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A. Introduction and Mandate of the Working Group 
 
1. Background 
 

Council, at the 52nd Session (2017) of the International Tropical Timber Council held in Lima, Peru, 
emphasized the need to examine the current funding structures of the International Tropical Timber 
Organization (ITTO with the intention of improving or reviewing the current financing infrastructure to enable 
the organization to respond more effectively to funding opportunities. 
 
It must be noted that incoming voluntary contributions had already been steadily decreasing over the last 
15 years for numerous reasons which are further explained within previous Finance Working Group 
Reports, but hit a low following the full extent of the financial impairment from 2015 through to 2017/8.  
 
These events and ensuing extensive discussions at Council prompted the Council to issue DECISION 
9(LIII)/22 IMPROVING ITTO’S FINANCING INFRASTRUCTURE AND FUNDRAISING STRATEGIES. 
This Council decision created the ad hoc Working Group (WG) to look at options and table proposals for 
the Council’s consideration with the aim of improving ITTO’s financing infrastructure and fundraising 
strategies.  
 
The WG convened at ITTO Headquarters during 3-5 September 2018 and its outputs were considered at 
the 54th Council Session in November 2018. Taking into consideration several recommendations made by 
the WG, Council issued DECISION 5(LIV) ENHANCING THE FINANCING ARCHITECTURE AND 
FUNDRAISING OF THE ORGANIZAION.   
 
This Council decision extended the mandate of the WG for one year whilst requesting the Executive 
Director (ED) to pilot an additional fundraising approach focused on pro-active development of proposals 
with potential sources of funding and/or participate in tenders which address/contribute to the objectives of 
the ITTA and strategic priorities of the Organization.  Additionally, the Secretariat was requested to carry 
out an electronic survey (building on a previous survey carried out in 2013, reference Decision 5(LIV) & 
Report of the ad hoc Working Group on Financing Infrastructure & Fundraising Strategies ITTC(LV/10)) to 
obtain information from Members on what they see is the value of ITTO and how it should transform.   
 
The WG convened at ITTO Headquarters during 3-5 September 2019 and its outputs were considered at 
the 55th Council Session in December 2019.  Taking into consideration several recommendations made by 
the WG, Council issued DECISION 8(LV) IMPLEMENTING ITTO’S NEW FINANCING ARCHITECTURE 
– PHASE I (Annex I).   
 
This Council decision called upon the Secretariat to play a more proactive role in seeking new funding 
avenues and partners for the funding of ITTO’s work and to pilot the programmatic approach and the four 
programme lines for the period of 2020-2022.  In addition, the decision requested the ED to convene an 
ad hoc working group (AHWG) in the first quarter of 2020 to develop short descriptions of each 
programmatic line and discuss matters related to the streamlined project cycle.   

  



ITTC(LVI)/9 
Page 4 

 
 
2. Operational mode of the Working Group 

 
In accordance with Decision 8(LV), an ad hoc working group (AHWG) was convened consisting of three 
experts nominated by consumer members, three experts nominated by producer members and one 
representative each from the Civil Society Advisory Group (CSAG) and the Trade Advisory Group (TAG) 
as follows:   
 

• Mr. Barney Chan, TAG 

• Ms. Jennifer Conje, USA 

• Mr. John James Leigh, Peru 

• Mr. Nurudeen Iddrisu, Ghana 

• Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama, Japan 

• Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana, CSAG 

• Mr. Zahrul Muttaqin (Indonesia) 

• Ms. Argyro Zerva, EU  
 

  Specific tasks assigned to the AHWG under paragraph 15 of this decision are: 
 

• Taking into consideration the draft for discussion “The new Programmatic Approach and the four new 
Programme Lines” presented by the Executive Director, develop brief descriptions and three to four 
objectives for each programmatic line to be presented to Council at its 56th Session;  

• Further refine the elements for a streamlined project cycle process as contained in the Report of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Financing Infrastructure and Fundraising Strategies (document 
ITTC(LV)/10), taking into account the report as a basis for discussion and the need to maintain a 
review function within the streamlined project cycle;  

• Review the template of the project concept note that is to be developed by the Secretariat; 

• Produce a report of its work to be presented to Council at its Fifty-sixth Session; 
 
The ED decided that the AHWG would not commence in the 1st quarter 2020 due to the spreading of the 
COVID19 pandemic and global travel bans being imposed.  It was further decided that the AHWG would 
be convened virtually online later in the year at the most appropriate time based on the availability of the 
AHWG members. The work of this AHWG was assisted and informed by the ED, the Director of Operations, 
and other secretariat staff.  The list of the AHWG members, the meeting agenda/s and Notes are attached 
in Annex II.  Furthermore, the ED circulated earlier in the year the draft for discussion on the Programmatic 
Approach and 4  Program Lines (which was presented as a non-paper at the 55th Session of the ITTC in 
Lomé, Togo) to obtain comments from Members and external parties ahead of the AHWG.    

 
The AHWG convened during 8 September – 2 October 2020 over 6 virtual conference calls scheduled 
during this period – 8th, 14th, 18th 24th, 30th September and 2nd October.  The following documents were 
provided to the AHWG in early August 2020: 

• Working Group Report 2019 (ITTC (LV)/10) 

• Decision 8(LV) (Annex II) 

• Members and External Party Comments on the draft document for discussion on the Programmatic 
Approach and 4 Program Lines (Annex III) 

• Draft Concept Note Template and Streamlined Project Cycle proposal prepared by the Secretariat 
(sent to the AHWG on 25th August 2020). 
 

Ms. Jennifer Conje and Mr. John Leigh were elected by the AHWG as the Co-chairs of the AHWG for 2020.  
The outcome and recommendations resulting from the deliberations of the AHWG are captured in this 
report.   
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B. Recommendations of the Working Group 
 

1. Proposed Programmatic Line Descriptions and Objectives 
 
 

Programmatic Line #1:  Legal & Sustainable Supply Chains (LSSC) * 
 
Goal:  To enhance capacity in tropical timber supply chains to meet the increasing demand for sustainability 
and assurance that products are from legal sources. 
 

Objectives: 

• Promote and strengthen networks and collaboration amongst consumers, producers, trade 

associations, traders, and civil society to help build legal and sustainable supply chains; and 

expand and diversify markets for tropical timber sourced from sustainably managed forests. 

• Improve market intelligence and information sharing on the international timber market and 

trade aimed at achieving greater transparency on market information and trends, including on 

the development of forest legality requirements in countries. 

• Identify and promote incentives throughout the tropical timber demand and supply chain to 

increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability. 

• Enhance the capacity of tropical timber producing countries for the production of legal and 

sustainable timber and non-timber products and services. 

• Raise awareness of the critical role that sustainably managed tropical forests play in 

contributing to the three pillars of sustainability (economic, social and environmental), including 

the achievement of the SDGs and other global forest related goals and commitments.   

 

Programmatic Line #2:  Conservation of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services 
 
Goal:  To maintain and/or enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services of tropical forests and forest 
landscapes, while maintaining the sustainable production of timber and other products and services. 

 
Objectives: 

• Encourage the full valuation of forest landscapes, including ecosystem services and 

biodiversity, as well as the collection and/or use of existing ecological and biological data that 

contributes to sustainable management of tropical forests.  

• Promote innovative approaches, technologies and practices (including payment for 

ecosystem services) and strengthen technical skills aimed at maintaining and/or enhancing 

tropical biodiversity and ecosystem services in production forests.   

• Assist in building countries’ capacity to implement the ITTO/IUCN Guidelines for the 

Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in Tropical Production Forests and other 

relevant ITTO and internationally acknowledged guidelines.   

• Enhance further collaboration with international organisations, including the secretariats of 

CITES and the CBD, to enhance countries’ capacity to implement forest biodiversity goals, 

including the CITES listings of tropical tree species.   

 
 
 
 
* While the task defined under Decision 8(LV) specified to develop three to four objectives for each programmatic line, the 

AHWG found it necessary to include more than four objectives for the Programmatic Line #1.   
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Programmatic Line #3:  Forest Landscape Restoration and Resilient Livelihoods 
 
Goal:  To scale up the area of forest landscapes restored and to increase the provision of goods and 
services from planted and restored forests, thereby generating opportunities for local employment and 
contributing to wider development goals. 
 

Objectives: 

• Promote the utilization and implementation of the ITTO Guidelines for forest landscape 

restoration in the tropics.  

• Facilitate the improvement of knowledge and skills in FLR and the sustainable management 

of restored and planted forests. 

• Assist ITTO tropical member countries in building capacity to plan and implement tropical 

forest landscape restoration (FLR) in the field. 

 
 
 

Programmatic Line #4:  Emerging Issues and Innovation 
 
Goal:  To address emerging/urgent issues and innovation focused on achieving ITTA objectives that 
are not covered under the other programmatic lines. 
 

Objectives: 

• Allow for funding flexibility and a streamlined approach to address specific issues not 

captured by the other programmatic lines. 

• Respond to opportunities that allow ITTO and its members to be at the forefront of innovation, 

pilot new approaches or studies, and be able to react to emerging international development 

policy priorities. 

• Assist members to manage and adapt to natural, socioeconomic, and financial crises 

affecting sustainable tropical forest management and timber production and trade.   

• Leverage ITTO’s network and information/data expertise to assist countries to respond to 

emerging/urgent issues.   
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2. Proposed Streamlined Project Cycle Approach 
 

The proposed streamlined project cycle approach is detailed below through its application under 4 most 
common types of financing scenarios experienced by the ITTO, shown below as flow charts, followed by 
explanations of the key procedures. 

 
 
 

  

Funding opportunity 
(thematic, regional) is 
identified (e.g. willingness of 

donor to provide funding, call for 
proposal/ competitive tender)

Coordination of the 
development and 

review of full proposal 
by Secretariat based on 

ITTO objectives and 
framework, directly with 

target recipient.

Reviewed concept notes are 
placed in the donor/project 

matching database 
(including proposals  from Regular Project 

Cycle)

Agreement is signed 
& Project is funded

Project is not 
funded 

(subject to sunset 
provision)

Virtual Informed 
Feedback Loop

(more than 1 month 
before agreement)

Funding 
decision by 

donor

Launch Call for Concept 
Notes (depending on the 

funding opportunity there may 
be limits on the region and 

theme as well as the number of 
concept notes that can be 

submitted)

Secretariat decides NOT to 
proceed based on feedback
and undertakes necessary 
consultations

Secretariat decides to proceed   
based on feedbackRevision

of proposal

Yes

No

Financing Scenario 1 under the Programmatic Approach

Secretariat 
checks 

conformity of 
Concept 

Notes (CN)

Match-making 
between

Donor & Recipient
(Co-development 

process: improving 
proposal/ concept note)

Virtual 
Expert Panel 

appraises 
on request

Only those eligible to 
submit proposals 
under ITTA can 
submit CNs

Immediate funding 
opportunity is identified

Coordination of the 
development and review 

of full proposal by 
Secretariat based on ITTO 
objectives and framework, 

directly with targeted 
Recipient.  

Agreement is signed 
& Project is funded

Project is not 
funded 

(subject to sunset 
provision)

Virtual Informed 
Feedback Loop

(period could be less  than 
1 month before 

agreement but at least 1 
week before agreement)

Funding 
decision by 

donor

Secretariat decides to proceed   
based on feedback

Revision
of proposal

Yes

No

Financing Scenario 2 under the Programmatic Approach

Match-making 
between

Donor & Recipient
(Co-development process: 

improving proposal/ concept 
note)

Existing Concept notes/ 
proposals in the donor/project 

matching database are 
referred to

(including proposals from Regular Project 
Cycle)

Virtual 
Expert Panel 

appraises 
on request

Secretariat decides NOT to 
proceed based on feedback
and undertakes necessary 
consultations
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Funding opportunities 
identified requiring 

funding agreements* to be 
signed upfront

Coordination of the 
development and review 

of full proposal by 
Secretariat based on ITTO 

objectives and 
framework, directly with 

targeted Recipient. 

Agreement is 
not signed

Virtual Informed 
Feedback Loop

(period could be less  than 
1 month but at least 1 

week before agreement)

Funding 
decision by 

donor

Secretariat decides to proceed   
based on feedback

Revision 
of proposal

Yes

No

Financing Scenario 3 under the Programmatic Approach

Funding Agreement 
is signed

Project Agreement 
is signed & funded

Project is not 
funded 

(subject to sunset 
provision)

Match-making 
between

Donor & Recipient
(Co-development 

process: improving 
proposal/ concept 

note)

Existing concept notes/ proposals 
in the donor/ project matching 

database are referred to
(including proposals from Regular Project Cycle)

* Funding agreement between donor and secretariat

Launch Call 
for Concept 

Notes if 
possible

Virtual 

Expert Panel

appraises 
on request

Secretariat decides NOT to proceed
based on feedback and undertakes 

necessary consultations

Annual/Biannual Open 
Call for Concept Notes/ 

Full Proposals*
(Launched at least 6 months before 

Expert Panel)

Agreement is signed 
& Project is funded

Project is not 
funded (subject to 

sunset provision)

Funding 
decision by 

donor
Yes

No

Expert Panel 
appraises Proposals

Council approves 
Category 1 Projects

Financing Scenario 4 under the Programmatic Approach 
integrating the Regular Project Cycle.  

Integrated into 
donor/project 

matching database 
(Programmatic 

Approach PL1-4)

Secretariat 
checks 

conformity 
of Concept 

Notes

Virtual Informed 
Feedback Loop

(more than 1 month 
before agreement)

Coordination of the 
development and review 

of full proposal by 
Secretariat based on ITTO 
objectives and framework, 

directly with target recipient. 

Pledges made 
at Council to 
approved 
projects

Secretariat decides NOT to 
proceed based on feedback 
and undertakes necessary consultations

Secretariat decides 
to proceed based on 
feedback

Revision 
of proposal

Concept Notes (CN)

Full proposals (transitional arrangement)

Expert 
Panel 

appraises 
on request

Not pledged
at Council

Concept Notes/ 
Proposals

Match-making 
between

Donor & Recipient
(Co-development process)

* Small project proposals with an ITTO budget less than $150,000 and 24 months are  
to be submitted following the format in the ITTO Manual for Project Formulation.

Only those eligible to 
submit proposals  under 
ITTA can submit CNs
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Launching Calls and Submitting Concept Notes (CNs) 
 

• Calls for CNs will be launched when a funding opportunity (thematic, regional) is identified (e.g. 
willingness of a donor to provide funding, call for proposal from a donor/competitive tender), which 
is not immediate and allows enough time for members to develop CNs and secretariat to review.  
An annual open call for CNs/full proposals will also be launched regardless of specific funding 
opportunities identified.   

• Depending on the funding opportunity, there may be limits on the region and theme as well as the 
number of CNs that can be submitted. 

• Eligibility to submit CNs will be consistent with submission of proposals and will follow the 
restrictions under ITTO’s current rules (Decision 7(XXXIII) and ITTA, 2006, Article 19, para 8). 

• CNs will need to be endorsed by the national focal point before they can be submitted.   

• Small projects with an ITTO budget less than $150,000 and 24 months are to be submitted as 
proposals following the format in the ITTO Manual for Project Formulation instead of as a Concept 
Note. 

 
 
 
Checking Conformity of Concept Notes 
 

• The Secretariat will check all CNs for conformity prior to the CNs being integrated into the 
donor/project matching database.   

• Checking for conformity is defined as “ensuring that the proponent completes all sections of the 
CNs while conforming to the elements specified under sections 3 and 4 of the CN template”.   

 
 

Donor/project Matching Database, Match-making between Donor & Recipient and Coordination of 
development of full proposal 
 

• Reviewed CNs as well as unfunded proposals from the Regular Project Cycle will be included and 
made public in the Donor/project Matching Database. 

• Secretariat will administer and manage the electronic database housed on its website/homepage.    

• Match-making between the donor and recipient will take place in a transparent manner using the 
database, and upon request, a proposal developed through -a “co-development process” which 
may result in the improvement of existing proposals and CNs. 

• The co-development process involves an exchange of information and ideas between the 
Secretariat, donor, and project developer that feeds into development of the proposal, thus 
increasing the chances of it being funded. 

• The Secretariat will coordinate the development and review of the full proposal directly with the 
target recipient, as per the ITTA 2006, based on ITTO’s objectives and framework of compliance.   

• The proposal will be appraised by the Expert Panel or other technical experts as appropriate, on 
request.   

• In some cases, full project proposals already approved by Council may be revised further through 
this process upon request or interest from a donor.   

 
 

The Role of the Expert Panel and technical reviews of concept notes 
 

• The Expert Panel will review selected CNs, upon request, in addition to the project proposals 
submitted under the Regular Project Cycle during its annual fixed meeting.   

• The Expert Panel may also be requested to review selected concept notes virtually outside of the 
fixed meeting, depending on the timing and necessity.    

• The Secretariat, as applicable, will make calls for appropriate experts to be represented on the 
Panel with appropriate expertise and consult outside experts from ITTO’s projects to conduct 
technical reviews (subject to sufficiency of funding as required).     
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Virtual Informed Feedback Loop 
 

• The Virtual Informed Feedback Loop was established under Decision 8(LV) to “inform the 
membership before entering into any agreement – preferably, no later than one month in advance, 
if possible.  Members will have an opportunity to provide feedback on the agreement.  The 
Executive Director will base his/her decision on whether or not to proceed with the agreement 
based on the feedback received from Members”.  

• For immediate funding opportunities, the notification period could be less than 1 month before the 
agreement but should be at least 1 week before the agreement is entered into. 

• The Virtual Informed Feedback Loop is especially important for cases where waiting for Council 
endorsement during the Council Session may result in the loss of opportunity in optimizing on 
funding opportunities that appear at short notice.  Additionally, it is a way to add transparency to 
the entire process, especially for immediate funding scenarios, enabling Members to provide 
feedback to the Secretariat before an agreement is entered into, particularly in cases where the 
activities proposed are policy issues that may not yet have been agreed upon by Council.   

 
 

Sunset Provision 
 

• The current sunset provisions will be applied to unfunded full proposals and CNs, in order to 
manage the volume and relevancy of the proposals/CNs included in the database.   

• Countries can always resubmit a sunset proposal that is adapted/revised to current circumstances.   
 
 

Funding Opportunities Identified Requiring Funding Agreements to be Signed Upfront (Financing 
Scenario 3) 
 

• This scenario covers situations such as when donors already have funds available with ITTO in 
mind and require a funding agreement between the donor and the secretariat upfront to proceed.   

• In such cases, the virtual informed feedback loop will be initiated before the funding agreement is 
entered into and before the proposal is fully developed with a minimum period of one week to obtain 
members’ feedback. A separate project agreement between the Secretariat and recipient/s may be 
entered into at a later stage before commencement of the project.   

 
 

Annual/Biannual Open Call for Concept Notes/Full Proposals, and the Streamlined Project Cycle 
(Financing Scenario 4) 
 

• During the annual/biannual open call in this pilot phase, the proponent may decide whether to 
submit CNs, a full project proposal or a pre-project proposal.    However, members are strongly 
encouraged to submit CNs, thus facilitating transitioning into a streamlined project cycle process 
for the organization.  As noted earlier, projects with an ITTO budget less than $150,000 and 24 
months can be submitted as full proposals in lieu of CNs. 

• The open call will be launched at least 6 months before the Expert Panel meeting in order to allow 
sufficient time for CNs receiving donors’ interest to be developed into full proposals to be reviewed 
by the Expert Panel, together with the Regular Project Cycle proposals.   

• While the CN approach is an attempt to streamline the process to avoid proponents from spending 
a significant amount of time and effort developing full proposals before funding is identified, it should 
not limit proponents that already have proposals available or are willing to develop proposals for 
submission from doing so provided these proposals address the requirements in the CN template.   

• It is recommended that the Regular Project Cycle (submission of full proposals by the proponent) 
should be maintained for at least one year during the pilot phase and depending on a decision to 
be made by Council, eventually shifted to a model where only CNs or small proposals ($150,000 
and 24 months) are submitted. 
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3. Proposed Project Concept Note Template 
 

1. General Description 

1.1. Project Title 

1.2. Submitting Country/ies 
 

1.3. Specific Location & Country/ies/regions/areas benefitting from the project 

1.4. Endorsement from ITTO Focal Point i 

1.5. Intended Project Duration (in months) 
 

1.6. Indicative Budget (in US$)  
ITTO Budget:   US$ 
Counterpart Budget:   US$ 
Total Budget:   US$ 

 

1.7. Programme Line Focusii 

☐Legal and Sustainable Supply Chains 

☐Biodiversity in Productive Forests 

☐Forest Landscape Restoration and Resilient Livelihoods 

☐Emerging Issues and Innovation 

 

1.8. Project Typeiii 

☐Capacity Building/Training 

☐Community/field-based project implementation 

☐Pilot/demonstration project 

☐Analytical work/studies 

☐Workshop/meeting/seminar 

☐Innovation 

☐Policy development/implementation 

☐Market/product development 

☐Otheriv 

1.9. Proposal Summary (max. 2000 characters) 
 
 

2. Proponent Information 

2.1. Executing Agency (EA) Information 
Name of Agency/Organization/Institution:  
Name of main Contact Person: 
Email, phone/fax, URL: 
 

2.2. Type of Organization 

☐Governmental Agency 

☐Civil Society Organization 

☐University/Research Institute 

☐International Organization 

☐Private Sector/Industry Association 

☐Otheriv 

 
2.3. Collaborating Agency/ies (same info as above for EA); 

 
2.4. Relevant experience of EA: (max. 500 characters)  
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3. Relevance (max 2000 characters for each sub-section) 

 
3.1. Conformity with ITTO objectives (ITTA, 2006) and priorities (current SAP) 
 
 
3.2. Relevance to the ITTO Programme Lines 
 
 
3.3. Relevance to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Global Forest Goals (GFGs) and other 

forest related global agenda 
 
 
3.4. Relevance to submitting country’s policies 
 
 
3.5. Linkages to previous/ongoing ITTO and other projects/activities (if any) 

 
 
 

 

4. Project synopsis (max. 2000 characters for each sub-section) 

4.1. Objectives (reflecting reference to elements within all ITTO Guidelines as applicable)  
 
 
4.2. Key problem(s) to be addressed 
 
 
4.3. Main stakeholders and beneficiaries  
 
 
4.4. Key activities 
 
 
4.5. Expected outcomes and impacts, including innovation/transformation 
 
 
4.6. Existing funding for (related) initiative(s)/established contacts to potential donors 
 
 
4.7. Any other information deemed necessary/important 
 
 
4.8. Risk mitigation measures  
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5. Indicative Budget (in US$) 
 

 

Description ITTO Counterpart TOTAL 

1. Personnel    

2. Sub-contracts    

3. Travel and DSA    

4. Capital Items    

5. Consumables    

6. Publication/Dissemination    

7. Miscellaneous    

TOTAL    

 

TO BE COMPLETED BY ITTO 

ITTO Project Monitoring & Review    

Annual/Final Audit    

ITTO Programme Support    

GRAND TOTAL    

 
 
 
 
 
i (PDF, JPG, PNG attachment) – without endorsement the CN will not be considered 
ii Check 1 
iii Check up to 3 
iv Textbox for manual input  
v Proponent to identify potential or anticipated risks and how they will be mitigated 
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4. Other Matters for Council’s Consideration 
 
 

In addition to the above proposals developed based on the mandate in Decision 8 (LV), the working group 
had the following recommendations: 
 
 
1. The pilot phase encourages the model of submitting CNs although the Regular Project Cycle 

(submission of full proposals by the proponent)  ought to be maintained for at least one year during 
the transitional pilot period and eventually shifted to a model where only concept notes or small 
proposals (budget under $150,000 and 24 months) are submitted.   

 
2. The next open call should be launched 6 months before the next Expert Panel Meeting and be 

open to submissions for concept notes (using the recommended template and program line 
goals/objectives), full small proposals (as detailed in point 1 above) and pre-project proposals.   

 
3. There are no revisions to the financial rules or project manuals envisioned at this time during the 

pilot phase.  However, changes may be considered in future when the Council takes a decision on 
formalizing the adoption of any new procedures.   

 
4. As per Council Decision 5(LIV) paragraph 9, a review of the implementation of that decision 

including the long-term effectiveness and feasibility of the pilot approach is to be undertaken by the 
Executive Director where the outcome report is to be provided to Members no later than 90 days 
prior to its consideration at the 58th Session of Council in 2022; Council is advised to take a decision 
at the 57th Session of Council (2021) on how that review process will be structured and if a new 
working group needs to be established to be part of that review process. 
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ANNEX I 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIFTY-FIFTH SESSION 
2-7 December 2019 
Lomé, Togo 
 

DECISION 8(LV) 
 

IMPLEMENTING ITTO’S NEW FINANCING ARCHITECTURE – PHASE I 
 
 

The International Tropical Timber Council, 
 

Acknowledging the need for the Organization to improve its financial architecture and to adapt the 
operations of the Secretariat in order to more effectively carry out its mandate of the ITTA;  

 
Recalling the objectives of Article 1 of the ITTA, 2006; 
 
Recalling Decision 9 (LIII), which established the Ad-hoc Working Group on Financing Infrastructure and 

Fundraising Strategies; 
 
Further recalling Decision 5 (LIV), which approved, among other elements: the piloting of an additional 

fundraising approach, an electronic survey to gain more information on Member’s views on the funding situation 
and possible solutions, and extended by one year the mandate of the Ad-hoc Working Group on Financing 
Infrastructure and Fundraising Strategies to develop a proposal for a “streamlined project cycle” and assist in the 
development of appropriate themes to be used in fundraising proposals; 

 
Taking into consideration the work and recommendations of the Ad-hoc Working Group on Financing 

Infrastructure and Fundraising Strategies;  
 
Recalling the legal obligation of members to pay their assessed contributions to the Administrative Budget, 

which contributes to the overall operational strength of the Organization to fulfill its mandate; 
 

Noting the need to conserve and sustainably manage tropical forests given the critical interrelationship 
between tropical forests and environmental threats such as climate change, biodiversity loss, land degradation 
and desertification; 
 

Recognizing the direct relevance of ITTO’s activities to other forest-related international organizations and 
processes such as United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), United Nations 
Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services (IPBES) and related programmes such as the Green Climate Fund (GCF); 
 

Recognizing that Global Environment Facility (GEF) is increasingly implementing projects, which address, 
in an integrated manner, sustainable forest management, the link between deforestation and commodity supply 
chains, landscape restoration, sustainable agriculture and climate change adaptation, such as through the GEF-
7 Food Systems, Land Use and Restoration Impact Program and the Sustainable Forest Management Impact 
Program; 
 

Acknowledging ITTO’s unique mandate and role in promoting the sustainable management of tropical 
timber producing forests, facilitating the achievement of legal and sustainable commodity supply chains and land 
use, and private sector engagement, which are highlighted as key components of GEF-7 Impact Programs;  
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Noting the need for transparency, oversight, and call for active Membership involvement and input in the 

proposed financial architecture and streamlined project cycle; 
 

Decides to: 
 

1. Call upon the Secretariat to play a more proactive role in seeking new funding avenues and partners 
for the funding of ITTO’s work; 

 
Programmatic Approach and Lines 

 
2. Pilot the programmatic approach and the four programme lines for the period of 2020-2022 as 

follows: 
 

• Legal and Sustainable Supply Chains (LSSC); 

• Conservation of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services; 

• Forest Landscape Restoration and Resilient Livelihoods; 

• Emerging Issues and Innovation; 
 

Engagement with GEF and other potential partners 
 

3. Request the Executive Director to further engage with the Secretariats of GEF and related 
conventions, with a view to finding opportunities to partner with GEF as a non-accredited partner in 
the near future, while still pursing the vision of becoming a GEF accredited partner;   

 
4. Request the Executive Director to seek an extension or renewal of the MoU with the Secretariat of 

CBD for an additional five years as well as the MoU with the Secretariat of UNCCD for the next five 
years, with a view to enhancing mutually supportive implementation of ITTA and these Conventions, 
especially for activities which are funded under the GEF biodiversity and land degradation focal 
areas;  

 
5. Request the Executive Director to explore establishing an MoU with the UNFCCC for a similar 

purpose; 
 

6. Request the Executive Director to: 
 

i. convey ITTO priorities to the GEF to inform forest/ timber-related strategies and work 
programmes in GEF-7; 

ii. explore avenues to engage in the Steering Committees of the GEF Sustainable Forest 
Management Program, Food, Land Use and Restoration Program and other forest-related 
programmes with a view towards implementing the objectives of the ITTA; 

 
7. Request the Executive Director to continue efforts to become formally accredited to the GCF, while 

exploring near term opportunities to partner with an accredited entity, to enhance ITTO’s active role 
in fighting deforestation and forest degradation; 

 
8. Allocate time in the agenda(s) of future Council Sessions to invite new potential partners and donors 

to present on upcoming funding opportunities and priorities to help inform future project concept 
notes; 

 
Additional funding mechanisms 

 
9. Authorize the Executive Director to explore additional financial arrangements, as appropriate (i.e 

competitive tenders, contracts, and solicitations), that bring new funding into the Organization and 
are in line with the mandate of the ITTA, Strategic Action Plan, Biennial Work Programme, all rules 
of the Organization and take into consideration ITTO’s projects pending financing; 

 
10. Establish a “virtual informed feedback loop” under the new funding architecture and request the 

Executive Director to inform the membership before entering into any agreement – preferably, no 
later than one month in advance, if possible.  Members will have an opportunity to provide feedback 
on the agreement. The Executive Director will base his/her decision on whether or not to proceed 
with the agreement based on the feedback received from Members; 
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11. Authorize the Executive Director to engage a consultant(s) for specific targeted support on 
fundraising efforts as needed by the Secretariat;  

 
12. Authorize the Executive Director to seek voluntary contributions for the implementation of paragraph 

11, and if none are forthcoming, utilize an amount not exceeding US$100,000.00 from the Working 
Capital Account for its implementation; 

 
Streamlined Project Cycle 

 
13. Request the Secretariat to develop a project concept note template and post it on the website for 

members use when responding to calls; 
 

14. Request the Secretariat to issue a call for project concept notes as needed while specifying a 
geographical and thematic focus to help inform and support the response to potential funding 
sources/opportunities that the Secretariat is pursuing.  Members are encouraged to also submit 
proposals on a regional basis; 

 
15. Request the Executive Director to convene an ad hoc working group in the first quarter of 2020 

consisting of three experts nominated by consumer members, three experts nominated by producer 
members and one representative each from Civil Society Advisory Group (CSAG) and Trade 
Advisory Group (TAG) to undertake the following tasks: 

 
a) Taking into consideration the draft for discussion “The new Programmatic Approach and the 

four new Programme Lines” presented by the Executive Director, develop brief descriptions 
and three to four objectives for each programmatic line to be presented to Council at its Fifty-
sixth Session; 

b) Further refine the elements for a streamlined project cycle process as contained in the Report 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Financing Infrastructure and Fundraising Strategies 
(document ITTC(LV)/10), taking into account the report as a basis for discussion and the need 
to maintain a review function within the streamlined project cycle ; 

c) Review the template of the project concept note that is to be developed by the Secretariat. 
d) Produce a report of its work to be presented to Council at its Fifty-sixth Session; 

 
16. Establish an advisory board composed of the IAG complemented by representatives of TAG and 

CSAG, or their designated alternates, that meets via conference call every four months to receive 
an update on the implementation of the pilot programmatic approach, including engagement with 
international bodies such as potential funding partners, and to advise the Executive Director; 

 
17. Request the Executive Director to report on progress/achievements in the implementation of this 

Decision including an assessment of its fundraising potential at the Fifty-sixth Session of the ITTC. 
 
 
 

* * * 
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ANNEX II 
 

Summary notes of the Working Group’s Conference Calls 
 

First meeting of the 
Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 

 
Held via Skype, Tuesday, 8 September 2020 

 
 
Introduction 
 
1. Pursuant to Decision 8(LV), the Working Group established to identify and discuss measures to improve 

the efficiency of the organization of work and to prepare a report with recommendations for further 
deliberations by the Council at its Fifty-sixth Session, convened its meeting virtually on Tuesday, 
8 September 2020 from 8:00 p.m. (Japan Standard Time).  The Working Group comprised three 
representatives from producer members, three representatives from consumer members, one 
representative each from Civil Society Advisory Group (CSAG) and Trade Advisory Group (TAG), 
assisted by Dr. Gerhard Dieterle, Executive Director, together with members of the Secretariat.  The list 
of the Members of the Working Group is as follows.   
 
Ad Hoc Working Group 
 
1. Mr. Barney Chan (BC), TAG 
2. Ms. Jennifer Conje (JC), USA 
3. Mr. Nurudeen Idrissu (NI), Ghana 
4. Mr. John James Leigh (JL), Peru 
5. Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama (YM), Japan 
 (Mr. Taku Sakaguchi, MoFA, and Mr. Rikiya Konishi (RK), Forestry Agency, also participated) 
6. Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana (DR), CSAG  
7. Mr. Zahrul Muttaquin (ZM), Indonesia  
8. Ms. Argyro Zerva (AZ), EU  
 
ITTO Secretariat 
 
1. Mr. Gerhard Dieterle (GD), Executive Director 
2. Ms. Sheam Satkuru (SS), Director, Operations   
3. Mr. Steve Johnson (SJ), Director, Trade & Industry  
4. Mr. Osamu Hashiramoto (OH), Director, Forest Management  
5. Mr. Gerhard Breulmann (GB), Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
6. Mr. Simon Kawaguchi (SK), Finance/Administrative Officer 
7. Secretarial Support Ms. Naho Tamura & Ms. Maiko Suzuki 

 
2. The Executive Director (ED) briefed the Working Group on its mandate as stipulated under Decision 

8(LV) paragraph 15 as follows: 
 

(a) Taking into consideration the draft for discussion “The new Programmatic Approach and the four 
new Programme Lines” presented by the Executive Director, develop brief descriptions and three 
to four objectives for each programmatic line to be presented to Council at its Fifty-sixth Session;  

 
(b) Further refine the elements for a streamlined project cycle process as contained in the Report of 

the Ad Hoc Working Group on Financing Infrastructure and Fundraising Strategies (document 
ITTC(LV)/10), taking into account the report as a basis for discussion and the need to maintain a 
review function within the streamlined project cycle; 

 
(c) Review the template of the project concept note that is to be developed by the Secretariat; and 
 
(d) Produce a report of its work to be presented to Council at its Fifty-sixth Session. 
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3. The ED also referred to Decision 5(LIV) which outlined the background of the Working Group (AHWG). 
During the past months after the 55th Session of the Council, the Secretariat had worked on the 
implementation of these two Decisions with a modified approach.  An advisory board was established 
as mandated under Decision 8(LV) paragraph 16. Additionally, Secretariat also established a feedback 
process earlier this year seeking inputs, views, guidance and suggestions, from Members and 
CSAG/TAG on five different questions as it was deemed important for the tasks of this AHWG.  This 
delayed the start of the Working Group, together with the COVID pandemic, to convene a meeting.  The 
Secretariat received valuable comments from partners and members during this period.  Also during 
this period, the Secretariat took the initiative to submit a proposal to EU whilst receiving funding from 
Japan’s emergency fund on a Forest Fire Project and a pilot amount from the Buddhist Organization 
Soka Gakkai for Empowerment of women in Togo.  The Secretariat in close collaboration with potential 
beneficiary countries submitted two substantial proposals under a call for proposals by the German 
federal Ministry of the Environment (BMU-IKI Program) for Western Africa (€16 million) and Indonesia 
(€14 million).  

 
4. Following the guidance of the Decision 8(LV) paragraph 16 Advisory Board (AB) 1st meeting held in 

April 2020, the Secretariat presented a summary matrix from all the comments received from the 
Producer/Consumer Members, CSAG, TAG and other stakeholders.  The Secretariat further prepared 
a draft Concept Note template (CN), plus a CN review scheme with a table showing the stages in the 
review process and the processing scheme of those CNs.  Slides were shared with the AHWG, showing 
the current financing architecture, which is very complex, and a streamlined project cycle, which should 
be a simple structure for the future.  The ED stated that in line with Decision 8(LV), the Programmatic 
Approach and the four proposed Program Lines as presented in the Secretariat’s non-paper are to be 
piloted until 2022 and forms the basis for discussion in the AHWG. The ED concluded his opening 
remarks stating that the product which the AHWG should have at the end of the day is something which  
the Council can agree upon as the basic background note for the financial architecture for the future. 

 
Election of Chairperson 
 
5. The AHWG elected Ms. Jennifer Conje (U.S.A.) and Mr. John Leigh (Peru) as Co-chairs of the AHWG. 
 
Adoption of Agenda 
 
6. The AHWG considered the following agenda for discussion: 
 

A. Secretariat to briefly outline tasks under Decision 8(LV) para 15 & deadlines 
B. Discussions on any questions submitted/clarifications sought by AHWG 
C. Discussion between AHWG on tasks/divisions of tasks 
D. Other Matters & Date of 2nd Virtual AHWG Conference Call 

 
7. The Co-chair (JC) suggested that the AHWG  prioritises  items b), c) and d) as specified under Decision 

8(LV) paragraph 15 in order to make progress on the streamlined project cycle since there had already 
been considerable discussions on item a) under the same paragraph in the past AHWGs in 2018 and 
2019. The AHWG agreed to this approach.  

 
Presentation by the Secretariat 
 
8. The Secretariat introduced the table titled “Draft Concept Note Review/Processing Scheme“:  

• The table is divided in three columns and three stages. 

• This matrix was prepared based on previous discussions and the decisions taken then. 

• The following points on a streamlined project cycle in the CN template and processes were noted:  

a. First step would be for the secretariat to identify any potential funding source or geographic 

focus.  

b. A call was supposed to have been issued for CNs by the secretariat this year but has 

unfortunately been delayed for several reasons, mainly due to the COVID-19 pandemic).  

c. The call for CNs would have a deadline as the Regular Project Cycle (RPC) did. 

d. CNs would need to be endorsed by official focal points. 

e. The number of CNs that can be submitted per member country should be limited, but the 

number is yet to be decided by the AHWG.  

f. CNs should follow the required format. 
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g. The Secretariat (Technical Divisions) will screen the CNs for compliance with ITTO’s 

mandate, otherwise they will be returned to the focal point.  

h. CNs that pass the screening will be uploaded on ITTO’s CN database so that interested 

parties can review.  

i. In parallel to this procedure, the Secretariat will continue to identify possible donors’ funding 

preferences and get in touch with Executing Agencies/foal points of the CNs. 

j. (Once the CNs receive interest from donors) CNs will be further developed into full project 

proposals. 

k. Secretariat wish to continue with the RPC as a distinct element of the Programmatic 

Approach which simultaneously offers more flexibility to tap into all available or prospective 

funding sources. 

l. While there should be more flexibility for CNs, they will still need to be compliant with ITTO’s 

various guidelines such as Gender, Monitoring, Auditing, etc. 

m. The AHWG would need to discuss how to deal with different formats/structures of technical 

review of full proposals developed from CNs, as well as how to fit the current ITTO rules 

such as the Sunset clause, and the various guidelines. 

n. The funding flowchart sent to the AHWG is to demonstrate possible scenarios, processes 

and matching efforts between donor priorities and members.  

Discussion 
 
9. Following the presentation by the Secretariat on the draft CN review/processing scheme, the Co-chair 

(JL) opened the floor for comments and questions. The main points raised during the discussion are as 
follows: 
 
Representative of Ghana 

• What is the incentive for producer countries to support the new PA?  The new PA does not ensure 
that funding may be secured even after a full project proposal is developed.  How will it be different 
from the RPC in terms of ensuring funding? 

• Referred to the previous year’s WG discussion on the the merits of hiring a marketing/fundraising 
member of staff and whether there would be any further consideration on this. 

 
Representative of Japan (MOFA) 

• On the PPT on the future funding situation of the Organization, requested clarification on why 
there is a dotted line that goes from Earmarked Voluntary Contributions to the Administrative 
Budget. 

• Requested clarification on the flexibility of the framework in terms of how to deal with emergency 
type special funds that become available quickly and that need to  respond quickly; how to 
accommodate that sort of funding, which tends to increase in times like this where long-term 
visibility in terms of the funding landscape is very poor. 

• Timing or timeline and vision for the informed feedback loop in situations where emergency type 
funding becomes available where the ability to respond to a funding call maybe tight and how 
that would affect the functioning of the informed feedback loop. 

 
Representative of U.S.A. 

• Timing of when these CN calls would actually be - are we envisioning the same twice a year cycle 
or is this an ongoing call as funding opportunities appear or is it a combination of both? 

• In terms of the technical review of the full proposal, the initial conclusion of the last AHWG group 
was that maybe an Expert Panel is not needed. There was a lot of pushback on that 
recommendation.  It seems that there is at least some desire to maintain an Expert Panel or a 
third party review outside of the Secretariat and outside of the donor and the project developer 
to ensure an independent review of the technical competence of a project.  Perhaps it is 
necessary to re-insert the Expert Panel somewhere. 

• In terms of the limitation of two concept notes.  Is that per call or is that per year? 
 
Representative of Peru 

• On the diagram showing the future funding scenario of the Organization, it was noted that while 
the RPC has been eliminated, the BWP is still included.  He pointed out that financing for both 
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the BWP and the RPC have been dwindling so it may be necessary in the long run to review the 
performance of the BWP in terms of attracting funding. 

• On the draft CN/review process, what is the minimum or maximum timeframe from achieving 
funding and starting implementation of projects/activities in the field. 

• What is the maximum amount for each CN? 

• How much progress has the Secretariat made in identifying potential funding sources? 

• Requested clarification on the two CNs eligible per member/per cycle in the draft CN/review 
process. 

• From the draft CN/review process, it appears that the Secretariat would be putting together 
regional projects.  In the past, regional organizations were able to submit a regional proposal 
including their member countries (i.e., COMIFAC in Africa and ACTO in Latin America).  How is 
that going to fit into Stage 1? 

• Requested an update on the progress made by the Secretariat in the development of the new 
online CN database, which would also include all projects that are currently pending finance. 

• How will the Secretariat identify and group the regional thematic concept note clusters (see red 
text at the bottom of Stage 1)?  Stressed the importance for member countries to be able to set 
up their own regional proposals. 

• How will the donors indicate interest in a programme line (PL) under the PA? 

• It may be necessary to periodically update the PLs in accordance with donor trends. 

• There should be an independent technical review of the proposals outside of the Secretariat to 
ensure objectivity. 

• For the contractual arrangements, if a proposal is funded by several donors and each donor 
utilize their own agreements, how will the Secretariat put them all together into one contractual 
arrangement and how will it cope with the increased burden?   
 

Representative of EU 

• If a lot of funding becomes available, how would the Secretariat address the human resource 
needs that are associated with an increased amount of CNs that will be developed into full 
proposals and in meeting tight deadlines. 

 
Representative of Japan (FA) 

• Suggested for the Expert Panel to provide comments on the draft CN/review process. 

• While supporting to have an ITTC decision on the CN/review process, there should be flexibility 
to allow each donor to decide whether to adopt the standard ITTO procedure or not in the 
implementation of individual donor contracts/projects especially in cases where a funding 
opportunity arises at a short notice. 

 
10. Following the tour-de-table, the Co-chair (JL) asked the Secretariat to provide responses to the 

questions raised. 
 

11. The ED requested the AHWG members to submit their comments and questions in writing to the 
Secretariat.  He then informed the AHWG on the various types of funding calls that the Secretariat had 
been pursuing in line with the piloting approach endorsed under Decision 8(LV) which has proved 
beneficial and enhanced the learning experience within Secretariat.  This included two large projects 
through the International Climate Initiative (IKI) under the Ministry of Environment, Government of 
Germany.  One had narrowly defined terms that it should be a regional project or program with a 
maximum of four countries, focusing on landscape restoration with a link to poverty alleviation and 
budget of approximately €16 million. It had an extremely short submission time frame for West Africa.  
Cameroon, Cote d’Ivoire, Mali and Togo were included at a budget of US$16 million, was submitted in 
June with the pre-selection notice to be made by November.  The second was a proposal for Indonesia 
on land and seascapes (with a total budget of US$30 million) under a country-specific call for proposals, 
a program developed using various projects pending financing.  A proposal with a budget of €10 million 
was submitted to the European Commission for consideration as well as an US$2.2 million forest fire 
project covering Indonesia and Peru, submitted in response to a 2-month time frame call for proposals 
from Japan. The ED stressed the importance of having a streamlined project cycle that is open and 
flexible to accommodate funding opportunities that emerge at short notice and allow the Organization 
to receive funding through various options. 
 

12. In addition, the Secretariat provided information on the Japanese emergency fund as an example of a 
funding opportunity where flexibility in accommodating the funding call in a timely manner and flexibility 
in the contractual arrangements resulted in securing donor agreement.  It was noted that as the limit of 
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the number of CNs was under consideration.  the Secretariat requested input from the AHWG on this 
issue.  The Secretariat suggested that if the timing of the informed feedback loop established under 
Decision 8(LV) is not appropriate, perhaps Council should reconsider it. The Secretariat pointed out the 
while funding limits could be established, ITTO currently has funding limits for small projects only and 
not for full projects. 
 

13. Further clarification was provided on the point raised by the representative of Japan with regards to the 
dotted line to the Administrative Budget in the diagram on the future funding situation of the Organization.  
The dotted line covers future scenarios where, for example, a member country may wish to offset 
Administrative Budget costs and not finance projects but this would all depend on what the scenario is 
like in terms of receiving assessed contributions from members.  The Secretariat pointed out that the 
limit on the two CNs per call came from the report of the 2019 AHWG.  Also, while the Secretariat had 
recommended considering transitioning from the normal RPC of two calls a year to one on the CN basis, 
whether the timing of the calls should be once a year or twice a year or a combination of the RPC and 
the CN is for consideration by the AHWG.  On the timing of the informed feedback loop, the Secretariat 
had highlighted the possibility of needing to address a shorter timeframe than one month when that 
decision was drafted.  However, the understanding was that the Secretariat would inform members as 
done with the FAO Education Project, which was an agreement that came in on a much shorter time-
frame but the Secretariat informed the membership and went ahead with the agreement as there were 
no comments to the notification.  It may be necessary to amend this provision in future.  The need for 
the Expert Panel was discussed extensively at the previous AHWG and during the Expert Panel in 2019.  
The Secretariat was strongly supportive of maintaining the Expert Panel depending on how this CN 
process progressed in 12 months and to having an independent layer to avoid the Secretariat from 
having to take the whole responsibility in decision-making. 
 

14. The ED responded to a comment made by the representative of Peru on the duality of the BWP and 
the RPC by pointing out that a consultancy undertaken in previous years showed that donors were not 
in favour of going through the RPC and instead put funds into the BWP which in turn channelled funds 
to field projects.  In the future funding scenario, the BWP has been separated from field activities. 
 

15. In response to two earlier comments on how the Secretariat will respond to different demands of donor 
implementation and if it will be a burden, the Secretariat informed that it had been coping in order to 
take advantage of whatever funding opportunities that arise but may consider hiring additional staff or 
consultants when funds start flowing in. 
 

16. The Co-chair (JC) noted that the comments and questions raised to the Secretariat showed there is a 
need to balance concerns between being flexible to be able to take advantage of  funding opportunities 
but also to show that ITTO has discipline in what it’s accepting to undertake. Ensuring  integrity in the 
process and  consistency in how ITTO  implements its activities in terms  of relevance to the ITTA whilst 
ensuring that the contractual arrangements that ITTO enters into are within the policy boundaries 
agreed upon by Council so that  any activity or project it undertakes adheres to the various ITTO’s 
guidelines.  In order to facilitate better understanding in the AHWG on the draft CN/review process, she 
requested the Secretariat to prepare several flowcharts for the next AHWG discussion, sketching out 
several different scenarios based on how funds come in, so that members can really understand how 
this concept works with each of those different scenarios as well as when a CN is required or not 
required.  

 
17. The representative of Japan highlighted the need to ensure that the CFA is involved in matters related 

to the Administrative Budget. 
 

18. The representative of Ghana noted that his comment and question had not been addressed and 
requested clarification on the fate of a full proposal, developed through the CN/review process and at 
stage 3, that is not funded and if such a proposal could be resubmitted in a different cycle. 

 
19. The Secretariat pointed out the difficulty in providing an answer to such questions as this is work in 

progress and the AHWG is trying to define it as we go along.  It was noted that the issue of the validity 
period of a project would need to be included in the new streamlined project cycle.  The Secretariat 
reiterated the importance of having a balance between flexibility and rigor, which had been pointed out 
by the representative U.S.A., in order for the Secretariat and the Organization to be able to access all 
the different potential streams of funding available. 
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20. The Co-chair (JL) commented that the discussion on flexibility also needs to be looked at in terms of 
achieving the ITTA objectives and satisfying members’ priorities and needs so the flexibility has to be 
broad, both from the financing side and from the implementing side. 
 

21. During the consultations to explore possible dates for future meetings of the working group, the 
representative of Japan inquired if ITTO would like to put forward its priorities before the resource 
mobilization meetings with CBD scheduled to be held on Wednesday, 16 September 2020.  The Co-
chair (JC) requested the representative of Japan to provide a brief explanation on ITTO’s role in the 
resource mobilization meeting to assist in deciding if it was necessary to be involved.  The 
representative of Japan informed that many non-accredited biodiversity related organizations submit 
their funding priorities through the CBD Secretariat which uses GEF as its funding mechanism and 
suggested that ITTO could consider how its four programmatic lines could feed in through the resource 
mobilization meetings.  The Secretariat provided an update of its work with CBD and reminded  the 
Working Group that  matters relating to the GEF and the CBD MOU fall under the other paragraphs of 
Decision 8(LV), which were not part of the mandate of  this AHWG and more under the purview of the 
Decision 8(LV) para 16 Advisory Board. Secretariat would appreciate receiving assistance from member 
countries that are active in the GEF and GCF to align their national priorities with ITTO’s while 
simultaneously conveying ITTO’s priorities into the GEF through partner organizations. 

 
Conclusion 

 
22. The Secretariat reminded the AHWG members to send their questions and comments in writing (by e-

mail) by Wednesday, 9 September 2020 to allow the Secretariat to compile an excel sheet with the 
questions and responses which would be made available for the AHWG  before their next meeting.  In 
addition, the Secretariat requested the AHWG members to send in their availability within the next two 
weeks up to 23 September in order to schedule subsequent meetings. 
 

23. The AHWG decided to meet again on Monday, 10 September 2020 from 08:00 to 10:00 p.m. (JST) to 
continue their work. 

 
24. The meeting was adjourned at 10:13 p.m.(JST). 
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Second meeting of the 

Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 
 

Held via Skype, Monday, 14 September 2020 
 
 
1. The Ad hoc on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 (AHWG) convened its 

second meeting virtually on Monday, 14 September 2020 from 8:00 p.m. (Japan Standard Time). 
The AHWG noted the absence of Mr. Nurudeen Idrissu (Ghana), Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana 
(CSAG) and Mr. Zahrul Muttaquin (Indonesia) and the list of participants for this meeting was as 
follows.  

 
AHWG 
 
1. Mr. Barney Chan (BC), TAG 
2. Ms. Jennifer Conje (JC), USA 
3. Mr. John James Leigh (JL), Peru 
4. Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama (YM), Japan 
 (Mr. Taku Sakaguchi, MoFA, Mr. Rikiya Konishi (RK) and Ms. Akiko Tabata, Forestry Agency, 

also participated) 
5. Ms. Argyro Zerva (AZ), EU  
 
ITTO Secretariat 
 
1. Mr. Gerhard Dieterle (GD), Executive Director 
2. Ms. Sheam Satkuru (SS), Director, Operations   
3. Mr. Steve Johnson (SJ), Director, Trade & Industry  
4. Mr. Osamu Hashiramoto (OH), Director, Forest Management  
5. Mr. Gerhard Breulmann (GB), Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
6. Mr. Simon Kawaguchi (SK), Finance/Administrative Officer 
7. Secretarial Support Ms. Naho Tamura 

 
2. The Co-chair (JC) suggested that the AHWG begin its work with a brief presentation from the Secretariat 

on the slides showing the different possible scenarios for calls of concept notes (CN) under the 
programmatic approach (PA) followed by discussion and consideration of the draft CN template 
prepared by the Secretariat. 

 
3. The Secretariat introduced the four slides showing the different funding scenarios of the PA as follows: 

(1) targeted call for concept notes when a thematic or regional funding opportunity is identified; (2) when 
urgent funding opportunities arise; (3) funding opportunity where request to sign a funding agreement 
emerge; and (4) scenario based on the Regular Project Cycle (RPC) and a periodic call for CNs.  

 
4. An extensive discussion ensued in the AHWG following the presentation by the Secretariat where the 

AHWG made the following suggestions to improve clarity: 
 

• On all slides, change the title to financing approach number 1 (2, 3, 4) under PA or financing 
scenario number 1 (2, 3, 4) under the PA or scenario approach number 1 (2, 3, 4) underneath the 
PA xx because the current title is confusing and it may be associated with the programmatic lines 
(PL) 1, 2, 3, 4.  

• Underneath PA 1, a description on what triggers the thematic call needs to be included in the first 
textbox (Targeted (thematic, regional) Call for CNs as needed). This could be the willingness of a 
potential donor to provide funding (earmarked or unearmarked) or to respond to a call for proposals 
(i.e. International development funding). 

• The second box in terms of the launch for the CNs - there needs to be more detail on the launch 
call for CNs to clearly distinguish it from scenario/financing approach four.  

• Some indication of what the review process would be for each of the difference scenarios is to be 
included in each of the slides.  

• In approach 2 and 3, there needs to be some indication of how the existing CNs in the database 
do or do not play a role in each of these approaches.  In addition to what has been indicated by 
the donor, the Producer needs taken into consideration need to be reflected underneath these two 
approaches. 
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• The review function of the Expert Panel (EP) needs to be clarified on whether it is involved or not 

• The need for flexibility of the sunset provision was raised by the Co-chair (JL). The Co-chair (JC) 
suggested that the current sunset provisions should be maintained in order to assure some 
discipline in terms of the size of the database and the project’s relevancy. Countries can always 
resubmit a sunset proposal that is adapted/revised to current circumstances. 

 
5. The representative of EU noted that the discussion mainly focussed on individual projects even though 

the Secretariat had referred to funding scenarios for regional or thematic projects and suggested 
consideration of whether to prioritize and specify that proposals where more than one country are 
involved would be given a priority over the individual projects in order to attract more funding and have 
a larger impact. The ED recommended not specifying prioritization of certain category of funding 
scenarios at this stage. The representative of Japan supported allowing for all kinds of possibilities of 
funding in light of the fragility of the financial environment post-COVID. 
 

6. The AHWG also discussed ways in which a third-party review could be integrated before a funding 
agreement is signed. Secretariat noted that in cases of urgent funding scenarios, it may not be possible 
to integrate a review. Any independent review would need to be adaptable and tailored depending on 
the funding scenario. The AHWG considered the possibility of a virtual review of the proposal by the EP 
as needed prior to entering the virtual informed feedback loop. The Secretariat commented that having 
a virtual review process could be considered but would not be possible in all cases and it would need 
to be included inside the textbox on development and review of full proposal. The Co-chair (JC) 
suggested that the Secretariat propose different options on the third party review for consideration and 
discussion by the AHWG. 
 

7. The Co-chair (JC) further suggested that the AHWG could consider the refined funding scenarios taking 
into account comments made at their next meeting and requested AHWG members that have any 
further elements for inclusion in the refined slides to submit those comments to the Secretariat with a 
copy to all AHWG members for transparency. 
 

8. The Co-chair (JC) proposed to move to the consideration of the draft CN and requested the Secretariat 
to display it on the screen. The Secretariat requested to provide clarification on the desirability of an 
online submission system due to practical and managerial reasons and also to meet compliance 
requirements. The Co-Chair (JL) pointed out that many places in the Amazon and Africa may not have 
access to online systems and would therefore need to enter the information into a word file, send it to 
their contact points who in turn would enter the information into the online submission system which 
could limit Producers and grassroots organizations from submitting concept notes. The Secretariat 
informed that the online submission system would be very simple. The ED stressed the importance of 
the CN in ensuring equality amongst proponents and the accessibility of the online system in facilitating 
entries by the proponents. At the end of this discussion, the Co-Chair (JC) requested the Secretariat to 
revise the draft CN taking into account comments sent by AHWG members for the AHWG’s 
consideration at its next meeting with the aim of finalising the draft CN.  
 

9. The AHWG also considered the number of CNs that each member could submit per call and decided 
to insert wording in the financing scenario approach 1 that depending on the funding opportunity, the 
number of CNs and regional specificity would be determined. For the RPC, the AHWG would urge 
member countries to limit at least national projects to two CNs. For regional and bi-regional projects, 
the CN limit would be left open. 
 

10. The representative of EU requested the ITTO Secretariat to send the revised documents in advance to 
allow AHWG members time to review these documents. The Secretariat informed that efforts will be 
made to circulate revised documents by close of business on Tuesday or by noon on Wednesday and 
a poll to determine possible dates for the next meeting would also be sent. 
 

11. The AHWG decided to meet on Friday, 18 September 2020 from 07:30 to 9:30 p.m. (JST) to continue 
their work. 

 
12. The Co-chair (JC) proposed to the AHWG that the two Co-chairs work together to introduce some initial 

draft discussion points on the objectives of the PA for the meeting on Friday or at the following meeting. 
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13. The Co-chair (JL) requested those AHWG members that have any additional comments to send them 

to the Secretariat as soon as possible to allow the updated documents to be sent out 24 hours before 
the next meeting. 
 

14. The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 p.m. (JST). 
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Third meeting of the 
Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 

 
Held via Skype, Friday, 18 September 2020 

 
 
 
1. The Ad hoc Working Group (AHWG) on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 

convened its third meeting virtually on Friday, 18 September 2020 from 7:30 p.m. (Japan Standard 
Time). The AHWG noted the absence of Mr. Zahrul Muttaqin (Indonesia) and the list of participants 
for this meeting was as follows.  

 
AHWG 
 
1. Mr. Barney Chan (BC), TAG 
2. Ms. Jennifer Conje (JC), USA 
3. Mr. John James Leigh (JL), Peru 
4.  Mr. Nurudeen Idrissu (NI), Ghana 
5. Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama (YM), Japan 
 (Mr. Taku Sakaguchi, MoFA, Mr. Rikiya Konishi (RK) and Ms. Akiko Tabata, Forestry Agency, 

also participated) 
6.  Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana (DR), CSAG 
7. Ms. Argyro Zerva (AZ), EU  
 
ITTO Secretariat 
 
1. Mr. Gerhard Dieterle (GD), Executive Director 
2. Ms. Sheam Satkuru (SS), Director, Operations   
3. Mr. Steve Johnson (SJ), Director, Trade & Industry  
4. Mr. Osamu Hashiramoto (OH), Director, Forest Management  
5. Mr. Gerhard Breulmann (GB), Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
6. Mr. Simon Kawaguchi (SK), Finance/Administrative Officer 
7. Secretarial Support Ms. Naho Tamura and Ms. Maiko Suzuki 

 
2. The Co-chairs proposed that the AHWG discuss the following agenda items circulated by the Co-chairs 

prior to the meeting:  
- Discussion and finalization of the project concept note (CN);  
- Review and discussion on the updated financing scenarios provided by the Secretariat with 

comments received at the last call; and 
- Exchange of views on the programmatic lines objectives, using the Co-chairs’ paper 

(circulated prior) as the basis for discussion. 
 
3. The Secretariat shared the updated draft CN, having incorporated the various comments made by the 

members of the AHWG. The Co-chairs took the AHWG through each comment with the aim of either 
further revision and/or finalization of the document. The representative of Japan (YM) had suggested 
that an Executive Summary outlining the proposed project, project backgrounds, objectives, planned 
activities, outputs and key features of the project be added in 200-250 words. As Section 1.6 
“Background & Problem Statement (max. 1000 characters)” will cover the same nature and is more or 
less the same length, the AHWG agreed that Section 1.6 is retained as it is.   
 

4. The representative of Japan (RK) requested to insert “and project types” after the title of Section 1.5 so 
that it reads “1.5. Programme Line Focus and Project Types”. The rationale of this request was that 
donors often have certain preferences or conditions for selecting projects that can be funded, and it 
would be necessary to make it clear which type of project the CN is for. Hence, it was suggested to 
include a list of pre-defined project types with tick boxes. The Co-chair (JC) suggested that the 
Secretariat identifies the appropriate project types with the provision to be able to tick multiple boxes 
since projects usually link to several objectives, such as capacity building and community-based 
research activities. The Executive Director (ED) proposed that in the case of multiple ticks, they are 
prioritised among the project types; this information should be accessible in the database so that the 
project type and corresponding funding received will be visible. The AHWG generally agreed to this 
approach.  
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5. The Co-chair (JL) noted that Sections 4.4 “Key Activities” and 4.5 “Expected outcomes and impacts, 
including innovation/transformation” will require a lot of text, mainly illustrating the project objectives and 
types but it should not duplicate Section 1.5. The Co-chair (JC) reaffirmed that the tick boxes in Section 
1.5 would serve to give a quick snapshot of the project.  

 
6. The representative of the EU (AZ) suggested that Section 1.2 should be “Submitting countries” instead 

of “country” in case it is a joint submission. Also, it would be also good to add to Section 1.3 “Intended 
Project Duration (in months) on country/ies/regions/areas that will benefit from the project”. The AHWG 
unanimously agreed to this edit.  

 
7. The representative of Japan (RK) proposed to add under Section 2.1 “Mandate of the Executing Agency 

(EA)” and ”Implementation Capacity” (outline of the existing human resources planned to be allocated 
to the proposed project and their roles). This was with a view to enable donors to identify whether the 
mandate of the organization/EA is relevant, the adequacy of its capacity, network, etc. and to justify that 
the EA is able to implement the project. The ED suggested pasting the link of the EA’s website (as 
Secretariat had suggested), showing their mandate and description of their organization in order to 
avoid the text to be too lengthy. Japan agreed to this and notes that this information could be attached 
as an annex to the CN and it does not have to be on the front page. The Co-chair (JL) also suggested 
that tick boxes could be added to this Section as well, to identify the type of the EA (NGO, Government 
agency, Environmental agency, etc.). The Secretariat will prepare a list of such categories in the next 
revision. The Co-chair (JC) noted that under proponent information “relevant experience of the 
executing agency” is to be described in maximum 500 characters and asked the Secretariat whether 
that would suffice. The Secretariat deemed the length to be appropriate.  

 
8. The representative of Ghana (NI) enquired whether an environmental screening process or a checklist 

for environmental risk assessment could be introduced in the CN. The Secretariat, joined by the Co-
chair (JC), noted that compliance to environmental/social guidelines would be incorporated when the 
CN is developed into a full project proposal. The aim of a CN is to be very brief, making it difficult to 
include such screening process at this stage. While the representative of Ghana agreed to this point, 
he raised this issue to avoid the possibility of CNs being turned down after a donor expresses interest 
due to the environmental/social compliance not being met.  

 
9. The representative of Japan inquired on the relevance of Section 3.4 “Relevance to climate change 

mitigation/adaptation” as climate change was not a mandate of the ITTA. If this was to be included, it 
can be included under other global agenda in 3.3 above. The representative of Japan noted that such 
insertions could arguably call for many other environmental issues like biodiversity, disaster prevention, 
etc to be listed, that would make the list very long. The ED and the Co-chair (JL) agreed that, while 
climate change is an important global issue, it is one among the various SDGs and it should not 
necessarily be highlighted here. The AHWG agreed to remove Section 3.4. 

 
10. The Co-chair (JL) suggested to include a self-evaluation checklist under Section 4 for the EAs on 

whether they complied with the SCR or not. It would have to be evaluated by an independent body as 
a later stage, such as the Expert Panel or the Secretariat, but it would also be very good for the focal 
point to know if the EA actually complies with the SCR standards. The representative of Madagascar 
(DR) commented that this checklist would fit better under Section 4. The Co-chair (JC) requested the 
Secretariat to prepare a checklist under this Section in the next revision of the CN.  

 
11. The Co-chair (JL) noted that the length limit of maximum 2 pages may not be enough to cover all the 

contents required in the CN. The Secretariat informed the AHWG that they are working with the 
developers on the technical side of the CN format and will try to accommodate the length that is deemed 
appropriate. The Co-chair (JL) agreed that we could improve this issue over time.  

 
12. The Co-chair (JC) commented that Section 4.1 “Objectives and impact indicators” should be changed 

to “Objectives” and then have “Impact indicators” in 4.5 “Expected outcomes and impacts, including 
innovation/transformation” as it fits better. The AHWG agreed to make this edit. 

 
13. The AHWG agreed to delete Section 4.7 “Strategic approach” as it seemed unnecessary.  

 
14. Several members of the AHWG questioned whether the CNs require endorsement of the government. 

The Secretariat informed the members that the CNs would need to be endorsed by the government as 



ITTC(LVI)/9 
Page 29 

 

 

standard practice for all other ITTO projects in the past.  It is also necessary to go through the focal 
point to keep control of the number of CNs submitted per country. However, in submitting the CNs 
online, the system should be developed to enable the focal point to press the final button in the 
submission to ITTO (being password protected etc). This would ensure that all CNs are endorsed by 
the government regardless of who completed the CN form. The Co-chair (JC) requested the Secretariat 
to seriously consider the mechanism of controlling or actually getting the approval of the focal point 
before the project CN is completed. This would ensure securing the focal point’s approval before CNs 
are filled out. The representative of Ghana (NI) noted obtaining the government’s endorsement will 
increase the motivation for members to pay their Assessed Contribution to ITTO in a timely manner to 
ensure their CNs are eligible for funding. The comment was well noted by the AHWG.  
 

15. The ED stated that the AHWG that the majority of ITTO projects and activities funded in the past were 
focused on forest management, silviculture and those very close to the affiliation of the focal points, 
lacking initiatives from the private or trade sector. While agreeing that the endorsement by the 
government is important, the tendency is for projects or activities being proposed in line with the interest 
of the focal points. The Co-chair (JC) agreed that particularly the industry side of proposals was lacking, 
but perhaps this issue would be resolved at a specific call for the LSSC programmatic line, attracting 
more CNs coming from the forest industry. She noted this situation existing since the Regular Project 
Cycle being the mainstream of ITTO project funding. It involves very complex political internal matters 
which may not be suitable to deal with through the CNs, but it should continue to be raised in Council 
and to be further discussed among Members.  

 
16. The CSAG representative proposed including monitoring, evaluation and a reporting plan under section 

4 of the CN. The Secretariat informed that the monitoring, evaluation, reporting and financial accounting 
should be included in the full proposal. Also, since the amount of funding available and the duration of 
the CN is uncertain where the purpose of the CN is only to provide basic information, the Secretariat 
strongly suggests including the monitoring, reporting and financial accounting in the full proposal and 
not in the CN. The Co-chair (JL) also suggested to follow the procedures established under the ITTO 
Manual for Project Formulation and ITTO Manual for Project Monitoring, Review, Reporting and 
Evaluation, which outline the procedures for monitoring, reporting and evaluation, and concluded that it 
would not be necessary to include monitoring, reporting and financial accounting in the CN.  
 

17. The Co-chair (JC) noted that the Secretariat and Co-chair’s (JL) responses also addressed Japan’s 
comment under section 5 of the CN to include an explanation of the financing plan for key activities, 
which will be built into the full proposal instead of the CN when there is donor interest to develop a full 
proposal. 
 

18. The representative of Ghana pointed out that while the Secretariat had informed earlier that the textbox 
field limits need to be adjusted by Secretariat, particularly for section 4 of the CN, noting that a maximum 
of two pages may not suffice. The AHWG agreed that Secretariat will address the balance between 
sections. 

 
19. In concluding the discussion on the CN, the Co-chair (JC) noted that the only issue remaining is the 

availability or accessibility to fill out the CN in the online database and how that will coincide with the 
focal point’s approval. The Secretariat was tasked to come up with recommendations on how that part 
of the process could be controlled/resolved for consideration by the AHWG at its next meeting  
 

20. The Secretariat introduced the updated slides showing the four different funding scenarios of the PA 
and highlighted the changes made after the last meeting. The AHWG made the following comments 
and suggestions to further improve clarity: 
 

• Under Financing Scenario 1, in response to a comment by the Co-Chair (JJL) on the donor 
matchmaking and recipient feedback loop, it was not clear to him whether the Secretariat would 
be formulating proposals.  If so, it may become necessary to seek the assistance of consultants to 
cope with the increased workload.  The ED suggested amending the textbox on “Development and 
review of full proposal based on ITTO objectives and frameworks” to “Coordinate the development 
and review of full proposal based on ITTO objectives and frameworks” to better portray the situation. 

• The Co-chair (JC) noted that the major difference between funding scenario one and funding 
scenario two is the amount of time available to launch a call for CNs (or not, as the case may be) 
and the (uncertain) time available for the virtual informed feedback loop under each funding 
scenario. 
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• In Financing Scenario 2, the ED suggested to realign the text box “Concept notes/ proposals in the 

donor/project matching database are referred to (including CN from Regular Project Cycle)”. In 
addition, the representative of Japan suggested to modify the text to “existing CNs and proposals 
already cleared or already cleared CNs”. 

• Under Financing Scenario 2, the representative of Japan suggested setting a minimum number of 
days required for the virtual informed feedback loop. Secretariat suggested a minimum of a week. 
The AHWG agreed to the following amendment: “period could be less than one month but at least 
one week”. The same amendment will apply to the Virtual Informed Feedback Loop under 
Financing Scenario 3.  

• Under Financing Scenario 3, the Co-chair (JC) suggested to change the text in the green box 
“Urgent funding opportunity (request for funding agreement)” to “Funding agreements signed up 
front” or a similar title to show that the funding agreement is signed before the proposal with 
detailed activities is presented to the donor and clearly differentiate between Financing scenario 1 
where a funding opportunity is identified and there is no funding agreement in place but a call for 
proposals is launched in order to potentially apply for identified funds. 

• The Co-chair (JL) and the representative of Japan requested for an example of Financing Scenario 
3. The Secretariat informed that a past funding agreement with emergency funds provided by the 
Japanese Forestry Agency to produce country profiles under the Clean Wood Act for inclusion in 
the Clean Wood Navi could be considered an example. The Secretariat further informed that the 
funding agreement was signed and ITTO carried out work on activities similar to those undertaken 
previously in ITTO projects but in countries that were not covered at that time. 

• In Financing Scenario 4, the Co-chair (JC) suggested including a timeline for the call for project 
proposals that could be considered for funding by donors during the Council Session. 

 
21. In considering Financing Scenario 2, the representative of EU referred to the textbox “Concept 

notes/proposals in the donor/project matching database are referred to (including CN from Regular 
Project Cycle)” and inquired if the CNs contained therein would have already been reviewed for 
conformity. The Co-chair (JC) commented that while Financing Scenario 1 does not have a textbox like 
under Financing Scenario 1 that specifically states Secretariat checks conformity of CNs, according to 
her understanding the Secretariat would have checked conformity of all CNs and proposals that are in 
the matchmaking database. The Secretariat requested the AHWG to define what checking conformity 
of the CN would entail and suggested that it be included in the report of the AHWG. The AHWG 
concluded that checking for conformity means ensuring that the proponent completes all sections of the 
CN while conforming with the elements specified under sections three and four of the CN.  

 
22. Following this discussion, the Co-chair (JL) commented that conformity should also be considered in 

terms of Council deciding on the conformity of CNs similar to Council approving projects under Decision 
1. The Secretariat explained that waiting for Council endorsement under Financing Scenarios 1 and 2 
may result in the loss of opportunity in optimizing on funding opportunities that appear at short notice. 
The Decision 1 process would be more applicable under Financing Scenario 4. The Co-chair (JC) noted 
that there was confusion between the matchmaking feedback loop for the development of proposals 
and the informed feedback loop for adding transparency and suggested changing the matchmaking 
feedback loop to co-development or co-development process. The Co-chair (JC) also pointed out that 
the virtual informed feedback loop decided upon under Decision 8(LV) on the piloting of the PA was a 
way to add transparency to the entire process on urgent funding scenarios, enabling members to 
provide feedback to the Secretariat before a funding agreement is signed, particularly in cases where 
the activities proposed are policy issues that may not have been agreed upon by Council. The Co-chair 
(JL) then suggested the possibility of having CNs for ITTO policy work and, if funding is available, the 
possibility of prioritizing ITTO policy work. A suggestion to include a recommendation in the AHWG 
report for Council to consider undertaking a review of whether the BWP should be integrated into the 
PA was made. 
 

23. The Co-Chair (JL) noted under Financing Scenario 4 that the proponent could decide if they wish to 
submit CNs, a full project proposal or a pre-project proposal. It was further noted that while the CN is 
an attempt to streamline the process to avoid proponents from spending a lot of time and effort 
developing a full proposal before funding was identified, that should not limit proponents that already 
have proposals prepared or are willing to develop proposals for submission from doing so. The AHWG 
noted that while Financing Scenario 4 referred to both proposals and CNs, the paths that each would 
go through was not clearly shown on the slide. In addition, a discussion ensued on whether it would be 
appropriate for the Expert Panel to appraise CNs, how the result would be communicated to the 
proponent and if/whether the CNs should be revised. The Secretariat commented that in the other three 
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financing scenarios, the Secretariat was being assigned to review conformity of the CNs so unless the 
Expert Panel would be doing more than the review by the Secretariat under the more urgent financing 
scenarios, perhaps the Secretariat could also be given the authority to review the CNs and assess their 
conformity under Financing Scenario 4. The Co-chair (JC) noted that Financing Scenario 4 seemed to 
have mixed concepts and there was a general consensus amongst the AHWG that the Expert Panel 
does not need to review CNs. She requested the Secretariat to revise Financing Scenario 4 taking into 
account comments made and based on the premise that the Expert Panel only reviews proposals and 
not CNs. Financing Scenario 4 will be revisited at the next meeting. 
 

24. The Co-chair (JL) requested the Secretariat to distribute past decisions on the Thematic Programmes 
namely Decision 8 (XLIV), Decision 9(XLIV), Decision 10(XLIV) and Decision 4(XLVIII), which in his 
view could be reviewed in order to develop proposals for future procedures relating to the PA/PLs. 

 
25. The Co-chair (JC) requested AHWG members who have any specific comments to be taken into 

consideration in revising the funding scenarios slides for the next AHWG meeting to send them by 
e-mail to the Secretariat. In addition, she requested AHWG members to send their comments on the 
Co-chair’s Discussion Paper on Programmatic Line Objectives. 

 
26. The Co-chair (JC) noted that at their next meeting, the AHWG needs to address whether or not to go 

for annual calls versus biannual calls for CNs and proposals; whether or not there needs to be an 
assessment of CNs and by whom; whether or not the Expert Panel needs to be determined based on 
the number of proposals. Secretariat was requested to suggest appropriate timelines on the 
submissions of CNs to a call for individual funding of proposals or development of proposals.  

 
27. The AHWG decided to meet on Thursday, 24 September 2020 from 07:30 to 9:30 p.m. (JST) to continue 

their work. 
 
28. The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 p.m. (JST). 
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Fourth meeting of the 

Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 
 

Held via Skype, Thursday, 24 September 2020 
 
 
1. The Ad hoc Working Group (AHWG) on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 

convened its third meeting virtually on Thursday, 24 September 2020 from 7:30 p.m. (Japan Standard 
Time). The list of participants for this meeting was as follows.  

 
AHWG 
 
1. Mr. Barney Chan (BC), TAG 
2. Ms. Jennifer Conje (JC), USA 
3. Mr. John James Leigh (JL), Peru 
4.  Mr. Nurudeen Idrissu (NI), Ghana 
5. Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama (YM), Japan 
 (Mr. Taku Sakaguchi, MoFA, Mr. Rikiya Konishi (RK) and Ms. Akiko Tabata, Forestry Agency, 

also participated) 
6.  Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana (DR), CSAG 
7. Ms. Argyro Zerva (AZ), EU  
8. Mr. Zahrul Muttaqin (Indonesia) 
 
ITTO Secretariat 
 
1. Mr. Gerhard Dieterle (GD), Executive Director (ED) 
2. Ms. Sheam Satkuru (SS), Director, Operations   
3. Mr. Osamu Hashiramoto (OH), Director, Forest Management  
4. Mr. Gerhard Breulmann (GB), Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
5. Mr. Simon Kawaguchi (SK), Finance/Administrative Officer 
6. Secretarial Support Ms. Maiko Suzuki and Ms. Shoko Suzuki 

 
2. The Co-chair (JC) proposed that the AHWG proceed with the meeting in the following order:  

- Update from the secretariat on the financing scenarios revised with comments received at the 
last call;  

- Discussion and finalization of the project concept note (CN) and the project flows; and 
- Exchange of views on the programmatic lines (PL) objectives. 

 
3. The Secretariat shared the updated draft CN, having incorporated the various comments made by the 

members of the AHWG at the last call, especially on Scenario 4. The Co-chair (JC) enquired on the 
process to be used if a donor identifies a CN of interest from the new CN database that they may be 
interested in funding – how would the CN be developed and how to seek the Expert Panel’s review. 
She noted that there were actually two sub-scenarios - one was in which the donor needs to commit 
funds under a short timeframe (falling under the urgent funding opportunity) and other where the donor 
prefers a review by the Expert Panel before a decision to funs is made.   

 
4. The Secretariat noted that in some cases donors may wish to have the full project proposal be revised 

even after it is approved by the Council.  
 

5. The Co-chair (JL) made an observation on Scenario 1. When matchmaking between donors and CNs 
particularly for relatively small projects of budgets around $100,000 - $150,000, it will still require a lot 
of time and effort from both donors and recipients, which may demotivate the donors from funding. The 
ED explained to the AHWG that the background thinking of the matchmaking idea was to combine 
existing concept notes to a bigger package, for which a donor might be interested in; such as the LLSE 
or projects with a thematic regional focus.  

 
6. The Co-chair (JL) suggested that the term “urgent funding” be changed to “immediate funding”.  The 

AHWG agreed.  
  
7. The Co-chair (JL) observed that when a funding agreement is to be signed for a package of small 

projects under a certain theme, there may be two different scenarios for “earmarked” and “unearmarked” 
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funds for the individual small projects that come into this package, as they work very differently. The 
Co-chair (JC) suggested adding an asterisk plus a footnote at the bottom of Scenario 3 stating “the 
funding agreement may be earmarked or unearmarked which may limit the regional or thematic focus 
as the concept note is considered." The Secretariat edited Scenario 3 accordingly.  

 
8. The Co-chair (JL) suggested that there should be more clarity on who the parties are in funding 

agreements i.e. whether between the donor and the Secretariat, or the donor and the recipient, or the 
Secretariat and the recipient. The Secretariat explained that Scenario 3 was to cover the situation when 
donors had funding ready and such funds were earmarked. Also, while the funding opportunity will come 
through the Secretariat, the funding agreement will be between the donor/Secretariat and the 
implementing agencies/recipient countries, and not between the donor and the Secretariat. In the case 
when the donor funds a large programme consisting of a package of projects, the funding agreement 
entered into upfront would be between the donor and the Secretariat. When these funds are distributed 
to various small projects in different countries, individual project agreements will be signed between the 
Secretariat and the recipients, hence there will be two layers of agreements. As the donor will enter the 
agreement with a clear focus on what kind of activities are to be funded, it is considered as “earmarked 
funds” even before allocating to certain projects. The Secretariat noted that no reference is needed on 
earmarked or unearmarked. Instead, another footnote would be added to Scenario 3 reflecting funding 
agreements and sub-funding agreements.  
 

9. The Co-chair (JC) noted that a call for CNs may be launched for funding Scenario 3 which was missing. 
The Secretariat noted that necessary edits will be made to the next revision.  

 
10. The AHWG discussed the frequency and timing of the call to be launched for CNs to ensure it is 

efficiently operated while maintaining the current RPC which launches at least one regular call per year. 
The AHWG agreed to Secretariat’s proposal that there should be one open call per year for CNs and 
that the RPC should be maintained for at least one year during the pilot phase and eventually shift to 
only the CNs. The AHWG agreed to recommend to the Council that at least one open call should be 
launched for CNs without funding indication from donors, and additional call(s) will be launched 
depending on the availability of funding. Following the proposal by the representative of Ghana (NI), it 
was also agreed that the open call for CNs would be held three to six months prior to the RPC call, so 
that the CNs that receive donors’ interest would have enough time to be developed into a full proposal 
to be reviewed by the Expert Panel together with RPC proposals. The Secretariat affirmed the open call 
for CNs would be launched soon after the Council, at the end of November or December 2020. The 
deadline for CNs submission would be in Q1 of 2021; the call for RPC proposals will be launched in 
time for the usual April deadline.  All deadlines are adjustable as necessary.   
 

11. The ED expressed his concerns on running the two mechanisms, CNs and RPC, in parallel. The idea 
of the CNs was to lift the burden of developing full proposals from member countries with no assurance 
of securing funding. Another aim of introducing CNs was to streamline the funding mechanism as the 
current patterns were becoming too complex. The Co-chair (JC) proposed that the presentation of 
Scenario 4 be redesigned to show that the RPC would be encouraged to transition to CNs, while not 
preventing members from submitting full proposals if they wish to do so. The ED suggested reverting 
to “Annual call for CNs or the RPC” and then the next box being “Members submit proposal/CNs.” 
Secretariat reminded the AHWG on what was reflected in the Finance AHWG Report of 2019 followed 
by discussions at the ITTC55, which is currently reflected in Scenario 4. The review by the Expert Panel 
is crucial under Scenario 4. The Secretariat will refine Slide 4 accordingly.  

 
12. The representative of Ghana (NI) noted that a Council Decision would be needed to regulate which type 

of proposals would be allowed for submission, or else the transition from RPC to CNs will not be 
achieved. The Co-chair (JL) agreed with Secretariat’s proposal that the pilot phase should maintain 
flexibility, allowing members to submit full proposals under the RPC for a year or so, while assessing 
the viability of CNs. The representative from Ghana continued that once the testing phase is over, the 
CN scenarios and procedures should be streamlined once again and fine-tuned.  

 
13. The Co-chair (JC) requested the AHWG to then move on to finalizing the project CN template. The 

Secretariat briefly guided the AHWG members through the following revisions made to the template 
based on comments raised at the last call:  

• Section 1.2: “Submitting Country” changed to “Submitting Country/ies” (comment from EU) 

• Section 1.3: Changed “Intended Project Duration (in months)” to “Country/ies/regions/areas 
benefitting from the project” (comment from EU) 
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• Section 1.4: Now reads “Endorsement from ITTO Focal Point (PDF, JPG, PNG attachment) 

– without endorsement the CN will not be considered” to ensure that the CN has been 
endorsed by the ITTO Focal Point (issue raised form various members or the AHWG) 

• Section 1.8: As requested by various members of the AHWG, the following project types have 
been listed with tick boxes –  Capacity Building/Training, Community Field-based Project 
Implementation, Pilot/Demonstration Project, Research Project, Implementation of ITTO 
Guidelines, Workshop/Meeting/Seminar, and Others. 

• Section 1.9: As raised by various members of the AHWG, a limit of “maximum 2000 
characters” has been included, which remains flexible. It was to add some adjustment to the 
entire length of the CN. The basis of 2000 characters was that it would equal to approximately 
20 lines or one-third of a page, which seemed appropriate for this section.  

• Section 2.2: As requested by various members of the AHWG, this subsection was newly 
added to identify the type of the proponent organization. The following organization types 
have been listed with tick boxes – Governmental Agency, NGO/NPO, University/Research 
Institute, International Organization, Private Sector/Industry Association, and Other, with a 
field on the right to describe further.  

• Section 3.3: Deleted sub-item 3.4 on “Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation” and added 
“other forest related global agenda” to Section 3.3 so that it now reads “Relevance to the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Global Forest Goals (GFGs) and other forest 
related global agenda (comment by Japan) 

• Section 4: The maximum character limit for each subsection has been set to 2000 characters. 
Subsection 4.8 “Risk mitigation measures” has been newly added by the request from various 
members of the AHWG, to describe potential anticipated risk identified by proponents and to 
explain how they would mitigate such risks. 

 
 

14. The Co-chair (JL) asked why the counting is by number of characters and not by words. The Secretariat 
replied that it was simply for a technical reason, being the most straightforward way, to avoid 
manipulation of font sizes, line spacing, etc. The AHWG agreed to use the number of characters to limit 
the length of the CN text fields.  
 

15. The Co-chair (JL) noted that the current CN template does not specify the project location. It could be 
mentioned in the context of activities, outcome and impacts, etc., but it would be better to have a 
subsection on the front page showing this information, perhaps combined with “intended project 
duration” under Section 1.5. He also suggested that the location would be easy to find if a link to Google 
Earth/Google Maps was pasted in the template. Following the question from the Co-chair (JC) what 
would happen for multiple locations such as regional workshops, or when the exact locations are not 
decided yet, he suggested that if already decided, multiple locations should be listed in the form. ,If not 
yet decided, it could be left at a description of countrywide or regionwide level.  It is important to make 
clear the area of influence of the project, particularly when the project type is for demonstration or 
community involvement, and also to ensure that the activity does not take place in protected areas. The 
representative of the EU (AZ) as well as the Co-chair (JC) were still not sure if it was absolutely 
necessary to indicate the project location in a separate subsection, as it could be described in the 
background of the project under other subsections. After an exchange of views, the AHWG decided to 
modify the title of Subsection 1.3 accordingly. 

 
16. The Co-chair (JL) observed combining Section 1.7 “Programme Line Focus” and 3.2 “Relevance to 

ITTO Programme Lines” if considered overlapping. The Secretariat explained that under Section 1.7 
only a box would be ticked without any explanation. Meanwhile under Section 3.2 the proponents could 
give a more detailed explanation of its relevance to that Programme Line in a text up to 2000 characters. 
The Co-chair (JC) agreed that Section 3.2 might be redundant as from her experience as a member of 
the Expert Panel on Technical Appraisal of Project Proposals, she noticed that in most cases the section 
on the relevance to ITTO objectives in project proposals were quite straightforward and it was more in 
the background and project description where it explained the relevance of the project to ITTO 
objectives. The ED explained to the AHWG that Section 3.2 was put in because Programme Lines could 
be very broad, such as the case of LSSC, it would involve activities from silviculture to logging, transport, 
market, consumer preferences and so on. By including this section applicants are reminded to justify 
why their project concept belongs to the objective marked under Section 1.7. The Representative of the 
EU (AZ) supported the ED remarks. The AHWG considered whether Section 3.2 could be grouped 
together with Section 1.7 so that it is shown in the same place. The Secretariat explained that the 
description on relevance to ITTO objectives was placed under Section 3 as the entire section focuses 
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on relevance, while Section 1 is a cover page and hence not appropriate for a lengthy description. 
Noting this, the AHWG decided to leave Sections 1.7 and 3.2 as it was.  

 
17. On the project types listed under Section 1.8, the Co-chair (JL) suggested adding three more, namely, 

market studies, technological innovation, and policy-related. The representative of Japan (YM) agreed, 
noting that it will amplify the types that were not clearly specified. The AHWG agreed that another tick 
box for “Others (please indicate)” will be added to the list as well. As ITTO does not carry out basic 
research, the ED proposed to change “Research project” to “’Analytical work/studies”.  The Co-chair 
(JC) noted that the role of the AHWG is to provide the Council with a basic idea of the initial CN that will 
be launched, and this list of project types is sufficient for consideration and approval to enable 
commencing the process. It was agreed that Secretariat will make suitable and appropriate adjustments 
moving forward.  

 
18. The representative of Japan (YM) observed that a control system setting the maximum limit on boxes 

to be ticked is recommended.  For example, only one box under Section 1.7 and two-three boxes under 
Section 1.8. She also noted that the emphasis on weight among the boxes ticked under Sections 1.7 
and 1.8 would need to be identified. The Secretariat responded that as long as there is an agreed 
number of ticks allowed, there could be an automatic system controlling the number of boxes ticked, 
and that annotations would be made to indicate the weight emphasis among selected boxes. The ED 
proposed that two parallel rows of tick boxes be created under these sections showing “primary” and 
“secondary”, which would facilitate the Secretariat in collecting information when reporting in future 
which project type received how much funding. The AHWG decided to make such edits to Sections 1.7 
and 1.8, and that only one box should be selected for the each of the boxes under “primary” and 
“secondary”; ticking a box under “primary” would be mandatory while selecting one for “secondary” 
would be optional. The representative of Japan (YM) appreciated the proposal by the ED since in this 
way it would help donors to identify project CNs that match their funding interest.  
 

19. The representative of the EU (AZ) commented that the term “problem statement” under Section 1.9 
gives a negative impression. Since it is expected to not only identify problems but also refer to solutions, 
it may be better to have a summary or abstract of the project covering the background of the project, 
issues to be solved and ways to address them. While the Co-chair (JL) agreed to this point, he stated 
that it will duplicate Section 4.2 “Key problems to be addressed.” The representative of Japan (YM) 
suggested that, since Section 4.2 was overlapping with Section 1.9, it could be streamlined by deleting 
either of them or fusing with Section 4.1. The Co-chair (JC) addressed the members of the AHWG that 
at least when donors review the CNs they would need to have enough information to make good 
judgement on whether they wish a full proposal to be developed with a view to funding that project, 
while on the other hand the CNs should be concise to lift the burden from submitting members to 
develop full proposals with no guarantee of receiving funding, hence needing a balance. The CN 
template is trying to achieve this balance by limiting the number of characters and not the depth of the 
contents. The representative of the EU (AZ) suggested that some points under Section 4 could be 
moved into the Executive Summary to streamline the CN. The AHWG discussed ways to streamline the 
CN without losing its essential elements, but finally agreed to keep Section 1.9 and the entire Section 4 
as it was.  
 

20. The ED suggested a minor modification that NPO might be an unclear term for some members so it 
would be better to replace it with CSO (Civil Society Organization), which is a common term used under 
the OECD. The AHWG accepted this suggestion.  

 
21. The AHWG were generally comfortable to finalize the CN template once the developments made during 

this call were reflected into the next revision.  As the Programme Lines are yet to be discussed, the Co-
chair (JC) proposed to have a call scheduled at 19:30 JST on Wednesday, 30 September, which would 
be the final meeting of the AHWG. She also requested the members of the AHWG to submit their 
comments on the Co-Chair's Discussion paper on PL objectives that was circulated earlier, to the 
Secretariat by the morning of Monday, 28 September (JST), so that the Secretariat could compile the 
comments into one document for reference at the next call. The Secretariat will also have ready the 
revision of Scenario 4 and the CN template updated with the discussions held during this call.  

 
22. The fourth meeting of the AHWG adjourned at 9:40 PM (JST).  
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Fifth meeting of the 

Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 
 

Held via Skype, Wednesday, 30 September 2020 
 
 
1. The Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 (AHWG) 

convened its fifth meeting virtually on Wednesday, 30 September 2020 from 7:30 p.m. (Japan 
Standard Time). The AHWG noted the absence of Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana, CSAG.   

 
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS: 
AHWG 
 
1. Mr. Barney Chan (BC), TAG 
2. Ms. Jennifer Conje (JC), USA 
3. Mr. John James Leigh (JL), Peru 
4.  Mr. Nurudeen Idrissu (NI), Ghana 
5. Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama (YM), Japan 
 (Mr. Taku Sakaguchi, MoFA, and Ms. Akiko Tabata, Forestry Agency, also participated) 
6.  Mr. Zahrul Muttaquin (Indonesia) 
7.  Ms. Argyro Zerva (AZ), EU  
 
ITTO Secretariat 
 
1. Mr. Gerhard Dieterle (GD), Executive Director 
2. Ms. Sheam Satkuru (SS), Director, Operations   
3. Mr. Steve Johnson (SJ), Director, Trade & Industry  
4. Mr. Osamu Hashiramoto (OH), Director, Forest Management  
5. Mr. Gerhard Breulmann (GB), Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
6. Mr. Simon Kawaguchi (SK), Finance/Administrative Officer 
7. Secretarial Support Ms. Naho Tamura, Ms. Maiko Suzuki, Ms. Shoko Suzuki, Mr. Tomiji Shudo 

 
2. The Co-chair (JC) proposed that the AHWG quickly review the updates made on the slide of Scenario 

4 based on discussions held at the last meeting before finalizing the slides on the four funding scenarios. 
Subsequently, the objectives of the Programmatic Lines (PL) are to be discussed based on the Co-
chairs’ discussion paper circulated earlier (with comments received from AHWG members 
incorporated). The AHWG agreed to proceed as proposed.  
 

3. The Secretariat presented the slide on Funding Scenario 4, which is the Regular Project Cycle (RPC) 
under the Programmatic Approach, with the following changes made to reflect the comments made at 
the previous meeting of the Working Group:  

• The text in the green box at the top-left was changed from “ Annual Call for Concept Notes 
(Launched after Council, deadline in Q1)” to “Annual/Biannual Open Call for Concept Notes/ Full 
Proposals (Launched after Council with appropriate deadline) 

• In the revised slide, two separate flows were created from this green box to the right, one flow for 
“full proposals (transitional arrangement)” leading to an orange box titled “Expert Panel appraises 
Project Proposals”; and another flow for “Concept Notes (CNs)” leading to a blue box saying 
“Secretariat checks conformity of CNs”.  

• Full proposals that received category1 rating from the Expert Panel and subsequently approved by 
the Council will divert into two flows, one is “Pledges made at Council” and the other is “Not pledged 
at Council”. The ones pledged will flow into the red box “Agreement is signed & Project is funded”. 
This is the end of this flow. On the other hand, the full proposals that were not funded at Council 
will proceed to the blue box “Integrated into donor/project matching database (Programmatic 
Approach PL 1-4)” where the Secretariat will try to match-make between the donors and recipients. 
The flow from this point onward will be the same with the CNs registered in the donor/project 
matching database.  

 
4. The representative of Ghana (NI) suggested that there should be an arrow flowing from the small blue 

box “Expert Panel reviews full proposal, if required” to the box on its left side “Coordination of the 
development and review of full proposal by Secretariat based on ITTO objectives and framework, 
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directly with target recipient”. The Secretariat and the Co-chair (JC) sought ways to present the flow 
correctly and agreed that there should be arrows pointing both ways to and from these two boxes.  

5. Regarding the box “Expert Panel reviews full proposal, if required,” the representative of Japan (YM) 
noted that the wording “if required” is unclear so it would be better to replace with “on request.” The Co-
chair (JC) agreed to this change to cater for urgent financing situations, where it switches to a different 
scenario flowchart and the terms “on request” or “if required” would become complicated.   

 
6. The representative of Japan (YM) further questioned whether this Scenario was meant to cover projects 

of all sizes, from small-scale projects to large ones with a budget of a million dollars. She suggested 
that, for small projects it would not be worthwhile going through the entire processes of either (a) 
submitting a CN and developing it into a full proposal or (b) submitting a full proposal to be reviewed by 
the Expert Panel, so they could be submitted as a full proposal but go through the flow of the CNs. She 
also flagged that, holding Expert Panel meetings would have cost implications, so it could be worth 
considering having compact processes for the Expert Panel when it is only for small-scale projects, 
such as holding virtual sessions or on-line based reviews. To cover these situations, she suggested to 
replace “if required” to “on request” rather than just deleting “if required,” and to keep the language 
simple, delete “full proposals” so it would read “Expert Panel reviews on request.”  The AHWG agreed 
to add an asterisk on “Concept Notes” in the green box at the top left saying “Annual/Biannual Open 
Call for Concept Notes/ Full Proposals” and insert foot note stating “Small project proposals with a 
budget less than $150,000 and 24 months are to be submitted following the format in the ITTO Manual 
for Project Formulation.”  

 
7. The Secretariat explained that, during the course of previous discussions, it was agreed that the Expert 

Panel would meet physically (at least) once a year, while the frequency may be raised in accordance 
with the volume of project proposals received. In addition, the timing of holding the Expert Panel would 
be fixed on an annual schedule, and not as and when requested. The term “on request” would mean 
that the Expert Panel would be requested to review selected CNs in addition to the project proposals 
submitted under the RPC.  

 
8. The representative of Japan (YM) conveyed the preference of the Forestry Agency to hold the Expert 

Panel virtually and not physically. The Co-chair (JC) reminded the AHWG that from the Council there 
were strong feelings that the function and modality of the Expert Panel should be maintained as it is, at 
least until the transition to the Programmatic Approach is completed. The representative of Japan (YM) 
noted that such discussions were held before the outbreak of COVID-19 where the situation now differs. 
The Co-chair (JC) and the Secretariat confirmed that they will adapt to the circumstances as they have 
been doing since the outbreak of COVID.  
 

9. The Co-chair (JL) requested the Secretariat to include in the slide the timing of the open call for CNs, 
that it should be scheduled 3-6 months before the Expert Panel meets to allow sufficient time for the 
development of full proposals if any donor expresses interest in any of the CNs submitted. The 
Secretariat took note of the comment and changed the text in the green box on the top left to 
“Annual/Biannual Open Call for Concept Notes/ Full Proposals (Launched at least 6 months before the 
Expert Panel) “.  

 
10. The EU representative (AZ) pointed out that the arrow from “Expert Panel reviews on request” to 

“Funding decision by donor” should be removed since the Expert Panel has no influence to or contact 
with the donors. She also suggested that the term “The Expert Panel reviews” should be changed to 
“The Expert Panel appraises” to be consistent with other sections. These changes were incorporated. 

 
11. The representative of Ghana (NI), from his experience as a member of the Expert Panel, emphasized 

that undertaking the task of reviewing project proposals in addition to normal duties is a huge sacrifice. 
The Co-chair (JC) added that another member of the Expert Panel had also notified of the challenges 
faced in reviewing project proposals remotely.  

 
12. The Co-chair (JL) stated the necessity of including reference to the current rules (Decision 7(XXXIII) 

and ITTA, 2006, Article 19, para 8) on restrictions for the submission of project proposals from members 
who are in arrears of their assessed contribution as stipulated under the rules. This rule should also 
apply to CNs to avoid some members from not paying their contributions. The Secretariat reflected this 
in the funding scenarios.  
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13. The Co-chair raised a question whether a concern raised at the Informal Advisory Group (IAG) that 

some member countries may not be able to pay their assessed contributions due to the COVID crisis, 
was to be dealt with at this AHWG. The Secretariat explained that this issue falls outside the mandate 
of this AHWG and will be discussed under either the Decision 8(LV) Advisory Board or Council.  

 
14. The Co-chair (JL) enquired on how the virtual informed feedback loop would work. It would be 

burdensome and time consuming if the intention is to send all the proposals to the focal points for their 
feedback. The Secretariat explained that the virtual informed feedback loop was established under 
Decision 8(LV) and it is only meant for members feedback on legal agreements that are about to be 
entered into by the Secretariat. Members are requested to provide comments, if any, by a certain 
deadline. If none are received an no objection raised, the Secretariat will proceed with the agreement.  

 
15. The EU representative (AZ) requested that changes made to the slide for Scenario 4 should also be 

reflected in slides for Scenario 1, 2 and 3 to be consistent.  
 

16. The representative of Japan conveyed a request from the Japan Forestry Agency that the reviewing 
process of the project proposals should be structured to ensure that experts of the areas relevant to the 
project are involved. The Secretariat responded that relevant experts would be sought as appropriate 
and necessary - this will be noted in the AHWG Report. 

 
17. The ED suggested that the appraisal of the CNs/proposals could be done by “a specialized expertise” 

and not necessarily by the Expert Panel. The Co-chair (JC) reminded the AHWG that during the 
discussions held at the last Council there was a strong desire to maintain the Expert Panel so there 
would be much sensitivity in touching on the role or modality of the Expert Panel. She suggested that 
at this point, it could be included in the Report of the AHWG that “the Secretariat, as applicable, will 
make calls for appropriate experts to be represented on the Panel with appropriate expertise consult 
outside expertise on our project.” She added that even in the absence of experts in certain fields ITTO 
had been operating on the ground without problem so it would be better not to be too prescriptive at this 
point.  

 
18. The AHWG moved to the consideration of the Co-Chair’s Discussion Paper on Programmatic Line 

Objectives with the received comments from the EU and TAG incorporated. Before opening the 
discussion, the Co-Chair (JC) reminded the AHWG that they were not re-writing the ITTA.  New 
concepts that are not agreed upon within the ITTA or the Strategic Action Plan should not be introduced 
and the PLs are to be kept concise. 
 
Consideration of Programmatic Line (PL) 1 Legal and Sustainable Supply Chains (LSSC) Goal:  
To enhance capacity in tropical timber supply chains to meet the increasing demand for 
sustainability and assurance that products are from legal sources  
 

19. The Co-Chair (JC) opened the floor for comments on the phrasing of the PL 1 goal. The Secretariat 
(SS), noting that PL 1 is called Legal and Sustainable Supply Chains, suggested to amend the goal by 
inserting “legality and/or sustainability” and remove “and assurance that products are from legal 
sources”. The amended text would read “To enhance capacity in tropical timber supply chains to meet 
the increasing demand for legality and/or sustainability”.  
 

20. The Co-Chair (JC) sought comments from the AHWG on the recommended wording “legality and/or 
sustainability”.  
 

21. The representative of EU suggested that as the title of PL 1 is Legal and Sustainable Supply Chains, it 
should be “legality and sustainability” without the word “/or””.  
 

22. The Secretariat (SS) explained that the word “and/or” was used because not all countries are at the 
stage or level to be able to meet the requirements for sustainability. It is to reflect the reality in the 
market as not all countries are demanding sustainably produced products and there are many countries 
that accept legality as an assurance that the products are sourced from legal sources and further 
explained that this was to cover producer countries’ interests in the goal.  
 

23. The Co-Chair (JL) commented that legality does not equal sustainability and there are many countries 
that claim that their products are legal even it is does not come from sustainably managed sources; and 
supported using the word “and/or”.  
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24. The ED pointed out that this is a goal that we are working towards so in his view it was not necessary 

to include the word “or” which is a trajectory towards sustainability.  
 

25. The EU representative (AZ) stated that while she understood the approach of the Secretariat, this PL is 
about legal and sustainable supply chains so the goal to be accomplished should be kept together. 
In addition, while she also agreed with the comment made by the Co-Chair (JL) that it can be legal but 
not sustainable and vice-versa, the goal of this PL should be legal and sustainable.  
 

26. The Ghana representative (NI) pointed out that the AHWG needs to be careful in defining legality in the 
PL because it could be defined from a producer country’s perspective or within someone’s jurisdiction. 
In his view, the original text “To enhance capacity in tropical timber supply chains to achieve 
sustainability, provide assurance that products are from legal sources, and meet market requirements” 
captured the goal of PL 1 well.  
 

27. The Co-Chair (JC) agreed with the comment by the representative of Ghana and noted that the 
reasoning behind the original text was because of the consternation around the term legality. By saying 
that products are from legal sources, the term becomes less definitive and does not leave it up to ITTO 
or Council to define legality as ITTO is not the ultimate determiner of legality. The Co-Chair (JC) also 
suggested removing the wording “and meet market requirements” and asked the AHWG for their 
comments on going back to the text “To enhance capacity in tropical timber supply chains to achieve 
sustainability, provide assurance that products are from legal sources”. The representative of Japan 
supported this suggestion.  
 

28. The Co-Chair (JL) concurred with the comments made by the representative of Ghana and the Co-Chair 
(JC) and supported this notion. In addition, he suggested removing the legal aspects.  
 

29. The Co-Chair (JC) pointed out that the word “legal” had to be included as it is in the PL.  
 

30. The AHWG decided to maintain the original text “To enhance capacity in tropical timber supply 
chains to meet the increasing demand for sustainability and assurance that products are from 
legal sources” as the goal for PL 1. 

 
Consideration of PL 1 Objective Promote/Strengthen networks and collaboration amongst 
consumers, producers, trade associations, traders, and civil society to help build legal and sustainable 
supply chains and increase the share of tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests in 
markets 
 

31. The Co-Chair (JC) noted the suggestions “Promote/Strengthen” and the insertion of “increase the share 
of tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests in the markets” and asked the AHWG 
members for their comments on “Promote/Strengthen”. The Co-Chair (JC) commented that the insertion 
of the word promote made sense and noted that this suggestion had been made by the representative 
of the EU.  
 

32. The EU representative (AZ) explained that her proposal to insert the word “Promote/” before 
“Strengthen” was to promote wherever these networks did not exist and ‘strengthen’ referred to existing 
networks - this was the reasoning behind the “ / ”.  
 

33. The Co-Chair (JC) noted that the representative of EU meant “promote and strengthen”, to which the 
representative of Ghana concurred.  
 

34. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested to amend “Promote/” to “Promote and” so the text would read “Promote 
and strengthen networks and collaboration amongst consumers, producers, trade associations, traders 
and civil society to help build legal and sustainable supply chains and increase the share of tropical 
timber coming from sustainably managed sources”. In considering the suggested insertion of “increase 
the share of tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests in markets” and deletion of “new 
markets for tropical timber”, the Co-Chair (JC) commented that while she understood the rationale for 
share of a market, the reference to market share could be linked to preferential trade agreements. She 
proposed the text “increase markets for tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests”.  
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35. The Secretariat (SJ) suggested to change “increase” to “expand” and the text would read “Promote 

and strengthen networks and collaboration amongst consumers, producers, trade associations, 
traders and civil society to help build legal and sustainable supply chains and expand markets 
for tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests”.  
 

36. The EU representative (AZ) enquired whether expand would include increasing the presence of tropical 
timber in an existing market. The Co-Chair (JC) commented that it would include both new markets and 
within an existing market. There were no further comments so the AHWG moved to consider the next 
objective. 
 

37. Later in the meeting and at the end of discussion of another objective, the AHWG returned to consider 
this objective based on a request made by the ED. The ED commented that this objective only refers 
to expanding markets so it was necessary to consider this objective again. He informed that Objective 
1 of the ITTA, 2006 talks about the expansion and diversification of markets. The diversification of the 
market is almost as important as expansion because there are different tree species that could be 
promoted.  
 

38. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested to insert the word “and diversify” and a semicolon after “chains” to read 
“Promote and strengthen networks and collaboration amongst consumers, producers, trade 
associations, traders, and civil society to help build legal and sustainable supply chains; and 
expand and diversify markets for tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests”. 
 
Consideration of PL 1 Objective Improve market intelligence and information sharing on the 
international timber market with a view to achieve greater transparency and better information on 
markets and market trends, including on the development of forest legality requirements in different 
countries 
 

39. The representative of Japan(YM)  inquired if there was a consensus to remove this bullet point which 

had been struck out in the document. After the Co-Chair (JC) confirmed that there was no consensus 

on this, the representative of Japan suggested to re-insert the objective “Improve market intelligence 

and information sharing on the international timber market with a view to achieve greater transparency 

and better information on markets and market trends, including on the development of forest legality 

requirements in different countries” which had been deleted because it enshrined what is in the ITTA 

and insert the word “and trade” after “international timber market” to make it less one-sided.  

40. The Co-Chair (JC) supported this and the text reads “Improve market intelligence and information 

sharing on the international timber market and trade aimed at achieving greater transparency 

on market information and trends, including the development of forest legality requirements 

in countries”.  

41. Consideration of PL 1 Objective Exploit the incentives of equitable markets to encourage tropical 

producing countries to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability with more 

transparent sharing of market information and intelligence 

42. The representative of Ghana was not agreeable to the use of the word “exploit” and suggested 
“explore”, which the Secretariat (SS) concurred.  
 

43. The representative of the EU supported this suggestion and also pointed out that it was not clear what 
an equitable market would be. She suggested removing “exploit the incentives of equitable markets 
to encourage tropical producing countries” and replacing it with “identify and promote incentives for 
tropical producing countries”.  
 

44. The Co-Chair (JL) thought that the equitable market may have been included due to the price 
differences and to improve the pricing of timber and suggested to leave in the word “equitable”.  
 

45. The representative of Japan (YM) suggested that this objective should not just be for tropical 
producing countries and suggested removing “tropical producing”.  
 

46. The representative of the Trade Advisory Group (TAG) explained the rationale behind the use of the 
word “equitable market” that they had introduced, which was to use the strength of the market as an 
incentive to move forward.  
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47. The Co-Chair (JC) stressed the importance of making sure that the language introduced is in 

compliance with the ITTA and strategic action plan. In addition, she pointed out that the introduction 
of new language such as “equitable market” which does not appear in either document could be policy 
sensitive within Council. She also noted that pricing and price-setting are sensitive issues for many 
countries and there was no consensus within ITTO about a price premium on certified products. The 
Co-Chair (JC) indicated that the AHWG could not insert new policy into the objectives and needed to 
comply with the current policy of ITTO and stressed the need to find language that would achieve the 
goal of this PL without crossing policy lines. In order to widen the coverage from producing countries 
to all countries as there would be a role for both consumers and producers, the Co-Chair (JC) 
suggested removing “producing” and end the text at “traceability”. The text would read “Identify and 
promote incentives to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability”. She asked 
the AHWG if this sentence and the previous objective would cover transparency of market information 
and intelligence. The Co-Chair (JL) and the representatives of EU and Japan concurred. 

 
48. The Co-Chair (JL) suggested to add “in tropical timber markets” at the end of the sentence to read 

“Identify and promote incentives for countries to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and 
traceability in tropical timber markets”. 
 

49. The Co-Chair (JC) noted that the AHWG had been requested to develop two or three bullet points for 
each PL and the PL currently under consideration has five bullet points. She sought comments from the 
AHWG if they were comfortable with proposing more bullet points than requested under the Council 
Decision. As there were no objections, the Co-Chair (JC) moved to consideration of the next objective.  
 

50. Later in the meeting, the Co-Chair (JC) revisited this objective and sought the views of the AHWG 
between “Identify and promote incentives for countries to increase efforts to address sustainability, 
legality and traceability” or “Identify and promote incentives to increase efforts to address sustainability, 
legality and traceability in tropical timber markets”.  

 
51. The EU representative (AZ) asked for clarification on the introduction of this amendment. The Co-Chair 

(JC) explained that when the representative of Peru added the word “in tropical timber markets”, that 
directed towards everyone in the market but if you have the phrase “Identify and promote incentives for 
countries to increase”, there is something not grammatically correct because you are either talking about 
the market or the action is directed to everyone that is involved in that market or it is directed to countries. 
In order to cover all the actors involved in the tropical timber market (i.e. governments, private sector, 
traders) and promote incentives by all those actors to increase efforts of sustainability, legality and 
traceability, the word “for countries” needs to be deleted. The text was amended to “Identify and promote 
incentives to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability in tropical timber 
markets”.  
 

52. The Secretariat (SJ) asked if the AHWG was only concerned about traceability in tropical timber markets 
as that is the way it reads now. According to his understanding, the suggestion made by the 
representative of Peru was aimed at identifying and promoting the incentives from the market and 
suggested to amend the text to “Identify and promote incentives throughout the tropical timber supply 
chain to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability”. He commented that we want 
to know tax incentives in producing countries, remunerative prices in the markets and all those 
incentives that we should be promoting. The representative of Peru commented that they had been 
discussing the timber supply chain and if they want to promote incentives, perhaps the word “demand 
and” could be added because both demand and supply play a pivotal role so the text would read 
“Identify and promote incentives throughout the tropical timber demand and supply chain to 
increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability”. The EU representative (AZ) 
asked if instead of “tropical timber demand and supply chain” it should be “tropical timber demand and 
supply side”. The Secretariat (SS) affirmed the use of “chain” as demand is also a chain.  
 
Consideration of PL 1 Objective Enhance the capacity of tropical producing countries for legal and 
sustainable wood production (e.g. promoting and enhancing sustainable forest management practices, 
forest governance and law enforcement, development of tracking and inventory systems, improving 
processing efficiencies and waste utilization, ecological data collection and forest health monitoring, 
etc.) 
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53. The Co-Chair (JC) requested the representative of the EU to explain the proposed insertion of 

“promoting and” and “law”. The representative of the EU explained the insertion of the word “promoting 
and” together with enhancing sustainable forest management practices would promote it in countries 
that are lacking or lagging behind and the insertion of “law” would allow the text to read “forest 
governance and law enforcement” covering enforcement of law. Noting that there were no further 
comments on this objective from the AHWG, the Co-Chair (JC) moved to the next objective. 
 
Consideration of PL 1 Objective Raise awareness of the critical role tropical productive forests that 
are managed sustainably play in contributing to all three pillars of sustainability (economic, social and 
environmental), including the achievement of SDGs and the goals and targets under the UN Strategic 
Plan for Forests (2017‒2030),  climate change mitigation and adaptation, and conservation of global 
biodiversity 
 

54. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested to insert the word “of sustainably managed” and delete “that are managed 
sustainably” to read “Raise awareness of the critical role of sustainably managed tropical productive 
forests play in contributing to all three pillars of sustainability (economic, social and environmental), 
including the achievement of SDGs and the goals and targets under the UN Strategic Plan for Forests 
(2017-2030), climate change mitigation and adaptation, and conservation of global biodiversity”. The 
representative of Ghana noted that there was an emphasis on tropical productive forests and suggested 
to broaden the concept to include all forests by removing the text “productive”. The Secretariat (SS) 
suggested replacing the word “of” with “that” before “sustainably managed forests so the text would 
read “Raise awareness of the critical role that sustainably managed tropical forests play in 
contributing to all three pillars of sustainability (economic, social and environmental), including 
the achievement of SDGs and the goals and targets under the UN Strategic Plan for Forests 
(2017-2030), climate change mitigation and adaptation, and conservation of global biodiversity”. 
The representative of Ghana concurred with this. 
 
Consideration of PL 2 Conservation of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services Goal:  
To maintain and/or enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services of tropical forests and forest 
landscapes, while maintaining the sustainable production of timber and other non wood forest 
products and services  
 

55. The Co-Chair (JC) took note of the recommendation by the representative of TAG to include the 
recognition of payment for environmental services and decided to consider the goal first and then 
explore a way to include the recommendation in the objectives. The Co-Chair (JC) requested the EU 
representative to explain her proposed text insertion of “non wood forest” before “products and services” 
and why simply having “ other forest products and services” would not adequately capture it. 

 
56. The EU representative (AZ) explained that they were referring to timber and usually when they are 

referring to products that get out of the forest, they are non-wood products so the text insertion would 
specify what is coming out of the forest. 

 
57. The Co-Chair (JL) commented that it would be “non-timber forest products” but if it says “other products” 

it implies non-timber forest products and everything else, suggesting removing the text insertion. The 
Co-Chair (JC) concurred. The ED suggested “wood and non-wood” or “timber and non-timber”. The Co-
Chair (JC) asked the EU representative (AZ) how strongly she felt about her proposed text insertion 
since most people would understand that other products and services includes non-timber forest 
products. She indicated that she did not have a firm preference. The suggested text was removed and 
the text read “To maintain and/or enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services of tropical forests 
and forest landscapes, while maintaining the sustainable production of timber and other 
products and services.  
 

58. Consideration of PL 2 Objective Encourage the full valuation of forests, including ecosystem services 
and biodiversity, as well as the collection and/or use of existing ecological and biological data that can 
add to the scientific knowledge base for forest planning and land management decisions 
 

59. The Co-Chair (JC) noted that the EU representative (AZ) had suggested to insert the word “forest 
landscapes” The Co-Chair (JC) recalled taking the word “forest” and “forest landscapes” from the ED’s 
paper on forest landscapes and asked the ED to provide his rationale for the insertion of the word “and 
landscapes” in the goals. The ED explained that forests are competing with other land resources such 
as agriculture and tourism. An assessment of the value of the forest cannot be made on the forest itself 
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and it should include its relation to other values of the landscape. For that reason it would not make 
sense to see forests in the landscape continuum. The Co-Chair (JC) asked the ED, given his justification 
and the goal to maintain and/or enhance biodiversity and ecosystems services of tropical forests, if the 
insertion of “forest” before “landscapes” would make sense or if it should simply be “landscapes” in the 
goal “To maintain and/or enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services of tropical forests and forest 
landscapes…”. The ED suggested “forest landscapes” because there might be different purposes of 
ecosystem valuations but we should see all these forests as an element between other resources. 

 
60. The Co-Chair (JC) asked the AHWG for their view towards amending the text to read “Encourage the 

full valuation of forests and forest landscapes including ecosystem services and biodiversity, as well as 
the collection and/or use of existing ecological and biological data that can add to the scientific 
knowledge base for forest planning and land management decisions”. The Co-Chair (JL) suggested to 
simply use “forest landscapes” instead of “forests and forest landscapes” and insert “including promoting 
the payment for ecosystem services” after “as well as” and to include benefit sharing of biodiversity. 
The Co-Chair (JC) informed that payment for ecosystem services is not included in the ITTA and the 
reference to the full valuation of forests captures the need to look at ecosystem services without taking 
a policy stance with ITTO on PES. The ED suggested that if we want to capture ecosystem service 
payments, it would be part of the last line on land management decisions so if it needs to be included, 
it should be at the end of the sentence instead of at the top. The Co-Chair (JC) deferred consideration 
of the insertion of “promoting the payment for ecosystems services” to a later discussion and noted that 
the text of the objective reads “Encourage the full valuation of forest landscapes, including 
ecosystem services and biodiversity, as well as the collection and/or use of existing ecological 
and biological data that can add to the scientific knowledge base for forest planning and land 
management decisions”.  
 

61. The Co-Chair (JL) questioned where payment for ecosystem services would be included and pointed 
out that the collection and/or use of existing ecological and biological data that can add to the scientific 
knowledge base opens up a big box of activities there that actually borderline forestry. He commented 
that they can be included but encouraing the collection and use of existing ecological biological data 
would imply undertaking research activities, which the AHWG seemed to discourage during their 
previous meeting. 

 
62. The Secretariat (SJ) pointed out that the ITTA mentions environmental services and not ecosystem 

services. Objective (q) of the ITTA stated that ITTO should promote better understanding of the 
contribution of non-timber forest products and environmental services to the sustainable management 
of tropical forests with the aim of enhancing the capacity of members to develop strategies to strengthen 
such contributions in the context of sustainable forest management, and cooperating with relevant 
institutions and processes to this end. So this objective casts it in the way that ITTO is supposed to pay 
attention to environmental services in the context in which they contribute to the sustainable 
management of forests or how they help to contribute to that.  

 
63. The Co-Chair (JC) asked if there is a specific way in which he would change the first bullet or if he is 

comfortable with the way it is. The Secretariat (SJ) commented that if the AHWG decides to use 
ecosystem services, he has no objection but he just wanted to highlight the fact that environmental 
services is the terminology used in the ITTA. The Co-Chair (JL) supported the use of environmental 
services as this word had been used in ITTO for a long time. The Co-Chair (JC) noted that environmental 
services had transformed to mean something different in the trade arena. The Secretariat (SJ) agreed 
that it could be ecosystem services and stressed that the key point was that in the ITTA it says that 
ITTO is supposed to pay attention to these things to the extent to which they can help contribute to 
sustainable forest management, including by getting somebody to pay for it. The Co-Chair (JC) 
suggested inserting “contributes to sustainable forest management of tropical forests” and deleting “can 
add to the scientific knowledge base for forest planning and land management decisions” to read 
“Encourage the full valuation of forest landscapes, including ecosystem services and 
biodiversity, as well as the collection and/or use of existing ecological and biological data that 
contributes to sustainable forest management of tropical forests.” 
 

64. The Co-Chair (JL) asked if there could be something on payments for environmental services or 
payment for environmental services to the extent to which they can help contribute to sustainable forest 
management. The Co-Chair (JC) sugggested to include payment for ecosystem services under the PL 
on Forest Landscape Restoration and Resilient Livelihoods includes a livelihood section. The Co-Chair 
(JL) commented that in relation to conservation of biodiversity and ecosystem services, one of the best 
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things to conserve biodiversity and ecosystems was to have payments for these services so he thought 
it would be good to include in under the PL on Conservation of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. 
In his opinion it was more related to improving sustainable forest management than livelihoods. 

 
65. The Secretariat (SJ) suggested incorporating PES into the next objective on innovative approaches, 

research and technology because ITTO should promote payments for environmental services, promote 
innovative approaches including PES, research and technology in order to put value on biodiversity. 

 
Consideration of PL 2 Objective Promote innovative approaches, research and technologies and 
strengthening of technical skills aimed at maintaining and/or enhancing tropical biodiversity and 
ecosystem services in production forests, including through members’ implementation of the 
ITTO/IUCN Guidelines for the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in Tropical Production 
Forests and other relevant internationally acknowledged guidelines 
 

66. Based on the discussion, the Co-Chair (JC) suggested inserting “include payment for ecosystem 
services” after “Promote innovative approaches”. The ED suggested including “and practices” after 
“technical skills” and to bring “include payment for ecosystem services” after that so the text would read 
“Promote innovative approaches, research and technologies and strengthening of technical 
skills and practices (including payment for ecosystem services) aimed at maintain and/or 
enhancing tropical biodiversity and ecosystem services in production forests, including 
through members’ implementation of the ITTO/IUCN Guidelines for the Conservation and 
Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in Tropical Production Forests and other relevant internationally 
acknowledged guidelines”. 
 

67. The Co-Chair (JL) reiterated that he was not sure if the title of the PL has already been set but he would 
prefer to use environmental instead of ecosystem as biodiversity and ecosystem are the same thing 
while environmental covers water and air which would expand the coverage. 

 
68. The Co-Chair (JC) reminded that the PL cannot be changed since it had been agreed by Council and 

noted that since the ITTA, the terminology environmental services within the trade realm has evolved 
to something about innovative technologies to deal with things like environmental clean-up.  
 

69. The EU representative (AZ) indicated a preference to use ecosystem services and suggested to move 
the text “and practices (including payment for ecosystem services)” behind “Promote innovative 
approaches” because in her view it was about capacity building. 
 

70. The Secretariat (SJ), in an attempt to shorten the objective, suggested ending the sentence at 
“production forests” and making a new bullet point “Promote the implementation of the ITTO/IUCN 
Guidelines for the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in Tropical Production 
Forests and other relevant internationally acknowledged guidelines”. 

 
71. The Co-Chair (JC) commented that if the AHWG decided to include more objectives than the number 

prescribed in the Council decision, they could include a note in their report that for some of the PLs, 
they found it necessary to include more than three to four bullet points.  
 

72. The Co-Chair (JL) suggested to include “ITTO and” after “other relevant” in the new bullet point to read 
“Promote the implementation of the ITTO/IUCN Guidelines for the Conservation and Sustainable 
Use of Biodiversity in Tropical Production Forests and other relevant ITTO and internationally 
acknowledged guidelines”. 
 

73. The Ghana representative (NI) stressed the importance of streamlining the objectives to three or four. 
The Secretariat (SJ) sought clarification from the Co-Chair (JC) on the rationale behind Council’s 
drafting of Decision 8(LV) to limit the objectives to three or four bullet points. The Co-Chair (JC) informed 
that the decision to have three or four was to enforce some discipline so that the text remained concise 
but the AHWG could include up to five bullet points with the inclusion of a justification by the AHWG in 
their report. 
 

74. The Secretariat (SS) commented that there was some overlap in the objectives and suggested to 
attempt to consolidate them for consideration by the AHWG at their next meeting.  
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75. The Co-Chair (JC) noted that the Secretariat would consolidate the objectives under PL 2 and also 
requested the Secretariat to make an attempt to consolidate the objectives under PL 1. 
 
Consideration of PL 2 Objective Assist in building countries’ capacity to implement the post-2020 
global diversity framework 
 

76. The Co-Chair (JL) requested to make a comment on the objective “Assist in building countries’ capacity 
to implement the post-2020 global biodiversity framework” and pointed out that the post-2020 global 
biodiversity framework is yet to be discussed.  Hence, the outcome of the framework is unclear and will 
also be broad to include all ecosystems. He suggested that if there is reference to the framework, it 
should focus on forests or tropical forests because ITTO cannot assist building capacity in countries to 
implement global biodiversity in all ecosystems. He further suggested that since the outcome of 
discussions on the framework is unclear, it would be prudent to remove it from the objective.  The 
objective which refers to further collaboration with CBD would capture that. The Co-Chair (JC) 
concurred. The representative of Japan also concurred and noted the importance not to prejudge the 
outcome of a pending negotiation, but thought that a mere reference to the Post-2020 global biodiversity 
framework, without attributing its content, can be possible and could be advantageous for fund raising 
linked to biodiversity and associate with GEF-8. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested, however, to remove the 
text “post-2020 global biodiversity framework”.  

- 
77. The AHWG agreed to meet on Friday, 2 October 2020 from 07:30 to 9:30 p.m. (JST) and the Co-Chair 

(JC) requested the Secretariat to provide an updated draft of the PLs for the AHWG to continue its work 
on the last two PLs on Friday. 
 

78. The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. (JST). 
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 Sixth meeting of the 

Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 
 

Held via Skype, Friday, 2 October 2020 
 
 
1. The Ad hoc Working Group on Implementing ITTO’s New Financing Architecture – Phase 1 (AHWG) 

convened its sixth and final meeting virtually on Friday, 2 October 2020 from 7:30 p.m. (Japan 
Standard Time). The list of participants for this meeting was as follows.  

 
AHWG 
 
1. Mr. Barney Chan (BC), TAG 
2. Ms. Jennifer Conje (JC), USA 
3. Mr. John James Leigh (JL), Peru 
4.  Mr. Nurudeen Idrissu (NI), Ghana 
5. Ms. Yoshiko Motoyama (YM), Japan 
6. Ms. Daniele Ramiaramanana (DR), CSAG  
 (Mr. Taku Sakaguchi, MoFA, and Ms. Akiko Tabata, Forestry Agency, also participated) 
7.  Mr. Zahrul Muttaquin (Indonesia) 
8.  Ms. Argyro Zerva (AZ), EU 
    
 
ITTO Secretariat 
 
1. Mr. Gerhard Dieterle (GD), Executive Director 
2. Ms. Sheam Satkuru (SS), Director, Operations   
3. Mr. Steve Johnson (SJ), Director, Trade & Industry  
4. Mr. Osamu Hashiramoto (OH), Director, Forest Management  
5. Mr. Gerhard Breulmann (GB), Planning, Monitoring & Evaluation Officer 
6. Mr. Simon Kawaguchi (SK), Finance/Administrative Officer 
7. Secretarial Support Ms. Naho Tamura, Ms. Maiko Suzuki, Ms. Shoko Suzuki, Mr. Tomiji Shudo 

 
2. The Co-chair (JC) invited the Secretariat to walk the AHWG through the edits made to the text on the 

goals and objectives of Programmatic Lines (PLs) 1 and 2, reflecting the discussion held at the previous 
call and some additional suggestions by the Secretariat. Under PL 1, the Secretariat suggested to 
replace the word “timber” with “wood”, with a view to standardizing the language as in most other 
associations that deal with wood products, which include timber, the preference is to use the word wood. 
The AHWG discussed which term would be more suitable and concluded that “timber” should be the 
standard term in the entire document since it was the term used in the ITTA. 
 

3. The next suggestion made by the Secretariat was on the first bullet of PL1, to replace “markets for 
tropical timber coming from sustainably managed forests” to “markets for tropical timber sourced from 
sustainably managed forests.” The AHWG agreed to this edit.  

 
4. On the second bullet under PL1, the Secretariat suggested removing the word “timber” before “market” 

in order to make the market more encompassing, not restricted to timber. The representative of TAG 
proposed to remove “international” before “market” since it would then become more encompassing to 
include both domestic and international markets. The representative of Japan reminded the AHWG that 
this bullet is almost identical to Article 1, paragraph (h), of the ITTA, 2006, and that the term used there 
is “international timber markets”. The AHWG agreed to leave the text as “international timber market” 
to be consistent with the ITTA. This bullet would now read “Improve market intelligence and information 
sharing on the international timber market and trade aimed at achieving greater transparency on 
markets information and trends, including the development of forest legality requirements in countries,” 
and the plural in “markets” would imply that it covers both domestic and international markets. The ED 
explained that in the past, ITTO had implemented projects dealing with domestic timber markets in the 
Congo Basin as they determine the outcome for the international markets. He noted that domestic 
markets should not be dissociated with international markets. If there were no transparent market 
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conditions domestically, it will not be possible to achieve that internationally. The Co-chair (JC) 
addressed the AHWG that such implications of the terms used in this document could be communicated 
to the donors by the Secretariat and that the language should be consistent with the ITTA as much as 
possible.  
 

5. On the third bullet under PL1, the Co-chair (JL) requested that the term “timber” is inserted so that it 
reads “Identify and promote incentives throughout the tropical timber products demand and supply chain 
to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability.” Following the question raised by 
the representative of the EU (AZ) whether the language should be “tropical timber and timber products” 
instead of only “tropical timber”, the AHWG discussed how it could be most appropriately phrased to 
capture the objective of this bullet. The Secretariat explained that the definition of tropical timber in 
Article 2 of the ITTA, 2006, is primary and secondary products such as logs, sawn timber, veneer and 
plywood, while ITTO also deals with domestic and livelihood services such as bamboo and rattan. The 
Co-chair (JC) reminded the AHWG that this particular sentence was addressing sustainability, legality, 
and traceability, which would be focusing on predominantly primary timber products, so non-timber 
products would not be included in this regard. The AHWG agreed to include “timber” but delete 
“products” so that it reads “Identify and promote incentives throughout the tropical timber demand and 
supply chain to increase efforts to address sustainability, legality and traceability.” 
 

6. The Secretariat proposed to edit the fourth bullet under PL1 so that it would read “Enhance the capacity 
of tropical producing countries for the production of legal and sustainable timber and non-timber 
products and services.” The Co-chair (JL) requested that the word “timber” should be added so it would 
be “tropical timber producing countries”. The AHWG agreed with the proposed text.  

 
7. The Co-chair (JC) noted that there were five bullet points under PL1 so the AHWG would have to explain 

to the Council that although they made efforts to be as concise as possible, PL1 could not be reduced 
to three to four bullet points as described in their mandate.  

 
8. On the fifth bullet, the Secretariat had suggested to remove “all three pillars of sustainability (economic, 

social and environmental), including“ from the text as it was obvious. However, the Co-chair (JC) called 
for the attention of the AHWG that when making reference to any major international agreements, it is 
an important element for the US to point to the basic pillars of sustainability and then continue to 
“including,” to clarify that there was consensus between what is agreed upon internationally. This was 
a suggestion to avoid further disputes to be raised at the Council. She proposed that the above text be 
restored. The AHWG discussed the necessity of including “2030” after “SDGs” since by year 2030 there 
may be a new set of international development goals. The representative of the EU (AZ) preferred to 
keep it until there is a new ITTA and/or a new set of international development goals. She also noted 
that the official title was “The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development”. The representative of Ghana 
(NI), joined by the representative of Japan (YM), commented that as an objective item, this sentence 
was too long. The representative of Japan (YM) suggested to phrase it as “other global forest related 
goals and commitments“ instead of listing the various international goals. The AHWG agreed that the 
text for the fifth bullet of PL1 would be “Raise awareness of the critical role that sustainably managed 
tropical forests play in contributing to all three pillars of sustainability (economic, social, and 
environmental), including the achievement of the SDGs and other global forest related goals and 
commitments.”  
 

9. The AHWG discussed the text of PL2. The TAG representative (BC) proposed to include the recognition 
of payment for ecosystem services (PES) in PL2. However, the Co-chair (JC) noted that PES was 
covered in the second bullet point so this request has already been met.  
 

10. There were no proposed changes to the first two bullet points. On the third bullet point, instead of 
“Promote the implementation of”, it was suggested as “Assist building countries’ capacity for 
implementing”. The representative of Japan (YM) questioned whether the third and fourth bullet points 
could be integrated in some way since they both refer to CITES. The Secretariat explained that the two 
bullets were separated as the third bullet is on the implementation of the CITES listing while the fourth 
bullet is on enhanced collaboration between ITTO and CITES.  Hence, they are different approaches. 
The representative of the EU (AZ) pointed out that “assist building countries’ capacity for the 
implementation of” does not seem to be the most suitable language. The Co-chair proposed to rephrase 
it as “Assist in building countries’ capacity to implement” which is a more active sentence. The AHWG 
agreed with this edit to the third bullet.  
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11. The representative of Japan (YM) sought the possibility of including CBD in the context of capacity 

building as it would promote ITTO's involvement through the CBD post-2020 biodiversity framework, as 
well as other issues that may come up with the post-2020 process. Noting the deliberations held at the 
previous call of the AHWG that some members preferred not to include in the text of an unknown 
outcome at this point, she added that it would be good to add language that refers to contributing to 
post-2020 process (without pre-judging the outcome and not making any reference to the content) as it 
would attract funding related to biodiversity. The AHWG discussed again whether making reference to 
the post-2020 process would be appropriate and concluded that they should not include anything that 
has not been internationally agreed yet, as member countries may not wish to approve the PLs if it 
referred to a yet to be determined framework, but to refer to this as part of “global biodiversity goals”. 

 
12. The Secretariat drew the attention of the AHWG to the two different processes being dealt with in this 

bullet, one being capacity building for implementing ITTO/IUCN Guidelines and the other being 
implementation of CITES listings of tropical tree species. The former was about providing assistance to 
countries to implement the guidelines that ITTO had developed for them. The latter was to help countries 
implement requirements that are placed on them by other international organizations. Noting these 
comments, the Co-chair (JC) proposed the third bullet to be rephrased as “Assist building countries' 
capacity for the implementation of the ITTO/IUCN Guidelines for the Conservation and Sustainable Use 
of Biodiversity in Tropical Production Forests, and other relevant ITTO and internationally acknowledged 
guidelines,” and the fourth bullet to be “Enhance further collaboration with international organizations, 
such as CITES and the CBD, including building countries’ capacities to implement CITES listings of 
tropical tree species .” The representative of the EU (AZ) sought clarity from the Secretariat whether 
“CITES” and “CBD” in the fourth bullet refers to conventions or their secretariats. The Secretariat 
responded that it was meant for international entities rather than organizations. The ED intervened that 
limiting the collaborating partners to CITES and CBD may lose a lot of potential for expanding this 
message within other organizations. The Co-chair (JL) added that in the context of the capacity to 
implement global biodiversity goals, the verb “enhance” would be preferred to “assist in building”. Noting 
these comments, the AHWG decided to change the text to “Enhance further collaboration with 
international organizations, including the secretariats of CITES and the CBD, to enhance member 
countries' capacity to implement global biodiversity goals, including the CITES listings of tropical tree 
species.” The AHWG agreed to make this edit.  
 

13. The fifth bullet point proposed in the original Co-Chairs’ draft text was “Assist countries to increase 
habitat connectivity through the establishment and management of conservation areas (including 
transboundary conservation areas) in tropical forests.” The Co-chair (JL), joined by a number of other 
members of the AHWG, pointed out that this bullet was too specific and that the previous bullet already 
refers to building capacity to implement global biodiversity goals. The AHWG decided to delete the fifth 
bullet point under PL2.  

 
14. The Co-Chair (JC) opened the floor for comments on PL 3 goal “Forest Landscape Restoration and 

Resilient Livelihood Goal: To scale up the area of forest landscapes restored and to increase the 
provision of goods and services from planted and restored forests, thereby generating opportunities for 
local employment and contributing to wider development goals”. There were no comments and the 
Co-Chair (JC) moved to consider the first objective. 
 

15. In considering the first objective under PL 3, the Co-Chair (JL) suggested deleting the word “help” so 
the text would start from “Build”. The EU representative (AZ) commented that building seemed like 
tropical countries do not have any capacity and suggested to use “Enhance”. The Co-Chair (JC) agreed 
with this suggestion and sought the views of other AHWG members on this suggestion. The Co-Chair 
(JL) and the representatives of Japan and Ghana supported this. The ED commented that ‘build the 
capacities’ does not capture the reality because ITTO assists countries to build their capacities, which 
was the responsibility of the countries. He noted that while shorter is better, the objective should make 
clear that ITTO was not acting on behalf of countries but assisting countries to do something they want 
to achieve so he was hesitant to use “Enhance the capacity of countries”. The Co-Chair (JC) asked the 
ED if “Enhance” was acceptable to him or if he would like to suggest adding another word or a different 
word. The ED suggested that “support” or “assist” would be a better way to define ITTO’s role. The 
Secretariat (SJ) suggested removing “capacity” and amended the text to read “Support tropical 
countries to implement forest landscape restoration..”. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested inserting “Assist”. 
The Co-Chair (JL) suggested phrasing it “Assist tropical countries in the implementation” and 
commented that it is not necessary to mention the word “capacity”. He further suggested 
“in implementing” instead of “in the implementation”. The EU representative (AZ) noted that building 
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capacity and implementing are two different things. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested using “Assist in 
building tropical forest countries’ capacity to implement…”. The Co-Chair (JL) asked if the text between 
the brackets was necessary because it is all implied in the forest landscape restoration - the text is 
lengthy. The Co-Chair (JC) supported this and asked the AHWG if they wanted to keep the text in 
brackets or if the text in the brackets could be removed. The representative of Japan stated that it would 
be good to keep it simple and if necessary perhaps it could be included as a footnote. There were no 
further comments and the text in brackets was deleted. The text of the objective read “Assist in 
building tropical countries’ capacity to implement forest landscape restoration (FLR) in the field”. 
 

16. The second objective under PL 3 was “Promote the utilization and implementation of the newly revised 
ITTO Guidelines for forest landscape restoration in the tropics and its 32 FLR guiding elements”. 
The Co-Chair (JL) asked if it was necessary to say “newly revised” because these PLs may be used for 
the next few years. The text “newly revised” was deleted. The Secretariat (SS) asked if it was necessary 
to say “and its 32 FLR guiding elements” and suggested ending the text at “ITTO Guidelines for forest 
landscape restoration in the tropics”. The Co-Chairs supported this and the text “and its 32 FLR guiding 
elements” was deleted. The text read “Promote the utilization and implementation of the ITTO 
Guidelines for forest landscape restoration in the tropics”. 
 

17. The third objective under PL 3 was “Undertake studies and assessments to improve knowledge and 
skills in FLR and the management of restored forests, in particular on land and resource tenure, markets 
for small holders and community-based entrepreneurs, public-private partnerships, and incentives and 
benefit-sharing mechanisms”. The Secretariat (SJ) commented that while ITTO may undertake some 
of these studies and assessments, there will be cases where ITTO will support countries to undertake 
them and suggested the text “undertake/and or support studies and assessments”. The Secretariat (SS) 
suggested the text “undertake to assist to improve knowledge” instead of committing the Organization 
to undertaking or supporting studies and assessments.  This would  allow for the use of multiple routes 
rather than just through studies and assessments. The representative of Japan suggested “Facilitate”. 
The Secretariat amended the text to read “Assist to improve knowledge and skills”. The Co-Chair (JC) 
suggested “Assist in improving knowledge and skills” or using the word “Facilitate” as suggested earlier 
by the representative of Japan. She continued to suggest the amendment to “Assist/Facilitate” so that 
the AHWG could discuss which one to use. The Co-Chair (JL) supported “Facilitate”. The Secretariat 
suggested “Facilitate the improvement of knowledge and skills”. The representative of Japan supported 
this. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested to remove “Assist/” and the text read “Facilitate the improvement of 
knowledge and skills in FLR and the management of restored forests, in particular on land and resource 
tenure, markets for small holders and community-based enterpreneurs, public-private partnerships, and 
incentives and benefit-sharing mechanisms”. The EU representative suggested adding “sustainable” 
before “management of restored forests”. The Secretariat (SJ) questioned whether it was necessary to 
include the list of ‘in particular’. The Co-Chair (JC) sought the views of the AHWG if the sentence could 
end at “forests” to avoid emphasizing the remaining aspects. The representatives of Japan, EU and 
Ghana supported this and the text after “forests” was deleted to read “Facilitate the improvement of 
knowledge and skills in FLR and the sustainable manaagement of restored forests”. 
 

18. Going back to the first objective, the ED suggested inserting the word “plan and” after “capacity to” and  
to move the first objective to become the last. There were no objections and the objective read “Assist 
in building tropical countries’ capacities to plan and implement forest landscapes restoration 
(FLR) in the field” and this objective was moved to the end to become the third objective. 
 

19. The AHWG then moved to consider the PL 4 Goal which was “To address emerging issues which the 
other programmatic lines are unable to address” The EU representative (AZ) commented that she did 
not like the word “unable” as it gave a negative impression. The representative of Japan (YM) suggested 
“have not addressed” instead. The Secretariat (SJ) suggested “To address emerging issues not 
addressed by the other programmatic lines” but in noting that “address” appeared twice, he suggested 
the text “To address emerging issues not covered by the other programmatic lines”. The Co-Chair (JL) 
noted the difficulty in defining this goal and sought the views of the AHWG. The Secretariat (SJ) pointed 
out that the real reason for this PL was to provide an avenue for members to still submit proposals on 
things they wanted but he did not know how that could be addressed in a succinct and politically correct 
way in the goal. The Co-Chair (JC) decided to leave the goal as is unless other members had any other 
ideas. The Secretariat (OH) commented that the title was emerging issues and innovation while the 
goal only said emerging issues and suggested including innovation in the goal. The Co-Chair (JC) 
agreed to this suggestion to be consistent and the text read “To address emerging issues and innovation 
not covered under the other programmatic lines”. The Secretariat (SJ) suggested to rephrase it to “To 
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address emerging and/or innovative issues not covered under the other programmatic lines”. The EU 
representative (AZ) questioned what is the diffference between innovation in the title of the 
programmatic line and innovative issues. The Co-Chair (JC) observed that innovative issues was 
different from innovation, which was creating a new approach while innovative issues was an adjective 
describing the issues itself and suggested returning to the text “To address emerging issues and 
innovation not covered under the other programmatic lines”.  
 

20. The ED commented that PL 4 was intended to cover just in time issues where you could address things 
that were of an urgent nature like forest fires. Emerging includes innovation and some new things but 
the understanding of just in time was to have a spontaneous reaction to new issues which arise. The 
Co-Chair (JC) commented that in her view, emerging issues captured those just in time issues and 
opened the floor for their comments on the interpretation of the word “emerging”. The Secretariat (SJ) 
observed that the title “emerging issues and innovation” had been approved in the decision by Council 
so we cannot amend the title but suggested that the goal could say “To address urgent issues and 
innovation not covered under the other programmatic lines” because he felt that it was better not to 
repeat the wording in the title of the PL in the goal. The EU representative (AZ) asked if using “To 
address urgent issues” would mean that ITTO would have to act as a rapid response mechanism. The 
Co-Chair (JC) noted that when COVID-19 broke out, ITTO had done a survey of how it had impacted 
countries and that was an example of how ITTO had rapidly responded to an urgent issue like COVID-
19. The representative of EU was of the view that COVID-19 was also an emerging issue and wanted 
to understand the difference in English. The Co-Chair (JC) commented that in her view “emerging” did 
capture urgent but apparently to others it didn’t. She observed that the ED did not feel that emerging 
captured urgent and the Secretariat (SJ) had suggested to explain it better by saying “to address urgent 
issues and innovation” instead of repeating the title of the PL and opened the floor for comments. The 
EU representative (AZ) stated her preference to use “emerging” because “urgent” gave her the 
impression that it is something that needs to be solved at that moment like for example ITTO would go 
and put out a fire. The Ghana representative (NI) agreed with the EU representative (AZ) and stressed 
that the word “emerging” should be used because the goal should capture what we are going to do and 
suggested to also add “urgent issues” so the text read “To address emerging/urgent issues and 
innovation not covered under the other programmatic lines”. The Co-Chair (JL) found the goal to be 
very broad and suggested “To address emerging/urgent issues and innovation focussed on achieving 
ITTA objectives”. The representative of Japan suggested modifying the text to “that are not covered” 
and the final text read “To address emerging/urgent issues and innovation focussed on ITTA 
objectives that are not covered under the other programmatic lines”. The representatives of Ghana 
and EU agreed with this text. 
 

21. There were no comments on the first objective under PL 4 “Allow for funding flexibility and a streamlined 
approach to address specific issues not captured by the other programmatic lines” and the AWHG 
moved to the next objective. 
 

22. In considering the second objective under PL 4, the Secretariat (SJ) commented that it should be 
“window of opportunity” or “respond to opportunities”. The text was amended to read “Respond to 
opportunities that allow ITTO and its members to be at the forefront of innovation, pilot new 
approaches or studies, and be able to react to emerging international development policy 
priorities”. 
 

23. The third objective under PL 4 was “Help members manage and adapt to natural, socioeconomic and 
financial crises affecting sustainable forest management and the production and trade of legal and 
sustainable tropical timber (e.g. Study on how COVID-19 is affecting forest management and trade)”. 
The Co-Chair (JC) noted that this objective was specific with the inclusion of an example Study on how 
COVID-19 is affecting forest management and trade and opened the floor for comments. 
The Secretariat (SJ) suggested removing the example because it may dictate what people think ITTO 
should do. The Co-Chair (JL) agreed. The Secretariat (SS) suggested to replace “help” with “Assist” 
and the amended text read “Assist members to manage and adapt to natural, socioeconomic and 
financial crises affecting sustainable forest management and the production and trade of legal and 
sustainable tropical timber”. 
 

24. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested ending at “sustainable forest management” instead of specifying the 
remainder of that sentence because including it would limit the objective. The Secretariat (SS) 
supported leaving it in to include the mandate of the ITTA in the objective. The Co-Chair (JL) stated that 
it was included under PL 1 so its inclusion would be a repetition. The Co-Chair (JC) commented that 
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she is open to both options and opened the floor for comments from other AHWG members. 
The representative of Ghana thought that they shoud end at “sustainable forest management” to avoid 
repeating an item included in another PL. The representative of EU also supported to end at 
“sustainable forest management” and asked if they only wanted to specify the crisis affecting 
sustainable forest management or if they would like to broaden the objective to “forest and their 
sustainable forest management”. The Co-Chair (JL) suggested ““sustainable forest management and 
timber trade”, which the representative of Japan supported. 
 

25. The ED supported including the trade and production aspect in this PL because in his view, the 
enterprises and the private sector, which are outside the forest, were affected by th economic crisis 
caused by COVID-19. It was about sawmills and production of products from timber and focussing on 
sustainable forest management would narrow the objective. The Secretariat (SS) continued that the 
trade element is also part of the mandate of the ITTO and ending the text at sustainable forest 
management would only allow the objective to focus on the forest aspect so in her view, it did not matter 
if there was repetition of something under another PL because the context here is totally different to PL 
1. 
 

26. The Co-Chair (JL) asked the AHWG if there was a preference between “sustainable forest management 
and timber trade” or “and the production and trade of legal and sustainable tropical timber”. The EU 
representative (AZ) prefered “legal and sustainable tropical timber”. The Co-Chair (JL) suggested to 
say “sustainable forest management and timber production and trade”. The Co-Chair (JC) asked the 
views of the AHWG between “sustainablement forest management and timber production and trade” 
and “the production and trade of legal and sustainable tropical timber” and noted that the EU 
representative (AZ) had expressed a preference for the latter. The Ghana representative (NI) preferred 
the former because there already was an emphasis on the trade of legal and sustainable timber under 
another PL. This text would include the supply chain or at the sawmill level that is at the production level 
as well as sustainability and captured how COVID had afffected both timber production and timber trade. 
The representative of Japan commented that it could be either text but her preference would be for the 
latter as that was what made the Organization quite unique and it was part of its mandate. She asked 
if the AHWG wanted to be broaden or narrow the objective, which was where she felt conflicted. The 
Co-Chair (JC) noted that the production and trade of legal and sustainable tropical timber would bring 
the objective closer to PL 1. In her view, inclusion of a crisis affecting production would not mean that 
the AHWG did not care about legal and sustainability. It would open the objective to other aspects of 
the production process that had not been focussed on so she prefered “timber production and trade”. 
The Co-Chair (JL) commented that the inclusion of legal and sustainable tropical timber may mean that 
ITTO cannot tackle illegal logging, which was an important issue worldwide and supported to leave the 
text as ““sustainable forest management and timber production and trade”. The representative of Japan 
agreed. 
 

27. The ED suggested the text “sustainable forest management and supply chains” would include 
sustainable supply chains that covered everything from the forest to the production of products to the 
markets. He thought that was what was happening now under the crisis with enterprises having no 
access through the supply chains. He further suggested that there could be another way to phrase this 
and leave out “timber production and trade”. The Co-Chair (JL) stated that saying supply chains would 
not support the increasing or enhancing demand, which was also part of ITTA. The Ghana 
representative (NI)  commented that the production and trade would include the entire supply chain 
from the mill to the point of sale eventhough it is not specifically mentioned, which includes supply 
chains. He thought that “timber production and trade” should suffice instead of introducing the concept 
of supply chains here. The Co-Chair (JL) agreed. TheEU representative commented that specifying the 
timber supply chain may include everything but stressed the importance to include legal and sustainable 
because in addition to impacting the supply chain, COVID or whatever else, could also have an impact 
on legality. Therefore, in addition to PL 1, it was important to specify that this objective would assist 
members to handle any consequences on their legal and sustainable supply chains because illegal 
logging and illegal trade could continue to take place even under a crisis because there may be no law 
enforcement due to people having to stay home. The Ghana representative disagreed by saying that 
COVID had impacted timber production and the trade aspect but in his view had not impacted legality 
and sustainability because there are checkpoints in place and staff working at those checkpoints to 
ensure traceability and even if people are infected, there are other staff to cover for those that are not 
working because of COVID.  He suggested to leave it at “timber production and trade”. The Co-Chair 
(JC) noted that there was an entire PL focussed on legal and sustainable tropical timber and 
recommended to provide some space for this PL on emerging issues and innovation to be able to deal 
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with other issues. As a way forward, she suggested to end the text at “timber production and trade” and 
asked the AHWG if they were agreeable to this recommendation. The EU representative stated that if 
that was the preference of the majority, she agreed with the recommendation. The Co-Chair (JL) and 
the representative of Japan also supported this and the text read “Assist members to manage and 
adapt to natural, socioeconomic, and financial crises affecting sustainable forest management 
and timber production and trade”. 
 

28. Returning to this item later in the discussion, the Co-Chair (JL) suggested inserting “tropical” after 
“sustainable” in the third objective to read “Assist members to manage and adapt to natural, 
socioeconomic, and financial crises affecting sustainable forest management and timber 
production and trade”. 
 

29. The representative of Japan took the floor and suggested the inclusion of a new objective under this PL 
which was more information based. In her view, ITTO’s information and expertise was so valuable that 
it would keep the Organization in business under economic crises/any pandemic situation that may 
keep recurring and there was an informational advantage that may not have been fully explored. She 
suggested to include the text “explore how to better leverage ITTO’s information/data expertise”. The 
Secretariat (SJ) suggested “Leverage ITTO’s information/data expertise to assist countries to manage 
economic crisis ”. 
 

30. The Secretariat (SS) asked if this should be included under the emerging issue and innovation. 
The representative of Japan commented that information is innovation and innovation is information 
driven in today’s data economy. The Secretariat (SS) enquired who would fund this PL to which the 
representative of Japan replied private sector/ industy participants would be willing, as they benefit from 
market/trade-related information. The Secretariat (SS) suggested placing it under PL 1. The Co-Chair 
(JC) stated that it could be included under this PL because it was not just about legal and sustainable 
and it could be on other issues. As the text had not been captured earlier, the Co-Chair (JC) asked the 
Secretariat (SJ) to repeat his suggested text. The Secretariat (SJ) suggested saying something like “to 
cope with emerging/urgent issues” to make it consistent with the goal of this PL. He then suggested 
inserting the text “ to address emerging/urgent issues”. The ED suggested the text “respond to”. 
 

31. The Ghana representative asked why would ITTO need intense data capture to be able to address to 
emerging issues in countries than what we already have enlisted in the entire PLs. The representative 
of Japan noted that the need for information increases when trade is suspended or when supply chains 
are in difficulty. The ability to provide that kind of information especially in tropical timber countries 
amongst those who are trying to purchase or trying to build businesses out of timber at a time when 
markets are disrupted would be an incredibly important function. The ED informed that ITTO currently 
had a contract with a consulting company undertaking a study on markets and incentives for the private 
sector which, based on the emerging COVID-19 crisis, had added new elements to undertake a survey 
among members on how they reacted to the challenges from the crisis and what their response 
strategies were. This was an example of an emerging issue which was caused by the crisis and 
something that ITTO would have an advantage in addressing because of its status. The Secretariat (SJ) 
noted that the representative of Japan focussed mainly on the issue of trade disruption and COVID, 
which are good examples, but from his perspective ITTO should be able to leverage not just information 
but also its networks such as the Trade Advisory Group and the networks in member countries to assist 
countries to respond to any kind of emerging/urgent issues be it a pandemic that disrupts trade or forest 
fires raging out of control in a region. He suggested that this PL would allow ITTO to maybe leverage 
its networks and data that it was either already collecting or able to collect to help countries to deal with 
such matters. Also, to include something about the networks because part of ITTO’s strength was the 
networks that it had developed over the years with different stakeholders in the tropical countries. The 
text read “Leverage ITTO’s network and information/data expertise to assist countries to respond 
to emerging/urgent issues”. Consideration of the PLs goals and objectives are now completed. 
 

32. The AHWG moved to consider the latest updates made to the Financing Scenario flow charts where 
the Secretariat (SK) briefly explained the latest edits made to the Financing Scenarios since the last 
meeting which were: 1)  addition of a footnote mentioning that small projects proposals with a budget 
of less than US$150,000 and 24 months are to be submitted following the format in the ITTO Manual 
for Project Formulation; 2) stressed that only those eligible to submit proposals under the ITTA can 
submit CNs; 3) addition of arrows going both ways between the textbox “Expert Panel appraises on 
request” and the texbox on “Coordination of the development and review of full proposals…”; 4) in the 
textbox on Expert Panel, the verb “reviews” was changed to “appraises”; 5) the Expert Panel appraisal 
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on request goes in between the Coordination of the development and review of full proposal; and 6) the 
scenario will be launched at least six months before the Expert Panel. There were no further comments 
and the Financing Scenario flow charts are now completed. 
 

33. The AHWG discussed the timeline for reporting.  Secretariat (SS) informed (and reminded the AHWG 
of the 1-month before Council deadline to post Council documents onto the ITTO homepage) that the 
draft report will be prepared and circulated to the AHWG members by COB JST Wednesday 7 October 
2020 for comments to be received latest by COB Monday 12 October 2020. The English version could 
be uploaded to the ITTO homepage earliest Wednesday 14 October 2020 and the translations could 
be uploaded later that week. The Co-Chair (JC) suggested that if the AHWG report is finalised slightly 
less than 1 month before Council, the Co-Chairs could explain to Council that this was partly due to the 
timing of how this AHWG was convened and the modalities of having to work virtually over several 
phone calls which delayed the finalisation of the report. The AHWG agreed with this suggestion. 
 

34. The AHWG expressed its appreciation to the ITTO Secretariat for facilitating and supporting its work. 
 

35. The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. (JST). 
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