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1.3 Objectives and Research Questions
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2 Theoretical Framework

2.1 Defining Environmental Goods and Services
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2.2.2 Comparative Advantage
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Table 2.2 Availability of input resources for EGS production

Input Resource: ‘Land’
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2.6 Synthesis of the Theoretical Framework
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3 Conceptual Framework

3.1 The Concept of a Sustainability Partnership
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Government
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Figure 3.1 Intersectoral partnership, three sectors included
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3.4 Opportunities and Threats for a Sustainability Partnership

Table 3.1  Categories used for the literature analysis on opportunities and threats

Resources available Land, labour, capital, management skills, technology, tree species,
etc.

Physical environment Climate, severe weather events, wildfire, soil, pests, etc.

Infrastructure factors Roads, transport, wood processors, etc.

Economic factors Costs of afforestation, transport and processing costs, livelihood

issues, markets for forestry products and EGS, etc.

Social factors Civil society attitudes to large scale forestry and EGS, attitudes of
NGOs, etc.

Political factors Agreements, international institutes, regulations, national policy, etc.
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3.4.3 Infrastructure Factors
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3.4.7 The Different Aspects of Uruguay and the Netherlands Combined
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Table 3.2  Opportunities for the development of the case

Opportunities

Resources available IAccording to the national gover nment 20 percent of the country’s total area can
be placed under sustainable forestry production (UY )

(Relatively) low costs for land and labour (UY)
Low population pressure reduces risk for lack of land availability (UY)

Highly literate trained forestry professionals (UY)

Physical environment  [ertile relatively flat soils and a good climate resulting in high timber volumes
per ha for commercial tree species (UY)

Minimal severe weather events or other natural disasters which might affect
afforestation projects (UY)

The physical environment is conducive to tree growing (UY)

1 VROM 2008
2FAO 12008
% Mendell et al. 2007
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Infrastructure

Globalisation improves communication and reduces travel time (makes the world
"smaller")

Capacity of wood processors is growing (UY)
The Netherlands has very good transport possibilities over water (NL)

Uruguay just finished a large harbour project to transport wood products (UY)

Economical factors

High timber demand (NL)
Trend within commercial sector to become more "gre en" (NL)
Forestry combined with EGS can contribute to highe r profits

Some large investors already invest considerable a  mounts in "green" projects
and serve as examples for others (NL)

Uruguay grants equal treatment for national and fo  reign investors (UY)

Rules developed to promote forestry investment pro vide a nearly tax-free
investment (UY)

Expected is that in 2050 50% of all the timber com  es from plantations
Stable economy (UY + NL)
Low productivity of extensive cattle farming makes forestry a competitive activity (UY)

Afforestation projects including a bio-energy component will also be considered as
priority. Uruguay is facing a shortage of energy in the coming years, and investments
contributing to the country's energy security will be highly welcome (UY)

Carbon market is already existing

More and more providers of woody products consider certification (eco-labelling ) as
long term strategy

Currently many international organizations work on the concept of PES as innovative
financing mechanism to address some of the identified failures in environmental
services.

Corporate environmental responsibility is becoming an increasingly important strategic
concern for companies and their stakeholders (NL)

Nowadays business companies even seek collaborations with NGO to achieve both
greater corporate profitability and more effectively use of the knowledge and
capabilities of both

Wood processing industry is undergoing rapid development (UY)

Social factors

Demand for sustainable projects (UY+  NL)

Good attitude towards sustainable forestry instead of fast growing monoculture
plantation (UY+NL

Growing demand for CO ; projects by afforestation (NL)

Growing demand for biodiversity conservation (UY+N L)

Growing demand for ecological products (NL)

Improved livelihood for people living in the region of afforestation (UY)
Provision of employment in forestry sector (UY)

A lot of media attention concerning environmental awareness (and especially climate
change) (mainly NL)

Political factors

Due to new laws the forest sector developed from an economic afterthought in
Uruguay to a major source of economic and investmen t growth (UY)

MEAs are agreements between states which may take the form of “soft-law”,
setting out non-legally binding principles which pa rties will respect when
considering actions which affect a particular envir onmental issue
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Both countries are well known for good diplomacy a mongst sovereign states and
having a very pro-active role for promoting interna tional treaties, conventions
and pacts

Uruguay has an appropriate institutional environme nt that offers stability and low
risks to investors

The Netherlands and Uruguay already have a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
for trade in carbon rights (UY+NL)

Political stability in the last decades (UY + NL)

The sustainability agreement can serve as a pilot for bilateral partnership for
environmental issues

The Netherlands are respected by their pro active role for promoting the international
market of EGS and their leading role in several EU projects (NL)

Clear property rights of the land: all lands are clearly identified and measured, and
properly registered in the Cadastral System resulting also in a lack of social conflicts for
the land (UY)

Democratic system with free market (UY + NL)

Uruguay has its own sustainable forestry model and long term experience with it (UY)
Uruguay is member of MERCOSUR

The Netherlands is member of the EU

WTO member negotiate on the reduction or, as appropriate, elimination of tariff and
non-tariff barriers to environmental goods and services

Investment friendly national policy (UY)

Table 3.3  Threats for the development of the case

Threats

Resources available

Lack of land make large scale a  fforestation in the Netherlands not possible (NL)

Land prices have risen sharply over the last year a s foreign companies continue
to enter the country and have aggressively been buy  ing properties (UY)

Relatively small forestry department (UY)
Wood processing industry still in development (UY)

Physical environment

Unknown if all selected areas for afforestation consist of best soil types (UY)
Only little knowledge of indigenous tree species (UY)

Infrastructure

Transportation costs can be high for afforestation projects (UY)

Communication between English speaking and Spanish speaking partners might lead
to slower communication or miscommunication (UY+NL)

Economical factors

| ong-term investment is consider ed to be risky by many investors

Lack of coordination and knowledge for CDM projects among actors in forestry
sector (UY)

Economic crash in 2002 (but followed up by remarkable recovery) (UY)

High transaction costs, high monitoring costs, and relatively low value of forestry CERs
due to their temporary nature, are all factors imposing a requirement for CDM projects
to be of large scale in order to be feasible (UY)

High dependence on foreign funds for afforestation projects (UY)

Uruguayan forestry department expects working markets for EGS derived from forestry
will take considerable time before implemented (UY)

Social factors

Civil society of both countries is not known with e ach other which might be
reason for suspiciousness

Landholder attitudes to afforestation (transformation of pampas into forest) can be a

negative point
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In particular, eucalypt plantations in short rotations for pulpwood production are not
welcome by everybody. Environmental NGOs have a strong voice in the current
government, and this has caused concerns among policymakers, who may adopt
decisions to at least partly satisfy their demands (UY).

Some NGO protest against the decision to credit some fast growing plantations in
Uruguay with FSC since they are not sustainable (UY)

Political factors

Complex global policies, treaties, agreements and p
global environment issues, trade, etc. are poorly u
regional governments (more or less same)

rotocols concerning the
nderstood by national and

No clear definition for some EGS
Setting up a bilateral partnership involves many practical and administrative challenges

Governments need time to deal with new modes of governance; participation,
devolution, marketization and internationalisation (UY+NL)

In the perspective of global policy: governments often failed to introduce straightforward
regulatory systems, undermining market developments and the lack of clear
international framework and national policy

Traditionally Uruguay and the Netherlands have no strong relation

3.5 What are Optional Explanations for Non-existenc e of
Sustainability Partnerships
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Figure 3.3  Triangulation; Cross checking the concept with experts



United we Stand Methodology

4 Methodology

4.1 Questionnaire Survey

6
'&
9
!
4.1.1 Questionnaire Design
2 17
'&
'&
!
'&
) 6
6
6 # $ 6
6 6
=) A

! Research Methods KB | 2008
% Survey System 2008



United we Stand Methodology

—~

/Al: University logo

B: Context

e

C: Close ended

/ guestion
A

C1: Scale for answer

T

C2: Neutral position,
no opinion

[ C3: Sub question
__________________________ I (often statements)

<«——D: Textbox

E: Continue button

A2: Personal
information

A
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Table 4.1  Respondent Rate of the Questionnaire Survey

Number of Respondents

Initial Send 659
Received 498
Bounced 161
Started (clicked on link) 146
Completed 73
Completion Rate 50%
Drop Outs (After Starting) 73
Total Response Rate 15%
Average time taken for survey 29 min. 33 sec.
2% 8 U@F7
29 8 UAIB7 0
9 9 CE2 & A7
2=l FF 7
=>

Graph 4.1 Respondent Rate of the Questionnaire Survey
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4.2 Questionnaire Data Analysis
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Table 4.2  Response rating for the calculation of the level of agreement
‘Likert Scale’ ‘Yes-No’ Scale
Strongly disagree 0% No 0%
Disagree 25% Yes 100%
Neutral 50% No Opinion No Score
Agree 75%
Strongly agree 100%
No Opinion No Score

! Research Methods KB V 2008
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5 A. ‘Irrationalist’ Scenario B. ‘Sleeping Giant’ Scenario
c
g 1 Agreementon Concept 50% Agreement on Concept > 50%
g Agreementon Case >50% Agreementon Case >50%
5]
<
50% f----- - -
C. ‘Contradictor’ Scenario D. ‘Zombie' Scenario
1 Agreementon Concept 50% Agreement on Concept > 50%
Agreementon Case 50% Agreementon Case 50%
0% T
0% 50% Agreement on Concept 100%

Figure 4.2  Scenario Categorization

The respondents categorized in four different scenarios according to their level of agreement on the concept and the case. The
X-as present the level of agreement for the Concept, the Y-as present the level of agreement for the Case. On should notice
that overall score of exactly 50% belongs to the overall disagree side.
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5.1 Questionnaire Results
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Graph 5.1 Respondents Group Distributed Among Different Sectors
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Graph 5.2  Level of Knowledge on Ecology, Economy and Policy
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Graph 5.3  Level of Agreement on the Concept, Total Result vs. Expert Result
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Q4.1 "A ton of carbon dioxide could be sequestered cheaper, in countries with relatively lower afforestation costs and faster forest growth
rates."
Q4.2 “More biodiversity could be conserved, if the spending of existing conservation budgets would be concentrated in countries with
relatively higher abundance of genes, species and/or ecosystems.”
Q5.1 "Countries with unsatisfied demand for EGS may be better off importing goods and services from places where production costs are
relatively lower."
Q5.2 "Countries with an abundance of resources to produce EGS may significantly benefit from exporting them to places where production
costs are relatively higher."
Q6.1 "To facilitate and encourage international trade in EGS, governments and international institutions must provide a clear legal

framework in order to create a trustworthy environment for actors to engage in trade at a reasonable level of risk."
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Q4.1

Q4.2

Q5.1

Q5.2
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Total

Graph 5.4  Level of Agreement on Concept, Four Different Sectors Compared
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rates."
Q4.2 “More biodiversity could be conserved, if the spending of existing conservation budgets would be concentrated in countries with

relatively higher abundance of genes, species and/or ecosystems.”
Q5.1 "Countries with unsatisfied demand for EGS may be better off importing goods and services from places where production costs are

relatively lower."
Q5.2 "Countries with an abundance of resources to produce EGS may significantly benefit from exporting them to places where production

costs are relatively higher."
Q6.1 "To facilitate and encourage international trade in EGS, governments and international institutions must provide a clear legal

framework in order to create a trustworthy environment for actors to engage in trade at a reasonable level of risk."
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5.1.3 Level of Agreement on the Case
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Graph 5.5 Level of Agreement on the Case, Total Result vs. Expert Result
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Q9.1 "There is a clear opportunity to meet the high timber demand of the Netherlands with a sustainable forestry program in Uruguay
focusing on native tree species."
Q9.2 "Carbon sequestration might be more efficiently reached, if Dutch budgets for fighting climate change are used to plant trees in
Uruguay and not in the Netherlands."
Q9.3 "Nature conservation might be more efficiently reached, when areas are conserved with comparably higher biodiversity and lower land
prices in Uruguay."
Q9.4 "Ecological certified production might be more efficiently reached, when the Dutch criteria for sustainable production is applied in
Uruguay as well."
Q10.1 "In order to reach societal goals in relation to the production of ecological goods, nature conservation and carbon sequestration, a bi-

national partnership on sustainability between Uruguay and the Netherlands might be a good concept to improve citizen's well-being in
both countries."

Q.10.2 "A bi-national partnership between Uruguay and the Netherlands could create a trustworthy environment which increases investment
stability and thus encourage trade between both countries."

Q.10.3 "In order to implement such a bi-national partnership it is essential to safeguard the interests of civil societies and business needs.
Therefore an inter-sectoral approach is needed between the governmental sector, business and civil society."

Q12 Do you think a bi-national sustainability partnership is feasible between Uruguay and the Netherlands?
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Graph 5.6  Level of Agreement on Case, Four Different Sectors Compared
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"There is a clear opportunity to meet the high timber demand of the Netherlands with a sustainable forestry program in Uruguay
focusing on native tree species."

"Carbon sequestration might be more efficiently reached, if Dutch budgets for fighting climate change are used to plant trees in
Uruguay and not in the Netherlands."

"Nature conservation might be more efficiently reached, when areas are conserved with comparably higher biodiversity and lower land
prices in Uruguay.”

"Ecological certified production might be more efficiently reached, when the Dutch criteria for sustainable production is applied in
Uruguay as well."

"In order to reach societal goals in relation to the production of ecological goods, nature conservation and carbon sequestration, a bi-
national partnership on sustainability between Uruguay and the Netherlands might be a good concept to improve citizen's well-being in
both countries."

"A bi-national partnership between Uruguay and the Netherlands could create a trustworthy environment which increases investment
stability and thus encourage trade between both countries."

"In order to implement such a bi-national partnership it is essential to safeguard the interests of civil societies and business needs.
Therefore an inter-sectoral approach is needed between the governmental sector, business and civil society."

Do you think a bi-national sustainability partnership is feasible between Uruguay and the Netherlands?

Yes/No/No Opinion
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5.1.4 The Four Scenarios

Table 5.1 Classification of the four Scenarios

Scenario LoA on Concept LoA on Case
Irrationalist 50% >50%
Sleeping Giant >50% >50%
Contradictor 50% 50%
Zombie >50% 50%
/ # 0%
# $ C:& C@
# $ # % # & $
2@@E8 UCF7 ' 21>E7
&
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Graph 5.7 Respondents distributed between the four different scenarios
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Agreement on Concept

O Total (n=73) @ Experts (n=20) & Average LoA

A. The ‘Irrationalist’ Scenario: This scenario present the irrational combination of a low level of agreement on the concept and a high level of

agreement on the case.

B. The ‘Sleeping Giant’ Scenario: As this scenario assumes that the establishment of sustainability partnerships will happen any moment now, the
respondent will show a high level of agreement on both the concept and the case.
C. The ‘Zombie’ Scenario: This scenario assumes that from a theoretical point of view it make sense to establish international partnerships to
promote trade in EGS, but bounded rationality among relevant actors is hindering the occurrence of these partnerships in reality. To correspond
with this scenario, the respond should show a high level of agreement on the concept (theory), but a low level of agreement on the case (reality).

D. The ‘Contradictor’ Scenario: As this scenario assumes that there is an overall rejection against the concept of efficient EGS provision through
international trade, the respondent will show a low level of agreement on both the concept and the case.
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Graph 5.8 Results on the four different scenarios; Total vs. Experts
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Graph 5.9 Results on the four different scenarios; Four different sectors compared
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5.1.5 Possible Arguments Blocking Development of Partnership
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Graph 5.10 Possible factors blocking the development of the case
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Q11 - The development of a bi-national sustainability partnership between Uruguay and the Netherlands might be a good idea, however the
feasibility of it depends on many different factors. Please indicate for each of the following aspects if they are valid, and if so, whether you think it
is a relevant argument blocking a possible development of a bi-national partnership.

The 'political perspective’

Q11.1 The current political climate will prevent a bi-national partnership because voters will not understand the concept.
Q11.2 The current political climate will prevent a bi-national partnership because no base for a stable agreement is given.
Q11.3 The Dutch government is less globally active, less willing to form partnerships with other countries.

Ql1.4 The Uruguayan government is less globally active, less willing to form partnerships with other countries.

Q11.5 A bi-national partnership maybe too progressive for the Dutch government.

Q11.6 A bi-national partnership maybe too progressive for the Uruguayan government.

The 'civil society perspective'

Q11.7 Major parts of the Uruguayan society might disagree with the conversion of ‘traditional’ pampas into forest plantations.

Q11.8 Major parts of the Dutch society may disagree with the conversion of ‘traditional' pampas into forest plantations.

The 'business perspective'

Q11.9 As the activities in the 'sustainability’ business may offer only comparable smaller profit opportunities, the financial sector will not show
interest.

Q11.10  From a business perspective, risks are still too high for a long term investment in sustainable forest plantations.

Q11.11  There is a lack of interest in the financial community to invest in these kind of projects.

Q11.12  There is inadequate knowledge / expertise among actors.

Possible responses: Not Valid / Valid, but Not Relevant / Valid, and Relevant / No Opinion
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6.2.2 The Choice of a Web based Questionnaire Survey
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APPENDIX 1: THE QUESTIONNAIRE
APPENDIX 2: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS IN QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY
APPENDIX 3: QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
APPENDIX 4: QUESTIONNAIRE COMMENTS
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Appendix 2: List of Participants in Questionnaire S urvey

Name Company/Institute

Bas Arts Wageningen University and Research
Giselle Beja Dinama

Charlotte Benneker Wageningen University and Research
André Blum Antaeus GmbH

Marco Boscolo
Gustavo Braier

Bas Clabbers

Paul Clark

Jan de Graaff

Cathrien de Pater
Herbert Diemont

Arthur Ebregt

John Forgach

Luis Eduardo Ghigi Farias
Marjanke Hoogstra

Jos Jansen

Steve Johnson

Wietske Jonker-ter Veld
Nalin Kishor

Marcel Kok

Ricardo Larrobla

Dick Lemckert

Henk Lette

Niels Louwaars

Karen Maas

Aysem Mert

Frits Mohren

Guillermo Moras

Ivo Mulder

Jan Oldenburger

Anne Oosterbaan

Marc Parren

Marta Pérez-Soba

Leo Peskett

Francis Putz

Binayak Rath

Cléver Hugo Rojas Amaral
herman savenije
Raymond Schrijver
Gonzalo Secco

Bart Snellen

pieter vaandrager
Arend Jan van Bodegom
Severine van Bommel
Peter van der Meer
Sander Van der Ploeg
Marielle Van der Zouwen
Kees van Dijk

Judith van Leeuwen
Jan Van Wissen

Harvard University?

Braier & Asociados Consultores

Ministry of Agriculture

UNECE/FAO Timber Section, Geneva
Wageningen University and Research
Ministry LNV

Alterra, Wageningen University and Research
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) Netherlands
Equator LLC, NY

ODESUY

wu

Bosschap

ITTO

World bank

Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency
Consultor independiente

Wageningen International

Wageningen University and Research
Erasmus University Rotterdam

IVM - VU

Wageningen University and Research
Facultad de Agronomia

Dutch Fund for Nature Development / Groenfonds
Stichting Probos

Alterra

SGS

Alterra, Wageningen University and Research
oDl

University of Florida

Indian Institute of Technology

Espacio 609

Min LNV

LEI

FERRERE Abogados

Alterra, Wageningen University and Research
LNV

Wageningen International

Wageningen University and Research
Alterra, Wageningen University and Research
Wageningen University and Research
Wageningen University and Research
Tropenbos Internacional

Wageningen University and Research
Netherlands-Latin Amerivan Business Council/NCH
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Roberto Vazquez Platero
Stefan Verbunt

Jan Verhagen

Pita Verweij

Ingrid Visseren-Hamakers
Mark Vonk

H Weersink

Hans-Peter Weikard
Hans Wessels

Arno Willems

Carlos Young

Paul Zambon

Min LNV

Wageningen University and Research
Utrecht University / Copernicus Institute
Utrecht University

Probos foundation

Unie van Bosgroepen

Wageningen University and Research
RNE Managua / Min. Foreign Affairs
Unie van Bosgroepen

Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro
S-FOR-S

Appendix 3: Questionnaire Results

The Concept
Q4.1

afforestation costs and faster forest growth rates."

"A ton of carbon dioxide could be sequestered cheaper, in countries with relatively lower

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 2 6,5% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 27% O 0,0%
Disagree 4 12,9% 1 11,1% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 7 9,6% 4 20,0%
Neutral 2 6,5% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 3 41% O 0,0%
Agree 17 54,8% 1 11,1% 6 46,2% 8 40,0% 32 438% 7 35,0%
Strongly Agree 6 194% 5 55,6% 6 46,2% 10 50,0% 27 37,0% 9 45,0%
No Opinion 0 0,0% 2 22,2% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 2,7% 0 0,0%

Q4.2 "More biodiversity could be conserved, if the spending of existing conservation budgets would be
concentrated in countries with relatively higher abundance of genes, species and/or ecosystems."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 1 3209 O 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 2 2% 1 50%
Disagree 8 258% O 0,0% 3 23,1% 5 25,0% 16 219% 3  150%
Neutral 4 129% 1 11,1% 4 30,8% 1 5,0% 10 13,7% 3 150%
Agree 13 4190% 4 44,4% 6 46,2% 7 35,0% 30 41,1% 10  50,0%
Strongly Agree 4 129% 2 22,2% 0 0,0% 5 25,0% 1 151% 3 150%
No Opinion 1 320 2 222% O 0,0% 1 5,0% 4 55% 0  00%

Q5.1 "Countries with unsatisfied demand for EGS may be better off importing goods and services from
places where production costs are relatively lower."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 4 129% O 0,0% 1 7.7% 0 0,0% 5 68% 1 5,0%
Disagree 7 26%n 0 0,0% 4 30,8% 2 10,0% 13 17,8% 1 5,0%
Neutral 5 161% O 0,0% 3 23,1% 7 35,0% 15 205% 7  350%
Agree 13 419% 8 839% 4 30,8% 9 45,0% 34 466% !  350%
Strongly Agree 0 o0 1 11,1% 1 7.7% 2 10,0% 4 55% 3  150%
No Opinion 2 65% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 27% 1 5,0%

6@6
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Q5.2 "Countries with an abundance of resources to produce EGS may significantly benefit from
exporting them to places where production costs are relatively higher."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Agree 2 65% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 27% 1 5,0%
Agree 4 129% O 0,0% 1 7.7% 3 15,0% 8 11,0% 3  150%
Neutral 3 97% O 0,0% 1 7.7% 0 0,0% 4 55% 1 5,0%
Disagree 19 613% 5 55,6% 8 61,5% 12 60,0% 44 603% 8  40,0%
Strongly Disagree 1 32% 4 44,4% 3 23,1% 4 20,0% 12 16,4% 6  30,0%
No Opinion 2 65% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 3 41% 1 5,0%

Q6.1 "To facilitate and encourage international trade in EGS, governments and international
institutions must provide a clear legal framework in order to create a trustworthy environment for
actors to engage in trade at a reasonable level of risk."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 7,7% 0 0,0% 1 1,4% 0 0,0%
Disagree 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 1 1,4% 1 5,0%
Neutral 4 129% 2 22,2% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 6 8,2% 0 0,0%
Agree 15 484% 2 22,2% 4 30,8% 6 30,0% 27 370% 7 35,0%
Strongly Agree 12 387% 5 55,6% 8 61,5% 13 65,0% 38 52,1% 12 60,0%
No Opinion 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0%

Q6.2 "The current national governmental structures in Northern countries are appropriately adapted to
allow international trade in EGS."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 4 129% O 0,0% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 6 8,2% 1 5,0%
Disagree 13 41,9% 2 22,2% 7 53,8% 11 55,0% 33 452% 11 55,0%
Neutral 6 19,4% 4 44,4% 3 23,1% 4 20,0% 17 23,3% 3 15,0%
Agree 2 6,5% 1 11,1% 1 7,7% 3 15,0% 7 9,6% 1 5,0%
Strongly Agree 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
No Opinion 6 19,4% 2 22,2% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 10 13,7% 4 20,0%

Q6.3 "The current national governmental structures in Southern countries are appropriately adapted to
allow international trade in EGS."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 7 226% O 0,0% 4 30,8% 5 25,0% 16 219% 4 20,0%
Disagree 14 452% 6 66,7% 6 46,2% 12 60,0% 38 52,1% 11 55,0%
Neutral 4 129% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 0 0,0% 7 9,6% 1 5,0%
Agree 1 3,2% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 2 2,7% 0 0,0%
Strongly Agree 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 1 1,4% 1 5,0%
No Opinion 5 16,1% 2 22,2% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 9 123% 3 15,0%

Q6.4 "The current international governmental structures are appropriately adapted to allow
international trade in EGS."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 6 194% O 0,0% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 8 11,0% 1 5,0%
Disagree 15 484% 3 33,3% 8 61,5% 14 70,0% 40 548% 13 65,0%
Neutral 4 129% 3 33,3% 3 23,1% 2 10,0% 12 16,4% 2 10,0%
Agree 1 3,2% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 1,4% 0 0,0%
Strongly Agree 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 1 1,4% 1 5,0%
No Opinion 5 16,1% 3 33,3% 1 7,7% 2 10,0% 11 151% 3 15,0%

6B6
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Q7.1 "Economic efficiency shall not have anything to do with nature, as nature is not subject to

efficiency discussions."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 7 226% 2 22,2% 3 23,1% 10 50,0% 22 30,1% 8 40,0%
Disagree 14  452% 4  44,4% 7 53,8% 9 450% 34 46,6% 11 550%
Neutral 1 32% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 2 27% O 0,0%
Agree 5 161% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 0 0,0% 8 110% O 0,0%
Strongly Agree 3 9,7% 1 11,1% 1 7,7% 0 0,0% 5 68% 1 5,0%
No Opinion 1 32% 1 11,1% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 27% O 0,0%
Q7.2 "There is a moral obligation to give Southern countries a chance to really benefit from their
natural wealth in resources."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 2 6,5% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 27% O 0,0%
Disagree 3 9,7% 2 22,2% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 7 96% 2 10,0%
Neutral 1 32% 0 0,0% 1 7,7% 0 0,0% 2 27% O 0,0%
Agree 13 41,9% 3 33,3% 6 46,2% 11 550% 33 452% 8  40,0%
Strongly Agree 12 387% 4  444% 5 38,5% 6 30,0% 27 37,0% 10 50,0%
No Opinion 0 00% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 10,0% 2 27% O 0,0%
Case NL-UY

Q8 We would like to provide you some background information obtained from literature and official
documents. As we do not doubt in the information, we invite you to read the facts and simply indicate,

whether you were aware of these facts beforehand.

Sc. (n=31) Com.n=(9) N-Gov.I(n=13) Gov.l(n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Q8.1 Uruguay is 5 times bigger  ves 18 58,1% 2 222% 6 46,2% 6 300% 32 438% 6 82%
than the Netherlands while its
population is 5 times smaller No 13 419% 7 77,8% 7 53,8% 14 70,0% 41 56,2% 14 19.2%
Q8.2 The consumptionof wood  Yes 7 226% 2 222% 1 7,7% 1 50% 11 151% 3 41%
products in the Netherlands
shows an ever increasingtrend No 24 77,4% 7 77,8% 12 92,3% 19 950% 62 84,9% 17 23,3%
Q8.30nly5to 7% of the timber  vyes 3 97% 2 222% 1 7,7% 2 100% 8 11,0% 2 2,7%
consumed in the Netherlands
originates from domestic 0 o 0 0 0 0
sources, thus over 90% of the No 28 90,3% 7 778% 12 92,3% 18 90,0% 65 89,0% 18 24,7%
timber needs to be imported
Q8.4 Some years ago Uruguay  Yes 22 71,0% 2 22,2% 4 30,8% 8 40,00 36 49,3% 7 9,6%
developed a major program to
promote afforestation of remote
areas to improve the national No 9 290% 7 77,8% 9 69,2% 12 60,0% 37 50,7% 13 17,8%
economy
Q8.5 The Uruguayan Yes 26 839% 4 444% 8 61,5% 13 65,0% 51 69,9% 8 11,0%
government intends to afforest
an area of the size of the No 5 161% 5 556% 5 385% 7 350% 22 30,1% 12 16,4%
Netherlands
Q8.6 Tree QTQWTh rates are Yes 10 323% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 2 10,0% 15 20,5% 1 1,4%
much higher in Uruguay
compared to the Netherlands No 21 67,7% 8 88,9% 11 84,6% 18 90,0% 58 795% 19 26,0%
Q8.7 Cost of (remote) landisby ves 0 00% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
far lower in Uruguay than in the
Netherlands No 31 100,0% 9 100,0% 13 100,00 20 100,0% 73 100,0% 20 27,4%
Q8.8 Cost of labour is by far Yes O 0,0% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
lower in Uruguay than in the
Netherlands No 31 100,0% 9 100,0% 13 100,00 20 100,0% 73 100,0% 20 27,4%
Q8.9 Due to clear property Yes 29 935% 4 444% 12 92,3% 12 60,0% 57 781% 14 192%
ngh_ts in Uryguay there are no
S,Oﬁ'tal conflicts aboutlanduse  No 2  65% 5 556% 1 7,7% 8 40,0% 16 21,9% 6 82%
rights
Q8.10 Low productivity of Yes 17 548% 2 222% 8 61,5% 10 500% 37 507% 6 82%
extensive cattle farming in
remote areas makes forestya  No 14 452% 7 77,8% 5 38,5% 10 50,0% 36 493% 14 19.2%

competitive activity
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Q9.1 "There is a clear opportunity to meet the high timber demand of the Netherlands with a
sustainable forestry program in Uruguay focusing on native tree species."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 0 o0w O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 00% 0 00%
Disagree 3 97% O 0,0% 4 30,8% 0 0,0% 7 96% 1 50%
Neutral 5 161% 3 333% 4 30,8% 9 45,0% 21 288% 5  250%
Agree 18 581% 5 55,6% 5 38,5% 6 30,0% 34  46,6% 10 50,0%
Strongly Agree 3 97% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 10,0% 5 68% 0 0,0%
No Opinion 2 65% 1 11,1% 0 0,0% 3 15,0% 6 82% 4  20,0%

Q9.2 "Carbon sequestration might be more efficiently reached, if Dutch budgets for fighting climate
change are used to plant trees in Uruguay and not in the Netherlands."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 3 97% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 3 41% O 0,0%
Disagree 3 97% O 0,0% 2 15,4% 2 10,0% 7 96% 1 5,0%
Neutral 8 258% 1 11,1% 3 23,1% 2 10,0% 14 192% 3  15,0%
Agree 15 4849% 4 44,4% 6 46,2% 9 45,0% 34 466% 7  350%
Strongly Agree 0 0,0% 2 22,2% 2 15,4% 4 20,0% 8 11,0% 4  20,0%
No Opinion 2 65% 2 222% O 0,0% 3 15,0% 7 96% 5 250%

Q9.3 "Nature conservation might be more efficiently reached, when areas are conserved with
comparably higher biodiversity and lower land prices in Uruguay."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 1 32% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 14% O 0,0%
Disagree T 226% 1 11,1% 4 30,8% 3 15,0% 15 205% 2  10,0%
Neutral 5 161% O 0,0% 4 30,8% 5 25,0% 14 192% 3  150%
Agree 15 484% 5 55,6% 4 30,8% 7 35,0% 31 425% 14  70,0%
Strongly Agree 1 32% 1 11,1% 1 7,7% 3 15,0% 6 82% O 0,0%
No Opinion 2 65% 2 222% O 0,0% 2 10,0% 6 82% 1  50%

Q9.4 "Ecological certified production might be more efficiently reached, when the Dutch criteria for
sustainable production is applied in Uruguay as well."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 3 9,7% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 3 41% O 0,0%
Disagree 7 26% 2 222% 2 15,4% 2 10,0% 13 17,8% 2  10,0%
Neutral 9 290% O 0,0% 2 15,4% 4 20,0% 15 205% 3  150%
Agree 9 290 3 333% 6 46,2% 7 35,0% 25 342% 6  30,0%
Strongly Agree 3 9,7% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 3 15,0% 9 123% 6  30,0%
No Opinion 0 0,0% 3 33,3% 1 7.7% 4 20,0% 8 11,0% 3  150%

Q10.1 "In order to reach societal goals in relation to the production of ecological goods, nature
conservation and carbon sequestration, a bi-national partnership on sustainability between Uruguay
and the Netherlands might be a good concept to improve citizen's well-being in both countries.”

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 0 00% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 00% O 0,0%
Disagree 3 97% O 0,0% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 5 68% 0 0,0%
Neutral 6  194% 2 22,2% 1 7,7% 6 30,0% 15 205% 4  20,0%
Agree 17 548% S5  556% 10 769% 10 50,0% 42 575% 12  60,0%
Strongly Agree 2 65% 2 22,2% 1 7,7% 1 5,0% 6 82% 3 150%
No Opinion 3 97% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 10,0% 5 68% 1 5,0%
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Q10.2 "A bi-national partnership between Uruguay and the Netherlands could create a trustworthy
environment which increases investment stability and thus encourage trade between both countries."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 0 o0w O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 00% 0 00%
Disagree 1 329 O 0,0% 1 7,7% 0 0,0% 2 27% 0  0,0%
Neutral 8 258% 1 11,1% 0 0,0% 5 25,0% 14 192% 3  150%
Agree 20 645% S 55,6% 11 gaen 12 60,0% 48 658% 13 650%
Strongly Agree 1 32% 3 33,3% 1 7.7% 3 15,0% 8 11,0 4  20,0%
No Opinion 1 32% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 14% O 0,0%

Q10.3 "In order to implement such a bi-national partnership it is essential to safeguard the interests of
civil societies and business needs. Therefore an inter-sectoral approach is needed between the
governmental sector, business and civil society."

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Strongly Disagree 0 00% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 00% O 0,0%
Disagree 1 3209 O 0,0% 2 15,4% 0 0,0% 3 41% 0 0,0%
Neutral 6  194% 1 11,1% 0 0,0% 3 15,0% 10 137% 2  10,0%
Agree 20 645% S5 556% 6 46,2% 12 60,0% 43 589% 14 70,0%
Strongly Agree 3 97% 3 333% 5 38,5% 4 200% 15 205% 4  20,0%
No Opinion 1 32% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 2 27% O 0,0%

Q11 The development of a bi-national sustainability partnership between Uruguay and the
Netherlands might be a good idea, however the feasibility of it depends on many different factors.
Please indicate for each of the following aspects if they are valid, and if so, whether you think it is a
relevant argument blocking a possible development of a bi-national partnership.

Q11.1 The current political climate will prevent a bi-national partnership because voters will not
understand the concept.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 12 387% 3 33,3% 3 23,1% 8 40,0% 26 356% 7  350%
Valid, but Not Relevant g  194% 0 0,0% 4 30,8% 3 15,0% 13 178% 2  10,0%
Valid, and Relevant 6 194% 4  444% @ 2 15,4% 4 20,0% 16 219% 5  250%
No Opinion 7 226% 2 22,2% 4 30,8% 5 25,0% 18 247% 6 30,0%

Q11.2 The current political climate will prevent a bi-national partnership because no base for a stable
agreement is given.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 8 258% 6 66,7% 4 30,8% 7 35,0% 25 342% 11  55,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant 2 65% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 10,0% 4 55% 0 0,0%
Valid, and Relevant 7 226% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 3 15,0% 13 178% 2  10,0%
No Opinion 14  452% 2 22,2% 7 53,8% 8 40,0% 31 425% 7  350%

Q11.3 The Dutch government is less globally active, less willing to form partnerships with other
countries.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 23 742% 6 66,7% 7 53,8% 11 55,0% 47 64,4% 11  55,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant g 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 7.7% 0 0,0% 1 14% 1 5,0%
Valid, and Relevant 3 9,7% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 2 10,0% 8 11,0% 3  150%
No Opinion 5 161% 2 22,2% 3 23,1% 7 35,0% 17 233% 5 250%
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Q11.4 The Uruguayan government is less globally active, less willing to form partnerships with other

countries.
Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 3 97% 5 55,6% 4 30,8% 5 25,0% 17 233% 9  450%
Valid, but Not Relevant g 0,0% O 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 1 14% O 0,0%
Valid, and Relevant 3 9,7% 2 22,2% 1 7.7% 0 0,0% 6 82% 1 5,0%
No Opinion 25 80,6% 2 22,2% 8 61,5% 14 70,0% 49 67,1% 10 50,0%
Q11.5 A bi-national partnership maybe too progressive for the Dutch government.
Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 19 61,3% 3 33,3% 8 61,5% 13 650% 43 589% 10 50,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant 1 32% 0 0,0% 2 15,4% 2 10,0% 5 68% 3 150%
Valid, and Relevant 4 129% 2 22,2% 2 15,4% 1 5,0% 9 123% 2  10,0%
No Opinion 7 226% 4 44.4% 1 7.7% 4 20,0% 16 21,9% 5  250%
Q11.6 A bi-national partnership maybe too progressive for the Uruguayan government.
Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 5 161% 4  444% 1 7.7% 4 20,0% 14 192% 6  30,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant g 0,0% 2 22,2% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 3 41% 3 150%
Valid, and Relevant 3 9,7% 1 11,1% 4 30,8% 2 10,0% 10 13,7% 4  20,0%
No Opinion 23 T742% 2 22,2% 8 61,5% 13 65,0% 46 63,0% 7 35,0%

Q11.7 Major parts of the Uruguayan society might disagree with the conversion of 'traditional' pampas

into forest plantations.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 1 32% 1 11,1% 1 7.7% 1 5,0% 4 55% 1 5,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant g 0,0% 2 22,2% 0 0,0% 2 10,0% 4 55% 3 150%
Valid, and Relevant 18 581% 4 44,4% 8 61,5% 9 45,0% 39 534% 11 55,0%
No Opinion 12 387% 2 22,2% 4 30,8% 8 40,0% 26 356% 5  250%

Q11.8 Major parts of the Dutch society may disagree with the conversion of ‘traditional’ pampas into

forest plantations.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 5 16,1% O 0,0% 3 23,1% 2 10,0% 10 13,7% O 0,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant 3 9,7% 3 33,3% 1 7,7% 4 20,0% 11 151% 3  15,0%
Valid, and Relevant 16  516% 2 22,2% 7 53,8% 7 35,0% 32 438% 9  450%
No Opinion 7  226% 4 44,4% 2 15,4% 7 35,0% 20 274% 8 40,0%

Q11.9 As the activities in the 'sustainability’ business may offer only comparable smaller profit
opportunities, the financial sector will not show interest.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 13 419% 4 44,4% 2 15,4% 4 20,0% 23 315% 6  30,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant 2 6,5% 2 22,2% 2 15,4% 1 5,0% 7  96% 3 150%
Valid, and Relevant 9 29,0% 3 33,3% 5 38,5% 8 40,0% 25 342% 5  250%
No Opinion 7 226% O 0,0% 4 30,8% 7 35,0% 18 247% 6 30,0%

Q11.10 From a business perspective, risks are still too high for a long term investment in sustainable

forest plantations.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 12 387% 4 44,4% 7 53,8% 3 15,0% 26 356% 7  350%
Valid, but Not Relevant 2 6,5% 3 33,3% 1 7,7% 2 10,0% 8 11,0% 5  250%
Valid, and Relevant 12 387% 2 22,2% 5 38,5% 8 40,0% 27 370% 6  30,0%
No Opinion 5 161% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 7 35,0% 12 164% 2 10,0%
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Q11.11 There is a lack of interest in the financial community to invest in these kind of projects.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 15  48,4% 4  44,4% 5 38,5% 4 20,0% 28 384% 10 50,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant 1 32% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 5,0% 2 27% 1 5,0%
Valid, and Relevant 10 32,3% 4 44,4% 4 30,8% 9 45,0% 27 370% 6  30,0%
No Opinion 5 161% 1 11,1% 4 30,8% 6 30,0% 16 21,9% 3 150%
Q11.12 There is inadequate knowledge / expertise among actors.
Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
Not Valid 13 419% 3 33,3% 5 38,5% 6 30,0% 27 37,0% 8  40,0%
Valid, but Not Relevant g 0,0% 2 22,2% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 2 27% 2 10,0%
Valid, and Relevant 9 29,0% 3 33,3% 8 61,5% 7 35,0% 27 370% 6  30,0%
No Opinion 9 290% 1 11,1% 0 0,0% 7 35,0% 17 233% 4 20,0%

Q12 Do you think a bi-national sustainability partnership is feasible between Uruguay and the
Netherlands?

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.| (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
No 4 12,9% O 0,0% 3 23,1% 3 150% 10  13,7% 2 10,0%
Yes 16 51,6% 8 88,9% 8 61,5% 9 450% 41  56,2% 11 55,0%
No Opinion 11 355% 1 11,1% 2 15,4% 8 40,0% 22  30,1% 7 35,0%

Q13 What is your expectation concerning the development of international partnerships on sustainable
production and trade?

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
No Opinion 6 19,4% 2 222% 0 0,0% 6 30,0% 14 19,2% 6 30,0%
Such partnerships will 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 1 50% 1 1,4% 0 0,0%
never appear
Such partnerships 19 61,3% 2 22,2% 8 61,5% 9 45,0% 38 52,1% 9 45,0%
already exist
Such partnerships will 6 19,4% 5 55,6% 5 38,5% 4 20,0% 20 27,4% 5 25,0%
appear (fill in number
of years) ......

Q14 As said before, all your individual answers will be aggregated and stay anonymous. However, it
would be helpful for us to disclose a simple alphabetical list of questionnaire respondents in our thesis
(appendix). Please indicate if you do NOT want to be mentioned in this list.

Sc. (n=31) Com. n=(9) N-Gov.l (n=13) Gov.l (n=20) Total (n=73) Exp. (n=20)
| don't mind if my 28 90,3% 7 77,8% 11 84,6% 16 80,0% 62 84,9% 17 85,0%
name is mentioned in
the list of respondents

Please do NOT 3 9,7% 2 222% 2 15,4% 4 20,0% 11 151% 3 15,0%
mention my name in
the list of respondents
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Appendix 4. Questionnaire Comments

%  Comments are not linked to personally identifiable information to guarantee that respondents
personal information stays anonymous.

The Concept

Q4.1 "A ton of carbon dioxide could be sequestered cheaper, in countries with relatively lower
afforestation costs and faster forest growth rates."

Q4.2 "More biodiversity could be conserved, if the spending of existing conservation budgets would be
concentrated in countries with relatively higher abundance of genes, species and/or ecosystems.”

comment on question 1: you assume that afforestation 'binds' carbon dioxide, but given that trees will be cut and used at
some stage, the CO2 is likely to be released again.

comment on question 2: | disagree because biodiversity is not something that can be calculated by simple sums - genes
in less abundant ecosystems may be more important to conserve than some in more abundant ones. (or: saving the
Amazon does not mean that it is OK to eat all the whales)

What do you mean by "more biodiversity"? Biodiversity is the conservation of species diversity, but some species are not
present in certain systems. Which means that your second statement would be interesting when you start with the
process of biodiversity conservation, but does not fit the model later on

Note that "Afforestation"” is often EVIL---it means that trees are being planted where there have been no trees since 1940
(Marracech Accord of the Kyoto Protocol), which means that natural savannas grasslands could be destroyed for the
carbon cause. While your statement is true, as | read it, it is dangerous.
The carbon price may be lower, but the lower price reflects higher risks.

Most biodiversity is in developing countries, where the issue is that the income generated by for instance forest
resources is low and other opportunities (such as palm oil are more rewarding)

Attempts to conserve biodiversity in small areas, as e.g. in Holland, will probably lead to relatively low levels of
biodiversity, with little overall gains. In countries suggested in your question, the same amounts could be spent on larger
areas, with a resulting increase in diversity.

with respect to question 2 (biodiversity): not necessarily the species/biodiversity of special interest for conservation in a
particular situation will be found in such highly diverse environments

- So where are conservation budgets spent now?
- Conservation in itself is not always the best way to protect biodiversity

But, that is only true if you want to conserve as many species as possible. Loss of specific biodiversity in the
Netherlands cannot/should not be compensated by protecting more species in a tropical country.

On the first statement: note that this is only true as far as afforestation is compared. There are also alternative methods
for carbon sequestration

Biodiversity is not defined as number of species or genes. Any species is unique in this respect. The concept of more
species, the better biodiversity, | do not believe in and strongly oppose.

Hard to answer the second question as you need to define fairly precisely what is meant by "more biodiversity". Is it say
hectares of forest protected, #of species? or a change in some sort of biodiversity index? etc.

Ik heb agree aangegeven bij de tweede stelling, maar het betekent natuurlijk niet dat we daarom de biodiversiteit in ons
eigen land en west Europa kunnen verwaarlozen.
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"A ton of carbon dioxide etc" comment: Technically speaking a ton of carbon dioxide is more quickly taken up by fast
growing trees in the tropics than in the cold north; but what will happen when the trees are full grown? And what is
‘cheaper' ? Sometimes reforestation is carried out on farmland of poor subsistence farmers, in which case the cost of
land is low.

"More biodiversity etc." Comment: In terms of numbers of different species; and so of an abundance of genes | agree.
But | would like to take other aspects into account as well; e.g. there are ecosystems on earth with very few species that
are very vulnerable; and there are ecosystems which are more robust.

Concerning biodiversity: strongly dependent on the type and quality of the biodiversity to be protected. If only quantity is
of importance | would state: agree.

| agree in principal, but there are many other factors involved. "Cheaper" from financial, economic or social point of
view? For areas as Java and Rwanda the conditions are fulfilled, but the high population pressure and related factors
are not conducive.

My answers are based on purely sectoral thinking (EGS). But of course it has all kind of (potential) side effects, which
should also be addressed (like economic effects, park-people dilemma’s, etc.

Second question: as to biodiversity conservation every country has his own obligations to conserve biodiversity in the
country and in all countries there is some specific biodiversity. But as such the statement is true: some places are very
rich in biodiversity and per species it is relatively cheap to conserve it.

1. A short-range solution. Only an optimist thinks that planted trees will not be cut.

2.  The money spent in e.g. Holland on small nature reserves will lead to many similar areas with little biodiversity.
The same money spent in countries with a higher abundance of genes etc., would (probably) lead to larger and
richer ecosystems.

More factors determine the possibilities for forestation (population pressure, land tenure, etc.)
Biodiversity is not about conserving as many species as possible in a few spots; it is about maintaining globally
functioning systems.

Q5.1 "Countries with unsatisfied demand for EGS may be better off importing goods and services from
places where production costs are relatively lower."

Q5.2 "Countries with an abundance of resources to produce EGS may significantly benefit from
exporting them to places where production costs are relatively higher."

question 1: | have some problems with "goods and services" - is this question about importing goods from countries
where EGS are more easily implemented, or is it about importing EGS services?

The problem is that you formulate the statements with "may" --> and that leaves room for interpretation, so | cannot give
my opinion about this. Be also very careful with normative statements: "better off" --> what do you mean by better of?
Financially? Or on the level of wellbeing?

Again | agree with the statements only when the following condition is met, namely that lower production costs and the
increased production of EGS in those countries do not lead to environmental damage in the form of for example
overexploitation of resources and decrease in biodiversity! So both countries can benefit from international trade, but
only when the production of EGS stays sustainable and that is, | think, the important question and challenge here!

This so much depends on how the trade in EGS is done. There is a huge risk that high carbon emitting countries use
payments for environmental services merely to continue a development pathway that is highly unsustainable. There is
also a huge risk that corrupt governments in low carbon countries take payments for projects that marginalise the poor
and involve high degrees of leakage.

the issue is that you cannot import or export most environmental goods apart from carbon where a market is available
It all depends on what EGS are (many options!!)

These questions are complementary, and are valid as long as transport between places does not offset the gains in
EGS.
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But (again), | think many ecosystem services work on a local or regional scale and cannot be exported!

You cannot state these issues like that; they are far too complex to give an answer on this; many time you cannot 'move’
EGS.

Be carefull here: most EGS are not transportable!
I look at goods and services from the sustainability perspective (e.g. FSC certified goods).

While | would agree with both the above, it is important to note that this is not a traditional framework for the exchange of
goods and services. Most often, it involves that the recipient (of payments) country has to perform a custodial function
for EGS and that is a critical and complicating difference between traditional commodity trade and trade in EGS.

What is 'better off'? In terms of money, probably yes, in terms of human costs it all depends.

Except for the fact that negative environmental impacts might not be mitigated in the more 'pollutive’ country and shift its
responsibility away to do something at home and use the EGS producing country as a window-dressing exercise.

Next to production costs (indirect and direct) environmental and social impact of production is very relevant. So lower
production costs does not have to be attractive if this would mean for example high env. and/or social impact.

question 3: good governance is key to this - countries in the South differ very significantly in this respect. Secondly -
what would be the effect of EGS payments on the governance of such countries???

Governments in Northern countries have yet to show a willingness to impose environmental limits that form the basis of
trade in EGS. In the low carbon countries, there is generally a huge democratic deficit - and very little real control over
natural resources. International regimes are ponderous at best.

At present no satisfactory definition of CO2-contributing sources exists. This will make it difficult to define EGS. Even so,
a n increased demand for (presumed?) EGS will gradually increase their production costs, thus reducing the need for
their trade.

Before facilitating (international) trade in EGS, it is necessary to reach a broad acceptance of what are EGS.

First of all it is difficult to determine which 'trade' you can have with EGS (especially services; for the goods you can think
of something), but it is not possible to make such generalizations as done in the other statements.

1 - 4. Int. trade in less well defined goods, as EGS (or industrial waste or rejected goods), is marred by
misunderstandings, protectionism, political window-dressing and outright fraud.
At the moment there is no universally adopted definition of EGS and their (net) benefits.

We should not stimulate trading natural ecosystems. It is an economic solution for an ethical problem. Once you start
you will lose it all. The rich take it all. Nestle already aims at the privatization of water, in order to market it as a
commodity. With what purpose? Just to make money? At what in the future? Water is a right not a privilege. Just an
example. There plenty more. Will ecosystems end up as a commodity too?

Unfortunately governments are there to protect national interests (that include moderate international co-operation).
When put in a position of formal negotiations, the least common denominator prevails. Put under political pressure from
the public and ngo's, both governments and business is moving in the right direction (not fast enough). A clear
framework favors this process; negotiations (although indispensable) may slow it down.

6:?76



United we Stand Appendix

Q6.1 "To facilitate and encourage international trade in EGS, governments and international
institutions must provide a clear legal framework in order to create a trustworthy environment for
actors to engage in trade at a reasonable level of risk."

Q6.2 "The current national governmental structures in Northern countries are appropriately adapted to
allow international trade in EGS."

Q6.3 "The current national governmental structures in Southern countries are appropriately adapted to
allow international trade in EGS."

Q6.4 "The current international governmental structures are appropriately adapted to allow
international trade in EGS."

question 3: good governance is key to this - countries in the South differ very significantly in this respect. Secondly -
what would be the effect of EGS payments on the governance of such countries???

Governments in Northern countries have yet to show a willingness to impose environmental limits that form the basis of
trade in EGS. In the low carbon countries, there is generally a huge democratic deficit - and very little real control over
natural resources. International regimes are ponderous at best.

Just think about the environmental controls in most international trade agreements---few and ineffective.

At present no satisfactory definition of CO2-contributing sources exists. This will make it difficult to define EGS. Even so,
an increased demand for (presumed?) EGS will gradually increase their production costs, thus reducing the need for
their trade.

Before facilitating (international) trade in EGS, it is necessary to reach a broad acceptance of what are EGS.

Some Southern governments will be well prepared be able to provide functional systems; in other cases corrupt
authorities will see new ways to enrich themselves

First of all it is difficult to determine which 'trade' you can have with EGS (especially services; for the goods you can think
of something), but it is not possible to make such generalizations as done in the other statements.

There is still a lot of legislative progress to be made.

question 2: structures are not even appropriate to allow national trade in ESG! Where in the Netherlands can | buy a
better and greener landscape with more biodiversity?

1 - 4. Int. trade in less well defined goods, as EGS (or industrial waste or rejected goods), is marred by
misunderstandings, protectionism, political window-dressing and outright fraud.
At the moment there is no universally adopted definition of EGS and their (net) benefits.

We should not stimulate trading natural ecosystems. It is an economic solution for an ethical problem. Once you start
you will lose it all. The rich take it all. Nestle already aims at the privatization of water, in order to market it as a
commodity. With what purpose? Just to make money? At what in the future? Water is a right not a privilege. Just an
example. There plenty more. Will ecosystems end up as a commodity too?

Look at world fisheries and forestry to see how (not) good the systems work.
Unfortunately governments are there to protect national interests (that include moderate international co-operation).
When put in a position of formal negotiations, the least common denominator prevails. Put under political pressure from

the public and ngo's, both governments and business is moving in the right direction (not fast enough). A clear
framework favors this process; negotiations (although indispensable) may slow it down.
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Q7.1 "Economic efficiency shall not have anything to do with nature, as nature is not subject to
efficiency discussions."

Q7.2 "There is a moral obligation to give Southern countries a chance to really benefit from their
natural wealth in resources."

of course nature is subject to efficiency issues (and export potential - seed Amazon-soybean relation)
Question 2: not only southern, but 'all countries' (if you put emphasis on southern countries you get into he development
aid field (and you want to say that countries have a RIGHT to benefit (as opposed to a right to charity)

Economic efficiency is clearly needed to optimize commercial transaction - some of which might involve for example the
offsetting of carbon by community groups in the low carbon economies. But economic efficiency should not be the basis
for deciding what values the global moral community would like to see pursued. Careful moral values must trump
economics.

The first question is too ambiguous to address.

Of course should we look at economic efficient when protecting nature, but this shouldn't be the only way to look at
nature conservation. Very specific valuable (for other than economic reasons) ecosystems should be protected
regardless the economic efficiency. In this respect also not all nature is exchangeable.

Southern countries should be able to benefit from their natural resources, but preferably in a sustainable way. If northern
countries don't agree they should pay these Southern countries for not using the resources. But that appears to be very
difficult to implement.

The relation between economic efficiency and nature has nothing to do with ethics; it just exists in whatever way.
Furthermore, also here again, these are very subtle issues which really you can not answer in a statement.

Regarding the second question, it is formulated as if the North should be prepared to give a dole to the South. This is
rather retro thinking in the current international climate. The issue is that if both N and S care about preserving the right
level of ecosystem services, this should be recognized explicitly and the missing markets for these goods and service
created. Clearly these will require appropriate resource transfers.

- economic models are imperfect, many element are not mart of the equation; nature/biodiversity/forest etc are
not well incorporated.
- to a certain extend; to avoid mistakes’ developed countries have made in their growth process. But this can
be now excuse to hinder their growth.

Environmental economics is developing fast and has given clear insights in both short term and long term costs of
environmental damages both in financial terms and in terms of human health and loss of biodiversity.

1. Humans, animals and plants act economically efficient for reasons of survival and reproduction. At present
(over the last few centuries) humans have decided that nature and efficiency opposing ideas. This belief is
maintained as long as our survival is not threatened.

2. People may feel morally obliged, companies, countries and institutions never.

Resources? Benefit? Who will benefit? Who owns the resources? The condor? The pigmy? The banker? The stoke-
owner?

Even Southern countries benefit more from producing high end quality goods and services than from exporting their
natural resources. they should not be framed into the position of providers of natural resources (only).
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Case NL-UY

Q8 We would like to provide you some background information obtained from literature and official
documents. As we do not doubt in the information, we invite you to read the facts and simply indicate,
whether you were aware of these facts beforehand.

I'd be careful with that last statement. see a 2008 paper by Coomes et al. in Ecological Economics.

the tree growth higher in Uruguay is not realistic with plantation forest except for volcanic soil.

Only looking at industrial round wood, there is a strong decreasing trend of consumption (but this excludes finished
products). Of this industrial round wood most is produced in NL (in 2006; 819,000 m3 produced, 389,600 m3 imported

and 569,800 m3 exported, according FAO stat - http://faostat.fao.org/site/381/default.aspx

| am an international forest policy expert but | do not know anything about Uruguay. It is out of scope here in NL.

Q9.1 "There is a clear opportunity to meet the high timber demand of the Netherlands with a
sustainable forestry program in Uruguay focusing on native tree species."

Q9.2 "Carbon sequestration might be more efficiently reached, if Dutch budgets for fighting climate
change are used to plant trees in Uruguay and not in the Netherlands."

Q9.3 "Nature conservation might be more efficiently reached, when areas are conserved with
comparably higher biodiversity and lower land prices in Uruguay."

Q9.4 "Ecological certified production might be more efficiently reached, when the Dutch criteria for
sustainable production is applied in Uruguay as well."

Nature in the Netherlands does not equal nature in Uruguay, so nature conservation in itself is not more efficiently
reached as it is not only about numbers

With regard to the last statement: if it would have said something about common or international criteria, then | would
have agreed. Applying Dutch criteria directly upon the situation in Uruguay is in appropriate.

1: I don't know whether the native species provide door timber.

2: depends on what is done with these trees

3: only useful if the timber is to be exported to the NL?? (i.e. using the same certification standards is only useful if it is
liked to the market demanding such standards)?

Forest come in different shapes and sizes. Plantation forests are likely to have similar biodiversity profiles in Uruguay
and the Netherlands. IF you were talking about sustainable natural forest management the difference would be more
marked. But will your Uruguay timber product come from natural forests?

- sustainably produced and certified as such!
- if only Dutch criteria matter, it will be too costly. It should be internationally recognized labels

| don't know about the clear opportunity; depends the growth of the native timber species and the transport costs.
Depends where in Uruguay the forestry programme is being established and under which conditions and if growth rates
are better than in NL.

In short, there are many questions before | could answer the statements.

Third statement. This strongly depends on the type of demand. The statement itself is true, only because of the 'might’

Dutch criteria for sustainability are not valid: one should go for international standards like FSC, from which national
standards are derived.
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"Ecological certified production might be more efficiently reached, when the Dutch criteria for sustainable production is
applied in Uruguay as well."....if possible. It could be that additional criteria would be necessary and it could be that
some of the criteria does not holds in Uruguay.

Q3: if we speak about nature conservation on a global scale yes, but if we speak of nature conservation from
perspective of population no. Because | here in the Netherlands do not see anything of this nature conservation in
Uruguay and do see effects of nature conservation here in the Netherlands. But in the statement there is a...might
be...and yes, there is always room for a might be.

g2: refers only to comparison of tree planting in two countries. | would not increase our Dutch CO2 emission and just
plant more trees in Uruguay.

g. 4: certification needs always to be situation specific. For example FSC has national working groups to determine the
interpretation of their principles at the national scale.

Carbon sequestration and afforestation are not the same aim/tool/goal. Their are different processes which can overlap.
It is not our economic but our moral responsibility to conserve nature. Therefore conservation should not be focus on
economic viability per se, if at all. None economic system so far has proven a reliable foundation to conserve nature.
Why not accept the consequences?

Q10.1 "In order to reach societal goals in relation to the production of ecological goods, nature
conservation and carbon sequestration, a bi-national partnership on sustainability between Uruguay
and the Netherlands might be a good concept to improve citizen's well-being in both countries."

Q10.2 "A bi-national partnership between Uruguay and the Netherlands could create a trustworthy
environment which increases investment stability and thus encourage trade between both countries."
Q10.3 "In order to implement such a bi-national partnership it is essential to safeguard the interests of
civil societies and business needs. Therefore an inter-sectoral approach is needed between the
governmental sector, business and civil society."

citizen's well being.... hmm
This are highly suggestive questions, again it all depends how it will be implemented.

Why (hypothetically) Uruguay?? Bi-national partnerships were created years ago between the Netherlands, Costa Rica,
Bhutan and Benin, not only on EGS. Reflecting on the previous questions on reforestation, reforestation programmes
not necessarily will create more EGS and even less possibilities for EGS trade (apart from timber perhaps). A
partnership not directly will create the good environment for trade and sound economic parameters are required to have
sustainable trade, also in EGS (if this is possible anyway, dependig the type of goods and services)

This is all very conditionally: stable, transparant and accountable government needs to be in place.

Government should have an important say in the deal, because 'business' tends to focus on earning money - while
biodiversity and interests of vulnerable groups in society need to be taken into account as well

These questions are too suggestive, too leading. The answers could very well be 'agree’, based on the information you
provided. But maybe there is more. And is Uruguay the best deal? Is the timber from Uruguay useful for our industry? At
this moment there is hardly any timber import from Uruguay, so industry would have to adapt to the species from
Uruguay. Do the business mentalities iof the two countries coincide sufficiently? etc.

1. Idoubtif we (and all people involved) mean the same by ecological goods, nature conservation, sustainability,
citizen's well-being. To me it is mainly political jargon.

2. Yes, but not related to EGS.

3. What are these interests? What ways of safeguarding would be needed?

Improve well-being? Whose well-being? Or do you mean GNP? | hope well-being will never depend on just one factor,
and especially not on a small one like a bi-national partnership. Some citizens might get richer in both countries. Some
will get poorer. And what about other countries? The concept of have's and havent's.

Case is too hypothetical with too little information. | don't feel at ease with it.
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Q11 The development of a bi-national sustainability partnership between Uruguay and the
Netherlands might be a good idea, however the feasibility of it depends on many different factors.
Please indicate for each of the following aspects if they are valid, and if so, whether you think it is a
relevant argument blocking a possible development of a bi-national partnership.

Q11.1 The current political climate will prevent a bi-national partnership because voters will not
understand the concept.

Q11.2 The current political climate will prevent a bi-national partnership because no base for a stable
agreement is given.

Q11.3 The Dutch government is less globally active, less willing to form partnerships with other
countries.

Q11.4 The Uruguayan government is less globally active, less willing to form partnerships with other
countries.

Q11.5 A bi-national partnership maybe too progressive for the Dutch government.

Q11.6 A bi-national partnership maybe too progressive for the Uruguayan government.

Q11.7 Major parts of the Uruguayan society might disagree with the conversion of 'traditional' pampas
into forest plantations.

Q11.8 Major parts of the Dutch society may disagree with the conversion of ‘traditional' pampas into
forest plantations.

Q11.9 As the activities in the 'sustainability’ business may offer only comparable smaller profit
opportunities, the financial sector will not show interest.

Q11.10 From a business perspective, risks are still too high for a long term investment in sustainable
forest plantations.

Q11.11 There is a lack of interest in the financial community to invest in these kind of projects.

Q11.12 There is inadequate knowledge / expertise among actors.

Bilateral/multilateral partnerships are not effective way of solving environmental problems and conceptually problematic.

2: political climate where?? in NL, in Uruguay? what aspects of 'political climate'??

8: | can imagine that any major change in ecology might trigger opposition from CSQO's - even when it is done under a
'sustainability partnership' (because it will destroy pampa ecology and biodiversity

9-11: should the plantations be profitable by themselves. | understand that EGS-funds will be used (e.g. from energy
companies)

| am inherently against these bilateral agreements. Much better to work multilaterally through relevant international
organizations. But what the Dutch chose to do is really none of my business

Careful to distinguish semi-natural "pampas" from recently derived pampas.

Partnerships are not key but business contracts and in the case of plantation forest the whole relation with carbon and or
biodiversity is very remote. Carbon stored in pampas can be very high and even succeed plantation forest

less than what??
| don't like hypothetical questions about facts on which | have no expertise

You should explain more how this bi-national partnership would look like. Maybe | mist the explanation, but it is difficult
to answer these questions without more information. What do you consider a bi-national partnership?

It is simply not relevant because there are many other countries that are prioritized in international cooperation with the
Netherlands. Partnership between NL and Uruguay could only be relevant if the Government of Uruguay has a specific
interest in it.

Ik weet te weinig van deze onderwerpen om ze echt goed te kunnen beantwoorden. Met nhame van Uruguay weet ik te
weinig.
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"The current political climate" comment: voters may well understand the concept; this depends on how the concept is
publicized.

"A bi-national partnership" is probably not "too progressive" but it might be considered impractical, or insufficiently sure,
politically unstable etc.

"Major parts" | don't know enough about the ecology of the Pampas; e.g. were the Pampas were rainforest before the
population burnt it down for cattle grazing? What is the quality of the soil? What is the annual rainfall? What are the risks
of large plantations of only one or a few species of trees? What will be the effects on the traditional communities? Who
will benefit and who will bear the costs?

Major parts of the Dutch society may disagree with the conversion of 'traditional' pampas into forest plantations.....I do
not think that major parts of Dutch society will have any idea or opinion upon this.

| am sure there will be high interest from financial sector (if criteria are set and arrangement are made properly). Green
investment funds are highly in need of projects in which they can invest.

Your questionnaire uses too many ill-defined concepts ( e.g. globally active, progressive, traditional pampa,
sustainability business, sustainable forest plantations, long term investment) to give honest answers.

Mercosur, Nafta, European Union, .....................

Final Comments

Certain questions very case specific (e.g. Uruquay population, Uruquay policy), no knowledge about that present

DGIS has had sustainability partnerships for a number of years with Costa Rica, Benin and Bhutan. This was not on
carbon sequestration, but it may be useful to look at how these were framed, how they operated and what came out.

This was more than just a short questionnaire!
Be sure to clarify what YOU mean by afforestation, and what will be lost if trees are planted in non-forested areas.
Plantation forest is an issue of timber, which is a commodity. This has very little to do with environmental services etc.

A bi-national sustainability partnership between NL and Uruguay is not feasible, at least in the short run. The shift in the
questions from EGS to a general sustainability partnership is not consistent. Sustainability partnerships between
countries may be possible in the future, but can not be done avoiding the WTO rules. So should - preferably - be
implemented through WTO. On a product basis this could be done. Coming back to the EGS, this type of products and
services are less suitable for this 'trade' unless we are talking about normal products that come from ecosystems that
are ruled by normal economy and trade. In that case we usually are not talking about EGS, although strictly speaking
they are part of EGS. The issue of EGS is in the difficult quantifiable costs and benefits for the different stakeholders
(producers and consumers) and many times involves values that can not be traded 'on the market'. Creating markets for
these EGS is important, but one a sellable product it is ruled according to the normal trade regulations and economic
logic.

There are partnerships, but sometimes restricted in scope (Ghana - Netherlands on FLEGT) or the experiment between
Bhutan-Benin-Costa Rica-Netherlands. Although not on goods and services, it has elements in it that could lead to
something like that.

Veel van de stellingen die jullie presenteren hebben een ethische kan die je niet moet verwaarlozen. Vanuit theoretisch
en technisch oogpunt kloppen ze wel, maar dat betekent nog niet dat het de juiste manier is. De overeenkomsten met
het land waarmee de overeenkomst wordt gesloten moet dan ook een goede ethische kant hebben.

Levert het bebossen van de pampas echt winst op voor de biodiversiteit?
Interessant onderzoek. Bij een aantal vragen is niet helemaal duidelijk omschreven waar het om gaat. Bij een aantal is
kennis van Uruquay vereist. Bij de antwoordopties komt dan al gauw een antwoord waar 'de wens de vader van de

gedachte is'.
Succes met de uitwerking!

6 ==
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There is one more factor: the Dutch Government is very much in favor of making arrangements at the international level,
rather than making agreements with separate countries.

At the other hand what is happening in the EU FLEGT process (illegal logging), is already an example of agreements
between EU and countries. So the EU entrance is much more important than the Dutch entrance. Uruguay: try to get
into the FLEGT process and improve the marketing of your species.

A problem is that the questionnaire tries to sweep a wide spectrum of bi-national partnerships together with EGS,
efficiency, sustainability and more. It is therefore rather easy to give politically correct answers, rather than deepen the
concept of how to define EGS.

the questions were not always clear. it seemed as if some were not even questions.

THE PROPOSITIONS ARE WELL DESIGNED.

REQUST YOU TO SEND ME A SOFT COPY OF THE FINAL REPORT IN THE FORM OF THESIS.
GOOD LUCK AND WISHING YOU ALL THE BEST.

pls mail me the final report



