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Ministry of Foreign Affairs

The Republic of Ecuador
Classified Memorandum

To:
Director, National Forestry Directorate


Ministry of the Environment

From:
Chief Secretary,


Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Re: Upcoming UNFF Working Group

Dear Director,

You have been appointed to represent the Ecuadorian government at the upcoming the UNFF Meeting on the Proposal to Create a Legally Binding Instrument on the Sustainable Management and Conservation of Forests. Because of mounting international concern about the state of the world’s forests, the Director of the UNFF has called this meeting in an effort to draft a preliminary framework on forests. Although little in the way of substantive agreements have been reached at previous UNFF meetings, we believe that the results of this working group could well lay the groundwork for a new framework convention or protocol.  

We therefore intend to follow the meeting’s results closely, and influence them to reflect the interests of the Ecuadorian people.  A number of meetings have been held within the Ministry and with other relevant agencies to formulate our national position on this subject. I summarize here some of the major issues that are of special concern to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

General:

· As you are no doubt aware, Ecuador is one of the world’s richest sources of biodiversity and is home to more animal and plant species per square mile than any other country on the planet. The Ecuadorian government has recognized deforestation as an important threat to this biodiversity and one that is largely due to the country’s high level of poverty, uncontrolled agricultural expansion, and the rapid growth of oil and gas development in the Amazon.
· Current political developments in the capital and the growing prominence of the Ecuadorian indigenous people’s movement have made it important for us to appear politically engaged on the issue of decentralized forest management and traditional forest-related knowledge (TFRK). At the upcoming meeting, the Ecuadorian government must vigorously represent the interests of poor and indigenous forest-dwellers whose livelihoods and cultural traditions are inextricably linked to Ecuador’s forests. It is our position that the UNFF must recognize their crucial role as forest stewards and promote measures that protect forests for their economic and cultural value, as well as their ecological value.
· Ecuador is currently not a major timber exporter. However, we believe that Ecuador possesses the ecological and locational advantages needed to one day become a leading timber exporter. We are therefore reluctant to accept international regulations that stand in the way of realizing this potential. Nevertheless, because Ecuador’s economic growth still largely relies on the exploitation of the country’s Amazonian oil reserves, we have little to gain or lose from an international timber certification scheme in the short-term. In the long-term, however, it may be in our interests to secure assistance for voluntary certification efforts (which could help us position our timber more competitively down the road) and to support international mechanisms to encourage foreign investment in our timber industry.

· Ecuador’s general position on forests should be reiterated at the meeting: Ecuador takes the threat that deforestation poses to biodiversity and to the livelihoods of our people very seriously, and we are sincere in our desire to address these issues. However, as a small and extremely poor country, we cannot do so without generous international assistance.  

NATURE OF THE INSTRUMENT:  

· We are opposed to any convention or protocol, IF such a binding commitment mandates additional conservation or deforestation rate reduction targets, or limits Ecuador’s ability to develop a sustainable timber industry. 
· If the protocol option is taken up, we should push for the protocol to be negotiated within a timeframe of no less than 5 years. Any such protocol should address TFRK and action to support decentralized forest management and the livelihoods of indigenous peoples.
· Ecuador will support the non-binding option if it appears that our interests will NOT be met under either a convention or a protocol.


Actions:  

· Regarding specific action, Ecuador firmly believes that some immediate action is warranted, but not at the expense of the livelihoods of our indigenous population nor to the detriment of our timber industry’s long-term potential.
· With regards to timber certification, Ecuador is not eager to support an agreement to establish universal certification criteria. It is our position that a universal certification scheme would blatantly disadvantage Southern exporting countries to the benefit of Northern countries – countries that already have the resources and capacity to meet such strict criteria. If our other key interests were being met, Ecuador could support such a scheme, but ONLY if full financial support for the expansion of certification efforts were provided by donor countries.

· Given our previous leadership role in the CITES negotiations, we think it is wise at this time to support the proposal put forward by Finland and Canada that an agreement on certification standards should require signatory countries to ban imports of uncertified timber. Further, Ecuador must insist that any such commitment be phased in over a period of 5 years and be conditional upon developing countries receiving full financial assistance for certification efforts.

· Ecuador would be supportive of incorporating language into the agreement that attributes significant responsibility for illegal logging to consuming countries, Nevertheless, we do not view this point as a material issue and you should not prioritize it.

· On the question of ecosystems protection, Ecuador is deeply reluctant to commit itself to any deforestation rate reduction targets, particularly in light of our timber industry’s current low levels of activity and our ambitions to more fully optimize our timber resources in the future. We might be able to consider some minimal reductions in the deforestation rate, IF we can secure technical assistance and financing to promote sustainable forestry and livelihoods among the country’s poor indigenous population.

· Ecuador should not support the establishment of an intergovernmental scientific panel to identify “no-go” areas. We feel that such a panel would no doubt be under the thumb of the usual Washington beltway environmental NGOs, groups that do not have the long-term interest of Ecuador’s poor and indigenous peoples at heart. 

· Ecuador is also strongly opposed to the compulsory creation of new conservation areas, as such measures will be vigorously contested by local indigenous groups and may hurt or deter foreign investment in the oil sector. Under no conditions should you accept mandatory conservation measures in any agreement.
· We advise that you support the voluntary proposal to strengthen national legal protection of endangered ecosystems. The Ecuadorian government has recently taken steps towards this goal and plans to take additional legislative action in the future. 

· On the issue of livelihoods, any proposed protocol or convention coming out of these negotiations must recognize the importance of decentralized forest management and the rights and livelihoods of indigenous local forest dwellers.  We are also under strong advisement from the government to push for language that acknowledges the importance or recognizing and preserving TFRK. Specifically, we would like to see language included in any agreement that provides support for “the respect, preservation and maintenance of traditional knowledge.”

· On the issue of monitoring and assessment, Ecuador is neutral with respect to the option of providing yearly reports, as we already do so in the context of several other agreements. However, you should insist that any new reporting be highly harmonized with existing requirements. As to independent verification of these reports, Ecuador is opposed to this proposal, which we see as unduly empowering northern NGOs.  
Financing:
· It needs to be stressed that any mechanism should ensure that a) the burden of financing is neither directly nor indirectly placed on developing countries; b) financial assistance is proportional to the costs of the required actions; and c) developing countries be given preferential treatment.  

· Ecuador strongly prefers the Forest Financing Funds (FFF) option over the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and will argue that such a fund should be financed with new contributions from donor countries (rather than monies coming from existing aid budgets) to help broaden support local forestry initiatives and livelihoods programming. Out of solidarity with Brazil, we will support their tax proposal for financing the fund if it garners initial support (which we highly doubt).

· Ecuador does not support the market-based option that has been proposed. At best, we view this as a non-option that has little in the way to commend itself to developing countries like Ecuador with small timber exports.

· With regards to public-private partnerships, Ecuador is wary of publicly promoting this form of funding at this time because doing so could spark protest from indigenous groups keen on keeping foreign investment out of Ecuador’s rainforests. Nevertheless, we feel that such a funding mechanism may be essential to the growth of the Ecuadorian timber industry in the long-term. You are therefore encouraged to discreetly support other countries that are interested in keeping this option on the table. 

In closing, please remember that Ecuador must find a way to ensure that its unique interests are heard. We encourage you to work closely with your G-77 and Latin American allies and with other like-minded delegates. In particular, we feel that other mega-diverse countries such as Brazil, Indonesia and Costa Rica may support positions similar to our own.  However, the interests of the Ecuadorian people must remain paramount in all deliberations and should not be compromised on any account. I look forward to reading your report on how the negotiations go and hearing about it directly from you when you return.
� The Negotiation Simulation on Global Forests Management and Conservation is for educational use only. The scenario and role instructions in this simulation are entirely hypothetical and do NOT represent any official policy or positions. This simulation exercise was developed in partnership by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy (Tufts University), and the University of Joensuu, Finland, under the direction of Barbara Ruis (UNEP), Brook Boyer (UNITAR), Professor Adil Najam (Fletcher School) and Professor Tuomas Kuokkanen (University of Joensuu). Brooke Barton and Nadaa Taiyab, both of the Fletcher School, coordinated the role development, and the individual role instructions were written by Brooke Barton, Karoun Demirjian, Joshua Newton, Nadaa Taiyab, and Nirmalan Wigneswaran from the Fletcher School and Hyun-Binn Cho and Arun Seetulsingh from UNITAR.  The development of the exercise was supported by the University of Joensuu. This exercise may not be used, reproduced, revised, or translated in whole or in part by any means without written permission.
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