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Nagoya: Opportunity for a biodiversity-
based forest definition

World Rainforest Movement

COP10 provides the CBD with a good opportunity to come up with a serious definition

of one of the most biodiverse ecosystems on Earth: forests.

Until now, most national and international bodies have uncritically adopted FAO’s
definition of forest, which not only fails to adequately describe what a forest is, but also

allows the inclusion of monoculture tree plantations.

On October 4th, the FAO released the full report of the Global Forest Resources
Assessment 2010. If all the arguments put forward over the years for demanding the
exclusion of tree monocultures from the definition of “forest” were insufficient, we
believe that this report provides some very good arguments in this respect.

For instance, the way in which the FAO deals with two very
similar tree monocultures: rubber and oil palm plantations.

Rubber Plantations

Until 2000, rubber plantations were NOT forests according
to FAO, but since then they ARE. Why? “Because of their
increasing significance as a supply of fibre for wood
industries.” Which means that a forest is defined by FAO
solely by its capacity to produce a single product: wood.
While rubber tree plantations produced only latex, they were
not forests, but. when the price of rubber slumped and many
producers started chopping down the trees and selling them
as wood, they suddenly become forests. Does that mean that
they are now excluded as “forests” again since rubber prices
have gone up again?

Oil Palm Plantations

While palm trees are typical components of tropical forests,
oil palm plantations are NOT defined as forests because “oil
palm is an agricultural tree crop”, e.g. they do not produce
wood. In the tropical African context, it is absurd that
plantations of a native tree species (oil palm) are not defined
as forest while plantations of an alien tree species (rubber)
are considered to be forests.

The above distinctions appear to be in contradiction with
FAO’s extremely simplistic definition of forest: “Land
spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5
meters and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or trees
able to reach these thresholds in situ. It does not include land
that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use.”
According to FAO, that is a forest.

Unless FAO defines what “land that is predominantly under
agricultural use” means even in its own logic either all tree
plantations should be included or all should be excluded
from being defined as “forest”. Why is the production of oil
palm an “agricultural” activity while the production of wood by
a eucalyptus plantation is not?
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Why are olive tree plantations not “forests” while pine
plantations are such? Simply because the FAO says so.

A second set of arguments provided by the FAO report is
related to its definitions of “afforestation” and
“reforestation”. According to FAO, afforestation implies the
planting of trees in non-forest areas, while reforestation
means planting trees in areas previously occupied by forests.
In both cases, the FAO defines the result as the
establishment of “planted forests”: “Forest predominantly
composed of trees established through planting and/or
deliberate seeding”.

Continued next page
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Forest definition continued

Such an “afforestation” is in fact the destruction of native
vegetation (usually grasslands or savannas) and its substitution
by a plantation of a (usually alien) tree species. However,
instead of classifying this as establishing an “agricultural tree
crop” for harvesting wood it is categorized as “forest”. Why?
Simply because such plantations produce wood which,
according to the FAO, is what a forest produces.

Where most people assume that reforestation is the restoration
of forests by planting native species they would be wrong. In
the vast majority of cases, “reforestation” implies the planting
of monocultures of alien tree species (pines, eucalyptus, acacia,
gmelina, teak, etc.) in forest areas. A diverse tropical forest
area can be bulldozed and replaced by a single tree species —
alien or native- and nothing will have changed for the FAO. In
its own words: “Where part of a forest is cut down but
replanted (reforestation) ... there is no change in forest area.”

Such narrow approach clearly serves the interest of the
pulp/paper and wood industries, but it runs counter to the
interests of local communities whose means of livelihoods -
forests and grasslands - are destroyed under the guise of
“planting forests”.

FAQ’s insistence to define wood-producing monocultures as
“planted forests” hides the impacts of such plantations on
biodiversity. “We are reminded that forests represent some of
the most diverse ecosystems on Earth”, says the FAO report.
May we remind FAO that what it defines as “planted forests”
is defined by many as “deserts of trees”.

The FAO report clearly shows the frightening expansion of
such “deserts of trees”, which have “increased by more than
3.6 million hectares per year from 1990-2000, by 5.6 million
hectares per year from 2000-2005, and by 4.2 million hectares
per year from 2005-2010.” From a biodiversity perspective,
this is a disaster, given that such plantations destroy the habitat
of millions of native species many of which have not yet been
classified by science. FAO, however, welcomes the expansion
of these plantations as having “ further reduced the net loss of
forests”.

These are just a few examples of the arguments unwillingly
provided by this FAO report, strengthening the need to exclude
monoculture plantations from the definition of “forest”.

FAO says that it “hopes that the information in this report will
help broaden discussions on forests”. We believe it does, if
FAO would be willing to do so. More realistically, we hope
that the corporate-friendly and unscientific forest definitions
used in this report will help to stimulate the discussion in other
fora —particularly within the Convention on Biological
Diversity- to adopt a serious definition of forests that finally
excludes the absurd category of “planted forests™.

See full FAO report at
http://foris.fao.org/static/data/fra2010/FRA2010_Report loct2
010.pdf

Article published in the English edition of WRM Bulletin, N°
159, October 2010,

If you wish to receive the bulletin monthly, please send a
message to wrm@wrm.org.uy

World Rainforest Movement - hitp://www.wrm.org.uy

On Forest Biological Diversity

Simone Lovera, Global Forest Coalition

Comparing the rather meager text on forest biodiversity and the very elaborate text on forests in relation
to climate change and biodiversity in the draft decisions, one gets the impression the CBD has more or
less handed forests over to the climate convention. Yet, forests represent 80% of the earth' terrestrial
biodiversity. We simply cannot conserve biodiversity if we do not effectively conserve forests. We
would like to remind people in this respect that REDD, at this moment, is nothing but an issue under
negotiation under the FCCC. The chances that a legally binding agreement will be reached at the

upcoming Conference of the Parties in December 2011 are close to zero. So remarks by people that the
CBD should "implement" REDD are, to say the least, highly premature. We strongly call upon the CBD
to regain the lead role in forest discussions. An additional strong reason for this is that the definition that
is used until now under the FCCC includes monoculture tree plantations.

The main threat to the world's forests is not that they will simply disappear, but that forests are being
gradually replaced by monoculture tree plantations, which has devastating impacts on forest biodiversity
and forest-dependent peoples. A comment during the lunch-time event on TEEB is striking in this regard,
"planting a tree can never be harmful". Planting the wrong trees on the wrong place, especially invasive
trees or genetically modified trees, can cause serious harm, to biodiversity and to the livelihoods of
Indigenous Peoples and local communities. The rapidly increasing demand for wood for industrial bio-
energy production, which is strongly stimulated by renewable energy subsidies, adds significantly to
these trends. For that reason, we insist that the CBD takes a lead role in developing an appropriate
definition of forests to be used by all members of the Collaborative Partnership on Forests and we
support the proposals by the Philippines and Norway in this respect.

We also hope that the discussion on the impacts of biofuel on biodiversity will take into account the
already increasing impacts of industrial wood-based bio-energy on forest biodiversity.
(Article based on an intervention that was not made in the WG yesterday due to time considerations)
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What should happen at COP 10 and beyond related
to biofuels and bhioenergy?

Camila Morena, Friends of the Earth Brazil

Despite all the increasing impacts and threats to biodiversity, language in the CBD actually encourages biofuel development
by speaking of the “need to promote the positive and minimize the negative impacts of biofuel production and its use on
biodiversity”. Instead, Parties must stick close to the fundamental principles of the CBD, especially the precautionary
principle, the ecosystem approach the protection of Indigenous Peoples’ rights.

Parties at COP 10 must:

(1) Reaffirm that biodiversity and ecosystems are basic to our survival and their resilience and restoration is fundamental.
All forms of government incentives for industrial bio-energy should be classified as perverse incentives and must be
removed.

(2) Not give any incentive to large—scale biofuel production

(3) Support a moratorium on commercial use and environmental releases of synthetic organisms, as partly proposed by
SBSTTA 14.

The use of dangerous synthetic organisms are clearly becoming the new industrial platform basis to second generation
biofuels. As for example, the case in Brazil, where the Amyris company was able to approve — in a record time frame, about
only 8 months - in February 2010, at the National Technical Commission on Biosafety (CTNBio) a synthetic yeast for the
production of fuels and chemicals. Fuel produced with this synthetic organism is being currently use in a test basis and is
announced to be commercially available in 2011/2012. Despite of historical disrespect for the environmental regulations
and human rights violations associated to the large scale production of sugar cane in Brazil, the country continues to
promote sugar cane based ethanol as a clean alternative and as even as an advanced fuel.

Brazilian Civil Society has released a national recommendation to COP 10 requesting that Brazil — honoring its historical
commitment to the CBD process — guarantee the precautionary approach to biofuel production. Any exception to this
principle would open a dangerous precedent, and would corrupt the spirit of the Convention. More than ever, when we
celebrate the UN International Year of Biodiversity, parties should by no means let trade concerns be mainstreamed in
detriment of the protection of Life and the future of Biodiversity.

(Developed partially from the TOP 10 for COP 10 briefing papers, at http://www.cbdalliance.org/top-10-for-cop-10/)
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Russian Federation Indigenous Peoples perspectives on the Cop10 negotiations

Aecatana KonpepeHuua cropoH no KonBeHuHH o 6Mororuueckom pasHoobpasuu - CBD/COP10

The following article details the concerns Indigenous Peoples from Russian speaking areas have in their region, and also share with other
Indigenous Peoples. Priority areas include protected areas, inland waters, traditional knowledge and links between climate change and forest
biodiversity. The issue of traditional knowledge and access to traditional foods, and many other issues addressed in the convention - all very
important for the life of the indigenous peoples of the world, so within the next two weeks, representatives of Russianindigenous peoples will
work actively in the process

CBD/COP1018 okts6pst — B Jlenb OopwObl ¢ OemHocThio, B r.Haros, Snonus Hauama coro pabory J[ecsartas koHdepeHuuss CTOpoH,
nocesiieHHass KonBenunu o OuosorndeckoMm pasHooOpazun CBD/COP10. KondepeHuus npoxXoauT OIWH pa3 B JBa Toia, U coOHMpacT
YYaCTHHKOB CO BCEX CTpaH MoJmucaBimx ee. B Hacrosmmii MomeHT KoHnBeHIuo noanucamu 193 crpassi.

B atom rony ywactue B koH(pepeHun npusum 6onee 8000 yenoBek, u3 HuX 178 mpencraBuTenell KOPEHHBIX HAPOAOB MHpa, MPEICTABIUIN BCE
peruoHsl - Asust, Adpuxa, Apktuka, JlatnHckas Amepuka u crpanbl Kapubcekoro 6acceitna, CeBepHast AMeprka, THXOOKEaHCKHMH pErnoHa, u
peruon Poccus.

KonBeHIHst 0 610JIOTHYECKOM Pa3HOOOpasme ABISIETCS OYEHb BKHOM AJIsI KOPEHHBIX HAPOIOB.

I'masusiii Bonrpoc Ha CBD/COP10, m1st Bcex KOPEHHBIX HApOJIOB 1 MECTHBIX OOIINH, sABJIeTCs cTaThs 15 (ABS) KoHBeHINH.

OTO cTpaTernyeckas 1l KOPEHHBIX HapOAOB CTaThs, TaK KaK OOJBIIMHCTBO COXPAHEHHBIX TeHETHYCCKUX PECYPCOB HAXOAATCS HA TEPPUTOPHAX
MIPO’KMBAHUS KOPEHHBIX HAPOJOB U 3HAHUS X BO3MOYKHOTO MCIOJIb30BAHUS B PA3IMYHBIX cepax KU3HU SBISIOTCSA TPAIUIMOHHBIMU 3HAHUSIMH
KOPEHHBIX HapoAoB. VcToprdeckn MpoXXKuBasi Ha TEPPUTOPHIX TPaIUIHOHHOTO IPUPOIOIIOIB30BaHNS, KOPCHHBIE HAPOIBI HE MOTYT ITOJIHOCTBIO
MOJIb30BAThCA PECypcaMy, HAXOAALIMMHUCS HAa CBOMX JK€ TEPPHUTOPHSX, JOBUTH PBHIOY B TEX KOJMYECTBAX, KOTOPHIE HEOOXOIMUMBI IS
MIPO’KMBAHUS, OXOTUTHCS Ha 3BEpsl M NTHILy, 3aHMMAaTbCs COOMpaTesNsCcTBOM. TeM Oosee, Mpu MCIOJIB30BAHMH 3THX TEPPUTOPHH, IIPUPOIHBIX
pecypcoB MM 3HAHWH KOPEHHBIX HapOJOB TOCYJApCTBOM MM JIOOBIMH APYTMMH KOMITAHUSMH, KOPEHHbIE HAPOIbl IMPOKUBAIOIIUE HA 3TOH
TEPPUTOPHH HE IMOJYYAIOT OT 3TOTO HU KAKHX BBITOJ, TOJBKO OAHU YOBITKH. [ToaToMy CTaThsl 15 0 q0cTyNe K reHeTHYECKHM pecypcaM H
NpeIBaAPHUTEIBLHO COTJIACOBAHHOMY pa3/ie/leHUI0 BBIT0J HA PABHONPABHOI OCHOBE TAK BAaJKHA /11 KOPEHHBIX HAPOJOB.

IIpo6Jsema «BuopazHoo0pa3ue U U3MEeHEHNE KIUMATaY.

Oco00 cHIIPHO M3MEHEHHE KJIMMaTa OIIyIIaeTcsd B palioHaX MPOKMUBAHUSA KOPEHHBIX HAPOIOB — apKTHUUECKast TYHApa, Taiira, jeca aMa3oHKH U
3aCylJIMBBIC 30HBI ACpr/IKI/I. HmenHo B 3THX MecTax HanboJjee CHILHO OIIYIAKTCA U3MCHECHUA B IPUPOJIC, B CBA3U C UBMCHCHUEM KJIMMarta.
TaK, Hanpumep, B ApKTI/IKe B pPE3YyJbTAaTC NOTCIUICHUA KJIMMara, KOTOPOEC BBI3BBAHO XECTOKHMM 3arpA3HCHHUEM OT HOCATCIBHOCTU ras3o- H
Hed)TelIO6LIBa}OH.H/IX KOMHaHHﬁ, BBIXJIOITHBIMHU Ta3aMH U T.II. UCYE3aI0T aPKTUYCCKUEC BHUIBI paCTeHHI\/’I M )KUBOTHBIX, MCHSICTCS UX 06pa3 JKHU3HH,
TPUBBIYKA W TTOBAIKH. PacTeHnss MeHSIOT MOJICJIb pocCTa. A60p1/1rem>1 OracarTcCd, 4YTO HE CMOIryT HpI/ICHOCO6HTbCﬂ K HOBBIM YCJIOBHUAM,
CTPEMUTENIFHO MEHSIOMIEHCS OKpyXalomeld cpensl. BmecTe ¢ MCYe3HOBEHHEM PACTCHUH W JKMBOTHBIX, MCYE3AI0T W TPAIUIMOHHBIC 3HAHUS,
CBSI3aHHBIE C COOMPATENHCTBOM, TPAJULIUOHHON MEIUIUHOM, 00paboTKOM MIKYp U T.II.

Bonpoc n3MeHeHns KIMMaTa 04eHb CHIIBHO TIePeIieTaeTesl C BOIPOcaMu OMOpa3Hoo0pas3us JecoB, TpaIUIMOHHBIX 3HAHUH H Ip.

OueHb BOXXHBIM SBIAETCS BoNpoc «buopa3sHoodpasue Jjiecopy».

Bce npencraBuTenn KOpEHHBIX HApOJIOB MHPa, OTMEUYAOT HEOOXOAMMOCTh COXPaHEHHS Jieca, I COXpaHeHHus Onopa3sHooOpasus, 0COOEHHO B
CBSI3H C npo6neMaMn BBIXOJAIIMMH U3 U3MCHCHUSA KJIMMAaTa.

Hanpumep, Apkrruecknii, Poccuiickuii 1 A3naTcKuil peruoHsl, BEIABUTAIOT TEMY COXPaHEHHS JIECOB KaK OJMH U3 TNIABHEHIINX TPHOPUTETOB -
0e3 COXpaHEHHsI JIECHBIX MacCHBOB HE BO3MOXKHO OCTaHOBHTH H3MEHEHHE KinMaTa. Heo0XoaumMo HapamyBaTh JECHOH MOTEHIMAN, KaK OJHO U3
cpencTB B 00pb0e ¢ MI3MEHEHHEM KJIMMAaTa, COXPaHATh U BO3POXKIATH JICCHBIE PECypChl M OOPOThCS C HEe3aKOHHBIMH pyOkamu. Heobxonumo
MIOJTHOE yYacTHe KOPEHHBIX HapOAOB BONPOCE COXpaHEHNUs JiecoB. OcoOble OaceHns BBI3BIBACT TO, YTO HA MECTHOM YPOBHE KOPEHHBIE HApOIbI
TI0YTH HE IPUBJICUCHBI, 4 UX TPAAUIIUOHHBIC 3HAHUA COXPAHCHUA U YIIPABJICHUA JIECOB NMPAKTHYCCKHU HE UCIIOJB3YIOTCA. HeOGXO)IHMO
AKTUBU3UPOBATH MMOTCHI WA KOPEHHBIX HAPOAOB M MPHUBJICKATh UX K YIIPABJICHHUIO JICCAMH, a4 TaK )K€ aKTUBHO HMCIOJIb30BaTh TPAAUIIMOHHBIC
3HaHWA, B TOM YHCJIC U U1 UX COXPaHCHUS.

Jns peruona Poccusi, TOMHMO BBITIIETICP CUNCICHHOTO, BAKHEHIIIMME BOTIPOCAMH SIBJISTFOTCS CIICAYIOIIHNE:

Oco60-0xpaHsieMble TPUPOIHBIE TEPPUTOPUH. [ KOPEHHBIX HApOAOB OH TAK K€ MPUOPHUTETEH - Ha CErOAHAIIHMNA MOMEHT, B 3TOM BOIpOCE
MIPOUCXOOUT MHOTO B3aHMOHeﬁCTBHI71 KOPECHHBIX HAPOJIOB U OPTaHOB BJIACTH, HO JOCTUTHYTHIX YCIIEXOB ITOKA OYEHb MaJIo.

Bonpoc coxpaneHuss BHYTpEHHHE BOIBI U UX OMOPa3HOOOpasWs Tak XK€ BaXKEH KaK M NMPHOpEKHBIE KOCHCTeMbl. KopeHHBIE HapoIsl OYeHb
03360‘161-“)1 TEM, KaK MCHOJIB3YIOTCA MU 3arpA3HAOTCA BOAHBIC CUCTEMBI U YHHUYTOXACTCSA WX BOIAHBIC 6HOpCCprBI. 3aqaCTyro OT 3TOT'O 3aBUCHUT
BBIKMBAHUE LE€JIOT0 Hapoaa.

BO]'[pOC TpaguIIAOHHBIX 3HAHUH H J0CTyIma K Tpa}II/IL[I/IOHHOﬁ A, ¥ MHOTHE APYTrA€ BOIIPOCHI pacCMAaTPpUBACMbI€ B KOHBCHIHWHU — BCE 3TO
OYCHb BAXXHO UId XU3HHU KOPECHHBIX HApPOJO0B MHpPA, U IMOITOMY B TCUCHHE NMPCACTOAIIUX ABYX HEACIb, MPEACTABUTCIN KOPEHHBIX HApPOJI0B
OynyT akTHBHO padoraTh B mpouecce CBD/COP10

1Side Event Today!
Getting it right: Incorporating Social Aspects into MPA planning and implementation

Across the world communities have demonstrated that they can conserve and manage coastal and marine resources,
drawing on traditional and local knowledge systems and the strength of their social institutions.

What does it take for such initiatives that benefit both biodiversity conservation and social wellbeing to be
recognized and supported? What can be done to address the flaws inherent in top-down, target-driven, non-
inclusive processes? What are the links between the social impacts of marine protected areas (MPAs) and the
sustainability and protection of marine and coastal biodiversity?

Venue: Room 234 A-Building 2-3rd Floor

Date: 21 October 2010

Time: 16:30-18:00 hrs
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