--- C O N F I D E N T I A L  ---     





U.S. Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520
Bureau of Forests and

Environmental And 

Scientific Affairs
Official Use Only

To:

Director, Office of Environmental Protection

From:

Foreign Affairs Officer for Atmospheric Issues, OES/OEP

Subject:
UNFF Working Group on the Proposal to Create a Legally Binding Instrument on the Sustainable Management and Conservation of Forests
You have been invited by United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) to participate in the Working Group on the Proposal to Create a Legally Binding Instrument on the Sustainable Management and Conservation of Forests.  The attached briefing package provides the U.S. views on the issues to be discussed as formulated by the Interagency Committee on Forest Policy.

These preliminary discussions have been called by the UNFF in response to what it perceives as growing international momentum to arrive at a coherent international forestry policy. The UNFF has been trying to take action on this issue for years and although previous meetings have been unsuccessful, the UNFF leadership is confident that the time is now ripe for an agreement to be reached.

This meeting has sparked a great deal of controversy among the various U.S. agencies, and it is likely that there will be some dissatisfaction regardless of the outcome of the meeting.  It is also likely that some of our positions will be unpopular with our European allies and the environmental activist community.  While you should be firm on your position, make every effort to avoid being cast as an environmental laggard.  It is critical to U.S. interests that we regain our position as an environmental leader.

GENERAL

· As you know, with more than 300 million hectares of private and public forest, the United States is one of the world’s largest consumers and producers of wood and paper products. We are committed to actively promoting sustainable forest management at home and internationally and recognize that achieving sustainability is a constant process of adapting to social economic and environmental change. While our country’s forest cover has remained relatively constant during the past century, we are facing major threats to forest health including an increase in invasive alien species, a build up of forest fuels leading to major fires, and unmanaged recreation. 

· In order to address these threats and promote sustainable forest management, the U.S. has taken a number of concrete actions domestically. On the international front, the U.S. has enhanced its efforts to promote sustainable forest management worldwide through technical assistance and public-private partnerships in developing countries.

· The focus of discussions at the UNFF meeting will likely be a proposal for the implementation of an international timber certification standard. Given the economic importance and competitive position of our timber industry, we cannot agree to any regime that will disadvantage our industry vis-à-vis other developed countries (many of which currently operate under stricter standards.) 

· At the same time, this meeting poses an important opportunity to demonstrate our commitment to the environment. After Kyoto, our international reputation has suffered considerably.  Please use this meeting to reaffirm our environmental commitment and note that we should be open to supporting efforts to help developing countries end illegal logging. 

NATURE OF THE INSTRUMENT

· We are opposed to a binding convention because we do not believe that an international legal regime is the best method for attacking the problems of deforestation and sustainable forest management. Because a great deal of forest policy and programming originates through projects funded by bilateral aid, the U.S would prefer to see a non-binding option that strengthens the UNFF and improves coordination among bilateral aid agencies on forest programming. Such a coordinating mechanism would better facilitate and catalyze national action and better coordinate international action with the view to producing concrete results, rather than the usual rhetorical debate.

· We could only accept a protocol within an existing convention, IF our interests are on the agenda and the timeframe for negotiating the new proposal is not shorter than 5 years.
ACTION

· Regarding specific action, the United States firmly believes that some immediate action is warranted, but not at the expense of our own timber industry, which is currently struggling to compete against low-cost, tropical timber producers.
· On the issue of timber certification, we oppose a universal set of certification criteria for sustainable timber extraction, precisely because we feel it will disadvantage both developing countries unable to meet these standards and the United States, which would have to invest considerably more than Canada and our European allies to bring our industry into compliance. If, however, it appears that there is widespread support a system of voluntary national standards, we may be willing to support such a proposal. Regardless, we cannot fund any developing country efforts to implement such a system. 
· The proposal that has been put forward by Finland and Canada requiring signatory countries to ban the import of uncertified timber, is, in our opinion, self-serving given both countries’ long experience with timber certification. Be discreet, however, in your opposition to this proposal. We believe that the G-77 countries will put up a sufficient fuss that it will be unnecessary to voice our position on this point. 

· You should ensure that language attributing significant responsibility for illegal logging to consuming countries is not incorporated in any agreement.  We could, however, settle for language that recognizes the “shared responsibility of both consuming and producing countries for ending illegal logging and related deforestation.” 

· As to the ecosystems issue, we recognize the important economic, ecological and social contributions made by forests and support language encouraging voluntary conservation and deforestation rate reduction efforts. The United States itself cannot make any new commitments at this time. 

· We believe that the importance of the livelihoods of forest-dependent people should be recognized in any agreement, and could lend our support to language that requires local considerations to be taken into account when formulating national and local forestry policy. Keep in mind, however, that we are not interested in seeing a forestry agreement turned into a poverty agreement, and are not enthusiastic about funding projects specifically related to livelihoods. Further, we also oppose incorporating any language about the intellectual property aspects of traditional forest related knowledge (TRFK) into the agreement. The U.S. does not feel that the UNFF is the appropriate forum for discussing this issue and that it is better addressed by the WTO or WIPO.

· On the issue of monitoring and assessment, the U.S. strongly supports the proposal that countries provide yearly progress reports on their commitments, as this is a crucial element to developing a more results-based approach to global forestry issues. We wholeheartedly support the independent verification of these reports. Independent verification is necessary to guarantee impartiality and to ensure that the information reported truly reflects the realities on the ground. You should make sure that both NGOs with demonstrated expertise and capacity and private accounting/consulting firms be considered for the verification role. 
FINANCING

· The United States has generally agreed that, when financial assistance is provided, it should be provided on the basis of need to viable and efficacious projects or activities. We are only interested in providing funding for efforts to end illegal logging or to support public-private partnerships. We will NOT fund any certification scheme, voluntary or otherwise. We also feel that regardless of the mechanism chosen for channeling funds, such a mechanism must accommodate complementary bilateral assistance efforts by donor countries.
· The United States strongly prefers the idea of using the Global Environment Facility (GEF) as the financing mechanism. Because the GEF is already well established and operational, this option would most quickly and efficiently promote the flow of funds. 

· We are also strongly in favor of the market-based option for all countries that can afford it. 

· The United States is opposed to the proposed Forest Financing Fund (FFF) as a way to facilitate technology transfer and technical and financial assistance. The creation of such a fund will add another layer of unnecessary bureaucracy to the UNFF’s efforts and may restrict our discretion over our aid priorities. Further, you should refuse to accept Brazil’s proposal to fund such a mechanism through the tax scheme. All assistance provided by the United State has been and will remain voluntary; we will not have our spending priorities dictated by any world body.

· We favor including public-private partnerships in any agreement as a possible funding channel. However, it is important to ensure that American firms have a fair shake at any FDI opportunities that arise from the agreement.

To summarize, please keep U.S. economic and environmental interests at heart at the meeting. We encourage you to consult with our European allies and Canada, as well as with those countries that face significant illegal logging activity such as Indonesia and Russia. I look forward to seeing your report and hearing from you personally upon your return. Good luck with your assignment!

� 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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