Minutes of SEPC Working Group call – 28 June 2012
Present
UN-REDD Secretariat: Clea Paz (CP)
UNDP: Leo Peskett (LP), Kimberley Todd (KT), Jennifer Laughlin (JL), Silje Haugland (SH)
UNEP: Julie Greenwalt (JG)
UNEP-WCMC: Lera Miles (LM), Lucy Goodman (LG), Blaise Bodin (BB)
FAO: Emelyne Cheney (EC), Inge Jonckheere (IJ)
Action points: 
· Finalise the summary note on the work of the SEPC Working Group and share it with the Exploratory Group on Monitoring and Information before the coordination call with them
· The draft on national approach to safeguards to be summarised by 5 July, and comments solicited from the EGMI for sharing more widely within UN-REDD	Comment by Leo Peskett: I’m on leave Wed-Fri and would like to input if possible – can I do so on Monday?
· Dialogue with REDD+ SES and FCPF to be discussed further at  future call

Agenda
Coordination with the Exploratory Group on Monitoring and Information (EGMI)	Comment by kimberly.todd: Just to avoid confusion can we just call this the “Information and Monitoring” group, rather than developing a new acronym.  It may be unclear that this EGMI is that group.
There may be some overlap between the outputs that EGMI and SEPC WG are developing, particularly on how SIS should be considered in the National Approach to Safeguards. This is reflected in the draft documents that LP has produced for each working group (noting for EGMI the document was co-authored with KT).
The Information and Monitoring group EGMI will hold a half-day teleconference session have their first call on the 17th of July, .  Pprior to that the summary of the SEPC WG planned work, drafted by LG, will be circulated.  A coordination group  involving a subset of participants from both the SEPC and Information and Monitoring teams call between the two groups has been proposed.	Comment by kimberly.todd: This is not a first call, but a follow-up to a May 10 meeting followed by email communication among that group.	Comment by kimberly.todd: I would just clarify this proposal, as I believe this refers to the proposal that Tim Clairs had made.  His proposal was to have a small group (2 per agency) work these coordination/overlap issues and bring back a proposal to everyone (as opposed to a call of everyone sitting on the SEPC group with everyone involved on the Information and Monitoring group.  On that note, I will be following up to try to move that proposal forward and see if we can identify 2 per agency to work out the coordination issues.
All participants stressed that there needed to be consistency in the UN-REDD-wide approach to supporting the national implementation of safeguards. It was noted that consistency was needed not just between the two groups, but also the wider UN-REDD Programme.
Draft national approach to safeguards document
The first draft of this document was shared by LP for comment. However, discussion of the contents was postponed to a further call.
Concerns were expressed that the SEPC working group should not draft this alone given that supporting the development of national approaches to safeguards also involves other UN-REDD work areas (notably, monitoring and information systems, and National Programmes, governance, stakeholder engagement and national-level grievance mechanisms). It was indicated that the SEPC WG are not intending to draft this in isolation, but that the group had wished to agree the draft before sharing for wider review. CPSeveral people  preferred to see the draft document shared. It was agreed the document would be ‘cleaned up’ and simplified into an outline summarised and shared more widely, to allow initial discussion of the framework before the detail is finalised. 
There was some discussion on making handling the  UN-REDD safeguards work in adocument “modular” framework, in order that the different core elements of a National Safeguards approach (e.g., SIS, national grievance mechanism, etc.) be elaborated drafted by different expert authors/groups.  These experts/groups would carry out the focused work on different core elements, ensuring coordination and integration into an agreed overall framework. might be inserted or prepared as supporting documents.  A possible approach that was discussed would be the development of the outline document as a proposal setting out the conceptual framework for the work (i.e. an explanation of UN-REDD’s approach to supporting countries explaining the different modules of work to be undertaken and how they fit together). The more specific work on aspects such as SIS would be carried out as one module by specific teams, in the SIS case the EGMI.	Comment by kimberly.todd: I’m not sure this fully captures the “modular” proposal.  I’m proposing alternate text here.  I would also suggest this fit better as the last para. under the coordination section above.  I believe that was the context within which we discussed this “modular” framing for the work.
Nature and purpose of dialogue with REDD+ SES
LP introduced the topic briefly, from the meeting that took place in Cambridge with REDD+ SES and UNEP-WCMC, through collaborative work on a set of safeguards slides, to his latest call with FCPF and REDD+ SES. Due to time constraints, it was agreed that this item will be further discussed in a later call. Pending questions include how to foster further collaboration with the FCPF, and to what extent the joint framework developed with REDD+ SES needs to be modified to fit the mandate of UN-REDD. The status and ‘ownership’ of the existing slides (that were developed through a collaborative effort) also needs to be considered, given that they may be used to shape how UN-REDD approaches this work in the future.

