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Standard Development Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 

Thursday 17 May 2018, 10:30-11:30am US EDT (GMT-4) 

 

Standard Development Advisory Committee Participants:  

Ash Sharma, DANIDA/NAMA Facility; Ben Massie, Natural Capital Partners; Beto Borges, Forest Trends; Edwin 

Aalders, DNV GL; Emma Knott, Ecosphere Capital Partners LLP; Femi Oye, SME Funds; Gajanana Hedge (in 

lieu of Massamba Thioye), UNFCCC; Javier Castro, TUV SUD; John Drexhage, Verra Board; Tom Morton, 

Climate Care 

Other Participants: Julie Baroody (Manager, Sustainable Development) and Toby Janson-Smith (Chief 

Innovation Officer), Verra 

Agenda Review 

The Committee agreed to the agenda with a proposal to cover one additional subject at the end of the meeting; 

this other item was not discussed due to time limitations and will be followed up on in the Assessment Working 

Group. 

Overview of Documents for Public Consultation 

Verra provided an overview of changes made to the Sustainable Development Verified Impact Standard (formerly 

the Project Requirements). These changes were made in response to feedback from the first consultation and to 

add requirements relating to project assessment and methodologies and the (optional) SD VISta Climate Module. 

Verra introduced the other core Program document, the SD VISta Program Guide. This document covers the 

processes associated with the SD VISta Program, including listing, registration, verification posting and SD VISta 

asset issuance; the methodology approval process; the complaints and appeals procedure; and logo use and 

communications about project SD VISta status. 

Comments are invited from the Committee on these documents through 28 May. The consultation is planned for 4 

June-18 July. 

Step-wise Assessment 

Verra proposed adding first- or second-party review with radical transparency as a limited time, optional 

alternative to third-party validation and verification for projects that are not issuing SD VISta assets.  

Committee members agreed that the market for SD VISta projects that do not issue carbon units is not the same 

as that for those that do, and that SD VISta projects don’t necessarily require the same level of review as carbon 

projects. The “market” for SD VISta projects and assets will be highly variable depending on the project and the 

investor/supporter’s interests. The required level of review could vary greatly between projects. 
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One Committee member suggested that a lower level review would be welcomed by community-led projects as a 

way to demonstrate their impacts to funders. Funders might accept that level of review and/or support the project 

in moving to third-party validation and verification.  

A Committee member suggested that if the lower level of review is accepted as a sufficient assessment, we 

should consider not requiring projects to move on to third-party assessment (Verra’s original proposal). 

A Committee member said that one reason to encourage use of the lower level of review would be to support and 

develop local capacity for project review and development, which wouldn’t necessarily take place if projects were 

required to use third-party assessment alone. 

Two Committee members supported use of lower level review as an indication of a project’s participation in the 

SD VISta Program and to give an idea of the project’s benefits. In that sense, these Committee members thought 

that lower level review could be interesting to potential investors. However, these same Committee members 

expressed concern about an SD VISta project being registered without being validated by a third-party. There was 

agreement that no SD VISta assets or SD VISta labels for other units should be issued without third-party 

validation and verification, even if outcomes (not just project design) have been assessed.  

A Committee member raised the concern that validation/verification bodies and Verra would miss key 

opportunities to learn about validation and verification using the SD VISta Program if the lower level of review is 

adopted, since presumably many projects in the first few years of the Program would use the lower level review 

option. 

Issues for Verra and the Assessment Working Group to look into as we develop the lower level assessment 

option include the following:  

 Clearly establishing about what types of claims projects could make at the lower level of review. 

 Whether or not the lower level review option needs a review template, or whether first- or second-party 

reviews could be documented with some sort of statement of compliance. 

 How to deal with commercially or politically sensitive information in making projects’ supporting 

documents publicly available as part of radical transparency,  

 How to hold project proponents accountable to follow up with comments after their review is posted. 

 If there should be a requirement to step up to third-party validation and verification and if so what amount 

of time/number of assessments that should be.  

 What the lower level of review should be called. 

Wrap Up 

The timeline for SD VISta going forward was presented with the Committee’s responsibilities highlighted.  

Committee members are requested to do the following:  

 Submit input on the Sustainable Development Verified Impact Standard and Program Guide by 28 May 

for response/inclusion prior to consultation. 

 Submit input on the lower-level review idea. 


