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1.

Introduction
This document is prepared pursuant to the Chairperson’s proposal adopted by the Council at
its Forty-fifth Session held on 9-14 November 2009 in Yokohama, Japan.
The proposal states, inter alia, that “A long-term solution concerning the financing of the
Council Sessions outside the Headquarters would be taken up at the Forty-sixth Session of
the ITTC, taking into account the proposal of Brazil and Mexico presented at the Forty-fifth
Session”.

2.

Elements of the Brazil and Mexico’s Proposal on Financing of Council Sessions held
Outside the Headquarters
The proposal of Brazil and Mexico presented at the Forty-fifth Session contains the following
elements:


The convening of the annual session of the Council shall rotate between the
Headquarters and a Producer member country;



Each Member country shall contribute a sum of US$3,000 per year towards
meeting the costs of holding a Council session in a Producer member country;



A separate sub-account under the Administrative Account shall be opened for this
purpose and the sub-account may also receive voluntary contributions made by
Member countries for this purpose;



In a situation when a session of the Council is to be held in a Producer member
country, the inviting government shall submit detailed estimates of the costs to be
covered by the host country and shall ensure that adequate resources are
available to meet these costs;



The Secretariat shall review all relevant procedures for the convening of the
sessions of the Council with the objective of reducing the costs of holding these
sessions particularly with regards to the distribution of printed materials;



The Secretariat shall, for instance analyse the feasibility of limiting the number of
printed copies of documents to be distributed to delegations.

3.
The above proposal by Brazil and Mexico was circulated to Member Countries on
15 September 2010 soliciting comments and opinions to facilitate discussions at the Forty-sixth
Council Session. Responses were received from Canada, Egypt, European Union and U.S.A. These
responses are annexed to this document.

ITTC(XLVI)/7/Rev.1
Page 2
ANNEX
Canada

ITTC(XLVI)/7/Rev.1
Page 3

ITTC(XLVI)/7/Rev.1
Page 4
Egypt
From: Ali Asal [mailto:egyptforestry@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 19, 2010 5:37 PM
To: IRIE Yuka
Subject: Re: Forty-sixth Session of the International Tropical Timber Council - Financing of Council
Sessions Outside of the Headquarters
Dear Mr. Yuka
Referring to Dr. Ze Meka statement concerning submitting comments and proposal on " financing of
the ITTC sessions outside the headquarters", kindly would like to raise to your attention that I
have already reviewed the elements of the Brazilian proposal on this regard, found reasonable and
convenient as I will transfer my primary consensus to department of the foreign Agricultural relations to
ratify approval on the financing issues.
Best regards, looking foreward to future indiscernible cooperation,
Sincerely yours,
Ali O. Asal
Afforestation Director General &
Deputy Undersecretary of State for Afforestation & Environment
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U.S.A.
From: Brooks, David [mailto:David_Brooks@ustr.eop.gov]
Sent: Saturday, October 16, 2010 6:25 AM
To: Emmanuel Ze Meka; OED; HASAN Mahboob
Cc: Barber, Charles V; Shaw, Ellen M
Subject: US response re: ITTA, 2006
Emmanuel Ze Meka, Executive Director
International Tropical Timber Organization
Dear Emmanuel,
Thank you for your letter (15 September) in which you provided information regarding the entry into
force of the ITTA, 2006 and requested our views and comments. Separately, you also invited us to
comment on a document addressing the issue of financing Council sessions held outside
headquarters, including the elements of an approach proposed by Brazil and Mexico. The following
provides our comments on these two topics.
Regarding the entry into force of the ITTA, 2006:
Thank you for the information on ratifications as of 15 September 2010. We continue to be
disappointed that the conditions for automatic entry into force have not been met, although we note
that 16 producer members and 30 consumer members have completed all of the
procedures. Nevertheless, it is a matter of concern that it is now nearly five years since the
conclusion of the negotiation and adoption of the text by consensus, and all current members have not
ratified the ITTA, 2006.
This extended and open-ended period of operation while waiting for additional ratifications is not good
for the organization. The delay postpones implementation of the features of the new agreement that
we all agreed would make the organization more effective and better able to attract voluntary
contributions from a wider variety of donors. In addition, the delay creates uncertainty regarding the
commitment of some current members to the future of the organization.
We recognize that a decision to bring the treaty into force among a smaller number of countries would
have a number of consequences. The most obvious is the fact that the assessed budget would need
to be shared among a smaller group of countries. However, a decision to bring the ITTA, 2006 into
force would also enable that group of countries to demonstrate leadership and a commitment to the
future of the ITTO. In our view, a decision to begin operations under the ITTA, 2006 would very
quickly encourage others to join. We also envision the possibility of financial arrangements to allow for
a smooth transition for the organization and, in the transition, a reduced financial burden on those
members taking the decision to bring the agreement into force.
To summarize: it is our view that the ITTA, 2006 should be brought into force as soon as
possible. Although we recognize there are challenges and risks associated with taking such a
decision at a meeting in December of this year, we also see risks in further delay. Therefore, if other
countries who have ratified agree, we are prepared to participate in a meeting as provided for in Article
39 paragraph 3, with the objective of bringing the ITTA, 2006 into force no later than January 1, 2011.
Regarding the financing of Council sessions held outside the headquarters:
To begin, we take note of the long history of Council debates on the frequency and duration of Council
sessions and, as associated topics, the venue of Council sessions and financing for those sessions
held outside headquarters. With agreement (as reflected in the first bullet point of the Brazil and
Mexico proposal) that the Council meet annually with a rotation between headquarters and a producer
member, the remaining issue is financing for sessions outside headquarters. In that context, we
welcome the prospect of a “long-term solution” with respect to financing.
We note that the current agreement states “If on the invitation of any member the Council meets
elsewhere than at the headquarters of the Organization, that member shall pay the additional cost of
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holding the meeting away from headquarters” (Article 9 paragraph 3). The ITTA, 2006 provides
greater flexibility: “In considering the frequency and location of its sessions, the Council shall seek to
ensure the availability of sufficient funds” (Article 9 paragraph 4). This provides just one example of
why we see the need to bring the ITTA, 2006 into force. As a general matter, it is our view that
convening the Council is a core function of the organization and any costs for Council sessions that
are not covered by the headquarters agreement should be incorporated into the regular, assessed
budget.
We welcome the spirit of the Brazil and Mexico proposal, including the effort to provide a predictable
source of funds based on contributions by all members. However, we have a number of questions
and concerns about specific elements of the proposal. These include:


Why is this approach (in effect, a “special assessment”) better than simply incorporating these
additional costs in the regular assessed budget?



Would the approach and the suggested assessment ($3,000 per member) generate sufficient
funds?



With the current membership, and assuming all members made this payment, the proposal
would generate approximately $200,000; this amount is considerably less than the external
funding provided for Council sessions held in producer countries over the past decade. Is the
proposal intended to provide no more than a fixed amount to any prospective host country?



Taking into account the fact that some members are in arrears in their payments of assessed
contributions, what mechanism would ensure that payments of this special assessment would
be made?

In general, it is not our policy to support special assessments outside of the regular assessed budget,
except under exceptional circumstances.
Please let us know if we need to clarify any of these comments.
With very best wishes,
David
David J. Brooks
Director for Natural Resources Policy and Environmental Reviews
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative
Ph: 202 395 9579
Fx: 202 395 9517

