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UNECE/FAO FOREST COMMUNICATORS NETWORK

26 September 2003  Quebec City, Quebec, Canada

Report of the meeting
1. The meeting of the UNECE/FAO Forest Communicators Network (FCN), formally the UNECE/FAO Team of Public Relations Specialists in the Forest and Forest Industries Sector, was held in Quebec City, Quebec, Canada on 26 September 2003 in conjunction with the World Forestry Congress. Public relations experts were present from the following countries: Canada, Finland, Hungary and Latvia (list of participants in annex 1). The meeting was co-chaired by Messrs. Bob Burt (Canada) and Tomass Kotovics (Latvia), Deputy Leaders of the FCN.

Agenda item 1. World Forestry Congress
2. A report on WFC communications was presented by Mr. Jacques Babin (Canada), director of communications for the WFC secretariat. The Congress highlights were:

· Congress attendees: 4,000

· Open House attendees (which included the public): 5,000

· Organization team effort: consisted of 30 staff, 30-60 contractors and 300 volunteers

· Communications team: Mr. Babin and 2 information officers

· Communications Committee: 10 people, with participants at a variety of levels from involved organizations

· Committees of various types: another 100 people
· Youth committee organized a 1-day side event
· 1½ years of work

· An extraordinary experience and the highlight of his career.

3. What went wrong were mostly small things, including the regret that not more Americans attended. Despite strong communications efforts, only 300-400 Americans were present at WFC (reflecting cumulative effects of September 11, Iraq war, SARS, mad cow disease, stronger Canadian dollar and West Nile virus). Lower American attendance experienced throughout Canadian tourist industry as well. It was also hard to know during organizing and announcing if the right people were being reached

4. Lessons learned:

· Hire the best contractors with proven track record to handle logistics

· It will be a lot of work, and a lot of fun

· Very happy with the representatives of international participation

· Next time, would try to involve more communicators from other countries

· Tours were cancelled because of lack of participation

· An event that lasts 8 days is long, and tours made it even longer

· Need strong people with stamina to handle the long days during the WFC.

5. Wrap-up of WFC: revenues came from Government of Canada and Quebec Government and from sponsors. No deficit could be run, thus any surplus after the congress will be given to youth and forestry organizations. The WFC secretariat will produce a final report. It will include international clippings from the 140 reporters attending the WFC. As of 31 March 2004 the Quebec-based WFC secretariat will cease to exist. The secretariat wants to leave behind a record that will help the organizing committee for the next WFC in 2009.

6. Action item: The final report on WFC will be circulated across the FCN through Bob Burt.
Agenda item 2. Canadian Model Forest Network

7. Ms. Maureen Whelan (Canada) gave a report on the Canadian Model Forest Network. She highlighted how Model Forest (MF) communications work at the local level. Communications budgets vary across the network and averaged about C$30,000 for each MF in 2002 in order to develop a national program and to participate in the WFC. Partnerships are key to MFs and the aim is to encourage more participation in decision-making. Must have key decision makers involved nationally as well as policy makers and industry partners. Provide a forum to highlight key elements and successes. Please see annex 2 for background information on the Model Forest Network. More information can also be found via the Model Forest website: www.modelforest.net

Agenda item 3. Overview of FCN and its mandate
8. Mr. Kotovics presented a brief overview of the FCN and led discussions on the mandate. What is working:

· Networking is working very well; main practical value is the networking itself

· Benefits are apparent – listening to the experiences of others as much as possible

· Train the Trainers sessions are working very well and the inputs of the Canadian Team are very valuable. Still it is important to attract more participants from the central and eastern European countries to these sessions, and hopefully the location of the next session in Bulgaria will be helpful

· Key communications happening among network members, leading to different bilateral projects.

9. Mandate: comments were welcomed from all participants. The existing mandate is a good start to building the future mandate, where we should look for relevant, common-ground issues to be covered by the FCN.

10. Discussions and suggestions for FCN work:

· More emphasis on forests and forestry as well as timber

· In Finland, forests and forest matters are in the school curriculum to build awareness of this important resource

· Target audience is not well defined, but could be and should be if we want to influence senior executives and decision makers.

11. Details of FCN May 2003 meeting in Edinburgh and outcomes were also provided.

Agenda item 4. Update on Subgroup activities

12. Best practices in Forest Communications Subgroup. Mr. Burt gave an update and also mentioned building on the train the trainers media seminars which were well-received. In discussion it was suggested that the FCN website could include success stories to be sent in by year-end. Requests should go to educators as part of the target audience.

13. Building PR Capacity in Central and Eastern European Countries Subgroup and Consumer Behaviour Towards Forests and Forest-based Industries Subgroup. Mr. Kotovics led a discussion which included:

· Emphasizing countries in transition

· How to gauge inter/intranets?

· 2 campaigns cited as good examples: In North America, “Wood is Good” and in Europe “Wood for Good”.

Agenda item 5. Reports on activities of countries and organizations

14. Forest Academy Finland. Mr. Kai Lintunen (Finland) gave a short presentation and led a discussion.

15. Activities in Hungary. Mr. Tamas Sedzlak (Hungary) gave a short presentation and led a discussion.

Agenda item 6. Next FCN meeting and its organization

16. When: May or June 2004, possibly a Wednesday, Thursday and Friday. Where: Bulgaria.

17. Length and format: 1-day meeting, plus 1½ day Train the Trainers session, plus a ½-day excursion.

18. Possible agenda items:

· Report by FCN members of their participation at the WFC in order to encourage others to attend the next WFC in 2009

· Urban forestry because FAO does have an interest in this and the issue is getting an increased level of attention also in different countries

· Relationship between timber trade and FCN

· FCN governance: how to ensure that “our people” get the best and most reliable information available on the internet.

Agenda item 7. Other occasions for FCN members to meet in 2003 & 2004

19. Consider meeting during IUFRO meetings of week of 29 September 2003.

20. Discussions included networking opportunities with others who might be interested. For example, Ms. Paule Tétu (Canada), Forintek, suggested future FCN meetings include technology transfer of forest knowledge, as it is also part of communications. Informing other organizations was also mentioned, for example other federal “forest” communicators such as Parks Canada.

21. Action item: Mr. Burt to make contact with these groups.

Agenda item 8. Meeting report production and distribution

22. Ms. Sandy Burt (Canada) to prepare draft with Mr. Burt. He will send to Mr. Kotovics for comments and then send to Mr. Ed Pepke (UNECE/FAO secretariat, and secretary of the FCN) for finalization and distribution.
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List of Meeting Participants

UNECE/FAO Forest Communicators Network

26 September 2003, Quebec City, Quebec, Canada

CANADA

Bob Burt, Canadian Forest Service, Ottawa

Ken Farr, Canadian Forest Service, Ottawa

Maureen Whelan, Canadian Model Forest Network

Jacques Babin, World Forestry Congress, Communications

Paule Tétu, Forintek Canada Corporation

Joan Murphy, Canadian Forest Service, Laurentian Forestry Centre

Judy Samoil, Canadian Forest Service, Northern Forestry Centre

Guy Smith, Canadian Forest Service, Great Lakes Forestry Centre

Sandy Burt, Canadian Forest Service, Great Lakes Forestry Centre

FINLAND

Kai Lintunen, Finland

HUNGARY

Tamas Szedlak, Hungary

LATVIA

Tomass Kotovics, Latvia
Annex 2

Canadian Model Forest Program

Advancing sustainable forest management from the ground up

Background
Sustainable forest management (SFM) had long been on the minds of world leaders and members of the global community concerned about the maintenance and protection of our environment.

The early 1990s saw a groundswell of movement on SFM from international leaders, national and provincial governments, and grassroots activists.

On the international level, the 1992 Rio Summit provided the context and a program of action to help governments balance the competing objectives of economic growth, social stability and environmental integrity. Out of the Summit emerged the “Forest Principles” document ~ a plan to guide the management of conservation and sustainable development of all types of forests in the world.

Canada, with 10 percent of the world’s forests and as the largest exporter of wood and paper products in the work, has always had a particular interest in, and responsibility to, manage its forests in a sustainable manner.

Model Forests are ideal laboratories for conducting research on sustainable forest management.

What is a Model Forest?

A model forest is a place where the best sustainable forest management practices are developed, tested and shared across the country. Each model forest is run by a not-for-profit organization, and, except for a small administrative staff, all those involved in the model forest not only donate their time and expertise, but usually bring additional financial support.

At the heart of each model forest is a group of partners who have different perspectives on the social, economic and environmental dynamics within their forest ~ perspectives that are necessary to make more informed and fair decisions about how to manage the forest. The real “model” in these forests is the way the different partners ~ forestry companies, Aboriginal communities, maple syrup producers, woodlot owners, parks, environmentalists, universities, government agencies, recreational groups, community associations, hunters, trappers ~ have integrated their own interests into their common goal of developing approaches to sustainable forest management that do not sacrifice one interest for another.

Although the model forest organization itself does not have jurisdiction over the land it uses as a testing ground, those who do have jurisdiction are participants. By being involved from the outset in developing new, on-the-ground approaches and solutions for sustainable forest management, those with land management responsibilities are increasingly adopting many model forest innovations.

· Model forests range in size from 113,000 hectares to 7.7 million hectares, covering the typical scales at which district-level forest management decisions are made.

· Model forests exist in most major forest regions of Canada.

· Model forests have broad partnership bases, that bring diverse perspectives and a full range of forest values to the table, allowing for the development of acceptable, comprehensive and credible processes.

More information on the Model Forest program can be found at: www.modelforest.net 
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