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The questionnaire was sent out to all FCN members and a reminder was sent shortly before response deadline. All together 6 replies came back, one from a Western European country, three from Central European countries and one from Eastern Europe. No reply came in from a Southern European country representative. One reply was submitted anonymously from a private sector representative. 
In relation to the magnitude of the FCN distribution list (127 persons) and the number of most active members (around 50), the response rate is quite moderate. However, one has to take into account that FCN members usually have regular, demanding jobs and FCN involvement is an extra. A lengthy, time consuming questionnaire bears therefore the risk to be neglected. 

The number of replies received might not give full representation. However, the substance they reveal provides useful indications and deserves special attention. The picture drawn about FCNs performance and achievements is generally quite positive. But the questionnaires point also to areas of concern. The FCN will have a closer look into the results at its next meeting, in order to identify potential room for improvement. 
The following is a simple compilation of the answers responders gave to the questions:
4. In your position, do you have a direct influence on the implementation of the outcome of the ToS work in your country? Please elaborate.
Yes, in three ways: 1) I have a mandate from the Government, and therefore receive and return direct input, as well as instructions, 2) via our virtual network of communicators in my country (meetings, informal exchange, press, specialized forestry press) and 3) through my courses and lectures, including communications for foresters and forestry policy.
The overall perception of forestry – in particular the use of forest resources, especially wood for paper making – is rather negative among the public opinion. The forest sector has so far been performing quite poorly in reversing that trend. Communication is therefore of utmost importance.

Yes as PR consultant I have direct influence. Results of the FCN and ToS are presented to the national forest service and implemented to different activities. Those activities are connected to media relations, communications with stakeholders, knowledge transfer to forest owners and popularisation of forests and forestry in my country. 

Results of the FCN are conveyed to the Ministry and the national forestry association.

Yes, I can advise internally on implementation, or action some proposals directly.

Results of the FCN are taken up by the Ministry’s policies and communicated to organisations and branches of the sector. Through my activities in international fora the FCN work has also some impact on activities within the EU, the FOREST EUROPE Process, the UNFF and FAO.

5. What is your main motivation in participating in the work of the ToS? 
(1 being lowest motivation, 5 highest motivation).
· Expert exchange of experiences and lessons learnt 

(5) (3) (5) (5) (5) (5)
· Input to policy dialogue 




(5) (4) (-) (3) (3) (5)
· Tangible outputs such as publications/reports/strategies 

(5) (5) (4) (3) (4) (4)
· Exchange with other members of the same ToS 


(5) (1) (5) (3) (5) (4)
· Exchange with members of other ToS 



(non existant, would be nice) 







      (1) (-) (2) (1) (2)
· Contribution to the regional input at global level 


(4) (2) (-) (3) (5) (5)
· Receive input/guidance for implementation at national level 
(4) (1) (3; contribution to local input) 







    (4) (2) (3)
· Capacity building (training of trainers) 



(4) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2)
· Contribution to the UNECE/FAO programme of work 

(5; this would make our work more relevant) 





      (3) (-) (3) (3) (3)
· Others (please specify): 


· (5; Building a professional, but also personal network with great colleagues) 
· (5; Looking at different solutions, new horizons and gaining insight)
6. What is your present specific contribution to the ToS? 
To ‘make the show happen’ without any resources available, by encouraging countries and organisations to host meetings and to allow their experts to participate; by setting up meaningful, attractive agendas, by working with colleagues on useful outputs, such as the Strategic Framework for Forest Communication in Europe.
· Leading the ToS 

· No (but member of the not officially defined “steering group”)
· No (I guess it wouldn’t be appropriate from a private sector representative)

· No
· No

· Yes

· Yes

· Actively participating in the ToS meetings 
· Yes (I have been to 10 team meetings)
· Yes/No (depends on the location and date)
· Yes
· No

· Yes

· Yes

· Following the activities of ToS without active participation

· (-)

· (yes)

· (yes)

· No

· No

· Contributing with own technical inputs/expertise 
· yes, regularly
· Yes

· No
· Sometimes

· Yes
· maybe

· Co-organising meetings as host: 
· Yes, in 2009, and giving inputs and help, on demand
· Not so far
· Yes

· Yes

· Yes

· Yes

· Helping in dissemination of results (outputs?) of ToS 
· Yes
· No (I would do it if the outputs were more concrete and immediately applicable))

· Yes

· No

· Yes

· Yes

· Other contributions (please specify). 
· Yes, occasional thought-sharing and assistance to the leaders
Organisation of team/leadership

7. How are you organised at the national level in preparing the ToS meetings and sharing results at national level? 
Regular prepared briefings and debriefings by the Ministry, a detailed written report (ca. 18 pages) with added relevant documentation of the results and the various relevant presentations (60 to 100 pages), informal meetings, press articles and miscellaneous.
At our organisation level, we have committees (Communication Expert Group, Forest Committee) kept informed about the UNECE activities.
Within the National forest service there is Communication group. Through different activities we implement best practises learned at FCN meetings. There is also close cooperation with the Ministry.

The Section Public Relations of the national forestry association can be seen as a national Network on Forest Communication, it’s quite similar to FCN. Through this network we can influence the forestry communication directly and indirectly as well. 

I consult with colleagues about participation, shaping the agenda and country participation. Results are shared in various ways – personal, summary reports, passing on team documents etc. 
A domestic Network on Forest Communication, led by the Ministry, coordinates activities in the country. It receives information and inputs from the FCN and a number of its representatives are FCN members. It can be seen as a national response to the regional network.
8. Do you think you are receiving sufficient support from your own country to participate in these teams? What kind of limitations has your team experienced as regards participation of team members in your events (insufficient funding, lack of members’ interest etc.), if any? 
Yes, wonderful support; but the contracting body also demands a certain professionalism of the ToS, and this very rightly so!
Due to the lack of tangible/immediately applicable output, the FCN is not seen as a priority.

Unfortunately the support of National forest service is decreasing. Main reason is lack of resources for travelling costs. For my professional activities and my contribution for communication activities there is sufficient support and expectations.

For my activities there is sufficient support by the forestry association but of course resources could be improved.
Support so far has been good and the organisation has provided me with time to prepare for meetings etc. However, we face significant changes and budget restrictions so this might not continue.

For my activities there is sufficient support by the Ministry, the inter-linkage of communication to policy programs and the value added through international cooperation in forest communication are recognised. However, national organisations quite often lack resources for sending participants to the meetings.  

9. How would you suggest that these shortcomings be overcome? 
No shortcomings from the side of my mandating body.
Set up an action plan spelling out the way to fulfil the strategic objectives, with milestones where concrete deliverables would be delivered (e.g. a website compiling campaigns based on false perceptions (e-administration, e-invoicing saving trees, etc.),  early warning system, strategy for concerted action …)

International UNECE/FAO and local Ministry budget for ToS activities, and useful outputs of FCN work.

It would be advisable to communicate the results of the FCN to the countries and to bigger companies interested in forestry more effectively.

Emphasise importance of communication, and success of the team, with country representatives and organisation leaders.

The strategy is twofold:

· lifting the issue of forest communication to the highest possible level in political agendas

· setting attractive agendas for the FCN work and producing useful outputs

10. How do you share information from the ToS work within your own country? 
Written report, sometimes presentations and lectures on communications in forestry, debriefing and informal meetings and see point 3.
Reports and work results from FCN meeting are published in web pages and sent by e-mail.

I made presentations at the National forest service to colleagues. 

Meeting reports and work results are accessible in my country. Sometimes I write articles on FCN activities in forest related magazines, and I give presentations at the forestry association meetings. 

Meeting reports, survey results etc. are distributed internally and externally.

Meeting reports and work results are distributed widely. Sometimes colleagues write articles on FCN activities in forest related magazines. Sometime I give presentations at the national Forest Communicators Network meetings. 

11. What have been the resource implications to implement ToS work by your team? How much time and effort did you contribute to the ToS work? What about other resources? 
I contribute between 6 and about 8 days of my working time annually. Travel expenses are taken care of by my mandate.
For meeting preparations, it depends if I am just a participant or I have presentation, some 3-8 days.

Travel expenses were covered by Forest service. As financial situation are going down, I am willing to cover travel costs by myself.

2-5 working days and travel expenses covered by the Ministry.

It varies, depending on meetings/working groups etc. Preparation for the annual meeting can be as much as 3-4 days, plus another 4-5 days attendance or travelling. Last year I spent 5 days in two working groups. Another 2 days could be added per annum for ad hoc time spent.

For meetings, meeting preparations, drafting and handling of documents, related communication I could realistically calculate some 15 working days. In addition there some travel expenses; which are covered by the Ministry, and at times the Ministry provides financial support to certain projects.

12. Would you consider language as a “critical problem” in your meetings, since ToS meetings do not normally benefit from full translation? If yes, what would you propose to mitigate this communication problem? 
No, working language is English, and we are tolerant people. In some cases the host country has offered a translation which has permitted an enlarged audience, especially for participants in the host country. This has been welcomed as enrichment. 
No.

No, English is just fine.

Working language of the FCN is English. Although, it causes sometimes difficulties it is not a big limiting factor. 

Working language of the FCN is English and this generally works fairly well although it might exclude some interested participants who do not speak English.

Working language of the FCN is English, for the better or worse; this makes communication and activities easier to operate, than if done with interpretations, but it excludes interested participants not speaking English. At the end however, there is no better solution.

13. How do you assess the leader/guidance of your ToS? 
The team leader has been in charge for a very long time and is excellently cross-linked with very good contacts throughout the UNECE region. I believe, he does a tremendous job while carrying a heavy daily burdens in his professional life. I also have the impression that the Co-Team-Leaders could be more involved which would create a more efficient captaincy.  
The FCN leaders do excellent work, congratulations.

On question 13, please provide list, ranking each item 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality) : 
a. Overall guidance 



(4) (4) (-) (4) (4) (4)
b. Sharing of information and stepwise results 
(4) (3) (-) (5) (5) (5)
c. Scheduling and planning events 


(3) (4) (-) (4) (3) (4)
d. Reporting/dissemination of results of ToS 
(4) (2) (-) (4) (4) (4)
e. Organisation of events 



(4) (3) (-) (4) (4) (4)
f. Output/result of the ToS 


(4) (1) (-) (5) (5) (5)
g. Reporting to UNECE/FAO 


(3) (2) (-) (3) (4) (3)
h. Others (please specify): 
i. Networking 



(5)
ii. Diplomatic skills, representation of the ToS in a host country, motivating others, 
soft factors 



(5)
14. Do you think that the ToS mandate, as expressed in the ToR, is clear for the team leader/co-leaders concerning planning, operational, communication matters, including reporting to UNECE/FAO? 
I do not feel competent enough to answer this question properly; for many years support by the UNECE/FAO has been very modest. Therefore the FCN has acted quite independently and the working atmosphere and spirit was excellent for many years. Now we feel greater support from “Geneva”, but we also sense some frictions and there is still potential to enhance cooperation.
Not aware of the mandate.
As far as I can judge: YES.
Yes.
The mandate is clear, in particular as regards the outputs the Team is expected to produce. As regards reporting requirements and other bureaucratic burdens, those should be kept to a minimum.

15. Are procedures for reporting back to UNECE/FAO clear enough? If not, how could they be improved? 
Perhaps they should be clarified again; times are changing – so do demands and expectations. These should be outlined in a mutual and cooperative way.
As far as I can judge: YES.
I am not familiar with this.

The mandate is clear, in particular as regards the outputs the Team is expected to produce. As regards reporting requirements and other bureaucratic burdens, those should be kept to a minimum.

Thematic content of  your ToS

16. In your opinion, which topics/themes of the ToS were appropriate and successful (=strong points of ToS) and should be continued for 2014-2017?
Exchanging “best practices” in forest and forest related communications, a strategy for a communication framework (sharing experience in the application of such strategies), public perception, credibility gap, climate change, greener economy and society, new and social media and forest pedagogics. And of course creating and maintaining strong ties (personal network) amongst those engaged in forest and forest related communications.
· public perception

· forestry in media, 

· Forest Pedagogics

Strategic Framework

European Communication Strategy on Forestry; Supporting forestry related political and professional events’ communication; Forest Pedagogy. 

All of the topics/themes (listed below) were appropriate. Items 1, 5 and 6 were particularly successful and should have significant impact. Items 2,3,6,7 and 9 should be continued but be supplemented by specific projects or initiatives that contribute more to members’ (or national) interests. For example, studies into sponsorship and commercial partnership opportunities/risks.  

1 A European forest communication strategy;
2 A Gap analyses of existing opinion research and proposal for improving monitoring and regular analyses on public perception concerning forests, their management and related products;
3 A European Forest Pedagogics Concept based on best practice examples, common principles and quality standards for forest related environmental education;
4 Follow up to the Pan-European Forest Week 2008 (follow up media work; evaluation of achievements and lessons learned; improved concept for future activities); 
5 Preparations for the International Year of Forests 2011 (raising awareness in the region; developing a strategic outline for concerted activities of local, regional and global relevance); 
6 Contributions to the EU Forest Action Plan, in particular on forest related environmental education and on a European forest communication strategy;
7 PR advice to TC/EFC bureaus and joint secretariat, to the Team of Specialists on Forest Products Markets an Marketing as well as to other Teams of Specialists on request;
8 PR advice to the MCPFE Liaison Unit Oslo upon request; 
9 Building PR capacity in TC/EFC member countries through conducting workshops, sharing examples of best practice and holding topical meetings.
The FCN set strong activities in particular on the issue of climate change, on public perception, on the Strategic Framework, on the International Year of Forests and on Forest Pedagogics. 

The next FCN meeting in June 2012 will discuss new topics and future orientation of the FCN.

17. Is all needed expertise in the ToS present, or is other expertise needed (may be from other sectors or disciplines) to better carry out the task of the ToS? 
We have excellent expertise, and there certainly is a “natural regeneration”, we have to see ourselves, that new and social media are well represented too, and that the FCN is also attractive for younger colleagues (which seems to be the case, the  blend is excellent. However I dread economical and budget restrictions. E.g. there has not been anybody present from Portugal for a while and also from many Eastern countries. 
The ToS is composed mainly of forest experts, who are not necessarily communication experts. This results in an absence of distance and “fresh eyes” view on the challenges and possible solutions/responses. The ToS would benefit of the presence of a communication “guru” who would question/challenge what the forest experts believe are strongly convincing communication arguments and lead them to think “out of the box”.

As long as I can judge as member: yes.
There is a very broad range of expertise within the network.

As long as members are in the position to participate, expertise is there; if money constraints make participation impossible, expertise will also fade away.

18. Do you consider exchanges and discussions within the ToS useful?
That’s the best part of it, always very motivating!
To a limited extent, since the same discussions and exchanges are taking place in any forest related forum. Therefore the real added value is not obvious.

YES.
Yes.
Of course.

Yes, very useful and stimulating.

19. What have been the deliverables and main outputs of the ToS? What impact have they made? Rank the technical quality of your major outputs at a scale of 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality).

Strategic Comm
unications Framework (a real achievement, but underestimated by many
5
Contributions and exchanging ideas for the IYF 2011




5
Aid to the EU









4
Aid to Forest Europe








4
Work about public perception of forests in Europe (often cited by myself)


5
Forest Pedagogy subgroup







5
Best practices handbook








3
The Network itself and my fine colleagues


5****, Grand Cru classé
To my knowledge, the communication strategy is the main output. I would score it 
3
European Forest Week – EFW







5

Forest Pedagogic Networking







5

International Year of Forests (advise to UNFF and others)



5

Perception survey on forestry







5

Strategic Framework for Forest Communication in Europe



5

Forest Pedagogic Networking







5

International Year of Forests







5

Shaping Forest Communication in the EU – a public perception survey (done by the EU, but initiated and advised by the FCN)






5

Strategic Framework for Forest Communication in Europe



5

Forest Pedagogic Networking







4

International Year of Forests (advise to UNFF and others)



4

Annual meeting/sharing of best practice etc





3

Shaping Forest Communication in the EU – a public perception survey (done by the EU, but initiated and advised by the FCN)






5

Strategic Framework for Forest Communication in Europe



5

Forest Pedagogic Networking







4

International Year of Forests (advise to UNFF and others)



5

20. Do you receive feedbacks/comments concerning the disseminated outputs, whether printed or online, of your team? If so, how do you discuss and take them into consideration for the subsequent team outputs? 
I receive direct input and comments from my mandate.
No.

Until now I haven’t received too many feedbacks because I am a relatively new member of FCN.

Yes, from colleagues mostly. 

Inputs to works such as the Strategic Framework have been received regularly and discussed in meetings. 

Structure of the Team

21. In your opinion, how representative is the composition of the team TC/EFC region-wise (e.g., in terms of how many of the countries in the region are represented; or what portion (forestland-wise or area-wise ) of the region is represented by members of the team)?

Many countries and international organizations are present, about 30 to 40 team members are most active. It strikes me that major countries (U.S., Russia, Canada since a few years) seem to stay apart. 
I don’t have exact information on the team composition, but it seems to be OK. Perhaps the eastern part of Europe is not represented as much as the western part. 

It would be good to see more active involvement of some countries (including North American/Russia) and pan-European organizations.

At present  some130 experts from 34 countries and 22 multilateral organizations are involved, however, out of this number some 40 colleagues are most active. 

22. Do you consider the current level of representation fair and satisfactory? If not, what sort of action do you think should be taken?

No. Travel funds for representatives from countries with budgetary problems would be very welcome.

Bring more real communicators in.

Perhaps the eastern part of Europe is not represented as much as the western part. 

Some financial support for participants would be helpful. This generally (but not always) comes from the host country but is very limited.

Canada, America, Russia probably need to understand better why the network might be relevant and useful to them. 

With regard to the most active members there is an under-representation of Eastern Europe and North America. As for Eastern Europe travel support for participants would solve the problem, but so far there are no funds available. As for North America, there seems to be a lack of interest in Europe centred communication issues. 

23. Would you say there is regional bias within the team? (e.g. too  much emphasis on an individual country or a subregion, which overshadows subregions that need the attention of the Team?)

Eastern and southeastern Europe is rather poorly represented. And North America…

Perhaps the eastern part of Europe is not represented as much as the western part. 

As for Eastern Europe travel support for participants would solve the problem, but so far there are no funds available. As for North America, there seems to be a lack of interest in Europe centred communication issues. 

24. Do you think that the composition of the team is critical with respect to the affiliation (government, universities or NGO’s) of the member specialists?

I have never felt that this is critical; we seem to have a good blend of government, NGO and science as well as business representatives. It’s the good blend again that counts!

As I see the FCN has governmental, non governmental and business sector experts.
No.
For the FCN it is crucial to have governmental, non governmental and business sector experts on board. 

25. How “balanced” is your team in respect of the members’ affiliations (government experts, university experts and NGOs’ experts)? 
Well balanced, always inspiring! Maybe we could use more “business” oriented people…
As I see it’s balanced.

I think that the current mixture of Government, NGO, International organization etc is highly beneficial. It might also be good have more commercial/industry interest/representation. 

Well balanced.
Quite well balanced.

26. Do you consider the level of “expertise” in your team as a whole sufficient for your work? (please rank in a scale of  scale of 1 – not sufficient -  to 5 – optimum level)

Excellent mix; there are newcomers, new and open spirited people as well as seasoned professionals who have are willing to share their long experience. (between 4 and 5, leaning to 5)

5 with respect to forestry, 2 with respect to communication.

Many practical experts are involved in it: 5 being approached.

4.
At least 4.

Support from the  Secretariat

27. How do you assess of the support by the UNECE/FAO secretariat to your ToS? 
This has improved largely in the last 2 years or so…
I can’t comment on all of these from personal experience.

Provide list, ranking each item 1 (lowest quality) to 5 (highest quality): 
a. Overall guidance 



(4) (4) (-) (-) (5) (5)
b. Providing timely information and documents 
(5) (3 - could come earlier) (-) (-) (5) (5)
c. Technical inputs/advice 



(4) (4) (-) (-) (-) (5)
d. Preparation of minutes 



(5; last time super!) (4) (-) (-) (5) (5)
e. Organisation of events 



(5) (4) (-) (-) (-) (5)
f. Guidance on reporting 



(-) (-) (-) (-) (-) (5)
g. Distribution of ToS results 


(4) (3) (-) (-) (4) (4)
h. Other (pls specify):
 


(moral support and goodwill: 5) 
28. Do you see shortfalls, for example in terms of resources or mandate, and how do you think these can be overcome? 
Support for people from Eastern countries or countries with budgetary problems would help…
More staff supporting the ToS’s in general and the FCN in particular would always be welcome.

Money for travel and participation.

Financial support for some work/studies, guest speakers and travel for some participants/working group attendance would be highly beneficial.

Money for travel support would make a decisive difference.

29. In the case of lack of resources, do you have any suggestions on how to supplement them through alternative means?  
Have you tried sponsoring; I have tried myself to sponsor a country – it is difficult…
No idea.

The promotion of SFM is vital to all parts of the sector. It would be interesting to consider how commercial sponsorship might contribute and to develop ideas on how it might be attracted at both national and regional levels (and not just from within the sector). This might form a useful topic for the FCN’s future workplan/agenda. 

Impact of ToS/Communication

30.  How well are the outputs of the ToS being used in your opinion? 
In the international context not well enough, we could do more, that’s why it may be “our” own “fault”; it is very dependant on the individual persons and members; I am sure, that impact on a national level ist usually good.
2.
I don’t have exact information, but regarding me and my colleagues, the outputs are very useful.

I think this is very variable: some countries seem to take/adopt everything, others little or nothing. It was good to see so much of the FCN’s advice and work being utilised in the EU Forest Communication Strategy, in IYF and in other initiatives.

In some cases very well in others less, depending on activities taken by FCN members.

31. How do you assess the communication of the work of the ToS internally with other ToS, within the forest sector and outside the forest sector? How can it be improved? 
Not possible, no contacts, little knowledge about other ToS.
No information on this. 

Contrarily to other ToS, the FCN is not a group that can monitor and address a well identified topic. It should therefore identify a limited number of priorities and operate according to an action plan.

Difficult to gauge but I would guess more could be done.

The FCN is more concerned about what actually happens in forest communication at different levels, and less concerned about the FCN as such. The FCN will for instance review the IYF, to see what worked and what did not.

32. How do you assess the impact of the work/results of the ToS inside/outside the forest sector, and how can it be improved? Please provide examples if available. 
Cross sectoral communications is necessary. This task should be worked out by the secretariat and the leadership.
Inside, it is very good (e.g. support to Forest Europe, input to the EU Forest Communication Strategy), outside it is nearly inexistent.

The communication of the FCN results more efficiently and the involvement of staff members and institutions of higher level would be useful.

I think much more could be done within the sector given adequate resources. We do not have any evidence that I am aware of that measures impact outside the sector. 

The FCN is more concerned about what actually happens in forest communication at different levels, and less concerned about the FCN as such. The FCN will for instance review the IYF, to see what worked and what did not.

33. At the last session of UNECE/FAO TC/EFC in Antalya in October 2011, it was decided that the reports of the ToS will be shared and discussed in the annual meetings of the Working Party on Forest Statistics, Economics and Management (which is scheduled for March 2012). The objective is to identify possible synergies, and facilitate the exchange of experiences between ToS and delegations from member States. What has to be done to make this exercise useful and successful, by UNECE/ FAO Secretariat and by the ToS? 
I can only answer this question from a members viewpoint. The FCN is quite absorbed with its own work. I think there is little time for “ordinary members” to get involved with other ToS; perhaps it would be good to have people from other ToS in one of our next team meetings. Otherwise please see answer 32.
Maybe a mapping of concrete outcome of the ToS’s over the last 5 years would be a useful tool to look at possible overlaps, synergies, etc.

I think it’s a good initiative. The exchange of information on the work of each ToS for example in an executive session may be useful. In addition, using of professional capacities of each ToS in border areas can be useful as well.

I think this is worth exploring but have nothing to propose at this stage.

The FCN is concerned with improving the sectors ability to communicate effectively. We do so by international interaction and cooperation in forest related communications and by developing professionalism of forest communicators by introducing and encouraging state of the art communication approaches. Our main instrument is convening at meetings. If there is interest by other ToS to join meetings, they are highly welcome.

Conclusions

34. Please add any other comments or information you wish to provide.
Thank you for your interest and for your effort in elaborating this questionnaire. I am sure that the active FCN team members would welcome continued support from the secretariat. If the different roles, expectations and tasks can be sorted out and become more clear in good discussions the impact of our work could probably be enhanced even more.  
---
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