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Southern Forests Sustainability Workshop

Meeting Summary

Charleston, SC    November 18-19, 2003

The Southern Forests Sustainability Workshop was held November 18-19, 2003 at the Mills House Hotel in Charleston, South Carolina.  It was coordinated by the USDA Forest Service’s Southern Forest Research Station, which organized a 16-member Steering Committee (Attachment A) of diverse forest stakeholders from across the South to provide feedback and guidance on the workshop’s purpose and agenda.  The Steering Committee played an essential role in the workshop’s planning phase and will continue to play a role in discerning key themes and next steps.  Organizations represented on the steering committee are:

· Auburn University Center for Sustainable Forests

· Forestland Group

· Forest Landowners Association

· Home Depot

· Land of Sky Regional Council

· National Association of Professional Forestry Schools and Colleges

· National Wild Turkey Federation

· North Carolina State University Department of Forestry

· Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Foundation

· Southern Environmental Law Center

· Southern Federation of Cooperatives

· Southern Forest Research Partnership

· Southern Regional Extension Forestry

· U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region

· USDA Forest Service Southern Research Station

· Weyerhaeuser

The purpose of the Southern Forest Sustainability Workshop was to begin a dialogue on the sustainability of the South’s forest resources.  This dialogue, in turn, would foster among forest stakeholders an enhanced degree of understanding of the opportunities and challenges associated with the goal of sustainable forests and would also serve as a first step in the long-term goal of fostering a sustainable forests ethic in the South.  The organizers also wanted the workshop to serve as a forum where stakeholders could share their ideas about potential measures of forest sustainability, how different measures might be needed to evaluate forest sustainability at different spatial scales, and the role of decision makers in formulating policies and programs that affect the sustainability of Southern forests.  The Southern Forest Resource Assessment (SFRA), the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators (C&I), and the National Report on Sustainable Forests all served as important inputs to the discussion.

The workshop was held under the auspices of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests, an ongoing national dialogue on the sustainable management of the U.S.’s public and private forests that began in 1998.  For some time, many Roundtable participants have expressed the desire to initiate more regionally focused dialogues on sustainable forest management that might bring the Roundtable’s culture of shared dialogue and responsibility for sustainable forest management to a new set of forest management stakeholders.  The Roundtable also hopes to advance the discussion of the use of C&I as a framework for understanding the concept of sustainable forest management.  The Roundtable has been involved in the implementation of the Montreal C&I, a set of 7 criteria and 67 indicators that are intended to understand trends and conditions in both public and private forests at the national level.

Made possible by the USDA Forest Service’s State and Private Forestry organization, this suite of workshops includes a February 2004 event in Phoenix, Arizona, that will explore sustainable forest issues in the West and a March 2004 workshop in Lacrosse, Wisconsin, that will catalyze a multi-stakeholder discussion of sustainable forest management in the Upper Mississippi River Basin.
  A special workshop focusing on sustainable forest management in Indian Country (December 9, 2003, Portland, Oregon) was part of this series as well.

Updates on planning for these workshops and more information about the work of the national Roundtable is available at the national Roundtable’s website, http://www.sustainableforests.net.

Following this summary are several attachments that the reader will find useful.  They are:

3Attachment A.  Steering Committee Members


3Attachment C.  Workshop Agenda


3Attachment D.  Guiding Questions for Breakout Sessions


3Attachment E.  Small Group Discussion – Biodiversity


3Attachment F.  Small Group Discussion – Forest Health


3Attachment G.  Small Group Discussion – Soil and Water Resources


3Attachment H.  Small Group Discussion – Legal and Institutional Framework


3Attachment I.  Plenary Discussion – Forests and the Global Carbon Cycle


3Attachment J.  Plenary Discussion – Socio-economic Benefits


3Attachment K.  Plenary Discussion – Forest Productivity


3Attachment L.  Speakers' Biographies


3Attachment M.  Participant List


3Attachment N.  List of Internet Addresses for Organizations and Resources




Welcome and Opening Remarks

Dr. Peter Roussopoulos, Station Director for the Forest Service’s Southern Research Station, welcomed everyone to the workshop.  He emphasized that sustainability is about meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs, and he thanked the Steering Committee for their considerable investment of time and energy that made the workshop possible.  He also thanked the national Roundtable for the discussions that have lead to the regional workshops and noted that the Research Station’s SFRA and the Roundtable’s work on the National Report were borne from the same confluence of events, namely the U.S.’s agreement to implement the Montreal C&I.

Regarding the Montreal C&I, he told the audience that with the imminent publication of the National Report, the first evaluation of the U.S.’s forests using the C&I, the national Roundtable is exploring how the information in the National Report can be useful at the regional and sub-regional level and is soliciting feedback on the utility of the information that flows from the Montreal C&I from people who work with policy and land management at the sub-national level.  The set of three regional workshops was intended to kick start this process.

Dr. Roussopoulos expressed his hope that the Southern workshop could begin to create a process for fostering an ethic of sustainable forest management in the South and that as the dialogue continued, there could be additional participation from state foresters and the managers of the South’s many national forests.  He expressed his opinion that the South and the increasing demands made on its forest resources would serve as a highly visible laboratory where the issue of forest sustainability would come to a head.  He urged participants to become familiar with the National Report and its findings and to consider how the Montreal C&I might be refined to be more useful for the South.

After Dr. Roussopoulos’s comments, Nancy Walters of the Southern Research Station, who served as lead facilitator for the workshop, reviewed the materials in the workshop packet and the workshop agenda (Attachment B), emphasizing the small group discussions that would examine various aspects of forest sustainability.  She reviewed the questions that would guide each breakout session (Attachment C).  She encouraged everyone to complete a questionnaire for each session if they had additional, detailed thoughts to contribute to the workshop record.  Finally, Ms. Walters encouraged everyone to engage in an open, free thinking discussion about what indicators make sense in the South and not to feel bound by the elements of the Montreal C&I framework.

Ms. Walters introduced Steering Committee member Graeme Lockaby, Co-Director of Auburn University’s Center for Forest Sustainability, who would serve as moderator for the remainder of the morning plenary.  Dr. Lockaby took the podium and echoed Dr. Roussopoulos’s thanks to everyone, including the participants, who had made the workshop a reality.

Keynote Address

Dr. Lockaby introduced the morning’s keynote speaker, Gerald Rose, Forest Sustainability Representative, National Association of State Foresters, and Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests.  Mr. Rose began his presentation with the premise that all three elements of forest sustainability, environment, economic, and community, “must be healthy over time if there is to be sustainability” (emphasis his).  He told participants that the issue of forest sustainability had come a long way since forestry schools started teaching the concept of sustainable yield forestry and was emerging in many modern forms, such as the Montreal C&I and the various certification systems.  He noted that coincidentally, the first meeting to discuss U.S. implementation of the Montreal C&I took place in the Mills House hotel in 1999.

Mr. Rose went on to describe sustainability as a pathway, not a fixed point.  Due to the difficulties and uncertainties inherent in managing to a fixed point, such as hurricanes, drought, and other vagaries of nature, he said that we should begin to think of sustainability as a set of alternative, acceptable outcomes that occur with in a range set by natural variability and other forms of social and scientific change that we cannot predict or control.  This last point is important — the sustainability pathway has bounds.  These bounds are the alternative mixes of environmental, material, and social values that include different levels of different types of protection at different places on the ground.

Consistent with the notion that sustainability is a set of alternative outcomes within set bounds is the idea that sustainability is a social construct and, more importantly, a social choice.  Therefore, we, as a society, must repeatedly evaluate, communicate, and work together to understand the long-term opportunities and consequences of the day-to-day choices we make.  He urged participants to think of stakeholders not only as the professionals we see at conferences and workshops like this one, but as anyone affected by forest management choices.

Mr. Rose ended his talk by highlighting several important changes that would affect the choices we make as we travel the pathway toward sustainability.  He mentioned that the timber market is moving toward a larger proportion of the supply coming from developing countries.  At the same time, there are several opportunities to improve native forest communities, like long leaf pine forests.  Finally, he noted that for the South, population growth, largely from immigration to the region, combined with forest fragmentation is and would continue to be a pressing form of change.

Questions

At the end of his talk, Mr. Rose took questions and comments from workshop participants.  One participant asked him to discuss the tension between trying, on the landscape scale, to get what society wants from some forests while protecting others.  How can society accept the idea that one forest is a sort of “corn field” that we’re going to manage and harvest, and another forest is more protected?  Can people accept the idea that we won’t have the same management regime on every acre?  Mr. Rose said that these sorts of issues demonstrate the need to get a wider range of people involved in the dialogue.  In these dialogues, we need to get people talking, not responding to extreme information.  He agreed that people do need to understand the importance of extracting material goods from forests.  When the forest products industry moves to the southern hemisphere, it’s too late to fix things.

Another person asked Mr. Rose to elaborate on his idea that sustainability is not a long-term target.  Mr. Rose clarified that sustainability is long-term, but that it is a moving target.  If we put a point out in the future and call it sustainability, we have to recognize that it is defined by a certain set of values and attributes.  Such a conceptual approach does not account for natural catastrophes and other forms of variability that will affect the definition.

Regarding, Mr. Rose’s comment on the opportunity to restore habitat, one participant wanted to note that while we can plant trees such as long leaf pine, that does not mean that we are restoring the long leaf pine community.  Mr. Rose agreed and thanked the participant for this important point.

Overview of the National Report on Sustainable Forests
Dr. Lockaby thanked Mr. Rose for challenging traditional ideas about defining sustainability and introduced Joel Holtrop, the Forest Service’s Deputy Chief for State and Private Forestry and Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests.  Mr. Holtrop began be thanking the Southern Research Station and the Steering Committee for organizing the workshop.  He reiterated that this and the other regional workshops are an important step in taking the sustainable forest dialogue from a national scale to a regional scale.  Moreover, the regional workshops are an important step in the Forest Service’s commitment to broaden and deepen the commitment to sustainable forest management at the personal, organizational, and societal levels.  He said that the “buzz phrases” that many have heard, such as “sustainable development is a pathway” and “better data lead to better dialogue, which leads to better decisions” express the spirit of that commitment.  He emphasized that this workshop is an opportunity for each organization and person present to help broaden and deepen that commitment.

Mr. Holtrop said that the National Report on Sustainable Forests is one of many mileposts, such as the Brundtland Commission Report (1987), the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (1992), and the World Summit on Sustainable Development (2003), in our collective journey to sustainability.  Reiterating Mr. Rose’s point that sustainability is not about the destination, but about the learning and adaptive processes that characterize the journey, he said that the National Report is the culmination of many years of work and commitment by many stakeholders.  Because of its links to the Montreal Process, it is also an important contribution that our country is making to the international sustainability dialogue.

Regarding the international dimensions of the National Report, Mr. Holtrop told the participants of how, at the recent World Forestry Congress, all of the Montreal Process countries agreed to use the Montreal C&I framework to discuss how they are talking about forests and how they are managing them.  He said that it was a powerful experience to hear such different countries, which contain 90% of the world’s temperate and boreal forests, use the same language to discuss their particular challenges.  

At the end of the day, Mr. Holtrop said, we should all ask how the information in the National Report can help us all to do a better job of what we need to do for the full range of issues facing our nation’s forests and grasslands.  We are all dealing with complex issues such as diverse ownership patterns and diverse societal values that require the input of many stakeholders in an informed and ongoing national dialogue.  To help us understand these issues, the report is our current understanding of where we are nationally on each indicator at the present time.  Where time series were available to evaluate against a particular indicator, we do have trend information.  The report also identifies where data gaps exist and provides recommendations for next steps.

Mr. Holtrop noted that the report does not include an overall interpretation of the bottom line or the triple bottom line, depending on how you think about sustainability.  He said that the stakeholders who contributed so much to the report process felt that a definitive interpretation of this type was premature for many reasons.  He noted that no single entity has the mandate and wherewithal to make that determination and, more importantly, discerning meaning from the wide range of information in the report depends on where, who (politically), and what (professionally and organizationally) you are.  He said that we cannot make conclusions because we need a better handle on thresholds and that a quality interpretation depends on the completeness of the information.  Also, each indicator has an “on the one had, on the other hand” quality that makes interpretation challenging.

Mr. Holtrop continued his talk with some important highlights from the National Report.  He said the assessment shows that for about 100 years, our nation has experienced no net loss of forests, although there were important losses before that.  He said that increased demand for forest recreation is intersecting with less land available for recreation.  He also noted that private land has become less accessible over time, while population growth has steadily increased demand.  The National Report shows that at the national level, 88% of all forest dependent species occur within their historical range (recorded at the state level).  However, there is still much to learn about the other 12% of species, about changes in abundance, and about changes below the state level.  The National Report also shows that changes in ownership patterns and ecological fragmentation are very real but hard to interpret.  Half of all points within a forest are within 100m of an edge; about 1% of forest points are within a patch of at least 1,500 acres in size, while 50% are within a patch at least 5 acres in size.  Another finding was that some forest systems are out of balance ecologically, as exemplified by catastrophic fires and insect outbreaks outside of the natural range of variation.  In addition, net growth currently exceeds removals by 47%.  That margin is decreasing in the East and increasing in the West.  Another East-West contrast that the report documents is that there are more timberland in the East, as well as more privately held land in the East.  The report also shows that while per capita consumption of wood is increasing, 1 cubic foot of wood goes much farther than it used to in terms of providing merchantable products.

At the conclusion of his talk, Mr. Holtrop expressed his hope that everyone can understand and appreciate the complexity and utility of the information in the National Report.  He said that the Forest Service will use the report to inform its efforts in the future.  He also said that while some elements of the National Report indicate a trajectory toward sustainability, others do not.  Thus, we need to reinforce the positive aspects and shore up and improve the negative.  Finally, he said that the National Report will serve as a basis for a higher quality dialogue through higher quality data.

Questions

Mr. Holtrop answered participants’ questions when he finished his talk.  One participant asked if there were cases where the Roundtable focused on collecting data where none were available before.  Mr. Holtrop responded that the national Roundtable did not collect data but are currently working on new ways of describing and talking about complex issues, such as fragmentation.  It is also working on approaches to collect data in areas where the report shows our data are lacking.  The issue of non-timber forest products is one example of where we need to do more work.

Another person wanted to know more about how the Roundtable and the Forest Service were communicating the information in the report.  Mr. Holtrop explained that an editorial draft of the report was available on the web and that a final version would be available in early 2004.  He also said that the regional workshops were an important step in the communication process.  Several follow up comments from participants urged the Roundtable and the Forest Service to get the report and the information it contains into the hands of people working on the ground as well as people in Washington, DC.  Someone asked Mr. Holtrop to speak a bit more on what type of contribution, in terms of leadership and progress, the U.S. is making at the international level, particularly in the Montreal Process.  Mr. Holtrop said that the U.S. had played an important leadership role in terms of reporting and that Canada has played the lead role in facilitating the process.

Introduction to the South
Dave Wear, Project Leader for the Forest Service’s Southern Research Station, gave a presentation on the Southern Forest Resource Assessment (SFRA).  He said that the SFRA project had two objectives: to provide an overview of trends, conditions, and possible futures for southern forests, and to provide a foundation of credible information upon which to build further dialogue.  This was a daunting challenge, he said, given that the South has more ecological sub-regions than any comparably sized region of the U.S.  He also told workshop participants that the SFRA process engaged over 2,000 people in workshop and consultations and that over 200 reviewers were involved.  Mr. Wear noted that the SFRA addresses 30 of the Montreal C&I’s 67 indicators, and his presentation grouped SFRA findings by criterion.

Biodiversity.  Regarding biodiversity, Mr. Wear reported that there had been essentially no net loss of forests since the 1950s, but that there had been a great deal of land use shift as agricultural areas reforested and forests regenerated on other sites.  That said, the South continues to experience the legacy of timber exploitation after the Civil War, which continues to have more impact on the current state of the South’s forest ecosystems than have activities in the last 70 years.  Other highlights from the biodiversity portion of the SFRA include:

· Many rare forest communities now exist almost exclusively on private lands and are a primary focus of concern.

· Forest types have changed.  Most notably, natural pine forests have decreased while pine plantations have increased, and this trend is forecast to continue in the future.

· Few areas of the South support what would be considered interior forest, and the greatest loss of interior forest has been experienced in rapidly growing urban areas.

· Over half of all amphibian species are considered threatened, imperiled, or critically imperiled, and the same is true for nearly 40% of reptile species.  Almost 30% of mammal species and 25% of bird species are facing similar pressure.

Questions remain about whether there is sufficient information to track forest types of conservation concern and to conduct landscape-level analyses of species vulnerability.  Understanding endemics, the effects of ecosystem function on biodiversity, and genetic diversity are also needs that were revealed in the SFRA.

Soil and Water Resources.  Regarding soil and water resources, Mr. Wear presented a map that showed concentrated water quality problems in the Lower Mississippi, along the border of the Carolinas, and in several parts of Florida.  More generally, the map showed that water quality concerns are correlated with high population.  A map of national aquatic species of concern (fish and mussels) showed that the river basins of most concern are concentrated in the South.  Mr. Wear reported the SFRA’s findings that the highest quality water flows from forested landscapes and that best management practices, when properly implemented, can protect soil and water quality.  The effects of increasing water demand from a growing population and the landscape level linkages between land cover and water quality are issues that require further research.

Productive Capacity.  On the subject of productive capacity, Mr. Wear said that timber production in the South has increased steadily since the 1970s.  The region’s hardwood inventory has increased steadily since the 1950s, and softwood inventories have remained steady since the 1980s.  Mr. Wear said that overall, the South has gone from operating on a premise of timber scarcity to a premise of market order.  Generally, landowners have shown that they respond to economic signals in ways that will continue the trend of investment in the forest base.  How shifts in ownership patters might affect the productivity of southern forests will be an important issue to track in the future.

Ecosystem Health and Viability.  Mr. Wear then summarized the SFRA’s findings on forest ecosystem health and viability.  He said that several non-native pests and diseases, such as the hemlock woody adelgid and dogwood anthracnose, were issue of major concern in the South.  The intensified management of pine has increased host availability and contiguity for the southern pine beetle and fusiform rust.  He also noted that since the 1950s, softwood mortality has doubled (to around 1%), while hardwood mortality has fluctuated from about 0.5 to 0.8 percent during the same period.  Understanding the systems-level effect of multiple assaults to forest health, exploring the potential role of fire in forest management, and getting better data to define the natural range of variability are important tasks for the future.

Carbon Cycles.  On the subject of carbon cycles, Mr. Wear said that intensified management of Southern forests could play an important role in carbon sequestration.  An important part of understanding the relationship of the South’s forests to global carbon cycles is the willingness of landowners to reforest.  He showed a map of favorable responses to tree planting subsidies among the region’s private landowners that was most pronounced in a band extending from coastal and piedmont North Carolina to southern Mississippi and the Arkansas-Texas border.  

Socio-economic Benefits.  Mr. Wear began his discussion of multiple socio-economic benefits with a slide that showed how the South’s population will double from approximately 40 million in 1970 to 80 million by 2020.  Although urban uses occupy a small share of land in the South, about 12 million acres of southern forests are expected to be converted to urban use by 2020.  He noted that this loss would be offset by reversion of agricultural lands, and that there would be an important change in the spatial distribution of forests.  In many rural areas, access to recreational opportunities is decreasing, while demand is increasing.  He also noted a shift in the South from a utilitarian view of forests to a more biocentric view.  A big question for the future will be how the South’s changing demographics influence demands on forest resources.  The growth of the wildland-urban interface will pose several new challenges as well.

Legal and Institutional Framework.  Finally, Mr. Wear discussed the legal and institutional framework for forest conservation and sustainable management.  He said that non-industrial private landowners, who own 69% of the South’s 200 million forest acres, are one of the most important institutions to consider when talking about forest sustainability.  The forest industry, which owns 20% of the forests, plays a significant role as well.  Mr. Wear said that a variety of taxes, including property taxes, inheritance taxes, and income taxes play an important role in creating incentives for landowners to invest in forests, to liquidate their forest assets, or to parcelize their holdings.  He also said that while forest-related subsidies do influence landowner behavior, forest subsidy programs are quite small and do not have a big impact at the regional level.  Agricultural subsidies, however, do play an important role in determining the condition and use of land in the South.  Mr. Wear said that direct regulation of forest practices is limited in the South, and most jurisdictions take a voluntary BMP approach.  Another important development is the increasing frequency of local ordinances that respond to losses of green space.  The number of such ordinances doubled between 1992 and 2000, largely in urbanizing areas.  On the economic side, new price information systems have probably helped to stabilize acreage-to-inventory ratios as well as help forest landowners do better long-term risk mitigation and investment planning.  In the future, questions of how the various elements of the South’s diverse institutional framework can work together to avoid problems and address a more fragmented landscape will come to the fore.

In conclusion, Mr. Wear said that the Montreal C&I help us understand the types and breadth of data we need to make evaluations concerning sustainability.  Identifying the best scale of analysis is a big challenge, as aggregate analyses can mask important dynamics.  Also, the story that the SFRA tells about he South and its forests argues for ongoing dialogue among forest stakeholders. 

Indicator Identification Processes

After Mr. Wear’s presentation, Connie Carpenter, Sustainable Forests Coordinator for the Forest Service’s Northeastern Area, presented her group’s work on the use of forest indicators.  She began by saying that sustainability presents a tremendous challenge, as it forces us to look beyond immediate needs and consider long-term forest health goals and the needs of future generations.  Criteria and indicators, she said, are an important tool for helping us address this challenge.  She defined a criterion as a goal or category that reflects broad public opinion or scientific principles.  Indicators measure an aspect of the criterion and should be thought of as a qualitative or quantitative variable used to detect change.  She then provided some historical background for the development of the Montreal C&I, presented the seven criteria in that system, and gave a brief overview of efforts on the national level that will culminate in the release of the National Report on Sustainable Forests.

Ms. Carpenter then moved into a discussion of her own work with C&I in the Northeastern Area, which includes the 20 states from Maine to Minnesota to Missouri and the District of Columbia.  Ms. Carpenter said that the Northeastern Area uses a C&I framework to assess forest condition and policy effectiveness, support comprehensive strategic forest resource planning, manage complex issues, and structure inventory and monitoring activities.  In all of these regards, the C&I approach encourages holistic problem solving and conveys critical and complex information in a relatively simple manner.  It also provides a touchstone to the principles of sustainability and can be useful for thinking about issues at different scales.  She said that the C&I approach is being implemented by a partnership with the Northeastern Association of State Foresters.  This partnership will develop forest health and sustainability reports based on the C&I, develop regional and state level indicators, use C&I in strategic planning, and create a clearinghouse for sustainability information.

Ms. Carpenter reported that the first forest health and sustainability report was published in July 2003.  It covers both private and public lands, can be used as an important reference document by a wide spectrum of stakeholders, and will hopefully raise the general awareness of forest trends and conditions in the Northeast.  The report will be updated every 5 years, complimentary to the national C&I reporting.  Her group is also developing a web-based information system to facilitate access to and dissemination of information.

The next topic Ms. Carpenter addressed was the development of base indicators for the entire Northeastern Area and state-level indicators to promote linkages among across multiple scales, foster communication, and reveal cumulative effects of past and present forest management decisions.  A C&I working group conducted a comprehensive evaluation of the available data to settle on a set of area-wide indicators that, among other things, could measure phenomena over time, were useful to multiple audiences, and met standards of reliability and feasibility to which the group had agreed.  The current set includes 18 indicators that span the entire range of criteria in the Montreal C&I.  See her presentation for a list of those indicators.  The Northeastern Area and the state foresters agreed to collect and report on this base set, and they have agreed that the base set can be supplemented with additional information and indicators if necessary.  A report on these indicators and the information sources available to evaluate them is available at the Northeastern Area’s website (see Attachment M).

In the area of strategic forest planning, Ms. Carpenter said that sustainability has been a cornerstone of the Northeastern Area’s  planning efforts for many years and that the sustainability reports support individual and joints strategic planning by the Northeastern Area and the state forestry agencies.  On the subject of a sustainability clearinghouse, Ms. Carpenter said that the partnership has already reached several important milestones with the publication of the reports she mentioned earlier and the development of a database of 60 state, regional, and national efforts involving forest indicators.

Ms. Carpenter concluded her presentation with an overview of two other C&I efforts, the Forest Service’s Local Unit Criteria and Indicators Development (LUCID) project, which looks a C&I at the level of the individual management unit, and the State of Oregon Department of Forestry’s ongoing efforts to incorporate sustainability into forest management.  Please refer to her presentation for more detailed information on these efforts.  Websites for LUCID and Oregon Department of Forestry are provided in Attachment M.

During the question and comment period following her presentation, Ms. Carpenter clarified that funding for her office’s involvement comes from the Cooperative Forestry Act, which seeks to improve organizational effectiveness and efficiency.  However, the effort is largely driven by the state forestry agencies, which also contribute the time of state forest resource planners.  A participant asked about the connection between her work and the active certification work of some of the states in her area.  Ms. Carpenter said that the state foresters were planning a meeting to discuss that very question.  She noted that a key difference between certification and C&I is that C&I don’t themselves set performance benchmarks, whereas certification systems are specifically designed as performance benchmarks.

Small Group Discussions

After Ms. Carpenter’s presentation, participants moved to a series of three small group discussions on biodiversity, forest health, and soil and water resource, which correspond to Montreal Criteria 1, 3, and 4, respectively.  Consolidated notes from the three afternoon discussions are located in Attachment D (biodiversity), E (forest health), and F (soil and water resources).

Wednesday, November 19

Charles Van Sickle welcomed everyone to the second day of the workshop and thanked everyone for his or her contributions on the previous day.  He reviewed the day’s agenda and introduced the first of the morning’s speakers, Dr. Jeff Stringer, Extension Professor and Hardwood Silviculture Extension Specialist with the University of Kentucky School of Forestry.

Comparison of Forest Certification Systems

Dr. Stringer began his presentation with a brief history of forest certification.  He said that certification systems are not new.  For decades, we have come to rely on certification systems for things such as meat, movies, and consumer electronics.  Forest certification emerged from concern about deforestation and other issues surrounding the tropical woods imported into Europe.  Forest activists organized a boycott of tropical timber products in the late 1980s and demanded a system that could assure consumers that the wood and wood products they purchased were from reliable sources.  Unfortunately, the boycott approach backfired and actually expanded the black market in tropical timber.  Since those early days, forests activists’ strategies have increasingly moved from courtrooms to boardrooms, and today we see such large companies as Home Depot and Anderson Windows making public commitments to buy and sell certified wood products.

Dr. Stringer compared and contrasted the major forest certification systems operating in the South: American Tree Farm System, Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), the Forest Service’s Forest Stewardship Program, the National Forestry Association’s Green Tag, the International Standards Organization’s ISO14001, and the American Forest and Paper Association’s Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI).  A copy of his presentation is available at http://sref.info/courses/certification/.  Web pages for the various certification systems can be found at the “Background Information and Links” section of the national Roundtable’s website, http://sustainableforests.net/.
Dr. Stringer said that when comparing certification systems it is important to understand that certification standards reflect the culture of the sponsoring organization(s) and are often based on values as well as science.  They are all designed to achieve sustainability in the long run, although different definitions of sustainability lead to several important differences among the systems.  He noted that all certification systems include four basic components: principles and/or criteria for forest management, a structured management plan, plan approval by a professional, and periodic review.  However, they often vary on other characteristics, such as the scope of the principles/criteria, plan rigor or detail, the type of professional reviewer, rigor of the review/assessment process, and costs and benefits.  Dr. Stringer proceeded with  a detailed discussion of these differences, and he  presented a simulation of how a hypothetical 32-acre tract might look under either SFI or FSC certification requirements.

Dr. Stringer emphasized that a major source of controversy in forest certification systems is “legitimacy,” or who is in charge of approving and monitoring the certification plan.  In some systems, called first party systems, the forest landowner has these responsibilities.  In second party systems, the landowner’s customers or an outside trade association assesses the plan.  Finally, in third party systems, plan reviews and assessments are conducted by impartial professional certifiers.  Dr. Stringer noted that many systems are moving toward third party certification due to growing concerns about transparency and public trust in the marketplace.

Policies that Affect Sustainability: Taxes and Landowner Incentives 
Lark Hayes, Southern Environmental Law Center

Lark Hayes of the Southern Environmental Law Center began her presentation by asking how tax policy might contribute to forest sustainability.  She said that there is little question that tax laws are an important way to influence human behavior.  We see it every day in terms of marriage, divorce, charitable giving, and a host of other activities.  Because taxes can be such a powerful tool, there is every reason to explore how they might affect the behavior of forest landowners.

Ms. Hayes focused her presentation on how present use value (PUV) property tax laws might be a powerful incentive for “keeping forestland in forests,” maintaining timber sources that are critical to industry’s vitality in the region, and contributing to sound management of forests for timber and other values, such as habitat and water quality.  This tax would largely affect non-industrial forest landowners, who own approximately two thirds of the South’s forests.  She qualified that such a tax would not be a “silver bullet,” but that it could play an important role alongside other programs and tools.

Ms Hayes told the audience that if a landowner qualifies for PUV taxation, he or she could reduce taxes on their forest asset by 80-90%.  She said that in North Carolina alone, the state foregoes nearly $80 million because of PUV.  Ms. Hayes said that we need a second generation of PUV laws (the current ones are nearly 30 years old) that  better reflect the full range of forest values our society holds.  She cautioned that if PUV laws are not revamped, we might see a roll back or elimination in what is a potentially powerful forest conservation incentive.  When thinking about how the new generation of PUV taxes might be framed, there are three key issues:

1. How could PUV better target the right forest landowners, the ones that will actually keep land in forest in the long term if have the benefit of tax deductions?

2. How could PUV afford more equitable treatment of forest landowners, whether they manage for timber, wildlife, or a combination of forest resource values?

3. How we might better utilize this tax to promote sustainable forest management  on the ground?

Ms. Hayes said that in most southern states, PUV is not doing good job of targeting landowners who will keep land in forests.  It is too easy to enter and exit the program when development opportunities present themselves.  In North Carolina, the required enrollment period is only 3 years.  Thus, private landowners can enroll in PUV as soon as the market value of their land peaks, thereby avoiding taxes.  Many well-known developers have lands in PUVS, and lands in many industrial development parks are enrolled and receiving tax breaks.  Ms. Hayes said that we need to do more to help decision makers and state legislators understand that this is not good enough.  There should be a longer minimum enrollment period and higher consequences for exiting early.

Ms. Hayes also explained that the current PUV laws focus on landowners who manage for timber.  She called for fair treatment for landowners who manage for conservation purposes as well.  Such a reform would make PUV more consistent with changing attitudes of forest landowners and would acknowledge threats to wildlife and other ecological resources.

Lastly, Ms. Hayes asked participants to think about how we could require more of landowners as a condition of qualifying.  In North Carolina for example, the tax laws once required that lands be under a program of sound management.  Last year, after much effort and much opposition, advocates convinced state legislators that, at the very least, management plans had to be written.  Previously, landowners just “checked a box” on the state tax form to indicate that they had a management plan.  She said that if we care about sustainability, we will have to raise the bar even higher.  She asked participants to contrast certification debates concerning detailed forest management plans with what North Carolina is foregoing with checking a box.  In Tennessee, her research found that only 62% of enrollees had a written management plan, and of these, only 28% of enrollees claimed to be implementing their plan.  Requiring higher standards for management plans could have the benefit of improving employment opportunities for consulting foresters, wildlife biologists, and other resource professionals.

Robert Bonnie, Center for Conservation Incentives, Environmental Defense

Mr. Bonnie began his presentation with an overview of the history and objectives of the Center for Conservation Incentives.  On the role of incentives in the South, he said that since 89% of the South’s forests are in private lands (both non-industrial and industrial), sustainable forest management depends on managing the behaviors and decisions of private landowners.  He also said that sustainability would not come for free.  Private landowners are often asked, in the name of sustainability, to incur opportunity and management costs in order to enhance non-market public goods, such as biodiversity and water quality.  Thus, there is a need for programs that provide incentives to private landowners to manage their lands for sustainability values.

An example of effective incentives in the South, he said, is the use of incentives to conserve habitat for the endangered red cockaded woodpecker.  Originally, landowners feared saving old growth southern pine and otherwise managing their lands to avoid woodpecker colonization.  With the introduction of a safe harbor program, landowners received financial and technical assistance to manage their lands for woodpeckers and, by participating, received immunity from other Endangered Species challenges if woodpecker populations increased.  Safe harbors currently cover more than 500,000 acres that serve as habitat for between 25 – 30% of all red cockaded woodpeckers on private land.

Regarding current incentive programs, Mr. Bonnie said that the Forest Land Enhancement Program (FLEP) is quite new and that its implementation will vary by state.  These two factors make it hard to draw conclusions right now.  He noted, however, that its not yet clear that the program will make non-market benefits a priority.  By contrast, the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) has restored thousands of acres and now contains provisions to create greater incentives for longleaf pine restoration.  The Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP) provides millions of dollars to farmers and ranchers for conservation programs, and at risk species are one of the program’s four priorities.  In the South, he said, you cannot protect priority species without also protecting forests, so EQIP creates some incentive opportunities.  The ability of landowners to tap into the program will depend on their ability to work with the Forest Service and certification groups.  Helping them do so might be a fruitful area of work.

In conclusion, Mr. Bonnie said that perhaps the most important issue facing southern forests is how to keep forests in forests.  It will require significant resources to do so, and, as the SFRA demonstrates, there is an immediate need to do something substantial in this regard.

Questions

After Mr. Bonnie’s presentation, Ms. Walters opened the floor to questions and observations.  Some of the important points made included:

· In our forefathers’ days, land was wealth.  It made sense to tax forestland to fund schools, roads, and other public needs.  Today, things are different.  Wealth exists in stocks and other non-forest assets.  The logic behind our forest taxes needs to be rethought in light of these changes.  The rest of the economy needs to share some of the burden.

· We have to grapple with how to make incentive programs, including taxes, more effective for conservation purposes.  There are some series inconsistencies when you look at the total package.  For example, the entire FLEP budget for North Carolina is $800,000, but tax breaks total $80 million.

· Many landowners who manage for red-cockaded woodpecker do so because there are incentives.  Other incentives are needed to build additional bridges to the private landowner community.  They require funding to do things that they would not otherwise be able to do.

· Some programs still require a substantial landowner match, which could continue to impede the participation of many landowners.

Small Group Discussion

After Ms. Hayes and Mr. Bonnie completed their presentations, participants moved to a small discussion on the legal and institutional framework for forest conservation and sustainable development, which corresponds to Montreal Criteria 7.  See Attachment G for a summary of the breakout group discussions.

Discussion of Next Steps

Following the small group discussion , participants reconvened in plenary session to share their thoughts about next steps.  A thought shared by many participants was the need for a concrete, easily understood articulation of what sustainable forest management means in the South.  While it will mean different things to different people, it will be essential to have anexplanation that can be communicated to the general public and is explicit about scale.

Someone raised the question of whether the Montreal C&I approach is a valid approach for the South.  Another person answered that the C&I are a navigational tool, a dashboard of indicators that gage trends in conditions as well as different sustainable forest values.  They provide a common context for discussions about what sustainability means.  Someone else added that they saw value in developing a system that connects to national and international processes already underway.

Yet other participants raised the issue of long-term perspective.  They said that stakeholders ought to engage in additional dialogue that attempts to clarify how different groups view this activity, its value, and its long-term possibilities for the South.  Part of that discussion involves clarifying how the C&I approach relates back to some of the pressing forest sustainability issues in the region.  One persons suggested that there should be additional discussion around what forest values are important to the broad stakeholder community before committing to a process of indicator selection.  Once these forest values are better articulated and understood, it will be possible to discuss what indicators might best reflect thresholds and subsequently trigger action.  Also, there is a need to focus more time on how fire, recreation, and other issues of particular importance to the South can be captured in a way that is perhaps more thorough that in the Montreal C&I.

Others pointed out that a C&I approach for the South should not be viewed as a new and separate activity.  Rather, it should be seen as building upon the Southern Forest Resource Assessment and other data-rich tools to provide a better sense of continuity and context among the many programs, decisions, and discussions that take place every day.  An important goal of this effort should be to identify, to the degree possible, a unifying framework of indicators that transfers information among scales and connects back to Southerners’ forest values.  Having such a framework could provide a common language with which to talk about forest issues over a politically fragmented landscape.

Another important point raised by several participants at this discussion was a need for more thinking on the audience for  this effort.  Is it just land managers?  Is it the general public?  Whom are we trying to influence?  People who are guiding this process should invite additional discussions of who needs to be at the table and how to create targeted “marketing material” to reach out and attract participation from those groups.

In the last minutes of the Next Steps discussion, the facilitator asked participants what they would like to see as this process moves forward.  Someone offered that they would like to see a goal set for establishing benchmarks of success and suggested a goal of biennial reports on select issues of importance to the Southern forest community.  It would take some time to reach this goal, even if the number of issues selected for reporting was small, but some mechanism for regular reporting on priority issues with a consistent methodology would be of great benefit.

Another person suggested that it might be appropriate to consider a two-track approach for moving forward.  One track would focus on developing regional C&I and evaluating regional indicators.  People involved in this track would also be tasked with creating ties to existing data-intensive work like the Southern Forest Resource Assessment.  A second track would be more specific and attempt to better understand specific issues such as fragmentation, urbanization, and invasive species.  Alternatively, it could focus more on important sub-regions and their issues, thereby providing a conduit for communication among scales within the South.  A challenge for this second track would be defining the scope of the issues in a way that maximizes “addressability” without getting so narrow that itloses relevance.  Each track would need some sort of coordination and leadership.  Another person saw a need for a regional sustainability coordinator to manage the network of potential activities emerging from the discussion.
After the next steps discussion, participants remained in plenary to discuss forests and the global carbon cycle and forest productivity, which reflect Montreal Criteria 5 and 2, respectively.  A summary of the carbon cycle discussion can be found in Attachment H, and a summary of the forest productivity discussion can be found in Attachment J.

Attachment A.  Steering Committee Members

Academia and Research

· Dr. B. Graeme Lockaby, Professor and Co-Director, Auburn University Center for Sustainable Forests

· Dr. C. Tat Smith, Professor and Chair, Department of Forest Science, Texas A&M University, and Southern Region Chair, National Association of Professional Forestry Schools and Colleges

· Dr. Erin Sills, North Carolina State University Department of Forestry

· Larry Biles, Interim Director, Southern Forest Research Partnership

Private Landowners

· Harry Haney, President, Forest Landowners Association and Professor, Virginia Tech Department of Forestry

· Chris Zinkan, Managing Director, The Forestland Group

Minority Landowners

· Ralph Paige, Executive Director, Southern Federation of Cooperatives

Forest Products Industry

· Bob Emory, Environmental Manager, Southern Timberlands, Weyerhaeuser

· Ron Jarvis, Vice President, Merchandising, Home Depot

Community Planning and Development

· Jim Stokoe, Assistant Director, Land of Sky Regional Council

Regional Conservation

· Charles Van Sickle, President, Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Program

Recreation and Environment

· Lark Hayes, Senior Attorney, Southern Environmental Law Center

· James Earl Kennamer, Senior Vice President for Conservation Programs, National Wild Turkey Federation

State Governments

· Bill Hubbard, Southern Regional Extension Forester, Southern Regional Extension Forestry

Federal Government

· Mitch King, Deputy Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

· Dave Wear, USDA Forest Service Southern Research Station

The Steering Committee was facilitated by Susan Fox and Jennifer Crawford Hayes of the USDA Forest Service’s Southern Research Station.

Attachment B.  Workshop Agenda

November 17, 2003:
7:30-8:30 pm Registration
November 18, 2003:
7:30-8:00 am Registration

PLENARY SESSION

Session Moderator:  Graeme Lockaby, Professor, Auburn University School of Forest and Wildlife Sciences, and Co-Director of the Center for Forest Sustainability

Session Facilitator:  Nancy Walters, USFS Southern Research Station

8:00 am
Welcome  Peter J. Roussopoulos, Director, USFS Southern Research Station

8:15 am

Logistics  Nancy Walters, USFS Southern Research Station

8:30 am
Keynote Speaker  Gerald Rose, Forest Sustainability Representative, National Association of State Foresters, and Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests

9:00 am
Overview of the National Report on Sustainable Forests  Joel Holtrop, Deputy Chief, USFS State and Private Forestry and Co-Chair, Roundtable on Sustainable Forests

9:30 am

Break

10:15 am
Introduction to the South  Dave Wear, Project Leader, Economics of Forest Protection and Management Unit, USFS Southern Research Station

11:00 am
Indicator Identification Processes  Connie Carpenter, Sustainability Coordinator, USFS Northeastern Area State and Private Forestry
11:30 am

Review of Small Group Discussion Questions
11:45 am

Lunch

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS

1:00 pm

Biodiversity

2:00 pm

Forest Health

3:00 pm

Break

3:30 pm

Soil and Water Resources

4:30 pm

Small Group Discussion Summaries

5:00 pm

Conclude first day

November 19, 2003
PLENARY SESSION

Session Moderator:  Charles Van Sickle, President, Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Foundation.

Session Facilitator:  Nancy Walters, USFS Southern Research Station

8:00 am
A Comparison of Forest Certification Systems  Jeff Stringer, Forestry Extension Specialist, University of Kentucky

8:30 am
Policies that Affect Sustainability: Taxes and Landowner Incentives   Lark Hayes, Senior Attorney, Southern Environmental Law Center (taxes); Robert Bonnie, Managing Director, Center for Conservation Incentives, Environmental Defense (incentives)

9:00 am- Break

SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS
9:30 am

Legal and Institutional Frameworks for Forest Sustainability

PLENARY SESSION

10:30 am

Group Discussion on Next Steps
12:00 pm

Lunch
1:15 pm

Review and Summary of Next Steps Discussion
1:45 pm

Forests and the Global Carbon Cycle
2:30 pm

Break
2:45 pm

Socio-economic Benefits and Forest Productivity
3:30 pm

Summary and Conclusions
3:45 pm

Adjourn
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And to

North Carolina State University’s Office of Extension and Engagement for refreshments
Attachment C.  Guiding Questions for Breakout Sessions
Break Out Group Questionnaire

Please complete one questionnaire per criterion: biodiversity, productivity, forest health, soil and water, contribution to carbon cycle, socio-economic benefits, and legal/economic/institutional.

Affiliation (Please Circle)

Industry
NGO

Environmental

Government (Federal)

Government (State)

Academic

Community
Other________________

Region (Please Circle)

Mountains
Coastal

Plains

Piedmont
Other_________________

Please respond to the following questions

1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

4.  Who needs to be at the table to identify measures of this criterion?

Note that in the interest of thoroughly addressing questions 1-3, question 4 was not answered in every session.

Attachment D.  Small Group Discussion – Biodiversity
1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· All decision making levels and spatial scales are important.  Local, landscape, and regional scales all inter-link, so all must be considered.

· Decisions regarding biodiversity are made at all levels, and species diversity is not bound by county and state lines.

· Many of the legal decisions and guidelines that might be set at the international/national/regional/state levels will be implemented at a smaller scale.  Thus, local level involvement and buy-in by county planners, private landowners, and others operating at the local scale is critical.

· Participants felt that the landscape scale might be most useful for framing the issue because at this level many stakeholder groups can understand the issue.

· Decision making scales and biological scales are not going to overlap.  Thus, there needs to be cohesion and communication between all groups, especially adjacent landowners.

· The proper scale of observation is somewhat dependent on what you are looking (e.g., critical habitats, plant communities, or specific plants or animals) and the social values people attach to them.

· It is important to consider trends and conditions in populations of both rare and common species.

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

· Habitat change and permanent habitat loss (for example, pasture and forest land that is paved for development).

· Invasive species

· Conversion of agricultural land to forests, which has contributed to successful conservation of some species such as the red-cockaded woodpecker.

· Land Use patterns driven by population growth and the subsequent urbanization, fragmentation, and parcelization that occurs.

· Local landowners social values and fears, such as losing rights through legislation, non-forest market value of the land, and other things along these lines.  In many cases these fears are greater than their willingness to accept incentives.

· Our current knowledge of the landscape and the lack of funding to monitor what is there.

· Long-term uncertainties, such as global climate change.

· Growing non-forest market value of forests.  Can this be leveraged as a positive thing?

· Social changes associated with a shrinking rural population and an increasing urban/suburban population.  How will social values concerning forest resources change?

· Increasing forest monoculture and changes of intensity in forest management.

· Changes in chemical use.

· Certification programs.

· Education at all levels.

· Increase recreation demands on a shrinking land base.

· Divestiture of industry lands.

· Diminishing public leadership towards the issue.

· Poor infrastructure design in urbanizing areas that sacrifice biodiversity concerns (e.g., roads and pipelines no longer incorporate wildlife crossings).

· Ongoing and growing concerns regarding private property rights versus “the public good.”

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Establish thresholds and “red flags.”

· Establish a time frame to work within to help dictate threshold periods and responses.

· Can we afford to conduct the extensive surveys that provide statistically valid information on which to base future decision-making?

· Should we invest in measuring species-by-species, or should we conduct a type of triage by focusing on key habitats and determining what species are there later?

· Talk about diversity broadly by including wetlands, grasslands, and aquatic species.

· Measure the rate of species loss and gain per unit area or per certain types of habitat or by physiographic regions.

· Measure the rate of forest type loss or land use change.

· Be aware that age class can be a useful yet misleading indicator.

· Be aware that genetic diversity does not correlate directly to “range.”

· Describe trends in the extent of range as a measure.

· Use protection status, such as the amount of land in easements or in public ownership, as a measure. 

· Use the percent of forestland certified as an indicator.

· Must have measures to describe functionality at a landscape scale.  Just looking at population numbers or habitat loss/gains may not be adequate.

· Focus on non-game species.  We have a great deal of data on game species already.

· Try to establish some measure of public support and awareness that can be assessed with surveys.

4.  Who needs to be at the table to identify measures of this criterion?

· State natural heritage programs

· Federal Agencies (DOD, NPS, NRCS, EPA, FWS, FS)

· State Agencies (forestry commissions, DNRs, parks departments, fish and game departments, heritage programs)

· NGOs who deal with this issue (NatureServe, Nature Conservancy)

· Private Foundations (Mott, Kellogg, Merck, Duke, Munson, Turner)

· Land use planners from counties, communities, and municipalities

· Smart growth planners/experts

· Academic research community and other scientists with appropriate expertise

· Water management districts.

· Urban Foresters

· Forestry consultants

· Forest landowners

· Local and citizen monitoring groups, such as adopt-a-stream, naturalists groups, amateur bird and plant societies

· NCASI

· GAP analysis programs/researchers

· Legislative staff from the federal and state governments
Attachment E.  Small Group Discussion – Forest Health
1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· Stand level scales are important in terms of making changes that have impact.

· This question typically depends on the problem or nature of the pest, disease, or natural disaster, examined on a biological standpoint. (e.g. fire suppression-stand level, invasive plants policy-regional scale).

· Residential and recreational scales are relevant for urban forestry and our current urbanization pressures.

· Decisions and monitoring generally occurs locally, but these results should be rolled up for regional assessment and policy/decision-making.

· There is a national need to look at regional impacts, depending on the nature of the problem (i.e.: climate change and air quality are national or international interests).

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

· Local trade (e.g. landscaping industry)

· Global trade (e.g. exotic pest vectors)

· Energy bill

· National fire policy and fire policy in general

· Endangered Species Act

· Changes in composition of forest that affect susceptibility to disease and resilience

· More plantations and less diverse forest-stands

· Non-native invasive plants and wildlife

· Disturbance regimes that create fragmentation

· Epidemics/outbreaks

· Genetic changes in pests (adaptation to treatment)

· Genetic improvement of tree stocks (to more pest resistance)

· Soil sustainability (nutrient cycling and erosion)

· Fragmentation surveying

· Economics (weak pulpwood markets that lead to decreased and overstocked stands, which lead to increased risk of epidemic or disaster)

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Expand FIA and FHA to include more rigorous monitoring for these national standards and to measure more local issues rather than providing regional assessments.

· Support citizen monitoring groups submitting data to regional collection facilities.

· Develop a greater depth of understanding of the natural background of pests through scientific study and definition.

· Use of remote sensing, satellite, and GIS data.

· Look at the amount of prescribed fire and management efforts.

· Increase modeling efforts and risk assessments.

· Measure the ability for a forest to rebound from impact, or “degree of reversibility.”

· Measure the rate of spread of invasives and pests.

· Measure disturbance regimes and how much of a departure this is from a well functioning forest

· Track density of vectors that are outside the range of natural variability.

· Develop more indicator species.

Attachment F.  Small Group Discussion – Soil and Water Resources
1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· It depends on the specific metric and specific situation.

· The watershed scale is good for measuring erosion, but there is some confusion as to what defines a watershed for these purposes (i.e. how big is the unit of observation).

· Many water quality issues are addressed at the state level (BMPs).

· Soil may even need to be dealt with at a smaller scale, by county or by community.

· We need to look at one manager and one watershed at a time

· Compaction, erosion, and other soil impacts may be applicable at the stand level

· Acidification, trace element movement, deposition, and mercury contamination may be more of an airshed issue.

· Planning occurs at the river and basin scales.

· From the water quality and quantity perspective, it depends on the nature of the issue and position in the watershed (i.e. human versus wildlife, drinking water or water for plant uptake).

· Quantity, allocation, and impoundment issues play a role in determining decision-making.

· A stand level viewpoint is similar to looking as closely as intermittent stream orders.

· Municipal supply is a good way to define health of waters.

· Unfortunately, policy and decision making is done at a state and national level, though it should be examined more locally.  Total Maximum Daily Load (TDML) is a local measure.

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

· Cumulative impacts from historic land use
· MTBE (gasoline additive and frequent groundwater contaminant)

· Climate change on water quantity

· Urban and economic development

· Loss of carbon sequestration capacity

· Increased infrastructure that increases impervious surfaces and the intensity and pollutant load in runoff

· Compaction and subsidence from road construction

· Agriculture and farming policies and practices

· Regulations and BMP implementation

· Urban landscapes: impervious surfaces, storm water runoff, golf courses, suburban lawns, topsoil loss, and landscaping

· Loss of wetlands

· Groundwater recharge rates slower than current withdrawal rates

· Afforestation policies (CRP, FLEP)

· Technological advancement

· Growing popularity of organic farming

· Changes in canopy cover changing water temperatures

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Percent of streams functioning

· Percent of sediment in streams

· USGS information sources/NRCS soil surveys

· BMP compliance evaluation

· Observing buffer length on streams

· Percent impervious surfaces

· Student and citizen monitoring

· Remote sensing (ground penetrating radar)

· Long-term soil loss monitoring (chemical and physical components)

· Stream and channel erosion monitoring

· Water table depth

· Changing biotic components of soil

· Effects of past land use vs. current land use

· Monitor aquatic macro-invertebrates

· Hydrologic restoration

· Percent area drained and ditched

· Level of activity in riparian areas

Attachment G.  Small Group Discussion – Legal and Institutional Framework
1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· We have an existing regulatory structure at the national level, which includes potential funding opportunities.

· Regional and state levels are where voting occurs.

· The local level is the weakest link, as it has the least amount of information but the most direct impact on the land and its resources.  Need to make sure people at local level are involved through education programs, public participation in planning, and citizen based monitoring.

· Scaling issues for legal and institutional capacities.

· The consumer (who is also the landowner) is the ultimate engine; they can demand certification or compliance.  However, there are not enough incentives for them to do so.

· As this country often has stricter, different regulations, the global one size fits all approach may not be applicable.

· Because federal regulations exist already, we may not need to concentrate on the global scale issues for this criterion as much as other countries.

· Institutional/political scales and ecological/resource level scales are rarely the same.  Addressing this interface is key to getting a handle on these criteria.

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

· Changing landowner demographics and objectives that focus on recreation and development value of land.

· Proliferation of litigation forcing protective actions and bogging down governmental or private actions

· Private landowners are being asked to share an inordinate amount of cost to support public goods.

· Changing political constituencies at the local and regional levels.

· Growing conservation ethic in the public, further encouraged on a grass roots level for private landowners.

· Globalization of forest products industry that runs counter to the conservation ethic.

· Short-term political cycles impact long-term environmental forest resource sustainability.  

· Certification programs.

· Involvement of citizen groups that currently have little impact because of the way laws are written.

· Failure of economic values to be attached to non-market values and ecosystem services.

· Farm policy 

· Stresses on water quality and quantity.

· Urbanization.

· Tax policy.

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Assessing public opinion

· Building into national accounting system a way to track natural capital

· Evaluate the full suite of taxes and look at how the different sectors overlap

· Better trade data for exports / imports of forest related products

· Track funding of research dollars organized by the other criteria.

· Establish a measure of a capitalized book value of the forest and way to measure increases and decreases of this.

· Tracking tax code changes as related to incentive programs.

· Follow the enactment of rural zoning ordinances

· Acres covered by ISO 14,000 registration

· Quantify proportion of farm bill dollars that go to forestry

· Continue to develop measures to track the implementation of best management practices (BMPs)

4.  Who needs to be at the table to identify measures of this criterion?

· Land trusts 

· Developers and homebuilders associations

· Forest economists/accountants

· Monitoring and assessment personnel

· Lawyers who work with landowners on inheritance and land use issues

· Politicians

· Forest land owner associations

· Loggers and silvicultural contractors

· Forestry consultants

· Urban land institute

· Environmental groups

· Individuals who handle public opinion surveys

· Economic development community

· Industry 

· Farm Services Administration

· Cooperative extension

· Natural Resource Conservation Service

· Southern Group of State Foresters

· Universities and academic communities

· Representatives from Southeastern Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies

· Other federal agencies

Additional thoughts that emerged during the discussion of who should be involved in better understanding this criterion included:

· What is the incentive for bringing certain players to the table that are not already here of their own accord?

· We may want to narrow groups based on what the end product should be and who should be at the table to answer more specific questions.

· Need to set up parallel tracks to break down criteria by stakeholder (i.e. spatial scale or level or interest group)

· Everyone needs to have the necessary information and interaction on all scales at all interest levels

· We need to identify primary and secondary groups of stakeholders to avoid chaos in planning.

· Should look at all resources together rather than forest separate from others.

· Need catalyst groups that have the resources to get these efforts running on the ground.  These catalysts should have good relationships with local groups since this is where decisions take place

Attachment H.  Plenary Discussion – Forests and the Global Carbon Cycle
1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· State-level mandates to quantify and measure their carbon registries.

· National policy on carbon accounting, which could be influenced by international discussions.

· Stand-level landowners who may or may not decide to manage for carbon.

· County and metropolitan planners trying to incorporate more green space in order to mitigate air pollution.

· Regional transportation authorities.

· International investors from high carbon producing countries.

· The United Nations

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

· Biomass replacing fossil fuels

· Air pollution, especially from single passenger vehicles

· International treaties

· Program and enforcement activities of EPA regions

· Market values / pollution control costs / equipment costs

· Loss of a manufacturing base

· Sprawl/land use patterns

· New technologies

· Price of oil

· National and state level legislation

· Wildfires causing loss of sinks and release of carbon

· Third world development

· Renewable energy credits coming to market

· Green power programs

· National energy policy

· Climate change

· Social/political interests and opinions

· Deforestation

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Total biomass

· Soil carbon

· Emissions and/or vehicle miles traveled

· Investment by industry in green technology

· Acres burned in wildfires

· Fuels switch (biomass vs. fossil fuels consumption)

· Atmospheric carbon

· CAFE standards

· Temperature

· Rate of ice cap melting

· Rate of sea level rise

· Amount of carbon in wood products

· Trends in recycling

· Landfill methane
Attachment I.  Plenary Discussion – Socio-economic Benefits
1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· State and federal levels, especially with regard to the effects of national economic policies

· International levels, especially with regard to international timber markets

· County and other levels that rely on forests for taxes

· Woodshed/Watershed level

· Education/school system to make sure youth voice/involvement is present and promotes intergenerational marketing

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?

· Federal deficit

· NAFTA and other trade agreements

· Tariffs, global markets, and timber prices

· Product dumping by other countries

· Loss of natural heritage in immigrant communities

· Sprawl

· Changing public tastes

· Changing technologies, as in recycling

· Increasing incomes allowing for more recreation

· Research

· Diminished appreciation for manufacturing and rise of the service sector

· Increasing non traditional investments in forests (fees for vanity license plates)

· Media that shape social values

· Divestiture of industrial lands and increasing presence of timber investment management organizations (TIMOs)

· Nicer forests mean they are more desired for use/boom in outdoor recreation

· Private property rights

· Forest health issues

· Influence of politicians regarding funding

· Equity and environmental justice

· International public opinion

· Increasing importance of South to U.S. and world timber supply

· Economic conditions in many rural communities that force leaders and economic development commissions to be open to the idea of sustainable communities

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Amount of resource-based tourism in an area (in people and dollars)

· Changes in forest related employment

· Increases in revenues devoted to urban/rural interface

· Explore economic value of certification programs in South

· Increases in participation in forest preservation programs, easements, trusts, urban forest management

· Assessment of citizen empowerment

· 
Adoption of best management practices (BMPs) and certification systems by local planning authorities

· Trends in timber and non-timber product volume and value over time

· Fish and wildlife user days (measures consumptive and non-consumptive uses)

· Impacts of air quality on visitation

· Changes in how recreation and forest management are getting funded

Attachment J.  Plenary Discussion – Forest Productivity

1.  At what decision-making level and spatial scale do you find this criterion meaningful?

· Forest unit level or survey level (multi county)

· Regional

· Forest industry/NIPFs

· Forest management plans at the forest/stand level

· State level for state-owned lands or for state recommended programs/legislation

· Non-timber forest product collectors

· National level incentive programs and subsidies

· Forestry school research

· International trade in all forest products, timber and non timber

· Spatial scale: niche, forest stand, international, national

· Truly regional or smaller scale

2.  What forces of change are influencing this criterion?
· More land ownership by urbanites who do not see the multifaceted utility of forests

· Insects/diseases/invasives

· Rising use of medicinal plants

· Rise in demand for all non-timber forest products

· Fragmentation and forest loss

· Conversion of forests for more intensive land uses

· Conversion to more intensive forest management

· Technology and genetics

· Public attitudes towards timber harvesting and the role of certification in that

· Infrastructure increases access to forests

· Market availability and prices

· Fertilizer availability

· Climate

· Drought, fire, and other natural disasters

· All pests, from insects to deer

· Afforestation/reforestation incentive projects

· Air quality and acid deposition

3.  How could we evaluate change in this criterion in the South?

· Categorize forest resources and forest typologies to get usable measures 

· Foraging by animals/amounts of grazing

· Percent plantation vs. natural forest

· Volume extracted from forests

· Survey/inventory of NTFPS

· Productivity vs. production

· Site index 

· Microbial factors

· Illegal collection of non-timber forest products and illegal logging

· Willingness of landowners to consider timber production

· Ratio of timber value to property appraisal on smaller properties

· Value of species on the land (oak vs. pine)

· Aggregate value of timber on the land vs. market price

· Growth to Drain Ratio – net growth over removal to track asset value

· Number loggers educated and trained to increase skill level

· Work force skill assessment - more skill leads to less destructive practices

· Scale at which harvesting is profitable

· Land area taken out of production by invasives/exotics

· Number of acres managed forest vs. standing forest to determine stock

· Trees are countable but are not the whole forest; include wildlife, other plants

· Track what is harvestable (measure destruction due to removal on steep slopes and sensitive areas) and how it is harvested

Attachment K.  Speakers' Biographies

Peter Roussopoulos

Station Director, U.S. Forest Service Southern Research Station, Asheville, NC

Mr. Roussopoulos’s early career with the Forest Service focused on fire behavior and control in the Lake States, Colorado, and Arizona.  In 1985 he joined the Washington Forest Fire and Atmospheric Sciences Research staff and later became Staff Assistant to the Deputy Chief of Research.  In 1989 Mr. Roussopoulos became Assistant Director at the Forest Service’s North Central Research Station, a position he held until 1992.  Since then, Mr. Roussopoulos has served as Station Director for the Southern Research Station, where he directs Forest Service research in 13 southern states.

Gerald Rose

Forest Sustainability Representative, National Association of State Foresters and Co-Chair of the National Roundtable on Sustainable Forests, Cornell, MI

Mr. Rose serves dual roles as the Forest Sustainability Representative for the National Association of State Foresters (NASF) and Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests.  Mr. Rose was the Director of Forestry and State Forester for Minnesota for 14 years, and he worked for the State of Michigan for 25 years, eight of those as Assistant State Forester.  During his distinguished career, Mr. Rose has chaired several NASF committees, including Resource Management, Forest Based Economic Development, and Sustainable Forestry Implementation.  He has also served on NASF’s Fire Committee and was elected as Fellow of the Society of American Foresters in 1986.

Joel Holtrop

Deputy Chief, U.S. Forest Service, State and Private Forestry and Co-Chair of the National Roundtable on Sustainable Forests, Washington, DC

Joel Holtrop was appointed Deputy Chief for the Forest Service’s State and Private Forestry organization in 2002.  He also serves as Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests.  Before assuming his current duties, Mr. Holtrop served as Director of Watersheds, Fish, Wildlife, Air, and Rare Plants within State and Private Forestry.  From 1990-1996 he was Forest Supervisor on the Flathead National Forest in Kalispell, Montana, and he has served as a District Ranger and Deputy Forest Supervisor in Michigan.

David Wear

Project Leader, U.S. Forest Service, Economics, Forest Management and Protection, Research Triangle Park, NC

Since 1995 David Wear has managed a research program focusing on the economics of natural resource use and management, and he regularly conducts research on forest management, land use changes, and forest policy.  He recently served as co-leader of the Southern Forests Resource Assessment, an interagency assessment of the sustainability of forests in the southeastern US.  Mr. Wear also serves as adjunct faculty at Duke University and at North Carolina State University.

Constance Carpenter

Sustainable Forests Coordinator, U.S. Forest Service Northeastern Area, Durham, NH

Ms. Carpenter’s work involves leading efforts to address sustainable forest management issues across the 20 northeastern states, using tools such as criteria and indicators, ecological classification, and mapping.  As Sustainable Forests Coordinator, she is also involved in the promotion and transfer of technologies related to ecosystem based management and comprehensive forest resource planning.  Before assuming her current responsibilities, Ms. Carpenter worked for the Shawnee and Huron-Manistee National Forests in Michigan and the Crawford County Soil and Water Conservation District in Wisconsin. 

Lark Hayes

Senior Attorney, Southern Environmental Law Center, Chapel Hill, NC

Lark Hayes is a senior attorney with the Southern Environmental Law Center, a regional environmental advocacy organization involved in a wide range of issues related to forests and forestry, including protection of wetland forests and promoting sound management of national forests, in addition to its projects addressing air quality, water quality and transportation.  Ms. Hayes’s work currently focuses on policy and legislation related to privately held forestlands.  Her role includes advocating for forest conservation before federal agencies, Congress, and the North Carolina General Assembly.  She played a key role in securing partial reform of the present use value taxation program for private forestland, and she has served on the boards of a number of environmental organizations.  Ms. Hayes is a former chair of the Environment and Natural Resources Law Section of the North Carolina Bar Association.

Robert Bonnie

Managing Director, Center for Conservation Incentives, Environmental Defense, Washington, DC

Robert Bonnie is Managing Director of the Center for Conservation Incentives at Environmental Defense.  The Center was launched in 2003 with major support from the Doris Duke Charitable Foundation and seeks to conserve biodiversity on private lands in the United States through development, targeting, and expansion of incentive programs.  Mr. Bonnie has been involved in the development of the safe harbor program through projects in many states and has worked with landowners to develop conservation banks for the red-cockaded woodpecker in Georgia and for the gopher tortoise in Alabama.  Bonnie has also worked with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and Congress to craft incentive policies for rare species conservation and with Environmental Defense’s climate program to promote markets for carbon sequestration on both forest and agricultural.

Jeff Stringer

Associate Extension Professor and Hardwood Extension Specialist, University of Kentucky Department of Forestry, Lexington, KY
Dr. Jeff Stringer has been with the University of Kentucky Department of Forestry for over 20 years as both a Research Specialist and, since 1996, as a professor.  Dr. Stringer also has over 25 years of experience consulting with private landowners on silvicultural practices and forest management operations.  He has published extensively on forestry best management practices and the marketing of various southern timber species.  He is also the editor of The Kentucky LogJam, a quarterly newsletter that provides environmental, safety, and professional information to Kentucky's timber harvesting professionals.  His many professional appointments include Chair of the U.S. Forest Stewardship Council’s (FSC) Appalachian Working Group in 2000 and U.S. FSC’s Technical Standards Committee in 2002.  Dr. Stinger has been and continues to be an active member of the Society of American Foresters.
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USDA Forest Service
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Tim Adams
South Carolina Forestry Commission
PO Box 21707  
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tadams@forestry.state.sc.us
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USDA Forest Service

2730 Savannah Highway

Charleston, SC  29414
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jaarnold@fs.fed.us

John Blanchard
The Nature Conservancy- NW Florida
PO Box 393

Bristol, FL  32321
850-643-2756
jblanchard@tnc.org

Robert Bonnie
Environmental Defense
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Washington, DC  20009
202-387-3500
rbonnie@ed.org

Connie Carpenter
USDA Forest Service

Northeastern Area

271 Mast Road

Durham, NH  03824
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conniecarpenter@fs.fed.us


Becky Carter
The Nature Conservancy
1330 West Peachtree St.

Suite 400 

Atlanta, GA  30309
404-253-7218
becky_carter@tnc.org

Liz Crane
USDA Forest Service
1720 Peachtree Rd.

Atlanta, GA  30309

404-327-5214

ecrane@fs.fed.us

Jennifer Crawford Hayes
USDA Forest Service
200 WT Weaver Blvd.

Asheville, NC 28804
828-257-4207
jenniferhayes@fs.fed.us

Coleman Dangerfield, Jr.
Daniel B. Warnell School of Forest Resources

University of Georgia
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Athens, GA  30602
706-542-2866
dangerfi@forestry.uga.edu
Mike Davis
North Carolina State University
PO Box 7012  
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mike_davis@ncsu.edu

Colin Donohue
Rural Action, Appalachian Forest Resource Center

PO Box 157  

Trimble, OH  45782
740-767-4938
colind@ruralaction.org
Rob Evans
NatureServe
6114 Fayetteville Rd.  

Durham, NC  27712
919-484-7857
rob_evans@natureserve.org
Bob Fledderman
MeadWestvaco
PO Box 1950  

Summerville, SC  29484
843-851-4680
robert.fledderman@

meadwestvaco.com
Susan Fox
USDA Forest Service
200 WT Weaver Blvd.  

Asheville, NC 28804
828-257-4305
sfox@fs.fed.us
Kenneth Graham
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.  

Atlanta, GA
404-679-7358
kenneth_graham@fws.gov
April Grecho
North Carolina State University
109 Bright Leaf Dr. 

Clayton, NC  27520
trax317@yahoo.com

Margret Griep
USDA Forest Service
150 Deerpass East  

Havana, FL  32333
mgriep@fs.fed.us

Sarah Hartman
The Nature Conservancy
PO Box 20246  
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shartman@tnc.org
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Southern Environmental Law Center
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USDA Forest Service
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South Carolina Department of Natural Resources  

PO Box 167  

Columbia, SC 29202
803-734-4116
ivey@scdnr.state.sc.us

Olin M. Ivey

Georgia Environmental Organization, Inc.

PO Box 5155

Chattanooga, TN  37406

423-645-5045

omivey@yahoo.com
Rhet Johnson
Longleaf Alliance and Auburn University School of Forestry & Wildlife Sciences
12040 Dixon Center Rd.

Audalusra, AL  36420
334-222-7779
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Dennis Krusac
USDA Forest Service, Endangered Species
1720 Peachtree Rd.  

Atlanta, GA  30309
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USDA Forest Service

2730 Savannah Highway

Charleston, SC  29414
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Graeme Lockaby
Center for Sustainable Forests
Auburn University

210 M. White Smith Hall

Auburn University, AL 36849
334-844-1054
lockabg@auburn.edu
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The Nature Conservancy-NC
4705 University Drive  

Durham, NC  27707
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Will McDow
Environmental Defense

2500 Blue Ridge Rd #330

Raleigh, NC  27607
919-881-2601

Will_McDow@

environmentaldefense.org


Tim Mealey
Meridian Institute
1101 14th St., NW

Suite 420

Washington, DC 20005
202-354-6454

tmealey@merid.org
Francis Melfi
USFS/South Carolina Forestry Commission
2730 Savannah Hgwy.

Charleston, SC 29414

fmelfi@infoave.org
Jennifer Moore
USDA Forest Service
902 Main Campus Drive  Suite 300  

Raliegh, NC  27606
919-515-9497
jamoore@fs.fed.us
Robin Morgan
USDA Forest Service Northeastern Area
11 Campus Blvd. 

Newtown Square, PA  19073
610-557-4124

rmorgan@fs.fed.us

John Pescatello
The Nature Conservancy
Frank Peterman
The Wilderness Society
112 Krog St. 

Atlanta, GA
404-872-9453
frank_peterman@tws.org

Dave Radloff
USDA Forest Service

P.O. Box 96090
Washington, DC  20090
202-205-1309
dradloff@fs.fed.us


Jewel Reid
USDA Forest Service
200 WT Weaver Blvd.

Asheville, NC  28804

Jreid01@fs.fed.us
828-257-4304

Gerald Rose
National Association of State Foresters
10279 Co. 426 E Rd.  

Cornell, MI  49818
906-384-6923
jerryrose@uplogon.com
Pete Roussopoulos
USDA Forest Service
200 WT Weaver Blvd.  

Asheville, NC 28804
828-257-4300
John Schelhas
USDA Forest Service
112 Campbell Hgwy.  

Tuskegee University 

Tuskegee, AL 36088
334-727-8131

jschelhaus@fs.fed.us
Jim Stokoe
Land of Sky Regional Council
25 Heritage Dr.  

Asheville, NC 28806
828-251-6622
Jeff Stringer

Department of Forestry, U. Kentucky

223 Thomas Poe Cooper Building

Lexington, KY 40546-0073

859-257-5994

stringer@uky.edu


Noel Thorne
The Nature Conservancy – South Carolina

PO Box 20246

Charleston, SC  29403

nthrn@tnc.org
Paul Trianosky
The Nature Conservancy- TN
214 Stonebridge Ln.  

Mountain City, TN  37683
423-727-1294
ptrianosky@tnc.org
Robb Turner
Southern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Program
314 UT Conference Center

Knoxville, Tennessee  37996
865-974-4585
rtt@ornl.gov
Kaarsten Turner Dalby
The Forestland Group
PO Box 9162  

Chapel Hill, 27515
919-929-2497
kaarsten@forestlandgroup.com
Charles Van Sickle
Southern Appalachian Man and the Biospehere Foundation

Retired, USDA Forest Service

19 Nottingham Dr.  

Candler, NC
828-665-2422
Larry Walker
Weyerhaeuser
PO Box 238  

Oglethorpe, GA 31068
478-472-5269
larry.walker@

   weyerhaeuser.com

Nancy Walters
USDA Forest Service
200 WT Weaver Blvd.  

Asheville, NC 28804

828-259-0524

nwalters@fs.fed.us
David Wear
USDA Forest Service
PO Box  12254 

Research Triangle Park, NC  27709
919-549-4011
dwear@fs.fed.us
Jay West
Meridian Institute
1101 14th St, NW

Suite 420

Washington, DC 20005

202-354-6453

jwest@merid.org
Lindsay White
USDA Forest Service
2730 Savannah Highway

Charleston, SC  29414

843-766-0317
Gerald Wicker
USDA Forest Service
1720 Peachtree Rd.

Atlanta, GA  30309
gwicker@fs.fed.us
Chris Zinkhan
The Forestland Group
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Chapel Hill, NC 27514
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Attachment M.  List of Internet Addresses for Organizations and Resources

This page provides internet links to organizations and resources that were mentioned during the workshop.  Links to speakers’ organizations are provided as well.

Center for Conservation Incentives

http://www.environmentaldefense.org/cci.cfm?page=main

Montreal Process Criteria & Indicators

http://www.mpci.org/home_e.html

National Association of State Foresters

http://www.stateforesters.org/

National Report on Sustainable Forests

http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain

Oregon Department of Forestry

http://www.odf.state.or.us/

Roundtable on Sustainable Forests

http://www.sustainableforests.net

Southern Environmental Law Center

http://www.selcga.org/

Southern Forest Resource Assessment

http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/sustain/

USDA Forest Service Local Unit Criteria and Indicators Development Project (LUCID)

http://www.fs.fed.us/institute/lucid/

USDA Forest Service State and Private Forestry

http://www.fs.fed.us/spf/

USDA Forest Service State and Private Forestry Northeastern Area

http://www.na.fs.fed.us/sustainability

� For more information on the Western Workshop, contact Sarah Walen of the Meridian Institute at 970-513-8430 x 221 or swalen@merid.org.  For more information on the Upper Mississippi Workshop, contact Wendy Hinrichs Sanders of the Great Lakes Forest Alliance at 715-634-2006 or forestls@fsla.org.
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