[image: image1.jpg]


Sustainable Forest Management

in Indian Country:

Historical Roots and Modern Challenges
Tuesday, December 9, 2003

Mt. Hood Room | Holiday Inn Downtown | Portland, Oregon
Sponsored by USDA Forest Service, State and Private Forestry, in cooperation with the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests

Meeting Summary

The workshop Sustainable Forest Management in Indian Country: Historical Roots and Modern Challenges was held on December 9, 2003, at the Holiday Inn Downtown in Portland, Oregon.  The workshop was convened to stimulate an exchange of ideas and perspectives on the meaning and historical roots of sustainable forest management in Indian Country and to discuss the current challenges faced by the managers of forests on Indian lands.  Workshop participants also engaged in a discussion of the use of criteria and indicators (C&I) as a tool to understand sustainable forest management and learned about the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests (hereafter referred to as the Roundtable) and the upcoming publication of the National Report on Sustainable Forests.  Attachment A is a workshop agenda, and Attachment B is a participant list.  All presentations made at the workshop are available at the Meeting and Workshop Summary portion of the Roundtable’s website, www.sustainableforests.net.  The workshop coordinators would like to thank the Intertribal Timber Council (ITC) for their invitation to convene this workshop in conjunction with their annual Board and Committee meetings.

Welcome and Opening Remarks

Scott Bell of the Forest Service’s office in Ogden, Utah, welcomed everyone to the workshop and thanked ITC for making the day available.  He reviewed the workshop’s objectives and provided some context for those participants who were new to the Roundtable process.  He explained that the Roundtable is an ongoing national dialogue on the sustainable management of the U.S.’s public and private forests.  Since it began in 1998, the Roundtable has worked almost exclusively at the national level, providing feedback to the Forest Service’s implementation of the Montreal Criteria and Indicators for the Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests (hereafter referred to as the Montreal C&I).  The Montreal C&I are a set of 7 criteria and 67 indicators that were developed through an international process and serve as a framework for better understanding forest trends and conditions at the national level.  The Forest Service will publish the results of this implementation in early 2004 as the National Report on Sustainable Forests.  He noted that an editorial draft of the report was available on the Forest Service’s website (www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain).
Mr. Bell explained the desire of many Roundtable participants to initiate more regionally focused dialogues that would, among other things, lead to a better collective understanding of the relevancy and utility of the Montreal C&I to people working at both national and sub-national scales.  In response, the Forest Service’s State and Private Forestry organization launched a series of regional workshops, each guided by a balanced committee of regional forest stakeholders.  Mr. Bell said that a workshop focusing on Western forests will take place in Phoenix, Arizona, in February, and he recognized the members of that workshop’s steering committee who were in attendance.  There would be March workshop focused on the Upper Mississippi River Basin in La Crosse, Wisconsin, in late March, and there had already been a workshop on the sustainability of southern forests in Charleston, South Carolina, in November.
  Mr. Bell explained that the current workshop had emerged as a possibility during the planning of the Phoenix event and had been expanded to include Tribal forest managers from the entire country.

Mr. Bell turned the floor over to Edwin Lewis, Forest Manager with the Yakama Agency BIA Branch of Forestry, who echoed Mr. Bell’s welcome and thanked his colleagues in the Native American forestry community for their interest in the workshop.  He recognized his colleagues from the Western workshop’s steering committee and shared his hope that today would be a day of learning for everyone.  At the conclusion of his remarks, Mr. Lewis recognized Sarah Walen of the Meridian Institute, who would serve as the workshop facilitator.

Ms. Walen led the group in a round of introductions and reviewed the workshop agenda.  She explained that after setting the stage with a discussion of traditional knowledge and the challenges involved in blending it with Western science, the group would hear four case studies from tribal forest managers.  In the afternoon, the group would hear more about work being done at the national level by the Forest Service and the Roundtable.  At the end of her agenda review, Ms. Walen introduced the day’s first speaker, Frank Lake from Oregon State University.

The Intersection of Traditional Ecological Knowledge with Western Science for Sustainable Forest Management

Mr. Lake began his presentation by sharing his professional background and his upbringing in the traditional beliefs and customs of the Yurok and Karuk peoples of Northern California.  He told the group that in addition to having worked as a fisheries biologist for the Forest Service in southwestern Oregon and for the Hoopa Tribal Fisheries Department in northwestern California, his current research involves fire ecology and cultural management of riparian areas in the Klamath-Siskiyou bioregion.

Mr. Lake began his presentation by defining traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) as:

“a cumulative body of knowledge, practice, and belief, evolving by adaptive processes and handed down through generations by cultural transmission, about the relationship of living beings (including humans) with one another and with the environment…is both cumulative and dynamic, building on experience and adapting to changes” 

He said that TEK is the basis of cultural environmental management practices (CEMP), which influence local conditions across many habitats and often mimic natural processes to increase biodiversity locally and/or regionally.  He emphasized that the refinement of TEK and CEMP over time can lead to the maintenance or enhancement of ecosystem productivity.  Hand in hand with this refinement is an ethic to understand and take responsibility for “the place I live and the community I belong to.”  Because they develop through intergenerational accumulation of experience and knowledge, TEK and CEMP encompass the range of natural variation.  Mr. Lake also said that as TEK and CEMP are refined over generations there develops an expansive ecological literacy, which involves learning to read and understand ecological processes and to explain natural phenomena.

The ability to identify and explain causal relationships is where traditional knowledge and Western scientific knowledge meet.  However, Western ecological theory does not recognize humans as part of nature, despite the fact that it is based largely on observations from human-influenced environments.  In TEK, the role humans play in shaping “natural” patterns and traditional knowledge is an integral component.  Western scientists could probably learn something from a worldview that includes, not excludes, humans as a part of nature.

Mr. Lake then asked the question of whether there might be differences between the tribal and Western definitions of sustainable forest management and whether we might learn from those differences.  He said that tribes, because they rely on the land for many other values besides timber, might define forest sustainability in terms of maintaining a sense of place, which is important to maintaining identity as a people.  Mr. Lake concluded his presentation with a discussion his own work in using Western science to validate traditional knowledge and bring it to the fore in forest management discussions.

Mr. Lake’s presentation initiated several comments and questions from workshop participants, including:

· TEK is accumulated over many generations, whereas Western science requires proof and demonstration, often in the form of publications, to be considered robust.

· Many people are interested in TEK of fire.

· Many tribes resist attempts to map places of cultural significance and to divulge the names of culturally important plants.  This historically rooted mistrust presents a significant challenge for bridging TEK and Western science.

· The abuse of aboriginal knowledge is a global issue.

· It is difficult to think about how we might bring these two competing worldviews together in a way that allows us all to prosper.  Have any tribes thought of joint management arrangements?

In response to these comments and questions, Mr. Lake explained that many lands formerly owned by Native Americans are now part of the national forest system, which is poorly positioned to address the commercial harvest of non-timber forest products.  Commercial harvesters can and have destroyed resources whose locations are made public through forest planning and inventory processes.  Limiting access to information about culturally important resources are located might be a step in the right direction.  In some places, small spot burns that are part of the Native American management regime have been prosecuted as arson.  In general, there are many issues concerning access and use that need to be respected and developed.  Toward this goal, federal agencies should make sure that as an organization they keep their word when personnel change and there should also be stronger commitments to supporting agreements with local tribes.

Case Study:  Overview of Mescalero Apache Forestry

Thora Pedilla, Program Manager with the Mescalero Apache Tribe’s Division of Resource Management and Protection, presented the first of four case studies on tribal forest management.  Ms. Pedilla began her presentation by orienting the group to the south-central New Mexico location of the Mescalero Apache reservation.  She described the landscape as highly variable due to altitudinal and extreme seasonal fluctuations.  Ms. Pedilla explained further that being confined to a reservation is a huge disconnect for the traditionally hunter-gatherer Mescalero Apache people.  As Indian agencies tried to find economic means for reservation communities, forest management presented an opportunity, and the Mescalero “have taken to it quite well.”  She provided many examples of how the Mescalero have successfully managed their land and their forest products business, including the fact that they own and operate the last remaining sawmills in New Mexico.

With regard to cultural resources, Ms. Pedilla said that not all of the medicinal plants known to the Mescalero are found in the range of habitats occurring on their reservation.  She used the example of gathering mescal (also known as agave), a plant that was the traditional mainstay of the hunter-gatherer Mescalero Apache.  The tribe has informal agreements with local landowners, including the White Sands Missile Range and Fort Bliss, to harvest the plants.  She said that the Department of Defense allows far more freedom to Indian harvesters than does the Forest Service.  She said that tribal elders have been offended by how the Forest Service questions the tribe’s traditional knowledge and understanding of mescal harvesting.  She expressed her desire to see more efforts to reconnect with culturally important places that are not on the reservation, in the hope of providing more place-based context to tribal stories and traditions.

Ms. Pedilla’s presentation also discussed changes in vegetation over the last 100 years, how the tribe is approaching hazardous fuel management as a means of employment on the reservation, and how the tribe uses prescribed burns in their management plans.  With regard to prescribed burns, Ms. Pedilla said the BIA tends to be much more cautious in its approach to prescribed burns, which as resulted in some disagreements.  She explained that before setting a fire, tribal crews pray, bless the crew, and bless the equipment, all of which focuses the crews on the task at hand.  “Things don’t happen when you put yourself in the right frame of mind,” she said.  Ms. Pedilla ended her case study with an explanation of ceremonial uses of fire and its association with protection, hunting, and restoration of the people.  She said that Forest Trust is developing a program to work with the Mescalero and White Mountain Apache tribes to document their cultural uses of fire.

In making the connection between traditional knowledge and Western science, Ms. Pedilla explained that tribal elders possess a great deal of knowledge about how to use many of the plants that grow on the reservation, but they do not necessarily know how to manage for them.  When the elders caution against the use of fire in places where useful plants grow, Western science shows that fire would actually help to maintain the plants’ populations.  The Mescalero are working with a local university to establish test plots that could demonstrate the value of fire for such purposes.

In response to the questions asked after her presentation, Ms. Pedilla said that the increase in pinyon-juniper cover on the reservation has had consequences for water supply.  Her agency is working with woodland owners to manage their land in ways that increase water supply, including selected thinning in spring recharge areas, monitoring flow changes, and trying to tackle the issues on a larger scale in general.  Finally, she gave several examples of how the tribe is responding to the challenges presented by white elm and other invasive species, especially in wetland areas.

Case Study: Cultural Plants of the Cherokee

Tommy Cabe, environmental planner with the Eastern Band of Cherokee, presented a case study on how his tribe is managing for plants of cultural importance on their reservation in western North Carolina.  In his presentation, he discussed the impacts of non-traditional uses and population growth on plant populations as well as current efforts to preserve tribal knowledge.  He began with the example of the ramp, an edible wild leek.  Every year western North Carolina hosts a huge Ramp Festival, and the demand from the festival puts tremendous pressure on wild ramp populations.  As the region’s population grows and as tourism becomes more of a regional development objective, events based on local resources will become a real threat to the sustainability of wild places and wild plant populations.

Mr. Cabe said that the loss of traditional knowledge among a large portion of the Cherokee presented another challenge.  Stepping back, Mr. Cabe explained that the Eastern Cherokee traditionally existed in a series of river bottom settlements where plants used for food and medicine were most abundant.  Harvesting was highly ceremonial, an important part of which was cleansing the plants in the local river, the eastern origins of which represents renewal.  Many Cherokee do not know these traditions and do not know how to harvest culturally important plants in ways that sustain their populations.

In response to these various challenges, the tribe has organized a committee of elders from whom they hope to document traditional knowledge regarding the ramp and other culturally important plants.  The tribe is also working with biologists from the Natural Resources Conservation Service and the National Park Service to organize workshops on sustainable harvesting techniques that incorporate traditional knowledge and practice, including prayer.  The tribe is also conducting surveys to understand how many tribal members are actually practicing traditional collection methods and the need for plants as a source of income.  In an attempt to understand how cultural knowledge can be made more accessible to tribal members of all ages, Mr. Cabe’s office is working with tribal elders to bring forth knowledge of the role and function of tribal youth.

Regarding the intersection of traditional knowledge and Western science, Mr. Cabe says that the tribe has found it useful to incorporate soil indices to understand the site needs of cultural plants.  They are also researching the scientific names of culturally important plants in order to be able to purchase seeds and restore plant communities.  In his closing remarks, Mr. Cabe made the connection between diet-related health challenges facing the tribe with the need to do educate tribal members about more nutritious traditional foods.  Mr. Cabe ended his case study with a series of pictures of culturally important plants, explaining where each grows and how it is used.

Comments on Mr. Cabe’s presentation included the following:

· It would be useful to explore the question of what proportion of the plants harvested are used by tribal members for personal use versus commercial use.

· Many generations of European Americans have lived in the same area and also have a traditional lore about many of the plants you presented.  Appalachian culture preservation organizations that focus on such groups may be a useful resource.

Case Study: Sustainable Forest Management on the Yakama Reservation

Edwin Lewis, Forestry Manager for the Yakama Agency BIA Division of Forestry, made a presentation on sustainable forest management on the Yakama Reservation in southwestern Washington, focusing on the Yakama strategy to control spruce budworm outbreaks.  The Yakama reservation contains 1.4 million acres of land, of which nearly 650,000 acres are forest.  Mr. Lewis set the stage for his presentation by posing three questions: what is sustainable forestry, what is forest health, and what are the characteristics of a healthy forest?

Mr. Lewis said that in his view, a healthy forest is in a condition where insects, diseases, fire, and weather events do not threaten forest management objectives now and in the future.  A healthy forest maintains a diversity of plants and animals, aesthetic appeal, resource sustainability, and resilience to disturbance.  On the Yakama reservation, undesirable changes in forest health have come from fire exclusion, poorly managed livestock grazing, and selective timber harvest, resulting in increased stand densities and reduced tree vigor.  He displayed graphs that showed changes in the proportions of different forest types on the reservation over the last 40 years.  Today, extensive areas of the Yakama forest are dominated by Douglas-fir and grand fir, both of which are attractive to spruce budworm.
Mr. Lewis then provided an overview of how the Yakama have attempted to deal with severe budworm infestations.  He said that in the early days of the outbreak there was considerable outcry from tribal members who were concerned about severe defoliation.  The Tribal Council eventually approved a response plan that consisted of a variety of silvicultural and pesticide treatments.  Eventually it became apparent that habitat manipulation was most effective means of control.  Efforts focused on thinning the forest, and Yakama forestry officials were prepared to handle anticipated public concern over such drastic changes.  He showed pictures of the dramatic changes in the Yakama forest after the plan was implemented.  He said that when such drastic measures have to be taken, forestry professionals must be prepared to communicate with the public to make them understand that forest management actions are in the interest of protecting the long-term health of the tribe’s forest.

The discussion of Mr. Lewis’s case study included the following questions:

· How big of a problem are hazardous fuels that result from widespread mortality?  How are you dealing with that issue?

· Are there connections with traditional knowledge?

· How do you cooperate with adjacent landowners?

Mr. Lewis responded that hazardous fuels are an issue, given the significant pre-commercial volume in the Yakama forest.  Those small, pre-commercial trees are a trust resource that must be managed.  Regarding traditional knowledge, Mr. Lewis said that Yakama forestry officials listen to many different groups.  Women who go into the forest to gather food and medicine make important observations as the move from the valleys to the uplands.  Some tribal members advocate a more traditional lifestyle over “nuts and bolts” management to achieve tribal resource management goals.  They have an important perspective as well.  Finally, Mr. Lewis said that large timber companies with lands adjacent to the Yakama forest were supportive of the Yakama’s aggressive response to the budworm.  That support helped move the effort forward.  He said that the Yakama work regularly with the Forest Service and state agencies and consultant with adjacent non-industrial landowners to discuss non-timber management goals.

Case Study: Confederated Salish and Kootenai

Jim Durglo, Program Manager with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes’ (CSKT) Tribal Forestry organization, presented a case study that highlighted several aspects of the CSKT’s Forest Management Plan.  In his opening remarks, Mr. Durglo said that the plan attempts to incorporate ecosystem functions into forest planning and that fire is a key strategy for achieving the desired forest structure.  The plan also has a strong flavor of cultural use, acknowledges people as part of the ecosystem, and uses pre-contact conditions as a reference for management goals.  He also explained that an important aspect of forest management on the CSKT reservation is a self-governance compact, authorized in 1975, that gives the CSKT, through their tribal council, authorization to govern at the local level.  The compact therefore eliminates the tension that many tribes experience with the decision-making authority of BIA.  He noted, however, that BIA is still involved, but to a lesser degree.

Mr. Durglo provided historical background on the reservation, know as the Flathead Reservation, which covers more than 1.3 million acres in northwestern Montana, and is home to three tribes, Kootenai, Salish, and Pend d’Orielle.  It contains the National Bison Range and is a mix of tribal trust lands, fee lands (tribal and non-tribal), state, and federal lands.  Approximately 61% of the forested land on the reservation is in tribal trust, over half of which is actively managed.  The others are under more restricted management or are set aside for wilderness and primitive areas.

The Flathead Reservation Forest Plan was adopted in 2000.  Mr. Durglo said that unlike previous forest management plans, which were concerned with short-term commodity production, the current plan is largely driven by long-term structural goals.  It is in effect until 2030 and includes stipulations for ongoing monitoring and critical review every 10 years by an interdisciplinary team.  The plan can be re-written or amended to reflect a major shift in management philosophy by the Tribal Council, a large change in acreage allocation, or a catastrophic event such as a very large wildfire.

The plan’s basic premise is that “to manage for diverse and sustainable forests, we must maintain and restore the processes, structures, and functions under which our forests evolved.”  As such, management strategies attempt to mimic natural processes of disturbance.  Mr. Durglo explained that in the northern Rockies, fire is the most important determinant of forest structure and that tribes have been using fire to manage forests in the area for thousands of years.  Forest management decisions are based on a four step process that models pre-contact conditions, assesses current conditions, determines what conditions are sustainable and desirable, and develops a strategy to achieve those conditions.  The plan is designed to provide conditions within and across landscapes that mimic natural processes.
Addressing natural variability is a key aspect of the plan.  Managers can construct the natural reference variability through various means, including consultation with elders and dendrochronology.  However, reference variability includes many extremes with which managers do not want to cope.  Therefore, the forest is managed for a range of variability within the reference range, and this more restricted range is called the recommended management variability.  As fire regime is the key natural disturbance, forest managers have done a great deal to characterize the different fire regimes that occurred in the reservation forests before fire suppression.  Reservation forest managers design timber removal strategies that mimic natural disturbance regimes and implement these strategies at a frequency and scale comparable to natural disturbances.  This approach is being used to manage several undesirable post-contact changes in forest cover, density, species composition, and structure that forest managers have identified.  Human needs, sensitive species, watershed protection, and wildlife management goals, are some of the other factors that influence management decisions.

Returning to cultural links, Mr. Durglo said that Tribal Elders are the link to the past.  They provide the wisdom and vision needed to manage as tribal people, and they constantly remind the tribes of their identity and origins.  He said that his agency is working closely with elders through a project intended to translate the terms and concepts identified in the forest plan from English to both the Salish and Kootenai languages.

During the question and answer period following his case study, Mr. Durglo clarified that while the plan covers trust lands, the reservation does include fee lands, mostly in valley bottoms and agricultural areas.  Some are forested and are managed by those owners in a manner consistent with what the CSKT are trying to achieve on their land.  He also said that in primitive and wilderness areas, “let burn” is the general policy, although there is attention to the wildland-urban interface and other factors that might result in loss of life.  Otherwise, those areas are not actively managed by the forest plan.  Regarding the National Bison Range, the CSKT are working with the federal government to develop a funding agreement and define the extent of tribal involvement.

Case Study Discussion and Reflection

Mr. Durglo’s presentation was followed by an open discussion of questions, comments, and reflections on common themes, challenges, and approaches that surfaced in the four case studies.  The following list documents some of the ideas shared in that discussion.

· On our reservations, I would like to see more engagement between forest management folks and cultural resource people.  We need more “combining” than the dominant scientific culture has allowed us to do.

· There is a lot to learn from what seems to be a more values-based, quality of life, and place-based sense of connectivity in the way tribes manage their forests.

· In the Forest Service, our management plans often focus too much on the ecological aspects of the forest.  These case studies show that we may need to consider social and cultural components more comprehensively.

· Implementation and evaluation monitoring are still big challenges for tribes.  Resources for on-going monitoring programs are often not there.

· Even though the C&I may be a good tool for monitoring, there were developed with a particular cultural lens.  How well can they address the sense of a community toward its future and how a sense of quality of life springs from the land base?

· One of the dangers with community indicators is thinking that you need a one-size-fits all cookbook approach.  There is a very real tendency in Western science to develop a cookbook of universals.  The right indicators depend on what is culturally significant and the values in community.  If hospitals are important, then that’s an indicator.

· For many Indian peoples, water is sacred.  Water tells you about what is happening upstream.  If you observe and learn to interpret what you see, you can in effect monitor how water resources respond to better range and forest management.

· Tribal people tend to see informal monitoring akin to oral history.  We’re trying to use oral history to justify the problems we’ve identified and what we’ve done to address them.  However, when you use oral history to justify resource management decisions, you open yourself up to criticism and a lot of trust issues.

· Some tribes have to manage for things they really don’t care about.  For example, tribal forest management activities involving federal funding or carried out by BIA are required to abide by the Endangered Species Act.  Sometimes tribes have to devote resources to preserving and monitoring things that are not culturally important or run contrary to their values (e.g. spotted owls may be associated with witchcraft, and bull trout can compete with more culturally desirable salmon).

· We need to face the reality that tribal members are abusing tribal resources.  There are tensions between those who are more subsistence oriented and those who are more market minded.  Many members who live off of the reservation were not raised surrounded by traditional practices.  We need to think about how we can address this issue.

· Our political structures are now based on Eurocentric parliamentary models.  We’ve lost a lot of what we knew about governing ourselves.

· Tribes need help with monitoring the social impacts of forest management decisions.  We describe our projects in terms of person hours of employment, income derived from timber harvest, and mill utilization.  We talk to our board about shifts, hours, and wages going into the community, but what impact is all of that really having?  Merchants and post office employees say that they see a difference.  Teachers see that kids do better in school when their parents are employed.  How do you measure and track that word of mouth information over time?

· Much of the baseline data on these social effects is collected by county, which masks the diversity of conditions on reservations.  Information by zip code would be more useful.

· As we have brought more stable employment to tribal members by having them work outdoors, on the land, how can we track the connection to community health?

· A potential measure of a culturally healthy native community might be native language retention.  How often is it spoken and by whom?  What portion of the community participates in cultural events?

· We have seen that when the money comes in easily, people can get lazy.  People in positions to keep traditions going have to be creative.

· Socioeconomic indicators are a good idea, but we’ve had such a huge change in lifestyle.  People who speak the language don’t know the land.  People who know the land don’t know the language.  Christianity has had a huge influence, and many of us have housing shortages.  Where do we start to tie these issues back to a culturally healthy community?

· When we talk about monitoring, we have to remember that it is a tool that keeps the machine running.  We want the tool to be just good enough to get the job done, but we don’t want the tool to become the machine itself.

Report on World Summit on Sustainable Development Partnerships

Adela Backiel, Director of Sustainable Development for the USDA, informed the group that numerous partnerships had emerged from the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD).  In addition to the ongoing community indicators work in which the Great Lakes Forest Alliance continues to play a lead role, Ms. Backiel shared a short list of partnerships that might be of interest to workshop participants.

White Water to Blue Water:  This partnership takes a holistic view of water management issues from mountaintops (white water) to oceans (blue water).  The partnership focuses on the Caribbean basin as a model for exploring integrated watershed management and land-based solutions to improve the health of coasts and oceans.  The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the State Department are coordinating the U.S. role.  USDA is playing a key role as well.  The first meeting of the partnerships stakeholders began on November 2, 2003 and ended on Monday, November 10, 2003.  Contact the State Department’s Office of Oceans Affairs at 202-647-3879 for more information on that meeting, or visit http://www.publicaffairs.noaa.gov/worldsummit/blueandwhitewaterdocument.html to learn more about the partnership.

Land Care Australia:  Land Care Australia is a community-driven initiative to address important local sustainability issues while also enhancing community cohesion.  Many organizations in the U.S. are looking at Land Care as a model for enhanced community involvement in our country.  Visit Land Care’s official site, http://www.landcareaustralia.com.au/, to learn more.

forest indicators as a framework for understanding sustainable forest management

Ruth McWilliams, National Sustainable Development Coordinator for the Forest Service’s State and Private Forestry organization, made a presentation on the use of indicators as a framework for understanding sustainable forest management.  She began by saying that the concept of sustainability integrates environmental, economic, and social concerns, links short- and long-term decisions and actions, and connects actions within and across levels or scales of activity.  As a moral concept, sustainability helps shape our individual and collective will and vision.  As an objective, it helps us develop individual and societal goals.  Finally, sustainability is a means to help us accomplish real work in our forests and in our communities.  At the same time, whether we are improving conditions, whether we are moving to a more sustainable future, and how we document this movement are questions with elusive answers.

Ms. McWilliams said that C&I are a tool that can help us to address those questions.  She defined criteria as “categories of capacities or processes that are essential to sustainable forest management.”  Indicators, which fall within the criteria, provide a means for measuring or describing various aspects of the criteria.  Ms. McWilliams illustrated criteria by briefly describing the seven criteria in the Montreal Process C&I.  She said that at the international level, the Montreal C&I had been agreed to as a starting point for understanding sustainable forest management.  They were developed to provide a practical framework and to facilitate a common language among forest managers.  She emphasized that the Montreal C&I, like all indicator projects, are a work in progress.  They are continuously tested through the implementation process and are refined by lessons learned during that process.

Ms. McWilliams provided several examples of efforts underway to use either the Montreal C&I or other indicator sets to understand the concept of sustainability at national, state, and local scales.  In these efforts, a C&I framework is being used for multiple purposes, including conceptualizing sustainability, visioning and planning, monitoring and assessment, and communicating and informing.  She then went on to explain in more detail how C&I are being used for each of these functions.

In closing, Ms. McWilliams stressed that a C&I framework helps us to address several tensions that come into play when we attempt to align the broad, integrating concept of sustainability with the daily work of forest management and planning.  These tensions include:

· The tension between sustainability’s focus on integrating economic, environmental, and social concerns and the challenges faced in addressing just one of those elements alone;

· The tension between being credible and thorough and needing to be practical and realistic with limited time and resources;

· The tension between utilizing a scientific tools and trying to use the findings to develop policy instruments; and

· The tension between the daily need to measure progress against site-specific management objectives and, thinking more broadly, the desire to create change.
Finally, Ms. McWilliams said that in her opinion, the C&I approach is helping us to broaden and deepen our collective commitment to sustainability.  She said that the C&I approach helps us to make progress toward sustainability because “what matters gets measured” and “what gets measured gets done.”

Before she took questions, Ms. McWilliams asked three workshop participants to provide some insight into how their organizations use a C&I framework to address their forest management challenges.  Diane Snyder, Executive Director of Wallowa Resources in northeastern Oregon, described her organizations work in community development, sustainability, and conservation.  Ms. Snyder said that she has worked with indicators at many levels, as a member of both the Communities Committee of the Seventh American Forest Congress and the Oregon Board of Forestry and in her daily work with Wallowa Resources.  She said that it is important when thinking about indicators to remember the uniqueness of each community and to connect forest values back to community values.  At the same time, it is also important to make connections to people working at the national level, so that they can begin to understand the rich stories that take place in our communities and appreciate what is happening on the ground.  Finally, she said that many people are challenged by the values orientation of sustainability, but that this orientation is good, as it provides an opportunity to talk about how to maintain culture, heritage, and tradition.

After Ms. Snyder’s comments, Kevin Birch with the State of Oregon Department of Forestry described his agency’s work with C&I.  He said that after the spotted owl controversies of the 1990s, the state legislature wanted to know if the forestry department could really say whether conditions in Oregon’s forests were improving or deteriorating.  The concept of sustainability shows us that the answer is rarely that simple, but how to communicate such a “fuzzy” concept to policy makers and the public is a challenge.  Mr. Birch said that his agency as found the Montreal C&I to be a useful means of “getting their arms around” the concept.  They provide common language among stakeholders with very different values and a holistic approach that allows his agency to look across the landscape.  Also, the Montreal C&I were developed with the input of many groups, so they remove any criticism of bias that his agency might face.  He reported that his agency is using the Montreal C&I in planning, monitoring, and evaluation and that they have provided some high level goals from which his agency is developing more specific objectives.

Finally, Robin Morgan of the Forest Service’s State and Private Forestry Northeastern Area reported on their commitment, in conjunction with the Northeastern Association of State Foresters, to use the Montreal C&I as a blueprint for moving forward with forest management objectives across the region.  She said that the Forest Service looked at what information was available for each of the 67 indicators and reported this information back to the state foresters.  Eventually, they settled on a “Top 12” list that the states could use as a starting point, and that list has eventually grown to 18 indicators that cover all seven of the criteria.  She also said that this body of work has helped make a link to a formal commitment among six of the area’s state foresters to develop a partnership in the Upper Mississippi River Basin.  The partnership, among other things, will serve as an experiment to test the 18 indicators at a much more specific scale.  Her office, in conjunction with the Great Lakes Forest Alliance, is coordinating a multi-stakeholder workshop to begin this conversation and develop and action plan for the partnership.  The workshop will be held March 23-24 in La Crosse, Wisconsin.

At the end of these comments, Ms. McWilliams opened the floor for questions.  One participant wanted to know how, in the policy context, the data were eventually going to be used.  Ms. McWilliams said that the implementation process has already demonstrated a need for federal agencies to work more closely on eliminating redundant and incomplete data collection efforts and to standardize and streamline the data collection process.  The Forest Service is examining how the Montreal C&I can be used in strategic planning and at the operations level.  She also clarified that the Montreal C&I are neither a regulatory tool nor a certification system.  One participant raised concerns that this could appear to be another example of where general societal values will be imposed upon tribes, limiting their ability to use their land to support their people and their culture.  Ms. McWilliams acknowledged the experiences behind this concern and clarified that none of these things were the intent behind the adoption and implementation of the Montreal C&I.  Indeed, she said, the Forest Service would like more tribal involvement and feedback on how that perception could be avoided and how the Montreal C&I could be refined to be more inclusive of tribal needs and values.  Other comments included the following:

· This system really chops things up.  How can you call something a special forest product when it is a part of my life?

· I see this as a way to integrate and connect all of the different parts.  It can help equalize competing values.

· From an indigenous perspective, we look at the old ways as our reference point for where we want to go.

· The Montreal C&I act as a basis for making decisions about what have now versus what we want to accomplish.  At a specific site, we might need to add more indicators, or we might just as easily find that some of the indicators are not appropriate.

· Industry sees the Montreal C&I as a mechanism to inform dialogue and as being more relative to the federal government’s need to standardize and achieve more efficiency in data collection.

The National Report on Sustainable Forests: A Potential Tool for Tribal Forest Managers

Following her presentation on C&I as a framework for understanding sustainable forest management, Ms. McWilliams made a second presentation on the National Report on Sustainable Forests.  She began her presentation by providing some of the historical context for the process behind the report’s development at both the international and domestic levels.  She explained that the report emerged from a commitment among 13 nations to use the Montreal C&I to report on the state of their forests by 2003.  At the domestic level, a group of forest stakeholders had written a letter of endorsement to the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) in 1998.  The Roundtable on Sustainable Forests was formed to support this process through dialogue and feedback.  Ms. McWilliams continued with an overview of the structure of the report and a timeline for its completion.

Ms. McWilliams also shared a brief list of some of the findings from the reporting process, including:

· For about 100 years there has been “no net loss” of forest in aggregate.
· Net growth exceeds removals by 47%.

· Wood fiber is used more efficiently.

· Private land supplies the majority of timber harvested.

· Frequency distribution of tree sizes has shifted toward larger trees.

· Most forest area has low soil erosion potential.
· Increasing recreation demand intersects with decreasing area available for free use.
· Per capita consumption of wood/paper has increased.

· Mortality has increased but is still below 0.75 percent).

· Past decade has seen more frequent above-average fire seasons.

· Fragmentation is real, but its consequences are hard to interpret.

Ms. McWilliams noted, however, that the Montreal C&I to not capture the entire spectrum of driving forces that affect our nation’s forests.  For example, import/export balances and population growth are not addressed.  There are also indicators for which data, data gathering protocols, or reference values do not exist.  Also, the report tends to focus on means, not variation.  Fortunately, there are some cases where the data are sufficient to make distinctions by region or type of ownership.  Despite these shortcomings, the reporting process has already demonstrated its value for engaging stakeholders in dialogue, developing a common language within and among agencies and stakeholder groups, and establishing a baseline for measuring future progress.

Ms. McWilliams also shared several challenges the Forest Service has already identified for ongoing efforts to evaluate the sustainability of the nation’s forests.  For example:

· Database and analysis methods are needed that enable analyses to more across scales from local to national so that both national trends and local/regional hotspots are fully displayed.

· More current information for all 67 indicators and a values based dialogue about the whole set of indicators are needed to make a definitive statement about our forests.

· More systems thinking is required to understand the linkages among the environmental, economic, and social aspects of forests.

· Understanding the linkages among complex ownership patterns, regulatory frameworks at different scales of governance, private property rights, and public land management policies will be critical to understanding sustainability.

· There needs to be a way to share the outcomes and learnings from the many sustainable forest initiatives underway at the regional, state, and local levels to accelerate innovation.

· The lack of regular, periodic monitoring programs for all indicators has hindered preparation of the report, and it will hinder public dialogue about sustainability in coming years.

Ms. McWilliams said that important next steps would include reviewing and revising the Montreal C&I to improve future reports, improving national, regional, state, and local level information, and fostering sustainable forest management on the ground.  Finally, she noted that the dialogue that has characterized the national report process and that will continue after it is published is a critical element of the process.  She said that discerning meaning from the national report depends on where you are geographically, who you are culturally, and what you are professionally.

At the conclusion of her presentation, Ms. McWilliams invited questions.  One participant asked where the Forest Service got the data to evaluate all 67 indicators.  Ms. McWilliams said that over 200 data sets from multiple federal agencies and non-governmental organizations that specialize in collecting and reporting certain types of data were used.  Other participants mentioned that talk of a transition to sustainability and analysis of hot spots necessitates someone or some agency making a decision that will be imposed upon others.  Someone else questioned the accuracy and precision of the data that went into the report.  He wondered if there were ways to validate it.  He noted that as technology and understanding improve, examining accuracy and precision would become increasingly important.  Another person added that if the federal government needs to understand that if it wants more participation from tribes, it would have to make a financial commitment to that participation.

Another participant said that he could not see how the goals developed by the international community could be expected to be the same as the goals of unique, individual tribes.  In his opinion, tribes are still struggling with their ability to be sovereign people and nations and to manage their resources appropriately.  As was mentioned earlier, sharing information and history has been used against tribes, which will probably lead to reluctance to participate.  The limited budget of BIA offices to assist is another factor.  They do not have the capacity to act as a research organization, although they do in many cases have good forest inventory data.  Finally, Native Americans assess forest trends and conditions in a much less formal ways, such as ceremonies that observe signs.  How can this type of information be incorporated?  Someone responded that the depth of local knowledge in Native American communities, especially the integrative nature of that knowledge, is not yet acknowledged by Western science, as it is often highly site specific.  In other words, it does not easily lend itself to a theory-based way of looking at the world.  Ms. McWilliams acknowledged these comments and the concern with preserving site-specific cultural values and practices.  However, she said, when problems such as invasive species and fragmentation begin to cross boundaries, people need some tool that facilitates their working together.  Our history shows that acting alone does not solve these types of problems.

Closing Remarks

Nolan Colegrove, ITC’s Executive Director, thanked the participants and the presenters for their time and energy.  He hoped everyone appreciated the breadth of unique ideals, objectives, and land management philosophies that were shared.  He appreciated the federal government’s outreach to the tribes on the C&I and expressed his hope that such consultations would continue into the future.  He also called for closer consultations with individual tribes that might be affected by future developments in federal forest policy.  He said that an important next step in the dialogue would be to have more tribal perspective represented at future Roundtable meetings and for the tribal members at those events to share what they have learned within their own organizations.  Many others in the room echoed Mr. Colegrove’s appreciation for the workshop.

Edwin Lewis recognized the western workshop planning team and Meridian for their work in making the workshop possible.  He felt that some progress had been made.

Scott Bell thanked everyone for a rich discussion and for the many valuable thoughts and ideas that were shared over the course of the day.  He learned that tribes have been sustainable foresters for generations, integrating cultural needs and traditions into forest management.  He also appreciated the frank discussion of monitoring and the reasons underlying the reluctance to share information about the location and condition of cultural resources.  Finally, he encouraged everyone to stay connected to the Roundtable through the Roundtable email list, by participating in working groups, and by becoming involved in the regional workshops.  Finally, he expressed his hope that the tribal representatives at the workshop were able to see some value in the concept of C&I and the value of continued participation in these types of dialogues.
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� More about each of these workshops is available in the “What’s New” section of the Roundtable’s website, www.sustainableforests.net.


� Berkes 1999:8 in Sacred Ecology.


� Mr. Lake recommended the book Forgotten Fires and the most recent issue of the journal Ecological Restoration, which focuses on tribal practices, biodiversity, and habitat quality.


� According to the most recent Forest Service estimate, the final version of the National Report will be available in March 2004.
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