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Summary 
 
The ad hoc expert group of the United Nations Forum on Forests on consideration 
with a view to recommending the parameters of a mandate for developing a legal 
framework on all types of forests met from 7 to 10 September 2004 in New York. It 
was attended by 68 nominated experts as well as representatives from some member 
States, members of the Collaborative Partnership on Forests, other international 
organizations, and Major Group organizations.  The report is presented to the fifth 
session of the Forum for the Forum’s consideration and appropriate action.   
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I. Background   
 
1. When the Economic and Social Council established the United Nations Forum on 
Forests (UNFF), by its resolution 2000/35, it also decided that the UNFF may  
recommend the convening of ad hoc expert groups of limited duration, involving experts 
from developed and developing countries, for scientific and technical advice.    At its 
third session, the UNFF recommended the establishment of an ad hoc expert group on 
Consideration with a View to Recommending the Parameters of a Mandate for 
Developing a Legal Framework on All Types of Forests.  This recommendation was 
subsequently adopted by the Economic and Social Council in its decision 2003/2991.    
 

II.  Organizational and other matters   

A.  Venue and duration of the meeting 
 
2.  The meeting of the ad hoc expert group on Consideration with a View to 
Recommending the Parameters of a Mandate for Developing a Legal Framework on All 
Types of Forests was held at the United Nations Headquarters in New York from 7 to 10 
September 2004. 

B.  Tasks of the ad hoc expert group 
 
3.  The Economic and Social Council decided that the ad hoc expert group should 
provide scientific and technical advice to the UNFF for its work on consideration, with a 
view to recommending to the Economic and Social Council and through it to the General 
Assembly, the parameters of a mandate for developing a legal framework on all types of 
forests. The Council also decided that the work of the ad hoc expert group should be 
undertaken within the context of Economic and Social Council resolution 2000/35 and 
resolutions adopted by the UNFF at its sessions, in particular those referring to the 
creation and scope of the ad hoc expert groups.    
 
4.  The ad hoc expert group was requested by the Council to undertake the following 
specific tasks: 
 
(a)  Assess existing regional and international binding and non-binding instruments 
and processes relevant to forests, including an analysis of complementarities, gaps and 
duplications, taking into account UNFF resolution 2/3 on specific criteria for the review 
of the effectiveness of the international arrangement on forests;  
 
(b)  Consider reports prepared by countries, member organizations of the 
Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) and the UNFF secretariat, as well as 
outcomes of UNFF sessions; 
 

                                                 
1  See Official Records of the Economic and Social Council, 2002, Supplement No. 22 (E/2003/42) 
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(c)  Consider other outcomes of the international arrangement on forests, inter alia, 
the efforts of countries to implement the proposals for action of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Forests (IPF)/Intergovernmental Forum on Forests (IFF), other expert groups, 
country- and organization-led initiatives of the Forum and previous relevant initiatives as 
well as forest-related work undertaken by the member organizations of the Collaborative 
Partnership on Forests; 
 
 (d)  Review the relevant experiences of existing forest-related and other relevant 
organizations and agreements, including multilateral environmental agreements and 
regional conventions and processes, focusing on complementarities, gaps and 
duplications; 
 
(e)  Provide for the consideration of the UNFF at its fifth session, a balanced range of 
options with respect to the consideration with a view to recommending the parameters of 
a mandate for developing a legal framework on all types of forests. 
 
5. The Economic and Social Council decided that the report of the meeting of the ad   
hoc expert group “shall specify major outcomes of the Group’s work, including proposals 
and recommendations for further consideration by the Forum”.  It further decided that the 
proposals and recommendations of the ad hoc expert group should be provided by 
consensus. In the absence of consensus, the reports of the ad hoc expert group should 
fully reflect the diversity of views expressed. 
 

C.  Preparation, attendance and participation 
 
6. The Economic and Social Council also decided that, to ensure efficiency, 
transparency and balanced reflection of the range of views, the following preparations 
should be performed for the meeting of the ad hoc expert group:  
 

(i) Presentation of factual and technical information, including updated 
information on existing regional and international binding and non-
binding instruments and processes relevant to forests and that of other 
relevant organizations and agreements, including multilateral 
environmental agreements and regional conventions and processes; 

 
(ii) Compilation of the progress made and catalysts and obstacles encountered 

by member States and member organizations of the Collaborative 
Partnership on Forests in implementing the proposals for action of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Forests/Intergovernmental Forum on Forests 
and the decisions and resolutions of sessions of the United Nations Forum 
on Forests; 

 
(iii)  Presentation and detailed description of a range of options, including their 

legal, financial and institutional modalities. 
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7. The Council invited member States of the UNFF to submit their views on (i), (ii) 
and (iii) above. The Council also invited member organizations of the Collaborative 
Partnership on Forests (CPF) to provide information on (i) and (ii) above. A compilation 
of these views and this information formed Background Document 1 for the ad hoc 
expert group.    
  
8. The Council decided that the ad hoc expert group should be composed of experts 
of the member States of the UNFF.   The experts should have well-recognized scientific 
and technical expertise on the forest regime and the Rio conventions and knowledge of 
the intergovernmental forest policy deliberations of IPF, IFF and the UNFF.  In addition, 
the Council decided that the CPF should be invited to make scientific and technical 
contributions to the work of the ad hoc expert group and to support the work of the ad 
hoc expert group in a resource capacity. The Council also decided that intergovernmental 
organizations and representatives of major groups with relevant expertise may participate 
in the meeting, in accordance with the rules of procedure of the functional commissions 
of the Economic and Social Council, as well as practices established by the Commission 
on Sustainable Development, IPF and IFF, and that they may be invited to make 
scientific and technical contributions.  
 
9. A full list of participants can be found in Annex I to the present report. 
 

D. Election of Officers 
 
10. The Council decided that two co-chairpersons of the ad hoc expert group should 
be elected from among experts at its meeting, one from a developing country and one 
from a developed country.  The experts elected Ms. Andrea Alban Duran (Colombia) and 
Mr. Tim Rollinson (United Kingdom) as co-chairpersons. 
 
E. Documentation 

11. Documentation prepared for the meeting included the provisional agenda, with 
annotations, two Notes by the Secretariat and three Background Documents.  In addition, 
the Reports of the ad hoc expert groups on approaches and mechanisms for monitoring, 
assessment and reporting, and on finance and transfer of environmentally sound 
technologies; and relevant papers prepared for IPF/IFF meetings were made available to 
the experts. A full list of these documents can be found in Annex II to the present report.   

F. Conduct of the meeting  
 
12.  In adopting its provisional agenda and organization of work the participants 
agreed to have a general exchange of views related to the tasks of the ad hoc expert group 
during the first two days of the meeting. Overall, the group considered reports prepared 
by countries, member organizations of the Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) 
and the UNFF secretariat, as well as outcomes of UNFF sessions in addressing its tasks. 
In order to seek the scientific and technical contribution of CPF members and 
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representatives of major groups, experts heard a presentation from the CPF and a multi-
stakeholder panel. During the third day, the experts elaborated in more detail their views 
related to the tasks of the Group, based on the outcomes of their initial discussions on the 
first two days. This enabled the co-chairs to put forward a draft report, which reflected 
the very productive, positive and wide ranging discussions of the group. The report also 
reflects the major outcomes of the group's work and the diversity of views expressed, 
including different observations, proposals and recommendations for further 
consideration by the Forum at its fifth session.  
 

III. Observations and matters for the consideration of the United 
Nations Forum on Forests   

A. Introduction   
 

13. Many experts said that they had been impressed by the positive mood and 
atmosphere at the meeting, and the constructive discussions. 
 
14. The ad hoc expert group agreed that it would tackle the five tasks it had been 
given by the Economic and Social Council, and which are listed in paragraph 4 above, as 
follows: 

 
- tasks (a) and (d) would be addressed under agenda item 4 (a), namely an 

“Analysis of complementarities, gaps and duplications as well as review of 
relevant experiences of existing regional and international binding and 
nonbinding instruments and processes relevant to forests”; 

 
- task (c) would be addressed under agenda item 4 (b), namely to “Consider other 

outcomes of the international arrangement on forests, inter alia, the efforts of 
countries to implement the IPF/IFF proposals for action”; 

 
- task (e) would be addressed under agenda item 4 (c), namely to “Provide for the 

consideration of the Forum at its fifth session a balanced range of options with 
respect to “consideration with a view to recommending the parameters of a 
mandate for developing a legal framework on all types of forests”; 

 
- overall, in carrying out its tasks, the ad hoc expert group would take into account 

task (b), since the reports prepared by member States and member organizations 
of the Collaborative Partnership on Forests and the Forum secretariat, as well as 
outcomes of Forum sessions provided an essential input to the work of the group. 
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B.  Observations 

1. Analysis of complementarities, gaps and duplications as well as review of 
relevant experiences of existing regional and international binding and non-binding 
instruments and processes relevant to forests 
 
15. In its discussion of this item, the ad hoc expert group sought to identify 
strengths and weaknesses of the international arrangement on forests (IAF), and to 
present overall views on what is needed at the international level in order to improve 
achievement of the objective of the international arrangement on forests, namely “to 
promote the management, conservation and sustainable development of all types of 
forests and to strengthen long-term political commitment to this end”.  Some experts 
highlighted the importance of this objective and of the role of sustainable forest 
management (SFM) in offering a wide range of benefits to current and future generations.  
 
16. A number of experts noted that there are currently many regional and 
international binding and non-binding instruments and processes relevant to forests, and 
that the functions of many of these had been outlined in Background Document No. 2.  
During their discussion of complementarities, gaps and duplications, the following 
observations, among others, were made: 

 
- each instrument and process has its own particular focus and mandate, which 

determines its scope on forests.  The fact that so many instruments and 
processes are relevant to forests is due to the cross-sectoral nature of forests.  
Some experts said that full advantage should be taken of the fact that there is 
wide recognition of forests in different instruments and processes.  Some 
experts suggested that there is scope to reduce unnecessary overlaps; others 
said that there is also scope to provide opportunities for further collaboration. 
A number of experts felt that, without a central, strong voice for forests within 
the UN system, there would be a danger of fragmentation and lack of 
coherence, with the role of forests being marginalized as a minor part of other 
agendas;  

 
- many experts suggested that effective coordination and cooperation among 

international instruments, processes and organisations is important, partly 
because there is likely to be competition among them for resources and 
political attention and also to avoid duplication of work. Some experts said 
that effective coordination at the international level depends upon a coherent 
approach at the national level, to provide consistent messages to international 
bodies. Many experts noted the CPF, in support of UNFF, as a good example 
of collaborative action between forest-related organisations and instruments; 

 
- many experts emphasised that financial constraints and lack of other means of 

implementation continue to be a serious obstacle to implementation; 
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- some experts said that regional instruments or processes are important, 
although it was also pointed out that they do not necessarily operate in all 
countries.  Some experts mentioned that there are countries which are not 
parties to all international instruments, agreements and processes; 

 
- some experts noted that it is important to secure stakeholder involvement, and 

it was also pointed out that this can be difficult when there are so many 
processes. 

 
17. Some experts regarded the IAF as broadly including the member countries, the 
UNFF and the CPF, the Secretariat, and country and organization led initiatives and said 
that it has a mandate that fully covers all aspects of sustainable forest management (SFM) 
in all types of forests. 
 
18. Some experts considered that a strengthened IAF should focus on the 
improvement of international cooperation on SFM. It was suggested by some that, to be 
effective, such cooperation should include the provision to developing countries, 
economies in transition and small island developing states of new and additional financial 
resources, environmentally sound technologies and capacity building.  Some experts also 
said that, to be effective, this cooperation should not imply passive dependence on 
external assistance. 
 
19. Many experts underlined their concern that despite the work and achievements of 
recent years at all levels, the loss of forest cover and forest degradation, whose root 
causes are social and economic, continue to be matters of serious concern. 
 
20. Several experts emphasized the importance of effective implementation on the 
ground. Some felt that there needs to be a shift of emphasis from policy dialogue to 
action.  Some emphasized the need to ensure that there are strong links between policy 
development and implementation, explaining that those responsible for implementation 
need a sound policy framework and that policy development needs to be informed by 
feedback about implementation.  
  
21. Many experts also underlined the crucial importance of securing adequate means 
of implementation, including financial resources, capacity building, and transfer of 
environmentally sound technologies. Furthermore, the importance of linkages between 
national, regional (or sub-regional) and global-level forest-related instruments and 
processes were highlighted.  Different countries may have different priorities for SFM 
according to their particular circumstances. Some experts noted that regional instruments 
and processes provide a valuable means for cooperation between countries and integrated 
action where national circumstances are similar.     Some experts considered that there is 
also need for an international arrangement to provide guidance, including global policy 
dialogue and development, and a supportive structure at the global intergovernmental 
level for action at all levels.    
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22. In their consideration of gaps, some experts also recognised that policy priorities 
change over time, and that there is a need to respond to emerging or critical issues which 
need to be identified and addressed.  Some experts referred to illegal logging/forest-
related activities as one such example.  A number of experts said that a comprehensive, 
forest-specific, perspective is needed to inform, more explicitly, those areas where forests 
are dealt with as a solution to a specific concern, or as a component of an issue such as 
climate change, biological diversity, desertification or areas experiencing conflict. Many 
experts felt that if forests are to remain on the political agenda - at the national, regional, 
or global level – their benefits must be clear to society.  In this context, some experts 
recognised there are clear links with programmes for achieving internationally agreed 
development goals (including those contained in the Millennium Declaration), as well as 
other priorities which may be country or region specific.    
 

2. Consideration of other outcomes of the international arrangement on forests, 
inter alia, the efforts of countries to implement the IPF/IFF proposals for action 
  
23. Some experts said that the creation of the IAF, including the establishment of the 
UNFF, with universal membership, as a subsidiary body of the Economic and Social 
Council, supported by CPF, was a considerable achievement.  Some experts considered 
stakeholder participation by recognized major groups and the opportunity for a multi-
stakeholder dialogue as part of this achievement.  There was also a suggestion that 
opportunities for their participation should be improved.   
 
24. Some experts noted that there had been progress in the implementation of the 
IPF/IFF proposals for action, and said that the IAF had played an important part in this, 
although UNFF had a limited mandate and limited means.  Others said that progress had 
been limited.  A number of experts indicated that at the national level it was very hard to 
implement the proposals for action due to the fact that there are more than 270 of them.   
 
25. Many experts pointed out that catalysts for the implementation of the proposals 
for action have included: 
 

- strengthened and secure long term political commitment;  
 

- the increased development and implementation of national forest programmes, 
which are also valuable in promoting inter-sectoral cooperation;   

 
- political recognition within some countries of the relevance of SFM;  

 
- the process for developing and implementation of criteria and indicators for 

SFM;  
 

- certification, although it was also noted that certification is a complex issue;  
 

- partnerships, including private-sector and stakeholder participation;  
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- the role of the CPF and its joint and collaborative initiatives;  

 
- country- and organization-led initiatives; and  

 
- opportunities for exchanges of experience (at Forum sessions, during 

intersessional activity and informally).    
 
26. On the other hand, many experts also pointed out that obstacles to progress have 
included: 
 

- difficulties in including forests and forest management on the political agenda;  
 
- insufficient means of implementation, particularly the lack of financial 

resources.  These include resources needed for national implementation of 
SFM and for facilitating reporting;  

 
- policy dialogues that tend to be too far removed from action on the ground 

and remote from the needs of other levels (national and regional) and other 
stakeholders (including non-governmental organisations, business and 
industry, indigenous people and local communities, and practitioners);  

 
- a lack of time and appropriate venues for a more detailed exchange on lessons 

learned;  
 

- absence of sufficient financial support from the governing bodies of CPF for 
collaboration and coordination in relation to forests;  

 
- inconsistencies in reporting. Some experts noted the desirability of developing 

a reporting system to facilitate the process for assessing progress.  They also 
noted that monitoring, assessment and reporting is a valuable means for 
sharing experience in lessons learned; 

  
- lack of clear goals and targets; 

 
- making inadequate use of partnership opportunities, such as WSSD 

partnerships. 
  

27. In addition, other obstacles referred to by major groups’ representatives included 
a lack of participation in decision-making, leading to policies that do not take full account 
of stakeholders’ needs; unsustainable consumption and production patterns; a lack of 
market access for rural communities; a lack of a common approach among instruments 
and processes with regard to commercial aspects of forest management and trade in forest 
products; the need for a broader recognition of the economic aspects of forests; a lack of 
access to resources allotted at the national or global level for SFM by grassroots women’s 
and other stakeholder organizations;  a lack of understanding by urban communities of 
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the relationships that rural communities have with the natural environment; and a 
negative attitude of some governments toward domestic indigenous communities. A 
decline in forest-related employment opportunities and declining levels of funding 
allocated for forest research were identified as obstacles to science-policy interaction as 
well as in attracting students to study forestry related disciplines.   
 
28. Financial constraints are a particularly important obstacle, referred to by many 
experts, and these constraints can have an adverse impact on capacity building and the 
transfer of environmentally sound technologies for sustainable forest management, 
particularly in developing countries.    Some experts said that there is a need to compete 
for limited financial resources, and this can be difficult if SFM is not identified as a 
national priority. Reference was made to the fact that the resources allotted to Global 
Environment Facility’s Operational Program number 15 (OP 15) to date have already 
been disbursed mostly to non SFM projects.  Some experts also noted the need to secure 
more GEF funds for SFM-related activities, as well as recognising the importance of 
forests in the next replenishment of the GEF. Strategic initiatives led by governments are 
needed to address this problem in the GEF and other international funding bodies.   

 
29. The burden of responding to different reporting requirements was noted by some 
experts. 
 
30. The experts discussed the advantages and disadvantages of dealing with more 
than 270 IPF/IFF proposals for action.  Many experts pointed out that they provide a 
valuable agenda for forest policy and that countries need to set their own priorities and 
only implement those that are relevant to their own circumstances.  On the other hand, 
several others noted that the number of proposals, together with their negotiated 
language, makes them difficult for conveying a focused message that practitioners can 
understand.  Some experts said that it was important to raise awareness of the IPF/IFF 
proposals for action amongst stakeholders and countries and reference was made to tools 
for country assessment.  There is a need to consider their future role, building upon the 
achievement of developing them, but also developing more priority objectives.  This is 
necessary in order to develop a common understanding of core priorities that can be 
shared with those responsible for implementation and with those working in other 
sectors.  It was suggested by some that SFM was more likely to enjoy political support if 
there was more focus on a small number of strategic goals and key priorities clearly 
linked to national development strategies.  In addition it was also suggested by some that 
in a future IAF, the proposals for action should be a context rather than a focus priority 
for implementation. 
 
31. Some experts also observed that there was a need for national programmes to 
address other international forest-related commitments, such as those agreed by the 
Convention for Biological Diversity (CBD).  Some reinforced the need for effective 
coordination at the international level to assist effective implementation at the national 
level. 
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32. Representatives of major groups stated that they could play a role in stimulating 
political commitment and expressed a readiness for real partnership.  They stated that 
successful partnerships involve all parties in both decision making and implementation.  
In this regard, they expressed their shared concern that although the Multi-Stakeholder 
Dialogues were successful in creating synergies among the groups, the IAF is not as 
effective as it could be in ensuring that their perspectives are incorporated into the policy 
process.  Suggestions were made for a formal feedback process to demonstrate how 
major groups’ recommendations were put into practice. 
 

3. Providing, for the consideration of the Forum at its fifth session, a balanced 
range of options with respect to “consideration with a view to recommending the 
parameters of a mandate for developing a legal framework on all types of forests” 

33. A number of experts said that it might be prudent to first have agreement on 
goals, objectives and substance before considering options.  Some experts expressed the 
view that the overall goal of any future  arrangement should be to combat  deforestation 
and forest degradation through promoting SFM worldwide, and thereby to contribute to 
the achievement of other internationally agreed development goals, including those 
contained in the Millennium Declaration, including paragraph 23, which contains a 
resolution by Heads of State and Government: “to intensify our collective efforts for the 
management, conservation and sustainable development of all types of forests”. 

34. Some experts suggested that a set of specific targets should be developed to 
support this objective, including for example: 
 
 - a reduction in the rate of deforestation by x% by say 2015; 
 
 - a reduction of x% in the level of illegal logging/forest-related activity;  
 
35. Other targets might relate to the percentage of the world’s forests that is 
sustainably managed, the role of forests in the conservation of biological diversity, 
protected areas, sustainable development, the contribution of forests to poverty reduction, 
supporting livelihoods, and the role of stakeholders.  
 
36. Some experts considered that the negotiation of global quantitative goals would 
be premature, and that target setting should not be a priority.  Some experts said that the 
main objective in the new phase of UNFF should be the expansion of SFM through the 
enactment of domestic policies. 
    
37. Some experts pointed out that the conditions and challenges with regard to forests 
differ from one region to another, noting the existing regional processes and instruments; 
it was suggested, by some, that legally binding rules at the global level might not address  
regional and local concerns. 
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38. Many experts identified several overarching objectives of the future arrangement 
on forests, that would be common to all options, which could be used to focus 
international forest policy. Experts mentioned a number of possibilities including: 
 

- securing high-level political commitment; 
 
- providing dialogue on forest-related issues and emerging issues of priority 

concern; 
 

- providing adequate means of implementation, including secured and 
predictable financial resources, capacity building and access to 
environmentally sound technologies; 

 
- financing of projects; 

 
- providing guidance in a comprehensive and holistic manner;  

 
- promoting open, transparent, inclusive processes, ensuring full participation 

by all countries; 
 
- catalyzing action on the ground and stimulating a bottom-up approach; 
 
- providing a supportive environment for countries in order to help them 

achieve SFM; 
 

- providing a coordination mechanism at the international level, including the 
CPF and making more extensive use of the CPF to carry out joint and 
collaborative initiatives; 

 
- attracting the interest of a wide range of stakeholders, making full use of 

participatory processes and strengthening involvement of major groups, and at 
the same time improve communication with the public about forest-related 
issues; 

 
- developing partnerships aimed at achieving SFM, including initiatives among 

governments, organisations and other stakeholders both within and beyond the 
forest sector; 

 
- developing clear monitoring, assessment and reporting functions, which are 

designed to help countries share experience and learn lessons, as well as 
providing a tool for assessing progress towards SFM; 

 
- facilitating cross-sectoral coordination nationally and internationally between 

the forest sector and other sectors, in order to reduce negative impacts on 
forests of decisions made outside the forest sector; and to provide broad 
guidance and to assist in the development of national policy and legislation; 
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- providing a mechanism for supporting and involving regional processes. 

 
39. Many experts pointed out that it is essential that financial modalities (including 
the source of funding and funding mechanisms) are considered for all options.  At the 
same time, agreed goals must be realistic in relation to funding.  Several experts referred 
to potential financial mechanisms, including the possibility of a separate Operational 
Programme for forests within the GEF or making forests a separate focal area for the 
GEF.  But it was also noted that a legally binding instrument might be necessary for GEF 
funding, and that GEF’s mandate limits the type of projects for finance.  Other ideas put 
forward included a trust fund, partnerships, World Bank funding, and a project based 
approach similar to that of the ITTO.  
 
40. Most experts mentioned that there is a need for change to the IAF in order to 
further promote the achievement of SFM.  It would be important to build on the 
achievements of the inter-governmental forest policy processes.  Experts noted that the 
current range of activities related to forests (such as national forest programmes, criteria 
and indicator processes, and the adoption of national legal frameworks for forests) had 
emerged from the IPF/IFF processes and from the IAF.  The IAF has achieved a number 
of successes, including for example recognition of forests in the Millennium Declaration 
and the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation. There is now, however, a need to move 
forward. 

 
41. The experts put forward a wide range of options for future arrangements. Several 
noted that these options fell broadly within the realm of non-legally binding instruments 
and legally binding instruments. Several experts emphasized that these approaches are 
not necessarily mutually exclusive.    
 
42. Most of the experts considered the status quo is not a viable option because of the 
importance of forests in the international agenda. Some experts said that the option of 
discontinuing the current international arrangement should not be considered further.   
   
DEVELOPING THE EXISTING INTERNATIONAL ARRANGEMENT ON FOREST 
 
43. Several experts supported the need to strengthen the IAF.  Various options and 
measures were presented in this regard.  Other experts expressed reservations about the 
effectiveness of these options and measures in strengthening the international 
arrangement on forests. 
 
44. Some experts considered that the existing international arrangement on forests 
could be strengthened, building upon past achievements and lessons learned, and 
recognizing that the international arrangement on forests has the potential to address a 
range of forest issues in a holistic and coordinated manner, advancing countries' common 
interests and focusing on real action. A number of possible aims were identified.  These 
included:  
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- revitalizing the international arrangement on forests’ role in promoting 
comprehensive and holistic dialogue on the broad set of issues associated with 
sustainable forest management; 

 
- giving the IAF a clearer focus on a limited number of issues requiring 

international political attention that are of pivotal concern to all levels (global, 
regional, national) and relevant to all actors; 

 
- focusing on the need for effective implementation on the ground in order to 

make progress towards SFM.  A number experts emphasized the importance 
of securing necessary means of implementation and the need to provide seed 
money as a catalyst; 

 
- facilitating coordination among forest-related organizations and instruments. 

As a subsidiary body of the Economic and Social Council, UNFF is well 
placed to address cross-sectoral issues affecting forests; 

 
- performing more regional and thematic activities, as well as facilitating 

country- and organization-led initiatives, and involving major groups more 
closely in the arrangement’s activities;   

  
- increasing the priority of SFM on national and international agendas, 

strengthening understanding of the positive contribution sustainable forest 
management can make to other international and national priorities (such as 
poverty reduction and sustainable development); 

 
- being clearer about the functions of the different components of the IAF, and 

ensuring that the IAF has the necessary authority, capacity and resources to 
carry out these functions; 

 
- being clearer that the purpose of the IAF is advancing country interests and 

progress towards SFM; 
 

- utilizing the CPF more extensively to carry out cooperative programs and 
initiatives. 

  
Options 
 
45. Some experts referred to a number of possible general features of such an option, 
including: 
 

- developing broad guidelines and criteria relating to SFM and its 
implementation; 
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- increasing the role of national forest programmes (NFP) for implementation at 
the country level and strengthen the NFP Facility and other  mechanisms to 
support implementation; 

 
- promoting continuous exchanges of experience and lessons learned; 
 
- a strengthened political and catalytic role for the UNFF; 

 
- creating a stronger framework for co-operation and partnership between all 

relevant actors through participatory processes;  
 

- adopting a longer term programme of work with periodic reviews; experts had 
a range of different views about whether this might be, for example,  for 3-5 
or 10-15 years; 

 
- reviewing the frequency of meetings (for example, one year policy and one 

year thematic/regional), and timing in relation to other international meetings.  
Some experts expressed their concern regarding the proliferation of meetings 
at the regional and international level;  

 
- strengthening reporting processes, taking advantage also of synergies with 

other processes, including criteria and indicator processes, and recognizing the 
capacity needs for effective reporting; 

  
- developing even closer and more substantive involvement of major groups in 

the operations and deliberations of the IAF. 
 
46. Some experts noted that a strengthening of the IAF would not preclude further 
development towards a legally binding instrument in the future, if that was the wish of 
member States. 
 
47. Experts also identified different ways in which this option could be developed. 
 
48. One option would be to strengthen the IAF, through financial strengthening, 
greater political support, a clearer mandate and a strengthened secretariat. 
 
49. Another option put forward is to develop voluntary guidelines based on the Rio 
Forest Principles to support the implementation of the IPF/IFF proposals for action on the 
ground. 
 
Guidelines could include: 
 

- Main targets and goals 
- Means of implementation including financial resources, technology transfer 

and capacity building 
- Public awareness raising 
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- Clearing house mechanism, especially related to best practices 
- Monitoring of progress and reporting 

 
 
50. Another option is to develop a Collaborative Framework on Forests.  Such an 
arrangement could consist of: 
 

- a “Declaration of Commitment on SFM” as well as  
- a clear and predictable means of implementation,  
- a strengthened reporting mechanism,  
- a stronger secretariat and CPF.  

 
51. Another option would be a political, scientific and cooperative intergovernmental 
body, with the main purpose to finance projects related to SFM.  Such an arrangement 
could consist of: 
 

- a political committee, for policy dialogue; 
- a scientific committee, for scientific and technical dialogue; 
- a financial and cooperation committee, for implementation and financing of 
projects. 

 
This option also included proposals for regional meetings. 
 
52. A further option would to develop regional and thematic arrangements. This 
would mean developing a two-tier approach whereby a programme of regional and/or 
thematic meetings would provide input to global meetings. 
 
Institutional modalities 
 
53. Some experts said that a strengthened IAF should improve its institutional 
structure, perhaps through a strengthened secretariat, and emphasise the CPF, possibly 
changing the focus and role of its secretariat.  It was also suggested that the IAF could be 
linked to FAO and UNEP and the Secretariat based in Rome. Another possibility would 
be to extend the Bureau of the future IAF with participation of one government 
representative from regional processes; and participation from the secretariat of the 
regional processes on forests in any future inter-agency collaborative mechanisms such as 
CPF. 
 
Financial modalities  
 
54. Proposals put forward included establishing a trust fund for collaborative 
activities; adopting a project approach similar to the ITTO; and accessing existing 
financial mechanisms, such as the GEF, more effectively. 
 
A CONVENTION OR PROTOCOL APPROACH 
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55. Some experts proposed the development of a convention or protocol approach.  A 
number of experts were cautious in drawing a distinction between non-legally binding 
and legally binding instruments.  It was suggested that a number of the features of a 
strengthened IAF would apply equally to a convention or protocol.  In addition, a number 
of other possible aims for a convention or protocol approach were identified.  These 
included:  

 
- providing a strong signal that forest-related issues are a matter for the 

international community; 
 

- providing a global framework for forest policy; 
 
- providing a legal basis for addressing all forest-related issues in a holistic, 

balanced and comprehensive manner while being focused on core issues. This 
would contrast with the fragmented approach to forests in existing international 
legally binding instruments; a convention on forests could reinforce existing 
forest-related obligations in these other instruments and address problems of  
fragmentation; 

 
- increasing the legislative authority for forest-related matters, at the international 

and/or national level; 
 

- providing a legal obligation for reporting by countries on progress in 
implementing SFM; 

 
- improving the level of monitoring, assessment and reporting, with a clearly 

defined approach to monitoring, assessment, reporting and compliance 
mechanisms;  

 
- promoting cooperation, financial assistance and technology transfer by generating 

financial mechanisms and by providing enabling conditions for investment in the 
forest sector; 

 
- establishment of an authoritative base required for more effective implementation 

of sustainable forest policy, including obligations to implement  binding policies 
for SFM at the national, regional and international levels; 

 
- generating greater political commitment for SFM; 
  
- providing long term reliability in terms of sources of funding; 
 
- providing a focus for collaborative action. 
 
56. Some experts pointed out that it would be necessary to define the relationship of a 
convention or protocol to other legally binding forest-related instruments, and 
international and regional processes and organizations.    
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57. Some experts expressed concern that such convention and protocol approach 
could be too rigid and not flexible enough to adapt to changing circumstances.  
 
58. Some experts emphasised the need to balance the economic, social and 
environmental aspects of SFM in any such instrument. 
 
59. A number of experts pointed out the need to determine transitional institutional 
arrangements in the interim until any legally binding instrument is adopted.  It was 
pointed out that such negotiation would take time, and suggested that meanwhile existing 
arrangements be continued.  
 
60. Representatives of major groups suggested that an argument for a Convention is 
that global forestry policies need the moral authority derived from an international legal 
instrument and a participatory, empowered central body or forum capable of providing 
policy adaptability and monitoring coordination.  On the other hand, arguments against a  
Convention were that the international community already has a clear understanding of 
the problems to be addressed and it is time to take action; negotiation of a convention will 
only delay the decisive action needed to halt the current alarming rate of deforestation; a 
legally binding instrument on forests would further legitimize commercialization of 
forests and further exclude indigenous and forest dependent peoples; it would entrench 
narrow and potentially harmful interpretations of national sovereignty over natural 
resources. 
 
Options 
  
61. In discussing options under a convention or protocol approach, a number of 
experts expressed their preference for a framework convention. A framework convention 
could address matters of common interests; it could also provide for the agreement of 
regional protocols appropriate to particular regions, and for thematic protocols dealing 
with more specific technical matters.  The experts noted that this option could provide 
flexibility to respond to different themes or regional situations. 
 
62. Another option discussed by experts was the adoption of a protocol under an 
existing international convention. Two existing international instruments that were 
referred to for this option were CBD and UNFCCC.  Any such protocol would need to 
fall within the mandate of the parent convention.  
 
Institutional modalities 
 
63. The coverage of this instrument, and its relation to other existing legally binding 
instruments, would need careful assessment.  Some experts noted that a forest-related 
instrument may not bind other instruments. 
  
Financial modalities  
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64. Some experts noted that a convention or protocol might provide access to new 
funding mechanisms, including more explicit recognition and direct access to funds such 
as GEF. Another possibility is the potential for a dedicated forest financial mechanism.  
 
65. Some experts expressed concern that countries might face new obligations 
without having the additional financial means to fulfill those obligations. It was regarded 
as important to examine all implications before committing to a new legally binding 
instrument. 
 
  

C. Matters for the consideration of the United Nations Forum on Forests   
 
66. The group, in adopting its report, recommended that the UNFF at its fifth 
session, to take place at the United Nations Headquarters in New York from 16 to 27 
May 2005, consider and build upon the richness of the constructive discussions and 
exchange of views of the ad hoc expert group over four days, reflected in this report.  
 
67. Some experts noted that there was further work that needed to be done. The 
possibility of continuing the dialogue on possible options in advance of UNFF5 was 
raised.  Some experts said that any such discussions should be open, transparent 
and inclusive.  Suggestions were made about the use of electronic communications to 
facilitate such a dialogue. 
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