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The International Model Forest Network (IMFN) is
a voluntary association of partners from around the
world working toward the common goal of sustainable
forest management (SFM) and use. The IMFN is
based on an innovative approach that combines the
social, cultural and economic needs of local
communities with the long-term sustainability of forest
landscapes.
What is a Model Forest?
A model forest is both a geographic area and a
specific partnership-based approach to SFM.
Geographically, a model forest must encompass a
land-base large enough to represent all of the forest's
uses and values—it is a fully working landscape of
forests and farms, protected areas, rivers, and towns.
A model forest is also a voluntary, partnership-based
approach for moving toward SFM. Because forests
and people cannot be separated, people are at the
heart of the model forest concept. A model forest
partnership fully represents the environmental, social
and economic forces at play within the land-base. A
model forest is:
• A landscape: A large-scale geographic area
representing the full range of its forest
values―including environmental, social and
economic values
• Based on fully inclusive partnerships in which
people who have an interest in their region’s
natural resources agree on a process for
determining local sustainability priorities and
goals, then work collaboratively—on the basis of
transparency and consensus—to address them
• About sustainability: Focused on achieving
SFM in tangible ways from the field level to the
policy level, with stakeholders continually
involved in developing, testing and sharing
innovative approaches to SFM

The IMFN Secretariat
The model forest approach was first brought to the
world's attention at the 1992 United Nations
Conference on Environment and Development
(UNCED) where Canada promised to "internationalize"
its promising, innovative Model Forest Program. To
support this effort, the International Model Forest
Network Secretariat (IMFNS) was established at the
International Development Research Centre (IDRC) in
Ottawa, Canada in 1995.
The role of the IMFNS is to facilitate the creation of a
global network of model forests dedicated to
managing the world’s forest-based landscapes in a
sustainable manner. The Secretariat provides the
central day-to-day coordination of support and
development services to the Network, works to
strengthen and expand the Network and, at the site
level where there is no regional network in place,
supports new and existing model forests.
CATIE
The Tropical Agricultural Research and Higher
Education Centre (CATIE) is an international nonprofit institution headquartered in Costa Rica with a
focus on research, graduate education and technical
assistance in the areas of agricultural and
environmental sciences and natural resource
management. Its mission is to benefit humanity
through the application of knowledge, experiences
and technologies in order to stimulate development,
conservation and the sustainable use of natural
resources in the American tropics. It was originally
founded in 1942 as the Inter-American Institute of
Agricultural Sciences (IICA). The Regional Model
Forest Network for Latin America and the Caribbean
(LAC-Net) was established in 2002 and is currently
headquartered at CATIE in Costa Rica.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

T

The International Model Forest Network (IMFN)
Global Forum took place from November 7 to 11,
2005. The event was held in Turrialba, Costa Rica,
headquarters of the Regional Model Forest Network
for Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC-Net). The
forum, sponsored by the IMFN Secretariat and ably
hosted by CATIE, drew 110 model forest
representatives from around the world, as well as
institutional partners and collaborators. The
goal—to discuss the Network's future direction.
The impulse for the 4 days of discussion was the
remarkable growth and change in the IMFN in
recent years. When the Network last met, in 1999,
it looked little like it does today. The 2005 Global
Forum was meant to take stock of this change, to
understand it and find ways to accommodate it
while still serving the mandate and interests of the
IMFN and its members. The Global Forum was
structured to exchange information and stimulated
discussion in various ways: through plenary
presentations and discussions, presentations by
model forest leaders, working group discussions
on specific themes, a poster and networking
session, and a combination of reflection on the past
and informed speculation on the future.
Our reflection on past model forest experiences
revealed many successes and strengths. The
model forest is a highly relevant and validated
concept. Model forests are a workable way to
meaningfully engage stakeholders at many levels,
and an efficient way to integrate resource planning
and management at an ecosystem scale. They
have successfully leveraged financial and technical
resources and focused them on shared problems.
Model forests also offer a dynamic, tangible way to
link national and sub-national policies to practice.
A recurring theme throughout the week was the
view of model forests and the IMFN as platforms.
Model forests move knowledge and create
learning opportunities within sites as well as
regionally, nationally and globally. The IMFN, with
sites around the world, represents a unique global
community of practice that is ecosystem- and
partnership-based. This community connects
policy, research, industry, communities,
indigenous groups and others, and supports
networking as a way of accelerating innovation in

sustainable management. The fact is, though, that
many of our sites are quite new. Our potential lies
mostly ahead of us. The question for the Network,
then, is how do we realize this potential?
Those attending the Global Forum explored this
question and others, from the site to the international
level. The outcome, as documented here, was a
strong consensus on key issues and a rich menu of
strategies that model forest partners can use to
strengthen their initiatives.
The way forward, according to views expressed
during the week, lies in ensuring that the Network's
support structures—its governance, programming,
communications, technical support and knowledge
management—are robust enough to provide clear
value to model forest sites, which remain at the
heart of the Network. Participants were clear that
they want, and expect, to be part of the building
process ahead. Indeed, their skills and knowledge
are part of the solution.
Given its continuing growth, the IMFN must ensure its
credibility through more rigorous Network-wide
monitoring, evaluating and reporting on model forest
activities. The information gathered should, in turn,
help forge a stronger, more effective communications
strategy. Many participants shared their observations
about communications. For them, it is critical to make
the IMFN more visible to external audiences and to
pave the way for more strategic alliances that will
bring technical, political and financial support.
As for networking, there is great enthusiasm for
creating strategic networking alliances that are not
bound by geography. Participants agreed on the need
for coordinated approaches to mobilizing resources.
They also called for the joint development of strategies
for global and interregional action, through model
forest platforms, on such globally shared challenges
as biodiversity, governance and climate change.
Regardless of their location, model forests share
certain attributes that define them as model forests.
The IMFN Global Forum demonstrated that we can
use this common ground to connect regionally and
globally, to share knowledge, to accelerate
innovation and to make concrete, locally relevant
progress in sustainable management.
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The year 2005 marked the 10 anniversary of the
International Model Forest Network Secretariat
(IMFNS)—time not only to take stock of the IMFN as
it has evolved over the years, but also to consider
where it should go from here.
To reflect on the model forest experience and to plan
the Network's future, in November 2005 the IMFNS
and the Regional Model Forest Network for Latin
America and the Caribbean (LAC-Net) convened a
Global Forum at CATIE in Turrialba, Costa Rica. The
event gathered model forest representatives from
around the world for the first time since 1999. The
past 6 years have seen dramatic change. At the last
meeting, in Halifax, Canada, the Network was made
up of 18 sites, 10 of them in Canada. There were no
regional networks, no activities in Africa, India,
Brazil, Costa Rica or Indonesia, and no
development in Europe. Since then the number of
model forests has nearly doubled, and our
knowledge and experience have similarly grown as
model forests and their partnerships have matured.
Currently, the Network consists of nearly 40 model
forests, existing or under development, in 18
countries on five continents. With an aggregate land
base of more than 50 million hectares and more
than 1000 partner organizations, the model forest
approach can easily be considered the largest
sustainable forest management (SFM) experiment
in the world. Its impacts have been registered in
virtually every area of SFM.
The IMFN, including the networking that takes place
among model forests, has always been an important
part of the model forest concept. In fact, networking
is one of the six core principles of a model forest:
1. An inclusive and dynamic partnership: those
with an interest in their area's natural
resources agree on a process for defining
SFM in locally relevant terms, prioritize goals,
and then work collaboratively to achieve them
2. A commitment to sustainable forest
management and to taking collaborative action
to support it

3. A landscape large enough in size to represent
an area's diverse forest uses and values
4. A governance structure that is representative,
participative, transparent and accountable
5. A program of activities reflective of partner
needs and values
6. A commitment to knowledge-sharing and
networking, from local to international levels
Overview of the 2005 IMFN Global Forum
Some 110 participants representing 35 model
forests in 17 countries attended the 2005 Global
Forum. Designed as a technical event for the
Network and its members, the forum was a chance
for participants to strengthen the IMFN and its
networking function by doing the following:
• Bringing together site, country, regional and
international partners to review, assess and
discuss networking issues at all levels
• Considering future directions for networking,
including strategic and niche opportunities
within and among model forests and regions,
as well as around the globe
• Identifying the roles, advantages, limits,
mechanisms and opportunities for effective
networking at all levels
The forum's opening keynote presentations set the
stage for discussion at the three working group
sessions that followed, each focusing on a different
level of networking—local to national, regional and
international. At each session a series of questions
helped participants look back at their experiences
and forward to their prospects and challenges. The
sessions were meant to generate information for
strategic planning and action on networking at each
level. They were also a time to consider new ideas
and opportunities and to discover areas of shared
interest. The goal was to emerge with a clear sense
of networking and of different parties' roles in
making networking both dynamic and successful.
Each working group session began with a plenary
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presentation, which summarized the session's
theme, objectives and format, as well as the
questions being posed. As much as possible, all
regions were represented in each working group. To
accommodate unilingual participants, some
exclusively English and exclusively Spanish groups
were organized. At the end of each session, working
group facilitators met to draft a synthesis report.
The Global Forum provided a venue for additional
meetings as well. On November 6, for example, the
Regional Model Forest Network for Latin America
and the Caribbean held a retreat. In addition, boreal
forest countries met to discuss options for
developing a thematic model forest network and a
circumboreal model forest initiative.
Document Overview
This document is organized into five parts, based
broadly on the format of the Global Forum. The
event's opening session consisted of several keynote
presentations, which are summarized in Part 1. Part
2 covers the discussions during the first working
group session on networking at the model forest
level. Parts 3 and 4 summarize the working group
sessions on regional networking and international
networking respectively. Part 5 provides some
analysis and observations on the Global Forum.
The annexes at the end provide more information on
the Global Forum, including the program, a
participant list, results of a networking survey, a
summary of the closing question-and-answer period,
the model forest posters displayed on the evening of
November 8, copies of PowerPoint presentations
and the carbon footprint of the Global Forum.

2
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Networks and Networking: Current Practice and
Future Directions in the IMFN
Mr. Peter Besseau
Executive Director, International Model Forest
Network Secretariat
In his opening address Mr. Besseau introduced
networking in the context of the International Model
Forest Network (IMFN). Reviewing the Global
Forum's objectives, he asked participants three
questions: Why are we a network? How are we a
network? What is our potential?
Mr. Besseau answered the first question, “Why are
we a network?,” by examining the IMFN's three
main objectives:
1. To foster international cooperation and
exchange of ideas on the concept of, and
practical experience in, SFM
2. To facilitate international cooperation in fieldlevel applications of SFM
3. To use these concepts, experiences and
applications to support ongoing international
discussions on the principles, criteria and
policies related to SFM
To answer the second question, “How are we a
network?,” Mr. Besseau looked at the two broad
categories of networking within the IMFN. The first
category involves the model forest itself, where a
broad, inclusive group of partners work together to
define and realize a vision of SFM on a large, welldefined landscape. The second networking
category involves model forests working together
and sharing information among sites, thus
accelerating innovation and learning.
After 10 years (1995–2005) of testing, learning and
validating the model forest approach around the
world, Mr. Besseau felt confident in saying that model
forests, and the IMFN, are the world's largest
experiment in sustainable forest management. Model
forests have come to represent a dynamic global
community of practice with an immense amount of
knowledge and experience to share with others.

Part 1

OPENING KEYNOTE
PRESENTATIONS

In addressing the third question, “What is our
potential?,” Mr. Besseau commented that the IMFN
is in a strong position as it enters its second decade.
The number of model forests has nearly doubled in
the past 5 years alone registering impacts across a
range of key SFM issues. But while this rapid
expansion offers opportunities to model forest
partners, it also brings its share of challenges. Mr.
Besseau raised several questions for participants to
consider throughout the Global Forum with respect
to managing the IMFN's growth: What opportunities
and challenges do we face with this type of growth?
What are the implications for governance at both the
regional and the international level? How do we
identify and take advantage of networking
efficiencies? Which organizations can we partner
with to best use the opportunities that arise from the
IMFN? What thematic issues can we address
through an expanded network?
Mr. Besseau ended by saying that the information
generated throughout the week would provide the
raw material for strategic and action planning at all
levels of the IMFN and encouraged participants to
profit from the IMFN Global Forum by engaging in
productive and creative discussions on their
Network’s future.
For a copy of Mr. Besseau's presentation, see Annex E.
The Environmental Services Payment Program:
A Success Story of Sustainable Development
Implementation in Costa Rica
Mr. Carlos Manuel Rodriguez Echandi
Minister of Environment and Energy, Costa Rica
Minister Rodriguez is a major proponent of the
Payments for Environmental Services (PES) program.
In his presentation, he spoke about how PES helped
increase forest cover throughout Costa Rica.
In 1940, Costa Rica's forest cover was an
e s t i m a t e d 7 5 % . H o w e v e r, b e c a u s e o f
overharvesting and agricultural development, this
figure fell to a low of 21% by 1987. Between 1995

Proceedings of the 2005 IMFN Global Forum |

3

Opening Keynote Presentations

and 1998, the country introduced new legal and
institutional frameworks that formed the basis for
sustainable development policies. These
frameworks included a general environment law
(1995), a new forestry law (1996) and a
biodiversity law (1998). As a result, sustainable
development became a national goal.
Recognizing that it needed tools to achieve its new
national goal, Costa Rica took several concrete steps:
• Created a national system of protected areas
for more integrated management of natural
resources
• Created a national forest office to encourage
dialogue among private and public forest
stakeholders
• Shifted from an incentive-based system toward
PES as the main financial tool to promote forest
protection and sustainable use
• Created a funding source for PES based on a
new tax fuel
For its legal base, the PES program relies on Costa
Rica's forestry law, which states: “Forests, forest
plantations and other ecosystems provide essential
services to the people and economic activities at the
local, national and global levels.” The government of
Costa Rica saw that it could increase forest
recovery and conservation by encouraging the
development of private markets for the
environmental services that forests provide. These
services include water, mitigation of greenhouse
gases and carbon fixation, and protection of
biodiversity and aesthetic values.
The results, said Minister Rodriguez, were striking.
Between 1997 and 2004, 463 000 hectares fell
under the PES program. Now the program is
expanding to cover water conservation and
watershed management. The second phase of
PES, currently under development, will focus on
scaling up the program and making it mainstream
across the country.
The PES program has produced great local,
national and global benefits. It has generated
income for the rural poor, contributed to carbon
sequestration and conserved biodiversity. The
program's indirect benefits include better public
health and infrastructure and more demand for
technical assistance with PES implementation.
For a copy of Minister Rodriguez's presentation, see
Annex E.

4

Key Aspects to Building and Maintaining Strong
Networks: Lessons from the National
Ecological Observatory Network in the U.S.
Dr. Gary Hartshorn
President and CEO, World Forestry Center
Based on his experience, particularly with the
National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON),
Dr. Hartshorn offered some insights into building
strong networks. He explained that NEON's goal
was to create a platform for long-term research that
would allow members to capitalize on a network of
sites. Individual researchers can do very good work,
but it is difficult for one person to handle complex
ecological issues, especially at the landscape level.
Therefore, the key was to build a base for ecologists
who were willing to collaborate and share
information. Networking was critical to their success.
Dr. Hartshorn referred to several lessons learned.
Among them were the need for equality among
network members, for clear benefits for those
involved and for a participatory governance
structure. He added that an organization cannot
assess its value unless it is willing to regularly
review itself (where have we been? where do we
want to go? what are the next steps?). This review
may reveal that to move forward, a network needs to
recognize the signs of fatigue and reinvent itself.
Strong leadership is key, said Dr. Hartshorn, but it
may have to change periodically to bring new life
and fresh ideas.
Beacons of Sustainability: Bright Futures for
Model Forests the World Over
Dr. Peter Duinker
Professor, School for Resource and Environmental
Studies, Dalhousie University
The real value of model forests is just coming to light,
said Dr. Duinker, and model forests can fulfill local
ambitions much better if they enjoy strong
networking with like-minded individuals and groups.
If they do their job, model forests can guide the forest
sustainability agenda like no other organization.
Dr. Duinker provided an overview of forest
sustainability, why it is important, how model forests
fit into the sustainability agenda and why networking
is important. He then reviewed some of the model
forests' accomplishments and the influence they
have had nationally and internationally.
We network, Dr. Duinker said, to gain new ideas and
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to help others. But there is a duality involved with
effective networking—while participants have a right
to benefit from it, they also have a responsibility to
contribute to it. Networking is valuable as an applied
tool for mutual learning; it helps to generate and share
ideas, issues, solutions, approaches and resources.
Harmonizing our agendas and strategies—that is,
identifying where they are complementary and
where there are efficiencies—creates a critical
mass or synergy that can prevent common
mistakes. Equally important, a network can change
outlooks and energize people because they feel
they are no longer working alone.
Dr. Duinker called model forests “beacons of
sustainability.” Although there are other networks
dedicated to sustainable forest management, no
other fosters exchanges like the IMFN. As beacons,
model forests are inventive and innovative. They help
balance the head (knowledge), heart (compassion
about issues and values) and gut (instinct) in
promoting sustainability. Further, by involving a wide
range of partners, and by promoting risk-taking in
experiments while fostering local support, model
forests provide safety nets for the risk-takers.
If the IMFN is merely administered by its Secretariat
and drawn upon by its members, it will wither. But if it
is nurtured by those who can profit through
participation, then it will flourish. The IMFN will
benefit members in proportion to their contribution
and commitment to it.
For a copy of Dr. Duinker's presentation, see Annex E.
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Part 2

MODEL FOREST
NETWORKING

T

The first working group session focused on
networking at the local to national level, the level
where model forests have the most experience. The
session had three objectives:
• To arrive at a common understanding of how the
term “networking” is applied in each model forest
• To provide illustrations and describe impacts of
networking at the site level
• To highlight the challenges, strengths and
opportunities of networking at the local to
national level
The session began with a presentation on networks
and networking in Honduras and Nicaragua by Dr.
Glenn Galloway, Dean of CATIE Graduate School,
Costa Rica. He was followed by Dr. Rungnapar
Pattanavibool, from the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Environment in Thailand, who
spoke about local and national views and
experiences in model forest networking.
Promising Experiences in Multi-Stakeholder
Cooperation in Central America in the
Generation and Utilization of Knowledge
Dr. Glenn Galloway
Dean of CATIE Graduate School
Dr. Galloway used his experience with the
REMBLAH network (Red de Manejo del Bosque
Latifoliado de Honduras) to illustrate the factors to
consider when developing what he called
“operational networks”. “Operational” means that the
networks consist of members with shared objectives,
targets and responsibilities, whose activities are
implemented and evaluated cooperatively.
REMBLAH was one of three operational networks
established in Honduras and Nicaragua under what
was known as the Transforma project. These
networks were created mainly to have a large and
lasting impact on the sustainable management of
tropical forests. Much like the model forests, each
network was made up of a range of organizations.
Dr. Galloway described each network as a “shared

space” for cooperation, a space where goals
overlapped and cooperation could occur.
Dr. Galloway emphasized several key elements for
ensuring sustainability. For one thing, networks must
limit their dependence on external projects; that is,
they should generate their own activities. For another,
members should share costs as much as possible
and should seek legal status. Finally, it is important for
longevity that networks have paid staff (at least one
coordinator) rather than rely strictly on volunteers.
The networks that saw limited success in Honduras
and Nicaragua tended to rely heavily on the public
sector, including forest services, which are often in
crisis or in the process of restructuring. This instability
led to little field presence, inadequate monitoring of
management plans and more illegal logging.
Also, representatives of member organizations
sometimes lacked the authority to make decisions or
commit resources. This lack of authority can hinder
networking from the other direction: networks that
are isolated from the spheres of political influence
are not always represented in policy debates.
According to Dr. Galloway, a major impetus for
continued participation in a network is tangible,
shared success, and gradual progress toward
strategic objectives. As well, networks do not need
to be permanent to succeed. Bringing organizations
together even temporarily is worthwhile.
Forest conservation and management require a
concerted effort from many diverse stakeholders.
These stakeholders must cooperate and exchange
information if they are to make meaningful, lasting
progress. Operational networks have played, and
can continue to play, an important role in making this
cooperation possible.
For a copy of Dr. Galloway's presentation, see
Annex E.
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Defining Networking—Local and National
Perspectives and Experiences
Dr. Rungnapar Pattanavibool
Director, International Cooperation, Ministry of
Natural Resources and Environment, Thailand
Dr. Pattanavibool began by saying that networking
in the model forest context is often thought of as a
process or activity at the regional or international
level. However, we can also view each model forest
partnership as a network itself, and we can view
information sharing and collaboration among
partners as an important form of networking. She
identified several elements for successful
networking at the local level:
• A sense of utility—all participants must know
that their contribution matters
• A sense of ownership—activities must reflect
local interests and address local needs
• A sense of involvement in decision making
• Effective communication between
stakeholders and with a broader audience
• Time to build lasting, meaningful relationships
As an example of local-level networking, Dr.
Pattanavibool cited the Ngao Model Forest in
Thailand. The development of a strategy for this
model forest strengthened the relationships among
its stakeholders. At the same time, local-level
networking improved the strategy, as more issues
were identified and more organizations became
committed to implementing the plan.
Dr. Pattanavibool gave several other examples from
across the IMFN. For instance, in Canada's Foothills
Model Forest, a diverse network of local stakeholders
(including a major national park, government
agencies, the forest industry, the oil and gas sector
and the mining industry) was the foundation for a
2
highly complex, large-scale (100 000 km ) project to
examine grizzly bear habitat.
For a copy of Dr. Pattanavibool's presentation, see
Annex E.
Summary of Discussion
There were four questions for discussion within
each working group:
• Is networking necessary or just nice to have?
Why?
• What key management objectives are priorities
for your model forest? Which of these are
important issues at higher (to national) policy
levels (is there a link to national forest programs)?
• How effective has site-level networking been in

8

your model forest? What are the impacts on key
conservation, economic, social and other issues?
• What are the impediments to networking within
your model forest partnership? What seems to
work best? What could be done to make
local/national-level networking more effective?
Participants agreed that networking is an essential
part of a successful model forest. Networking at the
local level empowers participants, thus
strengthening their commitment to the model forest
and its objectives. Sharing information and
collaborating on projects is a way for model forest
partners to support each other. Local-level
networking is about dialogue, not negotiation.
Effective networking between participants at the
local level can take a great deal of time, but the effort
is worthwhile. Networking increases efficiency,
reduces duplication of effort and reveals similar
issues facing stakeholders. It is an avenue toward
collaboration rather than toward conflict.
Model forests are not traditional networks. They
focus on long-term relationships rather than on a
single issue, the common goal being sustainable
forest management. The management issues we
face are growing more complex and require the
integration of various points of view, skills and
resources. The model forest networking mechanism
allows us to build a platform from which we can
share experiences and address future challenges.
Local-level networking requires, and helps create, a
governance structure based on participation. That
means communication is key. One group identified
the three “C”s of networking: cooperation,
collaboration and coordination. Communication
could be considered a fourth “C.”
Networking was also described as an incremental
activity. Over time it creates more experiences,
generates more attention and attracts more people
than we would expect, further increasing the
opportunities to network. It also helps us explore new
ideas by expanding our knowledge and resource base.
But what motivates us to become part of a model
forest network at any level? Besides the factors
listed above, another is that we all face challenges in
sustainably managing our local areas. In that
regard, the IMFN offers four main benefits:
• Provides a forum for learning and improves
access to information and tools
• Helps reduce conflict
• Enhances credibility, visibility and support
(locally, regionally and internationally)
• Improves access to funding
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Key Management Objectives
Identifying key management objectives is a good place
to start when listing areas where model forests might
collaborate or share information. Table 1 summarizes
some of the areas identified by participants.
Policy Links
Model forests have a role to play not only in putting
policy into practice, but also in putting practice into
policy. Model forests can influence policy by serving
as a platform for identifying and testing credible
policy alternatives. They can be demonstration
areas where the elements of national forest
programs, along with various international
conventions and initiatives (e.g., UNFCCC, CBD
and UNFF), can be put into practice.
However, in some model forests, even when there
are clear links to national policy, national financial
support may not be forthcoming. In addition, policy
links at the national level are sometimes outweighed
by those at the state or municipal level, especially in
countries where the latter levels have jurisdiction
over natural resources and other sectors affecting
model forests. Two groups in particular felt that they
were not being heard by their political
representatives, or were being hampered by them.
Finally, though individual stakeholders may be able to
influence policy, groups of stakeholders—through
their cumulative impact—should have a much greater
influence. Dr. Pattanavibool, in her opening remarks,
mentioned a protected area created because of the
cumulative efforts of partners in Canada's Western
Newfoundland Model Forest. The government, at first
reluctant to proceed, was swayed by the combined
efforts of a wide range of stakeholders who were

initially on opposite sides of the debate.
Impacts of Networking
Feeling isolated can leave us feeling lost.
Participants reported that one outcome of local-level
networking is the confidence that comes from no
longer feeling alone. The IMFN, even at the site level,
creates a sense of belonging. In addition, some
groups said model forests are a good environment in
which to harmonize policies or views on policies.
The impacts of networking seem greater at the local
and state levels than at the national level. However,
this comparison varies from country to country,
especially in cases where the state has jurisdiction
over resource management and other key sectors.
Some model forests reported that local-level
networking produces few impacts—though people
come together for meetings, there is little interaction
elsewhere. Others said that furthering an
understanding of the model forest concept is an
impact in itself, as is the change in perception of
what resource management means.
According to the participants, the time needed for
effective networking, while beneficial, is
demanding. Results seldom occur in the short term.
Partners stay involved for the longer term because
they can see the potential benefits ahead.
Understandably, there was less knowledge about
local-level networking among representatives from
newly established sites. Even so, they saw the Global
Forum discussions as helping to build awareness.
Impediments to Networking
Identifying impediments is often a key step toward

Table 1
Management Objectives

Potential Areas of Collaboration

Social sustainability

• Capacity building and education
• Indigenous peoples issues
• Conflict resolution and community participation
• Cultural preservation

Sustainable economic development

• Poverty reduction
• Rural economic development through alternative income
opportunities
• Creation of links between public and private sectors

Conservation, biodiversity and
stewardship

• Effective watershed management to ensure clean,
sustainable water supply
• Better compliance with resource management regulations to
combat such issues as illegal logging
• Wildlife management
• Development of methods and knowledge to advance SFM /
reduce deforestation
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Table 2
Impediments to Networking

Causes

Lack of understanding

• Mistrust among stakeholders, especially in the early stages
of model forest development
• The term “model forest,” which is often misleading and can
cause confusion and misunderstanding in some areas
• Lack of knowledge, experience and capability in networking

Limited resources

• Limited technical, human and financial resources
• Limited time to develop relationships or seek networking
opportunities
• Too much dependence on external funding
• Lack of a coordinating body (leadership) at the local level

Inequality among stakeholders

• Differing ideologies among participants
• Resistance to sharing power or credit (if not corrected, the
benefits of model forest involvement are not seen)
• Differing technical capacities and resources
• Putting individual gain before the collective good

finding potential solutions or toward improving
activities such as networking. Table 2 summarizes
several impediments to networking.
Improving Effectiveness
Participants were asked to identify ways of making
local-level networking more effective. Overall, they
saw good communication as critical. We must
capture and promote results, impacts and
successes, which means improving knowledge
management and information exchange. Similarly,
we must put in place the development and
implementation of an impact monitoring system,
and ensure networking is addressed in a monitoring
and evaluation framework.
Good management teams are vital, both at the model
forest level (to aid local networking) and at higher
levels (such as national networks). These teams
should identify important issues and policy links and
should help with the exchange of information. There is
also a need for more technical support for local-level
networking, including training to boost the confidence
of local leaders who are involved.
Some model forests have lost key individuals,
leading to disruptions and less stakeholder

participation. Such losses are particularly harmful
when it is the individual, rather than the organization
he or she works for, who is committed to the model
forest approach. To avoid this pitfall and to
strengthen local-level networking, the management
of partner organizations must guarantee their
commitment to the model forest program.
Other ideas for more effective local-level networking
included clearly defining the vision, mission,
objectives and motivation of a model forest group
from the outset; broadening the membership base;
and forging closer ties with the national government
(policy influence). Participants also stressed better
local education and youth involvement, and better
communication to increase visibility and credibility.
Finally, they asked for clear direction on the types of
support provided by the IMFN.
But none of these improvements can come about
without maintaining respect and equality among
participants. By making sure the model forest is a
neutral forum, by defining members' roles and
responsibilities and by taking a participatory
approach to strategic planning, we go a long way
toward this goal.
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Part 3

REGIONAL
NETWORKING

T

The second working group session concentrated on
networking at the regional level. The session's main
objectives were as follows:
• To understand, document and critique regional
networking as we have experienced it
• To understand the strengths and comparative
advantages of networking at this level
• To propose regional networking activities that
we could introduce or strengthen, as well as
ways to successfully deliver those activities

The session opened with a brief summary of the first
working group session by Ms. Virginia Outón of the
Jujuy Model Forest in Argentina. A copy of Ms.
Outón's presentation can be found in Annex E. Then
Mr. Brian Barkley, General Manager of the Eastern
Ontario Model Forest in Canada, gave an introductory
presentation on the theme of regional networking.
In view of its 11 model forest sites, Canada, while one
country, was for discussion purposes considered a
region within the IMFN.
Regional Networking in the IMFN: Experience,
Analysis and Opportunities
Mr. Brian Barkley
General Manager, Eastern Ontario Model Forest

history of regional development. There is a formal
secretariat housed at the Canadian Forest Service,
part of Natural Resources Canada, and there are 11
model forests in the Network. Each is registered as an
autonomous not-for-profit organization.
LAC-Net was formally launched in 2001, after
extensive national consultations. It operates under
its own board of directors, with national
ministry/departmental representation. A regional
office, staff, work plan and budget are also in place.
RMFN-Asia is an informal, voluntary association of
five countries that has existed since 1999. Led by
national representatives from government agencies,
the Network is working towards developing a formal
governance structure.
Mr. Barkley pointed out that geography is not the only
criterion for defining a regional program of work.
There have also been preliminary meetings based on
common themes or areas of interest—for example,
the circumboreal network that has been proposed
and which would include participation from Canada,
Russia and countries across northern Europe.
For a copy of Mr. Barkley's presentation, see Annex E.
Summary of Discussion

There are three regional networks within the IMFN
today: 1) the Canadian Model Forest Network
(CMFN), 2) the Regional Model Forest Network for
Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC-Net) and 3)
the Regional Model Forest Network for Asia (RMFNAsia). Each regional network was created under a
unique set of circumstances, resources, goals and
opportunities. As a result, each has taken a different
approach to regional networking.
Not all model forests are associated with a regional
network. Model forests in Africa, Europe and Russia
currently operate outside regional systems, although
each is working to develop its own regional entity.
The CMFN, established in 1992, has the longest

Working groups of representatives from across the
IMFN discussed the first two questions for this session:
• What regional activities has your model forest
been involved in? What impact did these activities
have (or are they expected to have)? Are there
regional networking activities you would like to
see that have not yet been developed?
• Generally speaking, but also specifically within
your region, what are the advantages of regional
networking? What comparative advantages are
there at this level?
The last two questions were the focus of regionalbased working groups (including LAC-Net, RMFN-
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Asia and Africa, Canada and Europe):

advice, technical visits and mentoring, and enhancing
subregional and thematic links and networking.

• What is, or should be, the relationship between
model forests, national model forest programs
and the regional network?
• How can we strengthen regional networks and
regional networking? What are our various roles?
Regional Activities
A number of regional activities have taken place
across the IMFN. Capacity building in the form of
training, technical visits, courses and workshops has
occurred in all regions. Asian delegates considered
the impact of regional workshops to be high,
especially when the information is transferred back to
local stakeholders.
Canada, because of its longer history of network
development, has taken on a range of national and
regional initiatives. Its current focuses are
communication about SFM, capacity building for
indigenous peoples, climate change and carbonbudget modelling. In some cases, networking
activities have occurred on a subregional/national
basis, involving three or four model forests rather
than all 11 Canadian sites.
The first official regional structure was the LAC-Net,
headquartered at CATIE in Costa Rica. Latin American
participants have held meetings and technical tours,
but reported that overall interaction between model
forests was low. To change this situation, they
suggested the LAC-Net regional office play a greater
leadership role in exchanging information, networking
and finding funding opportunities.
Participants identified other regional activities, such
as helping new model forests start up by providing

Advantages of Regional Networking
Participants viewed regional networks as vital to the
health of the IMFN, as such networks can identify
new sites and help with program delivery. As well, the
many similarities within regions make it easier to
identify model forests with common issues, leading
to more collaboration and information exchange.
Several groups noted that because many donor
agencies take a regional focus, access to donor
funds is generally greater at the regional level.
Regional networks can forge links with regional
donors and bring forward a consolidated set of
projects, rather than several model forests
independently targeting a single source of funds.
Additional advantages of regional networking fall into
three areas, summarized in Table 3.
Strengthening Regional Networks
Effective networking depends on having coordinating
mechanisms, communication methods and a
strategic plan (or component—for instance, for each
region and globally). The regional networks, where
they exist, are generally seen as necessary
coordinating bodies for model forests. But a number
of working groups commented that the IMFN's current
structure, at both the regional and the international
level, does not reflect the model forest concept. They
identified a need for model forest-level representation
in the IMFN's governance structure, as well as in the
national and regional structures. As well, the IMFN
Secretariat should distribute information about its
operations and activities more regularly.

Table 3
Advantages

Impacts

Built-in support mechanism

• More energy with a regional network
• Reduced sense of isolation
• Sharing of experiences, learning from each other,
encouragement of new model forests
• Efficient use of resources, reduced duplication of effort

Potential for increased visibility and
influence

• Greater political support as a regional network
• A platform for dialogue to influence public policy
• Assistance to model forests in facilitating national linkages
• More attention as a group than as an individual site

Ability to develop and test innovative,
broad-based approaches to SFM

• Can use model forests to apply and test international
conventions
• Can help maintain and promote common monitoring
systems (e.g., C&I)
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A key observation—one that came up elsewhere
during the Global Forum—involved the importance,
at all levels, of analyzing and synthesizing model
forest experiences and lessons learned and
disseminating them throughout the IMFN. The
Network should also provide concrete direction for
model forest activities at the regional and
international level, particularly when it comes to
analyzing regional and global issues and
opportunities for SFM.
Other suggestions for strengthening regional
networking centred on communications and capacity
building. Specific ideas included regular meetings,
an electronic calendar of events in each model forest
and information on travel and training opportunities.
One group of participants expressed concern about
the transparency of the LAC-Net board of directors.
In particular, they do not know who sits on the board
or how decisions are reached. Another suggestion
involved setting up a tax- or fee-based system in
model forests to support activities at the regional and
international level.
For more information on this subject, please see
Annex C.
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Part 4

INTERNATIONAL
NETWORKING

T

The third working group session aimed to identify
those opportunities and comparative advantages of
networking that are uniquely global, and that can
best be delivered at the international level. In
addition, the session examined approaches to
international networking, opportunities on the
horizon and mechanisms for change. Finally,
participants were asked to suggest policy links,
strategic issues and partnerships that should be
pursued at the international level.
The main questions guiding this session were as
follows:
• What motivates participation in the IMFN?
• What form does networking take at an
international level (expectations and reality)?
• What can be done at this level more effectively
than at other levels (national, regional, local)?
• What niche do (or can) model forests and the
IMFN occupy in the context of sustainable forest
management? What strategic partnering or
thematic activities should we pursue as a
network or otherwise?
• Concerning governance, what are (or should
be) the interrelationships within the IMFN from
the site to the Secretariat level?
• How can we organize ourselves to be proactive
and strategic on niche and other opportunities?
The session opened with a brief summary of the
second working group session by Dr. Chimère Diaw,
from CIFOR in Cameroon. A copy of Dr. Diaw's
presentation can be found in Annex E. Then Dr. José
Joaquín Campos, Chair of LAC-Net, delivered a
presentation to introduce networking at the
international level.
Networking at International Levels
Dr. José Joaquín Campos
Chair, Regional Model Forest Network for Latin
America and the Caribbean (LAC-Net)
A sense of contribution and belonging to the model
forest concept, said Dr. Campos, is a fundamental
motivator for participation in the IMFN. A second

motivator is that the Network is now internationally
positioned to access and leverage political, technical
and financial support. Third, after 10 years of testing,
learning and awareness building, the IMFN is now a
dynamic global community of practice, one that
encompasses both public and private partnerships.
The opportunities for collaborative innovation and
knowledge exchange under the model forest
approach have never been greater.
It stands to reason that some networking activities
can be better understood, and undertaken, at the
international level than at any other. One such
activity, Dr. Campos noted, is linking global priorities
and conventions to the work done in model forests.
Others include managing knowledge, classifying
experiences, positioning the model forest concept
and advocating on behalf of IMFN members.
Some current niches for model forests deserve more
visibility, research and documentation. They include
approaches to managing natural resources at the
landscape and ecosystem levels, participatory
environmental governance and contributions to
addressing rural poverty.
In picturing the IMFN of the future, Dr. Campos cited
the International Union of Forest Research
Organizations as an example of a long-term network in
which members collaborate willingly and have a sense
of ownership. He also spoke about broader
representation on the IMFN Secretariat (IMFNS) board
of directors, better communication to and from the
board, and the need for constant review, assessment
and discussion of networking issues at all levels.
For a copy of Dr. Campos's presentation, see Annex E.
Summary of Discussion
Motivation for Participation
It is clear from the IMFN's recent dramatic growth that
interest in the Network is substantial. A number of
motivating factors for this interest were discussed in
the working groups and are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4
Motivating Factors

Goals

Access to knowledge and resources

• To share information and experiences—both to access tools
and information from other areas and to help others address
their issues
• To increase access to funding

Advancement of SFM application and
the knowledge and tools used to
promote it

• To help governments become more informed and aware of
resource management issues
• To foster advancement in all countries, thus creating a more
level playing field in the pursuit of sustainable development

Self-promotion

• To boost credibility and visibility of local activities
• To increase local participation (people like to be part of a
global initiative)

Expectations
In general, participants felt that the IMFNS is seen as
a source of funds for model forest activities. Yet the
Secretariat's true function is to help secure funds and
other resources, and to provide limited targeted
support for model forests and regional activities.
Participants said the IMFNS should play a greater
role in this priority area.
At the international level, networking is a way of
improving cooperation between model forests and
organizations like the United Nations and its
branches. This cooperation could be bolstered by a
combination of meetings, tours, workshops and
Internet-based activities, as well as by support for
special projects.
Potential Niches for Model Forests and the IMFN
Publicizing the model forest approach so that it is a
widely known concept rather than a “best-kept
secret” is critical to gaining recognition from the
global community. Model forests should be the global
“flagship carrier” for SFM. To achieve this goal, we
must promote and market the model forest concept,
including knowledge, experiences and lessons
learned. We must participate in international forums
organized by other groups. We must develop a C&I
(criteria and indicators) reporting structure for
exchanging information on model forests. And we
must identify publications outside the IMFN in which
model forests can publish. A number of working
groups felt the IMFN should serve as a medium for
preserving and sharing information.
Participants suggested that model forests can
develop into, and be seen as, a global family of sites
that provide a platform for testing best practices in
sustainable resource management. In other words,
they can be places for piloting and demonstrating
tools and concepts. One way we can realize this
vision is to identify a common global objective(s) for

each model forest to reach in its own way.
Furthermore, the IMFN could show that model
forests are working on common issues that are not
only adaptable to the local level, but that help meet
the millennium development goals. Outcomes could
then be linked with the communication and
awareness activities noted above.
This idea could come about if the IMFN developed a
global networking strategy. A strategy would identify
a shared vision and objectives for international
networking, and would also define roles and
responsibilities. The following are some roles and
activities suggested for the IMFN:
• Identify best practices using a set of clear criteria
and recognize those who implement them
• Define the operating and control mechanisms
for the IMFNS's work
• Develop more easy-to-use, easy-to-learn,
practical online capacity-building materials
• Promote relevant exchanges between model
forests, including student internships,
volunteers and professionals
• Encourage the development of new model forests
• Facilitate the global marketing of products from
small local communities
• Define internationally accepted principles and
criteria for evaluating and monitoring model
forest processes
Governance and Role of the IMFN
The discussion of IMFN governance fell into three
categories: 1) governance structures and
management of the Network, 2) the role of a
coordinating body and 3) actions that could be taken
by a coordinating body.
Governance
Defining a governance structure is important.
However, any discussion on the subject should start by
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clarifying the purpose of the IMFN and its coordinating
body, as their purpose influences their structure.
Participants noted that governance should be based
on equal rights and responsibilities. It should also be
structured in a way that reflects the model forest
itself; that is, it should include diverse stakeholders.
The IMFNS should expand its board of directors, with
an emphasis on more international representation.
The Network could open itself to more country
representatives, to greater representation from the
model forests and the regions and to key partner
institutions. A number of regional and international
groups could become partners, including FAO,
CIFOR, ITTO, IUFRO, World Bank, Convention on
Biological Diversity and other international
convention secretariats, International Development
Bank, CATIE and similar regional organizations,
CIRAD (French Research Institute) and WWF.
The IMFN is changing, and this change should be
reflected in the Network's funding and governance. It
was noted, however, that any transition takes time.
To diversify the sources of funding and support for the
IMFN and its Secretariat, the group of international
stakeholders active (and influential) in governing the
Network will have to grow progressively. There
should be no sudden changes, and Canada should
only alter its role of funding, facilitation and
leadership gradually to ensure a smooth transition.
One suggestion was to set up theme-based working
groups, task forces or committees that would involve
several model forests or regions. In such groups,

people would work on a specific subject or activity,
report their results, then move on to a different
subject or activity. A strategic plan from the IMFN
would help these groups decide on issues and
schedules and produce outputs. A strategic plan
would also help secure support from other groups
participating in Network-level activities.
There was limited discussion on the physical location
of the international Secretariat. Those who broached
the subject felt that a coordinating body should be
strategically placed to provide the best support and
access for all model forests. There was some
discussion on moving the IMFNS from its current
location in Ottawa to another international, nonCanadian-based institution. A range of options
should be explored.
Role
A key role for the IMFNS is to support model forests
with networking functionality and tools. Another is to
put the model forest program in context with other
international networks and initiatives. The IMFNS
should serve as a coordinating body for the regions
and provide operational procedures for networking
between countries. One group defined the
Secretariat's role as providing political, institutional
and financial support to model forests. Again, some
emphasized the need to clarify roles and
responsibilities at the regional and international level.
Actions
The actions participants would like the IMFNS to take
are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5
Themes

Actions/Activities

Knowledge sharing,
communications and
outreach

• Create a structured approach to mentoring
• Assist all model forests with website development
• Produce an international annual report that presents facts, details
activities and articulates how policy has been affected (each model
forest must track its own information, but the tools to do this could be
provided by the Secretariat)

Governance

• Promote transparency—access to decisions and decision-making
processes
• Review governance in detail every 5 years to determine if changes
are needed, and if so, what they might be
• Develop a mechanism and proposal for electing representatives to
the LAC-Net board of directors

Expanding the IMFN

• Create a fund to support new model forests, to be repaid after the
model forest is established
• Develop criteria for establishing a model forest (failure to follow the
criteria would see funding revoked)
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Vilhelmina Model Forest, Sweden
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Part 5

ANALYSIS AND
OBSERVATIONS

I

In the closing session, Dr. José Joaquín Campos and
Mr. Fred Pollett presented their analyses of the IMFN
Global Forum. Dr. Campos highlighted topics that he
felt required further discussion, and Mr. Pollett
addressed what he saw as the challenges for model
forests in the immediate future.
Dr. José Joaquín Campos
Chair, Regional Model Forest Network for Latin
America and the Caribbean
Dr. Campos expressed his satisfaction with the
Global Forum. There was excellent representation
and participation across the IMFN; the program was
well structured and encouraged discussion; and the
week reflected well on the IMFN and its Secretariat.
Based on comments he had heard throughout the
week, as well as his own experience, Dr. Campos said
that we need to improve both the position and the
visibility of the model forest concept within SFM
forums and groups, and among regional and
international stakeholders. He stressed that there
must be more discussion on model forest
governance, especially at the various Network levels.
In discussing governance and communication, we
must focus on improving communication, not only
between model forests, but also at the regional and
international levels. In particular, we have to examine
how to raise the profile of model forests in
discussions and debates on SFM and on other
issues that interest stakeholders.
For the future, Dr. Campos suggested that we
consider partnerships with other like-minded
initiatives. We should also work to enhance global
“ownership” of the model forest concept and to boost
the level of institutional support to model forests.
For a copy of Dr. Campos's presentation, see Annex E.

Mr. Fred Pollett
Originator of the model forest concept
According to Mr. Pollett, visibility, credibility,
knowledge management, impact assessment,
quality assurance and “internationalization” of the
Network are the key challenges the IMFN must
address in the near term.
Echoing Dr. Campos, Mr. Pollett emphasized that the
visibility of the model forest concept needs further
discussion. The IMFN, he said, is largely unknown
outside its family of friends and supporters. The
challenge is to ensure that this situation
fundamentally changes over the next 2-3 years. For
model forests to be viable and to fulfill their potential
as true models of sustainable development in action,
the program must be known. More important, its
impacts and experiences must be recognized.
Closely linked to visibility is the concept of credibility.
Mr. Pollett stressed that model forests, and the
valuable platforms they represent, must be credible
partners. They must be places where world-class
research and technology development can take
place. To this end, he said, the “bottom-up” process
that is central to the model forest concept must be
shown to work effectively.
The many publications and large amount of data
generated by model forests around the world create
particular challenges for knowledge management.
Mr. Pollett raised the question of how we can collect
and distribute this information in a timely way so that
people can easily use it.
Model forests and the IMFN have to demonstrate that
they are making a difference and positively impacting
the management of forested landscapes. In addition,
the IMFN must show that individual sites operate at the
high standard expected of all model forests, thus giving
credibility to the idea of model forests as leaders in SFM.

Proceedings of the 2005 IMFN Global Forum | 19

Analysis and Observations

Over the next 2-3 years, the IMFN and its Secretariat
should become well recognized and internationally
managed and operated.
In conclusion, Mr. Pollett emphasized the need to
quickly develop a strategic plan that takes into
account the following issues for moving forward:
• Critical alliances
• Planned and strategic expansion
• Financial and human resources (core and support)
• Visibility and credibility
• Impacts (to date and planned)
• Quality assurance and monitoring
• The “internationalization” process
Overall, he said, the IMFN must be seen as highly
relevant, well governed and poised for success. It is
up to us to make that happen.
For a copy of Mr. Pollett's presentation, see Annex E.

IMFN Global Forum
Photo: LAC-Net
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