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Technical Workshop on the Refinement of  
the Montreal Process Criteria 6 and 7 Indicators 

 
April 13 & 14, 2005 

Embassy Suites Hotel | Bloomington, Minnesota  
 

Sponsored by USDA Forest Service with the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 
 

WORKSHOP SUMMARY 
 
In April 2005, the USDA Forest Service, with the assistance of a planning group from the Roundtable on 
Sustainable Forests (Roundtable), coordinated three technical workshops on the refinement of the indicators in 
the Montreal Process Criteria & Indicators (C&I) (http://www.sustainableforests.net/criteria-indicators.php) to 
obtain high quality input from a diverse set of forest stakeholders.  Members of the planning group are listed in 
Attachment A.  The first workshop, which focused on the indicators in Criteria 4 and 5, took place on April 5 
and 6, 2005 in Atlanta, Georgia.  The second workshop addressed the indicators in Criteria 6 and 7 and was 
held in Bloomington, Minnesota on April 13 and 14.  The third and final workshop on the indicators in Criteria 
1, 2 and 3, took place in Portland, Oregon on April 20 and 21.  The order of the workshops, initially designed 
to address the indicators in Criteria 1 through 7 in sequential order, was modified based on participant 
availability.  All of the PowerPoint presentations made at each workshop and other supporting documentation 
are available at the Meeting and Workshop Summary portion of the Roundtable’s website, 
http://www.sustainableforests.net/.   
 
The objective of the workshops was to provide specific recommendations for improving national level 
indicators to inform the U.S. position on the refinement of the Montreal Process Indicators.  The results of the 
workshops were then to be reviewed for input by Roundtable participants at their May 2005 Workshop in 
Denver, Colorado, on the priority of the recommended refinements to be represented by U.S. delegations 
attending the Montreal Process Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting in October 2005 and the 
Montreal Process Working Group meeting in February 2006.   
 
Prior to each workshop participants were provided the following key documents, which later served as the 
basis for the discussion on each set of indicators: 
 

 Excerpts from Science Biodiversity and Sustainable Forestry 
 Excerpts from the National Report on Sustainable Forests–2003 
 Excerpts from the Montreal Process Technical Notes 
 Summary of Results from the On-line Survey Stakeholder Consultation on Potential Refinements to the 

Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators 
 Refining and Improving the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators: A Summary of Comments and 

Suggestions. 
 
At each workshop participants were divided into breakout groups of 5 – 12 people to discuss a selection of 
indicators, organized by Criterion or sub-criterion.  In each breakout group, experts on the set of indicators 
provided opening presentations and served as resources on substance during the discussion.  Volunteer 
facilitators from USDA Forest Service regional offices helped participants to clarify their ideas for refining the 
indicators, aiming for agreement on final recommendations to present to other workshop participants, the 
Roundtable, and ultimately to inform the U.S. delegation’s contribution to international process of improving 
and revising the Montreal Process Indicators.  Participants were directed to focus on developing 
recommendations for improving and refining indicator and rational language presented in the Montreal Process 
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Technical Notes.  They were asked to recommend refinements that would improve the utility of the indicators 
at national, regional and state scales, while at the same time remaining cognizant of how their suggestions 
would be received in future international discussions.  The recommendations developed by each breakout 
group were captured by the facilitator. 
 
This summary presents the highlights of the opening plenary presentations and discussions on the refinement 
of the indicators in Criteria 6 and 7 held on April 13 and 14, 2005 at the Embassy Suites Hotel in Bloomington, 
Minnesota.  The opening plenary session included an overview of the Montreal C&I and the refinement 
process, the state of the science and information on the indicators, and an example of how the indicators were 
applied at a sub-national scale.  The plenary session was followed by smaller group discussions to refine the 
indicators within each Criterion.  All discussions were documented by USDA Forest Service staff attending the 
Technical Workshop.  A participant list and an agenda are available at 
http://www.sustainableforests.net/summaries.php.  
 
 
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Michael Prouty, Area Director, USDA Forest Service, welcomed participants to the workshop and introduced 
Minnesota state forester Michael Carroll as the opening speaker for the workshop.  Mr. Carroll added his 
welcome to participants and noted that the domestic dialogue about the Montreal Process C&I can help build 
support for them in the U.S., particularly when it focuses on the development of regional indicators.  The 
USDA Forest Service can use the C&I as an overall standard for data collection and as a framework for 
interagency cooperation.  Carroll said the USDA Forest Service should do some work across the agency’s 
deputy areas related to C&I, and include information generated by states and nonindustrial sources to help 
educate the public.  He added that state foresters need a practical and understandable message that enables 
them to effectively “work with people.”  Messages in effective sound bytes addressing what the indicators 
mean and how they will be used, are really critical.  Mr. Carroll then turned to Al Abee, USDA Forest Service, 
for an overview of the workshop and the revision process. 
 
 
OVERVIEW OF THE INDICATOR REVISION PROCESS AND THE ROLE OF THE REFINEMENT WORKSHOPS 
 
Al Abee, National Coordinator Sustainable Development, USDA Forest Service, standing in for Robert 
Hendricks, the official responsible for coordinating stakeholder input for revising the Montreal Process 
indicators, provided the participants with an overview of the Montreal Process and the indicator revision 
process.  He noted that the Montreal C&I provide a unifying national framework for public dialogue, analysis, 
measurements, planning and assessments.  In addition, Abee observed that the U.S. is seeing a convergence on 
how the Montreal C&I are being applied to inventory and report on forests through efforts like: 
 

 The Untied Nations’ Food and Agriculture Organization application of 6 criteria to format the World 
Report on Forests; 

 Four Canadian Provinces legislating the use of C&I to model their forest program; and  
 Over 20 states in the U.S. have used indicators in some way.    

 
Abee then explained the indicator revision process which was agreed to by all of the Montreal Process 
Countries.  Although many investments have been made based on the existing set of indicators, all of the 
Countries agree they can be improved.  At the same time, Countries and various groups are sensitive about 
potential changes.  In that context, the U.S. will probably succeed in implementing a limited number of 
suggestions in the international setting.  For this reason, Abee suggested that participants focus on what they 
viewed as the most important indicators for the U.S. to refine, drop, or add.  He reminded the group to view the 
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indicators as sets within each criterion or sub-criterion and then consider whether they are adequate and have 
the correct emphasis.  He noted that adding indicators would be received with resistance at all levels.   
 
In addition, Abee noted that the results of the workshops would undergo additional reviewed for input by 
Roundtable participants at their May 2005 Workshop, before being consideration by U.S. delegations attending 
the Montreal Process Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting in October 2005 and the Montreal 
Process Working Group meeting in February 2006.   
 
Following the presentation, participants asked for additional clarification on the limits of their potential 
revisions, including whether or not substituting an indicator would be well received.  Abee reemphasized the 
need to take care in prioritizing the suggested changes.   
 
Dave Radloff, Special Assistant, Sustainable Development, USDA Forest Service, then provided the group 
with an overview of how the indicators relate to each other and sustainable forest management.  For his 
presentation he referred to a conceptual framework to tie together sustainability criteria and indicators being 
utilized or developed by the forest, rangeland, water, and minerals and energy roundtables.  He used the 
framework as a way to show how the Montreal C&I are interrelated and how they fit within a broader system 
of resource areas within a socio-economic and ecological context.   
 
Based on this presentation, one participant observed that assigning a hierarchy might be a way of 
differentiating the level of importance between indicators in the context of current society – perhaps using 
human benefits as an approach for prioritization.   
 
 
THE LATEST SCIENCE ON THE INDICATORS:  THE STATE OF THE FIELD 
 
Criterion 6– Maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socio-economic benefits to meet the 
needs of societies 
 
Peter Ince, Research Forester, USDA Forest Service, gave a presentation on Criterion 6.  He summarized what 
he drew from previous comments on indicator refinements and posed some assumptions about the Montreal 
C&I and possible missions for the C&I.  He then shared some comments on the latest science on the indicators 
within Criterion 6 and how the indicators relate to one another.   
 
Ince said we need more clarity on the mission of C&I before we can advise on changing them.  He described 
four alternative C&I missions: 
 
1. Accelerate National Learning: Use C&I to contribute to popular scientific understanding and enhance the 

awareness and insight provided to leadership and the public.  This requires no agreement on goals or basic 
elements of the strategy to attain them. 

2. Assess National Position and Progress: Measure the position of our country and monitor progress for our 
citizens.  The C&I become largely descriptive indicator sets that provide a basis for comparing progress 
with other countries and our past state.  This requires a generally accepted common vision and holistic 
framework that helps uncover especially challenging problems and beneficial opportunities. 

3. Provide a Context for Policy or Program Evaluation: Use C&I as a body of knowledge for assessing the 
performance of particular policies, programs, or institutions.  For example, indicators could provide a 
context for improving the implementation of government performance initiatives.  This requires a well-
grounded conceptual basis that integrates a wide variety of activities into an accountability framework. 

4. Systematically Guide Strategic Decisions: This mission has a policy integration focus, in that it combines 
policy indicators from a variety of sectors into a systems model to guide policy choices by high-level 
decision makers.  It aims to answer relational questions (why and how, rather than what or whether), and 
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responds to the growing perception among experts and the public that the interrelationships among 
economic, social, and environmental aspects of life are important, and policies will have unanticipated 
effects if these relationships are not understood.   

 
Ince commented that fulfilling missions 1 and 2 are feasible, while missions 3 and 4 are less feasible to 
undertake.  Mission 2, in particular, requires a general holistic framework which would establish the 
relationship between the indicators in Criterion 6 to other Criteria (e.g., investment flows, capacity and natural 
capital, and benefits/values).  Ince suggested that missing information or indicators includes benefits and 
values, such as the distribution of benefits (i.e., equity) and water and other ecological services; as well as the 
effect of benefits and values on land use and capacities.  A participant agreed that Criterion 6 should include 
aesthetic benefits as well as commodity production.  Another participant asked if the indicators should describe 
“states of nature” or the “process” of attaining states of nature?  Ince replied that they try to do both with a 
holistic framework. 
 
Criterion 7–Legal, Institutional and Economic Framework for Forest Conservation and Sustainable 
Management 
 
Michael Kilgore, Assistant Professor in the University of Minnesota College of Natural Resources, addressed 
potential refinements to the Criterion 7 indicators.  He said there was a need to look at the wording of 
indicators to make sure it is clear and unambiguous.  He also raised the issue of indicator redundancy and the 
need to consider placing some indicators under other criteria.  Challenges include making the indicators focus 
more on outcomes and less on influences, and determining whether or not to define “sustainable forest 
management.”  Kilgore cautioned against further “lumping” together of criteria, which can make interpretation 
difficult.   
 
A participant asked if there was a contraction between eliminating redundancy and avoiding lumping indicators 
together.  Kilgore said his comments about redundancy were related to cases of two very similarly worded 
indicators that could be combined.  However, suggestions such as creating a single “index” by lumping 
together unrelated or partially related indicators could be difficult.  It is still not clear if the idea of creating an 
“index of sustainability” is possible or meaningful, but it may be a good idea. 
 
One participant commented that Criterion 7 is a “catch all” that almost could be divided into two or three new 
criteria, and asked if there was room for such a recommendation.  For example, a new criterion could bring out 
the “social” piece.  Kilgore replied that there is room for refinement and change, and if there were a compelling 
rationale and argument for creating a new indicator it should work.  However, he reminded the participants that 
they were charged with refining the indicators, not the criteria.  
 
Another participant said there was a need to better define what they were talking about: should Criterion 7 
discussions focus on legal and institutional capacity?  A participant commented that Criterion 7 serves as the 
institutional framework for the delivery of Criteria 1–6. 
 
Building a Common Language for Monitoring Forest Sustainability in the Northeastern Area 
 
Connie Carpenter, Northeastern Area Sustainability Coordinator for the USDA Forest Service, described the 
collaboration between the Northeastern Area and the region’s 20 states to develop and report on regional 
sustainability indicators.  She said that when pulling together information at the national level, it is important to 
make it readily accessible to folks at the regional and state level.  Consistency and common definitions are 
useful.   
 
A participant asked how the initiative selected a balance of core indicators, and Carpenter replied that they 
made selections based on what they thought they could control, while remaining comprehensive and credible.  
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Another question concerned the involvement of other federal agencies in the development of the regional 
process.  Carpenter said there was awareness and representation by other agencies early on, but noted that they 
generally were not represented during the final selection of indicators.  A critical component of follow up with 
other agencies will involve federal land management indicators. 
 
One commenter said that as we look at processes for developing regional indicators, we must be careful about 
the audience we select, recognizing the broad scope of stakeholders.   
 
 
INDICATOR REFINEMENTS 
 
At the Bloomington workshop, participants were divided into four smaller groups to discuss the following sets 
of indicators: 
 

 Breakout Group 6A: Criterion 6 - Indicators 29 – 34 and 38 – 41. 
 Breakout Group 6B: Criterion 6 - Indicators 35 – 37, 42 & 43, and 44 – 47. 
 Breakout Group 7A: Criterion 7 - Indicators 48 – 59. 
 Breakout Group 7B: Criterion 7 - Indicators 60 – 67. 

 
Participants and the facilitator for each group are listed in Attachment B. 
 
The refinements developed by each of the two groups working on the subsets of indicators for each Criterion 
were compiled into one table of refinements for each Criterion.  Those tables are available at 
http://www.sustainableforests.net/summaries.php.  Each table includes the original language from the Montreal 
Process TAC notes; the proposed refined language from the workshop; and the explanation for the change.   
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Attachment A.  Roundtable Workshop Planning Group
 
 
Albert Abee 
National Coordinator Sustainable 
Development 
Forest Service 
Ecosystem Managament 
Coordination Staff 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Avenue SW 
Sydney Yates Building | 3rd Floor 
Central 
Washington, DC  20250 
phone number: 202-205-1720  
fax number:  202-205-1012 
e-mail:  aabee@fs.fed.us 
 
Keith Argow 
President 
National Woodland Owners 
Association 
374 Maple Avenue East 
Suite 310 
Vienna, VA  22180 
phone number: 703-255-2700  
fax number:  703-281-9200 
e-mail:  argow@cs.net 
 
Scott Bell 
Economic Action Program 
Manager 
Forest Service 
State and Private Forestry 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
324 25th Street 
Ogden, UT  84401 
phone number:  801-625-5259  
fax number:  801-625-5716 
e-mail:  sbell@fs.fed.us 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nadine Block 
Manager, Forest Policy 
American Forest & Paper 
Association 
1111 19th Street NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC  20036 
phone number:  202-463-2753  
fax number:  202-463-2708 
e-mail:  nadine_block@afandpa.org 
 
Michael Buck 
Sustainable Forestry Representative 
National Association of State 
Foresters 
41-665 Kumuhau Street 
Waimanalo, HI  96795 
phone number:  808-259-8946  
fax number:  808-259-8946 
e-mail:  mbuck@hawaii.rr.com 
 
Jim Finley 
Professor of Forest Resources 
Sustainable Forestry Partnership 
Pennsylvania State University 
7 Ferguson Building 
University Park, PA  16802 
phone number:  814-863-0401  
fax number:  814-865-6275 
e-mail:  jfinley@psu.edu 
 
Jennifer Hayes 
Presidential Management Fellow 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Southern Research Station 
200 W.T. Weaver Boulevard 
Asheville, NC  28804 
phone number: 828-257-4207  
fax number:  828-257-4313 
e-mail:  jenniferhayes@fs.fed.us 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Robert Hendricks 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1099 14th Street NW 
Washington, DC  20520 
phone number: 202-273-4730  
fax number:  202-273-4750 
e-mail:  rhendricks@fs.fed.us 
 
Eric Norland 
National Program Leader, Forest 
Resource Management 
Cooperative State Research, 
Education and Extension Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Avenue SW 
Stop 2210 
Washington, DC  20250 
phone number:  202-401-5971  
fax number:  202-401-1706 
e-mail:  enorland@csrees.usda.gov 
 
Christy Pereira 
Program Specialist, Natural 
Resources and Environment 
Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Extension Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Ave SW, 
Mail Stop 2210 
Washington, DC  20250 
phone number:  202-401-6444  
fax number:  202-401-1706 
e-mail:  cpereira@csrees.usda.gov 
 
Laurie Schoonhoven 
Project Coordinator 
Sustainable Forestry Partnership 
Penn State University 
7 Ferguson Building 
University Park, PA  16802 
phone number: 814-865-7932  
fax number:  814-865-6275 
e-mail:  sfpinfo@psu.edu 
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Facilitation and Staff Support  
 
Sarah Walen 
Senior Mediator 
Meridian Institute 
PO Box 1829 
Dillon, CO  80435 
phone number:  970-513-8340 
x221 
fax number:  970-513-8348 
e-mail:  skwalen@merid.org 
 
Shawn Walker 
Project Coordinator 
Meridian Institute 
1101 14th Street NW, Suite 420 
Washington, DC 20005 
phone number:  202-354-6450 
fax number:  202-354-6441 
e-mail: shawnwalker@merid.org 
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Attachment B.  Breakout Group Participants 
 
Criterion 6: 
Breakout Group 6A  
 
Kevin Birch 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Department of Forestry 
State of Oregon 
2600 State Street 
Salem, OR  97310 
phone: 503-945-7405  
fax: 503-945-7490 
e-mail: kbirch@odf.state.or.us 
 
Peter Ince 
Research Forester 
USDA Forest Service 
One Gifford Pinchot Lane 
Madison, WI  53726 
phone: 608-231-9364  
fax: 608-231-9592 
e-mail: pince@fs.fed.us 
 
Michael Kasterin 
Regional Economist 
Alaska State Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 West 7th Avenue | AK-931 
Anchorage, AK  99513 
phone: 907-271-3202  
fax:   
e-mail: mike_kasterin@ak.blm.gov 
 
Richard Pierson 
Manager 
Econo Forest International LLC 
3516 South 336th Street 
Auburn, WA  98001 
phone: 253-917-7465  
fax: 253-917-7465 
e-mail: EconoForester@msn.com 
 
Warren Suchovsky 
Trustee 
Great Lakes Forest Alliance 
N 9677 Country Road 577 
Stephenson, MI  49877 
phone: 906-753-6666  
fax: 906-753-6666 
e-mail: warrensuchovsky@fastmail.fm 
 
 

 
 
Facilitation Support 
 
Steven Bratkovich 
USDA Forest Service 
1992 Folwell Avenue 
St. Paul, MN  55112 
phone: 651-649-5246  
fax:   
e-mail: sbratkovich@fs.fed.us 
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Criterion 6: 
Breakout Group 6B 
 
Albert Abee 
National Coordinator Sustainable Development 
USDA Forest Service 
1400 Independence Avenue SW 
Sydney Yates Bulding, 3rd Floor Central 
Washington, DC  20250 
phone: 202-205-1720  
fax: 202-205-1012 
e-mail: aabee@fs.fed.us 
 
Kristen Magis 
Ph.D. Student and Research Associate 
Mt. Hood Lucid Project 
Portland State University 
109 Cherry Street 
Silverton, OR  97381 
phone: 503-559-7726  
fax:   
e-mail: kmagis@aol.com 
 
Maureen McDonough 
Professor 
Department of Forestry 
Michigan State University 
126 Natural Resources 
East Lansing, MI  48824 
phone: 517-432-2293  
fax: 517-432-1143 
e-mail: mcdono10@msu.edu 
 
William McKillop 
Professor Emeritus 
Department of Forestry 
University of California Berkley 
1824 Countrywood Court 
Walnut Cree, CA  94598-1014 
phone: 925-938-6720  
fax: 925-938-6720 cf 
e-mail: mckillop@nature.berkeley.edu 
 
Susan Odell 
National Coordinator, Rural Community Assistance 
USDA Forest Service 
201 14th Street SW 
Washington, DC  20090 
phone: 202-205-1385  
fax: 202-205-1271 
e-mail: sodell01@fs.fed.us 
 
 

 
 
 
Wendy Sanders 
Executive Director 
Great Lakes Forest Alliance 
7231 North Rehor Road 
Hayward, WI  54843 
phone: 715-634-2006  
fax: 715-634-2006 
e-mail: forestls@lsfa.org 
 
Ramiro Villalvazo 
Chief Landscape Architect 
National Forest System 
USDA Forest Service 
Washington, DC 
phone: 202-205-9599 
fax: 202-2051145 
e-mail: rvillalvazo@fs.fed.us  
 
Facilitation Support 
 
Lisa Burban 
USDA Forest Service 
1992 Folwell Avenue 
St. Paul, MN  55112 
phone number: 651-649-5245  
fax number:   
e-mail: lburban@fs.fed.us 
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Criterion 7: 
Breakout Group 7A  
 
Don Floyd 
Professor, Natural Resources Policy 
SUNY ESF 
1 Forestry Drive 
Syracuse, NY  13220 
phone: 365-420-6691  
fax: 365-420-6535 
e-mail: dfloyd@esf.edu 
 
Jim Granskog 
Project Leader 
USDA Forest Service 
Southern Research Station 
701 Loyola Avenue, Room T-10034 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
phone: 504-589-6651  
fax: 504-589-3961 
e-mail: jgranskog@fs.fed.us 
 
Calder Hibbard 
Research Specialist 
University of Minnesota 
115 Green Hall 
1530 Cleveland Avenue N 
St. Paul, MN  55108 
phone: 612-624-2202  
fax: 612-625-5212 
e-mail: hibb0006@umn.edu 
 
Michael Kilgore 
Assistant Professor 
College of Natural Resources 
University of Minnesota 
1530 Cleveland Avenue North 
301 K Green Hall 
St. Paul, MN  55108 
phone: 612-624-6298  
fax: 912-624--5212 
e-mail: mkilgore@umn.edu 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Robert Malmsheimer 
Associate Professor of Forest Law and Policy 
College of Environmental Science and Forestry 
SUNY ESF 
One Forestry Drive 
320 Bray Hall 
Syracuse, NY  13210 
phone: 315-470-6909  
fax: 315-470-6915 
e-mail: rwmalmsh@esf.edu 
 
Samuel Osinde 
Coordinator 
Department of Natural Resources 
State of Wisconsin 
3550 Mormon Coulee Road 
Lacrosse, WI  54601 
phone: 608-785-9013  
fax: 608-785-9990 
e-mail: samuel.osinde@dnr.state.wi.us 
 
Facilitation Support 
 
Theresa Heyer 
Conservation Education Coordinator 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1992 Folwell Avenue 
St. Paul, MN  55108 
phone number: 651-649-5239  
fax number:  651-649-5238 
e-mail:  theyer@fs.fed.us 
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Criterion 7: 
Breakout Group7B  
 
Connie Carpenter 
Northeastern Area Sustainability Coordinator 
USDA Forest Service 
Northeastern Area 
271 Mast Road 
Durham, NH  03820 
phone: 603-868-7698  
fax:  603-868-7604 
e-mail: conniecarpenter@fs.fed.us 
 
Jeff Horan 
Chief, Forest Resource Planning and Analysis 
Department of Natural Resources, Forest Service 
State of Maryland 
580 Taylor Avenue, E-1 
Annapolis, MD  21401 
phone: 410-260-8520  
fax: 410-260-8595 
e-mail: jhoran@dnr.state.md.us 
 
Susan Morre 
Graduate Student 
Department of Forest Resources 
Oregon State University 
280 Peavy Hall 
Corvallis, OR  97331 
phone: 541-753-4234  
fax: 571-753-3049 
e-mail: susan.morre@oregonstate.edu 

 
 
 
Eric Norland 
National Program Leader, Forest Biology 
USDA Cooperative State Research, Education and 
Extension Service 
Waterfront Centre-Room 3214 
800 9th Street SW 
Washington, DC  20024 
phone: 202-401-5971  
fax: 202-401-1706 
e-mail: enorland@csrees.usda.gov 
 
Facilitation Support 
 
Tim Swedberg 
Public Affairs Officer 
Forest Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
North Central Research Station 
1992 Folwell Avenue 
St. Paul, MN  55108 
phone number: 651-649-5257  
fax number:  651-649-5256 
e-mail:  tswedberg@fs.fed.us 
 

 


