25/05/12

SEPC working group call minutes and action points 

Participants: 

· Silje Haughland

· Leo Peskett

· Helena Eriksson 

· Lucy Goodman

· Lera Miles 

· Julia Thorley

Action points: 
· Silje to send around link to the stakeholder guidelines to the group 

· To have by close of business Tuesday 29th May thoughts on BeRT entry points in the National Programme handbooks.  Lucy will circulate this to the Secretariat by Wednesday with finalised decisions and action points from the 11th of May meeting. 

· Lucy to circulate on 30th May  the draft document for Action point 10 that UNEP-WCMC/FAO been working on for comment 

· Skype call next Thursday 31st at 3pm (GMT+1) involving the Secretariat  
· JT to send the links to the latest SEPC translations on all docs with these minutes
Agenda for discussion:
1. a) BeRT workplan

 
Action point 1 – Reviewing NP handbook and NP document templates to identify relevant entry points for the BeRT. 
· What is feasible needs to be discussed with the Secretariat – i.e. how much can we modify the NP documents? 

Action point 4 – Extracting the “lightweight” guiding questions from BeRT 

· This is going to be targeted at the risk log 

· Silje will send the group the link to the stakeholder guidelines 

· LP – We need to prepare a table which shows steps in the cycle where we think we could incorporate BeRT guidance. Then outline a proposal and arrange chat with Clea to get her views before we move forward.  

· LM – We also need to scrutinise handbook to make sure that language used is consistent. 

· When we have potential entry points written down, we need to go to Clea to ask if they are feasible, and if it is possible to edit the different documents – Helena to ask Thais, however, we need to produce a table before we ask Thais – because we need to be clear about scale of changes we are talking about. 

· Templates could have different steps and ten? ‘lightweight’ questions drawn from BeRT to populate the risk log.  

Action point 5 – Identify countries that are in the programme development stage and work with them to test the short lightweight guiding questions – Postponed until 31st May.
Action point 6 – Discuss with CG when outputs become available.
Action point 7 – Revisions to current BeRT  

· LP – We still haven’t answered the question of what we do with the current BeRT; i.e. Format and how it is used 
· We need to focus the questions and make sure they focus on readiness – SH noted that questions need to be more specific 
· LP – We need to consider how to prioritise the ‘lightweight’ questions  

· SH - Consider when going to be used/and by who

·  LG – We will consider this as we go along, and through discussions with the Secretariat 
Action point 8 – Production of advice on the steps to develop a national approach to safeguards 

·  Thomas Enters noted this guidance should be something simple – i.e. slides and fliers –however, we need material to be presenting the same thing.  This will help us to be completely clear that when we all go to individual countries we are all saying same thing – a guidance document is needed. 
· LM notes it is good to appear that we have a collaborative approach, but language differs in the different products by different groups.   

· LG – Really important to collaborate with FCPF – noting that there are more UN-REDD /FCPF countries than REDD+SES / UN-REDD countries.

· LM – ask Ken Rapp to review slides we produce, especially when they mention FCPF processes. We should talk to FCPF directly. 

· SH - Are we going to focus on developing slides from UN-REDD perspective ? This is something she raised in her feedback to Leo.
· LP – we need to retain core collaborative theme with REDD+ SES and harmonise.

· LP- notes possible travel to DC to discuss with FCPF.
Action point 9 – Give REDD+SES feedback on the processes chart prepared jointly by UNDP/REDD+SES 

· Leo has done this – haven’t heard back from Joanna.

· Phil Franks thinks it is good to have a common/harmonised approach 

Action point 10 – Expand an accessory document outlining how the SEPC link to the Cancun safeguards and other international obligations. 

· LG has been working with Emelyne on this and will circulate the draft for comment. 
Action point 11 – Completed. 

Action point 12 – Review how UN-REDD tools including BeRT can support steps from Action point 8 – need to get further on our draft of Action point 8 before this. 

Action point 13 – Discuss the testing of Action point 8 with RTAs/regional co-ordinators - Similarly as above, need to get further on our draft of Action point 8 before this.
· We also raised in meeting the need of standard advice to countries for when they’ve already started engaging in other processes and are potentially further away from the readiness stage – we didn’t come to a concise action on this in the meeting?

· LM – we should do this as part of action 8

· LP – thinks we need to define this in each of the options 

· LM – doesn’t think we need separate action, just to emphasise this in Option 8. 

2. Any other business 
· Translations – LG will circulate the all docs link to the final SEPC which are on unredd.net. Please use these copies to print/take to countries.
· NB. The policy board website for PB8 still has the links to the old SEPC  –it is an archive so cannot change. Therefore when linking the SEPC, link to multiple benefits page which has been updated, not to Policy Board website.

· WCMC feedback on LP’s National approach to safeguards processes, included question on whether LP would collaborate on producing the report on Vietnam with SNV.

· LP – VietNam – has had bit of back and forth about work on safeguards. What is going forward with SNV and WCMC?   
· WCMC was going to produce guidance on approaches to safeguards followed by feedback from the sub-technical working group. It is now likely that we will produce a report on national approaches to safeguards as UN-REDD with a focus on VN – this hasn’t been confirmed as it will be a collaborative report with SNV, terms of reference have shifted slightly.
· WCMC are really focussing on nation approaches to safeguard development and it doesn’t make sense to separate this from the UN-REDD work we’re doing more generally. 
· LP – mentions the gap analysis that SNV are doing and the overlap with David Annandale’s work.

· LP - separate conversation about this next week? And bring in Monika Bertzky on the call. 
· LM – Tanzania – we had conversation with FAO on what we might do under their national programme on multiple benefits. Reformulating in terms of support to safeguards and spatial information – separate conversation about this too, once we have heard from Josef on workshop on safeguards. 
· Refresh communication with FCPF. 

