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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 Support for relocation (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 o>-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 o> 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 a>ects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary 

ownership and use. The project is 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. 
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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 a Joint 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. 

• Document all 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 di>erentiated 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). 

• If livelihood/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 

• Track implementation 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 a>ected 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 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 a>ected 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 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 Applies to both Indigenous and non-Indigenous households losing land/housing. 

o Requires di>erentiated 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 E>ect on RAP/LRP Objectives 

A. Pressure on local land, housing, and resources Influx drives up land prices and 

rents, making replacement housing or farmland una>ordable for relocated households; 

erodes value of PS5 compensation. Indigenous community may lose access to bu>er 

zones or culturally significant areas. 

B. Social conflict and marginalization Competition for jobs/services between migrant 

workers and host/Indigenous communities fuels tensions; Indigenous groups or host 

villagers may be excluded from informal economy, reversing livelihood restoration gains. 



C. Gender-based risks and exploitation Influx of single male workers increases risks of 

gender-based violence, transactional sex, and unsafe labor for local women/girls—

disproportionately a>ecting women in relocated and host communities, derailing gender-

responsive LRP outcomes. 


��� Management implication: RAP/LRP must include influx mitigation measures (e.g., 

worker housing o>-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. 

• Data for 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 o> (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 a>ected 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. 

• Error resilience: 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 

Tier Category Examples Escalation Timeframe 

Tier 1 (Critical) Immediate Safety / Human Rights Mine collapse risk, chemical leak, 

violence, harassment, child labor, illegal detention < 1 hour 

Tier 2 (High) Serious Environmental or Health Risk Water contamination, excessive 

dust/blast exposure a>ecting health, unsafe tailings < 24 hours 

Tier 3 (Medium) Labor & Operational Disputes Payroll errors, unfair shift changes, 

PPE shortages, transport issues 3–5 business days 

Tier 4 (Low) General Feedback / Non-urgent Suggestions, minor noise complaints, 

non-health-related queries 10 business days 

________________________________________ 

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 

Step Function Who Timing 

HITL-1: Initial Validation Review all Tier 1 & 2 auto-classifications; validate or reclassify 

low-confidence or sensitive-flagged reports Trained Ethics & Compliance O>icer 

(local language speaker) Within 30 mins for Tier 1; 4 hrs for Tier 2 

HITL-2: Sensitive Case Handling Assign Tier 1/Sensitive cases to dedicated, vetted 

responders (e.g., Gender-Based Violence focal point, Safety Lead) with secure case 

management Specialized response team (not line management) Immediately after 

validation 

HITL-3: False Negative Audit Weekly random sample of Tier 3/4 cases reviewed by 

independent monitor to catch missed urgent issues Internal Audit or External NGO 

partner Weekly 

________________________________________ 

System-Level 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 “I 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 

• All grievances 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 o> than pre-project, per PS5 Para. 2. 

Four Core Indicators 



Indicator Definition Baseline Comparison Vulnerable Group Consideration 

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) 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 o>” or 

“better o>” in terms of livelihood security and living standards Compare perceptions to 

baseline self-assessment (if available) or to control group Use gender-segregated 

focus groups to capture unvoiced concerns 

Two Primary Data Collection Methods 

1. Household Panel Surveys 

o Re-interview same households from baseline (with attrition tracking). 

o Include quantitative metrics (income, assets, land productivity) + qualitative 

modules (satisfaction, challenges). 

o 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: ≥90% 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), 

 Core restoration (e.g., land access, basic skills, startup kits) is complete, 

 A sustainability plan is in 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 All physical relocation and asset compensation finalized, 

o Livelihood restoration outcomes meet PS5 “no worse o>” standard for ≥90% of DPs 

overall and ≥85% of vulnerable subgroups, 

o Remaining LRP activities are non-essential to core restoration and governed by a 

transition plan, 

o No systemic unresolved grievances. 

 

o  

• “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. 
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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 (PS5) – Displacement classification & required RAP/LRP 

measures 

Group Displacement type (PS5) Asset compensation measures (RAP) Livelihood 

restoration measures (LRP) 

A) Households with formal titles (houses + farmland submerged) Both 

physical + economic – they must move their homes and lose the productive land that 

sustains them. 1. House compensation – cash payment at full replacement cost (or 

provision of a new house of comparable size and quality).<br>2. Land compensation – 

cash at market value or provision of replacement agricultural land of equal size, soil quality 

and water access.<br>3. Compensation for ancillary assets – trees, improvements, 

infrastructure, and moving costs. 1. Replacement land – if cash is used, a guaranteed 

parcel of land with comparable productivity must be secured.<br>2. Livelihood restoration 

package – training (e.g., improved agronomy, diversification), access to credit/seed capital, 

and a 2 year income support bridge to restore pre project earnings.<br>3. Community 

infrastructure – new site must have schools, health posts, water, and transport links; 

assistance to establish these is part of the LRP. 



B) Informal/customary farmers (farmland loss only) Primarily economic – they keep 

their homes but lose the land that generates their income. 1. Land value 

compensation – cash based on productive value of the cultivated area (including any 

informal tenure recognition).<br>2. Crop & improvement compensation – payment for 

standing crops, perennial trees, and any on farm investments.<br>3. Transition allowance – 

one time cash grant to cover short term loss of income while a new livelihood is set up.

 1. Alternative land – allocation of a new plot of comparable productivity, or a cash 

grant plus technical support scheme to purchase land elsewhere.<br>2. Skills training & 

enterprise support – vocational training for o> farm activities (e.g., livestock, agro 

processing, small business management) and linkage to micro finance.<br>3. Temporary 

income support – monthly stipend or food aid for a defined period (typically 12–24 months) 

until the new livelihood reaches pre project income levels. 

C) Kiosk owners (kiosk loss, can re establish nearby) Both physical + economic – the 

physical business structure is lost and income is disrupted during relocation. 1. Structure 

compensation – cash at replacement cost for the kiosk building and any fixed 

fittings.<br>2. Inventory/equipment compensation – payment for stock, tools, refrigeration, 

signage, etc.<br>3. Relocation allowance – cash to cover moving costs and any lease 

termination penalties. 1. New business site – allocation of a comparable market stall 

or lease subsidy in a nearby location, ensuring similar foot tra>ic and utilities.<br>2. 

Business development services – training on bookkeeping, marketing, digital payment 

tools, and assistance to obtain business licences.<br>3. Credit/seed grant access – 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 a>ects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary 

ownership and use. The project is 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 e>ective, 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 di>erences, 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. 

2. 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. 



3. 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 

o>icially 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. 

• A designated representative for women (e.g., a respected female elder or leader of a 

women's group). 

• A representative for the youth (if such a structure exists or can be appointed). 

• A representative from the satellite hamlet. 

• An independent, neutral third party (e.g., a local NGO, a church leader, or an 

academic) respected by the community. 

• A client representative with decision-making authority. 

2. Diversify Grievance Channels: To ensure accessibility, establish multiple channels: 

• Community O>ice: A physical o>ice in the community, sta>ed by a trusted local 

(preferably a woman) with set "o>ice 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: Not to 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 di>erential 

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 e>ectively and that the 

grievances are resolved to the satisfaction of the complainants. 

1. Joint Monitoring: 

• A sub-committee of the JGC, including the sub-group representatives, is tasked with 

monitoring the implementation of the Supplemental Agreement. 

• They conduct 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 

specialist in 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: 

• A grievance 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 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 a>ected 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 replacement income. 

• 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 plan is developed alongside the RAP/LRP because its e>ectiveness 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. All community 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 a>ect 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 di>erent 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 "o>ice 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: 

• All grievances 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 e>ective, 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: AI-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 Immediate threat to life, health, or property.

 "Collapse," "fire," "explosion," "gas leak," "injured," "accident," "can't breathe," 

"unstable," "spill," "someone is hurt." 

CAT 2: Rights & Labor Violations Serious infringements of rights, policy, or law.

 "Harassment," "assault," "discrimination," "retaliation," "child labor," "withholding 

pay," "unsafe and scared to report," "bribe." 

CAT 3: Environmental & Community Health Significant impacts on the environment or 

community well-being. "Contaminated water," "dust makes us sick," "blasting 

damaged my house," "chemical smell," "dead fish," "noise is unbearable." 

CAT 4: Operational & HR Issues Standard workplace or community operational issues.

 "Payroll error," "wrong shift," "schedule," "PPE not available," "equipment broken," 

"need time o>," "manager dispute." 

CAT 5: General Inquiry Non-urgent questions or requests for information.

 "Where is," "how do I," "question about," "what time," "request form." 

________________________________________ 

2. AI-Powered Triage: Decision Rules & Flagging 



The AI'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 AI Decision Rule & Action Special Flag 

5 - Critical 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 

O>icer and Site Safety Manager.  

4 - High 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 O>icer. SENSITIVE FLAG: If CAT 2 

keywords are detected, a "SENSITIVE" flag is applied, triggering a confidential handling 

protocol. 

3 - Medium Rule: Transcript matches CAT 4 keywords. <br> Action: STANDARD QUEUE. 

Enters the normal workflow for Triage O>icer review.  

2 - Low Rule: Transcript matches CAT 5 keywords. <br> Action: LOW-PRIORITY 

QUEUE. May be routed to an automated FAQ response system or a junior administrative 

sta> member for a standard reply.  

1 - Unclear Rule: Transcript is too garbled, confidence score is below a set threshold, or 

the language is not supported. <br> Action: FLAG FOR REVIEW. Marked for a Triage O>icer 

to attempt clarification or to contact the complainant via their provided contact info.  

  

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 O>icer (Tier 1 Support) 

This is the first human reviewer. Their role is to verify, not resolve. 

• Process: 

1. The Triage O>icer reviews the AI's suggested category, urgency score, and the 

original transcript. 



2. Corrects AI Errors: If the AI miscategorized a grievance (e.g., tagged "dust so thick I 

can't see" as Low instead of High), the o>icer corrects the category and urgency score. 

3. Handles Unclear Transcripts: For "Unclear" (Score 1) items, the o>icer attempts to 

listen to the original audio file or contacts the complainant for clarification before routing. 

4. Routes the Grievance: The o>icer 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 O>icer, HR Legal Counsel). 

• It bypasses line managers and the general HR queue to prevent conflicts of interest 

and protect the reporter. 

• The case is 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 O>icer 

• 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 data is 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 e>ectively 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 insu>icient. 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 



1 Real Household Income The average inflation-adjusted income of resettled 

households from all sources (agriculture, business, wages). Pre-project Baseline 

Income vs. Current Income This is the most direct measure of whether livelihoods have 

been restored to at least pre-project levels. 

2 Household Asset Wealth Index A composite score based on ownership of 

productive assets (land, livestock, equipment) and consumer durables (e.g., radio, 

bicycle). Baseline Asset Index vs. Current Asset Index Assets provide a more 

stable measure of economic security and long-term resilience than income alone, which 

can be volatile. 

3 Food Security Score The percentage of households experiencing moderate or 

severe food insecurity, measured using a standardized tool like the Household Food 

Insecurity Access Scale (HFIAS). Baseline Food Insecurity Rate vs. Current Rate

 Directly addresses the objective of restoring the standard of living and is a key 

vulnerability indicator, especially for land-based households. 

4 Livelihood Program Success Rate The percentage of targeted households that have 

not only participated in but are actively and successfully using the new livelihood 

asset/skill (e.g., operating a profitable kiosk, harvesting crops from new land).

 Program Target vs. Verified Active Use Measures the e>ectiveness of the LRP 

interventions and bridges the gap between activity completion and actual outcome. 

Data Collection Methods 

  

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 (KIIs): 

• Method: Facilitate separate FGDs with men, women, youth, and representatives of 

vulnerable groups. Conduct KIIs 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? 

2. Equity: Have vulnerable groups (women, elderly, youth, landless) achieved 

restoration on an equal basis with the general displaced population? 

3. 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 a>ected communities, and were grievance mechanisms e>ective? 

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-o>." 

• 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. Compensation for land and structures at full replacement cost (asset). 

2. Choice of replacement land of equal productive value or cash equivalent (asset). 

3. 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). 

2. Allocation of alternative farmland of equal quality/size or cash equivalent (asset). 



3. 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. Compensation for kiosk structure and equipment at replacement cost (asset). 

2. Re-establishment grant covering relocation, permits, and initial rent 

(asset/livelihood bridge). 

3. 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 a>ects an Indigenous community whose lands are subject to customary 

ownership and use. The project is 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 “A>inity 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 O>icers (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 + A>inity Panel rep + company rep; proposed remedy discussed in CSC within 

30 days; complainant can accept, reject, or escalate. 

3. Escalation / external recourse 

• If unresolved 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 A>inity 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 di>erent, re-open FPIC on that 

sub-component. 

3. Monitor implementation 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 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 a>ected 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. 
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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 A>ected 

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 

a>ected 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 una>ordable / 

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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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 o>icers. 

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 

• Output indicators: % grievances resolved, average resolution time, repeat 

complaints. 

• Outcome indicators (aligned with PS5/PS7): 

– Income restoration: % Indigenous & non-Indigenous households at or above pre-

displacement income (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”, “tra>ick” 

Medium-weight: “dust cloud”, “breathing”, “tremor”, “crack house”, “no helmet”, “machine 

guard missing”, “pay 3 months late”, “intimidation” 

Low-weight: “noise”, “schedule”, “overtime not paid”, “cafeteria”, “uniform” 

Step 1.3 Compute composite score: 

S = (max_token_weight × 60) + (count_medium × 10) – (avg_word_confidence × 5) 



If S ≥ 70 → Tier 0 ; S 40-69 → Tier 1 ; S 10-39 → Tier 2 ; S <10 → Tier 3 

Step 1.4 Parallel Rights & Vulnerable check: 

– If speaker states “I 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 o>icer. 

– 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 A>airs) within 24 h. 

– If SENSITIVE flag set, assignment bypasses line-management: goes to independent 

Grievance O>icer (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. DATA HANDLING & RETALIATION PREVENTION 

– Separate encryption keys for Tier 0/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 

– KPI 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-o>; 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 Vulnerable-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-o> 

• 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. 

• If any vulnerable 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; KPIs 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-o>. 

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. 




