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MEETING SUMMARY

April 23, 2003 – Marriott Tech Center, Denver, Colorado

The Roundtable on Sustainable Forests met on Wednesday, April 23, 2003, at the Marriott Tech Center in Denver, Colorado.  Attachment A is the meeting agenda and Attachment B is a list of participants.

The purpose of the meeting was to update Roundtable participants on several developments and to solicit their feedback.  Items discussed during the meeting included:

· A report on the Community Indicators Workshop held the previous day;

· a discussion of the Criteria and Indicators (C&I) as a management framework at the USDA Forest Service;

· the use of C&I in the development of the National Association of State Foresters’ Principles and Guide to a Well Managed Forest;
· the Pinchot Institute’s Preliminary Assessment of the Proposals for Action for the Third Session of the United Nation’s Forum on Forests;

· the Council on Environmental Quality’s efforts to develop a national system of environmental indicators;

· an introduction to the Sustainable Forestry Partnership; and

· a discussion of the regional workshop concept paper.

Note: This summary contains embedded Internet links to the numerous events, publications, and organizations mentioned during the course of the meeting.  You must be connected to the Internet to use these links.  Copies of each speaker’s presentation are linked to the speaker’s name in the appropriate section.  Please note that not all speakers used accompanying presentation materials.  In the event that the embedded links do not function on your computer, the last page of this summary contains the web addresses, which can be cut and pasted or typed manually into your browser’s address window.

Introductory Remarks
Roundtable Co-Chairs Joel Holtrop and Jerry Rose welcomed participants to the first general Roundtable meeting held outside of the Washington, DC area.  Mr. Holtrop expressed that having a meeting “beyond the Beltway” was an important step in demonstrating a broader and deeper commitment to sustainable forest management (SFM).  He added his hope that the successful Community Indicators Workshop held the previous day would contribute to broadening and deepening as well.

Mr. Holtrop remarked that the Roundtable and the goal of SFM connect members of the forest stakeholder community in three distinct but related ways:  inwardly, outwardly, and upwardly.  The inward connections are those within our own organizations that are better coordinated using a sustainable forest framework.  The outward connections are the interactions among forest stakeholders that would not take place in the absence of the Roundtable and the shared responsibility it fosters.  Finally, the Roundtable creates “upward” connections to the international community and the many sustainable forest efforts underway in other countries.  He compared the Roundtable’s work toward the goal of sustainable forests to the building of a cathedral.  Roundtable participants should see their contribution to sustainable forests not as just laying a brick or building a wall, but as building a cathedral.  Everyone should understand how he or she contributes to the larger, long-term goal.  Mr. Holtrop ended his opening comments by noting that the next phase of the Roundtable’s work will focus on broadening and deepening the commitment to sustainable forests and exploring how we can utilize the National Report on Sustainable Forests as a tool for ongoing learning and dialogue.  He said that regional workshops, which will start in Fall 2003, would be key to these efforts.

Jerry Rose began his remarks by thanking everyone for attending the meeting.  He told the group that a year and a half ago he had attended a Sustainable Rangelands Roundtable meeting in San Antonio, where he was impressed by the contributions made by regional stakeholders.  Mr. Rose said that he was anxious for the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests to get “where the people are” and reap the benefit of adding more voices from “beyond  the Beltway” to the dialogue.  After all, he said, when we talk about why we care about sustainable forests, “it isn’t because a group of people in Chile told us to.”
  We care about sustainable forests because we care about the land and the people on it.  He remarked that the Community Indicators Workshop was a good start in this direction.

Report from Community Indicator Workshop

After the Co-Chairs’ opening remarks, Tim Mealey of the Meridian Institute reviewed the meeting agenda.  He turned to Wendy Hinrichs Sanders, Executive Director of the Great Lakes Forest Alliance and Chair of the Indicators Task Force of the Communities Committee of the 7th American Forest Congress, to provide a brief report of the key messages from the Community Indicators Workshop.  Ms. Sanders began by stating that it is difficult to identify and validate needs in communities.  Events like the Community Indicators Workshop are important for giving people in communities a set of tools and a language for grappling with complex community sustainability issues.  The workshop revealed that there are still many needs with regard to identifying appropriate data and how to collect those data at the community level.  Ms. Sanders shared some key next steps generated at the workshop, which included:

· identifying an interim coordinating body to refine and move forward with the work on community indicators and citizen monitoring that has occurred to date;

· developing a core set of indicators that are useful to decision-makers at various levels and can be adapted to fit each individual community;

· defining clearly the benefits of community indicators and citizen-monitoring so that communities can understand the utility of indicators for shaping their future; and

· establishing a set of community indicators and citizen-monitoring pilot projects and sharing the lessons learned from the pilots with the broader sustainable development community.

Ms. Sanders asked those who had participated in the workshop to share their own thoughts and reflections with the group.  Some of the key insights shared by participants included:

· C&I are an empowering platform from which communities can shape their own destiny and that only each community, driven by its own values, can decide how to evaluate itself.

· Meaningful results will come from an agenda based on the needs and interests of local communities, not the broader goals of national institutions and organizations.

· Indicators are always a work in progress.  As communities change in response to the changing world around them, new indicators will emerge and old ones may become obsolete or irrelevant.

· There is a need for better linkage between the policy process and the development and monitoring of indicators.

· Relationships within communities and among persons at different levels of decision-making define the context in which people live.  Although relationships are not captured easily with quantitative measures, understanding them is essential for moving forward on community sustainability.

· People who live in communities do informal data collection every day, which allows communities to act as early warning systems.  Communities need to establish credible lines of communication to decision-makers at larger scales, perhaps through C&I, in order to be heard.

Several participants shared the insight that at the community level, a detailed description of the three “legs” of the sustainability stool is not an adequate end point.  Rather, communities are concerned with the “seat of the stool,” the thing that the legs actually support.  What we really need is a way to better understand at all levels the rich stories that indicators tell.  Also, leaders in the community indicators field need to frame the conversation in a way that shows value through participation.

Ms. Sanders asked those who had not attended the workshop if they had any questions.  One person agreed with the comment about indicators needing to respond to change.  He added that there is a related need for more education about land and what it provides to communities so that people in communities can better consider tradeoffs in their decision-making processes.  Another participant asked what would be an appropriate and useful role for organizations working at the broad, national context to support community level sustainability work.  Responses included:

· publicizing and distributing information on best practices;

· realizing that local leaders can engage in complex issues;

· involving communities in research to enhance confidence and a sense of collaboration; and 

· creating better feedback loops within agencies to utilize the community level information that is being collected.

One participant cautioned the group not to go too far with a bottom-up approach.  He agreed that people in rural areas do feel ignored, and a top-down approach has not been useful for facilitating a sense of inclusion at the local level.  He was concerned, however, that an exclusively bottom-up approach will not work either.  Treating each community as so unique that it needs its own unique set of indicators eliminates the ability to develop indicators that can be aggregated and disaggregated from local to national levels.  The great challenge is for everyone to come together to identify a core set of useful, scalable indicators.

C&I as a Management Framework at the USDA Forest Service

After a discussion of the Community Indicators Workshop, Tim Mealey introduced a panel of speakers who would share how the USDA Forest Service uses, or may use in the future, the C&I as a framework for SFM.  The panel included Elizabeth Estill, Deputy Chief for Programs, Legislation and Communications; Pamela Wright, Forest Monitoring Team Leader at the Forest Service’s Inventory and Monitoring Institute; and Melany Lamb, NEPA Coordinator and Forest Planner for the White River National Forest.

Ms. Estill began her presentation by describing the Forest Service’s Strategic Plan as the “cathedral-level” framework in the agency.  It explains why the country has a Forest Service and how it provides value to the public.  She explained that the Forest Service’s current strategic plan has three goals, each with a related set of policy objectives.  The three goals, which define the agency’s mission, are (1) sustain the nation’s forests; (2) to meet the needs of people; and (3) by having the organizational capacity.  Beneath these three goals are approximately 12 policy objectives and six executive priorities.  These elements inform the development of performance plans for each management unit.  When combined with agency budgets, the performance plans are translated into specific programs of work, which describe how human resources, information, and capital assets will be deployed to meet the objectives of the performance plan.  Performance, financial, and forest monitoring reports from each unit are subjected to a variety of audits and assessments that help to inform the next round of planning.

With regard to the C&I, Ms. Estill said that the strategic planning team looked at the C&I as a possible strategic planning framework, but concluded that planning against the entire suite of C&I would require more resources than are available.  However, the Draft 2003 Strategic Plan does adopt an indicator approach and groups indicators under major policy objectives.  For example, one of the national priorities in the strategic plan is to reduce the risk of catastrophic wildland fire.  This priority is accompanied by a set of metrics that measure trends and conditions over time, one of which is the proportion of fire and rangeland acres in Fire Condition Class I.  Having a set of indicators for each policy objective informs the Forest Service’s entire decision-making framework at the national level and facilitates the development of management strategies on the ground.  A system of objectives and metrics from which management strategies flow logically also facilitates the “budget building process” and allows the agency to track more efficiently why money was spent and for what purpose.

The next speaker was Pamela Wright, who discussed the use of C&I in the Forest Service’s Land Unit Criteria and Indicators Development (LUCID) Project.  Ms. Wright began her presentation by explaining that LUCID focused on the forest management unit (FMU) scale, examining a single national forest or grassland, or a group of related national forests and grasslands, in their socio-ecological context.  Ms. Wright explained that the LUCID team was charged with the revision and modification of a draft set of FMU-scale C&I, developed within a systems framework, and adapting them to the unique conditions of each forest.  The team also had to design measures and reference values for each indicator and perform a field test of the suite of C&I.  Once the field tests were performed, the teams explored approaches and techniques for analysis and synthesis and for integrating across indicators.  They had to conduct a relative sustainability assessment for each LUCID FMU as well.  She clarified that the LUCID project is finished and that the Forest Service is in the process of taking the lessons learned from LUCID and applying them to broader monitoring and planning approaches at the FMU scale.

Ms. Wright explained that LUCID is based on the fact that sustainability is a multi-scale issue, which requires that we work simultaneously at multiple scales.  Doing so is particularly challenging when management questions change as you move between different scales.  Not understanding how to incorporate scale into monitoring led to fractured and compartmentalized monitoring in the past, and a monitoring framework that accounts for scale is required to provide data that can better inform project management.
Finally, Ms. Wright shared some key lessons emerging from the LUCID experience.  One of the key lessons was that a systems approach is valuable as both an organizing and a learning tool.  A systems approach de-emphasizes each individual indicator and requires an explicit consideration of how the individual parts of a complex ecosystem interact within the FMU’s wider biological and socio-economic context.  Another key learning is the identification of a set of core, systems-oriented, FMU-scale indicators for examination by all National Forests and Grasslands.  This set of core indicators articulates broad concepts and are a starting point for more refinement to specific local conditions.  With regard to dialogue, a key learning is that the process of engaging agency staff and collaborators in a dialogue about sustainability and sustainability monitoring is invaluable.  Also, Forest Supervisors and their teams found that FMU-scale sustainability monitoring and assessment are doable and can provide valuable information for planning and management.

Melany Lamb, NEPA
 Coordinator and Forest Planner for the White River National Forest in western Colorado, followed Pam Wright.  Ms. Lamb’s presentation focused on how the National Strategic Plan has influenced the 2002 revision of the White River National Forest’s Land and Resource Management Plan.  She began by telling the audience how national-level considerations influenced key chapters in White River’s plan, particularly with regard to forest-wide goals and objectives and monitoring.  New national goals had to be translated into a set of new goals for White River, and each goal had to be followed by a series of objectives and measurable strategies.  Theses strategies are specific to White River and reflect the forest’s unique biological, social, and economic context.

With regard to monitoring in the White River plan, Ms. Lamb told the group that all monitoring activities are based on “monitoring drivers.”  These drivers are things that compel the collection of data, such as legal requirements, public expectations, court rulings, or tracking progress toward plan goals and objectives.  She explained that each goal and objective identified in the plan has one or more associated monitoring activities, and that the goal is for FMU-level monitoring to contribute to better understanding at the FMU, regional, and national levels.  She added that the White River National Forest is in the process of integrating the systems approach developed by LUCID into their monitoring framework.

In her closing remarks, Ms. Lamb said that one of the benefits of the Forest Service’s approach to linking strategic planning to forest planning is that it maintains national direction across individual forests.  At the same time, it allows flexibility for each forest to add strategies that address unique characteristics and situations.  Also, if the approach is used consistently over all forests, aggregation to different scales should be easier.

At the conclusion of Ms. Lamb’s remarks, Tim Mealey opened the floor for questions.  One participant asked if there was a separate budget for monitoring at the FMU level and how its size and use are determined.  Ms. Lamb answered that there is a distinct monitoring budget but that activities have to be prioritized.  Monitoring that is most essential to the evaluation of the Forest Plan is done first.  Another asked how much input is taken from the foresters actually working on the ground.  Ms. Lamb answered that at the FMU level, district foresters play an important role and added that interdisciplinary teams from each LUCID project site included district foresters.  Ms. Estill explained that at the national level, the most valuable of the assessments that inform strategic planning are those that elicit on-the-ground feedback on trends, conditions, and critical issues.

One participant commended the Forest Service for its planning efforts for national forests but did not see how the strategy applied to private lands.  Ms. Estill said that the Forest Service was aware of this gap and was working with partners to identify items that would address private lands.  She encouraged participants to share their ideas on this topic with her.  Another participant asked how the Forest Service’s approach considers the role of tree farms and agroforestry in reaching the goal of sustainable forest management.  Ms. Estill responded that the Forest Service is grappling with the role of such forests at a high level and the agency’s planning assumptions acknowledge that an increasing portion of our timber supply will come from tree farms.  The agency also consults with a wide range of partners to develop programs and policies that allow private landowners and those managing planned forests to contribute to the agency’s overall goals.
Another participant asked Ms. Estill if there is a mechanism to ensure that the indicators in the Strategic Plan are in fact the right indicators for making sound policy decisions.  One could imagine that the indicators might frame the issue in a way that they take on a life of their own.  Ms. Estill answered that the Forest Service is aware that the current indicators may not be perfect and that the agency must be vigilant about identifying the most appropriate indicators.  Also, the Forest Service is looking at a suite of indicators for each objective, with the hope that no single indicator drives the process.  Roundtable Co-Chair Joel Holtrop added that a commitment to monitoring is essential to a continual learning process that can tell us whether an indicator is truly the best indicator to evaluate a particular objective.

A participant who had been involved with LUCID asked what would really happen if indicator monitoring showed that management was degrading the resource and if the Forest Service would stop its actions.  Also, has the agency considered a multi-party monitoring effort in order to lend greater credibility to its assessments?  Ms. Wright acknowledged that the agency should do more to look at multi-party monitoring and mentioned a project on Mt. Hood that is exploring a co-generated assessment report.  She agreed that a critical issue is whether it is possible to produce a collective report that resolves trust issues along the way.  Ms. Lamb said that the White River National Forest is focusing on this very issue.  They are hoping to develop a monitoring guide that includes community input.  The issue of what to do if we hit critical “triggers” is not yet resolved.

Finally, someone asked whether there is an emerging strategy that tells us at which scale to examine the different relationships that are identified when using a systems approach.  Also, from a performance point of view, is it possible to “tease out” an assessment story, along with performance measures and accountability?  Ms. Wright answered that LUCID had demonstrated the need to be more conscious of scale.  Populations and communities operate at multiple scales, and certain attributes are viewed best at different scales.  She said that the Forest Service is trying to be more explicit about the issue of scale and that scale and how to approach it could be part of a much larger dialogue.  Ms. Estill answered the second question by noting that budget performance is tied to annual monitoring and reporting as part of an overall assessment.  The assessment looks at whether programs and actions lead to a better state of being.

National Association of State Foresters’ Principles and Guide to a Well-Managed Forest
Roundtable Co-Chair Jerry Rose was joined by Tom Wardle, Assistant State Forester at the Colorado State Forestry Service to discuss how National Association of State Foresters (NASF)  had used the C&I as a framework for the development of their Principles and Guide to a Well-Managed Forest.  NASF formed its Sustainable Forest Implementation Committee (SFIC) in 1998, which, under the leadership of Jim Brown, former state forester for Oregon, began to draft the Principles and Guide.

Mr. Rose noted that the SFIC was charged by NASF to develop a guide to provide some clarity on the basic elements of the many sustainable forest frameworks in circulation.  Doing so was an iterative process that ended with seven principles, each with a set of performance guides.  During the process, state foresters had the opportunity to comment on the guidelines, which generated a great deal of learning and understanding.  The process also revealed that the common denominator among state foresters was actually much higher than anyone had originally thought.  Demonstrating that the Principles and Guide are useful at the state level will be the next step of the process.  With this, he turned the microphone over to Tom Wardle.

Mr. Wardle started by saying that the NASF Principles are an attempt at creating a common language for SFM.  In this way, they are quite similar to the C&I.  Such a common language is needed.  Mr. Wardle shared the observation that groups in conflict often develop separate languages.  These languages live on and propagate themselves such that no one can be sure that they are truly “on the same page.”  He noted that lack of a common language has made it difficult if not impossible to fully utilize available data resources in Colorado (and in many other states).  He ended with the hope that a common language, combined with a strong commitment to monitoring, will bring to bear the resources states need to respond to problems they have been watching for years.

After Mr. Wardle concluded his remarks, Jay West of the Meridian Institute opened the floor for questions.  One participant wondered if Principle 7, which calls for states to “implement applicable guidelines in states not using the regulatory approach,” would be interpreted as calling for more regulation, especially in regions like the southeast where actions are largely voluntary.  Mr. Rose responded that he understood the concern, but that by urging states to provide guidelines, they have the opportunity to act in a way that preempts the need for regulation.

Another participant wondered how the Principles and Guide would address ownership transfers, fragmentation, and the roles of certification and easements to keep land in private ownership.  Mr. Rose said that this issue was a major discussion and that the question of how to work with landowners is an on-going, significant challenge greater than the Principles and Guide.  Another participant commented that social components of forests seemed to be missing from the list.  Mr. Rose responded that while state foresters realize the importance of social elements to the sustainable forest question, they want to see community viability and health included in inventory and monitoring processes.

Pinchot Institute’s Preliminary Assessment of the Proposals for Action for the Third Session of the United Nations Forum on Forests
Stephanie Kavanaugh of the Pinchot Institute for Conservation delivered a presentation on Pinchot’s Preliminary Assessment of the Proposals for Action for the Third Session of the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF-3).  Ms. Kavanaugh explained that the Proposals are voluntary directives to countries, international organizations, and private sector entities on how to evaluate the effectiveness of their institutional arrangements for promoting sustainable forests.  There are 270 Proposals for Action that need to be assessed against U.S. forest management policies and programs, although not all Proposals are relevant to the United States  She explained that Pinchot is working to identify which Proposals are relevant and subsequently develop an assessment template that groups Proposals under specific categories.  She also explained that Pinchot’s current efforts focus only on those Proposals that will be discussed at UNFF-3.  These include Proposals relevant to economic aspects of forests, maintaining forest cover to meet present and future needs, and forest health and productivity.  UNFF-2 covered more ecological issues, and UNFF-4 will be dedicated to institutional and legal issues.  Pinchot’s report will be used by the U.S. delegation attending UNFF-3 in Geneva, Switzerland, from May 26 – June 6, 2003.

Ms. Kavanaugh explained that there are several links between the Proposals for Action and the Montreal C&I.  For example, one of the main objectives of the February 2003 International Conference on the Contribution of Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management (also known as CICI) was to contribute to the work of the UNFF and to international initiatives on sustainable development indicators.  CICI participants recommended that C&I reporting should be used to report progress on implementing the Proposals.  She reported that similar sentiments regarding the links between the C&I and the Proposals were echoed at a recent meeting (known as the MAR meeting) held in Viterbo, Italy, which focused on lessons learned in monitoring, assessment, and reporting on implementation of the Proposals.  She referred those with more questions about the relationship between the Montreal C&I and the Proposals to download a copy of a crosswalk produced by Pinchot in January 2002.

Ms. Kavanaugh reported that Pinchot is taking a two-step approach in its assessment.  The first step, currently underway, is assessing policies and programs that support specific Proposals.  The second step will consist of an evaluation of how well the identified policies and programs perform with regard to the Proposals.  Pinchot is working with relevant experts during its assessment phase and is also using the U.S. Country Profile prepared for the World Summit on Sustainable Development as a reference.  Pinchot hopes to use the Roundtable as a process to engage a broader range of forest stakeholders once the full set of UNFF-3 Proposals have been assessed.  In the meantime, Pinchot would appreciate any input on their draft report, especially on economic aspects of forests and tribal forest policies and programs.  Interested parties can view the draft report and submit comments through Pinchot’s website.

Before opening the floor to comments, Ms. Kavanaugh asked Ed Brown from the State Department to comment.  Mr. Brown stated that Pinchot’s report would be an important contribution to the State Department’s efforts to report on U.S. implementation of the Proposals.  The report will provide a solid reference on domestic policies and programs and will incorporate feedback from a diverse array of forest stakeholders.  He also expressed his wish that the Pinchot report will help people understand the linkages between the Proposals and the C&I and that the two are not competing systems, but are complimentary and mutually reinforcing systems.  He also announced that the State Department would hold a public stakeholder meeting in preparation for UNFF-3 on May 1, 2003 in Washington, DC and that interested parties should contact him for an invitation.

After Mr. Brown’s comments, the floor was opened to questions.  In her presentation, Ms. Kavanaugh referred to “national forest programs” and a participant wanted to know what those were.  Ms. Kavanaugh explained that the idea of a national forest program is a broad, internationally defined concept.  Basically, countries in which the government owns the vast majority of forest have national forest programs characterized by a centralized management.  In the United States, we do not have equivalent programs because most of the forests are in private hands.  Therefore, in the United States, the national forest program is essentially the de facto sum of all the decentralized ways and means by which forests are managed in the United States.  She added that having a relatively more decentralized system is a challenge for Pinchot’s assessment because it is difficult to account for policies and programs initiated at the sub-national level.

Status Report on White House Council on Environmental Quality’s Effort to Develop National Environmental Indicators

Ted Heintz from the Department of Interior, now on detail to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), gave a brief presentation on CEQ’s efforts to develop a system of national environmental indicators.  He began by stating that work being done by the Roundtable with regard to the National Report on Sustainable Forests, the Heinz Center’s recent report, The State of the Nation’s Ecosystems, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Environmental Indicator Initiative provide a basis for moving forward with a more coordinated federal effort to report on the environment.

Mr. Heintz informed participants that the CEQ chairman established an interagency working group on the subject to get buy-in from across the federal government and to attempt to develop a framework for federal reporting on environmental indicators by November 2003.  The group’s objective is not to launch a new “grand program”, but to bring convergence and coordination to existing indicator projects.  Mr. Heintz stated that he hoped that within 10 years or so CEQ will be able to report on environmental and sustainability in the same well-tested and trusted way we currently report on the economy.

Mr. Heintz also reminded everyone to think of the broader role of indicators in our society and that the indicators are not just instruments for federal policy making.  He also stated that sound natural resource management that serves all of our goals would not be achieved inside the beltway.  In this context, we need a system that provides feedback on the consequences of past actions in order to continually improve.  We also need to build such a system in a way that makes information available to people in all different contexts and at all different scales.  For an environmental indicator system, we also need the detail behind national aggregate figures, just as we have with out national economic data.

Mr. Heintz told the group that he hopes that CEQ’s process will have a mechanism for including views outside of federal agencies.  He announced that CEQ would conduct a workshop at which they would seek outside views on their process and emerging framework from recognized experts in the field.  In the future, he would like to see mixed stakeholder groups and experts on measurement come together to discuss scale issues and exactly what to monitor and measure.  In this regard the, Roundtable provides a good model for the CEQ’s efforts because the Roundtable has already developed a set of common concepts and a common language.  Before opening the floor to questions, Mr. Heintz said he hoped that CEQ would produce a work plan by December 1.

A participant asked Mr. Heintz to explain some of the lessons economic indicators tell us about developing and using a system of leading environmental indicators.  Mr. Heinz responded that economic data system was created in response to the economic crises of the Great Depression and World War II, which demonstrated that the federal government needed sound, detailed data on the economy in order to lead the country out of economic downturns.  In addition, by organizing economic data and making it available, we made economic research easier.  We now have some convergence on our understanding of how economic systems work and this convergence forms the basis for managing the economy.

Highlight on Roundtable Participating Organization: The Sustainable Forestry Partnership

After Mr. Heintz’s presentation, Tim Mealey explained that the next agenda item would focus on an organization participating in the Roundtable and introduced Laurie Schoonhoven, Coordinator of the Sustainable Forestry Partnership.  Ms. Schoonhoven began her presentation by explaining that the Partnership is a consortium of Auburn University, Oregon State University, Penn State University, and the USDA Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service.  These organizations work together to support the Partnership’s mission to document and promote innovation in sustainable forestry and help others integrate broadly the innovations developed by the Partnership into both policy and practice.  Ms. Schoonhoven continued with an overview of the Partnership’s projects and the resources it has available for Roundtable members and the public at large.

The first project she presented was the creation of virtual forest tours.  Developed in cooperation with the Society of American Foresters, the tours are an interactive web-based curriculum on sustainable forest management.  Users can choose from one of three tours: public land on the Oregon coast; private land in the mountains of Alabama; or mixed hardwood forest in Pennsylvania.  The tour experience includes a presentation on sustainability by Hal Salwasser, Dean of the College of Forestry at Oregon State University, a discussion of the relationship between sustainability and forest certification, and 360-degree views of each of the forests.

The next project she discussed was the National Assessment of Forest Biodiversity, sponsored by the National Commission on Science for Sustainable Forestry.  The first phase of the project involved surveying forest managers from a diverse range of perspectives about whether and how they manage for forest biodiversity.  The survey also attempted to assess whether and to what extent these managers use the C&I, certification programs, or the Heinz Center indicators to inform their forest management activities.  Results of the survey will feed into the project’s next phase, which involves evaluating the effectiveness of forest biodiversity management in the United States.  The third phase of the project will involve the use of geographic information systems to ascertain a spatial indication of how likely we are to preserve forest biodiversity, given what the survey reveals about practices used by different types of landowners in different parts of the country.

The last project Ms. Schoonhoven introduced was the Sustainable Forest Management Curriculum.  This project seeks to explore how the forestry education community can better engage students on SFM, what a curriculum in SFM would look like, and how such a curriculum would be developed.  Institutions participating in the project have held two focus groups, the results of which have shed some light on the content and scope of a SFM curriculum.  Ms. Schoonhoven also reported that the project held a national conference that examined more closely why universities have not moved toward SFM curricula already.  Discussions at the conference revealed that universities are concerned about losing their unique character if they collaborate too closely on curriculum development and that tenure systems do not necessarily promote collaboration, innovation, or working closely with undergraduate students.  Despite these institutional barriers, Ms. Schoonhoven was pleased to report that Partnership members, along with four other universities will soon begin to develop a multi-institutional, interdisciplinary course in SFM.

When Ms. Schoonhoven finished her presentation, one workshop participant praised the idea of learning more about the work of Roundtable organizations and thanked Ms. Schoonhoven for being candid regarding challenges in the university community.  Another participant shared that she is working with California Polytechnic State University (often referred to as CalPoly) to identify watershed indicators that can be used as a tool for targeting mitigation measures.  She is also teaching a sustainability class at another university.  Another participant was surprised that so few universities are involved in the Partnership.  Ms. Schoonhoven explained that involvement is often a by-product of an individual professor’s interest in SFM and that some partners left the Partnership due to budget cuts.

Discussion Paper for Regional Workshops

The next item on the agenda was a discussion of the Roundtable’s next phase and its strategy for a series of regional workshops beginning in the fall of 2003.  Tim Mealey pointed out that the regional workshop concept emerged from a series of discussions among Roundtable participants concerning the direction the Roundtable should take after the publication of the National Report on Sustainable Forests.  The goals, objectives, and products of these workshops have been articulated in a 2-page concept paper that was distributed to the Roundtable prior to the workshop.  He pointed out that additional fundraising will be required to execute the workshops and that the concept paper would be discussed in depth during the work group meetings that evening.

When Mr. Mealey opened the floor to reactions to the concept paper, one participant said that such a workshop would be well received in the South, especially given the recent publication of the Southern Forest Resource Assessment.  However, he did have questions about cost, scope, and how big the events would be.  Mr. Mealey answered that Meridian would begin to build a workshop template and associated budget in the next month and that the Communications and Outreach Work Group would grapple with the issue of workshop size to ensure both balanced representation of regional forest stakeholders and an interactive experience.  He indicated that the size and therefore cost of each workshop might differ depending on the interest, needs, and funding sources.

Another participant said that while he supported the concept of regional workshops, he sincerely hoped that Meridian and others involved in workshop planning would see these workshops as an opportunity to make the concept of sustainable forestry more appealing to private landowners.  Recent efforts at getting this stakeholder group more involved have revealed a lack of interest.

Announcements from Participants

After the discussion of the regional workshop concept paper, Mr. Mealey asked anyone if they had announcements.  Denver Burns informed the group of the Monitoring Science and Technology Symposium scheduled for September 2004 in Denver.  Sponsored by the Consortium for Advancing the Monitoring of Ecosystem Sustainability in the Americas (CAMESA), the symposium will focus on the integration of information and knowledge and will ask many questions about how to collect, analyze, communicate, and use data at multiple scales.

Co-Chairs’ Closing Remarks

In his closing remarks, Joel Holtrop thanked workshop participants for the high quality of dialogue and said that it set a good example for the regional workshops.  He asked participants to think about how to move the Roundtable forward using both bottom-up and top-down approaches.  Jerry Rose seconded Joel’s appreciation for the constructive feedback everyone had provided and asked everyone present, especially the new participants, to provide feedback on the kinds of discussions and presentations they would like to see at Roundtable meetings.
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REVISED DRAFT AGENDA

ROUNDTABLE ON SUSTAINABLE FORESTS

Denver Marriott Tech Center | Denver, Colorado

April 23, 2003

8:30 a.m.
Welcome, Opening Remarks, and Round Robin Introductions – Roundtable Co-Chairs, Joel Holtrop, USDA Forest Service, and Gerald Rose, National Association of State Foresters (NASF)

8:50 a.m.
Agenda Review – Tim Mealey, Meridian Institute

9:00 a.m.
Report on the Results of Workshop on Community Indicators – Wendy Sanders and other workshop participants

10:00 a.m.
Break

10:15 a.m.
Presentation and discussion of how the framework for sustainable forest management provided by the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators (C&I) relate to the USDA Forest Service’s:

· Strategic planning process under the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) – Elizabeth Estill, Deputy Chief for Programs, Legislation and Communication; 

· The Local Unit Criteria and Indicator (LUCID) Project – Pam Wright, Inventory and Monitoring Institute; and

· The land and resource management planning process – Melany Lamb, NEPA Coordinator

12:00 p.m.
Lunch

12:45 p.m.
Presentation and discussion of how the NASF has used the Montreal Criteria and Indicators (C&I) as a framework for sustainable forest management in the development of its “Principles and Guide to a Well Managed Forest” – Tom Wardle, Assistant State Forester, Colorado State Forest Service, and Gerald Rose, NASF

1:15 p.m.
Status Report on the Preliminary Assessment of the Proposals for Action for the Third Session of the United Nation’s Forum on Forests (UNFF-3) – Stephanie Kavanaugh, Pinchot Institute

1:45 p.m.
Highlight on Roundtable Participating Organization: The Sustainable Forestry Partnership (SFP) – Laurie Schoonhoven

2:15  p.m.
Status Report on White House Council on Environmental Quality Effort to Develop National Environmental Indicators, Ted Heintz, White House Council on Environmental Quality

2:30 p.m.
Status Report and Discussion of Next Phase and Next Steps in the Roundtable Process, and Sharing of Related Activities by Attendees

3:20 p.m.
Closing Comments – Roundtable Co-Chairs

3:30 p.m.
Adjourn

Roundtable Work Group Meetings

Wednesday, April 23, 2003

4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.
Technical Work Group (TWG) and Communication and Outreach Work Groups (COWG) meet in separate sessions

Thursday, April 24, 2003

8:00 a.m. – 10:00 a.m.
Continue Separate Meetings of TWG and COWG

10:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.
Break

10:30 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.
Joint Session of the TWG and COWG

12:30 p.m.
Adjourn
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Presentations

Note:  Links to the presentations listed below will be provided when the Roundtable’s web site is re-designed.  If you would like an electronic copy, please contact Shawn Walker (shawnwalker@merid.org).

Elizabeth Estill, USDA Forest Service

Pamela Wright, USDA Forest Service

Melany Lamb, USDA Forest Service

Stephanie Kavanaugh, Pinchot Institute for Conservation

Laurie Schoonhoven, Sustainable Forestry Partnership

Other Links

	Title
	Link

	Auburn University
	http://www.forestry.auburn.edu/

	CICI Meeting
	http://www.iisd.ca/download/pdf/sd/sdvol80num1.pdf

	Colorado State Forestry Service
	http://www.colostate.edu/Depts/CSFS/

	Community Indicators Workshop (Summary)
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Communities Committee of the 7th American Forest Congress
	http://www.communitiescommittee.org/

	Council on Environmental Quality
	http://www.whitehouse.gov/ceq/

	Great Lakes Forest Alliance
	http://www.lsfa.org/

	Inventory and Monitoring Institute (USDA Forest Service)
	http://www.fs.fed.us/institute/

	
	

	Land Unit Criteria and Indicators Development (LUCID) Project (USDA Forest Service)
	http://www.fs.fed.us/institute/lucid/

	MAR Meeting
	http://www.iisd.ca/linkages/sd/sdvit/sdvol83num1.html

	Monitoring Science and Technology Symposium
	

	National Association of State Foresters
	http://www.stateforesters.org/

	National Commission on Science for Sustainable Forestry
	http://cnie.org/NCSE/NCSSF/

	National Report on Sustainable Forests


	http://www2.srs.fs.fed.us/2003/2003.htm

	Oregon State University
	http://www.cof.orst.edu/

	Penn State University
	http://www.sfr.cas.psu.edu/

	Pinchot Institute
	http://www.pinchot.org/

	(Pinchot Institute) Crosswalk
	http://www.pinchot.org/pic/crosswalks.html

	(Pinchot Institute) Draft Report Comment
	http://www.pinchot.org/pic/ip_projects.htm

	Presentation – Elizabeth Estill (USDA Forest Service)
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Presentation – Stephanie Kavanaugh (Pinchot Institute)
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Presentation – Melany Lamb (USDA Forest Service)
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Presentation – Laurie Schoonhoven (Sustainable Forestry Partnership)
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Presentation – Pam Wright (USDA Forest Service)
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Principles and Guide to a Well-Managed Forest
	http://www.stateforesters.org/positions/P&G2003.htm

	Programs, Legislation and Communications (USDA Forest Service)
	http://www.fs.fed.us/pages/program-legislation.shtml

	RSF Concept Paper
	http://www.sustainableforests.net/ 

AWAITING RSF WEBSITE REVISION

	Santiago Declaration
	http://www.mpci.org/rep-pub/1995/santiago_e.html

	Southern Forest Resource Assessment
	http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/sustain/

	The State of the Nation’s Ecosystems
	http://www.heinzctr.org/ecosystems/report.html

	Sustainable Forestry Partnership
	http://sfp.cas.psu.edu/

	Sustainable Rangelands Roundtable
	http://sustainablerangelands.cnr.colostate.edu/

	United Nations Forum on Forests
	http://www.un.org/esa/forests/

	USDA Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension Service
	http://www.reeusda.gov/

	U.S. Country Profile
	http://www.citnet.org/files/USA-WSSDCountryProfileReport.pdf

	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Environmental Indicator Initiative
	http://www.epa.gov/indicate/ 

	White River National Forest
	http://www.fs.fed.us/r2/whiteriver/


� Mr. Rose’s comments refer to the 1995 � HYPERLINK "http://www.mpci.org/rep-pub/1995/santiago_e.html" ��Santiago Declaration� of the Montreal Process, which is the formal articulation of the C&I from the Montreal Process.


� NEPA refers to the National Environmental Policy Act.
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