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

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
The RUSSIAN FEDERATION

To:
Director, Forest Management, Ministry of Natural Resources

From:
Chief Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Dear Director,

In pursuance of our earlier discussions, this is to confirm that you will be representing the Russian Federation at the UNFF Working Group on the Proposal to Create a Legally Binding Instrument on the Sustainable Management and Conservation of Forests.

Although little in the way of substantive agreements have been reached at previous UNFF meetings, we believe that the results of the upcoming meeting could well lay the groundwork for a framework convention or protocol for the international regulation of forests.  We therefore intend to follow its results closely, and influence them to reflect the interests of the Russian Federation.  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 know, the Russian Federation has 23 percent of the world’s forests, but our timber industry currently operates far under capacity and accounts for roughly 3 percent of the world’s timber and paper products. Timber poaching is a considerable problem for us and has recently drawn negative attention from international environmental NGOs. Illegal logging is also on the rise due to growing Chinese demand.

· The Russian Federation’s general position on forests should be reiterated at the meeting: the Russian Federation takes the threats posed by illegal logging and unsustainable forest management very seriously, and is doing everything possible to mitigate these threats. However, to do so, it is necessary to 1) upgrade our industry through increased foreign investment and technical assistance, and to 2) ensure that countries that import illegal timber crack down on the trade within their own borders. 
NATURE OF THE INSTRUMENT:  

· In light of our current economic situation, we do not feel that we can afford to make any new binding international commitments at this time, and as a result do not support the proposal for a convention. Russia could possible accept a protocol, IF our own interests are on the agenda, proper compensation for new commitments were provided, and the timeframe for negotiating the new proposal was no less than 5 years. 

Actions:  

· Regarding specific action, the Russian Federation firmly believes that some immediate action is warranted, but not at the expense of our own timber industry, which is currently struggling to compete in international markets.

· With regards to trade in timber, we oppose a universal set of certification criteria for sustainable timber extraction, as we do not believe that such an action is financially viable at this time. Further, there is reason to believe that the positions of many Western countries in favor of universal timber certification are influenced by their own timber firms, firms that are well positioned to benefit from such regulation vis-à-vis companies in less developed countries.

· Nevertheless, in light of the number of illegal logs crossing our borders of late, we must tread carefully with regards to the certification issue. Although the Minister of Natural Resources has made it clear to the international community that we are committed to stemming this flow, many are skeptical and we must make it clear that while we do not think that the binding certification standard proposed by the Finns and Canadians is appropriate at this time, the Russian Federation is eager to partner with donor countries to help combat illegal logging and strengthen our timber industry.

· As part of the certification proposal put forth jointly by the Finns and the Canadians, there will be pressure on signatory countries to ban imports of uncertified timber. Again, we feel that this proposal represents a protectionist ploy by Western countries. Nevertheless, we would prefer to not to openly oppose Finland on this issue, a country that has been, and may continue to be, an important source of investment for the Russian timber industry.

· In the discussion on trade, it is extremely important to the Russian Federation that we clearly state our position on the issue of illegal logging. We feel that those member states that are significant consumers of illegal timber must recognize and be accountable for their role in the timber poaching problem. We feel that by concentrating on the role of producing countries, many environmentalists and governments have turned a blind eye to the root cause of timber smuggling: rampant and uncontrolled demand by consuming countries. We ask that you build support for including the following language in any agreement: “Recognizing the significant responsibility of consuming countries in contributing to the timber smuggling problem and the need of such countries to take direct action.”

· On the question of ecosystem protection, the Russian Federation 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 plans to more fully optimize our timber resources in the future. You might be able to consider some minimal reductions in the deforestation rate, IF we can secure technical assistance and financing in order to manage our timber stands more sustainably.  

· The Russian Federation has little interest in the compulsory creation of new conservation areas at this time. We would, however, be willing to support a voluntary mechanism that would compensate transitioning or developing countries that choose to do so.

· We will not take a strong stand with regards to the proposals to voluntarily strengthen national legal protection of endangered ecosystems or to establish an intergovernmental scientific panel, provided that the recommendations of the panel are non-binding. We feel that we have already taken important steps to strengthen our national legal protections and have ourselves conducted significant research on the ecological value of forests. As a result these proposals are merely duplicative of our own efforts and would likely pose no new commitments for the Russian Federation.

· The Russian Federation would prefer to not take a strong position on the issue of livelihoods and traditional knowledge. We are, however, inclined to oppose any language that can be seen as challenging the sovereign control of member states over the traditional forest-related knowledge (TFRK) of local peoples.
· On the issue of monitoring and assessment, the Russian Federation is neutral with respect to the option of providing yearly reports, as it already does so in the context of several other agreements. We would have you insist, however, that any new reporting be harmonized with existing requirements. As to independent verification of these reports by NGOs or other entities, Russia finds this proposal unacceptable, as it poses a threat to the sovereignty of signatory countries.  

Financing:
· It needs to be stressed that any mechanism should ensure that a) the burden of financing is neither directly nor indirectly placed on transitional economies; b) financial assistance is proportional to the costs of the required actions; and c) developing countries should not be granted special (preferential) treatment over countries with transitioning economies.  

· We believe that public-private partnerships may be a promising method of channeling funds into our timber industry. The Russian Federation is actively seeking private investment to boost our competitiveness in timber and we would be open to proposals by other countries to participate in such an initiative.
· We are open to the proposal to use the Globalf Environment Facility (GEF) as the primary means to channel funding. Several of our strong European allies have prominent roles on the GEF board and therefore we have reason to believe that the Russian Federation’s case for financial assistance would be given fair consideration through the GEF.
· The Russian Federation might support the proposed Forest Financing Fund (FFF) as a way to channel technical and financial assistance, but we suspect that such a fund would unfairly favor developing countries over transitioning economies. With regards to the tax scheme proposed by Brazil, you should support this ONLY IF developing and transitioning countries are exempted from taxation.
In closing, please remember that the Russian Federation must find a way to ensure that its unique interests are not drowned out by the cacophony of the G-77. We encourage you to work closely with your European allies, and in particular, Finland, who will also be at the meeting, and with other like-minded delegates. In particular, we feel that Indonesia and France may support positions similar to our own.  However, the interests of the people of the Russian Federation 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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