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The Workshop on Community Indicators convened on Tuesday, April 22, 2003 at the Marriott Tech Center in Denver, Colorado.  Attachment 1 is the workshop agenda.  The workshop was organized by the Great Lakes Forest Alliance, American Forests, USDA Forest Service, and the Meridian Institute (on behalf of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests).  The purpose of the workshop was to develop a base of knowledge and a research agenda that can lead to the identification of community indicators to assess the health of communities adjacent to forests and other natural resources.  The organizers also intend for the workshop to contribute toward enhancing understanding of community indicators, the next National Report on Sustainable Forests, and other national level sustainability reporting and assessment processes.  In a series of breakout groups, participants discussed the following topics:

· Data sets most relevant for an open and transparent community indicator process and approaches for identifying such data;

· Principles and practices of reliable citizen-monitoring programs to collect indicator data; and

· Next steps to further advance the goal of identifying and utilizing community indicators.

Attachment 2 is a list of participants.

Introductory Remarks
Jerry Rose of the National Association of State Foresters and Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests (RSF) welcomed participants and provided some context for the workshop.  He said that when discussing sustainability, it is important to distinguish between communities of interest and communities of place.  In sustainability dialogues, communities of interests are well represented by advocacy groups.  Communities of place, which are essential for broadening the base of support for sustainability, have often been omitted from the discussion.  He shared that the Forestry, Minerals, Water, and Rangelands Roundtables all recognize that a sustainable future begins with sustainable communities of place.

Mr. Rose urged communities to think of indicators as tools for diagnosing community health and as a framework for dialogue.  He said that good, core indicators provide basic information in which everyone has an interest and should be backed by good data if they are to raise the quality of dialogue and decision-making in the community.  However, he cautioned that community indicators are often labeled “socioeconomic” when they actually address all three dimensions of sustainability.  He argued that there is a need for clarity concerning the nature and scope of community indicators in order to foster better communication among community stakeholders.

While indicators can be powerful tools, Mr. Rose noted that they should not be static tools.  Values, technology, and forest product supply and demand dynamics are always changing, and these changes are sometimes abrupt.  He gave the example of Uruguay, a country that has only recently begun to produce forest products, offering low cost products on the U.S. market.  In fact, he said, some experts estimate that by 2050 most wood products in the world will come from tropical and subtropical countries.  Forest-dependent communities need to develop indicators that can adapt to such changes while fostering the dialogue and decisions that will help the community survive.  Mr. Rose said that he has seen first-hand from his experience as Minnesota’s state forester how communities can emerge stronger from such change.  He gave an example that involved a rapid influx of Meng immigrants from Southeast Asia to rural Minnesota.

Mr. Rose ended by saying that indicators must be used to create understanding.  Those involved must be committed to listening to the dialogue and hearing what the concerns are so that good indicators can be developed.  Finally, these indicators, and the concerns behind them, must be considered appropriately as policy decisions are made.

Jerry Rose was followed by Wendy Hinrichs Sanders, Executive Director of the Great Lakes Forest Alliance and Chair of the Indicators Task Force of the Communities Committee of the 7th American Forest Congress.  She told participants that their input is needed now because of the good community indicator work done in the past.  She referenced a workshop background report, Charting the Future of the Status of the Forests in the United States: Social and Economic Indicators and Data, and explained that the process behind this document’s creation began for two reasons.  First, it was apparent that many forest decision makers did not understand community-level needs regarding forest management.  Second, many forest decision-makers (and the general public) did not believe community voices expressing concern for natural resources.  Ms. Hinrichs Sanders walked the group through the document, noting important quotes from people involved in the community indicator process and highlighting several of the report’s recommendations that were germane to the workshop.  These recommendations included a need to better link communities to conduct a study to propose meaningful social and economic indicators, and to construct a set of core indicators that could be aggregated up from the community level when appropriate.  She expressed her hope that this workshop would accelerate the process of thinking about and developing community indicators.

Agenda Review and Clarifying Questions
After a brief introduction by each of the 32 participants and observers, Sarah Walen of the Meridian Institute reviewed the workshop agenda.  She emphasized that participants should work to identify areas of agreement while honoring and exploring areas of disagreement.  She informed the group that Meridian would coordinate the preparation of a meeting summary, and she opened the floor to clarifying questions.

One participant asked whether the specific goal of the workshop was to develop indicators that can be aggregated to a larger scale.  This participant also asserted that indicators are not useful tools in and among themselves and questioned the deeper goal of the workshop.  Wendy Hinrichs Sanders responded that aggregation could mask important community conditions.  The goal of the workshop is to try to better bring trends and conditions at the local scale (i.e., communities) to the attention of those looking at the national scale (through the 2008 National Report on Sustainable Forests perhaps).  Another participant added that we live in a multi-centric society of communities within communities (neighborhood, town, state, region, etc.).  Therefore, we are dealing with “aggregation of aggregation” when we get to the national level.  What we are searching for is a way to organize information so that it is useful at all levels.  It is the stories that the data tell that are important; therefore, our challenge is to organize numerical information so that such richness is not lost.

Another participant asserted that the process of developing indicators is at least as important as the final product.  He noted that the process begins within the local communities that need to determine what is meaningful to them.  Another participant commented that we need better analysis methods, and we need to help people in communities do analysis and use the results to inform other levels (e.g., regional, national, state).

Existing Challenges
Before moving to the first set of breakout groups, participants were asked to complete the following sentence:

“In order to identify and utilize good data that represents the values of a community or nation, one thing we must do about indicators at the community level is __________.”
Participants shared the following responses:

· . . . realize that indicators can help shape the destiny of communities.

· . . . gauge community readiness.

· . . . think and act strategically to better inform decisions.

· . . . describe the “so what”; what it means in real life.

· . . . not to impact communities financial or technically (not burdensome).

· . . . be realistic and useable to communities.

· . . . provide resources and technical assistance for how to develop and implement indicators.

· . . . ensure that indicators come from the community and are appropriate and understandable.

· . . . give communities tools to control their destiny.

· . . . integrate indicators (economic, social, and ecological).

· . . . acknowledge that forest values compete and recognize that each community handles competing values differently.

· . . . be relevant to important issues of the time.

· . . . be respectful of the values of people in communities.

· . . . make sure that communities create indicators.

· 
. . . make them part of community learning, monitoring, and adapting.

· . . . develop them as a suite or whole, not individually.

· . . . find ways for communities to participate in collection of data to help people get involved.

· . . . make sure that indicators emerge from community members and few “experts.”

· . . . empower and enable communities

· . . . impact processes and indicators to remain meaningful over time with economic, social, and ecological changes.

· . . . create a suite of useable tools to produce easily useable indicators.

· . . . provide direction for achieving a sustainable community.

· . . . explicitly tie indicators to one or more decision-making processes that affect the community.

· . . . incorporate them into adaptive management at the program and project levels in the National Forest System and other public lands.

· . . . ensure that they are created by and for the people.

Session I:  Data and Knowledge Supporting Community Indicators
During the second half of the morning, participants formed three facilitated breakout groups (designated A, B, and C) to brainstorm and prioritize data and knowledge supporting community indicators.  See the workshop agenda (Attachment 1) for more detail on the goals for this session.  Before breaking for lunch, each group appointed two ambassadors who were assigned separately to one of the other breakout groups.  After lunch, each ambassador visited his or her assigned group to share discussions from the morning’s breakouts.

Each group approached the goals of the breakout session differently.  Highlights from the discussion of each breakout group are provided in Attachments 3, 4, and 5 for breakouts A, B, and C, respectively.

Afternoon Plenary

The entire workshop reconvened at the conclusion of breakout session 1 to share personal insights and breakthroughs resulting from the day’s discussions.  These insights and breakthroughs are presented below in the order they were spoken at the workshop.

· Data sources and indicators are two separate things.  We need to understand and know this.

· There are economic, social, and environmental parts of indicators, and as we analyze data, we tend to segregate data.  But at the community level, information is not and cannot be separated.  We need to adjust our thinking to make sure we deal with integration (i.e., the seat versus the legs).  We need a discussion about integration to include major stakeholders (economic, ecological, social) including all people affected, and those that work between areas.

· Indicators must be initiated at the local level, but need to look outside barriers to larger context (e.g., regional, state, etc.).

· The importance of relationship and relationship work that has to happen.  We need to figure out how relationships work to really deal with sustainability, so we are not unequal.

· Process for dealing with indicators has been cutting edge and put in front of other work, especially social and economic data sets.

· Maybe we should be measuring whether there are integrating structures/institutional arrangements that allow us to focus on integration (i.e., “the seat”).  This is important because most organizations have a mission that focuses on only one component.  External and internal pressures, and local and national pressures, will have to change this and will help to build the critical mass.

· Maybe national work needs to hold off for a little while to let local work occur to inform national work. We may need to focus on allowing whole communities take part in these processes.

· Start from the community up to work towards national level.  It is important to communicate this to Washingtonians and good that we are moving in this direction.

· This emphasized the level of sophistication at the community level and the strength of those efforts.  People are in the education mode to help people experience value of what is happening at communities and using sophistication and passion in communities.  It illustrates that rural communities have a place at table and an important role, not just a hand out!

· Looking and thinking about aggregation differently (thinking in terms of “stories”), it is important to think about it in a different way to make indicators useful for local communities.

· What is the process to incorporate communities into national policy like contract stewardship and the National Fire Plan?  The process may involve in working at the country level.

· This is a value-based discussion.  How can we realign values to match up in the process?  We need to create shared value to provide for needs of the nation in a long-term way to figure out how to you shift values for those not associated with land?  Also, it is important to understand values underlying policy and decisions.

· Rural communities help urbanites because they are more organized, and urban communities help rural communities adjust as people move to communities.  We need to work between the divide and develop a set of indicators that apply to both.

· We need to find ways to address multiple sectors through the use of indicators (forestry, rangelands, agriculture, etc.) and community-based approaches.  This group has a lot of information that can inform other sectors and should move forward by working with other sectors.

· We need to keep in mind: 1) few things in the United States are truly market driven due to subsidies and other drivers in United States, and 2) values that we all take for granted related to quality of life and environment are not even in market place (i.e., clean water and clean air).  How do we understand these forces and driving factors?

· How do we create a climate that will enable governments and levels of people (local, state, national) to work together?  This links to the importance of relationships.

Citizen-monitoring/Community Learning Presentation by Maureen McDonough

After sharing insights from the morning, the group heard a brief presentation from Maureen McDonough of the Department of Forestry at Michigan State University.  Maureen’s presentation, entitled Citizen-monitoring of Sustainability, provided some conceptual background on citizen-monitoring and served as an informative transition to the next set of breakout group discussions.  Maureen informed the group that community-driven research and monitoring is happening all over the world.  While such research should be useful to communities and answer local questions, it should be useful to the nation as well.  Community monitoring programs must address long-term issues of transparency in data accessibility, data management, and how those outside the community use the data.  She informed the group that Michigan State is developing a website on these topics, drawing upon examples from across the globe.  Copies of Maureen’s slides are available in Attachment 6.

Session  II:  Breakout Group Work on Citizen-monitoring/Community Learning
Immediately after Maureen McDonough’s presentation, participants moved to breakout groups and discussed citizen-monitoring and community learning in the context of developing and implementing community indicators.  Please refer to the agenda (Attachment 1) for a more detailed description of the questions explored during this session.

The breakout groups for this session were designated D, E, and F.  Notes from their sessions are provided in Attachments 7, 8, and 9, respectively.

Final Plenary
During the last minutes of the citizen-monitoring breakout sessions, each participant was given large adhesive notes.  Participants wrote one key next step that had emerged from the entire day’s discussion on each note.  Each breakout group quickly shared their thoughts and decided on two next-step ideas they would present to the plenary as a general category of action after the workshop.

When everyone assembled in the plenary, representatives from each group presented their group’s two ideas and posted them on the wall (for a total of six general categories of follow-up actions).  The categories were as follows:

1. Identify an interim coordinating body to get things going

2. The “Seat” (integration)

3. Pilot projects

4. Develop federal and non-federal partnership for supporting and assembling community indicators

5. Consolidation/Communication

6. Outreach to communities (without any institutional agendas)

All participants rose from their seats and placed their individual follow-up ideas under the category that matched most closely.  There was a “miscellaneous” section for ideas that did not fit well with the six categories proposed by the breakout groups.  Attachment 10 is a list of the collective follow-up and next step suggestions of conference participants as arranged beneath each category of action.

Wendy Hinrichs Sanders and Jerry Rose thanked the participants for an intense day of thinking and reflection and for a successful, stimulating workshop.  Sarah Walen reviewed Meridian’s follow up activities and adjourned the workshop.

Attachment 1:  Workshop Agenda
GOAL

Good data which represent, through the use of indicators, the values of a community or nation will provide the opportunity to make better decisions on forest policy which will lead to enhanced stewardship practice in communities and tribes, and across the nation on public and private lands.

This workshop will move towards achieving this goal by developing a base of knowledge and a research agenda that will lead to the identification of community indicators to assess the social and economic health of communities adjacent to forests and other natural resources, which can be aggregated from the local to national level.  In addition, the workshop and future efforts will make a significant contribution to enhancing understanding of the next National Report on Sustainable Forests and other national level sustainable resource reporting processes and assessments.

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the workshop are:

· Identify an initial draft of data most relevant within open and transparent community indicator processes.  This will potentially include:

· Integrating indicators across economic, environmental, and social pillars;

· Aggregating community indicators up from the community level to the state, regional, and national levels; and

· Disaggregating potentially relevant national indicators down to the community level.

· Identify components of a reliable citizen-monitoring process to collect data and an accompanying research agenda to conduct further study through global partners.

· Design the next steps in the open and transparent process at the rural community, academic community, global partnership and other levels that will be used to further advance the goal of identifying and utilizing community indicators.

AGENDA

9:00 a.m.
Welcome, Introductions, and Review of Goals, Objectives and Agenda 

· Welcome and Overview of Sustainable Forest Roundtable, Gerry Rose, Roundtable Co-Chair and National Association of State Foresters

· Welcome and Overview of Communities Committee Work on Community Social and Economic Indicator Work, Wendy Hinrichs Sanders, Communities Committee Indicator Task Group Chair and Executive Director, Great Lakes Forest Alliance

· Brief introductions of all participants and observers to include their current work and experience with local level indicators

9:30 a.m.
Plenary Discussion on Existing Challenges

Participants will be asked to finish the following sentence: “In order to identify and utilize good data that represents the values of a community or nation, one thing we must do about indicators at the community level is _____________________________.”

This exercise will provide participants with an opportunity to reflect upon what are some important considerations, challenges, lessons learned, and experiences that may be helpful in achieving the above stated goals and objectives.

10:15 a.m.
Break
10:30 a.m.
Session I:  Breakout Groups to Brainstorm Data and Knowledge Supporting Community Indicators
· Participants will be placed in breakout groups of approximately 10 people.  One group will be made up of people who live and work and have a current role at the community level. 

· Each group will brainstorm a list of data and knowledge sets (ecological, economic, and social) that have or could prove to be significant to community understanding of social, economic and ecological components stewardship.

· Each group will then review the list of potential community indicators to eliminate any redundancy and determine a suitable approach to organizing and presenting the list.  One such consideration would be how to present these data in indicators that are integrated across ecological, economic and social equity pillars.  These data sets may be worded into proposed indicators or they may be lumped under existing or revised Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators.  A list will be maintained that helps identify research needs.  This work will be built upon over the new couple of years to be able to inform the next National Report on Sustainable Forests in 2008 and other sustainable resource reporting processes and assessments.

· Each group will then consider how the data may be collected and aggregated from the local to the national level.

· After generating and organizing the list of data and knowledge supporting community indicators, if there is still time, each group will seek to identify a set of conditions that could be used to prioritize their list, as well as the lists being generated by the other breakout groups.

12:00 p.m.
Lunch
1:00 p.m.
Continued Breakout Group Work 

Two representatives from each breakout group will move to one of the other breakout groups to inform that breakout group of the progress of their work to date.   Each breakout group will consider this new perspective and reflect on the work they have accomplished and enhance their initial work based upon the input from the other groups. 

1:45 p.m.
Plenary Discussion on the Results of the Breakout Group Efforts
Participants will be invited to share break through insights or new learning which they experienced during the breakout group work.

2:15 p.m.
Break
2:30 p.m.
Session II:  Breakout Group Work on Citizen-monitoring/Community Learning

Maureen McDonough of Michigan State University will share a brief description of the work being done through the Communities Committee projects to enable the community indicator data collection by citizens to occur in a reliable manner and for this participatory research to be accepted across academic institutions and communities of interest. 


Participants will be placed into breakout groups to discuss the following questions:  


· What are the principles of a reliable citizen-monitoring program?

· What are some examples of best practices occurring in citizen-monitoring?

· How do citizen-monitoring efforts contribute to community learning?

· What could be a reliable citizen-monitoring process given the constraints of the current realities?  (Be sure not to eliminate aspirations; ground them with realism.)

· What actions need to be taken to get us from where we are now to where we design ourselves to be?


These breakout groups will include of mix of people including community leaders, community support staff and others from government and communities of interest.  

5:00 p.m.
Breakout Groups and Plenary Discussion on Strategies for Next Steps


Participants will individually identify next steps in an open and transparent process to achieve the above stated goals of data aggregation, citizen-monitoring and credibility for the data and will exchange their ideas in breakout groups (same groups as Session II) and then they will be brought to the full group.   In identifying next steps, participants should consider the following questions:

· What is the role of the Communities Committee of the 7th American Forestry Congress, other organizations, academic institutions and governments?  

· What are the local to global implications?

5:45 p.m.
Closing Remarks

6:00 p.m.
Adjourn
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Attachment 3:  Highlights from Breakout Group A

Participants:  Mila Alvarez, Richard Bolen, Jill Cornell, Rory Fraser, Jonathan Kusel, Mary Mitsos, Wendy Hinrichs Sanders, Diane Snyder.

Facilitator:  Jay West
Recorder:  Ruth McWilliams
The group began their breakout session with an initial sharing of thoughts on effective community indicators and the process for developing community indicators.  The group liked the idea expressed in the plenary that indicators should tell the local story and that the real challenge is to organize data so that rich local stories can be teased out of “aggregate” indicators.  The group agreed that “aggregate” is a charged word with different meanings for different people and that a different term or better explanation of what is really meant will be more useful in the future.

One participant expressed a concern about the emphasis on integrated indicators and argued that it is more important that indicators be both locally relevant and nationally critical.  Also, it is important to look for new data sets and their relevancy.  Many group participants agreed with these comments.  Another added that the community level has to be building base, but that the community does not exist in a vacuum.  What happens at national/global levels will affect what happens at community level.  After some discussion, the group agreed that instead of locally relevant and nationally critical, community indicators should be locally critical and nationally relevant.

Another participant expressed the opinion that indicators need to address the problem at hand.  There are competing forest use values at work in communities, and indicators can be useful tools to estimate/quantify those values.  Moreover, indicators that deal with human behavior should capture what people do, not what they say they do, and such indicators need not be strictly quantitative to be informative.  Furthermore, the cultural aspect of how a community sees its natural resources is very important.  One participant agreed strongly with this last point, noting that representatives from both predominantly African American communities and southern communities in general were absent from this workshop.

The idea of using indicators to address competing values resonated with many participants, and the group discussed some of the competing forces that are drawing communities into the indicator development process.  The group offered many examples, including private property rights and how changing community membership can infringe upon traditional property rights (e.g., the imposition of the values of vacation home owners on how year-round residents can manage and enjoy their land).  One participant reminded the group that these and other conflicts all arise from values.  The values of the nation are changing, and we are experiencing dramatic cultural and demographic shifts.  Because a way of life based on the ability to work on the land is disappearing, it is important to quantify the value and role of forested communities to the nation.

The participants also agreed on the critical importance of the indicator development process.  Some questioned what this critical process should look like.  One participant offered that it should have six steps: identify forest-related values, determine how values are translated into management goals, analyze competing values and management goals, develop a set of indicators that will quantify the values, establish a process to feed information to relevant decision makers, and develop new methods for integrating information into decision-making.  

Regarding the importance of managing the process, one participant referred to the “currency of information” and asserted that in many processes, the person who controls the information controls the outcome of the process.  Therefore, it is essential to constantly ask whether the information empower some at the expense of others.  This is especially true in minority communities where data can be generalized, but who is participating and benefiting from the process is not.  One participant shared that from her experience that it is very difficult to get those who have not been involved in a process to engage in the process.  The group agreed that the indicator process should involve people in all walks of life in order to have true grassroots buy-in.

The group moved on to a discussion of how the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators (C&I) provided value to communities, when the C&I were not designed to report on trends and indicators at the local level.  One participant shared that his agency and county had used the C&I in a pilot project.  It was a useful exercise for the community to discuss indicators that were developed at an international level and how they spoke to issues that affected his community.  He suggested that others view the use of the C&I as an evolving, changeable process rather than something rigid.  Others agreed that the Montreal C&I can be an important tool to getting the dialogue process going, but that the dialogue process was really the key goal.

List of Data Sets and Indicators

After this preliminary discussion, the group moved on to brainstorming data sets that either have been used in the past as effective indicators or could be used to address emerging issues.  The group generated the following list:

· Number of jobs:  unemployment does not work because people fall off of unemployment rosters and are no longer captured in the data.

· Economic health as the value and volume of forest products and the number of acres of forest that allow timber harvest (“working forest”).

· Living wage:  forest sector employment wages relative to the cost of living in the community.

· Some measure of traditional uses of forest (e.g., hunting, firewood gathering, etc.).

· Parcelization of land to reflect changing ownership patterns over time.

· Fragmentation of land to reflect gaps in forest cover over time.

· Some measure of community well being, vitality, and quality of life.

· Sources of income: wages versus transfer payments (welfare, unemployment, pensions, Medicare, etc.)

· Sources of income: direct (waged job) versus indirect (other non-wage employment, money from hobbies or gathering activities, etc.)

· Relationship of forest biomass growth to forest biomass harvested (e.g. Forest Inventory and Analysis data).

· Subsistence use of the forest.

· Migration patterns of people into and out of the community.

· Civic investments made by local industry.

· Investment in natural resources, such as dollars spent working on landscape restoration and management.

· State equalized value of land (SEV), which is used by states for tax purposes and is a good indicator of investments in the community.

· Explicit cultural values in terms of cultural sites and other places of meaning.

· Tourism and community dependency on tourism.

· Rate of personal consumption of forest products vs. production of forest products vs. volume of growth in the region.

· Percentage of forest work being captured by local people (i.e. not the mobile workforce).

· K-12 school population:  a good measure of whether people are leaving and age of community.

· Age profile of community over time.

· Some measure of opportunities for input into process and decisions and actual participation given those opportunities.

· Social indicators not directly related for forest resources, such as children on school lunch programs, the health of social system (e.g., financial health of hospitals, divorce rates, juvenile crime, school violence, etc.), and community volunteerism (e.g., 4-H, soccer, youth ministry, etc.).

· Changes in water quality and water table levels.

· Wildlife populations and their health: this information relates to all three dimensions of sustainability and can be accessed through hunting tags, diversity of game animals, and health surveys of game animals.

· Some indicators of forest health.

During the brainstorming session, one participant noted that from his experience, it is necessary to collect and track data according to race/ethnicity.  In his experience, diversity issues are often at the heart of control issues in public processes.  Therefore a baseline of race-specific data is necessary from which to track trends and conditions.  Another participant offered that in her community the issues do not revolve around ethnicity, but around equity.

Once the list of data sets and indicators had been generated, the group moved to the task of organizing their list.  The group revisited the idea of locally critical and national relevant indicators, and others suggested that the group might try to organize the list around types of forest value conflicts.  Others thought the list broke down according to issues about forest and issues about the human population.  One participant urged the group to think differently about framing the entire sustainability issue, staying away from the three pillars that we automatically go to.  Another participant agreed that the division is artificial at the community level, as it is impossible to separate the forest from the community.  Thus, what we are really trying to describe is not the three legs of the stool, but the seat itself.  When pushed to describe “the seat” participants offered several suggestions, including:

· the ecosystem, including humans;

· the integration of forest and community health;

· healthy environment for all living things;

· ecosystem health and community well-being;

· the future of life; and

· the world we live in and how we as humans use it or abuse it.

The group decided that they did not need to parse the list into smaller “bags” of indicators and that they were generally content with the idea of thinking about the seat of the stool, not the three separate legs.  They felt that this frame of reference was useful for maintaining emphasis on the interesting story at the community level.

Meeting with Ambassadors from Other Breakout Groups

After lunch, the breakout group reconvened to hear from ambassadors from the other breakout groups.  Wendy Hinrichs Sanders provided the ambassadors with an overview of Group A’s discussions so that they could emphasize important commonalities and differences.  Refer to Attachments 4 and 5 for the summaries of breakout groups B and C, respectively.  Following is a summary of the discussion after the ambassadors gave their reports.

Participants in Group A immediately noticed the “accounting” approach used by Group B versus the “non-quantifiable” discussions in Group C.  The discussion of relationships from Group C generated a great deal of discussion around how to assess social capacity (e.g., the ability and willingness of individuals to work together for community good) and cultural capacity (e.g., norms, beliefs, and life ways).  One participant suggested that a survey asking people who would help them if they fell on hard times might be a first take at estimating social capacity and community cohesion through relationships.  Another added that political relationships, defined by how many people you know in your community that can influence decisions in your community, was a critical aspect.  A participant pointed out that just because you know a person that can influence decision-making does not mean that you can influence decision-making.  Both agreed that this type of measure would have to be explained and interpreted carefully.

A participant with some experience in measuring relationships suggested that the data is most useful if compared over multiple communities in a region.  This comment prompted one participant to wonder if it might be possible to establish a database of standard survey questions that could be used by communities across the country and allow easier comparisons among communities.  Other participants noted that while not impossible, surveys are expensive and responses are value-laden.  Interviews might be preferred.

The group then discussed the importance of community focus groups and targeted outreach sessions to really address the values and opinions underlying community concerns.  Several participants thought that such an effort would be good for bringing in groups who had not yet participated in an ongoing community process, thereby strengthening community capacity to grapple with sustainability issues.  One participant noted that in such efforts, and generally, it is important to identify and acknowledge groups within the community that have a major interest in fostering community polarization.  The process must be able to deal with these voices, which are often quite influential and can control information.  Another participant noted that the conversation reminded her of a conceptual model she had seen that labeled three sides of a “progress triangle” as “relationships, process, and substance.”  These three concepts captured quite well the key themes of the group’s discussions.

One participant ended the session by sharing that his community’s experience with indicators included all aspects of the community and pushed his agency beyond where they alone might have gone with their indicator work.  In the end, every entity supported the work 100 percent.  They were amazed that everyone agreed on something.  His message to the group was that without relationships, nothing else matters.

Attachment 4:  Highlights from Breakout Group B
Participants:  Kevin Birch, Craig Freshley, Gerry Gray, Lynn Jungwirth, Maureen McDonough, Shanna Ratner, Jill Seigmund, Eleanor Torres, Pamela Wright

Facilitators/Recorders:  Laurie Schoonhoven and Jennie O’Connor
Brainstorming Exercise

Breakout Group B brainstormed “information” related to community indicators, rather than simply data and knowledge sets.  The group agreed that “information” covers more areas of concern.  The group brainstormed information needs at the local, state, regional (multi-state), and national levels to ensure that no information was masked by scale and to recognize that information related to community indicators is important at all scales.  The information was further divided into three categories: 1) “exist” – existing information that is easily accessible to communities; 2) “inaccessible” – existing information that is inaccessible to communities in a useful format; and 3) “need” – information that does not exist, but is needed by communities.

The following tables present the results of this exercise.  Note that information needs may be present in multiple categories and/or multiple scales if appropriate.  Also, information needs are not listed in any particular order; rather, they are listed in the order that the group discussed them during the session.  When possible, the explanation for why this information is important is included in parentheses following the identified information need.

	Local Information

	Exist
	Inaccessible
	Need

	Free and Reduced Lunches (Information gathered annually at local level; tells audience number of children with food security issues)
	Processing and Workforce Capacity 
(Do you have skilled workforce that can do the work?)
	Inventory of Local Skills and Employment
(Related to workforce capacity)

	Acres of Farmland
(Tells story of what is happening to the land; economic story about how many people making a living from agricultural production)
	Community Capital or “Agency” 
(Ability for community to act; Can they act upon their?)
	Community Capital or “Agency”

	Percent Employment Dependant on Natural Resources
(Data enables the connection between environmental and economic concerns at local level; Access can be problem, but usually not because smaller level of proprietary information is involved)
	Percent Employment Dependant on Natural Resources
	Who Benefits from Forest Management and What Kind of Management is Occurring
(This information will usually enable the community to discover that they are actually a “colony”)

	Industry Mix
(Similar explanation and concerns as “percent employment dependent on national resource”)
	Industry Mix 
	Seasonal and Recreational Use of Forest, including housing for farm workers


	Local Information (continued)

	Exist
	Inaccessible
	Need

	Census Data: Only on Zip Code
(Data aggregated at country level is publicly available, but not useful for communities; Zip code data is useful, but only available through universities or other gate keeper)
	Census Data: Only on Zip Code
	Forest Access for Recreational Purposes 
(Whom? Where? How? How much?)

	Housing Costs
(Important economic indicator, especially in tourism and vacation towns)
	Mandate Chips Policy for School Districts
(Local communities required to use wood chips as energy source for schools)
	Community Trade Balance:
--Percent of Local Economy Based on People From Away from Local Community;
--Definition of Revenue Flows, with quantifications and not just descriptions.
(This information will demonstrate the strengthens and weaknesses of the local economy, including the reinvestment percentages.)

	Health Care
(Can you get it?; Is it available?; Monitor trends within a community)
	
	Green Infrastructure Strategy:

--Smart Zoning (Look at zoning laws in strategic ways within a community);
--Green Space Audit (Includes potential and actual green space in community);

-- Tree Care (Standards for caring for trees within a community);

-- Mandate LEEDS (Leadership in Environmental Energy Design) Standards in City.

	Acres Subdivided
	
	Local Definitions of Poverty/ Community Well-Being

	
	
	Incentives for Local Community 
(Important to track incentives within community; What are the incentives and how are they used?)

	
	
	Livelihood Dependence on Forest Resources

	
	
	Partnership/Stewardship Actions, including hours and results

	
	
	Gathering Subsistence Use for Forests 
(What are the subsistence uses? How much time does gathering take?)

	
	
	Passive Use Data 
(What is the amount and value of passive use for the forest?)

	
	
	Local Land Use Management Data:
--Forest Land Management Classes (What is being managed for recreation, timber, etc.? And for what purpose?);

-- Forest Type and Successional Stages (biological data);

--Acres of Farmland;

--Hillside Development Planning;

--Acres Subdivided.

	
	
	Diversity in Leadership
(Including gender, racial, and vocational diversity; Diversity in local leadership (e.g. town council); Require a report out to help improve)

	
	
	Special Places Inventory
(Inventory of places that have cultural significance to a community of place)

	
	
	Economic Contribution of Forest to a Community 
(How much does the forest contribute to the local economy?)

	
	
	Decision-making Procedures that Affect Communities, especially how communities can engage in:
--Decision-making to affect management of state-owned lands;

--Decision-making at federal level;

--Decision-making to influence the involvement process.

	
	
	Hazardous Fuel Incentives
(Risk and restoration; As implement initiatives monitor how are we doing)

	
	
	Carbon Sequestration Value of the Forest


	State Information

	Exist
	Inaccessible
	Need

	Percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) from Natural Resources
	Harvest Volume
	Diversity in Leadership
(Including gender, racial, income and vocational diversity)

	Geographic Information Systems Data (Accessibility depends on the data and data source)
	Geographic Information Systems Data
	Inventory of Cut Logs Ready for Use  (Amount of timber on ground ready for use; Value-added wood)

	Forest Health Information:
--Fire Risk;
--Insect and disease information; and
--Impaired watersheds
(Accessibility depends on the data and data source)
	Forest Health Information:
--Fire Risk;
--Insect and disease information; and
--Impaired watersheds
	Community Involvement in State Processes:
--Community leaders accessing state policy makers

-- More outreach to grants process from state forester

	
	Percent Traded as an Indicator of Forest Sector Strength 
(How important is the timber industry to the local community?)
	Percent Traded as an Indicator of Forest Sector Strength 
(How important is the timber industry to the local community?)

	
	Timber Inventory
	Trend Data on:
--Working forests;
--Critical habitat; and
--Water quality.

	
	
	Compliance with Best Management Practices

	
	
	Reforming Laws (i.e., California state landfill law should not exempt government entities)

	
	
	Persons Without Health Insurance

	
	
	Incentives (Important to track incentives for communities; What are they, and how are they used?)


	Regional Information

	Exist
	Inaccessible
	Need

	Endangered Species Act (ESA) Habitat
(Functions at regional level)
	
	Correlation between Volume/Type of Transportation and Patterns of Development

	Watershed Functions at Regional Level:

--Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL);

--Water quality; and

--Water quantity.
(Some data exists for TMDL and others)
	
	Biodiversity of Ecosystems 
(What we do have?)

	Watershed Revitalization
(Links rural and urban communities within watershed)
	
	Information on Forest Fragmentation and Parcelization
(Important for habitat corridors development/identification)

	Air Quality
	
	Information on Wood/Forest Related Education Opportunities
(Know how much information stays in culture)

	
	
	Incentives  (Important to track incentives for communities; What are the incentives and how are they used?)

	
	
	Investors of the State Level in Forest Industry and Volume Invested


	National Information

	Exist
	Inaccessible
	Need

	Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Data on Watersheds, Brownfields, etc.
(Good for planning purposes)
	National Heritage Species
	Value-Added by Sub-Region

	Forest Inventory Analysis
(Only available at county level)
	Forest Inventory Analysis
(Problem is that plot information is proprietary)
	Outreach for LEED (Leadership in Environmental Energy Design) Certification

	Incentives
(Important to track incentives for communities; What are the incentives and how are they used?; Accessibility of data at national level varies based on program)
	Incentives
	Incentives

	Census Data
(Important because people make policy based on data; Cannot disaggregate to local level)
	Census Data
	Forecasting How Climate Change Will Impact Communities


	National Information (continued)

	Exist
	Inaccessible
	Need

	Economic Census Data (Again, people make policy based on data; Can not disaggregate to local level)
	Economic Census Data
	

	Geographic Information Systems Data (Accessibility depends on the data and data source)
	Geographic Information Systems Data

	

	Forest Health Information
	
	

	Heat Island Data
(Data on increased heating in urban environments (asphalt), which can be changed by strategically planting trees; Linked to climate change)
	
	

	Money and Technical Assistance Available to Local Communities
	
	


Identification and Prioritization of Indicators Based on Information Identified

The group agreed that the value of indicators lies in the details that fall under each indicator.  The tables above provide a great deal of that detail.  A cross-sectoral indicator for each priority area is the investments, reinvestments, divestments, and rates of depreciation associated with each area.  The group determined the following priority areas:

Land Use and Conditions Inventory:

· How is land being used? What are the benefits resulting from each land use? What are costs?

· This indicators also includes ecological conditions (e.g., forest health)

· What are the investments, reinvestments, divestments, and rates of depreciation associated with land use and conditions?

Community Trade Balance:

· Community trade balance includes a basic inventory of land, firms, and employment; this indicates the stability of a community.

· This indicator will provide an economic profile of the community, which can be tied to the land use inventory.

· What are the investments, reinvestments, divestments, and rates of depreciation associated with community trade balance?

Social Conditions (e.g., food security, health insurance):

· A social conditions indicator includes an inventory/assessment of community infrastructure (e.g., hospitals, fire stations) as well as users of forest.

· This would also include a community capital inventory, which will enable learning from communities.

· What are the investments, reinvestments, divestments, and rates of depreciation associated with the social conditions?

Access to Policy:

· Access to policy by communities requires involving communities in decision-making processes at multiple levels (e.g., state, national), and tracking avenues for public input to policy.

· Communities need to know that the data and information being gathered by community members will affect policy changes, and how it affects policy changes. Also, community members need to know how much local data is considered in decision-making processes at all levels.

· Answering these questions will help to make a connection between communities and policy/decision-makers. 

· Additional questions that need to be considered through this indicator are as follows:

· Are communities located at table?

· How do you measure collaboration betweens communities and Forest Service?  And between Communities and other organizations?

· What are the investments, reinvestments, divestments, and rates of depreciation associated with access to policy?

Meeting with Ambassadors from Other Breakout Groups

Insights shared by ambassadors from Groups A and C provoked additional discussion, which led the group to add another priority to the list developed in the morning session.

Analysis of Data to Integrate Elements and Components:

· It is important to recognize that the way data sets and information are put together and how that data is combined may enlighten another indicator.

· Using different indicators across the components of sustainability (economic, social, and environment) will enable questions about interrelations to be answered, but must be careful because such analyses/indices can mask individual indicators.  Conducting such analyses after data collection, rather than collecting data simultaneously may solve this.

· Synthesizing information by using and integrating numerous indicators will broaden perspectives and allow the development of higher-level indicators.

· Such analyzing and synthesizing will require having data at correct scales.

· Integration of indicators occurs at local level because it does not involve institutional barriers (e.g., communities not part of Forest Service mission).

· What are the investments, reinvestments, divestments, and rates of depreciation associated with the social conditions?

The ambassadors’ reports let the group to conclude that the details contained in the indicators and the relationships among the indicators are dynamic.  Therefore, communities need to be able to revisit indicators, especially those that are integrated (e.g., healthy forests).  The group also agreed that one must consider the relevance of indicators to each community (e.g., rural vs. urban).

The group also explored the idea that a circular problem exists with indicators and integration of indicators.  Existing data is used for indicators because data is easily obtained, but the data does not include the necessary information (e.g., census data is sociological, but focus on demographics, not relationships).  Tools to correct this problem exist but communities do not use them.  Indicators and integration of indicators need to focus on relationships

In the last minutes of the breakout session, group members shared personal insights from the session.  These included:

· Being struck by the idea of using carbon sequestration and carbon credits as tool.

· The notion that what people really want is access to policy/decision-making, but no existing indicators discuss measuring access to these processes.  What are the processes? Who is influencing decisions being made?  Who is at the table?

· Thinking about how you measure capacity for an integrated approach at local, state, and national levels. 

· Realizing that similar lists, such as the table, have been produced from different forums and groups, but they always look for centralized response.  Although focused on centralized approach to addressing problems, communities really need a dispersal of solutions.

· Asking how the economic and social pieces of information are put into the decision-making process?

· The need to spend more time thinking and discussion collaborative approaches and agency decision-making processes.

· Frustration because we have the same discussions time and time again, but need to get off the dime!

· Recognizing that we need to be able to articulate the connection between economic, social, and environmental, and the relational issues.

Attachment 5:  Highlights from Breakout Group C
Participants:  Tom Bancroft, Ted Heintz, Susan Johnson, Susan Odell, Gerald Rose, Gary Severson, Lou Swanson, Charles Van Sickle

Facilitator:  Sarah Walen
Recorder:  Stephanie Kavanaugh
At the beginning of the breakout, one participant raised a question about the scope of the discussion.  He noted that there were resources on statistical reporting of data as well as on decision-making support and modeling.  After some discussion, the group agreed that both types of information are important.  It was noted that the focus of the discussion was not on forecasting or projecting data but on identifying sources of data and on describing the data.

The group moved into a discussion of types and characteristics of data.  A participant mentioned environmental, economic, social and cross cutting indicators.  Another participant offered the opinion that of the three pillars of sustainability, the social pillar has more to do with what it means to be a community, particularly the cultural aspects of a community.  Part of sustainability is understanding and preserving the civic/cultural characteristics of a community, and measuring this aspect of a community is challenging.  Another participant added that communities need descriptive indicators in addition to indicators of change or things at risk.  Both types are important and distinguishing between these types of indicators will help to identify the different types of data needed.  A participant added the additional comment that indicators need to address changes over time.  In general, change is more apparent at the community level versus the national level.

Another participant added that it is very important for the scale of the data to match the need.  Small communities need to have access to their own data, as a way of truth checking and increasing understanding about their community.  County level data may not be the best set of information for a community to evaluate and understand sustainability, but census block data may be a useful resource.

Resources for Data and Decision-making

After sharing thoughts on types and characteristics of indicators, the group brainstormed on useful, easily accessible data sources and decision-making models .  The lists they generated is as follows:

Data Sources

· www.eco2eco.net contains economic data for approximately 35 states east of the Mississippi River, and information starts at the county level.  It provides data for 65 economic indicators and shows trends from 1970 – 2000.  The site currently provides a cross section of economic information, and there are plans to add interpretation features in the future.

· NatureServe is in the process of developing a set of environmental indicators geared toward county level planning.  The database draws from the state heritage programs.

· Northwest Council of Governments uses county assessors data and sales and tax receipts.

· Government Councils and Associations are often central repositories of data and therefore potential resources for some types of community data.

· The Economic Actions Program is a community assistance program that has a few million dollars allocated for communities ready to do fuel reduction and rehabilitation and restoration work.  Ultimately, the database for this program will be comprised of a library of data “layers”.

· The Southern Appalachian Man and Biosphere Foundation (SAMAB) is a resource for approaches to using data from different sources.  It can help people deal with ways to address the challenges associated with using different databases (e.g., differences in quality, etc.)

· The National Biological Information Infrastructure of the U.S. Geological Survey provides a mechanism for accessing a lot of biological databases through one resource.

Decision-making Support and Models

· Both the University of Michigan School of Natural Resources and the University of Virginia have produced references on how communities can collaborate.

· The Wilderness Society will publish a study on collaborative efforts in Baxter State Park in the Summer 2003.  The study applies an interactive modeling approach to assist a community in the transition from timberland to other land uses, integrating input from the community on community drivers.

· Wildland/Urban Interface modeling of community development is a tool that will provide communities with access to a large database to help with decision-making on development.

· The Economic Profile System , software developed by the Sonoran Institute (http://www.sonoran.org/) in collaboration with the Bureau of Land Management, is interactive software designed to integrate community input for decision-making regarding public lands.  Communities are able to identify modeling parameters that are pertinent to community needs.

Characteristics of Indicators

After sharing their knowledge of resources with one another, the group had a more in-depth discussion of the characteristics of indicators.  The group agreed that indicators should reflect the critical values of concern to a community.  Community indicators should be able to reflect change and should be based on available and easily accessible data.  Another participant added that indicators should be objective and credible.

A participant pointed out that indicators are based on two types of information – available information and information that needs to be collected by the community.  Community learning and education is an added benefit to community involvement in data collection.  A participant added that there is a need to provide communities with the tools and training to collect data and that the process of data gathering is a valuable tool for educating the community.  The effort to involve communities in the National Fire Plan is an example of how this could be done.

Some participants were of the opinion that indicators can define a community to narrowly.  Because “you are what you measure,” we are more likely to “see” communities in terms of what we can presently measure.  Our limited capacity to measure the relational aspects of community limits our ability to characterize community sustainability fully.  This issue makes it all the more important for communities to be involved in on-going development of indicators that are meaningful to them.  Another participant shared the insight that we tend to focus on measuring negative stresses to communities, such as poverty and suicide rates.  It is important to expand the measures to define communities, through indicators, by their positive attributes as well.

A participant close to the various Roundtable processes shared that the resource roundtables are approaching community indicators differently.  They are viewing the state of the community in relationship to surrounding resources, characterizing the state of the resource in relation to the surrounding community and characterizing community expanding beyond the traditional community boundaries.  In all cases, it is important for the roundtables’ activities to be more connected to the community level and to do a better job bridging the national and local levels of activity.  A participant responded by saying it would be valuable to consider when and how roundtables should become involved with community indicators.  There was some concern about over-orchestrating the involvement of the roundtables with communities.  The Gogebic experience might be a good example to consider in this light.

The group generated some informative trends and conditions that community indicators should capture.  These included water quality, rates of out-migration of younger community members, crime rates, the quality of hospital care and medical services available to the community, and the relational characteristics/capacity of a community.  It was mentioned that there is a need to cover both rural and urban communities, as well as the rural-urban interface.  A participant suggested that there could be an indicator that shows how agencies address relationships, something like a report card or check on how we are doing in this area.  A group member suggested indicators that look at unintended consequences like land conversion, which may be economical, versus preserving land use by other system of values.  A participant suggested that tracking the number of people that attend community meetings could be a way to document changing community values.

A participant added that there should be some cross cutting indicators in addition to indicators for each of the three pillars.  Another added that those interested in developing community indicators should aim for a more holistic, blending approach that looks at the impact of community on resource as well as impact of resource on the community.  A different participant emphasized that we should not lose sight of the long-term sustainability of the land in all of the discussion about community indicators.  It is important to consider all three pillars of sustainability.  If communities want broader questions, they should focus on answering questions like “Are these communities going to be hear in 200 years?”

Relationships/Relational Characteristics of Community

The group took some time to discuss the importance of relationships in communities and how relationships matter in the sustainable community dialogue.  A participant offered that relationships and relationship building is a critical component of community.  It is important to develop indicators that provide some measure of this critical aspect of community.  Developing these indicators will be a challenge because relationships and their importance are closely tied to culture.  Culture, relationships, and the integration of both in a community are viewed differently from different perspectives.

A possible relationship indicator might be a measure of whether tribal people are being effectively represented in the government.  These types of data must be collected by going into the community to collect the data.  Another might describe whether there is opportunity for tribal and other cultural needs and activities to be perpetuated within a community.  Another participant suggested that network analysis might provide a quantitative tool to help address the question of relationships.  A participant suggested that indicators for intergovernmental relationships could address the use of collaborative approaches by decision-making entities and potentially create some metric of accountability.  The group agreed that developing indicators to measure community relationships is “cutting edge” and there are not yet good tools available.  It is key to develop these indicators to really know about sustainability.

Meeting with Ambassadors from Other Breakout Groups

Ambassadors from the other breakout groups came to share their group’s thoughts and insights.  After listening to the ambassadors, Group C members reflected upon their own thinking.  A participant suggested that when developing indicators, a community needs to look at what is important to them, then identify what information is needed to determine where the community is and where it wants to go.  Communities have done a lot of work on developing an understanding of community sustainability, and future efforts should build on that information.  In their collective efforts, communities have identified indicators that apply to most, as well as many indicators that are unique to each community.

The group agreed that it is important to recognize the critical importance of the relationship/relational piece.  Persons developing community indicators should try to see the whole (the seat of the three-legged stool) or establish the reason for the stool, before addressing the legs of the stool.  When developing community indicators, it is important to view the big picture and recognize the connection between community and policy.  Consider how community activities might contribute to developing or evolving policies that are more outcome-based.  For example, how might a collaborative watershed effort result in changing the way land managers manage their land?

A participant shared the insight that it is both useful and dangerous to look for similarities among experiences because there are important, unique aspects to each community.  It is therefore appropriate not to assume that each community has the same experience or a common language.  With this caution, there is also value in using a systematic approach.  A question emerged regarding how we could ensure that the process of developing and implementing community indicators is a learning and broadening experience (e.g., information from the state and national levels may also be informative on the community level).  One way might be to assume an iterative approach that ensures that there is exchange between the national and community level, as well as from the community to the national level.

Attachment 6:  Presentation on Citizen-Monitoring
[Copies have been requested but not yet received.]

Attachment 7:  Highlights from Breakout Group D
Participants:  Mila Alvarez, Tom Bancroft, Kevin Birch, Jill Cornell, Maureen McDonough, Gary Severson, Diane Snyder, and Charles Van Sickle

Facilitator:  Jay West
Recorder:  Ruth McWilliams
The group began by brainstorming characteristics of a strong, effective citizen-monitoring program.  The list generated by the group is as follows:

· Some person or group to be the keeper of the data;

· Data that is both relevant and easily measured;

· Leadership;

· Authority;

· Accountability;

· Visibility;

· Recognition within the community;

· Repeatability over time;

· Meaningful (both results and personal involvement);

· Feedback mechanism to participants;

· Money and other resources;

· Coordination and networking, possibly with other communities;

· A shared vision/purpose among participants;

· Ability to adapt to changing community values/conditions;

· Respected by people outside of the process (agencies and others);

· Earning trust and respect;

· Can be done well by the people who are going to do it;

· Scientific consultation/advice and capacity-building;

· Recognizes local knowledge;

· Insulated from manipulation by others (e.g., polarizing interests); and

· Good response variables that pick up the right signals

One participant suggested that in his experience citizen-monitoring programs are most successful when there is a direct connection to an agency workload and budget.  The monitoring program is a win-win for both the agency and the community.  Watershed councils in parts of the country have such arrangements.  He also added that it is important to identify needed expertise in the community if possible (e.g.. at a college, professionals willing to volunteer, etc.).  Respect and credibility increase when the group can show that it works closely with experts in the relevant field on developing monitoring protocols, analyzing data, or project design.  There was some discussion of the word “oversight” being used when discussing the involvement of experts.  It was generally agreed that the term “oversight” connotes ownership outside of the community process and that words such as “consultation” or “capacity-building” should be used.

One participant noted that community monitoring could take many forms.  The Christmas Bird Count is an event that takes advantage of hobbyists who are quite skilled in identifying birds and who enjoy opportunities to observe birds/collect data.

Another participant brought the group back to the morning’s discussions of indicator efforts needing to adapt to changing local values and trends.  She asked whether a citizen-monitoring program could be adaptive without harming the utility and integrity of the data that have already been collected.  No one had an answer, but everyone agreed that it is a good question to keep in mind when thinking about a citizen-monitoring program over the long-term.

Benefits of Monitoring Programs

The group then decided that it would be a good idea to brainstorm on the benefits of citizen-monitoring programs to the community sustainability process.  The list generated by the group is as follows:

· Engaged constituency;

· Ownership;

· Peer pressure for compliance;

· Credibility;

· Trust;

· Awareness;

· Learning;

· Leveraging funds (public and private);

· Commitment;

· Democracy/participation;

· Relevance;

· New lines of and topics for communication;

· Partnerships;

· Richer story about community;

· Higher resolution/more detailed information about local level;

· Build highly effective grassroots constituency for elected officials; and

· Increased interest of local press on things local people are doing

Best Practices and Lessons Learned

The group turned their discussion toward identifying programs from which they could identify best practices and important lessons.  The suggested programs included:

· Breeding Bird Surveys

· Provide feedback to individual participants.

· Participants know data are used.

· Leverages what people do for fun.

· Gets good media attention.

· Urban Street Inventory Projects in Vermont

· Protocols and software are well developed.

· Developed specifically for community use.

· Data compiled in useable fashion.

· Data used for decision-making.

· Stewardship Contracting Monitoring Projects

· Local level participation, as well as regional and national monitoring.

· The Nature Conservancy’s Bioblitz Weekend (MI)

· Intensive effort once a year.

· Blue River Restoration (CO)

· Written charter for everyone involved.

· Harnesses the knowledge and abilities of talented local people.

· Many different options available.

· Watershed Councils

· Excellent examples in many states.

· Blue Ridge Parkway’s Viewshed Inventory

· Well-defined, doable procedure.

· Highly educational on abstract concepts.

· Helps people understand and clarify. encroachment and other threats..

· Easily transferable to other applications.

When discussing this list, the group observed that discussions about citizen-monitoring currently focus on natural resources.  If we want citizen-monitoring of social phenomena, it will require the development of sound protocols.  Some agreed that investing in social monitoring by citizens should be examined more closely.  One participant shared the example of a Park Service protocol to survey communities for their preference for new projects and wondered if communities might develop similar templates for assessing more general community values.

One participant noted that there is a fuzzy line between inventory and monitoring.  For inventories, the all-taxa inventory in Great Smoky Mountains National Park is a highly inclusive process involving academic specialists identifying several new species.  Another participant noted that there also less structured processes.  For example, the book Red-Tails in Love talks about the informal monitoring done by birders in Central Park.  The key is to recognize local expertise and realize that many people have a very good understanding of the science behind their hobbies, whether they are birders or gardeners.  

Actions Needed to Advance Citizen-monitoring

The group ended the session with a discussion of next steps to advance citizen-monitoring.  One participant said that program organizers need to commit to developing a vision of what the program is trying to accomplish, a sound protocol, a good organizing/training strategy, ways to store, use and report data, and feedback mechanisms to keep people motivated.  Another offered that those interested in community monitoring should use current budget constraints as a factor in their favor.  They should advertise the monitoring program as a cost savings to agencies (seed dollars to start volunteers versus funding an internal program staffed by experts).  Another participant agreed that the budget crisis might provide an opportunity for exploring community pilot projects where communities track social, economic, and biophysical data.  A different participant cautioned the group to be realistic about what the budget crisis really means to communities.  Many are hitting rock bottom with huge levels of fear.  What monitoring programs should do is devise a strategy that captures the benefits of monitoring in a way that demonstrates a way forward for the community. 

Other participants suggested many other actions for moving forward, including:

· Working within the legislative process to advocate for citizen-monitoring;

· Educating Congressional staff;

· Involving schools and science teachers;

· Utilizing existing materials such as Project Learning Tree;

· Developing sister cities programs to encourage networking across communities; and

· Looking for examples beyond the natural resources realm (e.g., health care).

In the end, the group agreed that there needed to be a systematic way to identify successful projects and to share information.  Perhaps more importantly, there needs to be a way to determine what makes certain programs successful.

Attachment 8:  Highlights from Breakout Group E
Participants:  Craig Freshley, Gerry Gray, Ted Heintz, Wendy Hinrichs Sanders, Lynn Jungwirth, Brian Kernohan, Shanna Ratner, John Schelhas, Jill Seigmund

Facilitator:  Sarah Walen
Recorder:  Stephanie Kavanaugh

The group started their discussion by considering what a reliable citizen-monitoring program could look like, given current realities.  Participants offered several suggestions, including:

· Consistency over time;

· Standardization;

· Has to have a home;

· People in the community need to be comfortable with where that home is, needs to have local credibility;

· People in the community need to understand how what they feed into the process related to other sources feeding into process;

· Community members need to get reports back from the rest of the process regularly;

· Needs some kind of evaluation against values, objectives, and protocols to ensure that it’s being done the way it should be;

· Need to start with what community values, then check in to see if what we are measuring is telling us about what we value;  

· Need a recruitment and training component;

· Has to have a purpose, be utilitarian;

· Needs to be a clear benefit to participants doing the monitoring;

· Should involve youth;

· Best if volunteers are drawn to it, which means it is compelling and fun; and

· Is the data measuring what we want it to value?

The question arose as to whether there is an assumption that the community also does assessment and analysis.  The group considered the question and said that the answer is yes.  The program has to be multi-faceted enough to make analysis possible (i.e., systems monitoring) and be relevant to the big picture process.  

Another discussion arose concerning how community-collected data could be fed “upward” to a national reporting process.  One participant noted that the concept of C&I is very new and people are still talking about how to collect data at the national level.  There is no process in place to feed community-level data into a larger-scale process, national or otherwise.  Another noted that information must be fed upward by ALL communities to be relevant at the national level.  Data from a handful of communities will not be useful.  A participant suggested that the movement for community-level data collection should engage A participant at national level in order to ensure that the data are used.

This discussion led the group to the question of how best to determine which data, collected at which level, ought be used for national indicators.  A participant suggested that at the community level, citizens could augment nationally available data with additional data that the community sees as needed for their particular context.  Another participant noted that in areas outside of forestry, states and localities collect a lot of the data used by government agencies.  However, there are many on-going problems with trying to put information from multiple sources together as collection and reporting protocols are not standardized.  Therefore, reliability and credibility of data are essential when discussing how to move between the community and national scales of assessment.  Many programs engage academics and other experts with community practitioners in order to develop credible, doable monitoring programs.

The group voiced many additional issues that need to be explored further.  These include:

· We are dealing with different models.  Federal agencies train and pay staff to collect the information they are told to collect versus communities that decide on and collect their own information versus communities that are asked (or decide) to monitor the effect of policies on the sustainability of their community.

· An awful lot of current monitoring is NOT in the framework of the C&I.  If we are working to develop the infrastructure for citizen-monitoring within the framework of C&I, will the other state and federal agencies be adding that to their monitoring responsibility?

· CEQ is looking at the issue of data collection within a C& I framework.  The concern is duplication of effort and compatibility of data collected by multiple entities.

· There is the potential opportunity for citizen-monitoring is to augment to “fill in” gaps in federal monitoring efforts.

· Some data collection requires laboratory access.  How do we organize for that?

· When is it reasonable to expect communities to be able to integrate community data?

Best Practices and Lessons Learned

The group chose to move on to discuss model programs and the features that have made them successful.  Group members offered many examples, including:

· Main Street Communities (www.mainstreet.org)

· National, volunteer-based

· Concerned with downtown environments

· Data is sent to national center

· Quarterly reports are given to all

· Keeping Track (VT)

· Intentionally bad example

· Trains folks to identify wildlife

· Trainings are great, but poor coordination and follow up

· Nothing happens

· 
Northwest Connections

· Trains folks for grizzly tracking

· Has been successful over a number of years

· National Weather Service (NWS)

· Volunteer based

· Fun!

· NWS calls volunteers

· Large sample size checks against volunteer error

One participant shared an example of a worker training program that trains folks to do contract work for the Forest Service.  Locals who access such work can access important areas to monitor.  They can turn the information they collect over to the agency AND share that information with other members of the community.  It becomes part of the community knowledge.  Unfortunately, the federal government wants to contract with a big firm with a mobile workforce.

Moving to best practices, one participant shared the opinion that for those communities without sophisticated facilities or an outlet for data analysis and publishing, the best practice is to seek resources to create that outlet.  Another added that technology, such as Geographic Information Systems, can be tapped to learn about best practices in mapping.  Another best practice suggested by a group member was a good reporting mechanism that communicates back to citizens in an effective way.  Good programs should also be designed with incentives in mind.  What are the incentives behind why community members, particularly decision makers, behave the way they do?  Getting a program accepted as part of a curriculum at a university or school is a good way to involve youth and get consistent data.  One participant envisioned a cohort of students that studies a watershed for 12 years and does age-appropriate activities.  If enough of these cohorts did similar work, it would create a consistent data set that could be aggregated.  This vision reminded one participant of annual bird surveys such as the Christmas Bird Counts take place every year across the country.  A participant mentioned that social and economic monitoring being done by his or her local watershed center, in addition to biophysical monitoring, has acquired credibility.

Actions Needed to Advance Citizen-monitoring

The group finished their discussion with a discussion of actions needed to advance citizen-monitoring.  One participant suggested that monitoring advocates need to determine what data is augmentable and what is not, as well as what data is available to folks at the local/community level.  Similarly, organizers need to concentrate on inexpensive, non-labor intensive means of data collection that can be just as good as heavily scientific methods for meeting community needs.  Another participant suggested that monitoring advocates need to get a better handle on what level of effort is needed based on who the data will be used.  It may not be necessary to invest in high precision methods.  This participant shared the example of a Chesapeake Bay group that measures water turbidity simply by walking out into the water in white tennis shoes and observing how far they can go before they can no longer see them.

These comments prompted one participant to step back and ask where it is we want to go?  Another added that somebody should tackle how to take local level data and go “up” and how to look only at sustainability of communities.  They are two separate issues.  The suggestion was made that perhaps the Heinz Center, which is trying to find an effective way to connect with regional and smaller levels of assessment, could shed some light on the scale issue.  One participant was of the opinion that someone needed to take the lead, to be the go-to organization, to institutionalize the process.  This organization would provide a suite of essential coordination functions, including:

· Establishing some protocols that are sensitive to top-down vs. bottom-up issues;

· Establishing some categories to be counted;

· Providing a menu of things that can be counted or assessed;

· Collecting examples and best practices;

· Providing training; and 

· Reporting in a way that is meaningful for collectors.

 A participant said that someone needs to make the case that citizen-monitoring and reporting is useful.  Maybe sustainable development does not resonate for communities.  Perhaps the message needs to be “preserving their resources” or “shaping their own destiny.”  Also, there is a difference between informal and formal monitoring.  The informal monitoring system goes on all the time even in lower resourced communities.  Perhaps part of the message is “If you will formalize your monitoring, there are advantages and you can go outside to get resources.”  Otherwise, we have to ask why would they do this.  We are not at the social contract level yet.  A participant suggested that public access television could be a good medium for getting the message out and envisioned a loosely structured national media effort to bring discussions of indicators and policies to communities all over the country.

At the end of the discussion, the group was moving toward a sense that although we can talk about community sustainability, we cannot talk about it without also discussing regional, national, and global sustainability.  We must be aware of system connectedness across scale so that the learning process is visible and valued.  A participant ended by saying that those who embrace the concept of interdependence will survive the next centuries.  Linking communities and recognizing interdependence is so important and necessitates working with children at a young age.  “Becoming interdependent is not giving up but expanding the whole.”

ATTACHMENT 9:  HIGHLIGHTS FROM BREAKOUT GROUP F

Participants:  Richard Bolen, Rory Fraser, Susan Johnson, Jonathan Kusel, Mary Mitsos, Susan Odell, Gerald Rose, Eleanor Torres, Pamela Wright

Facilitators/Recorders:  Laurie Schoonhoven and Jennie O’Connor

The group began its discussion by considering best practices happening right now in citizen-monitoring.  A participant offered that an example of a community-monitoring group is the Forest Advocating Coordinating Team (FACT) in Gogebic, Michigan, which includes a wide variety of stakeholders.  FACT engenders trust and respect among citizens and government and adds credibility to the process.  Establishing such a group is the initial step in the community monitoring process.  The Long Beach Model Forest Program in British Columbia, Canada provides lessons for attaching responsibility for the monitoring project to the community.  For a community indicator project based on the basic Long Beach approach, each indicator would have a point person who is required to make an annual presentation on the indicator.  The point person would be responsible for finding someone else to collect the data when they are not available and for finding a new point person if necessary.

The group then moved on to a discussion of principles of a reliable monitoring program.  The discussion generated several insights.  A participant opened the discussion by saying that citizen-monitoring groups should include a diagonal cut of the community profile to ensure diversity of representation.  A particpant said that communities or counties have to institutionalize the indicators for community monitoring to be effective.  Doing so involves communication, which in turn involves listening to community priorities, not dictating the priorities.  In other words, the community needs to identify with the issues rather than having the institution define issues.  Another participant agreed and added that local community members are often uncomfortable approaching authorities with concerns.  Successful monitoring programs need to break such institutional barriers.  Another participant added that monitoring programs should recognize indigenous knowledge/wisdom.

The group moved into a discussion of motivations for a community monitoring program.  One participant said that we should recognize that citizen-monitoring programs occur at a variety of scales and result from a variety of drivers (e.g., institutional vs. community).  Another participant presented the question “What is the incentive for a citizen to be involved in a monitoring process?”  Understanding this question is important to developing good monitoring program principles.  Group members offered many approaches to answering this question.  In most cases, community members are involved in monitoring process on a voluntary basis.  In a few cases those participating in the monitoring may have some partial funding, possibly covering their expenses.  Reasons for community member involvement in monitoring process could include:

· Caring about the project and/or community;

· Understanding that monitoring will enable the community to prevent “harms” in the future and learn from past experiences;

· Develop new skill sets through training and participation; and/or

· A desire to educating students about monitoring.

A participant stated that it was important to ask whether there was a guardian organization that oversees the community monitoring.  Some thought that depending on the community, a guardian organization might be necessary.  Others said that there needs to be an organizing entity to make sure the community stays engaged in the process.  Others added that monitoring programs emerge for different reasons, so each case must be considered separately to evaluate what makes sense for the community.  Some community monitoring programs happen serendipitously, while some are organized with a goal in mind.  A participant suggested that to meet its mission or long-term goal, the program might need to be shepherded by a government agency or other well-respected organization.  This may enable more involvement.  A participant added that the end-goal for all communities is shared responsibility in the development and implementation of a monitoring program.  Building awareness of the validity of citizen-monitoring and the data it produces will enable shared responsibility.  In this context, the group recognized that to be salient over time, indicators of sustainability have to be tracked over time, which takes commitment.  A strong education program is a tool to prolong community interest.

The group agreed after its discussion that principles of a Citizen-monitoring Program include:

· Cultural recognition

· Educational importance

· An organizing entity

· Funding/Financial component

· 
Empowerment/ Involvement

· Prestige

· Relevancy

· Responsibility

· 
Institutionalization

· Built in response

· Broad credibility

· Traditional infrastructures

The group also added that the principles and process of community monitoring have to be inclusive.  Community-monitoring efforts should not be on a pre-set timetable, but the process should be on the community’s time frame.  The diagram below is one example of an adaptive community monitoring process that involves feedback.
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The group then turned its attention to constraints on citizen-monitoring programs.  Three that emerged quickly were funding, time, and turnover.   A participant noted that in national programs, there is a lack of knowledge about citizen-monitoring, which leads to governmental agencies questioning data.  Communities need to make governmental institutions comfortable with the process.  In this regard, citizen-monitoring programs need to help ensure the consistency of monitoring.  One way to ensure consistency is to have a monitor training program to which everyone has access.  To deal with turnover, monitoring programs might benefit from having incentives for involvement.  An example might be incorporating the monitoring program into a youth summer program where the students are paid through the Youth Corp.

Another constraint identified in the discussion is that communities need help with approaching the citizen-monitoring process, especially in small rural-based communities.  No organizations exist to provide process help for communities of place, because such support focused on communities of interest.  Communities do not understand how monitoring will help or be meaningful to them.  Also, trust is an important factor and possibly a constraint in developing monitoring programs.  To build trust, participants suggested that programs should be developed within the communities and with agencies.  Communities will need to find ways to work with uncertainty (e.g., an open system with incomplete information).  Part of building trust and getting buy-in is defining realistic goals, which in turn will depend on community values and needs.

One participant raised the point that a monitoring process should take into account intergenerational issues and work to get continuity across time and bridge generations.  One example of such a program is one in which Black Hills students work with tribal elders on Forest Service lands.  Students work in the forest, while elders teach them the language and traditional knowledge of natural resources.  In all cases, monitoring should be used as an educational tool and hands on experience.

Actions Needed to Advance Citizen-monitoring

The group identified several actions needed to further advance citizen-monitoring.  There needs to be money and other resources available to make citizen-monitoring happen.  There should also be outreach to a variety of communities about successful community monitoring efforts.  A participant suggested that perhaps parties involved in the Communities Committee could create a tool kit based on such programs.  Someone could develop a community monitoring web page to keep all materials in one place.

Moving away from the operational side of community monitoring, a participant suggested that communities still need to “achieve voice”.  Communities believe their voice has been ignored; they do not perceive themselves as “at the table.”  Therefore, they need to have a voice in the process.  At the same time, it is important to remember that there are many voices in the “community voice.”  As was mentioned in the morning plenary, we all need to recognize that there are communities of interest and communities of place.  A participant added that there are also communities of land/people who truly need a voice because they are not necessarily associated with place (e.g., migrant workers).

Linking Citizen-monitoring and Montreal Criteria & Indicators

The group concluded their discussion of citizen-monitoring with a probing of the relationship between citizen-monitoring and the Montreal C&I.  A participant asked how one might use the Montreal C&I might be used as a framework for citizen-monitoring efforts.  Participants responded by saying that one needs to make sure that communities have a voice in the C&I processes, including national level processes (e.g., Roundtables).  Also, there is the task of enabling and empowering communities to use the contents of the C&I at the community level.  It is key to include the appropriate people in the process.

A participant added that a set of core indicators based on the C&I and integrated across the three pillars could be useful.  While there is a common acceptance and understanding at the criteria level, the same cannot be said for the indicator level.  Core indicators could help broaden understanding.  A core set of indicators could potentially be meaningful to multiple communities.  A participant asked if when the federal government talks about refining indicators, has or will the benefit of community input/feedback been taken into account.  Another participant asked if whether we should focus on the process and leave the rest to communities, or  should we go so far as to develop core indicators.  Doing so would require us to ask whether there are indicators of significance to most communities.  A participant shared that the Europeans worked on choosing core indicators and selected a suite of 23 core community indicators, focusing on the ones most likely to be used.  The remaining 115 indicators are a guide and used on an as-needed basis.

Some participants disagreed with the idea of a general set of core indicators and said that each community should make its own decision about core indicators.  They maintained that core indicators and indicators in general cannot be generalized across communities.  We can assist communities by providing them with suites of indicators, rather than core indicators, and measures that have developed, consistent, flexible data sources.  Although there are similar themes and ideas running in multiple communities, what is relevant varies from place to place.

ATTACHMENT 10:  PARTICIPANTS’ IDEAS FOR NEXT STEPS
1.  Identify an Interim Coordinating Body to Get Things Going

· Establish a Sustainable Communities Roundtable to develop proposals for community indicators and monitoring for forest, range, minerals, water, etc.

· Build on Communities Committee interest/work to activate a visible, broad-based “Community Forum” focusing on indicators and monitoring.

· Refine, clarify, and work toward implementation of key conclusions/recommendations from this session.

2.  The “Seat” (Integration)

· Integrate in all discussions by focusing on the “seat” of the proverbial three-legged stool, not just each separate stool.

· Frame the work from the seat not the legs – how to integrate across social, economic, ecological and really tell the story.

· Identify methods to include indicators in decision-making processes.

· Need more work on “good” indicators over time that are scientifically credible and address objectives and values.

· Identify how to get from raising awareness and concern to changing behavior and taking action at the community level.

· Develop a standard list of indicators for different community types that are cross-platform, are useful to decision-makers at various levels, and can be adapted to fit each individual community.

3.  Pilot Projects

· Establish three community indicators pilot projects (based on the C&I) and derive lessons learned.  Go on a road show to provide incentives to others.

· Develop a pilot local sustainability monitoring efforts.

· Work with six communities in the lead and pilot some C&I reporting systems.

· While community monitoring needs to be sold to federal agencies to provide local data to articulate and augment federal data, an appropriate model needs to be developed and tested.

· Ask Communities Committee to begin encouraging community members to consider C&I monitoring (get some communities started).

· Communities Committee should highlight stories/lessons learned from communities regionally and nationally.

· Select pilot communities with indicators somewhat developed to test baseline data and monitoring protocols.

· Go out and try it in a few communities.

· Collect examples of (best practices) community monitoring to share.

· Lump and refine the information from this morning and share..

· A Work Group should refine indicators and data from the morning discussions.

· Select a small set of indicators and start collecting data at the community level.

· Foster partnership(s) to advance/support community indicator/citizen-monitoring “pilot” places or regions.

4.  Develop Federal and Non-Federal Partnership for Supporting and Assembling Community Indicators

· Create structure for learning and sharing lessons from the community, regional, and national level.

· Develop a community group corollary to the CEQ group inter-agency group.

· Develop a national infrastructure or organization to coordinate and aggregate local work on sustainability (indicators).

· Public access television pilot to facilitate regional sharing of local, regional, and state indicators.

· Study interdependence, citizen and monitoring from other countries.

· Outreach projects – citizens, government institutions, NGOs, and others.

· Advocacy work at the national level to promote community-based forestry – legislation and lobbying.

· Establish a method (simple) for communities to assess their community trade balance and teach it to communities.

· Establish subcommittee to review pilot projects to help identify lessons from those efforts and whether more are needed.  Need to mix perspectives – agency, scientists as part of this group.  Gather current citizen-monitoring groups together to assess successes etc. to generate guidelines for other, future community monitoring groups.  Use 7th American Forest Congress Communities Committee to help.

· Prepare a process to identify and training decision-making opportunities for local input.

· Prepare best practices information on getting at community level indicators with meaning.

· Identify success stories in community indicator and citizen-monitoring efforts . . . case studies/success stories/best practices.

· Clearly define benefits of using indicators and citizen-monitoring.

· Resource tension.  Obtain clarity about priority for soil indicator collection/usage/value: 1) focus on collection process to improve community voice; and 2) focus on discrete set of indicators for widespread usage.

· Present benefits of indicators and citizen-monitoring to elected officials.  How this can help you?

5.  Consolidation/Communication

· Support communities with funding to initiate and do indicator development and monitoring program.

· Insure that useful community indicator tool kit is developed and gets introduced to communities.

· International cooperation – our communities and ecosystems are part of the big ecosystem called Earth –  integrate effects across boundaries.

· The Forest Service needs to (among other folks) provide/build a web-based clearing house of “community” indicator examples, initiatives, etc.

· Provide information (website, etc.) on C&I principles, processes, and ways communities have been involved.

6.  Outreach to Communities (without any institutional agendas)

· Recognizing and evaluate successful community planning and indicator development efforts.

· Sell benefits of an indicator approach to communities.

· Get the C&I message out to communities (of place).

· Recognize and evaluate successful citizen-monitoring programs.

· Build the capacity to build the capacity to participate in C&I.

· Mobilize and involve community individuals not heretofore involved.

7.  Miscellaneous Ideas

· Clarify link between policy for identifying community needs and community indicators.

· Identify common objectives whether rural or urban.

· Continue exploring value and benefits of relationships to community assessments and planning.

· Encourage regional or state level sustainability analysis, starting with (but not limited to) national community criteria and indicators.

· Better understand the relationship between socioeconomic drivers and change in measures of sustainable forests.

· Better understanding of where policies and policy decisions are made that affect whether forests are sustainable.

· Better define what a sustainable forest would look like.

· Analysis of competitive forest values (sources of conflict).

· Sustainability is a human concept, the analysis of “forest values” of from a human perspective --   “Resources are not, they become.”

· Develop data protocols for core indicators to be analyzed across scales (local, national, etc.)

· Have an annual conference on sustainability to ensure a constant exchange of ideas and information

· Charge/task the Technical Committee of the RSF with addressing and developing a strategy to incorporate community “voices” in the next RT report and in follow-up work to the current..

· Broaden the concept of “aggregate” or drop it.

· Reconcile community as a scale vs. a venue for sustainability.

· We need more diversity for these discussions.

· Define principles of community interaction.

· Develop pilot “adopt a forest” K-12 education program that includes data collection, sharing with interdependence focus.
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