Draft input to Coordination Group meeting 27 January 2012


UN-REDD Programme Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria and the related tool

Background

1. The Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria and the related Benefits and Risks Tool (SEPC/BeRT) is an output of the ‘Multiple Benefits’ work package of the Global Programme Strategy (2011-2015). This strategy states that the following activities will be carried out by the UN-REDD Programme:

· “Developing and supporting countries to implement environmental and social standards, working closely with UNDP 

· Developing framework principles and guidelines for safeguarding long-term supply of multiple benefits from forests 

· Supporting national REDD+ strategy development and implementation, with a particular focus on protection of intact natural forests, ecosystem services, and enhancing other social and environmental benefits”

2. This strategy builds on a history of development of the SEPC/BeRT that began in 2010. Since then the SEPC have been worked up and have been through two multi-stakeholder consultations (responses to the second round of comments are in progress
). The proposed objectives of the SEPC/BeRT, as set out in the latest accompanying guidance are:

1. “Help to assist countries in formulating national REDD+ programmes and initiatives for which they seek UN-REDD support; 

2. Help in the review of national programmes prior to submission for a UN-REDD Policy Board decision on funding; and 
3. Assess national programme delivery.”  
3. These objectives respond to a demand from civil society and donors that the UN-REDD programme should help to enhance social and environmental benefits and reduce social and environmental risks in REDD+, both for its own programmes and for national REDD+ strategies more broadly. This demand has continued to grow, it is reflected in UNFCCC Agreements on REDD+, and it has led to similar initiatives in other organisations. 
4. During the development of the SEPC/BeRT the Policy Board has taken a number of decisions and made a number of comments on these instruments:

a.  At its fifth meeting “the Board requested the Secretariat to provide the progress update on the Global Programme by email, including a proposed framework for social and environmental principles as guidance for the development of UN-REDD National Programmes – and national readiness processes more generally,”
b. At its sixth meeting , the Policy Board , the Board requested the UN-REDD Programme agencies to submit to the next meeting: [..] “An interim report on the development of the Social & Environmental Principles and Criteria. The Board welcomed the proposal to engage in a consultative process to further develop and test this tool, and agreed to provide written comments. 

c. At its seventh meeting, the Board made the following comments: 
i. Clarify the way in which the SEPC will be operationalized as well as their linkages to the accompanying tool. 
ii. Clarify the relationship between the application of the SEPC and that of the standards developed by the FCPF and other relevant bodies. 
iii. Specify the timeline for the work on the accountability framework.
Key issues surrounding the SEPC/BeRT

5. The key issue surrounding the SEPC/BeRT is how it is applied. This has been highlighted by the consultations, as well as by comments from the Policy Board and UN-REDD staff who have started using the SEPC framework and BeRT. It is also apparent that some constituencies consulted see the SEPC/BeRT as a quality assurance mechanism applying to UN-REDD activities while others see it as a tool to assist countries in developing their own safeguard systems.
6. Discussions about the application of the SEPC/BeRT have raised a number of issues that need to be clarified in order to progress with revisions:
· What status the SEPC is desired as a UN-REDD output. In particular, are they guidance or enforceable UN-REDD policy? Linked to this is: 1) the extent to which the UN-REDD Programme has the legal basis to develop its own standards, when the agencies already have their own rules and procedures; and 2) whether we should be having this conversation in the context of the SEPC/BeRT or this should be dealt with in a separate process that takes into account UN-REDD’s existing procedures (e.g. the Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation Framework).
· The extent to which they should be binding  only to UN-REDD’s own activities (i.e. funded by) or are a guide to support the development of a wider REDD+ safeguards system within a country.

· The need to link to a compliance mechanism if the SEPC/BeRT (or possibly other guidance) are to be used for assessment purposes.
· The specific language used. This may have implications depending on how/whether these criteria apply to UN-REDD Programmes.
Options for moving forward with the SEPC/BeRT

7. Due to lack of time the SEPC Working Group has not been able to reach consensus on a single proposed way forward. We therefore present below two possible options.
8. Option 1: restructure the SEPC/BeRT into two separate applications:
1. Principles, criteria and a tool that can help support countries on the development of their own systems of safeguards in line with the Cancun Agreement. This would help countries to work through the links between the Cancun safeguard requirements and their national REDD strategies. Such a process could be informed by the BeRT, but would also need to be accompanied by a process to ensure participatory development. The existing SEPC/BeRT may need to be revised into different versions that assist the early (guidance) stages of the process and later (development of assessment systems) stages. A clear application process would also need to be designed. In countries that have chosen to undertake the REDD+ SES or a PGA, those processes should be built upon to avoid duplication of efforts.
2. Minimum standards to be adhered to by UN-REDD Programme operations (quality assurance). These would take the form of a reduced set of social and environmental criteria that are applied during the formulation and implementation phases of national programmes. These criteria would need to be accompanied by a robust process to demonstrate how they are being met, including indicators. Using the World Bank SESA and ESMF framework, as is already a requirement under the Common Approach, could be one approach, although it requires significant time and finance. A UN-REDD accountability mechanism would also be required to address breaches of compliance. The implication for the current SEPC would be 1) a large down-scaling of criteria and 2) that the BeRT is integrated into a wider UN-REDD quality assurance cycle using or resembling the SESA/ESMF.
9. The main issues to consider with this option are that: 1) There is extremely limited time to carry out radical restructuring before the Geneva workshop and to attempt this in one week would be high risk; 2) it could throw into question the entire consultation exercise we have conducted and possibly provoke an extremely negative reaction from those consulted; and 3) whether the second part of this proposal, as noted under para 6, should actually be dealt with through a separate process that takes into account UN-REDD’s existing procedures (e.g. the Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation Framework).
10. Option 2: Continue with planned revisions and produce an accompanying document with options for the use of the SEPC/BeRT. This would entail two main activities:
1. Allowing the revision of the SEPC/BeRT to continue in the light of the comments received from the consultation, in preparation for their presentation at the Geneva workshop.
2. Development of a separate paper which explicitly addresses the question of how the SEPC/BeRT will be used (strict requirements or loose guidelines and everything in between). The paper could discuss these different possible ‘uses’ and note the pros and cons of each. The paper could also discuss the implications of agreeing on certain ‘uses’. Those implications could include changes to the formulation of the SEPC/BeRT themselves. (For example if it is agreed that the SEPC will be used only as loose guidelines, it might be appropriate to change some of the language in the SEPC). However, the paper itself would simply discuss the different possible ‘uses’. It could then be discussed at the Geneva workshop (alongside the SEPC) and, possibly after further revisions, at the Policy Board itself.
11. The main issues to consider with this option are that: 1) there have been requests (including internally) for the SEPC/BeRT to address the different needs (i.e. Quality Assurance and guidance), so we’d need to ensure that these needs are addressed; and 2) it may further postpone difficult questions and decisions about the use and may be confusing for those in the February workshop to work through revisions to an instrument that has multiple possible uses in the future.
Next steps 
12. In order to respond to the issues outlined above the SEPC/BeRT Working Group on the is looking for:

a. Guidance on the purpose, application and scope of the SEPC/BeRT and its mandate in relation to other UN-REDD procedures
b. Exactly what the Policy Board are being asked to approve

13. Taking into account this guidance, the Working Group will be revising the SEPC/BeRT based on all comments received, including those from the agencies. These tasks need to be completed in the week of the 30 January. The internal meeting on the SEPC/BeRT from 6-7 February will provide a chance to finalise our approach before the external meeting on the 8-9 February.
� These responses, along with clarification of the application of the SEPC/BeRT will be discussed with stakeholders at a meeting in Geneva Feb 8-9 2012.
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