not required for non-
Indigenous communities, their RAP/LRP must still be developed
through meaningful consultation, ensuring their preferences and
needs are incorporated, consistent with PS5.

» Integrated Planning: The RAP/LRPs for both communities should be
designed to avoid creating new disparities or conflicts between
groups, considering the broader social context.

« Management Programs (PS1):

« Develop an overarching Environmental and Social Management System
(ESMS) under PS1, which integrates the RAP and LRP (PS5) and the
Indigenous Peoples Plan (IPP) (PS7) as key components.

» This ESMS will include specific management plans for influx, cultural
heritage, community health and safety, and stakeholder engagement.

2. Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration (Influx)

Project-induced in-migration (influx) can significantly undermine RAP/LRP objectives for
both Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities through several pathways:

1. Increased Competition for Resources and Livelihoods:

« Pathway: Influx of jobseekers and informal traders increases demand for
local resources (water, land, housing, food) and puts pressure on existing
markets.

+ Undermining RAP/LRP:

+ Indigenous & Non-Indigenous: Displaced communities, particularly
those whose livelihoods are being restored through agriculture or
small businesses, face increased competition from newcomers. This
can drive up prices for essential goods, reduce market share for local
producers, and strain already limited resources, making livelihood
restoration more difficult and potentially leading to renewed
economic displacement.

« Land Pressure: Influx can lead to informal land occupation around
project areas or resettlement sites, creating new land conflicts and
undermining the security of tenure provided through the RAP.



2. Strain on Social Services and Infrastructure:

- Pathway: A sudden increase in population from influx overwhelms existing
social services (health clinics, schools, water supply, sanitation) and
infrastructure in host communities.

 Undermining RAP/LRP:

+ Indigenous & Non-Indigenous: Relocated communities, who are
promised access to improved or equivalent social services in their
new locations as part of the RAP, may find these services degraded or
overstretched due to influx. This can lead to dissatisfaction, health
issues, reduced educational opportunities, and a decline in overall
quality of life, failing to meet PS5's objective of improving or restoring
living standards.

3. Increased Social Tensions and Conflict:

- Pathway: Differences in culture, language, expectations, and competition for
jobs/resources between project workers, in-migrants, and host communities
(both Indigenous and non-Indigenous) can lead to social friction,
discrimination, and conflict.

+ Undermining RAP/LRP:

+ Indigenous & Non-Indigenous: Resettled communities, already
vulnerable from displacement, may experience increased insecurity,
crime, and social disruption. For Indigenous communities, this can
threaten their cultural integrity and social cohesion, which PS7 aims
to protect. Conflicts can divert attention and resources from RAP/LRP
implementation, hindering successful restoration of livelihoods and
community well-being.

3. Core Features of a Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

This system is integrated into the overall ESMS and designed to be proactive, inclusive, and
data-driven.

« Culturally Appropriate and Accessible Grievance Mechanism (GM):

+ Multiple Entry Points:



« Community Liaison Officers (CLOs): Dedicated CLOs (including
Indigenous and female representatives) embedded within affected
communities, trained in local languages and cultural protocols, to
receive grievances orally or in writing.

«  Community-Based Grievance Committees: Establish committees
with trusted community members (including Indigenous elders,
women, and youth representatives) to receive and mediate grievances
at the local level.

« Anonymous Channels: Suggestion boxes, dedicated phone lines, or
email addresses for sensitive issues.

- Third-Party Facilitators: Engage an independent, culturally
competent third party (e.g., local NGO, ombudsman) to provide an
alternative, trusted channel for grievances.

Clear Process and Timelines: Communicate the GM process, response
times, and escalation procedures clearly and in culturally appropriate
formats (e.g., visual aids, community meetings, local radio).

Confidentiality and Non-Retaliation: Ensure strict confidentiality for
complainants and a clear policy against any form of retaliation.

Capacity Building: Provide training to Indigenous leaders and community
members on the GM process and their rights.

« Early Capture of Influx-Related and Resettlement-Related Grievances:

Proactive Engagement: CLOs and community committees should conduct
regular, informal check-ins and community meetings to proactively identify
emerging concerns related to influx (e.g., rising prices, resource scarcity,
social tensions) and resettlement (e.g., issues with housing, land titles,
livelihood support).

Categorization: Grievances should be systematically categorized (e.g., land
compensation, livelihood support, access to services, worker behavior,
resource competition, cultural impacts) to identify patterns and systemic
issues.

Dedicated Influx Monitoring: Implement a specific influx monitoring
program that tracks key indicators (e.g., population changes, crime rates,



prices of goods, availability of services) and feeds this data into the GM for
early warning.

Data for Assessing PS5/PS7 Objectives at Completion Audit:

« Centralized Grievance Database: Maintain a robust, centralized database
for all grievances, including:

« Date received, complainant details (anonymized if requested),
community/sub-group.

» Nature of grievance (category).
« Date resolved, resolution type, and satisfaction level (where possible).
e Time taken for resolution.

« KeyPerformance Indicators (KPIs): Track KPIs related to grievance
resolution, such as:

« Number of grievances received vs. resolved.

» Average resolution time.

» Percentage of grievances resolved to complainant's satisfaction.
« Number of repeat grievances on the same issue.

« Link to RAP/LRP/IPP Objectives: The GM data should be regularly analyzed
in conjunction with RAP/LRP/IPP monitoring data (e.g., livelihood restoration
rates, access to services, cultural preservation outcomes).

- Trend Analysis: Identify trends in grievances that indicate systemic
failures in meeting PS5/PS7 objectives (e.g., persistent complaints
about inadequate livelihood support, cultural disrespect, or influx
impacts).

« Corrective Actions: Grievance data should directly inform adaptive
management and trigger corrective actions to ensure PS5/PS7
objectives are met.

» Reporting: Regular reports on grievance trends and resolutions should be
shared with affected communities, project management, and IFC, providing
transparency and accountability.



« Completion Audit: At the time of a completion audit, the comprehensive
grievance database and analysis of trends will provide critical evidence of
whether the project effectively managed social risks, addressed impacts,
and achieved the objectives of PS5 and PS7, particularly regarding the
restoration of livelihoods and living standards, and the protection of
Indigenous Peoples' rights and well-being.

This integrated approach ensures that social risks are not treated in isolation but are
managed holistically, with continuous feedback loops between assessment, management,
grievance resolution, and monitoring, ultimately aiming for sustainable outcomes
consistent with IFC Performance Standards.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and
rights-related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled orignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human-in-the-loop steps you would build
into the system.

Here's a design for a triage and escalation rubric for a multilingual voice bot grievance
system in a mining company, specifically addressing the challenges of automatic
transcripts and prioritizing urgent issues:

Triage and Escalation Rubric for Grievance Voice Bot

This rubric leverages automated processing with critical human-in-the-loop steps to
ensure accuracy, prioritize urgent matters, and prevent sensitive reports from being
mishandled.

1. Grievance Categories

Grievances will be categorized based on their nature, urgency, and potential impact. Each
category will have a default priority level.

» Category 1: Critical Safety & Rights (Priority: IMMEDIATE)



Definition: Grievances indicating immediate threat to life, severe injury,
human rights violations (e.g., forced labor, child labor, severe
harassment/abuse), or significant environmental damage with immediate
health risks.
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Keywords/Phrases: "danger, accident," "collapse," "toxic,"

"poison," "assault," "threat,” "harassment," "discrimination," "forced," "child,"

unsafe," "illegal dumping,

"explosion," "fire," "suffocating, water

air pollution."

contamination,

Examples: Report of an imminent mine collapse, severe workplace
accident, sexual harassment, illegal detention, sudden severe water
contamination affecting community health.

Category 2: High-Risk Operational & Environmental (Priority: HIGH)

Definition: Grievances indicating significant safety risks (not immediate),
serious environmental non-compliance (not immediate health risk), major
operational disruptions, or systemic human rights concerns.

Keywords/Phrases: "faulty equipment," "near miss," "spill," "leak," "dust,"

" "vibration," " " ""intimidation," "unfair

access blocked,

"noise," "blasting,
dismissal," "land dispute,

waste," "pollution,

cultural site."

Examples: Persistent dust affecting a nearby village, repeated blasting noise
complaints, a near-miss incident, allegations of unfair dismissal, unresolved
land access issues, damage to a cultural heritage site.

Category 3: Standard Operational & Welfare (Priority: MEDIUM)

Definition: Grievances related to routine operational issues, worker welfare,
minor environmental nuisances, or contractual disputes that do not pose
immediate high risk.

Keywords/Phrases: "payroll,” "salary,

wage," "shift," "schedule," "overtime,"

"housing," "food," "transport," "minor dust," "minor noise," "facility

maintenance," "equipment breakdown."

Examples: Payroll discrepancy, shift scheduling conflict, complaint about
food quality in the canteen, minor equipment malfunction, request for facility
repair.

Category 4: Information Request & General Inquiry (Priority: LOW)



Definition: Requests for information, general suggestions, or non-urgent
inquiries that do not constitute a grievance.

Keywords/Phrases: "ask about," "information on,

when will," "how to,"
"suggestion," "idea."

Examples: Asking about the next community meeting, inquiring about
project timelines, suggesting an improvement to a process.

2. Decision Rules and Human-in-the-Loop Steps

The system will use a multi-layered approach, combining automated analysis with

mandatory human review at critical junctures.

Step 1: Initial Automated Processing (Voice Bot & ASR)

1.

Voice-to-Text Transcription: The multilingual voice bot transcribes the grievance

into text.

Mitigation for Errors: The ASR (Automatic Speech Recognition) system
should be trained on domain-specific vocabulary (mining terms, local place
names, common grievance types) and multiple languages/dialects to
improve accuracy. Confidence scores for transcription should be generated.

Language Identification: Automatically identify the language of the transcript.

Keyword/Phrase Matching & Sentiment Analysis:

Keyword Matching: Scan the transcript for keywords and phrases
associated with each category. A weighted scoring system can be used (e.g.,
"danger" gets a higher score than "dust").

Sentiment Analysis: Analyze the emotional tone of the grievance (e.g.,
"urgent," "distressed," "angry"). High negative sentiment can elevate priority.

Error Tolerance: The system should be designed to be highly sensitive to
critical keywords, even with potential transcription errors. Fuzzy matching or
semantic similarity algorithms can help identify keywords despite minor
misspellings or grammatical errors.

Initial Priority Assighment: Based on keyword matching, sentiment, and ASR
confidence, assign an initial priority (IMMEDIATE, HIGH, MEDIUM, LOW).

Step 2: Human-in-the-Loop Triage (Mandatory for High Priority)



1. Tier 1 Human Reviewers (Community Liaison Team/Grievance Officers):

Mandatory Review: All grievances initially flagged

as IMMEDIATE or HIGH priority, or those with low ASR confidence scores
(regardless of initial priority), are immediately routed to a dedicated team of
human reviewers.

Language Proficiency: Reviewers must be proficientin the languages
spoken by the communities.

Review Process:

« Listen to Original Audio: Reviewers must listen to the original audio
recording for all critical grievances to overcome transcription errors
and capture nuances (tone, urgency, specific local terms).

« Verify Category & Priority: Confirm or adjust the automated category
and priority based on the audio and full understanding of the context.

» ldentify Sensitive Content: Explicitly flag grievances involving human
rights, gender-based violence, or cultural sensitivities.

- Initial Action: For IMMEDIATE grievances, the reviewer triggers an
immediate alert to relevant emergency response teams (e.g., safety,
security, medical).

Training: Reviewers receive extensive training on PS5, PS7, human rights,
cultural sensitivity, and emergency response protocols.

2. Tier 2 Human Reviewers (Specialized Departments):

Escalation: Grievances confirmed as IMMEDIATE or HIGH priority are
immediately escalated to the relevant specialized department heads (e.g.,
Head of Safety, Head of HR, Environmental Manager, Community Relations
Manager).

Cross-Functional Team: For complex or multi-faceted grievances (e.g.,
environmental issue with community health impacts), a cross-functional
team is convened.

Step 3: Escalation Rules

« IMMEDIATE Priority:



Action: Human reviewer immediately alerts emergency response teams and
relevant department heads (e.g., Safety, Security, HR).

Timeline: Acknowledge within 1 hour, initial response/action within 4 hours.

Escalation: If no initial action within 4 hours, automatically escalate to
senior management (e.g., Site General Manager, Head of Operations).

« HIGH Priority:

Action: Human reviewer assigns to relevant department head.

Timeline: Acknowledge within 24 hours, initial investigation/response within
72 hours.

Escalation: If no initial response within 72 hours, automatically escalate to
senior management.

«  MEDIUM Priority:

Action: Automated assignment to relevant department, with human reviewer
oversight.

Timeline: Acknowledge within 3 business days, initial response within 7
business days.

Escalation: If no initial response within 7 business days, automatically
escalate to department head.

«  LOW Priority:

Action: Automated assignment to relevant department or information desk.

Timeline: Acknowledge within 5 business days, response within 10 business
days.

Escalation: If no response within 10 business days, automatically escalate
to department head.

Step 4: Resolution and Feedback Loop

1. Resolution Tracking: All actions taken, communications with the grievant, and

resolution outcomes are meticulously documented in the grievance management
system.



2. Grievant Feedback: After a proposed resolution, the system attempts to contact
the grievant (via voice bot or CLO) to confirm satisfaction. This feedback is crucial
for assessing the effectiveness of the GM.

3. Audit Trail: Maintain a complete audit trail of every grievance, from submission to
resolution, including all human review steps and escalations.

Minimizing Risk of Mishandling/Ignoring Sensitive Reports

- "Always Listen to Audio" Rule: For all high-priority or low-confidence transcripts,
the human reviewer must listen to the original audio. This is the most critical
safeguard against ASR errors leading to mishandling.

- Dedicated Sensitive Report Protocol: A specific protocol for grievances involving
human rights, gender-based violence, or cultural heritage. This protocol includes:

+ Immediate escalation to a specialized, trained team (e.g., HR, legal, external
expert).

« Ensuring victim support services are offered.
» Strict confidentiality measures.

« Automated Escalation Triggers: Hard-coded escalation rules based on time-to-
response ensure that grievances cannot sit unaddressed.

+ Regular System Audits: Periodically audit the entire GM process, including a review
of a sample of resolved and unresolved grievances, to identify bottlenecks, training
needs, or systemic failures.

- Transparency and Reporting: Regular, anonymized reporting on grievance trends
and resolution rates to community committees and internal management fosters
accountability.

« Training and Awareness: Continuous training for all staff involved in the GM, from
CLOs to senior management, on the importance of grievances, PS5/PS7
requirements, and the specific protocols for sensitive issues.

« Redundancy: Ensure multiple CLOs and reviewers are available to prevent single
points of failure.

By combining robust automated tools with essential human oversight and clear escalation
paths, this system aims to create a reliable, accessible, and culturally appropriate



grievance mechanism that effectively prioritizes and addresses concerns, even with the

inherent challenges of voice bot transcripts.

Here's a design for a triage and escalation rubric for a multilingual voice bot grievance

system in a mining company, specifically addressing the challenges of automatic

transcripts and prioritizing urgent issues:

Triage and Escalation Rubric for Grievance Voice Bot

This rubric leverages automated processing with critical human-in-the-loop steps to

ensure accuracy, prioritize urgent matters, and prevent sensitive reports from being

mishandled.

1. Grievance Categories

Grievances will be categorized based on their nature, urgency, and potential impact. Each

category will have a default priority level.

Category 1: Critical Safety & Rights (Priority: IMMEDIATE)

Definition: Grievances indicating immediate threat to life, severe injury,
human rights violations (e.g., forced labor, child labor, severe
harassment/abuse), or significant environmental damage with immediate
health risks.

Keywords/Phrases: "danger," "injury,” "accident," "collapse,
""assault," "threat," "harassment," "discrimination," "forced," "child,"

toxic,"
"poison,

illegal dumping,

"explosion," "fire," "suffocating," "unsafe, water

air pollution."

contamination,

Examples: Report of an imminent mine collapse, severe workplace
accident, sexual harassment, illegal detention, sudden severe water
contamination affecting community health.

Category 2: High-Risk Operational & Environmental (Priority: HIGH)

Definition: Grievances indicating significant safety risks (not immediate),
serious environmental non-compliance (not immediate health risk), major
operational disruptions, or systemic human rights concerns.

Keywords/Phrases: "faulty equipment,

near miss," "spill," "leak," "dust,"

pollution,” "intimidation,

"noise," "blasting," "vibration," "waste, unfair

dismissal," "land dispute," "access blocked," "cultural site."



Examples: Persistent dust affecting a nearby village, repeated blasting noise
complaints, a near-miss incident, allegations of unfair dismissal, unresolved
land access issues, damage to a cultural heritage site.

Category 3: Standard Operational & Welfare (Priority: MEDIUM)

Definition: Grievances related to routine operational issues, worker welfare,
minor environmental nuisances, or contractual disputes that do not pose
immediate high risk.

Keywords/Phrases: "payroll," "salary,
"housing," "food," "transport,” "minor dust,
maintenance," "equipment breakdown."

wage," "shift," "schedule," "overtime,"
minor noise," "facility

Examples: Payroll discrepancy, shift scheduling conflict, complaint about
food quality in the canteen, minor equipment malfunction, request for facility
repair.

Category 4: Information Request & General Inquiry (Priority: LOW)

Definition: Requests for information, general suggestions, or non-urgent
inquiries that do not constitute a grievance.

Keywords/Phrases: "ask about," "information on,

when will," "how to,"

"suggestion," "idea."

Examples: Asking about the next community meeting, inquiring about
project timelines, suggesting an improvement to a process.

2. Decision Rules and Human-in-the-Loop Steps

The system will use a multi-layered approach, combining automated analysis with
mandatory human review at critical junctures.

Step 1: Initial Automated Processing (Voice Bot & ASR)

. Voice-to-Text Transcription: The multilingual voice bot transcribes the grievance

into text.

Mitigation for Errors: The ASR (Automatic Speech Recognition) system
should be trained on domain-specific vocabulary (mining terms, local place
names, common grievance types) and multiple languages/dialects to
improve accuracy. Confidence scores for transcription should be generated.



2. Language Identification: Automatically identify the language of the transcript.

3. Keyword/Phrase Matching & Sentiment Analysis:

Keyword Matching: Scan the transcript for keywords and phrases
associated with each category. A weighted scoring system can be used (e.g.,
"danger" gets a higher score than "dust").

Sentiment Analysis: Analyze the emotional tone of the grievance (e.g.,
"urgent," "distressed," "angry"). High negative sentiment can elevate priority.

Error Tolerance: The system should be designed to be highly sensitive to
critical keywords, even with potential transcription errors. Fuzzy matching or
semantic similarity algorithms can help identify keywords despite minor
misspellings or grammatical errors.

4. Initial Priority Assignment: Based on keyword matching, sentiment, and ASR
confidence, assign an initial priority (IMMEDIATE, HIGH, MEDIUM, LOW).

Step 2: Human-in-the-Loop Triage (Mandatory for High Priority)

1. Tier 1 Human Reviewers (Community Liaison Team/Grievance Officers):

Mandatory Review: All grievances initially flagged

as IMMEDIATE or HIGH priority, or those with low ASR confidence scores
(regardless of initial priority), are immediately routed to a dedicated team of
human reviewers.

Language Proficiency: Reviewers must be proficient in the languages
spoken by the communities.

Review Process:

» Listen to Original Audio: Reviewers must listen to the original audio
recording for all critical grievances to overcome transcription errors
and capture nuances (tone, urgency, specific local terms).

« Verify Category & Priority: Confirm or adjust the automated category
and priority based on the audio and full understanding of the context.

» ldentify Sensitive Content: Explicitly flag grievances involving human
rights, gender-based violence, or cultural sensitivities.



- Initial Action: For IMMEDIATE grievances, the reviewer triggers an
immediate alert to relevant emergency response teams (e.g., safety,
security, medical).

Training: Reviewers receive extensive training on PS5, PS7, human rights,
cultural sensitivity, and emergency response protocols.

2. Tier 2 Human Reviewers (Specialized Departments):

Escalation: Grievances confirmed as IMMEDIATE or HIGH priority are
immediately escalated to the relevant specialized department heads (e.g.,
Head of Safety, Head of HR, Environmental Manager, Community Relations
Manager).

Cross-Functional Team: For complex or multi-faceted grievances (e.g.,
environmental issue with community health impacts), a cross-functional
team is convened.

Step 3: Escalation Rules

 IMMEDIATE Priority:

Action: Human reviewer immediately alerts emergency response teams and
relevant department heads (e.g., Safety, Security, HR).

Timeline: Acknowledge within 1 hour, initial response/action within 4 hours.

Escalation: If no initial action within 4 hours, automatically escalate to
senior management (e.g., Site General Manager, Head of Operations).

« HIGH Priority:

Action: Human reviewer assigns to relevant department head.

Timeline: Acknowledge within 24 hours, initial investigation/response within
72 hours.

Escalation: If no initial response within 72 hours, automatically escalate to
senior management.

«  MEDIUM Priority:

Action: Automated assignment to relevant department, with human reviewer
oversight.



« Timeline: Acknowledge within 3 business days, initial response within 7

business days.

« Escalation: If noinitial response within 7 business days, automatically
escalate to department head.

«  LOW Priority:
« Action: Automated assignment to relevant department or information desk.

« Timeline: Acknowledge within 5 business days, response within 10 business
days.

« Escalation: If no response within 10 business days, automatically escalate
to department head.

Step 4: Resolution and Feedback Loop

1. Resolution Tracking: All actions taken, communications with the grievant, and
resolution outcomes are meticulously documented in the grievance management
system.

2. Grievant Feedback: After a proposed resolution, the system attempts to contact
the grievant (via voice bot or CLO) to confirm satisfaction. This feedback is crucial

for assessing the effectiveness of the GM.

3. Audit Trail: Maintain a complete audit trail of every grievance, from submission to
resolution, including all human review steps and escalations.

Minimizing Risk of Mishandling/Ignoring Sensitive Reports

« "Always Listen to Audio" Rule: For all high-priority or low-confidence transcripts,
the human reviewer must listen to the original audio. This is the most critical
safeguard against ASR errors leading to mishandling.

- Dedicated Sensitive Report Protocol: A specific protocol for grievances involving
human rights, gender-based violence, or cultural heritage. This protocol includes:

« Immediate escalation to a specialized, trained team (e.g., HR, legal, external

expert).
« Ensuringvictim support services are offered.

« Strict confidentiality measures.



« Automated Escalation Triggers: Hard-coded escalation rules based on time-to-
response ensure that grievances cannot sit unaddressed.

+ Regular System Audits: Periodically audit the entire GM process, including a review
of a sample of resolved and unresolved grievances, to identify bottlenecks, training
needs, or systemic failures.

« Transparency and Reporting: Regular, anonymized reporting on grievance trends
and resolution rates to community committees and internal management fosters
accountability.

- Training and Awareness: Continuous training for all staff involved in the GM, from
CLOs to senior management, on the importance of grievances, PS5/PS7
requirements, and the specific protocols for sensitive issues.

« Redundancy: Ensure multiple CLOs and reviewers are available to prevent single
points of failure.

By combining robust automated tools with essential human oversight and clear escalation
paths, this system aims to create a reliable, accessible, and culturally appropriate
grievance mechanism that effectively prioritizes and addresses concerns, even with the
inherent challenges of voice bot transcripts.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land-based and non-land-based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete”in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

Here's a monitoring and evaluation framework and a completion audit approach for the
linear infrastructure project, consistent with IFC PS5 expectations:

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration



The framework aims to track progress by comparing current conditions against the
established baseline, with a specific focus on vulnerable groups.

What is being compared: All indicators will be compared against the socio-economic
baseline data collected prior to displacement and implementation of the RAP/LRP. This
baseline provides the pre-project conditions of the Project Affected Persons (PAPs).

How vulnerable groups are handled: Vulnerable groups (e.g., female-headed households,
elderly, disabled, landless, ethnic minorities) will be disaggregated in all data collection
and analysis. The framework will specifically assess whether their livelihoods have been
restored or improved to at least pre-project levels, and ideally, whether they have benefited
disproportionately from targeted support.

Core Indicators:
1. Household Income and Expenditure:

« Definition: Average monthly household income (from all sources, including
new livelihood activities) and average monthly household expenditure.

« Rationale: Directly measures economic well-being and purchasing power.

« Comparison: Current average income/expenditure vs. baseline average
income/expenditure. The objective is to demonstrate that income and
expenditure levels are at least restored to, and ideally exceed, pre-project
levels in real terms (adjusted for inflation).

2. Asset Ownership (Productive and Non-Productive):

- Definition: Value and type of productive assets (e.g., land, livestock, tools,
business inventory) and non-productive assets (e.g., housing quality,
household appliances, vehicles).

« Rationale: Reflects long-term economic stability and quality of life.

« Comparison: Current asset portfolio vs. baseline asset portfolio. The
objective is to show that PAPs have at least restored, and ideally improved,
their asset base.

3. Food Security and Nutrition:

« Definition: Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) or similar
validated food security index, and dietary diversity scores.



Rationale: Critical indicator of basic well-being, especially for vulnerable
groups.

Comparison: Current food security status vs. baseline food security status.
The objective is to demonstrate that food security levels are at least restored
to, and ideally improved, compared to the baseline.

4. Access to Basic Services and Infrastructure:

Definition: Access to clean water, sanitation, healthcare, education, and
transportation infrastructure (e.g., distance to nearest facility, quality of
service).

Rationale: Measures the restoration of living standards and community well-
being.

Comparison: Current access and quality of services vs. baseline access and
quality. The objective is to show that access to services is at least equivalent
to, and ideally improved, compared to the baseline.

Data Collection Methods:

1. Household Surveys (Quantitative):

Method: Administer structured questionnaires to a statistically
representative sample of PAPs, including a robust oversampling of vulnerable
groups. Conduct these surveys periodically (e.g., annually) throughout the
monitoring period.

Data Collected: Income, expenditure, asset ownership, food security,
access to services, participation in livelihood programs, and perceptions of
well-being.

Baseline vs. Current: Directly compares quantitative data points from the
baseline survey to current survey rounds.

2. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews (KlIs)
(Qualitative):

Method: Conduct FGDs with different segments of the affected population
(e.g., women's groups, youth, specific livelihood groups, vulnerable
households) and Klls with community leaders, local government officials,
and program implementers.



- Data Collected: Perceptions of livelihood restoration success, challenges
faced, effectiveness of programs, social cohesion, cultural impacts, and
specific needs of vulnerable groups.

+ Baseline vs. Current: Provides qualitative insights into changes in well-
being, social dynamics, and the effectiveness of interventions,
complementing the quantitative data. It helps explain why certain
quantitative changes occurred and captures nuances not visible in numbers.

Completion Audit Approach (Consistent with IFC PS5)

The completion audit determines whether the project has met the objectives of PS5,
specifically that displaced persons' livelihoods and standards of living have been restored

or improved.

1. Pre-Audit Preparations:

Review Documentation: Thoroughly review all relevant project documents: ESIA,
RAP, LRP, baseline studies, all monitoring reports (including M&E framework data),
grievance logs, compensation records, and consultation minutes.

Define Audit Scope: Clearly define the audit period and the specific objectives of
PS5 to be assessed (e.g., restoration of livelihoods, living standards, community
infrastructure, special provisions for vulnerable groups).

Select Audit Team: Assemble an independent audit team with expertise in social
safeguards, resettlement, livelihood restoration, and local cultural contexts. The
team should be free from conflicts of interest.

2. Field Verification and Data Collection:

Household Surveys: Conduct a final, comprehensive household survey using the
same methodology and indicators as the baseline and monitoring surveys. This is
the primary source for comparing current status against baseline.

Focus Group Discussions & Key Informant Interviews: Conduct extensive
qualitative data collection with a broad range of PAPs, including all vulnerable
groups, host communities, and local authorities. This is crucial for understanding
perceptions of success, remaining challenges, and the sustainability of livelihood
restoration.



« Physical Verification: Inspect resettlement sites, new housing, community

infrastructure, and sites of livelihood programs to verify their existence, quality, and
functionality.

+ Review Grievance Records: Analyze the grievance log to identify any outstanding
grievances related to resettlement or livelihood restoration, and assess the

effectiveness of the grievance mechanism.

« Financial Audit: Verify that all compensation payments have been made as per the
RAP and that funds allocated for livelihood programs have been utilized

appropriately.

3. Assessment Against PS5 Objectives (Baseline vs. Current):

» Restoration of Livelihoods and Standards of Living:

Comparison: The audit will directly compare the final household survey data
(income, assets, food security, access to services) with the pre-project
baseline data.

Criterion: PS5 requires that displaced persons' livelihoods and standards of
living are restored or improved to pre-displacement levels. For vulnerable
groups, the expectation is often improvement.

Analysis: Statistical analysis will be used to determine if there is a
statistically significant difference between baseline and current conditions,
and if the trend is positive.

« Vulnerable Groups:

Specific Assessment: The audit will specifically assess whether the
livelihoods and living standards of vulnerable groups have been restored or
improved, and if the targeted measures for them were effective. This will
involve disaggregated data analysis and dedicated qualitative inquiries.

Criterion: PS5 emphasizes that vulnerable groups should be assisted in their
efforts to restore their livelihoods and standards of living, and if possible, to
improve them.

« Community Infrastructure and Services:

Comparison: Assess the quality and accessibility of community
infrastructure and services in resettlement areas against baseline conditions
and national/local standards.



Criterion: PS5 requires that resettlement sites are provided with adequate
infrastructure and services.

- Sustainability of Livelihood Programs:

Assessment: Evaluate the long-term viability of the livelihood programs. Are
they self-sustaining? Do they have market linkages? Is there ongoing support
or capacity building?

4. Dealing with Ongoing Livelihood Programs at the Time of Audit:

This is a critical aspect for determining "completion."

- Conditional Completion: If some livelihood programs are still ongoing, the project
cannot be declared fully "complete" in the strictest sense. However, a conditional

completion can be considered if:

1.

Clear Pathway to Sustainability: There is a clear, documented, and funded
plan for the remaining programs to achieve sustainability within a defined
timeframe (e.g., 1-2 years post-audit).

Demonstrable Progress: The M&E data clearly shows significant, positive
progress towards livelihood restoration for participants in these ongoing
programs, indicating they are on track to meet or exceed baseline levels.

Independent Oversight: An independent entity (e.g., alocal NGO, a
specialized consultant) is formally tasked with overseeing the completion of
these programs and reporting on their final outcomes.

Client Commitment: The client provides a formal, legally binding
commitment to continue funding and supporting these programs until their
objectives are fully met and sustainability is achieved.

Contingency Plan: A contingency planis in place to address potential
failures of ongoing programs.

«  Phased Completion: Alternatively, the audit could declare completion for aspects

where objectives are fully met (e.g., compensation, physical relocation, some
livelihood programs) while recommending a follow-up audit or a specific
monitoring period for the remaining ongoing livelihood programs.

5. Audit Report and Recommendations:



« Comprehensive Report: The audit team will produce a detailed report outlining
findings, comparing current status against baseline and PS5 requirements, and
providing clear conclusions on whether PS5 objectives have been met.

« Recommendations: If objectives are not fully met, the report will include specific,
time-bound recommendations for corrective actions, including a plan for the
ongoing livelihood programs.

« Declaration of Completion: The project can only be declared "complete" when the
audit confirms that all PS5 objectives have been met, including the restoration or
improvement of livelihoods and living standards for all PAPs, with special attention
to vulnerable groups, and that any ongoing programs have a clear, funded, and
monitored pathway to sustainable completion.

This rigorous approach ensures that the project's social performance is thoroughly
evaluated againstinternational best practices, providing confidence that the impacts of
displacement have been adequately addressed.

Here's a monitoring and evaluation framework and a completion audit approach for the
linear infrastructure project, consistent with IFC PS5 expectations:

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Livelihood Restoration

The framework aims to track progress by comparing current conditions against the
established baseline, with a specific focus on vulnerable groups.

What is being compared: All indicators will be compared against the socio-economic
baseline data collected prior to displacement and implementation of the RAP/LRP. This
baseline provides the pre-project conditions of the Project Affected Persons (PAPs).

How vulnerable groups are handled: Vulnerable groups (e.g., female-headed households,
elderly, disabled, landless, ethnic minorities) will be disaggregated in all data collection
and analysis. The framework will specifically assess whether their livelihoods have been
restored or improved to at least pre-project levels, and ideally, whether they have benefited
disproportionately from targeted support.

Core Indicators:
1. Household Income and Expenditure:

« Definition: Average monthly household income (from all sources, including
new livelihood activities) and average monthly household expenditure.

« Rationale: Directly measures economic well-being and purchasing power.



« Comparison: Current average income/expenditure vs. baseline average
income/expenditure. The objective is to demonstrate that income and
expenditure levels are at least restored to, and ideally exceed, pre-project
levels in real terms (adjusted for inflation).

2. Asset Ownership (Productive and Non-Productive):

- Definition: Value and type of productive assets (e.g., land, livestock, tools,
business inventory) and non-productive assets (e.g., housing quality,
household appliances, vehicles).

- Rationale: Reflects long-term economic stability and quality of life.

« Comparison: Current asset portfolio vs. baseline asset portfolio. The
objective is to show that PAPs have at least restored, and ideally improved,
their asset base.

3. Food Security and Nutrition:

« Definition: Household Food Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS) or similar
validated food security index, and dietary diversity scores.

- Rationale: Critical indicator of basic well-being, especially for vulnerable

groups.

« Comparison: Current food security status vs. baseline food security status.
The objective is to demonstrate that food security levels are at least restored
to, and ideally improved, compared to the baseline.

4. Access to Basic Services and Infrastructure:

« Definition: Access to clean water, sanitation, healthcare, education, and
transportation infrastructure (e.g., distance to nearest facility, quality of
service).

+ Rationale: Measures the restoration of living standards and community well-
being.

« Comparison: Current access and quality of services vs. baseline access and
quality. The objective is to show that access to services is at least equivalent
to, and ideally improved, compared to the baseline.

Data Collection Methods:

1. Household Surveys (Quantitative):



Method: Administer structured questionnaires to a statistically
representative sample of PAPs, including a robust oversampling of vulnerable
groups. Conduct these surveys periodically (e.g., annually) throughout the
monitoring period.

Data Collected: Income, expenditure, asset ownership, food security,
access to services, participation in livelihood programs, and perceptions of
well-being.

Baseline vs. Current: Directly compares quantitative data points from the
baseline survey to current survey rounds.

2. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and Key Informant Interviews (KlIs)
(Qualitative):

Method: Conduct FGDs with different segments of the affected population
(e.g., women's groups, youth, specific livelihood groups, vulnerable
households) and Klls with community leaders, local government officials,
and program implementers.

Data Collected: Perceptions of livelihood restoration success, challenges
faced, effectiveness of programs, social cohesion, cultural impacts, and
specific needs of vulnerable groups.

Baseline vs. Current: Provides qualitative insights into changes in well-
being, social dynamics, and the effectiveness of interventions,
complementing the quantitative data. It helps explain why certain
quantitative changes occurred and captures nuances not visible in numbers.

Completion Audit Approach (Consistent with IFC PS5)

The completion audit determines whether the project has met the objectives of PS5,
specifically that displaced persons' livelihoods and standards of living have been restored
or improved.

1. Pre-Audit Preparations:

« Review Documentation: Thoroughly review all relevant project documents: ESIA,

RAP, LRP, baseline studies, all monitoring reports (including M&E framework data),
grievance logs, compensation records, and consultation minutes.



- Define Audit Scope: Clearly define the audit period and the specific objectives of
PS5 to be assessed (e.g., restoration of livelihoods, living standards, community
infrastructure, special provisions for vulnerable groups).

« Select Audit Team: Assemble an independent audit team with expertise in social
safeguards, resettlement, livelihood restoration, and local cultural contexts. The
team should be free from conflicts of interest.

2. Field Verification and Data Collection:

« Household Surveys: Conduct a final, comprehensive household survey using the
same methodology and indicators as the baseline and monitoring surveys. This is
the primary source for comparing current status against baseline.

« Focus Group Discussions & Key Informant Interviews: Conduct extensive
qualitative data collection with a broad range of PAPs, including all vulnerable
groups, host communities, and local authorities. This is crucial for understanding
perceptions of success, remaining challenges, and the sustainability of livelihood
restoration.

« Physical Verification: Inspect resettlement sites, new housing, community
infrastructure, and sites of livelihood programs to verify their existence, quality, and
functionality.

+ Review Grievance Records: Analyze the grievance log to identify any outstanding
grievances related to resettlement or livelihood restoration, and assess the
effectiveness of the grievance mechanism.

« Financial Audit: Verify that all compensation payments have been made as per the
RAP and that funds allocated for livelihood programs have been utilized
appropriately.

3. Assessment Against PS5 Objectives (Baseline vs. Current):
» Restoration of Livelihoods and Standards of Living:

« Comparison: The audit will directly compare the final household survey data
(income, assets, food security, access to services) with the pre-project
baseline data.

» Criterion: PS5 requires that displaced persons' livelihoods and standards of
living are restored or improved to pre-displacement levels. For vulnerable
groups, the expectation is often improvement.



« Analysis: Statistical analysis will be used to determine if there is a
statistically significant difference between baseline and current conditions,
and if the trend is positive.

+ Vulnerable Groups:

« Specific Assessment: The audit will specifically assess whether the
livelihoods and living standards of vulnerable groups have been restored or
improved, and if the targeted measures for them were effective. This will
involve disaggregated data analysis and dedicated qualitative inquiries.

« Criterion: PS5 emphasizes that vulnerable groups should be assisted in their
efforts to restore their livelihoods and standards of living, and if possible, to
improve them.

« Community Infrastructure and Services:

« Comparison: Assess the quality and accessibility of community
infrastructure and services in resettlement areas against baseline conditions
and national/local standards.

« Criterion: PS5 requires that resettlement sites are provided with adequate
infrastructure and services.

« Sustainability of Livelihood Programs:

« Assessment: Evaluate the long-term viability of the livelihood programs. Are
they self-sustaining? Do they have market linkages? Is there ongoing support
or capacity building?

4. Dealing with Ongoing Livelihood Programs at the Time of Audit:
This is a critical aspect for determining "completion."

« Conditional Completion: If some livelihood programs are still ongoing, the project
cannot be declared fully "complete" in the strictest sense. However, a conditional
completion can be considered if:

1. Clear Pathway to Sustainability: There is a clear, documented, and funded
plan for the remaining programs to achieve sustainability within a defined
timeframe (e.g., 1-2 years post-audit).

2. Demonstrable Progress: The M&E data clearly shows significant, positive
progress towards livelihood restoration for participants in these ongoing
programs, indicating they are on track to meet or exceed baseline levels.



3. Independent Oversight: An independent entity (e.g., a local NGO, a
specialized consultant) is formally tasked with overseeing the completion of
these programs and reporting on their final outcomes.

4. Client Commitment: The client provides a formal, legally binding
commitment to continue funding and supporting these programs until their
objectives are fully met and sustainability is achieved.

5. Contingency Plan: A contingency plan is in place to address potential
failures of ongoing programs.

« Phased Completion: Alternatively, the audit could declare completion for aspects
where objectives are fully met (e.g., compensation, physical relocation, some
livelihood programs) while recommending a follow-up audit or a specific
monitoring period for the remaining ongoing livelihood programs.

5. Audit Report and Recommendations:

« Comprehensive Report: The audit team will produce a detailed report outlining
findings, comparing current status against baseline and PS5 requirements, and
providing clear conclusions on whether PS5 objectives have been met.

- Recommendations: If objectives are not fully met, the report will include specific,
time-bound recommendations for corrective actions, including a plan for the
ongoing livelihood programs.

« Declaration of Completion: The project can only be declared "complete" when the
audit confirms that all PS5 objectives have been met, including the restoration or
improvement of livelihoods and living standards for all PAPs, with special attention
to vulnerable groups, and that any ongoing programs have a clear, funded, and
monitored pathway to sustainable completion.

This rigorous approach ensures that the project's social performance is thoroughly
evaluated against international best practices, providing confidence that the impacts of
displacement have been adequately addressed.
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RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re establish
in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and distinguish
clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.
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Classification and Required Measures under IFC Performance Standard 5

A) Households with formal titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged
Classification: Both physically and economically displaced

Loss of residence (physical displacement) and primary income source (economic
displacement).

Required Measures:
1. Compensation for assets:

o Market-value compensation for titled land and structures, or replacement
land of equal or better quality.

2. Livelihood restoration support:

o Provision of alternative agricultural land or non-farm livelihood options (e.g.,
skills training, microfinance).

3. Resettlement assistance:



o Supportforrelocation (transport, temporary shelter) and provision of new
housing meeting PS5 standards (e.g., access to services, secure tenure).

B) Informal/customary farmers who will lose only their farmland
Classification: Economically displaced
No formal housing loss, but loss of primary livelihood asset.

Required Measures:
1. Compensation for assets:

o Compensation for lost farmland based on valuation of customary rights (not
limited to formal title); may include land or cash.

2. Livelihood restoration support:

o Access to alternative agricultural land or off-farm income opportunities;
agricultural extension services.

3. Community engagement and tenure security:

o Recognition of customary land rights in resettlement planning; support for
formalizing tenure where feasible.

C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re-establish nearby
Classification: Economically displaced
Loss of business asset and income stream, but no residential displacement.

Required Measures:
1. Compensation for assets:
o Market-value compensation for kiosk structures and lost inventory.
2. Livelihood restoration support:

o Assistance securing new business location (e.g., lease support,
infrastructure at new site); temporary income support during transition.

3. Business continuity measures:

o Facilitation of permits/licenses at new site; access to microcredit or
business training to sustain operations.



Note: Under PS5, compensation addresses lost assets, while livelihood restoration
ensures displaced persons are not left worse off and have sustainable income post-
displacement. All measures must be developed through participatory processes and
documented in a Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) or Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP).

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Qwen3-Max
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Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach for Indigenous Community
Concerns
(Aligned with IFC PS5, PS7, and FPIC Principles)

1. Core Principles Guiding the Approach

« Respect collective FPIC and Indigenous governance: Engage through legitimate
community institutions while ensuring inclusive participation.

« Protect vulnerable subgroups: Create safe, accessible, and confidential channels
for women, youth, and satellite hamlet members.

« Maintain FPIC as an ongoing process: Re-engage as needed if new information or
grievances reveal gaps in understanding or consent.

« Ensure accountability: Implement timely, transparent, and participatory corrective
actions.



2. Grievance Mechanism Design
A. Community-Led, Culturally Appropriate Structure
» Establish aJoint Community-Client Grievance Committee (JCGC) co-chaired by:

o Recognized Indigenous leadership (e.g., council of elders, traditional
authority),

o Representatives of women, youth, and satellite hamlet (elected or self-
organized through inclusive processes),

o Neutral third-party facilitator (e.g., local NGO or IFC-approved mediator).

« Conduct meetings in local languages and customary forums (e.g., village
assemblies, women’s circles).

B. Accessible and Safe Grievance Channels

« Multiple entry points: verbal (in-person or phone), written (drop boxes, text), or
through trusted intermediaries (e.g., community health workers, teachers).

« Confidentiality and protection: Guarantee anonymity where requested; prohibit
retaliation; provide safeguards for whistleblowers.

« Gender- and age-sensitive protocols: Separate spaces for women/youth to voice
concerns if culturally appropriate; female and youth focal points on the JCGC.

C. Clear Process & Timelines
« Acknowledge grievances within 3 working days.

« Resolve simple issues within 15 days; complex cases (e.g., livelihood gaps, FPIC
concerns) within 60 days, with interim mitigation.

« Documentall grievances, actions, and outcomes; share summaries with the
community.

3. Corrective Action Protocol
A. Verification & Root-Cause Analysis

« JCGC verifies complaints through participatory methods (e.g., focus groups,
household visits).



« Assess whether:
o FPIC process excluded subgroups (violating PS7 Para. 32),

o RAP/LRP failed to address differentiated impacts (violating PS5 Para. 28 and
PS7 Para. 37).

B. Targeted Remedies
- If FPIC gaps are confirmed:

o Initiate supplementary FPIC consultations with underrepresented
subgroups, facilitated by independent cultural experts.

o Revise RAP/LRP based on new input; obtain renewed or expanded consent
where necessary (per PS7 Para. 34).

« Iflivelihood/resettlement measures are inadequate:

o Co-design subgroup-specific interventions (e.g., women’s cooperative
grants, youth vocational training, satellite hamlet infrastructure).

o Ensure land/housing allocations respect intra-community equity (PS5 Para.
28).

C. Monitoring & Feedback Loop
« Trackimplementation of corrective actions via the JCGC.

« Conduct quarterly satisfaction surveys disaggregated by gender, age, and
location.

» Report progress to the community and the IFC-aligned lender.

4. Alignment with IFC Standards

« PS7(Indigenous Peoples): Upholds rights to FPIC (Para. 32-34), culturally
appropriate engagement, and protection of vulnerable subgroups (Para. 37).

« PS5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement): Ensures grievance redress
(Para. 40) and livelihood restoration tailored to affected groups (Para. 28).

» Ongoing FPIC: Recognizes FPIC as a continuous process when new impacts or
implementation gaps emerge (PS7 Guidance Note).



This approach balances collective decision-making with equitable inclusion, ensures
accountability through structured redress, and reinforces the legitimacy of FPIC throughout
the project lifecycle.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC financed open pit mine and associated processing plant are planned in a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project induced
in migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape the
**assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and how it
should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP)
design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to projectinduced in
migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx related and resettlement related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fitinto a single project level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework for an IFC-Financed Open Pit Mine

1. Integrated Application of PS1, PS5, and PS7 in Impact Assessment & Management

« PS1(Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks):
Requires early, integrated screening and scoping; mandates that PS5 and PS7 are
applied where triggered; ensures all impacts—including cumulative and induced—
are assessed through a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) and Stakeholder
Engagement Plan (SEP).



« PS7 (Indigenous Peoples):

o FPIC required: For physical relocation of the Indigenous village and any
impacts on cultural heritage or collective land rights.

o FPIC informs RAP/LRP: The Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood
Restoration Plan (LRP) must reflect the outcomes of a good-faith, culturally
appropriate FPIC process, including collective decisions on compensation
(e.g., preference for communal land over cash) and livelihood priorities (e.g.,
protection of sacred sites, traditional practices).

« PS5 (Land Acquisition and Involuntary Resettlement):

o Appliesto both Indigenous and non-Indigenous households losing
land/housing.

o Requires differentiated approaches: While formal compensation applies to
titled land, customary rights must be recognized for Indigenous groups per
PS7; for host communities, livelihood baselines must be established to
measure economic displacement (e.g., loss of access to firewood, water,
grazing).

o LRP must be inclusive: Tailored for both groups, with special attention to
gender, youth, and vulnerable subgroups.

Integration: FPIC outcomes directly shape PS5-compliant RAP/LRP design for the
Indigenous community, while PS1 ensures that social baseline data, stakeholder feedback,

and risk pathways (including influx) are continuously updated and reflected in adaptive
management.

2. Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration (Influx) & Impacts on
RAP/LRP

Risk Pathway Undermining Effect on RAP/LRP Objectives

Influx drives up land prices and rents, making replacement
housing or farmland unaffordable for relocated households;
erodes value of PS5 compensation. Indigenous community may
lose access to buffer zones or culturally significant areas.

A. Pressure on local
land, housing, and
resources




Risk Pathway Undermining Effect on RAP/LRP Objectives

Competition for jobs/services between migrant workers and

B. Social conflict and |host/Indigenous communities fuels tensions; Indigenous groups
marginalization or host villagers may be excluded from informal economy,
reversing livelihood restoration gains.

Influx of single male workers increases risks of gender-based
violence, transactional sex, and unsafe labor for local
women/girls—disproportionately affecting women in relocated
and host communities, derailing gender-responsive LRP
outcomes.

C. Gender-based risks
and exploitation

Management implication: RAP/LRP must include influx mitigation measures (e.g.,
worker housing off-community, local hiring quotas, community safety plans) and
monitoring of secondary displacement.

3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism & Monitoring System
Core Features
« Culturally appropriate & accessible:

o Multiple channels: verbal (community meetings, phone), written (drop
boxes), and digital (SMS/USSD), with interpretation in local/Indigenous
languages.

o Grievance committees include Indigenous representatives, women, youth,
and host community members; meetings held in customary formats (e.g.,
clan assemblies).

o Confidential reporting options and anti-retaliation safeguards.
« Early detection of influx- and resettlement-related issues:

o Dedicated influx monitors (e.g., community liaisons) report on housing
pressure, price inflation, security incidents.

o RAP/LRP grievance categories explicitly distinguish: (i) physical
displacement, (ii) economic displacement, (iii) influx impacts (e.g., noise,
competition, GBV).



o Regular “pulse surveys” in relocated, host, and Indigenous communities
track perceived changes in safety, access, and livelihoods.

- Datafor PS5/PS7 compliance auditing:

o Disaggregated database (by gender, ethnicity, location, displacement type)
tracks:

= Grievance type, resolution time, satisfaction level.

= Livelihood recovery indicators (e.g., income restoration %, land
access).

= FPIC implementation fidelity (e.g., participation rates, documented
consent).

o Quarterly public dashboards shared with communities and lender; used to
trigger adaptive management.

o Final dataset feeds directly into IFC Completion Audit, demonstrating
whether:

= Displaced persons are not worse off (PS5),
= Indigenous rights and FPIC are upheld (PS7),

= Influx risks were proactively managed (PS1).

Integration into a Unified Social Management Framework

All components—FPIC-informed RAP/LRP, influx risk mitigation, and adaptive
grievance/monitoring—are embedded in a single Social Management Plan (SMP)
governed by PS1. The SMP is:

« Participatory: Co-developed with all affected groups, including Indigenous
governance bodies.

« Dynamic: Updated based on grievance trends and influx monitoring.

« Accountable: Tied to clear KPIs for PS5/PS7 outcomes, reported to client
management and IFC.

This ensures that social risks—including those from secondary impacts like migration—are
managed cohesively, not in silos, safeguarding both people and project sustainability.



Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and rights
related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled or ignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human in the loop steps you would build
into the system.

Grievance Triage and Escalation Rubric for Multilingual Voice-Bot System
(Designed for reliability despite transcript errors, with human safeguards)

Core Principles

- Safety/rights first: Immediate escalation of life-threatening or rights-violating
issues.

« Errorresilience: Use keyword clusters, context flags, and confidence thresholds—
not exact phrasing.

« Human-in-the-loop (HITL): Critical for validation, sensitivity, and complex
judgments.

« Confidentiality & non-retaliation: Built into routing and access controls.

Grievance Categories & Priority Tiers

Escalation

Category

. . Mine collapse risk, chemical leak,
Tier 1 Immediate Safety /

(Critical) |H Right violence, harassment, child labor, <1 hour
ritica uman Rights

illegal detention

Tier 2 Serious Water contamination, excessive
ier

(High) Environmental or dust/blast exposure affecting health, [<24 hours
i

Health Risk unsafe tailings




Escalation

Category
Tier 3 Labor & Operational |Payroll errors, unfair shift changes, 3-5 business
(Medium) |Disputes PPE shortages, transport issues days

ow

Decision Rules for Automated Triage (Applied to Transcript)
1. Keyword + Context Triggers

o Use fuzzy matching and semantic clusters (not exact words) to tolerate
ASR errors:

= Tier 1: “explosi*”, “collaps*”, “assault”, “threaten”, “child work”, “held
against will” > Flag as Critical.

»” » <« » <«

= Tier 2: “water dirty”, “can’t breathe”, “smell chemicals”, “river dead
fish” > Flag as High.

o Combine with location metadata (e.g., grievance from near tailings dam -
elevate environmental flags).

2. Confidence Thresholds

o If automated classifier confidence < 80% or transcript contains >30%
unknown/uncertain words > Route to human reviewer immediately (no
auto-categorization).

3. Sensitive Keyword Blocklist

o Any mention of: sex, rape, bribe, police, protest, suicide, discriminat > Auto-
flag for human review, regardless of tier.

Human-in-the-Loop (HITL) Safeguards



HITL-1: Initial

Review all Tier 1 & 2 auto-
classifications; validate or

Trained Ethics &
Compliance Officer

Within 30 mins
forTier1; 4 hrs

Validation reclassify low-confidence or (local language for Tier 2
or Tier
sensitive-flagged reports speaker)
HITL-2: Assign Tier 1/Sensitive cases to
o dedicated, vetted responders Specialized response .
Sensitive ] ] Immediately
(e.g., Gender-Based Violence focal [team (not line o
Case ) ) after validation
. point, Safety Lead) with secure case|management)
Handling
management
Weekly random sample of Tier 3/4 .
HITL-3: False . ) Internal Audit or
. cases reviewed by independent
Negative ) . External NGO Weekly
. monitor to catch missed urgent
Audit partner

System-Level

issues

Protections Against Mishandling

« No auto-dismissals: Even “low” tier grievances require human acknowledgment.

« Anonymity option: Users can opt for anonymous submission; system strips

metadata if selected.

- Escalation override: Any user can say “This is urgent” or “l feel unsafe” > forces Tier
1 routing.

« Closed-loop feedback: Grievant receives secure update (SMS/voice) when case is
opened/resolved.

« Access controls: Tier 1/2 cases are never visible to site supervisors or HR without

ethics team approval.

Integration with Broader Framework

» Allgrievances logged in a central, encrypted case management system with audit

trail.

« Tier 1/2 data triggers real-time alerts to site safety and corporate ESG teams.



« Monthly trend reports inform preventive action (e.g., repeated dust complaints >
dust suppression review).

This rubric ensures that even imperfect transcripts are handled safely, urgent risks are
never buried in bureaucracy, and vulnerable voices are protected through deliberate
human oversight.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land based and non land based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.
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Monitoring, Evaluation, and Completion Audit Framework for Resettlement under IFC
PS5

1. Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Framework for Livelihood Restoration

Objective: Assess whether displaced persons (DPs) have achieved sustainable livelihood
recovery and are not worse off than pre-project, per PS5 Para. 2.

Four Core Indicators



1. Livelihood
Recovery Ratio
(LRR)

Household income (or
consumption) from
primary livelihood
source(s) post-
resettlement + pre-
displacement baseline

Compare current
income to verified
pre-project
baseline (from
census/survey)

ulnerable Group

Disaggregate by
gender, age,
Indigenous status,
disability; set equity
targets (e.g., women’s
LRR = 100%)

2. Land/Asset
Replacement
Adequacy

% of land-based DPs with
access to land of equal or
better productive
potential and secure
tenure

Compare size, soil
quality, water
access, proximity to
baseline

Customary land users:
assess collective
access & cultural
usability, not just
formal title

3. Participation
in & Benefit from
Non-Land
Programs

% of non-land-based DPs
actively engaged in LRP-
supported activities (e.g.,
training, microenterprise)
and deriving stable
income

Track participation
vs. LRP targets;
measure income
change vs. baseline

Monitor dropout rates
among youth/women;
ensure programs
address barriers (e.g.,
childcare, literacy)

4. Subjective
Well-being &
Satisfaction

% of DPs reporting they
are “no worse off” or
“better off” in terms of
livelihood security and
living standards

Two Primary Data Collection Methods

1. Household Panel Surveys

o

o

Compare
perceptions to
baseline self-
assessment (if
available) or to
control group

qualitative modules (satisfaction, challenges).

o

Use gender-
segregated focus
groups to capture
unvoiced concerns

Re-interview same households from baseline (with attrition tracking).

Include quantitative metrics (income, assets, land productivity) +

Stratify sampling by displacement type, gender, and vulnerability.

2. Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) / Community Feedback Forums



o Facilitate village-level validation workshops with DPs, including women’s
and youth sub-groups.

o Use seasonal calendars, wealth ranking, and problem trees to assess
livelihood trajectories.

o Cross-check survey findings and surface systemic issues (e.g., market
access, discrimination).

2. Completion Audit Approach (Aligned with IFC PS5)

Objective: Determine whether the substantive objectives of PS5 have been met—even if
some LRP activities remain operational.

Key Audit Principles

« Outcome-focused, not activity-based: Completion is determined by livelihood
outcomes, not just payment or relocation.

« Vulnerable groups as a cross-cutting lens: Disaggregated data and targeted
verification for women, elderly, Indigenous, landless, etc.

+  “Ongoing programs” are not a barrier to completion if:
(a) Core restoration objectives are demonstrably achieved for the majority,
(b) Remaining programs are time-bound, monitored, and funded,
(c) A transition plan exists (e.g., handover to local government or community
entities).

Audit Steps
1. Document Review
o \Verify alignment of implementation records with the approved RAP/LRP.

o Check compensation records, land allocation titles, training logs, and
grievance resolution.

2. Baseline vs. Current Outcome Assessment
o Use M&E indicators above to test:

= Physical displacement: All relocated with adequate housing and
services.



= Economic displacement: 290% of DPs at or above baseline
income/livelihood security (with 100% for vulnerable subgroups as
aspirational target).

o Investigate persistent gaps: e.g., landless youth with no viable alternative
livelihood.

3. Vulnerable Group Verification

o Conduct targeted interviews with women-headed households, elderly,
Indigenous members.

o Ensure their specific LRP measures (e.g., collective land rights, childcare
during training) were delivered.

4. Treatment of Ongoing Livelihood Programs
o Do not delay completion if:

= Programs are supplementary (e.g., business incubation beyond basic
restoration),

= Corerestoration (e.g., land access, basic skills, startup kits) is
complete,

= Asustainability planisin place (e.g., microfinance linkage, market
access support).

o Require completion plan: Document remaining activities, budget, timeline,
and responsible party in a Post-Implementation Transition Protocol.

5. Grievance Closure Review

o Confirm all resettlement-related grievances are resolved or have active
remediation plans.

Completion Determination
+ “Resettlement Implementation Complete” if:
o Allphysicalrelocation and asset compensation finalized,

o Livelihood restoration outcomes meet PS5 “no worse off” standard for 290%
of DPs overall and 285% of vulnerable subgroups,

o Remaining LRP activities are non-essential to core restoration and
governed by a transition plan,



o No systemic unresolved grievances.

(0]

+  “Not Complete” if significant cohorts (especially vulnerable) remain below
baseline with no credible pathway to recovery.

Integration

This M&E and audit framework ensures that completion is defined by outcomes for
people—not project timelines. It upholds PS5’s equity focus, accommodates phased
livelihood support, and provides a transparent, evidence-based basis for the client’s
declaration of completion to IFC.

GLM-4.6

RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re establish
in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and distinguish
clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.



IFC Performance Standard 5 (PS5) — Displacement classification & required RAP/LRP measures

Group Displacement type

(PS5)

Asset-compensation measures Livelihood-restoration measures (LRP)

(RAP)

A) Households with Both
formal titles
(houses + farmland -they must move

submerged)
the productive land
that sustains them.
B) Primarily economic

Informal/customary - they keep their
farmers (farmland homes but lose the
loss only) land that generates

theirincome.

physical + economicpayment at full replacement cost (or

their homes and lose comparable size and quality).<br>2.

1. House compensation — cash 1. Replacement land - if cash is used, a
guaranteed parcel of land with comparable
provision of a new house of productivity must be secured.<br>2.
Livelihood-restoration package - training
Land compensation — cash at market (e.g., improved agronomy, diversification),
value or provision of replacement access to credit/seed capital, and a 2-year
agricultural land of equal size, soil income-support bridge to restore
quality and water access.<br>3. pre-project earnings.<br>3. Community
Compensation for ancillary assets — infrastructure — new site must have
trees, improvements, infrastructure, schools, health posts, water, and transport
links; assistance to establish these is part

of the LRP.

and moving costs.

1. Land-value compensation —cash 1. Alternative land - allocation of a new

based on productive value of the plot of comparable productivity, or a

cultivated area (including any informal cash-grant-plus-technical-support scheme
tenure recognition).<br>2. Crop & to purchase land elsewhere.<br>2.
improvement compensation —

payment for standing crops, perennial vocational training for off-farm activities

Skills-training & enterprise support -
trees, and any on-farm (e.g., livestock, agro-processing,
investments.<br>3. Transition small-business management) and linkage

allowance - one-time cash grantto  to micro-finance.<br>3. Temporary income



Group

Displacement type Asset-compensation measures Livelihood-restoration measures (LRP)
(PS5) (RAP)

C) Kiosk owners
(kiosk loss, can

cover short-term loss of income while support — monthly stipend or food-aid for a
a new livelihood is set up. defined period (typically 12-24 months)

until the new livelihood reaches pre-project
income levels.

Both 1. Structure compensation — cash at 1. New business site — allocation of a
physical + economicreplacement cost for the kiosk buildingcomparable market stall or lease-subsidy in
re-establish nearby)-the physical and any fixed fittings.<br>2. a nearby location, ensuring similar
business structure is Inventory/equipment compensation foot-traffic and utilities.<br>2.
lostandincomeis - payment for stock, tools, Business-development services - training
disrupted during refrigeration, signage, etc.<br>3. on bookkeeping, marketing, digital payment
relocation. Relocation allowance - cash to cover tools, and assistance to obtain business
moving costs and any licences.<br>3. Credit/seed-grant access
lease-termination penalties. —micro-loan or grant to rebuild inventory,

upgrade the kiosk, and diversify product
lines, plus a short-term income bridge (e.g.,
3-6 months) if revenue falls during the
move.



Key PS5 principles reflected in the measures

- Compensation at replacement cost for all lost physical assets (houses, land,
kiosks, crops).

« Livelihood restoration to at least pre-project income levels within a reasonable
timeframe, using a mix of replacement assets, training, credit, and temporary
income support.

- Participation, grievance-redress, and monitoring must be built into the
Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) for each

group.

These classifications and measure sets satisfy PS5’s requirement that displaced persons
be made whole—both in terms of the assets they lose and the livelihoods they depend on.

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan
and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard
during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

This is a complex and common scenario that requires a nuanced approach balancing
collective rights with the specific needs of sub-groups. Here is a grievance handling and
corrective action approach designed to meet the requirements of IFC PS5 and PS7.

Grievance Handling and Corrective Action Approach

This approach is structured in four phases, underpinned by three cross-cutting principles
to ensure it is effective, equitable, and compliant.



Guiding Principles

1.

Respect for Collective Governance and FPIC: The process operates in partnership
with, not in opposition to, the legitimate Indigenous governance structure (e.g.,
Elders' Council, Tribal Council). The goal is to empower the community's own
institutions to resolve internal differences, with the client acting as a facilitator and
partner. All actions are framed as a refinement or continuation of the original FPIC
process, not its negation.

Safe, Equitable, and Accessible Participation: Specific, culturally appropriate
mechanisms are established to ensure marginalized groups (women, youth,
satellite hamlet) can voice concerns without fear of reprisal or social ostracism. This
includes confidential channels and safe spaces for dialogue.

Compliance with PS5 and PS7: The entire process is designed to meet the core
requirements of PS5 (grievance mechanism, addressing vulnerable groups,
livelihood restoration) and PS7 (ongoing FPIC, good-faith negotiation, culturally
appropriate processes).

Phase 1: Grievance Receipt and Immediate Acknowledgment

Objective: To provide a safe, accessible, and transparent channel for grievances to be

officially logged and acknowledged.

1.

Establish a Joint Grievance Committee (JGC):

« Composition: The committee must be a multi-stakeholder body, not solely
client-led. It should include:

» Respected members of the main Indigenous governance structure.

« Adesignated representative for women (e.g., a respected female elder
or leader of awomen's group).

« Arepresentative for the youth (if such a structure exists or can be
appointed).

« Arepresentative from the satellite hamlet.

« Anindependent, neutral third party (e.g., a local NGO, a church
leader, or an academic) respected by the community.

« Aclientrepresentative with decision-making authority.



2. Diversify Grievance Channels: To ensure accessibility, establish multiple

channels:

Community Office: A physical office in the community, staffed by a trusted
local (preferably a woman) with set "office hours."

Confidential Hotline: A dedicated phone line managed by the independent
third party to receive verbal complaints confidentially.

Dedicated Email/Address: A clear and simple email address or postal box.

Community Meetings: Regular, open meetings where the JGC provides
updates and invites new grievances.

3. Standardized Logging and Acknowledgment:

Every grievance is logged in a central register with a unique tracking number,
date, name of complainant (if provided), and a summary of the issue.

The complainant receives immediate written acknowledgment of their
grievance, a copy of the logged details, the tracking number, and a clear,
simple explanation of the next steps and expected timeline.

A public "grievance register" (with anonymized details) is posted in a
communal space to demonstrate transparency.

Phase 2: Investigation and Facilitated Dialogue

Objective: To understand the root causes of the grievances in a culturally sensitive manner

and foster a shared understanding between the sub-groups and the collective leadership.

1. Initial Separate Consultations:

The JGC, facilitated by the independent third party and/or the women's
representative, holds separate, confidential meetings with each complaining
group (women, youth, hamlet).

Purpose: To allow them to speak freely, detail their specific concerns (e.g.,
"the new housing design doesn't support our food processing practices," "the

livelihood training is only for men," "our hamlet's compensation was based
on incorrect land productivity data"), and propose solutions without pressure

from the wider community.

2. Fact-Finding and Root Cause Analysis:



« The JGC investigates the claims by reviewing the original FPIC
documentation, the RAP/LRP, and implementation records (e.g.,
compensation payments, training attendance sheets).

- They compare the documented agreements with the lived experiences
reported by the sub-groups.

3. Mediated Dialogue Workshop:
« The JGC convenes a facilitated workshop. This is the most critical step.

« Participants: The main Indigenous leadership, representatives of the

women, youth, and hamlet groups, the client, and the independent
facilitator.

« Process:

- The facilitator presents a summary of the findings from the separate
consultations, focusing on the issues and proposed solutions.

« The sub-group representatives present their case directly to the
leadership.

« The leadership responds, explaining their perspective and any
constraints.

« The client clarifies project parameters and what is feasible.

« Goal: Notto assign blame, but to reach a community-led consensus on the
necessary corrective actions. The client's role is to listen and respond to the
community's agreed-upon solutions.

Phase 3: Corrective Action and Plan Revision

Objective: To co-create and implement concrete solutions that address the identified
gaps, framing this as an exercise of ongoing FPIC.

1. Develop a Supplemental Agreement:

« The outcomes of the dialogue workshop are formalized into a "Supplemental
Agreement to the RAP/LRP."

« This document details the specific corrective measures, responsibilities,
timelines, and budget required.



- Examples of Measures:

+  For Women: Revising housing design, establishing women-only
livelihood training (e.g., poultry, handicrafts, financial literacy),
providing titles for new land to both spouses.

» For Youth: Creating a youth-focused livelihood fund for small
business start-ups (e.g., internet cafe, mechanic shop), providing
scholarships or vocational training.

« For the Satellite Hamlet: Re-conducting land valuation and paying
differential compensation, improving access to the new resettlement
site.

2. Formal Endorsement:

« This Supplemental Agreement is not just a client document. It must be
formally signed and endorsed by the legitimate Indigenous leadership and
the representatives of the sub-groups, demonstrating their consent to the
revised plan.

- This act of re-consent on specific issues is a practical application of ongoing
FPIC under PS7.

Phase 4: Monitoring, Verification, and Closure

Objective: To ensure the corrective actions are implemented effectively and that the
grievances are resolved to the satisfaction of the complainants.

1. Joint Monitoring:

« Asub-committee of the JGC, including the sub-group representatives, is
tasked with monitoring the implementation of the Supplemental Agreement.

« Theyconduct regular site visits and review progress reports against the
agreed timeline.

2. Independent Verification:

« The client commissions an independent expert (e.g., a social anthropologist
or a specialistin gender-sensitive development) to conduct a mid-term and
final verification of the corrective actions. This provides an objective



assessment of whether the actions have successfully met the needs of the
groups.

3. Grievance Closure:

» Agrievance is only formally closed after the complainants confirm, in a
meeting with the JGC, that they are satisfied with the resolution.

« This confirmation is documented in the grievance register, and the outcome
is communicated transparently to the wider community, closing the
feedback loop and building trust for the future.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC financed open pit mine and associated processing plant are planned in a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project induced
in migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape the
**assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and how it
should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP)
design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to projectinduced in
migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples
and other affected groups. - Captures influx related and resettlement related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework for the Mine Project



This framework integrates IFC Performance Standards 1, 5, and 7 into a single, cohesive
system to manage the project's complex social impacts, moving beyond siloed
approaches.

1. Joint Role of PS1, PS5, and PS7 in Assessment and Management

The Performance Standards are not sequential but are applied concurrently to create a
holistic risk management system.

Assessment Phase:

« PS7(Indigenous Peoples) as the Foundation: The assessment must begin with a
culturally appropriate process to understand the Indigenous community's collective
connection to their territory. This process determines the requirement for Free,
Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC). Given the "collective attachment to its
ancestral territory,” FPIC is not just a consultation but a formal, collective decision-
making process required before any project-related land acquisition or disturbance
begins on their lands.

« PS5 (Land Acquisition, Resettlement, and Livelihoods) Informed by FPIC: The
Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) for the
Indigenous community are not prepared in isolation. They are direct outputs of the
FPIC negotiations. The community's consent will define the terms of resettlement,
including:

+ Land-for-Land: The location, quality, and cultural significance of any
replacement land.

« Collective vs. Individual Compensation: How assets and benefits are
structured to respect communal ownership.

» Livelihood Restoration: Measures that support traditional livelihoods and
cultural practices, not just replacementincome.

« PS5 for Non-Indigenous Groups: A parallel but distinct PS5 process assesses the
impacts on the non-Indigenous village and the economically displaced host
communities, leading to separate but coordinated RAP/LRP components.

+« PS1 (Labor and Working Conditions) as a Cross-Cutting Enabler: The PS1
assessment focuses on the construction camp and the critical Influx Management
Plan. This planis developed alongside the RAP/LRP because its effectiveness



directly impacts the well-being of all resettled and host communities. It assesses

potential pressures on housing, security, health, and local economies.

Management Phase:

« FPIC as an Ongoing Process: FPIC is not a one-time signature. The client and

Indigenous community must establish a process for ongoing consent and

consultation as project details evolve. The RAP/LRP becomes the primary tool for

implementing the FPIC agreement.

+ Integrated Planning: The location and design of the resettlement sites (PS5) must
consider and be protected from the impacts of influx (PS1). The LRP’s training
components (PS5) should align with the project’s local hiring and procurement
strategies (PS1) to maximize benefit. Allcommunity engagement and

documentation must be culturally appropriate and respect the Indigenous

community's decision-making structures (PS7).

2. Major Social Risk Pathways from Project-Induced In-Migration

In-migration of jobseekers and informal traders can severely undermine the success of

resettlement and livelihood restoration.

1. Pressure on Local Resources and Services:

Pathway: The influx population will compete for water, firewood, and
housing. They will place an unanticipated strain on local health clinics and
sanitation facilities, especially those intended to serve the resettled
communities.

Undermining RAP/LRP: Resettled households may face water scarcity or
inflated prices for building materials, draining their compensation funds and
preventing them from rebuilding their homes adequately. Health risks from
overcrowding can affect labor capacity and increase household expenses,
derailing livelihood restoration.

2. Economic Distortion and Unfair Competition:

Pathway: Informal traders and businesses established by the influx
population can quickly dominate local markets, selling goods at lower prices
due to different cost structures.

Undermining LRP: Livelihood restoration programs often support small
businesses (e.g., shops, food stalls). These new, vulnerable enterprises can



be forced out of business by the influx competition, leading to a high failure
rate for LRP-supported initiatives and a return to poverty for beneficiaries.

3. Social Friction, Erosion of Social Cohesion, and Security Issues:

Pathway: The arrival of a large, predominantly male, transient workforce can
lead to increases in alcohol abuse, prostitution, crime, and conflict between
newcomers and local communities (both resettled and host).

Undermining RAP/LRP: This can create an unsafe environment, particularly
for women and children, within and around resettlement sites. It can erode
the traditional social fabric and governance structures of the Indigenous
community, which are essential for collective action and for monitoring the
implementation of the FPIC agreement. Fear for personal safety can prevent
people from accessing new livelihood opportunities or attending training.

3. Integrated Grievance Mechanism and Monitoring System

A single, accessible, and robust system is required to capture and act on grievances from

all sources.

Core Features of the Grievance Mechanism:

1. Multi-Channel, Culturally Appropriate Access:

Indigenous Community: A grievance "focal point" from within the

community, trained and trusted, who can receive complaints verbally in the
local language. Regular meetings with the Indigenous leadership council to
discuss grievances, respecting their collective decision-making processes.

Non-Indigenous Communities: A physical suggestion/grievance box in a
central location (e.g., market, health post), a dedicated phone line with a
local-speaking operator, and scheduled "office hours" in the villages.

Influx-Related Grievances: Access points along the access road and near
the construction camp to capture complaints from both locals and
newcomers about worker conduct, security, or environmental issues.

2. Joint Management Committee:

The mechanism is overseen by a committee with balanced representation:
client, Indigenous leaders, non-Indigenous village leaders, women’s group
representatives, and an independent, respected local facilitator (e.g., from



an NGO or faith-based group). This builds trust and ensures complaints are
not just "managed" by the company.

Core Features of the Monitoring System:
1. Integrated, Categorized Grievance Database:
« Allgrievances from all channels are logged into a single, secure database.

« Each grievance is tagged with key categories: [Resettlement]
(compensation, housing), [Livelihood] (training, business support), [Influx]
(security, water pressure, noise), [Indigenous Culture] (sacred sites,
consultation), [Worker Conduct].

» This allows for real-time trend analysis. A spike in [Influx] grievances about
water pressure triggers an immediate review of the Influx Management Plan.

2. Data for Auditing and Adaptive Management:

- The system generates regular public reports (e.g., quarterly) showing the
number of grievances by category, status (open, resolved), and resolution
time.

« This data provides concrete, evidence-based metrics for the IFC’s
completion audit. It demonstrates not just that a mechanism existed, but
that it was effective, accessible, and used to adaptively manage the project.
For example, the audit can verify if grievances related to LRP business
failures were systematically addressed by modifying the training or support
program. This proves that PS5 and PS7 objectives were being met throughout
implementation, not just on paper.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and rights
related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled or ignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human in the loop steps you would build

Grievance Triage and Escalation Rubric for a Mining Company



This rubric is designed to automatically process voice bot transcripts, prioritize urgent and
sensitive issues, and ensure human oversight for accurate and empathetic resolution. It is
built on a three-stage process: Al-Assisted Triage, Human Verification, and Targeted
Escalation.

1. Grievance Categories and Urgency Levels

The system first classifies grievances into one of five primary categories and assigns an
urgency score from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest). This dual-layered approach ensures both the
type and time-sensitivity of the issue are captured.



Category

Description Examples of Keywords/Phrases (and semantic equivalents)

CAT 1: Critical Safety &
Emergency

CAT 2: Rights & Labor
Violations

CAT 3: Environmental &
Community Health

CAT 4: Operational & HR
Issues

CAT 5: General Inquiry

Immediate threat to life, health, or "Collapse," "fire," "explosion," "gas leak," "injured," "accident," "can't

property. breathe," "unstable,” "spill," "someone is hurt."

Serious infringements of rights, policy, "Harassment," "assault," "discrimination,” "retaliation," "child labor,"

or law. "withholding pay," "unsafe and scared to report," "bribe."

Significant impacts on the
environment or community well- "Contaminated water," "dust makes us sick," "blasting damaged my

being. house," "chemical smell," "dead fish," "noise is unbearable."

Standard workplace or community "Payroll error," "wrong shift,

schedule,” "PPE not available,"

operational issues. "equipment broken," "need time off," "manager dispute."

Non-urgent questions or requests for

information. "Where is," "how do |," "question about," "what time," "request form."

2. Al-Powered Triage: Decision Rules & Flagging

The Al's role is to rapidly analyze the (potentially error-prone) transcript and provide an initial recommendation. It uses Natural

Language Processing (NLP) for semantic understanding, not just keyword matching, to handle transcript errors.



Urgency Score Al Decision Rule & Action

Special Flag

5 - Critical

4 - High

3 - Medium

2-Low

1-Unclear

Rule: Transcript contains high-confidence semantic matches to CAT 1
keywords. <br> Action: IMMEDIATE ALERT. The system bypasses the
standard queue and sends a high-priority notification (SMS, email, app alert)
directly to the on-duty Triage Officer and Site Safety Manager.

Rule: Transcript contains semantic matches to CAT 2 or CAT 3 keywords
indicating a serious but not immediate danger. <br> Action: FAST-TRACK
QUEUE. Placed at the top of the list for the next available Triage Officer.

Rule: Transcript matches CAT 4 keywords. <br> Action: STANDARD QUEUE.
Enters the normal workflow for Triage Officer review.

Rule: Transcript matches CAT 5 keywords. <br> Action: LOW-PRIORITY
QUEUE. May be routed to an automated FAQ response system or a junior
administrative staff member for a standard reply.

Rule: Transcriptis too garbled, confidence score is below a set threshold, or
the language is not supported. <br> Action: FLAG FOR REVIEW. Marked for a
Triage Officer to attempt clarification or to contact the complainant via their
provided contact info.

SENSITIVE FLAG: If CAT 2 keywords
are detected, a "SENSITIVE" flag is
applied, triggering a confidential
handling protocol.



3. Human-in-the-Loop (HITL) Workflow

Human oversight is non-negotiable for verification, empathy, and complex decision-making. The
workflow ensures grievances are handled by the right people with the right level of urgency and
confidentiality.

Step 1: Triage Officer (Tier 1 Support)
This is the first human reviewer. Their role is to verify, not resolve.
« Process:

1. The Triage Officer reviews the Al's suggested category, urgency score, and the original
transcript.

2. Corrects Al Errors: If the Al miscategorized a grievance (e.g., tagged "dust so thick | can't
see" as Low instead of High), the officer corrects the category and urgency score.

3. Handles Unclear Transcripts: For "Unclear" (Score 1) items, the officer attempts to listen
to the original audio file or contacts the complainant for clarification before routing.

4. Routes the Grievance: The officer forwards the verified grievance to the correct
departmental queue.

» Special Handling for Sensitive Reports (SENSITIVE FLAG):

« Any grievance with the SENSITIVE FLAG is routed exclusively to a designated, trained
specialist (e.g., Ethics Officer, HR Legal Counsel).

- Itbypasses line managers and the general HR queue to prevent conflicts of interest and
protect the reporter.

« The caseis logged in a confidential, access-controlled system, and the complainant's
identity is protected to the maximum extent possible.

Step 2: Departmental Resolution (Tier 2 Support)
These are the subject-matter experts responsible for investigation and closure.
* Routing Table:
« CAT 1 (Safety): -> Site Safety Manager / Emergency Response Team
» CAT 2 (Rights): -> HR Ethics / Legal Department (via confidential channel)
« CAT 3 (Environment): -> Environmental Department/ Community Relations Manager

»« CAT 4 (Operational/HR): -> HR Department / relevant Operations Manager



« CAT 5 (Inquiry): -> Administrative Support / Community Liaison Officer

« Responsibility: The assigned department investigates the root cause, implements a solution,
and documents the outcome. They are responsible for closing the loop with the complainant,
informing them of the actions taken.

Step 3: Oversight and Analytics (Management)

« The system's dashboard provides anonymized, aggregated data to management on grievance
trends, resolution times, and hotspots by site or department.

« This datais used for proactive risk management, identifying systemic issues (e.g., a recurring
safety complaint in a specific area), and ensuring the triage system itself is functioning
effectively and fairly.

Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and associated
Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people have been relocated,
and a mix of land based and non land based livelihood programs is ongoing. The client wants to know
whether it can consider resettlement implementation “complete” in line with IFC Performance
Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1. A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least
four core indicators and two data collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and
2. A completion audit approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should
identify what is being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how
you would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the audit.

Assessing Resettlement Completion under IFC Performance Standard 5

Under IFC PS5, resettlement is considered "complete" not when activities are finished, but when the
objectives of the Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP) have
been achieved. The core objective is that displaced persons' livelihoods and standards of living are
restored and, where possible, improved on a sustainable basis. Therefore, simply paying
compensation and relocating people is insufficient. The client must demonstrate, with verifiable
data, that livelihood outcomes have been achieved.

Here is a framework to make that determination.
1. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Framework for Livelihood Restoration

This framework is designed to track progress against the pre-project baseline, with a specific focus
on vulnerable groups.



Core Indicators

#Indicator What it Measures Comparison Point Why it's Critical for PS5
The average inflation-adjusted income of resettled Pre-project BaselineThis is the most direct measure of
Real Householdhouseholds from all sources (agriculture, business, Income vs. Current whether livelihoods have been restored
1Income wages). Income to at least pre-project levels.
Assets provide a more stable measure of
Household A composite score based on ownership of productive Baseline Asset economic security and long-term
Asset Wealth assets (land, livestock, equipment) and consumer Index vs. Current resilience than income alone, which can
2Index durables (e.g., radio, bicycle). Asset Index be volatile.

The percentage of households experiencing moderate or
severe food insecurity, measured using a standardized Baseline Food
Food Security toollike the Household Food Insecurity Access Scale Insecurity Rate vs.
3Score (HFIAS). Current Rate

The percentage of targeted households that have not only

Livelihood participated in but are actively and successfully using
Program the new livelihood asset/skill (e.g., operating a profitable Program Target vs.
4Success Rate kiosk, harvesting crops from new land). Verified Active Use

Data Collection Methods

Directly addresses the objective of
restoring the standard of living and is a
key vulnerability indicator, especially for
land-based households.

Measures the effectiveness of the LRP
interventions and bridges the gap
between activity completion and actual
outcome.



1. Quantitative Panel Household Survey:

Method: Conduct annual surveys with the same sample of households that
were interviewed during the initial baseline census. This panel approach
tracks changes over time for the same families, providing powerful evidence
of impact.

How it works: It collects data for all four core indicators. Crucially, all data
must be disaggregated by gender, age of household head, and vulnerability
status (e.g., female-headed households, landless, elderly) to ensure no
group is left behind.

2. Qualitative Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) & Key Informant Interviews (KllIs):

Method: Facilitate separate FGDs with men, women, youth, and
representatives of vulnerable groups. Conduct Klls with community leaders,
local traders, and LRP trainers.

How it works: This method explains the "why" behind the survey numbers. It
helps understand challenges like market access, water availability on new
land, social barriers to women's entrepreneurship, and the perceived
relevance of training programs. It provides context that numbers alone
cannot capture.

2. Completion Audit Approach Consistent with PS5

The completion audit is an independent, point-in-time verification of the client's M&E data
and a final assessment of whether PS5 objectives have been met. It must be forward-
looking, especially where programs are ongoing.

Key Audit Questions

The audit must answer four fundamental questions:

1.

Outcome Achievement: Have the livelihoods and standards of living of all
displaced persons been demonstrably restored to pre-project levels?

Equity: Have vulnerable groups (women, elderly, youth, landless) achieved
restoration on an equal basis with the general displaced population?

Sustainability of Ongoing Programs: For livelihood programs still in progress, what
is the trajectory of outcomes? Is the program design sound, and is there a high
probability of success and sustainability after project support ends?



4. Compliance and Process: Was the RAP/LRP implemented consistent with the
agreements made with affected communities, and were grievance mechanisms
effective?

Audit Methodology

1. Independent Verification: The audit must be conducted by a credible, independent
third-party expert with no prior involvement in the RAP/LRP implementation.

2. Data Triangulation: The auditor will not simply accept the client's M&E reports.
They will:

« Verify Data: Re-survey a statistically significant random sample of
households (10-20%) to validate the accuracy of the client's panel survey
results.

+ Review Documents: Analyze the original RAP, LRP, baseline survey, all M&E
reports, and financial records.

« Conduct Field Visits: Physically observe resettlement sites, new farmland,
and businesses established through the LRP.

« Hold Interviews: Speak confidentially with a cross-section of community
members, including those who are critical of the project.

Dealing with Ongoing Livelihood Programs

This is the most critical aspect of the audit. The auditor cannot wait for programs to finish.
Instead, they will assess the likelihood of future success based on:

+ Progress-to-Date: Are milestones being met? Are participants demonstrating
competency?

« Program Design: Was there a robust market analysis? Are inputs (e.g., seeds,
livestock breeds) appropriate for the local context?

« Market Linkages: Is there evidence that participants have reliable access to
markets for their products?

+ Post-Completion Plan: Is there a credible exit strategy? Is there a plan for handing
over support to local institutions or for providing follow-up services after the project
team departs?

The Audit Conclusion: A Nuanced Verdict



The final audit report should not be a simple "complete/incomplete" binary. It should
provide a nuanced conclusion with clear recommendations:

« Resettlement Complete: The audit confirms that all key indicators show
restoration for the entire displaced population, including vulnerable groups, and
ongoing programs are on a clear, low-risk path to success.

+ Resettlement Conditionally Complete: The vast majority of objectives are met,
but specific, time-bound corrective actions are required. For example:

« "Provide 12 months of additional business mentorship to female-headed
households whose income is 15% below baseline."

« "Develop a formal water management plan for the new agricultural land
before final sign-off."

+ Resettlement Not Complete: Significant gaps remain. Income restoration has not
been achieved for a substantial portion of the population, or ongoing programs are
failing or high-risk. The client must develop a new, time-bound Corrective Action
Plan and undergo a follow-up audit.

Kimi K2
RAP design and displacement typology

A hydropower project financed by an IFC aligned lender will permanently inundate 300
hectares of farmland and require relocation of 120 households from a riverside village.
Some households have formal land titles; others farm informally on customary land
without formal registration. Small traders operating kiosks along the access road will lose
their kiosks but can relocate their activities elsewhere. 1. Classify each of the following
groups as primarily physically displaced, economically displaced, or both, under the IFC
Performance Standard 5 framework. 2. For each group, specify at least three types of
measures that must be included in a Resettlement Action Plan and/or Livelihood
Restoration Plan to be consistent with PS5 objectives. Groups: - A) Households with formal
titles whose houses and farmland will be submerged - B) Informal/customary farmers who
will lose only their farmland - C) Kiosk owners who will lose their kiosks but can re establish
in another nearby location Your answer should be concise, structured, and distinguish
clearly between compensation for assets and livelihood restoration support.



IFC PS5 classification and required measures (concise)

Group A - Households with formal titles losing house + farmland
Classification: BOTH physical and economic displacement.
RAP/LRP measures:

1.

2.

3.

Compensation for land and structures at full replacement cost (asset).
Choice of replacement land of equal productive value or cash equivalent (asset).

Transition allowance, moving grant, livelihood restoration package (e.g., seeds,
tools, training, micro-credit) and tracking of income restoration for at least one year
(livelihood).

Group B - Informal/customary farmers losing only farmland
Classification: ECONOMIC displacement only.
LRP measures:

1.

Compensation for lost crops/trees and land improvement at replacement cost
(asset).

Allocation of alternative farmland of equal quality/size or cash equivalent (asset).

Livelihood restoration: agricultural extension, input subsidies, market access
support, and monitoring until pre-project income levels are regained (livelihood).

Group C - Kiosk owners losing kiosks but able to relocate nearby
Classification: ECONOMIC displacement only.
LRP measures:

1.

2.

Compensation for kiosk structure and equipment at replacement cost (asset).

Re-establishment grant covering relocation, permits, and initial rent
(asset/livelihood bridge).

Business development support: micro-finance, skills training, customer-linkage
assistance, and income monitoring until viability is restored (livelihood).

Grievances, FPIC, and Indigenous governance

A mining project affects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary
ownership and use. The projectis being developed under IFC PS5 and PS7. The client has
obtained documented FPIC for the overall project and an agreed Resettlement Action Plan

and Livelihood Restoration Plan. During implementation, however, some sub groups (e.g.,
women, youth, and a satellite hamlet) complain that: - They were not adequately heard



during the FPIC process, and - The resettlement and livelihood measures are not meeting
their needs. Design a grievance handling and corrective action approach that: 1. Respects
the collective nature of FPIC and Indigenous governance structures, 2. Ensures that
marginalized sub groups within the Indigenous community can safely raise concerns, and
3. Remains consistent with IFC PS5 and PS7, including ongoing FPIC where relevant.

Grievance & corrective-action framework (PS5 + PS7 compliant, Indigenous collective
rights respected)

1. Governance layer that keeps FPIC collective

+ Re-convene the original FPIC negotiating body (Council of Elders + elected
representatives) as the “Consent Steering Committee” (CSC); include
women/youth/hamlet reps added now if missing.

» Any proposed change to resettlement/livelihood measures is tabled at CSC;
no final decision until the CSC records consensus or clearly documented
absence of objection—i.e., continuing FPIC.

2. Safe sub-group voice mechanism
a. Parallel “Affinity Panels” (women, youth, satellite hamlet) chaired by trusted
community members; meetings same day as CSC but separately so marginalized
voices are heard first.
b. Gender-balanced, culturally appropriate Grievance Officers (GOs) — at least one
woman — available at village level; anonymous WhatsApp/SMS line and locked
physical box; complaints can be lodged in local language without disclosure to
chief/elder if desired.
c. Protocol: every complaint logged in 24 h, acknowledged in 5 days, investigation
jointly done by GO + Affinity Panel rep + company rep; proposed remedy discussed
in CSC within 30 days; complainant can accept, reject, or escalate.

3. Escalation / external recourse

- Ifunresolved after 60 days or if complainant fears retaliation, case goes to an
independent third-party (e.g., national human-rights institution, church
council, or jointly chosen mediator) whose decision is binding on the
company; costs borne by company.

4. Corrective-action steps triggered by grievances

1. Rapid-needs assessment led by Affinity Panels within 2 weeks of complaint.



2. Adjust livelihood measures (e.g., allocate micro-credit or vegetable gardens
requested by women; apprenticeships for youth; separate hamlet water
point) —tabled as “minor plan modification” at CSC; if impacts are materially
different, re-open FPIC on that sub-component.

3. Monitorimplementation quarterly with sex-disaggregated indicators; results
disclosed to community in local language; if targets not met, further
remedies automatically activated (top-up grants, additional training, etc.).

5. Capacity & resources
» Fixed annual budget line controlled by CSC for remedy activities.

- Train GOs and Panel members in IFC standards, gender sensitivity, and
negotiation skills; training costs in project budget.

« Independent monitor (approved by CSC) audits grievance log and corrective
actions every year; report publicly disclosed.

Outcome: collective FPIC integrity preserved, yet women, youth and satellite hamlet have
safe, time-bound channels to trigger course corrections consistent with PS5/7
requirements for ongoing consent and livelihood restoration.

PS1/5/7, FPIC, influx, RAP, grievance

A proposed IFC financed open pit mine and associated processing plant are planned in a
remote upland area. Key features: - The project will acquire land and physically relocate
two villages, one of which is an Indigenous community with collective attachment to its
ancestral territory; both PS5 and PS7 are triggered. - Downstream and along the access
road, several non Indigenous host communities will be economically displaced (loss of
land, changes in access, dust, noise). - A construction camp for 1 500 mainly non local
workers is planned, and previous regional experience suggests significant project induced
in migration of jobseekers and informal traders is likely. - The client has committed, on
paper, to obtaining FPIC from the Indigenous community where required, and to
establishing a project level grievance mechanism. Design an integrated social risk
management approach that addresses: 1. How PS1, PS5, and PS7 jointly shape the
**assessment and management** of impacts, including when FPIC is required and how it
should influence Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) and Livelihood Restoration Plan (LRP)
design. 2. At least three major **social risk pathways** related to projectinduced in
migration (influx) and how these can undermine RAP/LRP objectives for both Indigenous
and non Indigenous communities. 3. The core features of a **grievance mechanism and
monitoring system** that: - Is culturally appropriate and accessible to Indigenous Peoples



and other affected groups. - Captures influx related and resettlement related grievances
early. - Provides data for assessing whether PS5/PS7 objectives are being met at the time of
a completion audit. Your answer should be structured, concise, and show clearly how
these pieces fit into a single project level social management framework rather than
separate silos.

Edit

Copy

Share

Integrated Social Risk Management Framework — Remote Open-Pit Mine (PS1 + PS5 + PS7)
A. Assessment & Management Logic (PS1 overarching; PS5 & PS7 embedded)

Step 1 - PS1-driven scoping

» Integrated Social & Environmental Assessment (ESIA) maps all Project Affected
People: Indigenous village (collective land, cultural sites), non-Indigenous village,
downstream land-users, host settlements, regional migrant-receiving hubs.

- Stakeholder analysis distinguishes rights-holders (Indigenous — PS7) from other
affected groups (PS5).

« Cumulative-lens quantifies likely influx (1 500 camp + 3 000-5 000 induced
migrants) to trigger PS1 labour & community health-safety risks.

Step 2-When FPIC is required (PS7)

« Any loss of, or restriction to, ancestral lands, resources, cultural sites > FPIC
mandatory BEFORE land-take or resettlement design.

» FPIC process (customary decision-making body + gender/youth parallel sessions)
co-designs:
— Resettlement site options, livelihood restoration package, benefit-sharing
mechanisms, cultural heritage management.

» Outcomes written into RAP/LRP; no final IFC Board approval until FPIC minutes &
signed agreement annexed.

Step 3-PS5 applied to all displaced groups

« Indigenous & non-Indigenous villages - full RAP (compensation at replacement
cost, choice of cash/land, transitional support).



Economic displacement downstream > LRP (compensation for lost crops, access
roads, water, noise/dust mitigation funds).

Influx impacts on host communities > addressed through PS1 Management
Program (see B) but financed & monitored under same Social Management System
(SMS) as RAP/LRP.

B. Major Influx Risk Pathways & Mitigation (integrated into SMS)

1.

Land & housing price spike > RAP replacement land becomes unaffordable /
livelihood restoration undermined.

Mitigation: pre-emptive land-valuation update, option for client to purchase
replacement land 6-months ahead of announcement; price-indexed top-up clause
in RAP.

Casual & commercial sex work, gender-based violence, STI/HIV > erodes social
fabric of both resettled and host communities; women’s livelihood initiatives fail.
Mitigation: closed camp with controlled access, code-of-conduct & sanctions, on-
site health services, community awareness, women’s safe-house & counselling
budget funded by project.

Informal artisanal mining & competition for new livelihood opportunities > conflict
with Indigenous resource rights, weakens LRP agricultural schemes.

Mitigation: joint Indigenous-company community patrols; quick-impact alternative
livelihood grants for youth; inclusion of migrants in project grievance data-base to
track conflict hotspots.

C. Grievance & Monitoring System - single window, culturally-attuned

Structure

Project-level Grievance Redress Committee (GRC) chaired by mutually accepted
Indigenous Elder + elected women’s rep + local government + company Social
Performance Manager.

Parallel “youth & migrant desk” (WhatsApp, radio call-in) to capture influx issues.

24-h toll-free line, locked boxes in each village, market, camp gate; bilingual forms;
gender-balanced grievance officers.

Process KPIs

Acknowledge < 5 days, investigate & propose remedy < 30 days; escalate to
independent mediator if unresolved < 60 days.



« Sex-, age-, ethnicity-disaggregated database tags each case: resettlement,
livelihood, influx, cultural heritage, GBV, etc.

« Quarterly trend report feeds into SMS; corrective actions tracked to closure.
Monitoring for Completion Audit

« Outputindicators: % grievances resolved, average resolution time, repeat
complaints.

» QOutcome indicators (aligned with PS5/PS7):
—Income restoration: % Indigenous & non-Indigenous households at or above pre-
displacementincome (Year 2, Year 4).
— Cultural integrity: # sacred sites disturbed vs management-plan target (zero).
— Influx stress: host-community perception score (survey) on price inflation, safety,
services.

« Independent external monitor verifies data; final audit confirms FPIC still valid,
RAP/LRP objectives met, grievance log shows <5 % outstanding cases, no evidence
of retaliation.

Result: One SMS, one budget, one monitoring dashboard, but PS7 rights-based FPIC
process drives resettlement choices while PS1/PS5 tools manage residual displacement
and influx risks—preventing silos and ensuring PS5/PS7 objectives are auditable at project
completion.

Mining grievance intake and triage

A mining company operates several sites where workers and nearby community members
can submit grievances via a multilingual voice bot. The grievances range from payroll
disputes and shift scheduling complaints to safety issues and environmental concerns
(e.g., dust, blasting noise, water quality). Design a triage and escalation rubric that: - Works
from automatic transcripts that may contain errors - Prioritizes urgent safety and rights
related issues - Minimizes the risk of sensitive reports being mishandled or ignored
Describe the categories, decision rules, and any human in the loop steps you would build
into the system.

Tri-age & Escalation Rubric for Multilingual Voice-Bot Grievances
(works on noisy transcripts; protects sensitive/rights issues)

1. Auto-Scoring Layer (machine-first, 30-60 s)



Step 1.1 Whisper-like ASR - transcript + confidence score per word.

Step 1.2 Keyword/embedding model flags “urgency tokens” (in any language) and assigns a
SEVERITY SCORE (0-100).

High-weight tokens (case-insensitive, fuzzy-match, synonyms):

»” » &« » &«

—“accident”, “collapsed”, “trapped”, “fire”, “explosion”, “chemical leak”, “ampute”,
“unconscious”, “fatality”, “death”

»” » <« »

—-“sexual”, “rape”, “assault”, “harassment”, “threaten”, “weapon”, “retaliation”

—-“child”, “under-age”, “forced”, “slavery”, “traffick”

» <« » <«

Medium-weight: “dust cloud”, “breathing”, “tremor”, “crack house”, “no helmet

» <6y

guard missing”, “pay 3 months late”, “intimidation”

» <« ” »” <«

Low-weight: “noise”, “schedule”, “overtime not paid”, “cafeteria”, “uniform”

» <«
I

machine

Step 1.3 Compute composite score:
S = (max_token_weight x 60) + (count_medium x 10) — (avg_word_confidence x 5)
IfS=70~>Tier0;S40-69~>Tier1;S10-39~>Tier2;S<10~> Tier 3

Step 1.4 Parallel Rights & Vulnerable check:

— If speaker states “l am under 18” OR keyword “Indigenous”, “pregnant”, “disabled”,
“whistle-blower” > auto-bump one tier (max Tier 0).

— If transcript contains “anonymous”, “fear”, “retaliation” > mark “SENSITIVE - no direct
manager access”.

2. TIER DEFINITIONS & DECISION RULES

Tier 0 Imminent danger or severe rights violation

— Auto-SMS to Site-Safety Manager, Head of Social Performance, 24-h duty officer.

— System opens 8-h investigation clock; local response team must confirm mitigation in
GRM dashboard within 8 h.

— Caller instantly told: “Your report is being handled by our emergency team; expect
contact within 2 hours.”

Tier 1 High safety, health, environmental or rights concern, not imminent

—Ticket created; assign to relevant department (Safety, HR, Community Affairs) within 24 h.
— If SENSITIVE flag set, assignment bypasses line-management: goes to independent
Grievance Officer (GO) and Ethics & Compliance.

—Target closure 15 days; after 10 days auto-escalate to regional manager.

Tier 2 Moderate impact (routine safety, enviro nuisance, payroll)
—72 h acknowledgment; 30 day closure target; supervised by department head.
—Unresolved after 30 days »> auto-escalate to Tier 1 pathway.



Tier 3 Low impact, service requests
— 7 day acknowledgment; 45 day target; no automatic escalation; tracked for trend
analysis.

3. HUMAN-IN-THE-LOOP CHECKS

Checkpoint A Daily “Tier 0/1” human review (bilingual GO)

— Listen to original voice clip; correct transcript errors; downgrade/up-grade tier if model
missed context (e.g., “no accident” negation).

- False-positive rate target <5 %.

Checkpoint B Weekly random 10 % sample across Tier 2/3
—Validates model fairness across languages/genders; feeds re-training data.

Checkpoint C Sensitive-case gatekeeping

— Sexual harassment, GBV, whistle-blower: GO must switch case to “restricted folder”; only
Ethics & Compliance + external counsellor access; alleged perpetrator not notified by local
HR.

4. DATAHANDLING & RETALIATION PREVENTION

— Separate encryption keys for Tier O/SENSITIVE tickets; access logged.

— Option for caller to withhold name; bot generates random ID.

— Automatic block on assigning grievance about manager X to manager X; uses org-chart
conflict matrix.

— Retaliation keyword monitor: if complainant later reports “demoted”, “threatened”, case
auto-escalated to external ombudsman.

5. METRICS & GOVERNANCE

— KPl dashboard: Tier 0 median response time < 2 h; Tier 1 < 24 h; % tickets downgraded
after human review; % escalated on day 10/30.

— Monthly audit committee sign-off; annual independent audit includes voice clip replay to
verify no sensitive report buried.



Livelihood restoration monitoring and completion audit

A linear infrastructure project has implemented its Resettlement Action Plan and
associated Livelihood Restoration Plan for 5 years. Compensation has been paid, people
have been relocated, and a mix of land based and non land based livelihood programs is
ongoing. The client wants to know whether it can consider resettlement implementation
“complete” in line with IFC Performance Standard 5 and associated handbooks. Design: 1.
A monitoring and evaluation framework (at least four core indicators and two data
collection methods) to track progress in livelihood restoration, and 2. A completion audit
approach that is consistent with IFC PS5 expectations. Your answer should identify what is
being compared (baseline vs current), how vulnerable groups are handled, and how you
would deal with the fact that some livelihood programs are still ongoing at the time of the
audit.

IFC PS5 - Livelihood Restoration M&E & Completion Audit
Linear Infrastructure Project (Year-5 post resettlement)

1. Monitoring & Evaluation Framework (track until completion audit)
Core Indicators (all sex-disaggregated; compare Year-0 baseline > current value)

1.1 Average household income (or consumption expenditure)
—Target: = pre-displacement baseline (inflation-adjusted) or national poverty-line
whichever higher.

1.2 Income-source diversification index
—# of livelihood sources per household = 2 (baseline 1) OR share of households deriving =
30 % income from new non-land activity = 60 %.

1.3 Vulherable-group gap ratio
—Income of female-headed, elderly, disabled, land-poor households as % of project-wide
median; target = 80 %.

1.4 Food-security / coping-strategy score (FCS)
— Reduced-proportion classified “borderline/poor” vs baseline; target = 20 % improvement.

Data Collection Methods

A. Annual household panel survey (random stratified sample = 20 % of displaced + host;
same households each year).

B. Focus-group & key-informant triangulation every 18 months (women, youth, vulnerable
sub-groups) + spot-check case studies.



2. Completion Audit Approach (IFC PS5 consistent)
Step 1 Audit Scope & Cut-off

« Audit covers all households physically & economically displaced by the project,
including hosts who shared assets.

«  “Completion” judged when: (i) compensation & transfers fully delivered, (ii)
livelihood restoration indicators achieved, AND (iii) management arrangements in
place to sustain benefits of ongoing programs.

Step 2 Comparison Framework

« Quantitative: indicator values vs baseline captured in approved RAP/LRP census;
inflation-adjusted.

« Qualitative: restored living standards “at least on par” with pre-project (PS5 §25) -
verified through participant perception scoring (> 70 % respond “same or better”).

Step 3 Vulnerable-group lens

« Separate strata in sample; achievement of indicator 1.3 mandatory before overall
completion can be declared.

- Ifanyvulnerable cluster below target, corrective top-up measures triggered and
audit postponed max 12 months.

Step 4 Handling “still-ongoing” livelihood programs

« Document sustainability plan: financing source, responsible entity, monitoring
frequency after project exit.

« Audit verifies: legal agreement signed; budget secured = 3 years; hand-over training
completed; KPls embedded in local government or NGO work-plan.

« If program essential to maintain indicator achievement (e.g., micro-credit fund),
transfer must be 100 % operational before sign-off.

Step 5 Independent external auditor

« Terms of reference approved by lender; field visit, household survey (min. 30 %
sample), financial reconciliation, stakeholder meetings.

« Auditor provides opinion: “Livelihood restoration objectives of PS5 met / not met/
met with conditions.”



« Public disclosure of audit report; grievance channel remains open 12 months post-
closure.

Outcome: Project can declare PS5 implementation complete only when all indicators—
including for vulnerable groups—meet or exceed baseline, and residual ongoing programs
are legally and financially secured beyond project exit.





