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Summary 
 
This briefing paper assesses the progress made in indigenous participation in forest 
policy making at the UN and reviews the extent to which indigenous peoples have 
achieved recognition of their rights and inclusion of their concerns in international 
forest policy. The paper outlines the key demands made by indigenous peoples at the 
UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in 1992 and the 
Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD) during 1993-1995. An evaluation of 
progress made by indigenous peoples in the ad hoc Intergovernmental Panel on 
Forests (IPF) and Intergovernmental Forum on Forests (IFF) during 1995-2000 
pinpoints gains and identifies remaining obstacles to obtaining effective participation 
and achieving demands. The discussion then examines the mandate, roles and 
functions of the new “international arrangement on forests” involving the United 
Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) and Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) - a 
consortium of forest-related international instruments and multilateral agencies. The 
principal aims of the briefing are to take stock of the progress made to date and to 
furnish indigenous peoples and NGOs with a guide to existing mechanisms for 
participation, plus possible future options for influencing international forest policy 
processes. 
 
The analysis finds that the UNCED agreements on forests have established 
progressive “soft” international norms under Agenda 21 that recognise the right of 
indigenous peoples to participate in UN policy-making and in the national 
implementation of sustainable forest development. However, in UNCED follow-up 
meetings at CSD, indigenous organisations complained that the UN had not revised its 
rigid rules to enable effective indigenous participation. A significant step forward 
came in the mid-1990s with the establishment of the more open ad hoc IPF to help 
discuss and facilitate UNCED agreements on forests. This more informal arrangement 
included participatory intersessional meetings and workshops where indigenous 
participants were able to broaden the forest policy debate. The analysis reveals that of 
the total of 300 IFF/IPF Proposals for Action (PfA) to combat deforestation and 
achieve sustainable forest management, 78 address indirectly or directly indigenous 
proposals on land tenure, participation, cross-sectoral policies, community forest 
management and traditional forest-related knowledge. Indigenous proposals that were 
not incorporated in the PfA relate to demands for self-determination, the 
mainstreaming of the UN Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples into 
international forest policy, and the provision of funds to enable indigenous 
participation in UN fora dealing with forest issues. 
 
The second part of the briefing emphasises the need to consolidate the gains made 
under IPF and IFF under the new UNFF by pressing governments to implement 
agreed actions to protect the rights of forest peoples and address the underlying causes 
of forest destruction. It is stressed that the UNFF will only be effective in promoting 
implementation if it adopts an open and participatory system of monitoring and 
reporting that can help identify obstacles and highlight successes in achieving 
sustainable forest management. The report stresses that the final modalities for the 
UNFF have not yet been decided. It concludes that indigenous peoples and NGOs 
need to apply continued pressure to ensure that the UNFF builds on the progressive 
participatory practices developed under the IPF and IFF, and draws on other positive 
models being introduced under related international processes such as the CBD. 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
Devastating and shocking rates of deforestation in the tropics during the 1970s and 
1980s caused widespread international concern and resulted in the expansion and 
consolidation of popular environmental movements in the North and South. In  
developing countries, the increasing pressure on forests from extractive industries, 
colonisation and huge infrastructure projects resulted in the mobilisation of 
indigenous peoples and other forest dwellers who began to organise to defend their 
forest territories from destructive development. In many parts of Latin America and 
Asia, local and national indigenous organisations emerged to press governments to 
respect the right of indigenous peoples to land security and to a healthy environment. 
By the mid-1980s, indigenous networks in tropical forest countries had begun to form 
regional alliances in a co-ordinated effort to counter top-down development policies 
which caused extensive suffering, impoverishment and forced displacement of 
indigenous communities and the expropriation of their forest lands. 
 
In the face of the growing global environmental crisis, the United Nations formed the 
World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) in 1983 to 
investigate the impacts and causes of environmental degradation in developing 
countries. Some WCED hearings received testimonies from indigenous peoples who 
called for states and development agencies to guarantee protections for indigenous 
land and resource rights and to recognise the value of traditional knowledge and 
resource use a alternative models for a more ecologically viable form of development. 
These testimonies influenced the final 1987 WCED report, which emphasised the 
value of traditional environmental knowledge and the need to empower indigenous 
and local communities and safeguard their territories: 
 

“The starting point for a just and humane policy for such groups is the recognition 
and protection of their rights to land and other resources that sustain their way of 
life…”1 

 
Crucially, the WCED also stressed that sustainable development could only be 
achieved by the active participation of all interested parties, including indigenous 
peoples, in the formulation and implementation of development policies. In practice, 
however, the end of the 1980s witnessed accelerating rates of deforestation and more 
national development projects that threatened indigenous lands and forest-based 
livelihoods. With the support of international activists, indigenous movements in 
Latin America, India and Indonesia were successful in publicising the tragic impacts 
of large dams, government colonisation programmes, industrial logging and road-
building on indigenous peoples and their forest environment. 
 
UN agencies and World Bank responded to the forest crisis in the tropics with the 
Tropical Forestry Action Plan (TFAP). Indigenous peoples and NGOs criticised the 
plan for being yet another top-down, timber-centric, technocratic programme that 
failed to address the underlying causes of deforestation and continued to marginalise 
indigenous and other forest-dependent peoples in policy-making and implementation.2 

                                                 
1 World Commission on Environment and Development (1987) Our Common Future Oxford 
University Press, Oxford at page 116 
2 Colchester, M and Lohmann, L (1990) The Tropical Forestry Action Plan: what progress? World 
Rainforest Movement and The Ecologist, Penang and Sturminster Newton 
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The well-researched criticisms of the TFAP undertaken by NGOs like the World 
Rainforest Movement (WRM) persuaded the G7 leaders in 1991 to call for a radical 
reform of the plan. NGO proposals for a full participatory framework overseen by an 
independent panel were supported by nearly all parties, but rejected by the governing 
body of the Food and Agriculture Organisation. 
 
At the beginning of the 1990s, indigenous and NGO activists from tropical forest 
countries began to work together to try to influence international forest policies by 
developing joint statements calling for the participation of indigenous peoples in 
national and international fora dealing with forests. In 1991, social and environmental 
NGOs were partially successful in convincing the World Bank to adopt a cross-
sectoral framework in its Forest Strategy, which also addressed the rights of forest 
dwellers and applied a precautionary approach to financing logging operations in 
primary tropical forests.  
 
In February 1992, indigenous organisations in Latin America, Asia and Africa 
formalised their advocacy network as the International Alliance of Indigenous and 
Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forests at a conference in Penang, Malaysia. At its 
founding conference, the International Alliance issued its Charter of the Indigenous-
Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forests. The Charter calls for sustainable forest 
management based on secure land tenure and resource rights for forest dwellers, 
respect for the right of prior informed consent and the right of indigenous peoples to 
participate in all decision-making processes affecting forests and forest-dependent 
peoples. 
 
The International Alliance and other indigenous organisations mobilised to present 
their statements and recommendations to governmental delegates at the first United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), held in Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil in July 1992 (the “Rio Summit”, which is also sometimes referred to as 
the “Earth Summit”). The gathering of indigenous and NGOs activists at the Rio 
Summit also resulted in the Kari Oca Declaration, which drew heavily on the 
“Charter” and set out indigenous participants’ demands and recommendations for 
sustainable development based on the principles of self-determination, self-
development and respect for fundamental rights to land and cultural heritage. 
 
The mobilisation of the indigenous movement around UNCED succeeded in 
establishing progressive international norms and standards including the recognition 
of indigenous peoples as a “major group” who should participate in the 
implementation of the agenda for action proposed by UNCED known as Agenda 21. 
Progressive language on the rights of indigenous peoples was also incorporated in a 
set of non-binding Forest Principles on sustainable forest management and in Chapter 
11 of Agenda 21 addressing deforestation. Key indigenous rights on land, customary 
rights and benefit sharing were also recognised in the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD), which was agreed at UNCED and entered into force in 1994. 
 
The huge task of overseeing and reviewing the implementation of Agenda 21 was 
given to the UN Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD). To advance its 
work on forests, CSD established an open-ended, ad-hoc Intergovernmental Panel on 
Forests (IPF) in 1995 to review and facilitate intergovernmental consensus on actions 
needed on forests and forest-related issues.  
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Indigenous representatives participated in IPF sessions and were able to co-organise 
an intersessional meeting with NGOs and governments on the “Management, 
Conservation and Sustainable Development of All Types of Forests” in Leticia, 
Colombia in 1996. This meeting resulted in the Leticia Declaration, which underlines 
earlier indigenous demands and makes recommendations for holistic, cross-sectoral 
and participatory forest policies and programmes.  
 
In 1997, the IPF Proposals for Action were endorsed by UNGASS at Rio + 5, which 
also set up another ad-hoc intergovernmental body known as the Intergovernmental 
Forum on Forests (IFF) to implement them. However, little progress was made at IFF 
due to the fact that its work became bogged down by disagreements on a Forest 
Convention. Despite these obstacles, indigenous peoples and NGOs were again able 
to make input to the forest policy deliberations. They also successful in initiating 
another inclusive intersessional meeting, this time on the “Underlying Causes of 
Deforestation”, which was held in Costa Rica in 1999.  
 
After five years of intergovernmental dialogue, the IPF and IFF processes culminated 
in 300 Proposals for Action on Forests. A significant number of these proposals go 
some way to addressing indigenous concerns and recommendations. In October 2000, 
the ad-hoc nature of the IFF was formalised by the Economic and Social Council 
(ECOSOC) with the established the United Forum on Forests (UNFF) whose mandate 
is to provide an open and participatory global forum for forest policy implementation 
and development. There are two key tasks of the UNFF that are of particular concern 
to indigenous peoples and NGOs. The first is to promote the implementation of 
proposals for action. The other is the UNFF function of monitoring, assessing and 
reporting on progress of agreed international commitments on forests. 
 
Part One of this briefing assesses the extent to which indigenous demands made at 
the Rio Summit affected the outcomes of UNCED and how these demands and more 
recent recommendations made by indigenous peoples have been addressed by the 
IPF/IFF Proposals for Action. The aim is to summarise advances made in establishing 
soft norms both at Rio and in the subsequent intergovernmental dialogue on forests 
during the 1990s. Although this briefing notes the significant progress made under the 
CBD, a detailed analysis of relevant CBD standards on forests and forest peoples is 
beyond the scope of this paper and will therefore be dealt with by a separate FPP 
briefing. 
 
Part Two aims to provide some practical guidance on how indigenous peoples and 
other forest-dependent peoples can participate in the UNFF and use this political 
space to press governments and international agencies to fulfil agreed social and 
environmental commitments on forests.  
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2.0 Indigenous Demands Made at the Earth Summit (1992) 
 
As many as one thousand indigenous representatives travelled to Rio in July 1992 to 
witness states negotiating issues surrounding environment and development and the 
future of the World’s forests. Formally excluded from the intergovernmental 
negotiations, indigenous peoples and NGOs set up a parallel “Earth Parliament” on 
the outskirts of Rio. Indigenous leaders also built an intertribal village 30 Km north of 
Rio at Kari-Oca, where indigenous peoples and activists elaborated alternative 
statements and succeeded in drawing media attention to their alternative summit.  
 
The gathering of indigenous peoples persuaded the organisers of the UN conference 
to meet indigenous leaders who presented them with their concerns. Many of the basic 
concerns built on earlier declarations that had been made by the indigenous movement 
since the 1970s. Others like the Charter of the International Alliance were more recent 
and focused on the global forest crisis in the tropics. The participants at Kari Oca also 
issued their own statement on environment and development called the Kari Oca 
Declaration. These statements and declarations made core demands in accordance 
with declarations made to other UN fora which call for governments, the UN and 
international agencies to: 
 
 Approve and adopt the UN Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples; 

 
 Recognise indigenous peoples as “peoples” in all UN processes and as distinct 

from NGOs and other independent sectors and guarantee their right to participate 
directly, and on an equal basis, as indigenous peoples in all fora; 

 
 Respect and promote indigenous self-determination and self-development based 

on their own priorities, values and traditional resources; 
 
 Eliminate the concept of terra nullius “empty land” and baldía: “unused land” 

from national and international laws; 
 
 Recognise and protect prior collective, inalienable territorial ownership rights over 

traditional territories including over so-called state forests and other lands; 
 
 Secure the right of indigenous peoples to own, use, manage and control their 

traditional territories; 
 
 Respect the right of free, prior and informed consent for projects, programmes and 

policies that affect indigenous peoples and their territories; 
 
 Respect and recognise the customary law of indigenous peoples in international 

and national laws; 
 
 Endorse and implement ILO Convention 169 on Indigenous Peoples; 

 
Both the Charter of the International Alliance and the Kari Oca Declaration make 
specific recommendations in relation to indigenous forest territories and international 
and national forest policies and programmes (Box 1 and Box 2): 
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Box 1: Key Principles and demands relating to forest policy and protected areas 
in the Charter of the Indigenous-Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forests a 
 
(Statement of the International Alliance of the Indigenous-Tribal Peoples of the 
Tropical Forests, Penang, Malaysia, 15 February 1992) 
 
 All policies towards forests must be based on a respect for cultural diversity, for a 

promotion of indigenous models of living, and an understanding that our peoples have 
developed ways of life closely attuned to our environment (Article 5) 

 
 There can be no rational or sustainable development of the forests and of our peoples 

until our fundamental rights as peoples are respected (Article 12) 
 
 The recognition, definition and demarcation of our territories in accordance with our 

local and customary systems of ownership and use (Article 14) 
 
 The right to the exclusive use and ownership of the territories which we occupy. Such 

territories should be inalienable, not subject to distraint and unnegotiable (Article 16) 
 
 Control of our territories and the resources we depend on: all development in our areas 

should only go ahead with the free and informed consent of the indigenous people 
involved or affected (Article 20) 

 
 The right to be informed, consulted and, above all, to participate in the making of 

decisions on legislation or policies: and in the formulation, implementation or evaluation 
of any development project, be it at local, national or international levels, whether 
private or of the state, that may affect our future directly or indirectly  (Article 23) 

 
 Halt all new logging concessions and suspend existing ones, that affect our 

territories…(Article 35) 
 
 Logging concessions on lands adjacent to our territories, or which have an impact on our 

environment, must comply with operating conditions…laid down by indigenous peoples, 
who should participate in ensuring that these are complied with (Article 36) 

 
 The protection of existing natural forests should take priority over reforestation (Article 

37) 
 
 Reforestation programmes should be prioritised on degraded lands, giving priority to the 

regeneration of native forests, including the recovery of all the functions of tropical 
forests, and not being restricted only to timber values (Article 38) 

 
 Reforestation programmes on our territories should be developed under the 

control of our communities. Species should be selected by us in accordance with 
our needs (Article 39) 

 
 
 
a: The full Charter is available at http://www.gn.apc.org/iaip/chart/char1.html  
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Box 2: Key Principles and demands relating to forest policy and protected areas 
in the Kari Oca Declaration and Indigenous Peoples Earth Charter, b 25-30 May 
1992 
 
 Where indigenous territories have been degraded, resources must be made available to 

restore them…Within this process of recuperation the compensation for the historical 
ecological debt must be taken into account…Nation states must revise in depth agrarian, 
mining and forest policies (35) 

 
 Parks must not be created at the expense of indigenous peoples. There is no way to 

separate indigenous peoples from their lands (41) 
 
 Indigenous peoples must not be removed from their lands in order to make it available to 

settlers or other forms of economic activity on their lands (42) 
 
 Traditional areas must be protected against present and future forms of environmental 

degradation (46) 
 
 The Forests are being destroyed in the name of development and economical gains 

without considering the destruction of ecological balance. These activities do not benefit 
human beings, animals, birds and fish. The logging concessions and incentives to the 
timber, cattle and mining industries affecting the ecosystems and natural resources 
should be cancelled (58) 

 
 The indigenous peoples’ strategies should be kept in a reference framework for the 

formulation and application of national policies on environment and biodiversity (60) 
 
 Recognising indigenous peoples’ harmonious relationship with Nature, indigenous 

sustainable development strategies and cultural values must be respected as a distinct 
and vital sources of knowledge (67) 

 
 In order for indigenous peoples to assume control, management and administration of 

their resources and territories, development projects must be based on the principles of 
self-determination and self-management (69a) 

 
 Our sacred and ceremonial sites should be protected and considered the patrimony of 

indigenous peoples and humanity (89) 
 
 The traditional knowledge of herbs and plants must be protected and passed on to future 

generations (96) 
 
 Traditions cannot be separated from land (and) territory (97) 

 
 At local, national, international levels, governments must commit funds to new and 

existing resources to education and training for indigenous peoples, to achieve their 
sustainable development, to contribute and to participate in sustainable and equitable 
development at all levels (107) 

 
 
 
b The full Kari-Oca Declaration and Indigenous Peoples’ Earth Charter is reproduced in 
International Alliance of Indigenous-Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forest (1997) Indigenous 
Peoples, Forests and Biodiversity  IWGIA, Copenhagen at pages 32-43 
 



 13

3.0 Advances and Outcomes of UNCED 
 
Most indigenous peoples and NGOs agree that their presence and statements at the 
Rio Summit did have positive outcomes in the UNCED intergovernmental agreements 
on forests, conservation and sustainable development. At the time, indigenous peoples 
and other activists were disappointed that governments had not shown the political 
will to sign up to a binding instrument to address the global forest crisis and secure 
their rights to land and self-determination. They were also disheartened that even the 
binding Convention on Biological Diversity adopted at the summit reaffirms the 
sovereignty of nation states over natural resources.  
 
Nevertheless, the Rio Declaration did recognise the importance of informed 
participation (Principle 10) and of the potential valuable role of indigenous peoples in 
achieving sustainable development. Principle 22 states: 
 

Indigenous people and their communities, and other local communities, have 
a vital role in environmental management and development because of their 
knowledge and traditional practices. States should recognise and duly 
support their identity, culture and interests and enable their effective 
participation in the achievement of sustainable development  see 
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/conf151/aconf15126-1annex1.htm 

 
There is also now a recognition among those who lobbied at UNCED that the agreed 
intergovernmental plan of action for implementing sustainable development, known 
as Agenda 21, does contain a number of useful elements. Agenda 21 is a 
comprehensive body of international soft law that contains progressive norms and new 
standards on indigenous peoples, forests and development. Though these principles 
are non-binding, they do have moral force and have the potential to be used 
effectively in negotiations by indigenous peoples pushing for improved standards at 
the national and international levels.3 As governments have signed up to these 
principles, they should, in theory at least, find it difficult to object to their application 
in practice or even in legal frameworks. 
  
3.1 Forest Principles 
 
The Forest Principles are the short-hand term for the Non-legally Binding 
Authoritative Statement of Principles for a Global Consensus on the Management, 
Conservation and Sustainable Development of All Types of Forests. This instrument 
contains some negative and statements under principles 1(a) and 2(a), which affirm 
the “sovereign” right of nation-states to “convert” forests to other uses under national 
plans and policies. There are also several unwelcome principles that promote 
plantations. However, the Principles do contain some useful language that recognises 
(Box 3): 
 
• the multiple social, cultural, economic and ecological value of forests 
• the importance of local participation in forest policy-making 
• the need to support indigenous and local community rights 

                                                 
3 See page 120 in Posey, D and Dutfield G (1996) Beyond Intellectual Property: toward traditional 
resource rights for indigenous and local communities IDRC, Ottawa 
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Box 3 - Some positive elements in the Forest Principles agreed by governments at 
UNCED, 1992 (emphasis added in bold) c 
 
1(b) Forestry issues and opportunities should be examined in a holistic and balanced manner 
within the overall context of environment and development, taking into consideration the 
multiple functions and uses of forests, including traditional uses... 
  
2 (b) Forest resources and forest lands should be sustainably managed to meet the social, 
economic, ecological, cultural and spiritual needs of present and future generations. These 
needs are for forest products and services, such as wood and wood products, water, food, 
fodder, medicine, fuel, shelter, employment, recreation, habitats for wildlife, landscape 
diversity, carbon sinks and reservoirs, and for other forest products… 
 
2(d) Governments should promote and provide opportunities for the participation of 
interested parties, including local communities and indigenous people, industries, labour, 
non-governmental organizations and individuals, forest dwellers and women, in the 
development, implementation and planning of national forest policies. 
 
5 (a) National forest policies should recognize and duly support the identity, culture and the 
rights of indigenous people, their communities and other communities and forest dwellers. 
Appropriate conditions should be promoted for these groups to enable them to have an 
economic stake in forest use, perform economic activities, and achieve and maintain cultural 
identity and social organization, as well as adequate levels of livelihood and well-being, 
through, inter alia, those land tenure arrangements which serve as incentives for the 
sustainable management of forests.  
 
5 (b) The full participation of women in all aspects of the management, conservation and 
sustainable development of forests should be actively promoted.  
 
8(f) National policies and/or legislation aimed at management, conservation and sustainable 
development of forests should include the protection of ecologically viable representative or 
unique examples of forests, including primary/old-growth forests, cultural, spiritual, 
historical, religious and other unique and valued forests of national importance. 
 
9(c) National policy formulation with respect to all types of forests should take account of the 
pressures and demands imposed on forest ecosystems and resources from influencing factors 
outside the forest sector, and intersectoral means of dealing with these pressures and 
demands should be sought.  
 
12(d) Appropriate indigenous capacity and local knowledge regarding the conservation and 
sustainable development of forests should, through institutional and financial support and in 
collaboration with the people in the local communities concerned, be recognized, respected, 
recorded, developed and, as appropriate, introduced in the implementation of programmes. 
Benefits arising from the utilization of indigenous knowledge should therefore be equitably 
shared with such people.  
 
13 (e) Fiscal, trade, industrial, transportation and other policies and practices that may lead 
to forest degradation should be avoided. Adequate policies, aimed at management, 
conservation and sustainable development of forests, including, where appropriate, 
incentives, should be encouraged.. 
 
c See http://www.un.org/documents/ga/conf151/aconf15126-3annex3.htm 
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3.2 Chapter 26 of Agenda 21 
 
Chapter 26 of Agenda 21 is a key positive outcome of UNCED because it officially 
recognises indigenous people(s) as an independent “major group” that must be 
actively engaged in UN intergovernmental processes to implement agreed 
commitments on forests and environment and development. In other words, Chapter 
26 establishes the right of indigenous peoples to participate in all UN fora dealing 
with forests and sustainable development. Crucially, Chapter 26 stresses the need to 
empower indigenous peoples (Ch.26.3.a) and ensure their informed participation in 
sustainable development (Box 4): 
 
Box 4: Some key provisions on participation, rights and capacity building in  
Chapter 26 of Agenda 21 on Recognizing and Strengthening the Role of 
Indigenous People and their Communities d 

 
26.3: In full partnership with indigenous people and their communities, governments, and 
where appropriate, intergovernmental organizations should aim at the following objectives:  
  
(b) Establishment, where appropriate, of arrangements to strengthen the active participation 
of indigenous people and their communities in the national formulation of policies, laws and 
programmes relating to resource management and other development processes that may 
affect them, and their initiation of proposals for such policies and programmes; 
 
(c) Involvement of indigenous people and their communities at the national and local levels in 
resource management and conservation strategies and other relevant programmes 
established to support and review sustainable development strategies, such as those suggested 
in other programme areas of Agenda 21. 
 
 26.5 (a) “…Appoint a special focal point within each international organization, and 
organize annual interorganizational coordination meetings in consultation with Governments 
and indigenous organizations, as appropriate, and develop a procedure within and between 
operational agencies for assisting Governments in ensuring the coherent and coordinated 
incorporation of the views of indigenous people in the design and implementation of policies 
and programmes… 
 
26.6…(a) Develop or strengthen national arrangements to consult with indigenous people 
and their communities with a view to reflecting their needs and incorporating their values and 
traditional and other knowledge and practices in national policies and programmes in the 
field of natural resource management and conservation and other development programmes 
affecting them 
 
26.8 Governments should incorporate, in collaboration with the indigenous people affected, 
the rights and responsibilities of indigenous people and their communities in the legislation of 
each country, suitable to the country's specific situation. Developing countries may require 
technical assistance to implement these activities.  
 
26.9 International development agencies and Governments should commit financial and other 
resources to education and training for indigenous people and their communities to develop 
their capacities to achieve their sustainable self-development, and to contribute to and 
participate in sustainable and equitable development at the national level. Particular 
attention should be given to strengthening the role of indigenous women. 
 
d See complete version of Ch 26 at http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/agenda21chapter26.htm 
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3.3 Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 on Combatting Deforestation 
 
A number of indigenous demands for the removal of perverse incentives and the 
recognition that land tenure issues are central to any strategy to conserve forests were 
also addressed under Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 on agreed actions to combat 
deforestation (Box 5): 
 
Box 5: Some progressive language addressing the concerns of indigenous peoples in 
Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 - Combating Deforestation agreed by governments at 
UNCED, July 1992 
 
A. Sustaining the multiple roles and functions of all types of forests 
11.3(b) Promoting participation of the private sector, labour unions, rural cooperatives, local 
communities, indigenous people, youth, women, user groups and non-governmental organizations 
in forest-related activities, and access to information and training programmes within the national 
context; 
 
11.3(c) …promoting adequate legislation and other measures as a basis against uncontrolled 
conversion to other types of land uses; 
 
B. Enhancing the protection, sustainable management and conservation of all forests 
11.11 The present situation calls for urgent and consistent action for conserving and sustaining 
forest resources… It should include the consideration of land use and tenure patterns and local 
needs and should spell out and clarify the specific objectives of the different types of greening 
activities; 
 
11.13 (b) Establishing, expanding and managing, as appropriate to each national context, 
protected area systems, which includes systems of conservation units for their environmental, 
social and spiritual functions and values, including…supportive measures to ensure sustainable 
utilization of biological resources and conservation of biological diversity and the traditional 
forest habitats of indigenous people, forest dwellers and local communities; 
 
11.13(i) Launching or improving opportunities for participation of all people, including youth, 
women, indigenous people and local communities in the formulation, development and 
implementation of forest-related programmes and other activities, taking due account of the local 
needs and cultural values; 
 
11.18 (c) (c) Supporting local organizations, communities, non-governmental organizations and 
private land owners, in particular women, youth, farmers and indigenous people/shifting 
cultivators, through extension and provision of inputs and training; 
 
C. Promoting recovery of the full valuation of goods and services provided by forests 
11.22 Governments, with the support of the private sector, scientific institutions, indigenous people, 
non-governmental organizations, cooperatives and entrepreneurs, where appropriate, should 
undertake the following activities…(b) Formulating scientifically sound criteria and guidelines for 
the management, conservation and sustainable development of all types of forests;… (f) 
Promoting/popularizing non-wood forest products …through programmes and social 
forestry/participatory forest activities, including research on their processing and uses; …(h) 
Promoting and supporting the management of wildlife, as well as eco-tourism, including farming, 
and encouraging and supporting the husbandry and cultivation of wild species, for improved rural 
income and employment, ensuring economic and social benefits without harmful ecological 
impacts. 
e See http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/agenda21chapter11.htm 
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3.4 Convention on Biological Diversity 
 
The main binding instrument of clear relevance to forests and conservation, which 
came out of the Rio Summit was the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), that 
entered in to force in 1994. The Convention has so far been ratified by 182 states. 
Like other agreements at Rio, Article 3 of the CBD affirms that states have the  
“sovereign right to exploit their own resources pursuant to their own environmental 
policies”. However, it is important to note that this does not in any way diminish the 
responsibilities of states-parties to respect and protect the human rights of indigenous 
peoples. These human rights relate to their special relationship to land and natural 
resources and their right to be consulted about decisions and activities which affect 
them. These rights are safeguarded under key human rights instruments ratified by 
many states, including the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 
Discrimination (CERD) and International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
(ICCPR) as well as regional instruments like the American Convention on Human 
Rights. In this context, any process to identify and establish parks and protected areas 
must achieve: 
 
• prior resolution of indigenous peoples’ rights 
• indigenous peoples’ free, prior and informed consent4 
 
While most provisions in the CBD assert or assume state dominion over natural 
resources, Articles 8j, 10c and 10d are useful provisions which address indigenous 
demands for informed consent (in relation to knowledge), benefit sharing and the right 
to manage their territories and resources according to customary law (Box 6). These 
articles establish binding principles, but do not detail the mechanisms for their 
implementation. These mechanisms are still being developed by expert groups and the 
Conference of Parties (COP) to the Convention (see section 5.6 below). 
 
Box 6: Key Articles on indigenous peoples, benefit sharing, intellectual property 
rights and natural resource management in the Convention on Biological 
Diversity f (Each Contracting Party shall, as far as possible and as appropriate:) 
 
-Subject to its national legislation, respect, preserve and maintain knowledge, innovations 
and practices of indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles relevant 
for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity and promote their wider 
application with the approval and involvement of the holders of such knowledge, innovations 
and practices and encourage the equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the utilization 
of such knowledge, innovations and practices (Article 8(j)); 
 
-Protect and encourage customary use of biological resources in accordance with traditional 
cultural practices that are compatible with conservation or sustainable use requirements 
(Article 10 (c)) 
 
- Support local populations to develop and implement remedial action in degraded areas 
where biological diversity has been reduced… (Article 10(d)) 
f See http://www.biodiv.org/convention/articles.asp 

                                                 
4 Forest Peoples Programme, Fern, Friends of the Earth International, Greenpeace International, World 
Rainforest Movement (2001) The Convention on Biological Diversity, State Sovereignty and 
Indigenous Peoples’ Rights  Legal Briefing 1, www.fern.org 
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3.5 Commission on Sustainable Development 
 
Following the Rio Summit, the UN created the Commission on Sustainable 
Development (CSD) within the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) in 1993 to 
review progress on the implementation of Agenda 21 and other UNCED agreements. 
The CSD was given five years to carry out the review and report to the UN General 
Assembly in 1997. 
 
Indigenous peoples’ organisations (IPOs) and NGOs participated in CSD meetings in 
1995 and 1996. At CSD3 in 1995, the International Alliance made several statements 
that highlighted the failure of CSD to properly implement Chapter 26 of Agenda 21 
that guarantees the right of indigenous peoples to represent themselves as distinct 
accredited indigenous organisations. Although recognised as a “major group”, 
ECOSOC had not updated its cumbersome and slow accreditation rules. For this 
reason, many IPOs and NGO representatives without UN accreditation were only able 
to participate in the CSD under the name of other established and accredited NGOs 
like IUCN, FoE, TWN and Survival International. The International Alliance urged 
CSD to reform its rules to foster more direct participation by IPOs. Part of the agenda 
for the 1995 CSD session involved the review of progress on implementing Chapter 
11 of Agenda 21 on Combatting Deforestation. IPOs and NGOs like the International 
Alliance and the World Rainforest Movement (WRM) made submissions to CSD3, 
which underlined the need to address social, economic and political issues in order to 
tackle the global forest crisis. The central argument of these submissions was that 
deforestation cannot be tackled without guaranteeing the long-term land and 
livelihood security of both indigenous peoples and other forest dependent peoples 
inside and adjacent to forests, and of poor rural peoples outside forests. Key points 
made to the CSD were: 
 
 international and government efforts to combat deforestation must start with the 

recognition and protection of the rights of indigenous peoples and other forest 
dependent peoples; 

 there is a need to make forest policies and UN agreements on forests consistent 
with the UN Draft Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples; 

 intergovernmental agreements should acknowledge the role of land reform in 
reducing pressures on forests; 

 the root causes of deforestation lie in the denial of rights of local people and in 
social and economic inequities both within developing countries and between the 
North and South; 

 Global and national forest policies must adopt a cross-sectoral approach to take 
account of the social, political and economic dimensions of forest loss; 

 CSD and other UN agencies should adopt more inclusive mechanisms for direct 
participation of indigenous peoples and other local people in UN committees and 
policy-making; 

 The UN’s fragmented approach to setting international standards on human rights, 
environment and trade should be more co-ordinated; 

 Support the establishment of a UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Peoples.5 
                                                 
5 World Rainforest Movement (1995) Submission to the UN Commission on Sustainable Development 
Referring to “Combatting Deforestation” and the “Forest Principles” WRM, Penang; International 
Alliance (1995) “Alliance Submission to CSDIII, April 1995, New York” pp.52-54 in International 
Alliance (1996) Indigenous Peoples, Forests, and Biodiversity IWGIA, Copenhagen 
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A major lesson from engagement with CSD was that government reports on progress 
on agreed commitments not surprisingly focus on isolated “success” stories or new 
initiatives, which reveal little about key obstacles to implementation. IPO and NGO 
engagement with CSD has shown how their independent critiques can highlight the 
failure of governments to fulfil UNCED agreements and help identify problems that 
require action. In other words, direct submission of statements and reports can reveal 
which international norms are not applied in practice within countries and the reasons 
why they are not complied with.6 
 
IPOs and NGOs also questioned the CSD decision to allocate its work on forests to 
the Food and Agriculture Organisation’s (FAO) Committee on Forests (COFO). 
Indigenous peoples were sceptical that their rights would not be properly considered 
in forest policies developed by a specialised UN agency like the FAO, which had 
tended to support commercial logging and plantations at the expense of local 
communities under the top-down initiatives like the Tropical Forestry Action Plan 
(TFAP).  
 
At the same time, there were worrying signs that the FAO supported the development 
of a narrowly conceived Forest Convention.  Civil society groups and NGOs argued 
that a Forest Convention was premature and the FAO was not the right body to 
develop such an instrument. Influential Southern governments like Brazil were also 
opposed to a Convention. CSD agreed on a compromise and acted on suggestions for 
the creation of an open, intergovernmental and interagency panel to review global 
forest policy-making. In its third session, the CSD established the Ad Hoc 
Intergovernmental Panel on Forests (IPF), which was mandated to meet four times to 
consider specific issues and recommend future actions relating to forests and then 
report its findings to CSD in 1997. 
 
4.0 International Forest Policy-making at the United Nations 
 
The creation of an ad hoc forum at the UN to address global forest policy provided 
space for IPOs and NGOs to widen the forest debate during the mid-late 1990s and 
take it beyond the narrow technical solutions previously proposed by 
intergovernmental bodies and UN agencies. Country-led intersessional meetings, 
which do not have to follow rigid formal ECOSOC rules for participation, were found 
to be especially effective as a political space to reiterate indigenous peoples’ demands 
and recommendations. With active and broad participation in these intersessional 
meetings, indigenous peoples and civil society organisations were able to introduce 
the key issues of land tenure, social justice and accountability to the process of 
international policy-making on forests.7 This section aims to summarise the extent to 
which indigenous demands have been met in international forest policy and to 
pinpoint remaining gaps. The second part of this section outlines the structure and 
function of the new “international arrangement on forests”, which includes the 
United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF) established by ECOSOC in 2000. 

                                                 
6 See Tauli-Corpuz, V (1997) “Three-years after Rio: an indigenous assessment” pp.39-50 in Büchi, S, 
Erni, C, Jurt, L and Rüeg, C (Eds)(1997) Indigenous Peoples, Environment and Development IWGIA, 
Copenhagen 
7 Colchester, M (1997) National Sovereignty, Free Trade and Forest Peoples’ Rights: breaking an 
international logjam?  Paper prepared for the Finnish Forest Action Group’s publication “Finland and 
the Forests of the World”, FPP, October 1997 
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4.1 Intergovernmental Panel on Forests (IPF) 
 
The IPF was established as a relatively informal interim body with a mandate to 
“pursue a consensus and formulate options for further actions in order to combat 
deforestation, and forest degradation and to promote the management, conservation 
and sustainable development of all types of forests”. The IPF met four times between 
1995 and 1997 to consider five main themes: 
 
I The implementation of UNCED decisions related to forests 
II International Co-operation 
III Research and criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management 
IV Trade and environment 
V International and multilateral institutions and instruments, including legal 

mechanisms 
 
IPOs and NGOs made statements and circulated position papers at all four IPF 
sessions. These statements reiterated demands made at CSD by continuing to call for 
cross-sectoral policies, improved mechanisms for participation in forest policy-
making at the national and international levels, and an explicit recognition that 
realising the rights of indigenous and other forest peoples is essential to slowing 
deforestation and achieving sustainable forest management.8 Before IPF3, the 
International Alliance proposed and sought government sponsors for an intersessional 
meeting on “Indigenous Peoples, Local Communities and Forests”. The Danish 
government agreed to sponsor the event and soon after the Colombian government 
agreed to host the meeting in Leticia in the state of Amazonas.  
 
The meeting was co-organised by the International Alliance, the Co-ordinating Body 
of Indigenous Organizations of the Amazon Basic (COICA) and the Organisation of 
Indigenous Peoples of the Colombian Amazon (OPIAC). IPOs and NGOs agree that 
this inclusive intersessional meeting, held in December 1996, set new precedents for 
the broad-based and open participation of indigenous peoples and NGOs in forest 
policy debate and formulation. The inclusive process included: 
 
 an inter-sectoral steering committee to plan the meeting involving IPOs, NGOs, 

the IPF secretariat, interested governments and international agencies 
 preparatory IPO-NGO workshops on different agenda items 
 logistics, organisation and chairing by IPOs and NGOs 
 testimonies, case studies and thematic papers presented by participants 
 face-to-face dialogue between indigenous peoples and governments 

 
At the close of the meeting, the participants published a comprehensive statement 
known as the Leticia Declaration, which sets out basic principles for the effective 
implementation of Chapters 26 and 11 of Agenda 21. The statement also contains 
specific proposals for action on National Forest and Land Use Programmes, the 
Underlying Causes of Deforestation, Traditional Forest-related Knowledge, Finance 
and Technology, Criteria and Indicators and International Instruments and 
Mechanisms (see http://www.gn.apc.org/iaip/let/report.htm). 

                                                 
8 See pp.58-66 in International Alliance (1996) Indigenous Peoples, Forests, and Biodiversity IWGIA, 
Copenhagen 
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During IPF consideration of a future international instrument on forests, indigenous 
and NGOs were disturbed to note that the pro-Convention lobby was dominated by 
timber trade interests. This was taken to be a worrying danger sign that a Convention 
could be appropriated by the timber trade and ultimately become another top-down 
forestry instrument that would disregard the fundamental rights of forest dwellers. 
Most IPOs and NGOs therefore recommended against such a convention and advised 
the UN to work within existing soft law principles and related international 
instruments like the CBD to implement the UNCED agreement on forests. 
 
At its final session the IPF produced a report containing 135 Proposals for Action, 
which were approved by the United Nations General Assembly Special Session 
(UNGASS) in June 1997. Some of these proposals partially incorporated the 
recommendations of indigenous peoples made in the Leticia Declaration (see 4.4 
below). The International Alliance made a statement to UNGASS again urging UN to 
fully adopt the recommendations of the Leticia Declaration and its Proposals for 
Action, and facilitate the full and equal participation of indigenous peoples in future 
UN forest policy processes.9 
 
4.2 Intergovernmental Forum on Forests 
 
In July 1997, the UN decided to follow up the work of the IPF by establishing another 
ad hoc body under ECOSOC called the Intergovernmental Forum on Forests (IFF), 
both to deal with work left pending and to promote and facilitate the implementation 
of the IPF Proposals for Action. The IFF met four times between 1997 and 2000. The 
IFF was again tasked with considering issues relating to a legal instrument on forests, 
which had been unresolved by the IPF. The contentious issue of a Forest Convention 
created ever more divided camps in the forest policy at IFF where negotiations 
between pro- and anti-convention camps became deadlocked. As a result, the IFF did 
very little to promote action on the ground. NGOs and indigenous peoples who 
participated in the process felt frustrated by this lack of progress on implementation.  
 
Despite the unproductive IFF dialogue, NGOs did succeed in implementing the first 
IPF Proposal for Action: a global workshop on the underlying causes of deforestation 
(IPF Proposal for Action I.B28.c).10 This initiative was launched by a coalition of 
NGOs at the IFF1 where it gained the support of several governments, including the 
government of Costa Rica, which agreed to host the international workshop. The 
workshop was held in January 1999 and participants included NGOs, IPOs, 
community-based organisations, trade unions, governments, international agencies 
and the private sector. The global workshop was preceded by 7 regional and one IPO 
workshop. After 17 months of preparation, the whole process culminated in the 
discussion of more than 40 case studies and discussion papers in Costa Rica.  
 
The workshop identified 23 underlying causes of deforestation and forest degradation 
and generated multiple recommendations for addressing these underlying causes 
including11: 
                                                 
9 International Alliance (1997) Statement of Indigenous Peoples to UNGASS 23-27 June 1997  
10 E/CN.17/1997/12 at page 11 
11 Foley, M-E, Moussa, J and Verolme, H (Eds)(1999) Addressing the Underlying Causes of 
Deforestation and Forest Degradation: case studies, analysis and policy recommendations The Tides 
Center - Biodiversity Action Network, Washington, DC 
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 change unsustainable consumption and production patterns  
 recognise the individual and collective rights of indigenous peoples and local 

communities, including land tenure and property rights 
 address inequities in land tenure regimes 
 increase the legal enforceability of human rights and environmental instruments 
 establish transparent and open participation mechanisms at all levels 
 develop clear legal frameworks to empower indigenous peoples and local 

communities to undertake monitoring and enforcement, including independent 
review panels involving IPs and local communities 

 apply social and environmental standards to structural adjustment operations 
 relieve the debt burden on developing countries and cancel debt where possible 
 remove destructive macroeconomic and adjustment policies 
 eliminate perverse incentives 
 improve forest governance 
 strengthen and promote policies for local management of community forests 
 develop effective measures to value non-timber products and services of forests 

 
At IFF3, 18 NGOs and IPOs launched another innovative initiative by issuing a joint 
statement making a commitment to undertake a monitoring exercise to review 
progress in the implementation of the IPF Proposals for Action, which would be 
presented at the final session of the IFF. Questionnaires were sent to governments in 
22 countries and NGOs and IPOs prepared case studies. The draft findings of the 
report were duly presented to IFF4 in February 2000. The independent monitoring 
initiative found that little progress had been made by Northern and Southern 
governments in applying the Proposals for Action. Most countries had not appointed a 
specific focal point or responsible agency to co-ordinate implementation and few 
countries had carried out a gap analysis to identify where national initiatives and 
reform were needed. The NGO-IPO report called on governments to show political 
will to implement the Proposals for Action and establish formal mechanisms for 
developing and implementing forest policies and programmes. Governments were 
urged to undertake a participatory national level assessment of existing policies and 
programmes against the Proposals to identify areas for action (IFF Proposal I.A.9d).12 
The NGO-IPO report also recommended: 
 
 governments should work with major groups to produce detailed reports on the 

progress of implementation; 
 the development of clear timetables and benchmarks for implementation; 
 special efforts should be made to enable the participation of indigenous peoples 

and local communities in implementation; 
 dialogues should be undertaken at the country level to explore the underlying 

causes of forest loss and degradation; 
 
The findings of both the intersessional global workshop on underlying causes and the 
independent monitoring and review report fed into the deliberations of IFF4 and 
influenced the final report of the IFF, which contains another 160 Proposals for 
Action. As a result of this input, 31 IFF proposals incorporate further elements based 
on the recommendations of indigenous peoples and civil society (see 4.3 below). 
                                                 
12 Verolme, H, Mankin, W, Ozinga, S and Ryder S (2000) Keeping the Promise: a review by NGOs and 
IPOs of the implementation of the UN IPF “Proposals for Action” in select countries Biodiversity 
Action Network-Global Forest Policy Project, April 2000, Washington, DC 
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4.3 IPF/IFF Proposals for Action 
 
The IPF/IFF process produced 300 Proposals for Action. The Proposals address the 
following themes: 
 
- National Forest Programmes 
- Underlying Causes of Deforestation 
- Protected Areas and Forest Conservation 
- Traditional Forest-Related Knowledge 
- Forest Research and Development 
- International Co-operation, Financial Assistance and Technology Transfer 
- Trade and Environment 
- Forest-related work of international agencies and instruments13 
 
In accordance with the mandates of the IPF and IFF, these proposals constitute 
intergovernmental consensus on actions needed on forests at the country level and 
internationally. They therefore have the status of international soft law. As noted in 
3.4 above, it is the consensus aspect of these international agreements that provides 
them with some moral weight. The downside of these consensual  proposals is that 
their explicit standards tend to be weak or neutral, with multiple derogrations and 
assertions of national sovereignty over forests and national resources. The language 
on local management of forests and protected areas is mainly indirect and expressed 
in the idiom of “partnership”, rather than the more direct language of “self-
management”, “local control” or “joint management”, as set out in indigenous 
demands and now found in international best practice guidelines on indigenous 
peoples and protected areas.14 
 
The contents of the Proposals for Action are also inevitably mixed. A significant 
number address the needs and concerns of Southern governments seeking finance and 
international funds for “forest development”.  Other Proposals advance the interests of 
the forestry industry. Indigenous peoples and NGOs point out that there are therefore 
numerous proposals that could be damaging to the interests of local communities and 
the environment. For example, the Proposals for Action advocating increased 
international support for plantation forestry are not welcome, and must be treated with 
caution. Nonetheless, key issues on land tenure, participation, intersectoral planning 
and traditional forest-related knowledge (TFRK) did find their way into the Proposals 
for Action. 
 
4.4 Progress made in achieving demands 
 
Analysis of the proposals for Action undertaken by FPP indicates that 78 IPF/IFF 
Proposals for Action, representing some 26% of the total, address directly or 
indirectly the indigenous recommendations made at Rio and in the Leticia 
Declaration. Table 1 indicates that demands on land tenure, participation, cross-

                                                 
13 UNFF (2001) The IPF and IFF Proposals for Action: main actors and degree of action  UNFF 
Secretariat, New York, March 2001 available at http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffdocs/ipf-iff-
proposalsforaction.pdf 
14 See Beltrán, J and Phillips, A (Eds) (2000) Indigenous Peoples and Protected Areas: principles, 
guidelines and case studies  Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series No.4, IUCN: Cambridge 
and Gland 
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sectoral policies, community forest management and TFRK are all, to a greater or 
lesser extent, addressed by the Proposals for Action. The breakdown of the relevant 
Proposals for Action below, which is based on the full proposals reproduced in 
Annexes I-V of this briefing, shows that IPOs and NGOs are right to consider that the 
IPF was the more productive of the two intergovernmental processes (Table 1): 
 
Table 1: Breakdown of IP and NGO key recommendations included in IPF and 
IFF Proposals for Action 
 
THEME IPF IFF Sub-totals 
 No. of proposals No. of proposals  
    
Land tenure and resource 3 7 10 
rights    
    
Participation 10 4 14 
    
Cross-sectoral and holistic 10 11 21 
forest policies    
    
CBNRM 5 8 13 
    
TFRK 19 1 20 
    
Totals 47 31 78 
 
The analysis in Table 2 confirms that of the 27 specific proposals for action made 
under the Leticia Declaration, 16 are wholly or partially expressed in the final IPF/IFF 
Proposals for Action. The 11 proposals made at Leticia that were not accepted by the 
intergovernmental process relate to demands for: 
 
(i) self-determination and self-development; 
(ii) recognition as distinct “peoples”; 
(iii) explicit recognition of the right to own, use and control territories; 
(iv)  prior informed consent for activities and decisions affecting indigenous 

territories;  
(v)  government support for the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Peoples;  
(vi)  mainstreaming of the Draft UN Universal Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples into Agenda 21 and the Forest Principles and National 
Forest Programmes; 

(vii) funding to support IP participation in UN fora. 
 
The analysis also reveals that reference to human rights is absent from the proposals 
for action. However, the human rights obligations of governments are indirectly 
covered under language like “taking into consideration…consistency with 
…international agreements” (see for example IPF Proposals IA.17.a). Overall, though 
not strong, the proposals for action have reflected several of the key concerns of 
indigenous peoples and NGOs whose tireless efforts at IPF and IFF sessions and 
intersessional meetings have succeeded in introducing social justice, rights and 
political issues into international forest policy. 
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Table 2: Indigenous Peoples Rights, International Forest Policies and 
Intergovernmental Commitments on Forests: a summary of progress and remaining 
gaps 
 
Indigenous demands made before and after the Rio Summit IPF/IFF* 
 PfA(n) 

Right to self-development ⇒ 1 proposal for action limited to TFRK:  
  
♦ Base forest policies and programmes on the principles of self-

determination, self development and self-management so indigenous 
peoples can assume control and administration of their territories and 
natural resources (prohibit involuntary relocation of indigenous 
communities) 

X 

  
♦ Recognise and respect the right of prior, free and informed consent 

for all plans, decisions and activities that affect indigenous peoples, 
their territories and their cultural heritage 

X = not land 
 

TFRK (1) 

  
Land and Customary Resource Rights ⇒ 10 proposals for action (see Annex I) 

  
♦ Recognise and secure the right to own, use and control territories 

according to customary land use and tenure systems 
indirect 

(3) 

  
♦ Respect and protect areas of indigenous territories that are of social, 

religious and cultural value 
indirect 

(2) 
  
♦ Recognise and facilitate the self-demarcation of indigenous lands  indirect 

(1) 
  
♦ Recognise that secure land tenure for indigenous peoples is essential 

to achieving sustainable forest management and conservation 
 indirect 

(3) 
  
♦ Provide legal, technical and economic assistance to indigenous 

peoples to help them obtain land titles 
 indirect 

(1) 
  
Effective and informed participation ⇒ 14 proposals for action (see Annex II) 

  
♦ Establish new mechanisms to ensure the equal participation of 

indigenous peoples and other forest dependent peoples in decision 
making about forests at all levels and at all stages of planning, 
implementation, monitoring, assessment and evaluation 

 
(9) 

not yet implemented 
at the 

national level 
  
♦ Enable the participation of indigenous peoples and other forest 

peoples in the evaluation of the causes of deforestation and the 
development of appropriate policy responses 

 

 
(3) 

  
♦ National land use and forest programmes should incorporate 

decentralised decision-making, administration and implementation 
mechanisms that enable the participation of indigenous peoples  

indirect 
(2) 
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Indigenous demands made before and after the Rio Summita IPF/IFF* 
 PfA (n) 

Cross-sectoral and holistic forest policies ⇒ 21 proposals for action (see Annex III) 

  
♦ Uphold international human rights standards for indigenous peoples 

in national land use and forest policies and national legal frameworks 
indirect, but not 

mentioned 
  
♦ Adopt a holistic, coordinated, cross-sectoral approach in forest 

policies and programmes to counter damage to forests caused by 
destructive policies and practices of non-forest sectors 

 
(10) 

  

♦ Forest policies at the national and international levels should respect 
cultural diversity and value indigenous livelihood and forest 
management as models for sustainable forest management 

partial : mainly 
through TFRK 

proposals 

  
♦ Support indigenous and other forest dependent peoples to carry out 

their own inventories of forest resources and define local criteria for 
sustainable forest management 

 
(1) 

  
♦ Recognise and protect the multiple social, economic, ecological and 

cultural values of forests and integrate these in criteria and indicators 
for sustainable forest management 

 
(2) 

  
♦ Ensure indigenous peoples’ rights to shifting cultivation, hunting, 

fishing, gathering and other land use are be respected and secured 
within national forest programmes and land use policies 

 indirect: 
mainly through land 

tenure proposals 

  
♦ Remove destructive government and international policies, perverse 

incentives and unsustainable consumption patterns of industrialised 
countries to prevent deforestation, forest degradation and 
encroachment on indigenous territories (including appropriate reforms 
of agrarian, land, forest, conservation and mining legislation) 

 
(7) 

 
Not land reform 

  
♦ Destructive logging concessions superimposed on indigenous 

territories should be annulled, commercial timber extraction should 
cease in prohibited areas and illegal logging should be eliminated 

 
(1) 

illegal logging 

  
♦ Forest policies should give priority to the protection of existing 

natural forests and the regeneration and recovery of their multiple 
values 

X 
not priority 

  
Community Forest Management and Conservation ⇒ 13 proposals ** (see Annex IV) 
♦ Ensure parks and protected areas respect the territorial and resource 

rights of indigenous peoples and their traditional ways of life 
X 

not explicit 
  
♦ Environmental laws and policies should legally recognise indigenous 

forest territories as protected areas; 
 

(1) 

  
♦ The administration and management of protected areas should be 

decentralised to the local level and enable customary indigenous 
systems of sustainable forest management 

indirect 
(6) 

= partnerships 
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Indigenous demands made before and after the Rio Summita IPF/IFF* 
 PfA (n.) 
  
Traditional Forest-Related Knowledge ⇒ 20 proposals for action (see Annex V) 
  
♦ Establish legal and sui generis frameworks to recognise and protect 

TFRK based on customary law and governance 
 

(7) 

  
♦ Recognise and protect TFRK over genetic resources and promote in-

situ  conservation of such knowledge and resources and integration of 
TFRK into sustainable forest management policy and practice 

 
(3) 

  
♦ Support the implementation of Article 8j of the CBD  

(1) 
  
♦ Recognise that TFRK is related to and depends on indigenous 

peoples’ special attachment to their lands, territories and natural 
resources 

indirect 
(4) 

  
♦ Promote a network of TFRK and information centres to enable 

indigenous peoples to access all relevant information on forests 
 

(1) 

  
♦ Undertake expert meetings on sustainable development, territorial 

management and cultural heritage protection 
X 

  
♦ Support educational and training programmes that integrate TFRK 

and the awareness of the sustainable practices of indigenous and other 
forest dependent peoples 

 
(4) 

  
Finance, Capacity Building and Technical Assistance **  
  
♦ Establish an independent fund to enable indigenous peoples and other 

forest dependent people to enjoy full participation in the international 
forest policy debate  

X 

  
♦ Establish specific funds to promote indigenous self development and 

community-based forest management 
X 

  
♦ Urge governments and international donors to commit funds for the 

education, training and institutional strengthening of indigenous 
peoples and other forest dependent peoples to achieve and participate 
in sustainable forest management and development 

 
(3) 

  
♦ Enable direct funding and promote government and donor for SFM 

initiatives of indigenous and other forest peoples 
 

(11) 
a Summary of Demands and recommendations set out under the Charter of the Indigenous and Tribal  
Peoples of the Tropical Forest (1992), the Kari-Oca Declaration (1992) and Leticia Declaration (1996) 
 
* Provisions of the CBD and recent CBD COP decisions and work programmes also relate directly to 
these demands on forests and forest policies. However, a thorough analysis of indigenous peoples’ 
rights under the CBD is beyond the scope of this paper and so will be the subject of a later briefing. 
 
** Most proposals for action on finance, capacity building and support for local communities overlap 
with the proposals for action that are construed as promoting community forest management in this 
table. 
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Some Gradual Progress in Participation 
The IPF and IFF processes allowed NGO representatives who were on government 
delegations to feed indigenous and NGO concerns direct to governments and argue 
for acceptance of basic NGO positions. The IPF/IFF processes also borrowed new 
practices from CSD by opening up informal spaces for major group participation 
during their substantive sessions. These spaces included: 
 
• NGO and IPO statements to the plenary; 
• informal circulation of NGO and IPO proposals during intergovernmental 

negotiations (to governmental delegates and the chair); 
• NGO and IPO participation in as observers “contact groups”; 
• NGO and IPO side events where issues could be presented, discussed and position 

papers disseminated to governments and international agencies; 
 
Overall, however, IPOs and NGOs had been disappointed with the lack of action-
orientated dialogue at the IFF. In statements to IFF4, NGOs and IPOs urged that any 
follow up UN body should adopt a mandate with a focus on the implementation of 
agreed commitments on forests and monitoring, assessment and reporting of progress 
by a range of interested parties including major groups.15 
 
4.5 Establishment of the International Arrangement on Forests 
 
In its final report to CSD in February 2000, the IFF recommended the establishment 
of an “International Arrangement on Forests” by ECOSOC. The IFF recommended 
that this arrangement should be composed of a United Nations Forum on Forests 
(UNFF) and a Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF) of forest-related UN 
agencies, international and regional organisations, institutions and instruments. The 
CSD approved the recommendations and requested ECOSOC set up the new 
arrangement. In October 2000, ECOSOC adopted resolution E/2000/L.32 establishing 
the international arrangement on forests.16 Noteworthy are the requirements that the 
international arrangements on forests: 
 
• “provide a coherent, transparent and participatory global framework for policy 

implementation, co-ordination and development…based on the Rio Declaration 
(and)…chapter 11 of Agenda 21 (Forest Principles) ” (ECOSOC resolution 
E/2000/L.32*, para. 1, emphasis added). 

 
• “facilitate and promote the implementation of the IPF/IFF proposals for 

action…including through national forest programmes” (ECOSOC resolution 
E/2000/L.32*, para. 2(a), emphasis added). 

 
• “strengthen political commitment to the management, conservation and 

sustainable development of all types of forests” (ECOSOC resolution 
E/2000/L.32*, para. 2(f)) 

 

                                                 
15 Joint IPO-NGO statement to IFF4, January 2001 
16 http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/e2000l-32.pdf 
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• “…ensure the opportunity to receive and consider inputs from representatives of 
major groups as identified in Agenda 21, in particular through the organisation of 
multi-stakeholder dialogues” (ECOSOC resolution E/2000/L.32*, para. 4(j)). 

 
Following the ECOSOC resolution, NGOs and IPOs, including COICA, participated 
in an international expert meeting in December 2000 and an organisational meeting in 
February 2000 to consider modalities for the UNFF. At these meetings and in position 
papers these major groups have stressed that to be effective the new forum must: 
 

 adopt and implement an action-oriented  work programme and plan of action 
focusing on facilitating the implementation of the IFF/IPF proposals for action; 

 strengthen political commitment to tackle the underlying causes of deforestation; 
 adopt a new and participatory bottom-up approach to monitoring and reporting 

from major groups as well as governments and forest-related agencies to fill 
information gaps and provide independent evaluations on implementation; 

 use monitoring reports to identify both obstacles to effective implementation and 
successes where implementation has been achieved; 

 use this information to identify priorities for the Plan of Action and shape UNFF 
guidance to the CPF and the high-level ministerial segment on how to improve 
implementation of existing commitments; 

 ensure that the Collaborative Partnership on Forests is transparent and open to 
wider effective participation by major groups; 

 promote novel multi-stakeholder partnerships to support implementation of agreed 
commitments and facilitate transition to community-based and participatory 
sustainable forest management; 

 ensure that its work is co-ordinated with other forest-related instruments like the 
CBD in order to add value and avoid duplication of work on forests; 

 prevent the UNFF wasting its energy on further debates about unresolved issues.17 
 
4.5.1 United Nations Forum on Forests 
 
The founding  ECOSOC resolution allocates six functions to the UNFF: 
 
a) Facilitate and promote implementation of the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action  
b) policy development and dialogue to foster a common understanding of SFM 
c) enhance co-operation and policy and programme co-ordination 
d) foster international and cross-sectoral co-operation 
e) monitor and assess progress through reporting 
f) strengthen political commitment 
 
                                                 
17 Ooft, M (2000) Contribution to the Programme of Work for the UN Forum on Forests (UNFF) -
based on the questionnaire on Concept and Basic Elements of the Multiyear Programme of Work of the 
UNFF COICA, November 2000; FERN, Forest Peoples Programme and Pro-Regenwald (2000) 
Response to the Eight-country Initiative Questionnaire on Concept and Basic Elements of the 
Multiyear Programme of Work of the UNFF, November 2000; FERN (2000) Major Group 
Participation in the UNFF: what does it mean?; FERN (2001) Prerequisites for creating an effective 
UNFF; Forest Peoples Programme (2001) Report on the Eight-country Initiative; Lovera S (2001) 
“Participating or enriching the discussion?” Forest Cover 1, January 2001; World Rain Forest 
Movement (2001) “To UNFF or not to UNFF?” WRM Bulletin 41, December 2000  Global Forest 
Coalition (2001) Minimum Requirements to Ensure and Effective UNFF  Position Paper signed by 
NGOs and IPOs at UNFF1, June 2001 
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The UNFF is also mandated to take specific actions: 
 
i)  make recommendations for developing a legal framework on forests; 
ii) devise approaches for financial and technology transfer 
iii) provide guidance from the UNFF to the CPF 
iv) review the international arrangement on forests in five years 
 
These functions and actions are to be carried out via six instruments available to the 
UNFF: 
 
1 a policy forum 
2 high level ministerial segments  
3 one-day dialogues with Ministers and heads of organisations  
4 multi-stakeholder dialogues  
5 ad hoc expert groups and international expert meetings 
6 Plan of Action. 
 
As well as these formal mechanisms, the founding ECOSOC resolution establishes 
that: 
 
“Within the rules of procedure, the work of the UNFF should build upon the 
transparent and participatory practices established by the CSD, the IPF and the IFF” 
para. 4(c). (emphasis added) 
 
Later international meetings involving NGOs and IPOs acknowledged other 
complementary means available to the UNFF: intersessional meetings, regional and 
international workshops; side events at UNFF sessions and country-led initiatives.18 
 
The UNFF has a compact secretariat in New York and a Bureau comprised of one 
Chairperson and four Vice-Chairpersons. The UNFF reports to ECOSOC and through 
it to the UN General Assembly. The UNFF Bureau may hold joint Bureau meetings 
with the CSD to co-ordinate their activities. The UNFF is able to hold its full sessions 
in countries outside it UN Headquarters in New York. 
 
The UNFF has a web site at: http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/forests.htm 
 
This web site has past documentation as well as information on preparations for 
upcoming UNFF sessions. It also features an informal secretariat newsletter, which is 
issued on a regular basis. 
 
4.5.2 The Collaborative Partnership on Forests19 
 
The October 2000 ECOSOC resolution also called on relevant international 
organisations to form a Collaborative Partnership on Forests (CPF). In April 2001, the 
CPF was established in Rome with the following founding member organizations: 
 
 
                                                 
18 Section 2.2 in Eight-country Initiative (2000) Shaping the Programme of Work for the UNFF 
International Expert Consultation, 27 Novenber-1 December 2000, Report of the Expert Consultation 
19 see http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffcpf.htm 
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Secretariat of the CBD 
Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) 
Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the UN (DESA) 
Food and Agriculture Organisations (FAO) 
International Tropical Timber Organisations (ITTO) 
United Nations Development Programme(UNDP) 
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) 
World Bank 
 
Later in 2001, three more organisations joined the CPF including: 
 
Secretariat of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) 
Secretariat of the UN Convention on Combating Desertification (UNCCD) 
Secretariat of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
 
Under the ECOSOC Resolution of October 2000, the role of the CPF is to: 
 
(i)  support the UNFF, particularly in the implementation of its Plan of Action;  
(ii)  enhance co-operation and co-ordination among its members; 
(iii) strengthen political commitment; 
(iv) facilitate implementation of IPF/IFF Proposals for Action; 
(v) assist the UNFF in monitoring and reporting on progress, particularly progress 

in the implementation of the IPF/IFF proposals for action. 
 
During the organisational meetings and consultations in 2000-01, IPOs and NGOs 
pressured the UNFF secretariat to open up the CPF to major groups. However, to date, 
these proposals have not been accepted. Instead a “CPF network” is proposed to 
facilitate major group participation (see section 6.0). 
 
4.6 UNFF1 decisions and opportunities for indigenous participation 
 
The first formal session of the UNFF took place in June 2001 in New York where the 
new Forum was tasked with developing and adopting its Multi-year Programme of 
Work (MYPOW) and Plan of Action (PoA). During the meeting, NGOs and IPOs 
were dismayed to witness the UNFF going backwards and retreating into strict 
ECOSOC rules, which limit major group participation. After intense protest and 
lobbying, the final decisions of UNFF1 did recognise the requirement for major group 
participation, the key role of monitoring and reporting as well as complementary 
means for participation outside formal sessions. IPOs and NGOs were also relieved 
that UNFF1 decided to delay its discussion on a legal framework on forests until 
UNFF5 in 2004.  
 
The final work plan adopted by UNFF1 reflects compromises between the different 
priorities of Northern and Southern governments and major groups. “Finance” 
therefore features as a cross-cutting issue and “Trade” will be a common theme in 
each session. At the same time, “public participation” and “monitoring, assessment 
and reporting” on implementation will also be dealt with throughout the work plan 
(see: http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffdocs/ecn182001-3_2.pdf) 
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In summary, UNFF1 decisions: 
 
• recognise the key role of monitoring and reporting (Decision B.1) 
• stress the value of involvement of major groups (Decision E.1); 
• leave the door open for country-led intersessional initiatives (Decision A8); 
• allow the submission of reports and studies on implementation by major groups 

either independently or in collaboration with governments (Decision E.7);  
• acknowledge the importance of “transparent and participatory practices, including 

multi-stakeholder participation at the national level” (Decision E.3); 
 
The precise mechanism and modalities for following these principles are still to be 
determined. In the case of monitoring and reporting, the UNFF simply: 

 
“Invites reporting from countries, regions, organizations and processes based 
on a credible, voluntary reporting system, with a focus on the implementation 
of the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action”20 

 
There was no agreement at UNFF1 on the modality and terms of reference for an 
expert group on monitoring, assessment and reporting, which all parties agree is an 
essential role of the UNFF.21 Nor was UNFF1 able to decide on the modalities and 
topics to be addressed by other expert groups.  NGOs and IPOs pushed hard at 
UNFF1 to persuade the secretariat and government to learn from the best practice of 
the CBD where indigenous and NGO experts have been directly engaged in expert 
groups.22 UNFF1 delayed the decision on the work and composition of expert groups 
to UNFF2, which will be held in Costa Rica in March 2002.  
 
To sum up there are key unresolved issues that remain to be discussed and agreed at 
UNFF2: 
 
- modalities and procedures for monitoring and reporting to the UNFF 
- modality and work of expert groups 
- activities of the CPF and its work in support of the UNFF 
- operation and activities of the CPF network  
 
4.7 Emerging role of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 
 
At UNFF1 there was some confusion among governmental and UN delegates about 
the potential role of the newly established UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 
(PFII). In a side meeting between the CPF and IPOs and NGOs, the CPF suggested 
that the Permanent Forum might not be eligible for membership of the CPF. The 
International Alliance made a strong statement to the plenary urging the UNFF and 
the CPF to ensure active participation and co-ordination with the Permanent Forum23, 

                                                 
20 http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffdocs/ecn182001-3_2.pdf 
21 Forest Peoples Programme (2001) FPP Report on UNFF1, New York, 11-22 June 2001 see 
http://www.forestpeoples.org 
22 2000  Global Forest Coalition (2001) Minimum Requirements to Ensure an Effective UNFF  Position 
Paper signed by NGOs and IPOs at UNFF1, June 2001 
23 Intervención de la Alianza Mundial de los Pueblos Indígenas de los Bosques Tropicales en la 
primera reunión del Foro de las Naciones Unidas sobre Bosques (FNUB)  Nueva York, 12 de junio de 
2001 
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which will hold its first substantive session in May 2002.24 At UNFF1, the 
International Alliance requested written clarification on the relationship between the 
UNPFII and the UNFF and CPF. No written clarification has yet been received, but 
the then Head and Co-ordinator of the UNFF secretariat, Mr. Jagmohan Maini, 
assured indigenous participants at the International Day of the World’s Indigenous 
People(s) in August 2001 that the Permanent Forum would have some role in the 
deliberations of the UNFF. Mr Maini: 
 
“highlighted the importance of participation of indigenous people(s) in international 
deliberations on forests policy, both development and implementation, since 
indigenous people(s) live in and around forests and are directly affected by forest 
policies. He noted the new Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues and stressed the 
importance of fostering synergies and enhanced co-ordination between the two 
bodies”25 

                                                 
24 See http://www.unhchr.ch/indigenous/ind_pfii.htm 
25 UNFF News No.9, 14 September 2001 



 34

 
 

PART 2: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HOW TO USE THE UNFF: 
 

A PRELIMINARY GUIDE TO 
PARTICIPATION AND REPORTING 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 35

5.0 How to Participate in the UNFF 
 
Part I of this briefing demonstrates that indigenous peoples and support NGOs have 
made positive gains in getting some (but not all) of their key concerns into 
international forest policy. There is now a need to consolidate these gains by pressing 
governments and international agencies to adhere to these new standards in their 
forest policies and programmes. One strategy for pushing for application of the new 
standards is to participate in UNFF annual sessions and in UNFF intersessional fora to 
expose the gap between agreed international commitments and the actual policies and 
practice of states and multilateral agencies. There is general agreement among IPOs 
and NGOs that without such bottom-up and independent scrutiny of progress in the 
implementation of the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action, the UNFF will not achieve its 
functions effectively and will simply become another international talking shop.  
 
Section 4.0, in Part I above, stresses that many key modalities for participation in the 
UNFF and CPF remain to be decided. It will be essential for IPOs and NGOs to push 
hard to ensure the UNFF does not go backwards, but instead builds on the progressive 
participation standards applied in the IPF and IFF processes and in other positive 
international processes at the UN like those under the CBD.  
 
This second part of the briefing identifies opportunities for participation under 
existing UN procedures. It also highlights continuing obstacles to effective 
participation as well as possible future channels for input to the UNFF. The guidance 
notes deal briefly with the following opportunities for participation in the 
“international arrangement on forests”: 
 
• attendance and oral or written submissions to formal sessions of the UNFF 

including multi-stakeholder dialogues; 
• attendance and oral or written presentations to side events at UNFF sessions; 
• attendance at adjacent UNFF or major group meetings prior to, or following, 

UNFF sessions; 
• attendance at intersessional meetings or workshops (country-led initiatives); 
• involvement in expert groups and international expert meetings; 
• communication with UNFF Bureau and UNFF secretariat in New York; 
• communication with UNFF national focal points; 
• submission of monitoring reports or testimonies to the UNFF secretariat and 

national focal points; 
• activity in the CPF network. 
 
5.1 Accreditation and consultative status 
 
Attendance of indigenous peoples and other major groups in formal sessions of the 
UN officially requires accreditation of their organisation by the relevant UN body. In 
the case of the UNFF, accreditation takes place under ECOSOC. Accreditation 
involves a number of complicated and lengthy steps that may take years to complete. 
To be accredited, NGOs and IPOs must have a legal personality and fulfil a number of 
technical criteria (see below). 
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Indigenous peoples’ organisations like the International Alliance have complained 
repeatedly to the UN that the rules and procedures for accreditation are too 
cumbersome and do not fit the reality of indigenous peoples as a distinct major group 
under Agenda 21 (see below). They point out, for example, that due to the 
discriminatory policies of nation-states, indigenous peoples and their traditional 
institutions are often not represented through formal organisations or administrative 
bodies with legal status. Other technical criteria for accreditation are also 
inappropriate. Restrictive ECOSOC rules mean that, 10 years after Rio, just 15 IPOs 
have accreditation under ECOSOC with none at all from Africa and Asia. IPOs and 
support NGOs therefore continue to urge the UN to reform its rules to make 
accreditation more agile, arguing that the whole process should not exceed six 
months. NGOs have also proposed that major groups should be allowed to make 
interventions and speak directly to draft texts under negotiation. As the rules stand at 
present, even accredited NGOs may only make generalised statements and then only 
at the discretion and invitation of the UN Chairperson (see below).26  
 
Why is accreditation important? 
Accreditation gives an IPO or NGO consultative status within ECOSOC, which 
means that the organisation can attend any ECOSOC meeting as well as the meetings 
of its subsidiary bodies, including the UNFF. An organisation with consultative 
status: 
 
• is permitted to enter UN buildings to attend meetings; 
• is permitted to make general oral interventions and written statements on agenda 

items at the invitation of the chairperson of the meeting (written submission may 
be of between 500 and 2000 words, depending on the category of consultative 
status) ; 

• is recorded as a distinct organisation in official UN documents and meeting 
reports; 

• may be invited by the UN to take part in international expert meetings or serve as 
technical experts, advisers and consultants to governments and secretariats; 

• may propose new items for consideration by the ECOSOC (if the organisation has 
“general” consultative status - see below); 

• can nominate different members of their organisation to be their designate 
representatives at the UN and at individual meetings. 

 
An organisation may be assigned general consultative status or special consultative 
status. Organisations with general consultative status tend to be large, established 
international NGOs whose activities cover the range of ECOSOC work. “Special 
Category” consultative status is normally given to smaller organisations with a 
particular expertise or area of work. Indigenous peoples come under this “Special 
Category”. Accredited organisations must resubmit their details on a standard 
accreditation form each year (even if no details have changed) and also submit a 
report to the UN every four years detailing the activities of the organisation. 
 
What criteria must be met for accreditation? 
To obtain consultative status, an organisation must, among other requirements: 
 
                                                 
26 FERN (2000) Major Group Participation in the UNFF: what does it mean? FERN briefing paper 
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• carry out activities relevant to the work of ECOSOC; 
• have a democratic decision-making mechanism; 
• have been in existence for at least two years; 
• have basic resources provided by national affiliates, individual members or NGOs. 
 
How do organisations apply for accreditation? 
There are a number of separate steps in making an application for consultative status. 
In the case of the UNFF, applications are made through the UN Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs (DESA). The steps are27:  
 
1. The applicant first submits a letter of intent to the NGO section of DESA on paper 

with the organisation’s letterhead and signed by its director or president. The letter 
requesting accreditation should be sent to: 

 
 DESA NGO Section,  

1 UN Plaza,  
Room DC1-1480, New York, NY 10017, USA 

 
 Tel: +1 212 963 8652  

Fax: +1 212 963 9248 
Email: desangosection@un.org 

 
On receipt of a letter of intent, DESA sends the applicant an application form and 
questionnaire. These forms and background materials are available on-line at: 
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngo/documents.htm 
 

2. The completed application form and questionnaire are returned together with 
supporting documentation to the DESA NGO section at the address in 1 above. 
Completed applications and documentation must be received by 1 June each year. 
The NGO section reviews and screens the application and, if incomplete, will request 
further documentation.  

 
3. The complete application is forwarded by the NGO section to the ECOSOC 

Committee on NGOs to be considered the following year. In other words, if an 
application is submitted before June 2002, it will be reviewed during 2003. 
Submissions after June 2002 will be reviewed in 2004. The committee may fax 
questions to the applying organisation and request immediate replies to help the 
Committee make a decision. The Committee may defer the review until the 
organisation answers its questions. 

 
4. The Committee on NGOs’ recommendations are published in a report and submitted 

to the next ECOSOC meeting for final approval. The organisation is informed of the 
Committee’s recommendation in response to its application.  

 
5. If consultative status is granted, the Committee on NGOs notifies the organisation. 
 
6. A pass (up to five) is issued for one year to people designated by the accredited 

organisation. The delegates must collect their passes in person. This may be done on 
arrival at a UN meeting. Passes may also be issued for the duration of individual 
meetings. DESA will not issue passes without express authorisation by a senior 
representative of the accredited organisation. 

                                                 
27 For general information on the participation of major groups in the UN see: 
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngo/documents.htm 
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5.2 Options for Temporary or One-off Participation 
 
• IPOs do not have to have accreditation to participate in UNFF sessions or side 

events. There are a number of options available for participation at specific 
meetings. An indigenous organisation may ask an NGO that is already accredited 
if it can attend a meeting under that NGO’s consultative status. If the NGO agrees, 
it will advise the UNFF secretariat that the indigenous person is one of its 
“designate representatives” for a particular meeting. This option has been used 
many times by IPOs and has the advantage that the indigenous participant may 
make spoken and written interventions in a UN meeting. However, it can generate 
problems of representation, as officially the indigenous person will be speaking on 
behalf of the accredited NGO that let them use their UN pass. Such confusion may 
cause the UN meeting to note interventions by the indigenous participant under 
the name of the accredited organisation and not her/his indigenous organisation. 
To avoid this confusion, the indigenous participant may prefer to pass position 
papers, non-papers and non-formal notes to accredited NGOs or governmental 
negotiators. 

 
• A non-accredited indigenous organisation may approach its government and ask 

to participate as part of the country delegation to a UNFF session. This form of 
participation is especially useful as an indigenous representative may make 
indirect inputs to the decision-making process by submitting proposals and non-
formal notes and recommendations to the delegation. 

 
It is important to note that there seems to be some confusion over the precise rules for 
non-accredited NGO participation in UNFF sessions. On the one hand, the UNFF 
secretariat maintains that “it is best for an NGO not accretited to ECOSOC to 
participate as a member of an accredited organisation or as part of a government 
delegation”.28 This suggests that there are alternative, less useful means of 
participation. However, on trying to clarify this point with the UNFF secretariat, it 
seems non-consultative observer status is only available through the secretariat for 
“individuals on a business-relationship basis only”.29 
 
Current possibilities and limitations of participation rules 
Even accredited NGOs have far fewer rights than governments do in UN fora. 
According to ECOSOC rules, NGOs are not allowed to speak directly to text under 
negotiation, but may only make general observations in order to express their views. 
Nonetheless, in the CSD IPOs have in recent years invoked ECOSOC Resolution 
E/1996/31(L.25), which establishes that accreditation rules and consultative 
procedures “may be supplemented to include other modalities of participation”. This 
means that indigenous peoples are able to participate equally in negotiations if the 
Chairperson coniders it appropriate and provided there are no objections from 
governmental participants.30 

                                                 
28 Email to FPP from UNFF secretariat 20 December, 2001.  
29 Second Email to FPP from UNFF secretariat, 20 December 2001 
30 International Alliance of Indigenous-Tribal Peoples of the Tropical Forest (1997) Indigenous 
Peoples’ Participation in Global Environmental Negotiations: an evaluation of indigenous peoples’ 
participation in and impact on UNCED and its follow-up mechanisms IAITP in collaboration with 
European Alliance with Indigenous Peoples, September 1997, London 
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The problem with this procedure is that it relies entirely on the good will and 
discretion of the government Chairperson. Moreover, even if the Chairperson wishes 
to enable more equitable participation, this can be blocked by a single objection by a 
governmental delegate in a meeting who wishes ECOSOC rules to be followed. As 
existing ECOSOC modalities stand, the only new mechanism for major group 
participation in UN meetings exists under a segment known as the multi-stakeholder 
dialogue. 
 
5.3 Multi-stakeholder Dialogues 
 
Both the founding ECOSOC Resolution establishing the UNFF and UNFF1 decisions 
highlight multi-stakeholder dialogues (MSDs) as a key mechanism for major group 
participation in the UNFF. IPOs and NGOs have stressed that provided MSDs are 
prepared and realised in a balanced and inclusive manner, and address the right 
topics, MSDs could help facilitate effective major group input to the UNFF. However, 
there is a serious concern among IPs and NGOs that the UNFF and governments may 
confine their direct participation in the UNFF to the MSD alone, which would restrict 
other opportunites to influence policy dialogue. NGOs and IPOs have therefore 
consistently emphasised that MSDs should not be the only mechanisms for 
participation at the UNFF, which should also guarantee complementary means for 
major group participation at both the international and national levels.31 
 
Some NGOs have already participated in MSDs in the CSD, which first introduced 
these new multi-stakeholder segments in the mid-1990s. NGO perspectives on the 
utility of these MSDs are variable. A number of NGOs have been disappointed with 
CSD dialogues. For example, some NGOs report that: 
 
 debates are polarised, with a lack of consensus over the final recommendations 

that emerge from the dialogues; 
 the MSD summary reflects opposed positions, but makes few clear 

recommendations; 
 in practice, governmental delegates do not make inputs, but merely observe the tit-

for-tat exchanges between major groups representing civil society and those 
representing the private sector; 

 dialogues are more about major groups talking (and disagreeing) with other major 
groups instead of major groups talking to governments; 

 major groups complain that high-level ministers do not arrive until after the MSD 
and so do not hear the major group concerns first-hand; 

 the outputs from the dialogues have no clear channel into the decision-making 
processes: the reports of the dialogues are just piled with all the other UN 
documents when the government delegates arrive. 

 in some cases, governments simply note there are divergent views and proposals 
about the way forward; 

 even where positive outcomes have emerged in the form of partnerships between 
major groups and governments, the work programmes have deficient follow-up 
and lack funding. 

 

                                                 
31 See, for example, Global Forest Coalition (2001) The multistakeholder debate of the UNFF: a 
discussion paper prepared by members of the Global Forest Coalition GFC, June 2001 
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All these lessons generate recommendations for useful MSDs and some NGOs have 
developed elaborate guidelines on how to initiate, plan and implement MSDs so they 
are effective.32 In the case of the UNFF, NGOs have emphasised that an effective 
MSD must: 
 

 ensure that the rules for moderating and summarising the discussion are agreed 
among all participants and the Chair; 

 have a clear focus without too many themes; 
 involve governments properly, as well as major groups, so that real dialogue is 

achieved;  
 apply a problem-solving approach, which avoids polarising differences and aims 

to build consensus on the ways to go forward; 
 have good and effective chairing to achieve such an outcome; 
 summarise meeting results in clear and concise reports that contain concrete 

“actionable” recommendations to replicate successes and remove obstacles to 
implementation;  

 generate reports that become official UN conference room documents and are 
circulated to the main conference participants;  

 be timed early on in the session to feed into the intergovernmental discussions and 
decision-making processes in the main meetings and contact groups. 

 
Specific suggestions made by IPOs and NGOs to the UNFF Bureau for UNFF2 
proposed an MSD that would: 
 

 be planned and organised by a multi-stakeholder steering group involving major 
groups, the UNFF Bureau, governments and CPF members; 

 address the overall theme: “Review of Progress with the Implementation of the 
IPF/IFF Proposals for Action”; 

 be co-chaired by a government chairperson selected from the Bureau and a 
Chairperson who would be a major group representative self-selected from among 
participating major groups; 

 invite a few presentations by governments from North and South that set out their 
own priorities, actions and plans regarding implementation including three major 
obstacles and one national success story; 

 invite a small number of major group representatives to make concise 
presentations giving their perspectives on successes, obstacles, actions and 
proposals regarding implementation. Inclusive discussion would then focus on 
learning lessons from these presentations; 

 invite members of the CPF and other governments to respond to the major group 
presentations; 

 produce a short joint summary report of the MSD prepared by the co-chairs, 
preferably in collaboration with a steering group elected by the MSD meeting; 

 enable co-chairs to present their report and recommendations directly to 
governmental delegates in the UNFF session and high-level ministerial segment;33 

                                                 
32 See, Hemmati, M, Dodds, F, Enayati, J and McHarry, J (2001) One Step Beyond: multi-stakeholder 
processes for governance and sustainability Earthscan, London - available at: 
http://www.earthsummit2002.org/msp/book.htm 
33 Global Forest Coalition (2001) The multistakeholder debate of the UNFF: a discussion paper 
prepared by members of the Global Forest Coalition GFC, June 2001; FPP(2001) “Multi-stakeholder 
Dialogue” NGO sign-on Email letter to UNFF Bureau, 15 November 2001 
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At the time of writing, it is still not clear what format and modality the first UNFF 
multi-stakeholder dialogue will have at UNFF2. Any major group proposals for 
MSDs at UNFF should be developed in liaison with the UNFF Bureau for each annual 
UNFF session. In this context, general or specific suggestions for the modalities and 
themes of MSDs at the UNFF should be sent to the UNFF Bureau at: 
 
Knut Oistad  
Chairman  
Bureau of the Second Session of the United Nations Forum on Forests 
UNFF Secretariat  
Two UN Plaza, DC-2-2284,  
New York NY 10017, USA 
 
Tel: +1 212 963 3264  
Fax: +1 212 963 4260  
Email: unff@un.org 
 
5.4 Side Events 
 
IPOs and NGOs can also contact the UNFF secretariat to organise side events at 
UNFF sessions. These are normally held at lunchtime or in the evening in between 
and after formal sessions respectively. They may take the form of a meeting between 
different parties, a presentation and talk with varied media including videos, slides or 
overheads. Side events are useful spaces to influence governments and CPF members 
directly. 
 
The schedule and locations for side events are normally announced by the UNFF 
secretariat prior to the formal sessions. Those wishing to hold events apply to the 
secretariat by completing a registration form. Side events must be open to all 
conference participants.34 
 
5.5 Intersessional Meetings 
 
Based on their positive experiences of intersessional meetings in Leticia and San José 
under the IPF and IFF (section 4.0), indigenous peoples and NGOs believe that 
intersessional events can provide a useful space for influencing UNFF dialogues and 
advocating improved standards in national and international forest policies and 
programmes. The basic steps to initiating and implementing an intersessional meeting 
are as follows: 
 

 IPOs and NGOs agree an outline theme and purpose for the meeting; 
 an outline proposal or concept is submitted to potentially favourable governments 

in the South and North; 
 on receipt of reliable offers of sponsorship (ideally from one Southern and one 

Northern government), the IPO-NGO organising group publicises the proposal in 
a full UNFF session inviting further support and participation from CPF members 
and other governments; 

                                                 
34 See guidelines at http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffdocs/GUIDELINESSE.doc 
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 a multi-sector steering group is set up to plan and organise the meeting and 
prepare pre-meeting documentation, thematic papers and to plan and implement 
informal preparation workshops; 

 participants for the main meeting are invited by the steering group (some major 
groups may opt to use a self-selection process); 

 the meeting is undertaken and its findings and recommendations are disseminated 
widely and presented for consideration by the next UNFF session.  

 
5.6 Expert Groups 
 
The mode of work and composition of UNFF expert groups will be decided at 
UNFF2. IPOs and NGOs advocate open and participatory expert groups like those 
recently established under the CBD, which under Decision V/20 recognises 
indigenous people as “experts” to be involved in all the activities of the Convention. 
In the CBD case, indigenous experts were invited by the CBD secretariat to take part 
in the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Forest Biological Diversity. Indigenous 
people accepted these invitations and participated as experts in meetings and made 
oral and written contributions to the work of the group. The indigenous caucus at the 
CBD has advised the CBD secretariat that in future, in the implementation of 
Decision V/20, indigenous experts should be nominated by a transparent self-
selection process. At the end of 2001, the Global Forest Coalition began overseeing a 
self-selection process for a CBD international expert meeting that will take place in 
Ghana in January 2002 (on CBD co-operation with the UNFF). Based on this 
experience, and other self-selection practices, the normal steps for this sort of process 
are as follows: 
 
• secretariat or other relevant UN body calls for nomination of experts and posts the 

Terms of Reference (ToRs) for the expert group on its web site and circulates 
these details by Email; 

• a co-ordinating IPO/NGO forwards the call for experts and ToRs to its networks 
asking for votes for people who fit the ToR; 

• the co-ordinating IPO/NGO receives the votes and the person or persons with the 
highest number of votes are selected to participate in the expert group (this is 
normally done by secret ballot); 

• the co-ordinating organisation sends the names of the selected person(s) to the UN 
body that was calling for experts who may decide to send a formal invitation; 

 
It is again too early to judge how the UNFF will establish its expert groups. However, 
UNFF1 regrettably showed danger signs that the secretariat and some governments 
are inclined to stick to tight ECOSOC rules, which would restrict expert groups to a 
small number of technical professionals. Strong pressure will be required at UNFF2 to 
ensure that the UNFF sets up innovative and open modalities and learns from the 
recent positive experiences of indigenous experts under the CBD. 
 
5.7 Monitoring and Reporting 
 
As the UNFF has no “operational” mandate and no funds for supporting practical 
implementation, NGOs and other major groups have from the outset realised that its 
effectiveness as a Forum can only stem from its monitoring and reporting function. If 
done effectively, this could help highlight obstacles to implementation and pinpoint 
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cases where proposals for action have been successfully implemented. To achieve 
this, the UNFF must have an open and participatory monitoring and reporting 
mechanism with useful procedures for reviewing findings. It must also establish 
effective ways of presenting monitoring information on implementation to the Forum 
and its High Level Segment in an effort to win political backing to address problems 
and replicate successes. 
 
Again, the mechanisms and procedures for monitoring and reporting for the UNFF 
have yet to be determined. A recent government-led initiative on “Monitoring, 
Assessment and Reporting” (MAR), hosted by the Japanese government in November 
2001, has not made many clear recommendations. Only a few large international 
NGOs were invited to the expert meeting and no IPOs were present. With regard to 
the participation of major groups, the summary of the meeting did briefly mention the 
issue in passing in relation to monitoring the implementation of the IPF/IFF Proposals 
for Action: 
 
“the importance of inviting major groups to report was noted, and several experts 
recalled the fact that CPF members and other organisations and actors were also 
expected to report on IPF/IFF PfA implementation”35 
 
What should be monitored? 
The relevant IPF/IFF Proposals for Actions as set out in Annexes I to V in this 
briefing each generate a corresponding agreed proposed activity that can be checked 
against actual country experience. Given that most governments agree that the main 
vehicle for the implementation of the IPF/IFF proposals for action should be National 
Forest Programmes (NFPs),36 the monitoring questions can also be framed in relation 
to NFPs. This same method of using the Proposals for Action to produce monitoring 
and reporting questions has already been used successfully in the pilot NGO-IPO 
Keeping The Promise independent monitoring exercise carried out in 1999 (see 
section 4.4 in Part I).37 For example, in Annex I the first three Proposals for Action on 
land tenure and resource security generate the following questions and benchmarks to 
be assessed: 
 
-  Has the country developed and implemented a NFP taking into account the 

recognition and respect for customary rights and secure land tenure 
arrangements of indigenous peoples? (IPF I.A.17.a) 

-  Has the country formulated policies aimed at securing land tenure for 
indigenous peoples and other forest-dependent peoples? and/or Has the NFP 
formulated policies aimed at securing land tenure for indigenous peoples and 
other forest-dependent peoples? (IPF I.B.29.c) 

- Has the country/NFP supported appropriate land tenure laws to define clearly 
the rights of indigenous peoples? (IFF IID(1)8.c and 8.d) 

                                                 
35 UNFF (2001) Country-led iniative in support of the UNFF: international expert meeting on 
monitoring, assessment and reporting on progress toward sustainable forest management 5-8 
November, Yokohama, Japan 
36 See GTZ (1999) Practitioner’s Guide to the implementation of the IPF Proposals for Action  
Prepared by the Six-Country Initiative in Support of the UN Ad-Hoc IFF, Second Edition, May 1999, 
GTZ, Eschborn. 
37 see page 10 in Verolme, H, Mankin, W, Ozinga, S and Ryder S (2000) Keeping the Promise: a 
review by NGOs and IPOs of the implementation of the UN IPF “Proposals for Action” in select 
countries Biodiversity Action Network-Global Forest Policy Project, April 2000, Washington, DC 
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Questions such as these could be checked off with or without some additional 
commentary by the monitoring IPO, indigenous community(s) or support NGOs. 
 
These monitoring and assessment reports could then be used to feed into:  
 
(i)  the UNFF dialogues at the international level in MSDs, side events and in 

written submissions to UNFF meetings, statements to the plenary, UNFF 
secretariat reports on progress; 

(ii)  UNFF expert group meetings on specific topics or clusters of IPF/IFF PfA; 
(iii) intersessional meetings and country-led initiatives; 
(iv) CPF meetings at the national and international levels; 
(v) CPF network; 
(vi) UNFF national focal point and relevant national ministries and departments; 
(vii) press, media and advocacy networks. 
 
Key issues remain to be resolved regarding the monitoring and reporting mechanism 
for the UNFF: 
 
- who should receive and review reports? 
- how will reports inform the UNFF dialogue and Plan of Action? 
- by what channels will monitoring reports influence UNFF decisions? 
- how can reports be used to stimulate political will for implementation? 
 
All these questions remain to be answered. For this reason, support NGOs like Forests 
Monitor and the Forest Peoples Programme have invited Northern and Southern 
governments to sponsor an inclusive and participatory intersessional meeting 
specifically on monitoring and reporting progress on the implementation of the 
IPF/IFF Proposals for Action. So far, governments have not publicly expressed 
interest in this NGO proposal, though some CPF members have indicated a degree of 
interest. IPOs and NGOs will continue to advocate this idea with governments and the 
CPF in the run up to UNFF2 in Costa Rica. There is clearly a need for IPOs and 
NGOs to move the crucial issue of monitoring and reporting forward at the UNFF, 
especially as governments are, as expected, proving reluctant and slow to voluntarily 
submit reports to the UNFF. 38 As far as FPP is aware, no government has yet invited 
an IPO or NGO to collaborate in preparing monitoring reports for the UNFF. 
 
5.8 Participation at the National Level: National Forest Programmes 
 
Both the IPF and IFF processes emphasised that the bulk of  Proposals for Action for 
addressing deforestation and achieving sustainable forest management are to be 
implemented at the country level. As noted in 5.7 above, National Forest Programmes 
have been identified as the primary mechanism and national framework for 
implementing the PfAs. All references to NFPs in the IPF/IFF proposals stress that 
they should be cross-sectoral and ensure the effective participation of all major 
groups, including indigenous peoples, in their design and implementation. 
 

                                                 
38 By November 2001, only 11 countries had sent reports on progress in implementation to the UNFF 
ready for the second session in March 2002: UNFF News No.11, 20 November 2001 
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The formal links between the UNFF at the international level and the country level are 
national focal points, which may constitute a single person within a designated 
government ministry or several people spread across related ministries within a 
country. In the case of the UNFF, national focal points remain to be selected and 
established. To date, only a few countries have started to set up focal points in liaison 
with the UNFF secretariat.39 
 
What is the role of the national focal point? 
National focal points are supposed to: 
 
- disseminate information from the UNFF to government agencies and major 

groups; 
- act as a contact point to receive information, concerns, proposals, queries and 

monitoring reports from state agencies and major groups; 
- inform major groups of international and national initiatives regarding the 

implementation of UNFF decisions and Plan of Action; 
- facilitate country preparations for UNFF sessions; 
- request information from governments and major groups. 
 
How can indigenous peoples engage with national focal points? 
Once countries have selected their focal point(s), the contact details will probably be 
posted on the UNFF web site. IPOs without access to the internet should fax or 
telephone the UNFF secretariat to find out who is the focal point in their country and 
how they can be contacted.  
 
Experience with the CBD indicates that national focal points are willing to have face-
to-face meetings with civil society organisations. Nonetheless, it is still not clear 
exactly how effective CBD focal points have been in facilitating the implementation 
of agreed international commitments and COP decisions. It may be that the utility of 
this UN institution can only be realised with the active engagement of IPs and civil 
society organisations seeking information, accountability and action on government 
commitments made at the UNFF. 
 
At this stage, it is evident that most countries are at an early stage in the development 
of their NFPs and few have established permanent participation mechanisms for 
major group input to NFP elaboration, implementation, monitoring and evaluation 
(see Annex II, PfA I.A.17.f).40 When the UNFF has established focal points and has 
finally adopted an agreed reporting procedure, indigenous peoples and NGOs could 
then submit reports to the UNFF on the quality of their participation in the NFP in 
their country. Such reports could help identify blockages to effective participation and 
make proposals for more inclusive forest policy-making. 
 
6.0 Participating in the Deliberations of the CPF 
 
As noted in section 4.5.2, the CPF is a consortium of international forest-related 
agencies and bodies whose policies and programmes are supposed to support the 
UNFF in promoting the implementation of the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action. Like the 
                                                 
39 Ibid. 
40 FAO (1999) Status and Progress in the implementation of National Forest Programmes  FAO, 
Rome, December 1999 
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UNFF, the CPF is still finding its feet and developing its mode of operation. Initial 
signs indicate that there is variable willingness among different CPF members to 
promote a more open and transparent approach to international policy processes. IPOs 
and NGOs at UNFF1 complained that the CPF had developed a concept paper on 
monitoring and reporting for the UNFF without the participation of major groups.41 
As a consequence, the CPF paper was criticised for being overly preoccupied with 
statistics on forest cover which NGOs fear will divert UNFF attention away from the 
monitoring of implementation of agreed international forest policy. 
 
In late 2001, the CPF invited comments on the establishment of the CPF Network, 
which the CPF proposes as a mechanism to enable major group participation input to 
its policies and activities. In response to this call for suggested modalities, NGOs like 
FPP have made numerous recommendations for an effective CPF network, including: 
 
Recommended functions of the CPF network:  

 Provide information on existing and proposed policies, projects, programmes and 
other initiatives of CPF members relating to forests, forest peoples and SFM to 
major groups; 

 Enable the informed participation of major groups in forest policies and 
programmes at all levels (local, national, regional, international) in accordance 
with principles set out in the Leticia Declaration; 

 Provide information on the actual and proposed activities, policies and 
programmes of CPF members; 

 Enable the informed participation of major groups in forest-related policy-making 
and implementation of forest-related programmes at all levels, notably in systems 
of monitoring and reporting, elaboration of national forest programmes and 
country-level reviews of the underlying cause of deforestation and forest 
degradation; 

 Facilitate the exchange of policy notes, position papers, monitoring reports, case 
studies and papers; 

 Foster dialogue and agreement on how to support major groups in achieving 
community-based SFM and address problems with CPF policies and programmes; 

 Discuss ways to replicate best practice of CPF policies and programmes. 
 
Recommended Composition 

 It is essential that the CPF network contains representatives of all the major 
groups as defined by Agenda 21. These should be linked to the network via 
organisations and individuals at the local, national, regional and international 
levels; 

 Participation should be open-ended and use self-selection procedures as 
appropriate. 

 
Proposed means of communication 

 email circulars and newsletters of CPF members and members of the CPF 
network; 

 hard copy letters with information and invitations to CPF meetings plus forest-
related meetings of CPF meetings in specific Southern and Northern countries; 

                                                 
41 Global Forest Coalition (2001) NGO/IPO discussion paper on the mission, function and structure of 
the CPF  GFC, June 2001 
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 face-to-face meetings between CPF network participants - these could be prior to 
UNFF sessions and intersessionals and at other times as required; 

 funds should be provided by the CPF to enable the participation of CPF network 
members; 

 observation by major groups of CPF member meetings (on a rotational basis) 
 regular face-to-face meetings with in-country CPF staff and major group members 

of the CPF network (reports of these meetings should be forwarded to the 
international CPF meetings and CPF network meetings); 

 participation mechanisms in the country operations of individual CPF members; 
 proactive dissemination of information by CPF members and UNFF national focal 

points to participants in the CPF network e.g., CBD focal points > to IPOs and 
NGOs; 

 joint meetings to pinpoint areas in which to create strategic partnerships in order 
to eliminate the obstacles to implementation of agreed commitments on forests 
and forest peoples. 

 
Although the CPF network is not yet established, CPF members have appointed focal 
points within their organisations to deal with CPF and UNFF issues. These focal 
points are currently preparing reports for UNFF2. Indigenous peoples and NGOs may 
wish to send these CPF focal points information on progress in implementation and 
other issues relating to CPF members’ policies and programmes affecting forests. 
Relevant contact details are set out in section 8.0 at the end of this briefing. 
 
7.0 Progress and Prospects  
 
This report confirms that the determined efforts of indigenous peoples before and 
after Rio have resulted in advances in international forest policy standards for dealing 
with issues surrounding land tenure, participation and the rights of local communities. 
In recent years, the CBD has begun to introduce progressive standards for 
participation of indigenous peoples who have been active in developing its draft work 
programme on forest biological diversity. Despite these important advances at the 
international level, indigenous peoples point out that UNCED agreements on forests 
and the soft law developed under the IPF/IFF have so far failed to stem the destructive 
development and resource extraction that continues to impoverish forest dwellers and 
degrade their forest environment.42  
 
Indigenous peoples and other forest dependent communities continue to suffer human 
rights abuses as a result of the predatory and exploitative practices of extractive 
industries and the discriminatory policies of government forest agencies.43 Efforts by 
local communities to defend their forest territories are still met with brutal oppression 
by governments and other powerful actors and vested interests.44 At the same time, 
domestic policies and legal frameworks continue to deny the customary rights of 
                                                 
42 Tauli-Corpuz, V (1997) “The implementation of Agenda 21 and Indigenous Peoples” pp. 17-26 in 
Alyanak, L and Cruz, A (Eds) Implementing Agenda 21: NGO experiences from around the world UN 
Non-Governmental Liaison Service (NGLS), Geneva 
43 Colchester, M (2001) “Forest Industries, Indigenous Peoples and Human Rights” Thematic paper 
presented to a workshop on Indigenous peoples, private sector natural resources, energy and mining 
companies and human rights  organised by Sub-commission on the Promotion and Protection of 
Human Rights in collaboration with UNCTAD, ILO and WTO, Geneva, 5-7 December 2001 
44 FERN (2001) Forests of Fear: the abuse of  human rights in forest conflicts  FERN, Moreton-in-
Marsh, November 2001 
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indigenous peoples and legitimate their marginalisation and, in some cases, even 
allow their relocation outside forests. There are still cases where these retrograde 
forest conservation practices are financed by international agencies.45  
 
Indigenous peoples’ organisations, human rights activists and development NGOs are 
now involved in campaigns to ensure that international and national environmental 
and development policies are consistent with UN human rights instruments. These 
instruments establish the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities to a 
healthy environment and the land and resource base that sustains their well-being and 
cultural integrity.  
 
In line with demands already made in the Leticia Declaration and in numerous other 
indigenous statements, the UN family is being urged to treat human rights as a cross-
cutting theme in international policy dialogues and in the policies and programmes of 
international financial institutions and aid agencies. Crucially, there is a growing 
recognition at the UN that human rights standards need to be implemented or 
“operationalised” in development and conservation practices.  
 
The UNFF and CPF are part of this bigger international picture. If major groups and 
other UN agencies are involved, then it is likely that the “international arrangement on 
forests” will have to address the fundamental issue of rights in the run up to Rio + 10 
and beyond.  
 
The international arrangement on forests will also have to address the fact that the 
global forest crisis still continues to threaten local and global well-being 10 years after 
the Rio Summit. The most recent FAO Forest Resource Assessment, suggests that 
global deforestation is slowing, but NGOs point out that the FAO statistics are based 
on a flawed definition of forests that fails to recognise that the loss of natural forests is 
increasing in many part of the world.46 
 
Deforestation is still being propelled by lack of secure land and resource rights for 
forest peoples, illegal logging, perverse trade incentives, large-scale agriculture, and 
extensive conversion of forests for commercial land uses like oil palm plantations.47 
In coastal areas, forests are particularly threatened by industrial shrimp production 
that has intensified deforestation, undermined local livelihoods and caused the loss of 
biodiversity.48 
 

                                                 
45 Inspection Panel (1998) Report and Recommendation on Request for Inspection: India 
Ecodevelopment Project - Rajiv Ghandi (Nagarahole) National Park  IDA and IBRD, Washington 
D.C.; Janata Budakattu Hakka Staphana Samithi (2000) Nagarahole: Adivasi Peoples’ Rights and 
Ecodevelopment www.forestpeoples.org and www.bicusa.org 
46 See World Rainforest Movement (2001) “The FAO forest assessment: concealing the truth” WRM 
Bulletin 45, April 2001. See also, WRI (2001) Understanding the Forest Resource Assessment 2000 
WRI, Washington DC 
47 See, for example, World Rainforest Movement and Forests Monitor (2000) High Stakes: the need to 
control transnational logging companies WRM-FM, Montevideo and Cambridge; Forests Monitor 
(2001) Sold Down the River FM, Cambridge. FERN (2000) Trade Liberlisation and its impact on 
Forests  FERN, Moreton-in-Marsh; WRM (2001) The Bitter Fruit of Oil Palm: dispossession and 
deforestation  WRM, Montevideo 
48 See Quarto A (2000) The Rise and Fall of the Blue Revolution Mangrove Action Project, 
http://www.earthisland.org/map/blrvl.htm 
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If the global forest crisis is to be resolved, then international bodies like the UNFF, 
CSD and CBD must take steps to stimulate political will to tackle the underlying 
causes of deforestation and degradation by implementing agreed commitments on 
forests and forest peoples. They must also ensure that their work is properly co-
ordinated and mutually reinforcing. 
 
This briefing has emphasised that the effectiveness of the UNFF in “facilitating and 
promoting” implementation will depend to a large degree on whether or not it adopts 
a useful system for monitoring and reviewing progress on implementation. Identifying 
the preconditions and elements for a credible and “useful” monitoring and reporting 
system still requires timely debate among governments, major groups and other 
relevant parties. The willingness of the UNFF to hold such an open debate will be a 
key test of its resolve to comply with its mandate to provide a transparent and 
participatory mechanism for policy dialogue. 
 
It has also been stressed that many key modalities and mechanisms for the UNFF and 
CPF remain undecided. Continued participation and lobbying by indigenous peoples 
and NGOs will therefore be essential at UNFF2 and in other fora to try and ensure 
that the final modalities are progressive and participatory in accordance with Agenda 
21 and the UNFF’s mandate. Without such participation mechanisms, there is a risk 
that the implementation of the IPF/IFF Proposals for Action will become distorted in 
favour of timber and forestry industry interests. There is also the worry that the UNFF 
work programme includes consideration of a Forest Convention. IPs and NGOs 
remain concerned that the contentious issues surrounding a binding international legal 
instrument for forests may block constructive dialogue at the UNFF and undermine 
the hard-won gains of indigenous peoples and civil society made in the IPF/IFF 
process. All these threats mean that effective engagement with international 
arrangement on forests by indigenous peoples and NGOs remains crucial. Key 
preconditions for achieving such participation include: 
 

 more open UNFF modalities that build on the progressive practices established 
under IPF, IFF, CSD and the CBD; 

 more agile and flexible ECOSOC accreditation procedures; 
 recognition of the right of major groups to speak directly to texts under 

negotiation; 
 open and participatory UNFF system of monitoring and reporting focused; 
 inclusive expert groups that recognise indigenous people as “experts”; 
 Funds to help indigenous representatives and experts to attend UN meetings; 
 Early clarification of the role of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 

and its relation to the work of the UNFF and CPF; 
 Establishment of an effective, transparent and multi-level CPF network 
 Timely selection of, and open access to, national forest focal points; 
 Proactive dissemination of information to major groups by the UNFF secretariat, 

CPF and national focal points. 
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8.0 Further Information 
 
• UNFF Secretariat: 
 
UNFF Secretariat  
Two UN Plaza, DC-2-2284,  
New York NY 10017, USA 
 
Tel: (212) 963 3401/9875  
Fax: (212) 963 4260  
Email: unff@un.org web site: http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/forests.htm 
 
• UNFF Bureau 
 
Dr. J Maini 
UNFF Bureau,  
Two UN Plaza, DC-2-2284,  
New York, NY 10017, USA 
 
Fax: +1 212 963-4260 
Email: maini@un.org Copy to: shane@un.org and unff@un.org 
 
 
• Registration Procedures for Attendance at UNFF sessions: 
 
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffdocs/regprocedures.doc 
 
• Sample Application Form for Registration 
 
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/unffdocs/UNFF%20REGISTRATION%20FORM.doc 
 
• Guide to Applying for Accreditation from DESA: 
 
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngo/howtoapply_header.htm 
 
• Various Forms and documents on Accreditation 
 
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngo/documents.htm 
 
• List of NGOs with Consultative Status with ECOSOC 
 
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ngo/pdf/INF_List.pdf 
 
• CPF Member Focal Points 
 
Focal Agency: Food and Agriculture organization of the United Nations (FAO) 
 
Focal point: Mr. Lennart Ljungman  
 
Tel: + 39-06-57055205  
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Fax: + 39-06-57055137  
 
E-mail: lennart.ljungman@fao.org 
 
Task: Report of the Secretary-General on progress in implementation on combating  
deforestation and forest degradation 
 
Focal Agency: United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) 
 
Focal point: Ms. Valerie Kalpos & Mr. Adrian Newton  
 
E-mail: val.kalpos@unep-wcmc.org adrian.newton@unep-wcmc.org 
 
Task: Report of the Secretary-General on rehabilitation and restoration of  
degraded lands, and the promotion of natural and planted forests; 
 
Focal Agency: Food and Agriculture organization of the United Nations  (FAO) 
 
Focal point: Mr. El-Hadji Sène  
 
Tel.: + 39-06-5705  
Fax: + 39-06-57055978  
 
E-mail: ElHadji.sène@fao.org 
 
Task: Report of the Secretary-General on progress in implementation on forest  
conservation and protection of unique types of forests and fragile  
ecosystems 
 
Focal Agency: United Nations Environment Programme  (FAO) 
Focal point: Ms. Valerie Kalpos & Mr. Adrian Newton  
 
E-mail: val.kalpos@unep-wcmc.org, adrian.newton@unep-wcmc.org 
 
Task: Report of the Secretary-General on progress in implementation on  
rehabilitation and conservation strategies for countries with low forest  
cover 
 
Focal Agency: Food and Agriculture organization of the United Nations  (FAO) 
 
Focal point: Ms. Susan Braatz  
 
Tel: + 39-06-57054047  
Fax: +39-06-57055137  
E-mail: susan.braatz@fao.org 
 
Task: Note by the Secretariat on trade and sustainable forest management 
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Annex I: IPF/IFF Proposals for Action Relating to the Land and Resource Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples and other Forest Dependent Peoples 
 
Proposal for Action - Land tenure and Resource Security IPF IFF 
   
“Encouraged countries, according to their national sovereignty…to develop, 
implement, monitor and evaluate national forest programmes, which include a 
wide range of approaches to sustainable forest management, taking into 
consideration the following:…recognition and respect for the customary and 
traditional rights of, inter alia, indigenous people and local communities; secure 
land tenure arrangements; holistic intersectoral and iterative approaches; 
ecosystem approaches that integrate the conservation of biological diversity with 
sustainable use of biological resources” (emphasis added) 

IA.17.a  

   
“Encouraged countries…to formulate policies aiming at securing land tenure for 
local communities and indigenous people, including policies, as appropriate, 
aimed at the fair and equitable sharing of benefits of forests” 

IB.29.c  

   
“Encouraged countries…to support appropriate land tenure law and/or 
arrangements as a means to define clearly land ownership, as well as the rights of 
indigenous and local communities and forest owners, for sustainable use of forest 
resources, taking into account the sovereign right of each country and its legal 
framework” 

 II.D.1.8c. 
 
II.D.1.8.d 

   
“Invited countries…to use national forest programmes…to involve indigenous 
and local communities and women to participate in the formulation and 
implementation of measures that aim to protect their rights and privileges in 
relation to forest lands, TFRK and forest biological resources” (as defined by the 
CBD) 

 II.D1.10 

   
“Encouraged  ITFF member organizations… to support the elaboration of a 
comprehensive study of land tenure issues related to deforestation and forest 
degradation” 

 II.D.1.11 

   
“Encouraged countries… to develop and implement appropriate strategies for the 
protection of the full range of forest values, including cultural, social, spiritual, 
environmental and economic aspects; recognition of the multiple functions and 
sustainable use of all types of forests, with particular regard to…community and 
other interested parties = participation; integration of indigenous and local 
communities’ livelihood needs…” 

 II.D.3.10b. 

   
“Encouraged countries, within their respective legal frameworks…to support 
land tenure policies that recognize and respect legitimate access and use, and 
property rights in order to support SFM and investment, recognizing that 
institutionalizing tenure is a long-term and complex process which requires 
interim measures to address urgent needs, in particular of local and/or indigenous 
communities” 

 II.D.6.8.d 

   
“improve data collection through…giving adequate attention to…the use of a 
broad range of non-wood products, including quantities gathered and consumed, 
ownership rights and their importance to rural and indigenous communities” 

 II.D.7.6ii 

   
“Urged countries, subject to their national legislation…to endeavour to ensure 
that external trade policies take into account community rights, where 
appropriate” 

IV128.c  
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Annex II: IPF/IFF Proposals for Action Relating to Participation 
 
Key Proposals for Action: Participation IPF IFF 
   
“Encouraged countries to elaborate systems, including private and community 
forest management systems, for planning, implementing, monitoring and 
evaluating national forest programmes that identify and involve, where 
appropriate, a broad participation of indigenous people, forest dwellers, forest 
owners and local communities in meaningful decision-making regarding the 
management of state forest lands in their proximity, within the context of national 
laws and legislation” 

I.A.17.f  

   
“…encouraged countries to formulate and implement national strategies, through 
and open and participatory process, for addressing the underlying causes of 
deforestation and, if appropriate, to define policy goals for national forest cover 
as inputs to the implementation of national forest programmes” 

I.B.29.a  

   
“Called on countries, in the context of their national legal systems, to promote 
and provide opportunities for the participation, inter alia, of indigenous people, 
forest-dependent people who possess TFRK and forest owners in the planning, 
development and implementation of national forest policies and programmes, 
taking into account principles 2(d) and 5(a) of the Forest Principles” 

I.C.40.e  

   
“Called on countries, with the assistance of international organizations, where 
appropriate, to support national, regional and international efforts that will 
enhance the capacity of indigenous people, forest-dependent people who possess 
TFRK and appropriate forest owners to participate, inter alia, in agreements that 
apply TFRK for sustainable forest management, and to promote partnerships 
among all interested parties” 

I.C.40.g  

   
“Called on countries, donors and international organizations to support 
education, training, extension systems and participatory research involving 
indigenous and local communities embodying traditional lifestyles in order to 
develop resource management approaches that will reduce the pressure on forests 
in fragile ecosystems affected by desertification and drought” 

I.D.46.d  

   
“Urged  countries with low forest cover to…promote the regeneration and 
restoration of degraded forest areas, including by involving, inter alia, indigenous 
people, local communities, forest dwellers and forest owners in their protection 
and management” 

I.F.58.biii  

   
“Urged  countries, universities and relevant organizations and major groups to 
strengthen research on forest inventory and monitoring techniques with a view to 
expanding the scope and improving the quality of forest assessments” 

IIIA.89.c  

   
“Encouraged countries to begin a consultation process with all interested parties 
at the national, subnational and local levels to identify the full range of benefits 
that a given society derives from forests, taking the ecosystem approach fully into 
consideration” 

IIIA.89.h  

   
“Encouraged countries to proceed or prepare, through a participatory approach, 
national-level criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management…” 

IIID.115.a  

   
   
Continued   
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Key Proposals for Action: Participation (Continued) IPF IFF 
   
“Urged countries to…encourage the formulation and implementation of criteria 
and indicators on a cross-sectoral basis and with the full participation of all 
interested parties, to include them in national forest programmes…” 

IIID.115.b  

   
“Urged countries to support the application to certification schemes of such 
concepts as…participation that seeks to involve all interested parties, including 
local communities” 

 IV.133c.v 

   
“…encouraged countries to…create appropriate procedures in order to promote 
effective participation of all interested parties in decision-making about forest 
management” 

 IID(1)8.b 

   
“called upon  all interested parties to…identify practical means for mobilizing 
their diverse strengths and capabilities to support country-level efforts in 
implementing the proposals for action adopted by the IPF, taking in account the 
need to enhance the active participation of all parties concerned” 

 II.E.10.a 

   
“called upon  all interested parties to…foster synergies among different 
international and regional organizations and instruments, and encourage their 
active participation in and contribution to international forest policy dialogue, 
with due consideration to the Forest Principles, chapter 11 of Agenda 21 and the 
IPF/IFF proposals for action” 

 II.E.10.b 
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Annex III: IPF/IFF Proposals for Action Relating to the development and adoption of 
a holistic, cross-sectoral and coordinated policies and programmes on forests 
 
Key Proposals for Action: Holistic and cross-sectoral approach IPF IFF 
   
Called for improved co-operation in support of the management, conservation 
and sustainable management of all types of forest, and urged all countries to use 
national forest programmes, as appropriate, as a basis for international co-
operation in the forest sector 

I.A.17.b  

   
Encouraged countries and international organizations…to assist developing 
countries in promoting integrated approach towards the formulation and 
application of national policy frameworks, and in conducting strategic analyses 
of relevant political, legal and institutional policies that have contributed to 
deforestation and forest degradation, as well as policies that have had a positive 
effect” 

I.B.30.b  

   
“Encouraged countries to undertake case studies…in order to…identify 
underlying causes of deforestation and forest degradation…” 

I.B.31.a.i  

   
“Requested the relevant UN organizations and IFIs, other international 
organizations and the donor community to work with developing countries, on 
the basis of national forest programmes, to identify their needs for sustainable 
forest management…” 

II.A.67.c  

   
“Urged international organizations and IFIs to use national forest programmes, 
as appropriate, as a framework for the support and co-ordination of forest-related 
activities” 

II.A.67.d  

   
“Urged recipient countries to establish country-driven national forest 
programmes…and urged donor countries and international organizations to 
support national initiatives to create national forest programmes and policy-
frameworks in developing countries” 

II.A.70.a  

   
“Called for enhanced coordination, collaboration and complementarity of 
activities among bilateral and multilateral donors and among international 
instruments related to forests, notably the CBD, the UN Framework Convention 
on Climate Change, the Convention to Combat Desertification and the 
International Tropical Timber Agreement”  

II.A.71.a  

   
“Encouraged countries…to make use of available methodologies to provide 
improved estimates of the value of all forest goods and services and allow for 
more informed decision-making about the implications of alternative proposals 
for forest programmes and land use plans, taking into account that the wide range 
of benefits provided by forests are not adequately covered by present valuation 
methodology, and that economic evaluation cannot become a substitute for the 
process of political decision, which includes consideration of wide-ranging 
environmental, socio-economic, ethical, cultural and religious concerns”  

III.C.104.a  

   
“Urged countries and relevant international organisations to study the 
environmental, social and economic impacts of trade-related measures affecting 
forest products and services” 

IV.128.a  

   
“Called on countries…to clarify the mandates of the relevant international 
institutions and organizations related to forest issues, inter alia, through their 
respective governing bodies, in order to improve integration and coordination of 
their efforts and to guide the activities of each organization to areas in which they 
can be most effective” 

V.146.b  
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Proposals for Action: Holistic and cross-sectoral approach IPF IFF 
   
“…agreed that the following (is) particularly important for the implementation of 
the IPF’s proposals for action…a systematic assessment, by all countries, of 
IPF’s proposals for action and planning for their implementation in the context of 
countries own’ national processes aimed at sustainable forest management” 

 I.A.9.d 

   
“…agreed that the following (is) particularly important for the implementation of 
the IPF’s proposals for action…implementation…in the context of their national 
forest programmes/national policy framework in a coordinated manner and with 
the participation of all interested parties…the policy framework should be kept 
under review…for intersectoral planning, coordination and implementation…” 

 I.A.9.e 

   
“Urged countries, including trade partners, to contribute to achieving trade in 
wood and non-wood products and services from sustainably managed forests, and 
implement policies and actions, in particular avoiding policies that have adverse 
effects, either on trade or on sustainable forest management” 

 II.B.10.a 

   
“Called upon countries to consider appropriate national-level actions and 
promote international co-operation to reduce the illegal trade in wood and non-
wood products including forest-related biological resources, with the aim of its 
elimination” 

 II.B.10.f 

   
“…encouraged  countries to…identify and measure internalization of 
externalities, and introduce positive incentives both in the forest and non-forest 
sectors which may help combat deforestation and forest degradation” 

 II.D(1)8.h 

   
“…invited international financial institutions to strengthen transparency in 
decision-making as it effects sustainable forest management, and to ensure that 
their policies support sustainable forest management” 

 II.D(1)9 

   
“…urged countries, international financial institutions and other donors to 
improve coordination, at both the national and international levels, of policies 
and programmes that affect forest conservation, and address cross-sectoral 
policies, structural adjustment packages and perverse incentives” 

 II.D(3)15 

   
“Encouraged  countries to develop macroeconomic policies and policies in other 
sectors that support and contribute to sustainable forest management; and 
requested international financial and lending institutions to consider mitigating 
the impacts of macroeconomic structural adjustment programmes on forests 
consistent with sustainable forest management” 

 II.D(6)8g 

   
“Called upon governments to…utilize as appropriate the expertise provided by 
international and regional organisations and instruments in the formulation of 
their national forest programmes, in particular to better integrate cross-sectoral 
linkages and the social, economic and environmental aspects of sustainable forest 
management into national policies” 

 II.E.11.a 

   
“…called upon governments to provide guidance to the governing bodies of 
international and regional organizations and instruments, and to encourage NGOs 
to cooperate in…facilitating inter-institutional consultation on cross-sectoral 
forest policies, policy reforms, and planning and programmes for sustainable 
forest management” 

 II.E.13.b 

   
“…urged international and regional organizations and governing bodies of 
instruments to support forest programmes and to integrate forest-related aspects 
in programmes aimed at poverty alleviation, decreasing population pressures, 
promoting food security and…environmental awareness” 

 II.E.15 
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Annex IV: IPF/IFF Proposals for Action Relating to the Promotion and Support of 
Community-based Forest Management and Joint Management of Protected Areas 
 
Proposal for Action - Community-based Forest Management IPF IFF 
“Encouraged countries to further develop the concept and practice of partnership, 
which could include partnership agreements, in the implementation of national 
forest programmes, as one of the potential approaches for improved coordination 
and co-operation between all national and international partners” 

I.A.17.i  

   
“Encouraged countries to…establish policy and programmatic mechanisms and 
instruments that facilitate local investments in sustainable forest management by, 
inter alia, indigenous groups and forest owners” 

II.A.70c  

   
“Invited  governments…to consider supporting indigenous people, local 
communities…and forest-dependent communities by funding sustainable forest 
management projects, capacity building and information dissemination, and by 
supporting direct participation of all interested parties in forest policy discussions 
and planning” 

II.B.77f  

   
“Urged  developed countries and international organization to support efforts by 
developing countries…to support, where appropriate, community-based 
processing and marketing of wood and non-timber forest products” 

IV.131.b  

   
“Urged international organisations and research institutions to transfer 
technology, and to support national and community-level efforts to develop and 
adapt technologies including TFRK, for increasing the sustainable utilization of 
lesser used species” 

IV.132.c  

   
“Urged countries and relevant international organisations to consider practical 
measures to promote the diffusion of environmentally sound technologies to end-
users, particularly in local communities in developing countries…” 

 II.C.14.f 

   
“Called upon countries to undertake steps to ensure equal opportunities for 
women, in particular indigenous women and women in rural areas, to become 
beneficiaries of environmentally sound forest-related technologies…” 

 II.C.14.m 

   
“…encouraged countries, with the assistance of international organizations, 
donor countries and international financial institutions, to…support and promote 
community involvement in sustainable forest management through technical 
guidance, economic incentives and, where appropriate, legal frameworks” 

 II.D(1)8.f 
 
+ 
 
II.D(1)8.i 

   
“…invited countries to implement…partnership mechanisms involving, where 
appropriate, the participation of government institutions, NGOs, community-
based organisations, and indigenous and local communities” 

 IID(3)9 

   
“encouraged countries to…develop and implement forest management 
mechanisms…which provide for partnerships and the participation of forest 
owners, indigenous and local communities in support of forest conservation 
initiatives for sustainable forest management within the legal framework of each 
country” 

 II.D(3)10.c 

   
“…recognize forest protected areas under the stewardship of private forest 
owners or indigenous and local communities” 

 II.D(3)10.d 

   
“…encouraged countries, relevant international organisations and other  
institutions to…utilize and share information and experience, including 
indigenous and local knowledge, in order to create and manage protected forest 
areas” 

 II.D(3).13 
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Annex V: IPF/IFF Proposals for Action Relating to Traditional Forest-Related 
Knowledge (TFRK) 
 
Key Proposals for Action: TFRK IPF IFF 
   
“Urged countries to…include capacity building as an objective of national forest 
programmes…taking due account of traditional forest-related knowledge” 

I.A.17.g  

   
“Taking into account the decisions of COP3 to the CBD, in particular decisions 
related to the implementation of article 8(j), invited governments, international 
agencies, research institutions, representatives of indigenous people and forest-
dependent people who possess TFRK, and NGOs to promote activities aimed at 
advancing international understanding on the role of TFRK in the management, 
conservation and sustainable development of all types of forests to complement 
activities undertaken by the Convention” 

I.C.40.a  

   
“Invited countries and relevant international organisations, especially the COP to 
the Convention, to collaborate with indigenous people and forest dependent 
people who possess TFRK…to identify, respect, preserve and maintain TFRK, 
including innovations and practices that are relevant for the conservation of forest 
biological diversity and the sustainable use of forest biological resources” 

I.C.40.b  

   
“Invited countries to explore further…different options for the policy, 
institutional and legal frameworks that are required to support the application of 
intellectual property rights and/or other protection regimes for TFRK, the fair and 
equitable sharing of its benefits, and the possible development of formal 
agreements by which TFRK can be accessed” 

I.C.40.c  

   
“Urged countries, in implementing their forest programmes, to take measures to 
rehabilitate and protect TFRK, taking into account that an essential condition for 
the effective protection and rehabilitation of TRFK is the integrity and cultural 
survival of forest-dependent people”  

I.C.40.d 
+ 
I.C.40.g,f 

 

   
“Encouraged countries to recognize and support traditional resource use systems 
incorporating TFRK, including, where appropriate, through the development of 
new instruments and mechanisms that enhance the security of forest-dependent 
groups” 

I.C.40.h  

   
“Urged countries to work with communities and build on their knowledge to 
establish  stronger linkages between traditional and emerging national  
sustainable forest management systems” 

I.C.40.i  

   
“Encouraged countries and relevant international organizations to identify ways 
to inventory, store, catalogue and retrieve TFRK, and to support its effective 
protection and application, including developing local and indigenous capacity, 
and to examine opportunities to apply TFRK related to the management of 
particular types of forests to other similar forest ecosystems, doing so only with 
the free and informed consent of the holders of TRFK…” (emphasis added) 

I.C.40.j 
+ 
I.C.40.k 

 

   
“Urged countries, national institutions and academic centres to incorporate TFRK 
in forest management training as a way to sensitize forest managers to the 
importance of respect for and protection of TFRK…They should also emphasize 
the importance of recognizing TFRK in developing national criteria and 
indicators for SFM within the context of national forest programmes, and, where 
appropriate, in forest management certification schemes” 

I.C.40.l  
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Key Proposals for Action: TFRK  (Continued) IPF IFF 
   
   
“Invited countries, with the support of donors and international organizations, to 
assist financially and otherwise existing networks that are promoting  the sharing 
of TFRK on mutually agreed terms, as well as the sharing of technology and 
profits arising from the use of such knowledge among concerned groups and 
institutions, in collaboration with all involved parties, including indigenous 
people and forest-dependent people who possess TRFK” 

I.C.40.m  

   
“Encouraged countries, in collaboration with indigenous people and forest 
dependent people who possess TFRK, to promote digital mapping using GIS and 
GPS systems, combined, where appropriate, with social mapping for assisting 
with the establishment of forest holdings, assisting planning and management 
partnerships; and to assist in the location and storage of cultural and geographical 
information required to support the management, protection and the use of 
TFRK”  

I.C.40.n  

   
“Invited the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), together with the 
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)…to develop 
ways and means to promote effective protection of TFRK, in particular against 
illegal international trafficking, and also to promote the fair and equitable sharing 
of benefits arising from such knowledge” 

I.C.40.o  

   
“Encouraged countries to undertake additional pilot studies o the relationship 
between intellectual property rights systems and TFRK, at the national level, in 
accordance with a decision of the Parties to the Convention…” (CBD) 

I.C.40.p  

   
“Requested the Secretary-General, in collaboration with the Convention (CBD), 
to produce a compilation of international instruments and national legislation, 
including draft legislation, pertaining to the protection and use of TFRK and the 
fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising from such knowledge…” 

I.C.40.q  

   
“Urged countries to consider developing mechanisms, subject to national 
legislation, to ensure the fair and equitable sharing with local and indigenous 
communities of benefits; including payments where appropriate, arising from the 
use of traditional technologies developed by them for sustainable forest 
management” 

I.C.40.r  

   
“Urged countries with low forest cover…to promote effective participation in 
decision-making with respect to forests throughout the planning, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation processes, and taking full advantage of the wealth of 
traditional knowledge available in the country” 

I.F.58.b.iv  

   
“Urged countries…to take further concrete measures to promote and facilitate 
environmentally sound technologies…taking into account intellectual property 
rights in accordance with the relevant international and domestic laws, in order to 
put into further practice the recommendations of Agenda 21, the CSD and IPF, 
and in this context mobilize further support for the development and application 
of appropriate technologies…” 

II.C.14.e  

   
“…called upon countries to…implement effective measures to recognise, respect, 
protect and maintain TFRK in sustainable forest management, including forest 
biological resources (as defined by the CBD) within their intellectual property 
rights, sui generis or other relevant systems for protection, as appropriate, taking 
into account the relevant work being advanced by the CBD and other relevant 
international agreements” 

 II.D(2)7.a 
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Key Proposals for Action: TFRK  (Continued) IPF IFF 
   
“Called on countries to…promote fair and equitable sharing of benefits, 
including consideration of payments, where appropriate, arising from the use of 
such knowledge, innovations and practices, in accordance with, inter alia, article 
8(j) and related provisions of articles 15, 16 and 19 of the CBD and other 
international agreements and taking into account national law, with the holders of 
such knowledge, innovations and practices” 

 II.D(2)7.b 
 
+ 
 
II.D(2)7.c 

   
“Called on countries to…develop or strengthen…and implement, at the national 
level, legislation and policies to achieve objectives under articles 8(j) and related 
provisions of the CBD, and support efforts by relevant international organisations 
and institutions regarding protection and application of TFRK, which can include 
the development of guidelines, in accordance with their mandates” 

 II.D(2)7.d 

   
“Invited the COP of the CBD, with the participation of indigenous people and 
local communities, through the Ad-Hoc Open-ended Inter-sessional Working 
Group, in its programme of work…to include options for collecting, recording, 
applying and locating traditional forest-related knowledge, recognising the need 
to foster the wider application of such knowledge, innovations and practices, with 
approval and effective involvement of the holders throughout the process” 

 II.D(2)8. 

   
   
 
 
 
 


