
 
 

MEETING SUMMARY 
May 26-27, 2004 – Denver, CO 

 
 
The Roundtable on Sustainable Forests met on May 26-27, 2004, in Denver, Colorado.  Attachment A is 
the meeting agenda, and Attachment B is a participant list.  Presentations made at the meeting are 
available in the Meeting and Workshop Summary section of the Roundtable’s website, 
www.sustainableforests.net. 
 
WELCOME AND OPENING REMARKS 
 
Co-Chair Jerry Rose of the National Association of State Foresters welcomed everyone to the meeting.  
He noted that in the last year the Roundtable had achieved its goal of supporting the organization of 
regional workshops, and he looked forward to additional efforts that engaged even more of the forest 
sustainability community in the dialogue about sustainable forest management (SFM). 
 
Co-Chair Joel Holtrop, Deputy Chief for State and Private Forestry at the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) Forest Service, also welcomed everyone to Denver.  He recognized the achievement of the 
publication of the National Report on Sustainable Forests—2003 and thanked the Roundtable for their 
contribution.  He also reminded participants that in 2005 the Forest Service would celebrate its centennial 
anniversary.  In addition to a Centennial Congress in Washington, DC, the centennial year will see many 
regional events geared toward discussions of the role the Forest Service should take in the next century.  
He encouraged Roundtable participants to become involved in those events.  More information is 
available from regional offices and at the centennial website, www.fs.fed.us/newcentury/. 
 
Mr. Holtrop said that the meeting would generate many ideas concerning where the Roundtable should 
focus its efforts in the next year.  He said that he wanted to begin the day by reminding everyone of things 
the Roundtable had been working on and should, in his opinion, continue to work on in the future.  The 
included: 
 
� Facilitating sustainability thinking by working with real data and meaningful indicators to advance 

our collective thinking, as well as serving as a venue for dialogue among people with different world 
views and different organizational commitments. 

� Revisit the dialogue about data.  As the National Report shows, there are many areas where we need 
more and better data, and we need to better understand how to integrate indicators across disciplines. 

� Work to improve the indicators themselves by informing U.S. participation in the Montreal Process 
countries’ process to discuss potential revisions to the Montreal C&I, 

� Initiating a dialogue on interpreting data by encouraging different people and organizations to share 
their interpretation of what the data in the National Report mean. 

http://www.sustainableforests.net/
http://www.fs.fed.us/newcentury/


� Carrying the dialogue that has been occurring at the national level to the local and regional levels by 
building on the connections made and understanding developed during the regional and Tribal forest 
workshops. 

 
OVERVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE REGIONAL AND TRIBAL WORKSHOPS 
 
Prior to the May meeting, participants were sent a copy of a report entitled Participant Perceptions of  
Regional Workshops on Sustainable Forests.  Barbara Wells, a freelance writer and editor formerly with 
the Northeast-Midwest Institute (and an active Roundtable participant during that time), was contracted 
by Meridian Institute to survey regional and Tribal workshop participants and to write the report.  Ms. 
Wells was assisted by Jennifer Hayes and Megan Roessing, two USDA Forest Service Presidential 
Management Fellows. 
 
Co-Chair Jerry Rose presented key messages from the Lessons Learned Project, the purpose of which was 
to understand whether the regional workshops, when taken as a whole, achieved the purposes for which 
they were undertaken.  Both the Participant Perception report and Mr. Rose’s presentation are available 
in the Meeting and Workshop Summaries section of the Roundtable’s website, 
www.sustainableforests.net.  Please refer to those documents for a more detailed explanation of goals, 
methodology, and key findings. 
 
The following points were raised in the discussion that followed Mr. Rose’s presentation: 
 
� The report has some language about the inability of local government officials to participate.  This is 

a problem.  To make change happen at the local level, there needs to be more engagement of local 
policy-making officials, such as county commissioners and mayors.  When approaching these people, 
it is important not to talk like you are from Washington.  Things need to be explained in terms of 
local events, challenges, and opportunities.  The Montreal C&I are a valuable tool, but how you do 
something is sometimes more important than what you actually do. 

� It is not clear to me whether participants and other involved thought the workshops met the four goals 
the Roundtable set forth when embarking on the regional workshops. 

� I understood that the regional workshops were a baby step toward those four goals.  There was a lot to 
learn about organizing and starting folks on the discussion about regional C&I.  I see those objectives 
as something to be answered in 5 years, once we’ve done a lot of follow up and really have traction. 

� How are we going to pay for getting operators of family forests involved?  In order for sustainability 
to work in the private family forest sector, it must be an independent commercial enterprise.  It has to 
pay for itself or be subsidized by folks with their paychecks.  If it moves just to cost share or another 
form of welfare agriculture, it will not work. 

� I thought the report was fair, based on what I saw at the one regional workshop that I attended.  We 
asked a lot of the folks who attended.  The central theme was “we have all of this national data, what 
is useful here, and what else might need to be put out.”  My sense that it was too ambiguous for a first 
step, and it frustrated people.  Maybe we shouldn’t start off by looking at the toolbox.  Rather we 
should look at what needs to be built by having an open discussion about decisions and problems.  It 
may be too contrived to start the conversation the way we did in the regional workshops.   

� The report says that those surveyed were almost equally split between those who think the Montreal 
C&I are a good model, those that think it needs more work, and those who think it is a bad model.  
However, the survey sample did not show any trends or groupings, either regionally or among 
stakeholder groups within those three groups. 
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� We need to help people see that what they’re doing now can be enhanced with improved tools.  This 
is not a revolution.  We should not be talking about everything like it is brand new. 

� We need to keep in mind that the Montreal C&I is a subset of the larger discussion of sustainability.  
The national Roundtable should think about to whom the Montreal C&I are targeted and be more 
strategic in who it tries to engage.  In my work, we specifically target planning at the state level. 

� The Montreal C&I do not project a desired future condition.  They are a tool for reporting on where 
we are at a single point in time.  They help us be comprehensive in our thinking.  Lots of participants 
didn’t understand that.  The big questions are what are they for and who can use them. 

� Don’t bring assessment and future conditions down at same time and impose it on local folks.  
Communication with the majority of local private landowners, 95% of whom are or want to be good 
actors, should be the focus. 

� I have had similar experiences with people on the ground thinking that the Montreal C&I approach is 
too top down.  When I organized local meetings to develop local C&I, we dropped the word 
“Montreal” and talked in local terms.  That helped us get quality input.  We also learned that if we are 
going to get local people involved, we had to have meetings in the evenings and on Saturdays. 

 
PANEL ON LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE REGIONAL AND TRIBAL WORKSHOPS 
 
The next agenda item was a panel composed of one steering committee member from each of the regional 
and Tribal workshops.  The panel members were Jim Brooks, Minnesota DNR; Hanna Cortner, 
Ecological Restoration Institute at Northern Arizona University; Lark Hayes, Southern Environmental 
Law Center; and Edwin Lewis, Yakama Agency BIA Branch of Forestry.  Each panelist was asked to use 
the following questions to frame their remarks: 

1. Which lessons are most applicable to fostering ongoing regional dialogue on sustainable forest 
management in your region? How would you begin to apply them? 

2. How do you think the Roundtable could most effectively address the challenges identified by the 
lessons learned analysis? What should be its role and focus? Do you perceive additional 
challenges for the Roundtable in its attempt to catalyze dialogue on sustainable forests at the 
regional (or sub-national) level? 

3. How do you think the USDA Forest Service could address the challenge identified in the lessons 
learned analysis? Do you perceive additional challenges that were not addressed in the report? 

 
Lark Hayes 
 
Ms. Hayes started the panel discussion.  She said that most of the environmental groups who attended the 
Southern Regional Workshop had participated in the Southern Forest Resource Assessment (SFRA) 
process for 3 years or more.  That stakeholder group did not feel that there had been and discreet, 
identifiable follow up to the publication to the SFRA, despite the urgency in the SFRA’s projections.  For 
example, U.S. timber production is expected to increase by 33% in the relatively near future, and nearly 
all of that timber will come from the South.  In addition, nearly 30 million acres of forest will be lost to 
urbanization and development, and native forest types would be particularly hard hit.  Non-industrial 
private foresters are not getting the incentives and technical assistance needed to manage their lands 
sustainably, and no Southern state has a forest practices act or mandatory best management practices.  
Also, the SFRA did not address the current restructuring of industry lands at order of magnitude not seen 
in a very long time in the South.  Many representatives of environmental groups attended the Southern 
workshop looking for action-oriented follow up to some of these pressing issues. 
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Ms. Hayes said that many felt the workshop got on the right track by identifying some specific issues for 
attention, including non-regulatory incentives for forest landowners.  At the same time, many participants 
from the environmental community were distressed with the message that the Forest Service did not want 
to lead, did not have a follow-up plan, and had nothing to get on board for. 
 
Regarding the Forest Service’s ongoing role, Ms. Hayes expressed her opinion that if the Forest Service is 
not going to take the lead, then we all, at a minimum, have to collectively take reasonable steps to enable 
others to act.  There are essentially two types of support – in kind and direct financial assistance.  In kind 
support from the Forest Service could take the form of a loaned executive program or something similar 
to provide technical support and access to decision makers and to help reach out to landowners and state 
foresters.  If folks are serious about enabling people at local levels to do more, there needs to be a 
meaningful level of direct funding and a more analytic approach to identifying key issues.  In addition, 
the Forest Service could do a lot to help create a “buzz” around key issues in the region.  Press 
conferences and the like help “show the troops” and elevate the importance of an issue. 
 
She said that the Roundtable could support ongoing dialogue in the South by loaning or otherwise making 
available professional facilitators to assist with organizing follow up.  She hoped that people in the South 
would be able to look at the National Report process and identify some concrete results.   
 
Hanna Cortner 
 
With regard to the lessons most applicable to festering dialogue, Ms. Cortner said that local matters, 
money talks, and there is often a gap between the promise (i.e. utility) and performance (i.e. applicability 
at local level) of the Montreal C&I.  Responding to the question about challenges for the Roundtable, Ms. 
Cortner identified scale and two-way communication as important challenges.  She said that both scale 
and the Montreal C&I were extremely important foci for the Western Steering Committee.  This lead to a 
tension between the need for standardized data for reporting purposes at the national and international 
levels and the flexibility of local people to monitor and use sets of C&I for their own purposes. 
 
On the topic of two-way communication, Ms. Cortner said that the Roundtable did a valuable service by 
fostering regional roundtables and serving as catalyst for the events and discussions.  However, the 
problem is not just how the national Roundtable informs and educates others.  It is also how the 
Roundtable is informed and educated by others.  She pointed to a statement in the lessons learned report 
that says that the Roundtable “still needs to convince many stakeholders how its work in general, and 
Montreal C&I in particular, will enhance efforts.”  Thus, the focus is still on Montreal C&I and top down 
communication and learning.  The Roundtable should beware of the assumption “if we educate they will 
come.”  Ms. Cortner also said that while talking and planning are an important currency at the national 
and international levels, performance and action are perhaps more important currencies at the local level. 
 
Given the challenges of scale and two-way communication, Ms. Cortner said that the task of fostering 
dialogue about Montreal C&I as local level may not be a long-term role for the Roundtable.  Fostering 
venues in which and means by which states and locals can engage in monitoring and using C&I 
frameworks may be.  The Roundtable needs to work to separate the two tensions and create more 
mutually effective mechanisms for two-way communication. 
 
Finally, Ms. Cortner offered her thoughts on how the USDA Forest Service could address challenges and 
lessons learned.  She said that the main challenges are to confront the paradox of leadership versus control 
and the lesson of “money talks.”  She said that the whole process seems to be looking to the USDA Forest 
Service as the one to provide money and to lead nationally and internationally on the Montreal C&I.  But, 
if one controls dollars and leadership, there is the danger of focusing on your own issues.  Furthermore, 
she said, because of its history and location with in the national administration, there is an unwillingness 
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to entertain ideas that challenge the status quo.  For example, as the USDA Forest Service celebrates 100 
years, is it likely to address whether it should be same fragmented land management system?  Is the 
USDA Forest Service likely to address whether its research establishment is appropriate to address the 
issues of scale that confront us or to examining the social, policy, and institutional issues that are rare of 
sustainable forest management?  In her opinion, the USDA Forest Service is not in position to say 
whether or not its goals, objectives, and management actions are leading toward sustainability. 
 
In the end, Ms. Cortner said she did not have a perfect answer that would deal with the many issues she 
identified.  Perhaps, she said, there should be more leadership from the states.  States can act as a 
mediating institution between the federal and local levels and act as laboratories for experimentation in 
the development and use of C&I frameworks at the local level.  There might also be a need for 
Congressional appropriation to create a separate organization to so foster and monitor the use of C&I.  
Finally, everyone involved needs to be careful about analyzing solutions to lessons learned while 
assuming the same old institution. 
 
Ms. Cortner offered some opinions on additional challenges not addressed by report.  She said that the 
Roundtable’s guiding premise that “better data make for better dialogue, which makes for better 
decisions” needs some qualification.  Data alone does not make better decisions, and we have to beware 
of data for data’s sake.  In truth, what counts (i.e. relationships and trust) often can’t be counted, and you 
don’t get to sustainability with data alone.  We need to do what Mr. Holtrop said earlier, to move more 
toward interpreting the data.  Without an evaluative component and benchmarking along the way, we are 
confronted with the “so what” question.  Finally, Ms. Cortner noted the challenge of paying due attention 
to the politics of sustainability.  We need to develop institutional mechanisms for linking agencies, 
scientists, vested interests, and citizens.  We need to confronting the “lords of yesterday,” those outdated 
laws and institutions, that at least in the West are still alive and well.  In addition, we need to confront the 
reality that if sustainability is just rhetoric, it is possible to sustain much that is unsustainable, both 
ecologically and democratically.  Finally, the politics of sustainability will require what we do what we 
heard repeatedly at the Western workshop – restore trust. 
 
Jim Brooks 
 
Mr. Brooks’ began his remarks by describing the Upper Mississippi River Forest Partnership Regional 
Roundtable.  He said that the workshop was different from the others because it focused on a “sub-
region” rather than the Northern U.S.  The effort was supported by the Upper Mississippi River Forest 
Partnership and the Lake States Alliance in a variety of ways.  The Upper Mississippi has a natural tie to 
water, watersheds, and water quality as a measure of potential success.  The Steering Committee and 
invited preparers developed a regional database needed to focus on the criteria through breakout sessions 
during the first day.  The second day’s work focused on vision and strategy through breakouts.  The best-
received session was the Cabaret Poster session where people engaged in meaningful dialogue for more 
than 3 hours.  The experience showed that there is a wide variation in backgrounds and thinking within 
the forestry community, although the general public assumes that it is a homogeneous group.   
 
In response to the question about key lessons for ongoing dialogue, Mr. Brooks described the important 
role of the Upper Mississippi River Partnership as a multi-state vehicle for dialogue.  The Upper 
Mississippi regional also has a purpose and linkage to other organizations through the Gulf of Mexico 
hypoxia threat.  In addition, there are numerous broad-spectrum groups emerging in each state to work on 
state and regional solutions. 
 
Regarding challenges for the Roundtable, the greatest challenge is to connect various efforts of disciplines 
(i.e. forestry, agriculture, pollution control agencies, research and teaching institutions, land-use planning, 
private practitioners into state-based and regional associations) each focusing on solutions.  Regional 
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guidelines must drive regional issues.  This will require forestry efforts to develop workable solutions we 
can deliver, such as riparian land management, land use planning, best management practices, and the 
like. 
 
Regarding challenges for the Forest Service, Mr. Brooks said that the agency should continue to support 
delivery of active, proper forest management and stewardship on non-federal public and non-industrial 
private forestlands through cost-share programs, training, research and outreach.  The agency also needs 
to develop better bonds of cooperation within USDA units who are supporting the region including 
NRCS, FSA, FHA etc.  Focus more on collaborative connected effort driven by problem solving, rather 
than programs with no cross-disciplinary connections.  
 
In conclusion, Mr. Brooks said that collaboration and cooperation efforts are larger than and more 
important then any individual criterion.  The solutions are not either-or choices.  They are better 
characterized as multiple-use, both-and. 
 
Edwin Lewis 
 
Mr. Lewis said that the idea of using C&I on Tribal lands came to light a few years ago, when Joel 
Holtrop attended the Intertribal Timber Council’s (ITC).  Since then, Jerry Rose has spoken at an ITC 
national meeting.  The ITC participated in the National Report review process, and the ITC board, 
through its operations committee, has seen the Roundtable as opportunity to get together with many forest 
managers to find common ground and generally increase awareness about the challenges of managing 
Indian forests, of which there are approximately 17 million acres. 
 
In December 2003, the ITC also thought it was important to get Tribal forest managers together for a day 
to increase dialogue on SFM among tribes.  Participants learned about thousands of years of traditional 
environmental knowledge and the spiritual values that play such an important part of forest management 
in Indian country.  Several members of the Western Workshop Planning Committee were present, and the 
workshop was an important step toward demonstrating to Indian forest managers the value of ongoing 
dialogue among themselves and with others. 
 
Mr. Lewis said that as we move forward, we should remember that the C&I should serve as a broad 
assessment, characterized with good data, from which we can have a better dialogue.  He said that for 
Indian forest managers, the process had begun with the engagement of the USDA Forest Service and 
many state foresters.  The dialogue with these parties has been good, and the process has matured to a 
point where we are all seeing some substance to the Montreal C&I framework. 
 
Regarding the guiding questions for the panel, Mr. Lewis said that many of the lessons were beginning to 
be internalized and engagement with the Roundtable and the USDA Forest Service continues.  He noted 
that several people were involved in active discussions of examining Indicator 421 more closely.  He 
hoped that Tribes would continue to be involved in all regional activities in the future. 
 
Discussion 
 

� The USDA Forest Service’s role is a double-edged sword.  However, given the context of prominent 
leadership on various forest sustainability initiatives, the perception is that there is some 
disproportionate responsibility to see that some follow up happens. 

                                                      
1 Area and percent of forestland managed in relation to the total area of forestland to protect the range of cultural, 
social and spiritual needs and values. 
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� The three regional workshops were an experiment in blending top-down and bottom-up approaches.  
How far should top-down be pushed.  For example, some things, like the National Report and the 
regional workshops themselves, would not have happened in the absence of the national Roundtable 
and the USDA Forest Service.  Maybe we have carried the top-down part of this as far as it can or 
should be carried?  Maybe the national Roundtable should have a clearly identifiable mission in terms 
of national and international connections that goes to future national reports?  The rest is finding other 
ways to connect with local interests when there are national interests at stake.  Maybe we shouldn’t 
have the expectation that the Montreal C&I will play a central role at sub-national levels. 

� I heard all of the panelists say something about money, and money is the tool we use to signal that 
something is important.  While money cannot solve everything, I do not see the USDA Forest 
Service’s role here being in policy or measurement ideas.  That has to come from stakeholders on the 
ground.  Were the USDA Forest Service might play a role is in helping to establish trust.  Sponsor 
processes on ground that attempt to nurture trust and generate something of cultural value to society.  
This is where Montreal C&I falter as a tool for action – it is bad at measuring cultural issues. 

� This business of C&I has to do with a long-term report card of how we’re doing.  This issue of 
leadership has to do with “if you’re going to be a stakeholder, you’d better have a hold of the stake.”  
If the USDA Forest Service is going to be a credible element in this, the national forest system needs 
to resume as a leader in wood production in this society. 

� The USDA Forest Service has wrestled with not taking too much of a role, while trying to make 
resources available.  The regional workshops tried to get in the stream of regional activities and help 
people improve what they were doing where they were. 

� There is a clear need for leadership among “the three Forest Services,” and the agency needs to be 
less defensive.  It could be a lot more proactive and creative in management and planning processes.  
It could be proactive in looking at cultural dimensions of forests and how we can learn from market 
indicators as we think about forests. 

� My impression as a first-time participant is that the FS has a role, an important leadership role, but at 
a national level.  It has to be the organization that pulls together a report card and does the 
measurement behind that report card.  It is not the USDA Forest Service’s role to go to regional, state, 
and local levels and tell folks how to deal with their issues. 

� Leadership needs to come from regional foresters, state foresters, and people who represent the 
USDA Forest Service at the local level, if is to go anywhere.  People at that level can focus on critical 
issues so that something can get done.  National-level organizations can’t have an affect on the 
ground by talking about the West or the South.  The practical reality is that you have to deal with 
problems where they occur.  However, a national-level organization can try to bring tools to folks at 
the local level to show them that things don’t always have to be in the same mess. 

� What is facilitative leadership by the USDA Forest Service?  Is it convening dialogue on each 
indicator, getting feedback on what is acceptable or not, what needs to be done, and who needs to do 
it?  Such an approach has the potential to show people what their piece is and how each can move 
forward in a way that makes that trend go in a more desirable direction. 

� There is a lot of non-scientific environmental knowledge in Tribal elders.  In management, many 
Tribes are striving to mesh Indian versus “Western” science, and many have a desire and see a need 
to monitor cultural indicators related to forests. 

� The Southern region’s request for proposals can, if handled properly, demonstrate shared 
responsibility by enabling others in an ongoing partnership.  This may be a good model for others. 

� Some Tribal forest managers are concerned that the Montreal C&I might be something dictated to 
them. 
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� It is interesting to hear that folks at the local level, especially Tribes, are doing to merge culture and 
values and quality of life when you still have to deal with the changing values and conditions of 
overall society. 

� It is interesting that someone identified states as emerging leaders.  Empowering them to take a lead 
role in talking about C&I is not the same as giving them control. 

� The leadership issue is a key issue at this workshop, and the need for leadership extends to the 
political context.  There was mention of the report having been delayed for political reasons.  The 
Roundtable needs to think through the next phase of work and its complexity.  Is this a good time to 
move from dialogue to decisions, or is it best to stay in the data? 

� If you look at how the Montreal C&I were put together, it was not a top-down process.  If you go to 
people on the ground and ask them to develop a set of C&I, you would probably get something 
similar.  Maybe C&I need to be developed in each place.  If so, then everyone, not just the USDA 
Forest Service, has a leadership role to play.  That said, the USDA Forest Service has a key 
facilitative role to play in making sure that shared leadership happens. 

� The Roundtable has to figure out what leadership means 5, 10, and 50 years from now.  People are 
wondering what they’re spending their time on.  I feel like we’re in a crucial time for getting others 
on board. 

� There is going to be a huge turnover in forest leadership in our country in the next decade, and we 
will see it at all levels of decision-making.  How are we preparing that group to carry on these types 
of discussions? 

� We are at a point in conservation history where we have many problems that are beyond 
administrative remedies.  The most troubling problems are cross ownership in nature.  Fire is a timely 
example. 

� Part of the challenge is trying to figure out a centralized data repository that all partners could use.  
Everyone would have the same information and would interpret for themselves what it says. 

� Maybe we shouldn’t lump things together.  In C&I, we need to equate the “C” with a goal-setting 
function and the “I” with the data function.  While goals articulated from top may be sensitive, data 
from the top is not.  We need something like our national economic system that is used by people in 
specific locations, local media, and local businesses to understand their situation. 

� The process of setting goals can be dividing.  Maybe the Roundtable should focus on things short of 
setting goals that are doable with a multi-stakeholder process.  You don’t necessarily need a goal to 
decide if a clear trend is acceptable or not. 

� Our society has a pluralistic history, and many people resent being told what to do, especially by 
distant authorities.  And we also need to remember that sustainability is long run.  The things we 
think are good today will still have consequences we need to understand and learn from.  We should 
be asking what new things, in terms of management practices, should be tried, and who should try 
them.  We should have the capacity to learn about what is and isn’t working. 

 
MINI ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSIONS ON THE LESSONS LEARNED EXERCISE 
 
Following the panel discussion, meeting participants were organized into small groups to discuss and 
report out on their response to the following questions: 
 

1. What are you going to do with what you have heard today? 
2. What is it you would suggest the Roundtable do in its next phase of work? 
3. What do you think the USDA Forest Service should do? 
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Comments from each table are summarized below each question. 
 
1.  What are you going to do with what you have heard today? 
 
� Think about developing incentives for SFM. 
� Build more understanding and awareness of the principle that individual actions add up to SFM. 
� Incorporate C&I into planning efforts and assessments. 
� Work on criteria for cultural resources. 
� Help individuals realize how what they do adds up to a bigger whole. 
� Discuss today’s discussions with colleagues to help spread the message and generate enthusiasm 

for continuing to participate. 
� Work more closely with local groups to have access to local government officials. 
� Do more to understand values associated with forest resources. 

 
2.  What is it you would suggest the Roundtable do in its next phase of work? 
 
� Make a widely advertised public commitment to a 2008 report. 
� Thinking about how best to collaborate with stakeholders and use the Roundtable to meet the goal 

of an improved National Report in 2008. 
� Look at trends over time, and present them by region. 
� Generally facilitate, communicate, and provide technical assistance to enable partners to also take 

a leadership role. 
� Provide seed money for state reports. 
� Continue to co-chair the Roundtable and continue to participate in the international dialogue. 
� Coordinate better with other federal and state agencies. 
� Lead by example.  Show the application of C&I on the national forest system. 
� Establish mechanisms for distributing funds to private landowners to assist them in developing 

indicators at the local level and support best management practices to accomplish the goal of 
SFM. 

� Support quality science behind the indicators and suggest changes to the tool 
� Strive to integrate the meaning in the national assessment across forestlands and communities. 
� Direct more research toward the social and cultural indicators and the development of data 

standards and protocols that are useable by people at the local level. 
� Sincerely listen to and act on feedback. 
� Support more participant travel so that more people can be part of the dialogue. 
� Develop a clearer focus, rather than generally increasing funding levels. 
� Provide assistance to states for consistent application of the C&I. 
� Support regional round tables to bring more players to the table. 
� Find ways to fund extension and/or educators to get things like the National Report beyond the 

esoteric. 
� Should not carve out a new chunk of money to fund SFM locally. 
� Concentrate on the assessment function and let the Roundtable convene/facilitate the evaluation 

trends and discussions of options for addressing them. 
� Evaluate whether all of the collective actions on forest management by federal and state agencies, 

industry, private landowners, and others adding us to desirable changes in forest trends. 
� Provide incentives for people to use a C&I approach in their work.   
� Develop a vision of SFM so that people can understand what it is they are being asked to work 

toward. 
� Play a leading role in coordinating across the USDA. 
� Be clear that C&I are a tool for understanding and are not the answer.  Many are not clear on this. 
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3.  What do you think the USDA Forest Service should do? 
 
� Help organize dialogues at meaningful scales (e.g., states, watersheds). 
� Provide a venue for agencies at all levels to hear stakeholders’ ideas and concerns regarding 

national policy. 
� Continue the relationship with ITC and help to facilitate, but not lead, discussions at the regional 

and local levels. 
� Clarify the expectation of participation. 
� Help to define what SFM looks like and what assessment trends mean in that context. 
� Continue to serve primarily as an inclusive venue for networking, sharing ideas, and engaging in 

dialogue about interpretation and meaning. 
� Serve as an umbrella organization for discussing all C&I, not just the Montreal C&I. 
� Help to better define specific challenges behind the “scale” issues often discussed here. 
� Avoid the realm of action at the local level.  That is not an appropriate role. 
� Organize a regional dialogue in the northeastern U.S. 
� Feature local perspectives at Roundtable meetings.  Allow those from sub-national levels to be 

heard at national events. 
� Develop a clean statement of future work based on what has been accomplished in the past and 

needs to be accomplished in the future. 
� Engage a wider array of federal agencies in Roundtable meetings. 
� Up the ante for other federal agencies to provide funding or otherwise contribute. 
� Consider the assumption that the C&I need to nest together.  We may be using too much time 

trying to fit everything together from international to national to local. 
� Accept and continue to collect data, seek better data, fill data gaps, and address social data. 
� Give consumption issues higher visibility. 
� Integrate work with the other roundtables and other federal agencies so that local and regional 

efforts can get more help with local and regional projects. 
� Help create an environment in which corporations and philanthropists are willing to invest in 

sustainability research and development. 
 
Highlights from the discussion that followed the mini-roundtables included: 
 
� I would like to see more discussion around the issue of “defining the endpoint.”  Regional 

stakeholders could be brought together to talk about their desired future.  That’s a local decision.  The 
national Roundtable is not a proper place for that. 

� When you think about a regional forester, he or she is focusing on indices of forest health, like fire 
condition class, and moving toward more land in better classes than worse.  I would like to see us 
move there in terms of the indicators.  How do you get to more synthetic indices that carry more 
normative meaning in them? 

� You cannot define an endpoint.  SFM is a journey, not a destination.  It is different for different 
owners and at different scales.  That’s why having a set of key criteria that unify the key elements of 
SFM is the best we can do.  We need to underscore the continuing nature of this. 

� The Roundtable is a functional process, and we should think of the endpoint in terms of capacity.  
One of the criteria is social/institutional.  Do we have the capacity to make the decisions we need to 
make? 

� Some USDA Forest Service people feel beaten up because of trying to bring this to local level.  The 
Roundtable and its participants, as leaders, have a responsibility to help the USDA Forest Service 
take the message back to the local level. 

� We do not see lots of the forest management problems the USDA Forest Service has to grapple with 
as forest issues, but as people issues. 
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� What condition are we going to sustain?  Are we measuring the ball or moving the ball?  It is 
important to keep a clear distinction between assessment and policy applications of the tool.  If you 
mix them, your legitimacy will be questioned.  We need to remain on the side of credible information 
and dialogue about that information, but not to go to advocacy or action. 

� In the U.S., we operate at a much higher scale than many countries.  The U.S. is a mega-national scale 
relative to other countries, hence the need to think at the sub-national scales.  It is hard to deal with 
everything from a national perspective only. 

 
CLOSING COMMENTS AND REFLECTIONS ON THE DAY’S DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Rose said that he had found the days’ discussion enlightening, and it appears that many share that 
opinion.  We don’t need to think very hard to realize that a single government agency can do everything 
alone.  It will take stakeholders getting involved at various levels of decision making.  To this end, we 
need a mechanism that meshes leadership from stakeholder at all scales and among all interest groups.  In 
addition, we have heard that holding onto tradition is not always the most progressive way to move 
forward. 
 
Mr. Rose summarized several of the themes that emerged during the day.  First, the need for financial, 
technical, and administrative support seems paramount.  Second, we should focus on capturing 
opportunities and solving problems, not on program implementation.  Many said that the health of land 
and the health of communities and their values are important as you think about long-term sustainability.  
Also, the framework has been established, and we now need to give it some substance. 
 
Mr. Rose also noted that the tension between top-down and bottom-up approaches continues.  He said 
that from his experience at the international level, he is of the opinion that devolution of some activities to 
actors outside of government can be a good move.  However, improper allocations can result in negative 
impacts on people’s livelihoods and on resource health.  We heard today, he said, that the things we need 
to think about when considering top-down versus bottom-up approaches include enhancing broad 
decision making by people on the ground, facilitating fair and equitable benefits of forests, reducing 
impacts of non-sustainable activities, respecting local indigenous communities, attracting investment, and 
developing appropriate strategies for multiple and sustainable use. 
 
Mr. Holtrop said that he appreciated the day’s discussion.  He felt that the report on the regional and 
Tribal workshops was well done and provided a good starting point for the dialogue.  He said that he also 
felt good about the animation quality feedback it engendered.  He said that after listening carefully, he felt 
that the experiment in regional dialogue was a success, and he thanked all of the USDA Forest Service 
personnel that worked to make them happen.  They have spawned several additional regional activities.  
The Western Forest Leadership Coalition is talking about ways to institutionalize sustainable 
development.  The South is organizing an addition workshop and is developing a request for proposals to 
enable others.  ITC is looking at options for using C&I processes on Indian forestlands, as well as ways to 
do better job with cultural values and traditional ecology knowledge.  It is also clear that there is a need 
for the national Roundtable to continue in a facilitative, but not dominant, role to keep things moving 
forward. 
 
Mr. Holtrop also offered some comments on what he heard about the Forest Service’s ongoing role.  One 
of the things that came up repeatedly is money.  When funding comes largely from one source, it can 
easily translate into a perception of control.  He heard clearly that the Forest Service needs to redouble its 
efforts to not exhibit too much control.  The control issue also highlights the need to continue to challenge 
other organizations to participate.  Long-term efforts will benefit from a perception of multi-stakeholder, 
broad based support. 
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Mr. Holtrop said that the Forest Service would continue to support sustainable development and to play a 
leadership role as appropriate.  Playing a strong cross-coordinating role with other federal agencies and 
within the USDA was mentioned several times.  Another important role is ensuring that all aspects and 
scales of society can take advantage of the work done in the National Report.  Finally, we heard that those 
of us working at the national level need to exhibit more humility about activities at the local, state, and 
regional levels and figuring out how best to facilitate those activities. 
 
Highlights of responses to the co-chair’s closing remarks included: 
 

� Government accountability is big for the Government Accounting Office and the Office of 
Management and Budget.  Consistent sustainability measures across all agencies of sustainability 
would be useful. 

� I wish the role of federal agencies and how they participated had come out more strongly in the 
lessons learned report. 

� Part of good capacity is a leadership succession plan.  Are new folks in this process already?  Are 
people ready to volunteer the time and energy it will take?  The magnitude of turnover that might 
happen in the next few years is potentially huge. 

� There aren’t many Congressional people in these discussions.  It makes me think that we’re dancing 
around the politics of what’s involved here.  Can the Roundtable help to identify appropriate venues 
for doing so?  I’ve found that when you have a direct line to mayors and governors, things get done. 

� There are many mechanisms for reaching local governments.  Roundtable participants need to invade 
those workshops and conferences so that they hear about SFM.  If you chip away at outreach 
strategies today, you could probably make some progress in five years. 

� If we want to engage local communities, we have to have a tangible hook.  It would be great is we 
could show how acreage contributes to some larger context.  Then we can make linkages. 

 
UPDATE AND DISCUSSION ON THE MULTIPLE PERSPECTIVES EFFORT 
 
Jay West of Meridian Institute presented a status report on the Multiple Perspectives Project, highlighting 
the many important consensus decision make by the Multiple Perspectives Task Force during a set of 
meetings in December 2003 and January 2004.  He asked meeting participants to step forward to serve on 
the Review Committee, a body that would develop the final call for papers and evaluate manuscript 
proposals for development into full papers.  He also asked folks to give their support to seeking funding 
from sources outside of the federal government. 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 27 
 
REPORT FROM THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE FORESTERS SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY 
IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE 
 
Austin Short, State Forester for Delaware and Chair of the National Association of State Foresters 
(NASF) Sustainable Forestry Implementation Committee (SFIC), provided meeting participants with an 
update on the origin and activities of the SFMIC.  Formed in 1999, SFIC serves as NASF’s primary link 
with the Roundtable, develops partnerships with industry, keeps NASF informed of SFM activities in the 
U.S., and promotes C&I among state forest management agencies.  One of the SFIC’s largest 
accomplishments to date has been the publication of the Principles and Guide for Well-Managed Forests.  
Another big effort by state foresters in the Northeast has been achieving consensus on a set of indicators, 
which are a subset of the Montreal C&I.  The USDA Forest Service’s Northeastern Area has played a 
major coordinating role in this effort and continues to support the effort. 
 
In the future, the committee hopes to develop a handbook that focuses on on-the-ground application of the 
Principles and Guide.  He also said that hiring a replacement for Jerry Rose to represent the committee 
and NASF in international and national events would be a major thrust through the summer.  At the 
conclusion of his remarks, Mr. Short gave his colleagues from Massachusetts, Michigan, North Dakota, 
Arkansas, and Alabama an opportunity to inform participants of sustainability activities underway in their 
states. 
 
UPDATE ON THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON SCIENCE FOR SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY 
 
Mr. Bernabo provided a brief history of NCSSF and said that the Commission is half way through its 5-
year effort to support research that advances sustainable forestry on the ground.  He explained that the 
Commissions four program areas are synthesis and survey, research and development, tool development, 
and outreach and education.  Seventeen commissioners determine the commission’s priorities, and the 
tension between researchers and practitioners helps to produce useful products.  To date, the commission 
has developed requests for proposals valued between $1-1.5 million.  Mr. Bernabo reviewed NCSSF-
sponsored research projects to date and emphasized that NCSSF takes no official position on any forest 
policy.  He ended by saying that he hoped to find more opportunities to interact with the Roundtable in 
the future. 
 
UPDATE AND DISCUSSION ON THE INTEGRATION AND SYNTHESIS GROUP 
 
Ted Heintz of the President’s Council on Environmental Quality gave an update on the work of the 
Integration and Synthesis Group (ISG).  He explained that the ISG emerged from the Roundtable 
Network, the group that coordinates the work of the forest, rangeland, water, and minerals and energy 
roundtables.  ISG participants include systems ecologists, sociologists, resource management specialists, 
and others that participate in the four sustainable resource roundtables, along with a few other systems 
experts. 
 
Mr. Heintz said that the ISG is working to develop a conceptual model that encompasses all of the 
environmental and natural resource systems on the landscape.  ISG is in the process of developing a 
systems-based framework derived from conceptual models within which indicators used by different 
groups can be evaluated for consistency and from which more integrated understanding can begin to 
emerge.  The framework responds to the need to integrate information that is organized in indicators and 
to synthesize a story that can tell us about the sustainability of mixed-resource landscapes. 
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Mr. Heintz also said that the ISG’s work is contributing to the CEQ indicator working group’s effort to 
develop a national system of environmental and natural resource indicators.  His presentation included a 
diagram that explained this hierarchical system in which individual indicators feed upward to a core set of 
indicators that speak to public values and needs and also inform public discourse.  Another diagram 
showed the interplay between knowledge-based and value-based information, and Mr. Heintz emphasized 
the need for assessments to address both.  Mr. Heintz also said that the indicators, as measures of changes 
of state, act as the feedback elements in the system, allowing us to learn collectively from our actions. 
 
Key points made during the discussion that followed Mr. Heintz’s presentation included the following: 
 

The National Park Service’s “Vital Signs” work is being looked at by the ISG, and the group is trying 
to get more participation from the Park Service. 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

The ultimate vision is a system of indicators similar to our current system of national economic 
indicators.  Information is taken from all over the country and integrated and organized in a way that 
it can be used reliably by people asking similar questions but at different scales. 

It will be important for users to augment the system with local data. 

More needs to be done to integrate social science information into the system. 

This effort is valuable in that it adds an issue-based focus to C&I.  It can allow each stakeholder 
group to identify what is important, and it also provides a means for thinking about interrelationships 
among indicators. 

 
UPDATE AND DISCUSSION ON COMMUNITY INDICATOR ACTIVITIES 
 
Tim Mealey of Meridian Institute and Wendy Sanders of the Great Lakes Forest Alliance led a discussion 
of recent work on community indicators.  Mr. Mealey informed participants of the work of the 
Community-based Collaborative Research Consortium (CBCRC), which grew out of the critique by many 
environmental groups that collaborative processes do not have positive environmental outcomes.  
CBCRC participants conduct research on how outcomes of collaborative processes can be measured.   
 
Mr. Mealey said that the CBCRC defines a community-based collaborative as any process taking place at 
a community scale, including those being organized or run by community members or government 
agencies of any level at a community scale.  He also said that there is a tremendous amount of activity all 
over the country and a huge body of knowledge and wisdom emerging at community scale.  The CBCRC 
is one effort that is trying to create bottom-up social learning networks to understand and share that 
knowledge.  Another effort is the Collaborative Adaptive Management Network (CAMNet), which 
focuses on the regional scale and has a more ecosystem-based management approach. 
 
Ms. Sanders said that there is a need to talk about what people see day to day because of forest 
management decisions.  Also, we need to think of forest problems as people problems.  This is especially 
important because rural communities no longer carry the votes necessary to have their issues heard at the 
national level.  That said, talking about communities does not have to mean that we cross the line that 
separates data and advocacy.  People at the local level need information, and that information is often 
masked in assessments that focus on national-level trends. 
 
Ms. Sanders said that people in communities see a need to talk about the integration of social, 
environmental, and economic information, and not just each separate, disciplinary silo.  To facilitate this, 
someone needs to take responsibility for trying to nest indicators in a way that data, stories, and public 

 14



discourse can flow more smoothly than they do now.  Some say that communities are too different in their 
needs to accomplish such a feat, but it is uncanny how different communities tend to converge when it 
comes to key data needs.  Also, there is an emerging body of work that explores how communities can 
participate in indicator monitoring, thereby providing higher-resolution data. 
A key challenge in achieving a more integrated and nested information system will be to define what an 
individual community is.  Researchers and practitioners around the country are trying to answer this 
question, and Ms. Sanders asked participants to connect her to local groups who might be interested in 
joining the discussion.  Finally, Ms. Sanders said that if we are truly interested in what happens to people 
at the local level, more resources need to be dedicated to making that happen. 
 
Highlights from the ensuing discussion included the following: 
 

There are a lot of people working locally on these issues, and they are interacting with similarly 
minded people from all around the world.  A global caucus of community-level natural resource folks 
is emerging. 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

Even at the county level, there are different communities within that county, and those communities 
may have very different values.  When we do county-level forest planning, we make sure that every 
one of those communities and their values are at the table.  Those communities need to understand 
their differences.  It is a challenge, but it has proven successful. 

You cannot “prove” sustainability at the level of the individual private landowners.  That’s were 
certification systems go awry.  What you can do, however, is couch the issue as responsible land 
management and show private landowners how their actions contribute to the overall sustainability of 
the timber industry. 

Is raising local issues to national attention a data issue or a political issue? 

To be effective at the local level, we need to talk about sustainable development, not just sustainable 
forests.  Local decision makers balance many factors, and we need to work hard to help them see 
sustainability as something larger than just forests and as something that can embody community 
values. 

Local people need a good role model to show what all of this means in practice.  The National Forest 
System could be such an example in many regions.  Also, we need to do a better job of identifying 
key landowners and bringing them to these types of discussions. 

Those who work primarily at the national level need to understand that in many parts of the country 
local demographics are changing rapidly with migration, immigration, aging, and decreasing acreages 
in private hands.  The resources are changing, but the people who want things from those resources 
are changing as well. 

There seems to be a lack of thinking “backwards” to our ancestors.  Anthropologists are doing a good 
job of brining that perspective and reminding us of how communities have interacted historically with 
resources.  Communities possess a shared knowledge and a common goal concerning the well being 
of their members.  In our modern age, such common knowledge and goals are disappearing, but we 
can about the future by looking back. 

Historical perspectives and traditional knowledge can also show us what we need to do to live with 
the land, not just on it. 

Our role needs to be more about giving context in places where folks are doing things that contribute 
to sustainability.  Doing so will motivate others.  People need to see that what they do is part of a 
larger effort and contributes to something that includes but is also beyond their immediate area.  
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Making these connections will drive responsible management by a larger number of people.  Alabama 
and Pennsylvania have programs that employ the power of peers, and these might serve as models. 

Some of us have seen the U.S. population double in our lifetime.  The implications for the forestry 
profession have been tremendous.  C&I need to be flexible enough to look forward and to anticipate 
who will be using the information generated now and with the consequences of decision made now. 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

� 

 
UPDATE ON THE UNITED NATION FORUM ON FORESTS (UNFF) PROPOSALS FOR ACTION AND 
REPORT ON UNFF 4 
 
Al Sample of the Pinchot Institute for Conservation gave an update on the UNFF Proposals for Action 
and UNFF’s fourth meeting.  The UNFF formed in 1999 to oversee implementation of process by which 
countries around the world would prepare their own assessment and report on progress toward 
implementing the Proposals.  Its mission officially ends in 2005, at which time there will be a 
comprehensive look at what individual countries have done and at what more needs to be done. 
 
For several years, Pinchot has been funded by the USDA Forest Service’s Office of International 
Programs to assess U.S. policies and programs that respond to the Proposals, thereby helping to prepare 
the U.S. delegation to the UNFF meetings.  Mr. Sample said that while most UNFF countries only 
reported the actions of their central governments, Pinchot has tried to look at programs and activities of 
federal and state governments, industry, Tribes, the NGO community, and others.  Mr. Sample shared his 
desire to see an evaluation of U.S. programs and activities that respond to the Proposals once the 
assessment is complete.  Pinchot has already convened a series of interagency review workshops to get 
some feedback, but input from a wider spectrum of stakeholders would be valuable. 
 
Highlights of the discussion that followed Mr. Sample’s presentation included: 
 

Part of what is at stake in these international dialogues is whether there will be a forest convention.  
U.S. has been in forefront of saying that a convention is not necessary. 
Many countries are where we were in 1905, when the Forest Service was founded.  We had some 
really smart people back then that sat down to establish a legal, institutional, and policy framework 
that allowed agencies and other organizations to take their own actions.  One value of our report to 
other countries is for them to see our framework and see how to adapt the framework to their 
particular needs. 
If U.S. was signatory to Proposals, then we must have committed to pursue them.  Is this a situation 
where we let things happen or where we make things happen?  Should we use legislative mechanisms 
like the Farm Bill to shape our response to the Proposals? 
We’ve seen the earth summit process where Western countries showed up with its environmental 
concerns at the top of the agenda.  What is your gut feeling that after 15 years we are working toward 
alleviating the disconnect between our environmental concerns and developing countries’ social and 
economic concerns? 
- Mr. Sample: The Proposals put a common goal out there for us.  Also, we need to remember that 

we have social and economic concerns, and the developing countries have ecological concerns. 
Who actually sees the country report you produce?  Colin Powell, Congress?  How much attention 
does it get in our government? 
- Mr. Sample: It gets a lot of attention in the State Department and the USDA Forest Service.  

Other executive agencies are interested as well.  We have not done any Congressional briefings, 
and we would have to do so in consultation with state and federal forest services.  That said, the 
report tells a hugely positive story about all of the things we’re doing collectively.  I think any 
other country would be hard pressed to show a similar response. 
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Mr. Sample asked Catherine Karr of the USDA Forest Service’s International Programs Office offered 
some comments.  She said that participation in the UNFF and responding to the Proposals are voluntary 
actions.  The UNFF is a cooperative, facilitative process that the U.S. chooses to part in because doing so 
can help to promote SFM internationally. 
 
On the point made earlier about a global forest convention, Ms. Karr expressed her opinion that there is 
some ambivalence about the “endgame” for UNFF.  A global convention will hinge on the collective 
impression of whether the last 15 years of international and domestic processes have made a difference.  
The effectiveness of UNFF as a process for promoting and implementing the Proposals will play a large 
role in shaping, but not determining, the discussion of whether there should be a global agreement. 
 
At UNFF4 a few weeks ago, there was a lot of interest in collaboration with other countries.  Social and 
cultural issues were the main theme, and the discussions were very difficult.  For example, the UNFF did 
not issue a resolution on traditional forest-related knowledge.  They did not come to an agreement that 
would not be seen as a step backwards.  In these types of discussions, you see the domestic political 
issues and how they play on the international processes.  UNFF tries to get convergence of 275 countries, 
so things get hung up on very specific issues. 
 
Jerry Rose said that at UNFF-4, 7 basic thematic areas for SFM were agreed to.  There was strong 
pressure to turn these thematic areas into 7 global criteria, and many on the U.S. delegation were in favor 
(Mr. Rose pointed out that he was not).  He expressed his opinion that domestic stakeholders would be 
confused and frustrated if the delegation came home with a new set of criteria.  While progress was noted 
in some areas, there was general agreement that the UNFF process did not achieve as much as it could 
have.  The debate on a forest convention will resume before UNFF-5 in May 2005.  There is still an open 
question of whether there will be a role for UNFF after UNFF-5. 
 
One participant active in international processes shared her opinion on some forces that drive 
international forest discussion.  One is elevating forests in the political dialogue within countries and how 
to do that.  The second is the continuing controversy over whether deforestation is slowing or not.  A third 
is raising standards of forestry around the world and leveling the playing field.  The fourth is the 
convention on biodiversity. 
 
NEXT STEPS FOR THE ROUNDTABLE AND CLOSING REMARKS 
 
Tim Mealey asked participants what they saw as key next steps for the Roundtable.  Suggestions offered 
included the following: 
 

When we work with communities, we must acknowledge the importance of building and maintaining 
trusting relationships.  It’s easier to make progress when we come from the standpoint that we can 
learn a lot from them, in addition to their learning from us.   

� 

� 

� 

� 

Helping link domestic input to the UNFF process and to discussions that occur at the conclusion of 
the UNFF process. 
It may be difficult for the Roundtable to facilitate that discussion.  A great deal needs to be done to 
educate stakeholders on what has happened thus far and the context of the discussions that are coming 
in the future.  The timing is not good, and the election may change where the U.S. goes in those 
discussions. 
There is an opportunity for the Roundtable to inform the direction of the extension directors’ forestry 
taskforce in implementing a new line of funding for sustaining the nation’s forest and rangeland 
resources.   
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CO-CHAIR’S CLOSING REMARKS 
 
Mr. Holtrop said that if there were any doubts that the Roundtable would have anything to do after the 
publication of the National Report, those doubts should be gone.  There is a lot to do.  He said that he 
learned a lot from the discussion on communities and that many of the Forest Service’s highest priority 
areas require good relationships with communities to be successful.  He was also struck by the fact that 
global issues are affecting our ability to do the work we want to do at the community, state, and regional 
levels.  When you find out that a log from Brazil can be harvested and shipped to a mill in Georgia 
cheaper than it could from Alabama or Mississippi, the importance of the global influence on our 
domestic forest situation hits home. 
 
Mr. Holtrop expressed his appreciation to all who attended and especially noted the contribution of the 
Tribal stakeholders and their contributions.  He also thanked the members of the USDA Forest Service’s 
national Leadership Team for their participation as well.  Finally, he extended a special thanks to the State 
Foresters for sharing their insights and opinions, and he hoped that they would continue to participate in 
the future. 
 
Mr. Holtrop ended his remarks by saying that the USDA Forest Service is committed to its mission of 
sustainable forests.  The agency has public land responsibility, scientific responsibility, and state and 
private forest responsibility 500 million acres of public lands, plus 70 million acres of urban and 
community forests.  To accomplish its mission the USDA Forest Service works through partnerships, 
principally through the states, but with many other organizations as well.  Mr. Holtrop acknowledged 
what he heard about bringing the agency together so that it is not seen or experienced as 4 different 
entities doing separate work.  He said that the Forest Service would have having several meetings over the 
next several months to ensure that the agency is moving forward on sustainability in the right way.  
Finally, he thanked everyone for allowing him to go back to Washington knowing that so many people 
from so many backgrounds are working together toward a common goal. 
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ATTACHMENT A.  MEETING AGENDA 
 

ROUNDTABLE ON SUSTAINABLE FORESTS 
Denver, Colorado | May 25 – 26, 2004 
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Meeting Objectives: 
¾ Debrief on lessons learned from the Regional Workshops. 
¾ Contemplate future activities of the Roundtable in general, and in particular, regional activities that 

build on the experiences of the Regional Workshops. 
¾ Share information on a number of efforts related to the goal of sustainable forests. 
  
 
 

uesday, May 25 

:00 – 9:00 a.m. Registration and Coffee 

:00 – 9:30 a.m. Welcome and Opening Remarks 
Joel Holtrop, USDA Forest Service, and Jerry Rose, National Association of 
State Foresters, Roundtable Co-Chairs 
¾ Welcome and purpose of the meeting 
¾ Acknowledge the accomplishment of the National Report 
¾ Recognize of the Forest Service’s Centennial Congress 

:30 - 9:40 a.m. Agenda Review 

:40 – 10:30 a.m. Overview of Lessons Learned from the Regional and Tribal 
Workshops 
Jerry Rose, National Association of State Foresters, will make a presentation on 
the lessons learned from the Regional Workshops. 

0:30 – 10:45 a.m. Break 

0:45a.m.–12:30 p.m. Panel on Lessons Learned from the Regional and Tribal Workshops 
Jim Brooks, Regional Forest Manager, Minnesota DNR, Hanna Cortner, 
Associate Director for Law & Policy, Ecological Restoration Institute Northern 
Arizona; Lark Hayes, Southern Environmental Law Center; Edwin Lewis, 
Yakama Agency BIA Branch of Forestry; and Jerry Rose, National Association of 
State Foresters. 
 
Guiding Questions for Panelists: 
1. Which lessons are most applicable to fostering ongoing regional dialogue on 

sustainable forest management in your region?  How would you begin to 
apply them? 

2. How do you think the Roundtable could most effectively address the 
challenges identified by the lessons learned analysis?  What should be its role 
and focus?  Do you perceive additional challenges for the Roundtable in its 
attempt to catalyze dialogue on sustainable forests at the regional (or sub-
national) level? 
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3. How do you think the USDA Forest Service could address the challenge 
identified in the lessons learned analysis?  Do you perceive additional 
challenges that were not addressed in the report? 

 
12:30 – 1:30 p.m. Lunch 
 
1:30 – 2:15 p.m. Mini Roundtable Discussions on the Lessons Learned Exercise 

Informal small group, roundtable discussions 
¾ Reflections on the lessons learned exercise 
¾ How might the learnings from other regions apply to you region’s ongoing 

activities?  
¾ Based on what we learned from the workshop experience and the efforts of 

others, where do we go next?  
 
2:15 – 3:30 p.m. Plenary Session Discussion on Applying the Lessons Learned to 

Future Roundtable Activities  
¾ Insights from breakout sessions 
¾ Discussion on how learnings from the regional discussions inform the 

national dialogue on sustainable forests and affect the future direction of the 
Roundtable 

 
3:30 – 3:45 p.m. Break 
 
3:45 – 4:15 p.m. Closing Comments and Reflections on the Day’s Discussion 

Joel Holtrop, USDA Forest Service, and Jerry Rose, National Association of 
State Foresters, Roundtable Co-Chairs 

 
4:15 – 5:00 p.m. Update and Discussion on the Multiple Perspectives Effort 
 
5:00  p.m. Adjourn 
 
5:30 – 7:00 p.m. No Host Reception  
 
 
Wednesday, May 26 
 
7:30 – 8:00 a.m. Coffee 
 
8:00 – 8:45 a.m. Report from the National Association of State Foresters  

Sustainable Forestry Implementation Committee (SFIC) and 
Highlights of Related State Activities 

   Austin Short, Chair SFIC, and other Members 
¾ Committee report 
¾ Highlights of related state activities 
¾ Questions and comments 

 
8:45 – 9:15 a.m. Update on the National Commission on Science for Sustainable  

Forestry 
Chris Bernabo, Program Director, National Commission on Science of 
Sustainable Forestry 
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9:15 – 10:00 a.m. Update and Discussion on the Integration and Synthesis Group (ISG) 
   Ted Heintz, White House Council on Environmental Quality 
 
10:00 – 10:15 a.m.  Break 
 
10:15 – 11:00 a.m. Update and Discussion on Community Indicator Activities 
   Wendy Hinrichs Sanders, Executive Director, Great Lakes Forest 

Alliance, Tim Mealey, Meridian Institute, and others  
 
11:00 – 11:45 a.m. Mini Roundtable Discussions on Interconnections Between Scales and 

Across Sectors: Community, Subregional, Regional, and National 
Informal small group, roundtable discussions 

 
11:45a.m. – 12:15p.m. Highlights from Mini Roundtable Discussions 
 
12:15 – 1:15 p.m. Lunch 
 
1:15 – 2:00 p.m. Update on the United Nation Forum on Forests (UNFF) Proposals for  

Action and Report on UNFF 4 
Al Sample, Pinchot Institute for Conservation 
Jerry Rose, National Association of State Foresters  

 
2:00 – 2:45 p.m. Updates on Other Activities Related to Sustainable Forests 
 
2:45 – 3:30 p.m. Next Steps for the Roundtable and Closing Remarks 

Jerry Rose, National Association of State Foresters and Roundtable Co-Chair 
¾ Direction from the Regional Workshop experience 
¾ ISG and multiple perspectives 
¾ Future Roundtable leadership 

 
3:30  p.m. Adjourn 
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Attachment B.  Participant List 
 

Susan Fox Jim Brooks Albert Abee 
Assistant Director, Planning and 
Applications 

Regional Forester National Coordinator 
Sustainable Developmen State of Minnesota 

USDA Forest Service Department of Natural 
Resources 

USDA Forest Service 
Southern Research Station 1400 Independence Ave. SW 
200 WT Weaver Boulevard 2300 Silver Creek Road MS 3rd Floor Central 
Asheville, NC  28804 Rochester, MN  55906 Washington, DC  20250 
phone number: 828-257-4305  phone number: 507-280-5580  phone number: 202-205-1720  
fax number:  828-259-0565 fax number:  507-285-7144 fax number:  202-205-1012 
sfox@fs.fed.us jim.brooks@dnr.state.mn.us aabee@fs.fed.us 
   
Michael Gaudern Rick Cables Keith Argow, President 
Executive Director Regional Forester National Woodland Owners 

Association Oregon Small Woodlands 
Association 

USDA Forest Service 
740 Simms Street 374 Maple Avenue East 

1775 32nd Place NE Golden, CO  80401 Suite 310 
Suite C phone number: 303-275-5450  Vienna, VA  22180 
Salem, OR  97303 fax number:  303-275-5482 phone number: 703-255-2700  
phone number: 503-588-1813  rcables@fs.fed.us fax number:  703-281-9200 
fax number:  503-588-1970  argow@cs.net 
oswaed@oswa.org Connie Carpenter  
 Sustainability Coordinator Scott Bell 
Paul Geissler, Statistician USDA Forest Service Economic Action Program 

Manager U.S. Department of the Interior Northeastern Area 
U.S. Geological Survey 271 Mast Road USDA Forest Service 
12100 Beech Forest Road Durham, NH  03820 324 25th Street 
Laurel, MD  20708 phone number: 603-868-7698  Ogden, UT  84401 
phone number: 301-497-5780  fax number:  603-868-7604 phone number: 801-625-5259  
fax number:  301-497-5784 conniecarpenter@fs.fed.us fax number:  801-625-5716 
paul_geissler@usgs.gov  sbell@fs.fed.us 
 Hanna Cortner  
Robert Hadfield Research Professor Chris Bernabo, Director 
Executive Director Northern Arizona University National Commission on 

Science of Sustainable 
Forestry 

Nevada Association of Counties Ecological Restoration 
Institute 201 South Roop Street, Suite 101 

Carson City, NV  89701 P.O. Box 15017 1707 H Street NW, Ste 200 
phone number: 775-883-7863  Flagstaff, AZ  86011 Washington, DC  20006 
fax number:  775-883-7398 phone number: 928-526-1514  phone number: 301-292-8021  
nvnaco@nvnaco.org fax number:  928-523-0296 fax number:  202-628-4311 
 hannacortner@aol.com chris@ncssf.org 
Jennifer Hayes   
Presidential Management Fellow Mary Coulombe, Director Timothy Boyce 
USDA Forest Service American Forest & Paper 

Association 
State Forester, State of 
Alabama Southern Research Station 

200 W.T. Weaver Boulevard 1111 19th Street NW, Ste 800 513 Madison Avenue 
Asheville, NC  28804 Washington, DC  20036 Montgomery, AL  36130 
phone number: 828-257-4207  phone number: 202-463-2752  phone number: 334-240-9304  
fax number:  828-257-4313 fax number:  202-463-2708 fax number:  334-240-9390 
jennifercrawford@fs.fed.us mary_coulombe@afandpa.org boyceT@forestry.state.al.us 
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Ruth McWilliams Bill Hubbard Lark Hayes 
National Sustainable Development 
Coordinator 

Souther Regional Extension 
Forester 

Senior Attorney 
Southern Environmental Law 
Center USDA Forest Service University of Georgia 

Cooperative Extension P.O. Box 96090 200 W Franklin St., Ste 330 
Washington, DC  20090 4-402 Forest Resources 

Building 
Chapel Hill, NC  27516 

phone number: 202-205-1373  phone number: 919-967-1450  
fax number:  202-205-1174 Atherns, GA  30602 fax number:  919-929-9421 
rmcwilliams@fs.fed.us phone number: 706-542-7813  larkhayes@selcnc.org 
 fax number:  706-542-3342  
Eric Norland whubbard@uga.edu Theodore Heintz 
National Program Leader, Forest 
Biology 

 Indicator Coordinator 
Bernard Hubbard White House Council on 

Environmental Quality USDA Cooperative State 
Research, Education and 
Extension Service 

State Forester and Assistant 
Division Chief 722 Jackson Place NW 
State of Michigan DNR Washington, DC  20503 

1400 Independence Ave SW, MS 
2210 

PO Box 30452 phone number: 202-456-6541  
Lansing, MI  48909 fax number:  202-456-6546 

Washington, DC  20250 phone number: 906-249-5131  theodore_heintz@ceq.eop.go
v phone number: 202-401-5971  fax number:  906-293-8728 

fax number:  202-401-1706 hubbardb@michigan.gov  
enorland@reeusda.gov  Mark Heyde 
 Jim James Chief, Planning and Analysis 

Section Marcia Patton-Mallory Director, Environmental 
Affairs Station Director State of Wisconsin DNR 

USDA Forest Service Weyerhaeuser P.O. Box 7921 
2150 Centre Avenue, Bldg A P.O. Box 9777, Mailstop 

CH2D23 
101 South Webster Street 

Fort Collins, CO  80526 Madison, WI  53707 
phone number: 970-295-5926  Federal Way, WA  98063 phone number: 608-267-0565  
fax number:  970-295-5927 phone number: 253-924-5848  fax number:  608-266-8576 
mpattonmallory@fs.fed.us fax number:  253-924-3866 Mark.Heyde@dnr.stae.wi.us 
 jim.jamessustainableforestry@

weyerhaeuser.com 
 

Mark Petruncio Mike Higgs 
Administrative Forester  USDA Forest Service 
Yakama Nation Forestry Catherine Karr P.O. Box 96090 
P.O. Box 151 USDA Forest Service, 

International Programs 
1400 Independence Ave. SW 

Toppenish, WA  98948 Washington, DC  20090 
phone: 509-865-5121 x 4178 P.O. Box 96538 phone number: 202-205-1382  
fax number:  509-865-4637 Washington, DC  20090 fax number:  202-205-1271 
petruncio@yakama.com phone number: 202-273-0163  mhiggs@fs.fed.us 
 ckarr@fs.fed.us  
Dave Radloff  Joel Holtrop 
Special Assistant, Sustainable 
Development 

Edwin Lewis Deputy Chief for State and 
Private Forestry Yakama Agency BIA 

USDA Forest Service P.O. Box 151 USDA Forest Service 
1400 Independence Ave SW Toppenish, WA  98948 P.O. Box 96090 
Stop Code 1109 phone number: 509-865-5121  Washington, DC  20090 
Washington, DC  20250 fax number:  509-865-4637 phone number: 202-205-1657  
phone number: 202-205-1369  fax number:  202-205-1174 
fax number:  202-205-1174 jholtrop@fs.fed.us 
dradloff@fs.fed.us  

 23



Facilitation Support Staff Austin Short Gerald Rose 
State Forester  National Assoc. of State 

Foresters State of Delaware Tim Mealey 
Forest Service Senior Partner 10279 County 426 E Road 
2320 S. DuPont Highway Meridian Institute Cornell, MI  49818 

1101 14th Street NW, Ste 420 Dover, DE  19901 phone number: 906-384-6923  
phone number: 302-698-4548  Washington, DC 20005 fax number:  906-384-6533 
fax number:  302-697-6245 phone number:  202-354-6454 jerryrose@uplogon.com 
austin@dda.state.de.us fax number:  202-354-6441  
 tmealey@merid.org Pete Roussopoulos, Director 
Ray Sowers  USDA Forest Service 
State Forester Sarah Walen 200 Weaver Boulevard 
State of South Dakota Senior Mediator Asheville, NC  28804 
Department of Agriculture Meridian Institute phone number: 828-257-4300  
523 East Capitol Avenue PO Box 1829 fax number:  828-257-4313 
Pierre, SD  57501 Dillon, CO  80435 proussopoulos@fs.fed.us, 

tfrancis@fs.fed.us phone number: 605-773-3623  phone number:  970-513-8340 
x221 fax number:  605-773-4003  

ray.sowers@state.sd.us fax number:  970-513-8348 Al Sample 
 skwalen@merid.org President, Pinchot Institute 

For Conservation Robert Turner  
Southern Appalachian Man 
and Biospher Foundation 

Jay West 1616 P Street NW, Suite 100 
Mediator Washington, DC  20036 

University of Tennessee Meridian Institute phone number: 202-797-6580  
1101 14th Street NW, Ste 420 314 Conference Center 

Building 
fax number:  202-797-6583 
alsample@pinchot.org Washington, DC 20005 

Knoxville, TN  37996  phone number:  202-354-6453 
phone number: 865-974-4585  Wendy Sanders, Director fax number:  202-354-6441 
fax number:  865-974-4609 Great Lakes Forest Alliance jwest@merid.org 
rsturner@utk.edu P.O. Box 722  
 Hayward, WI  54843 Shawn Walker 
Kaarsten Turner Dalby phone number: 715-634-2006  Project Coordinator 
The Forestland Group fax number:  715-634-2006 Meridian Institute 

1101 14th Street NW, Ste 420 P.O. Box 9162 forestls@lsfa.org 
Chapel Hill, NC  27515  Washington, DC 20005 
phone number: 919-929-2497  Laurie Schoonhoven phone number:  202-354-6450 
fax number:  919-929-8265 Project Coordinator fax number:  202-354-6441 
kaarsten@forestlandgroup.com Penn State University shawnwalker@merid.org 
 Sustainable Forestry 

Partnership 
 

Lisa Warnecke  
President, GeoManagement 
Associates 

7 Ferguson Building 
University Park, PA  16802 

GeoManagement Associates phone number: 814-865-7932  
SUNY-ESF fax number:  814-865-6275 
256 Greenwood Place sfpinfo@psu.edu 
Syracuse, NY  13210 
phone number: 315-478-6024  
fax number:  315-478-6024 
lisaw@twcny.rr.com 
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