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

Ministry of Foreign Affairs
FEDERATIVE REPUBLIC Of BRAZIL

To:
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary,


Permanent Mission of Brazil to the United Nations,


Palais des Nations, Geneva, Switzerland.

From:
Chief Secretary,


Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Brasilia, Brazil

Dear Honorable Ambassador,

I am glad that you were able to make it for the inter-agency meeting last week to discuss Brazil’s position at the forthcoming UNFF Working Group on the Proposal to Create a Legally Binding Instrument on the Conservation and Sustainable Development of Forests.  I will summarize here the Ministry’s main concerns and positions as they emerged at that meeting.  Whether, how, and when particular positions should be stated or arguments should be made can best be determined by you during the proceedings.  However, I would urge you to make these determinations in pursuance of Brazil’s larger national goals of a) safeguarding our national economic interests, b) seeking new economic opportunities and development assistance for Brazilian enterprises, c) maintaining a position of international environmental leadership amongst the developing countries, and d) seeking a leadership position amongst the South in international affairs in general.  

The Brazilian Permanent Mission to the United Nations in New York has already held extensive consultations with other G-77 representatives including the ones who will be present at the negotiation.  We strongly recommend that you establish early contact with other G-77 members who will be participating in the Working Group, particularly India and China (Associate Member), and possibly also with the Ecuador. This will help establish a leadership role for Brazil in articulating the views of developing countries during the Working Group. Contacts with other participants who may be sympathetic to our position should be cultivated likewise.

General:

· As you know, Brazil has approximately 17 percent of the world’s forests (second only to Russia) and over half of South America’s.  Because of this, we face increasing pressure from the North to conserve our forests in a sustainable manner and a growing tendency for the international community to assert authority over our forests as “global” resources (i.e. “carbon sinks” and “biodiversity gene pools”). It is very important that we not cave into this pressure. Brazil’s priority is not the merely protection of our forests, but also the livelihoods of our peoples and their emergence from their extremely poor socio-economic situation. Any agreement that we sign must take into consideration poverty alleviation.
· At the same time, you must make clear that Brazil is also a regional leader in forest conservation efforts. For example, as a leading member state of the Amazon Cooperation Treaty, we have recently implemented an ambitious national forestry program in partnership with the FAO.
NATURE OF THE INSTRUMENT:  

· Brazil is opposed to both a framework convention and a protocol.  Ultimately, we would prefer a non-binding agreement for a UNFF coordinating mechanism rather than the legally binding convention or protocol options.  We feel that there will be an eventual binding agreement in the future, but championing the non-binding option at this meeting may slow this process down.  
· If all of our other interests were met, we could live with the option of a protocol under an existing agreement.  But ONLY if the timeline for negotiation was no less than five years.  
Actions:  

· Regarding specific action, Brazil firmly believes that before any action is taken to ensure we are better forest stewards, we must concentrate on alleviating the poor of our country from the socio-economic conditions under which they live. 
· As a country, we are opposed to Canadian-Finn timber certification scheme.  As our tropical forests are faster growing (and thus more productive) than Northern timber stands, we feel that this certification effort is a cover for protectionist developed country timber interests. In addition, this scheme is overly rigid and does not take local realities into account.
· We are also not keen on Finland and Canada’s proposal requiring that signatory countries ban imports of uncertified timber.  

· As to the issue of ecosystems services, we do not support mandatory conservation or deforestation rate reduction targets unless there is substantial aid (particularly with regards to rural poverty alleviation) given in order to promote such efforts. As previously stated, our primary goal is not to be a better steward of the rainforests, but to provide for our country’s poor.  
· In order to avoid any mention of how our conservation policies have been lagging on a national level, we must make sure that we maintain a strong voice in favor of strengthening national legal protection of our forests. At the same time, we also look at how this can be done alongside poverty alleviation. 

· We could support the establishment of an inter-governmental scientific panel to identify “no-go” areas, provided that the panel’s recommendations are non-binding. 

· With respect to the issue of livelihoods and traditional knowledge, any proposed protocol or convention coming out of these negotiations must recognize the importance of the sovereignty of national governments in protecting our forest resources and TFRK from bio-piracy.

· As we are already submitting yearly reports through other agreements to which we are a party, we are neutral on the topic of monitoring and assessment.  Any new reporting should be standardized with agreements already in existence. However, we are opposed to allowing Northern NGOs to serve as verifiers of such reports, which we see as encroachment on Southern sovereignty.
Financing:
· It is essential that any financing mechanism proposed fully compensate and give preferential treatment to Brazil and other G-77 members. As developing countries, we do not have the resources to invest funds into these types of initiatives.  Furthermore, you should be adamant that financing must precede action: developing countries cannot be expected to make good on any new commitments without already having the cash in hand to do so.

· As sponsors of the proposed Forest Financing Fund (FFF), we must make the case for the importance of creating a new funding mechanism to promote sustainable forestry initiatives.  We anticipate that our proposal to finance this fund through a tax on consuming countries will be unpopular, nevertheless you must be sure to drive home the ideological point behind such a tax: Consuming countries have a moral duty to pay for the ecological and social damage their rapacious appetite for forest products has wrought on developing countries. 
· We are opposed to the idea of using the Global Environment Facility (GEF) as the financing mechanism as it has long been, and no doubt would continue to be, dominated by Northern interests.

· We oppose the market-based option, as it is financially untenable for most developing countries and truly a product of wishful thinking by its Northern proponents.
· We are ambivalent about the public-private partnership option. This method of financing could potentially be used, but should not be the exclusive mode for channeling funds to developing countries.  We would like to support our private industry, but it is more important to help our poor and this can be better done through the procurement of financial assistance.  Moreover, if the public-private partnerships option is to be explored, we strongly believe that developing country firms should be given equal opportunity to participate in the process.  Otherwise, preference will be given to Western firms and more business will go to them.  
In conclusion, please remember that our principal interests during this Working Group are to take care of the needs of our extremely poor rural population.  Protecting our forests for the sake of ecosystems is not our main concern and should only be explored if we can be fully compensated for our efforts.  Even though we count ourselves among the G-77, it is unlikely that the interests of many members will be aligned with our own. Nevertheless, India, China and Ecuador are all member states that you might wish to consult.  In the end, however, the interests of the people of the Brazil must remain paramount 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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