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Notes of the Meeting of the Bureau of Alternates

April 5th, 2006

Ottawa, Ontario

CANADA

Participants:

Bill Singleton, Natural Resources Canada, Canadian Forest Service (Chair)

Doug Kneeland, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

Liza Paqueo, United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

Erika Lopez, CONAFOR

Alejandro Jacques, CONAFOR

Margee Haines, United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

Sylvia Boucher, Natural Resources Canada, Canadian Forest Service

Topical guests:

(In person)

Gunter Rochow, Capra International, Lead evaluator of the NAFC

Ben Moody, Chair of the Forest Insects and Disease Working Group 

Robert Jones, Chair of the Forest Products Working Group 

(By conference call)

Al Riebeau, Chair of the Atmospheric Change Working Group

Denny Truesdale, for Mark Beighley as Chair of the Fire Management Working Group

Brad Smith, Chair of the Forest Inventory, Monitoring and Assessment Working Group

The meeting objectives were to:  

1)
Obtain an update of the ongoing NAFC evaluation;

2)
Obtain a brief summary of the work performed by the NAFC working groups and solicit the views of working group chairs regarding the most important topic that they would like conveyed to the NAFC Commissioners;

3)
Strategically plan the NAFC Commissioners meeting, including exchanging views and deciding on a technical topic of general interest to all three member-countries.

Preliminary Findings of the NAFC Evaluation

Mr. Rochow of Capra International made a brief presentation on his preliminary findings of the NAFC evaluation.  Of these findings, Mr. Rochow mentioned reports of:  

i) too few occasions where the Commissioners provided feedback to the working groups; 
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ii) working group members not aware of the NAFC mandate and therefore not able to undertake their work in the context of this mandate; 

iii) comments that the work of working groups is of variable quality – and some produce much more than others; and, that 

iv) the NAFC-related work is not given high priority by the supervisors of members of the working groups and is done at the edge of the desk for many.  

In general, there seemed to be a strong desire to obtain more direction from the top.  There were suggestions for joint working group sessions, and although this has not yet been quantified, it was deemed a priori to present certain usefulness.  Outstanding interviews of high importance include Dale Bosworth, Val Mezainis, Hosny El Lakany and Yvan Hardy.

Action item:
Lisa and/or Margee agreed to find a suitable time to have Mr. Dale Bosworth and Val Mezainis interviewed by Mr. Rochow, each for a one-hour period.

The BOA considered how to deal with the draft report of the NAFC evaluation and what the process would be for feeding comments to the lead evaluator.  The Evaluation Team has committed to deliver the draft final report to CFS on June 6, 2006, and Bill Singleton will meet with the Team on that day.  Following completion of that meeting, he will circulate the draft report to the other members of the BOA.  A response and/or observations will be prepared by each country and by FAO and sent to Bill within two weeks of his sending out the draft report.  Bill will submit these comments and/or observations to the Evaluation Team, which under the contract, has 14 days in which to submit the final report to CFS.  When the report is finalized, it was agreed that an executive summary be presented to the Commissioners, highlighting a few (about five) key findings and that the BOA would prepare some recommendations for consideration by the Commissioners.  

Action item:
BOA members agreed to review the draft final report of the NAFC evaluation and to report their comments to the BOA Chair within two weeks of receipt.

Presentation by the Working Group Chairs

By conference call and in-person presentations, the Chairs of five of the eight active working groups each made a brief presentation on their activities and each answered questions posed by members of the BOA.  The current Chair of the Silviculture Working Group, Al Mitchell, did not participate on the call but provided his Working Group’s activities report and it is attached as Appendix 1 of these notes.  Working group chairs were asked to comment on the effectiveness of the NAFC.  In general, they indicated that it provided a useful springboard to share information and to ease the work of working group members in the three member countries.  In terms of effectiveness, one working group chair commented that the use of the FAO and NAFC banner, under which members worked made it easier to achieve certain tasks.  One of the younger working groups indicated challenges in obtaining travel budgets for participants and having to rely on each country to support project work.  One of the oldest working groups also commented on the challenges faced by the lack of funding for their work, which limits what it can produce.  
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In terms of challenges, Liza Paqueo indicated that maintaining current, and communicating the working groups activities has been difficult in the past and she stressed how important it is for each working group chair to provide ongoing updates of their activities and of their membership.  The U.S. has the role of maintaining the NAFC website.  

When asked what they viewed as the most important issue to bring forth to the Commissioners meeting, working group chairs answered the following:

i) Climate variability across North America

ii) Risk assessment of plants for planting

iii) Presentation on the fire management strategy and guidelines, which will be ready for the 18th session of the Committee on Forestry in March 2007 and the NAFC recommendations on guidelines;  

iv) Global early warning fire system;

v) Integration of all working group information;

vi) Increase in wood consumption opportunities (or competitiveness of the forest industry) in North America.

When asked whether there were any specific funding requests, working group chairs answered yes for the following projects:

a) the publication of a document produced by the non-wood sub-committee;

b) translation of book and other publications

c) the design of an oracle web tool to provide access to inventory information 

d) travel to attend international conferences and strengthen other countries cooperation with North America (i.e., Australia/New Zealand)

The Chair of the Watershed Management Working Group has not officially been identified, but Margee Haines provided a copy of the recently prepared Charter and asked the BOA if they would consider approving it.  

Action item:
BOA members agreed to approve the Charter of the WMWG by April 30, 2006.

Strategic Planning of the Commissioners Meeting 

The BOA entertained questions regarding the technical topics that should be presented in report form to the Commissioners and whether the Commissioners should have a more guided discussion amongst themselves.  Doug provided some traditional NAFC meeting information stating that each country usually reports on their State of the Forestry report, and that three technical papers are presented, one by each of the member countries.  However, it was agreed that the format of the 23rd session of the NAFC Commissioners meeting would be changed considerably, providing a shorter reporting period (i.e. three instead of the past four days) and that this called for a more strategic approach.
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It was suggested that the BOA could present a report on the activities of the working groups, including possible funding requirements and a list of priorities as recommended by the BOA.  However, this was met by some resistance, in the sense that there is some value in having the working group chairs report directly to the Commissioners.  Also, the benefit of having the working group chairs participate in the NAFC is for them to hear about the evaluation and to become more cohesive and able to respond to the recommendations.  

On the technical paper, it was suggested that about 2-3 hours be devoted to this and that the working groups could be involved in preparing it.  For example, on the issue of climate variability and its impact on the forests, this could also relate to the work of other working groups (i.e., Are insects and diseases increasing in light of the increasing climate temperatures? And, what is the impact on forest fire management of climate variability?).  It was suggested that the Chair of the Atmospheric Change Working Group be asked to take the lead on the technical paper and to liaise with other working groups Chairs.  The requirements will be to have the technical paper completed by August 1st.  The paper will not necessarily require a lot of original research but would identify threats to North American forests, policy options for decision-makers and options for resolve.  On the flip side, the paper could also contain a section on the role of the forests in mitigating climate variability. 

In light of the considerable format change for the NAFC meeting, it was considered wise to advise the Commissioners of the proposed strategic approach.  

The BOA considered what important policy issues might be pressing on Commissioners.  Mexico suggested that decentralization of the forests might be an interesting discussion item from their perspective, but agreed that this was a very complex issue which may not be current or common to all three countries (i.e., in the U.S., the majority of forests are privately-owned).  There was some general discussion regarding the work of other regional forestry commissions and how this might compare, or not, to the work of the NAFC.  In essence, it was agreed that the State of Forestry could be provided as an information document but not as a presentation and that each Commissioner be made aware of a few topics of interest ahead of time.  These could be submitted as an abstract (500 words or less or 1​.5 pages) including the reason why these topics are important to the country concerned and, from that, a brief discussion could ensue.  

In summary, the tentatively agreed upon agenda for the 23rd session of the NAFC will touch on the following (not necessarily in the correct order):

1. Presentation and discussion of the four topics (one by each country and one by FAO) of country-interest for the Commissioners’ report

2. Discussion on working group activities 

3. NAFC Evaluation Report and recommendations by BOA

4. One technical paper (linking the work of 2/3 working groups) on Climate Variability and its impact on the forests.

5. A report by BOA regarding the working group activities and their recommendation to the Commissioners

6. Field trip

7. Closing event – where Canada passes over the chair to the U.S.
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Regarding the field trip, a couple of options were discussed but the details have not yet been concluded.  One of the options, for the afternoon of the second day of meetings, included a visit of the University of British Columbia Campus, which includes Forintek and FERIC.  Another option, for the third day, was a field trip outside of Vancouver, jointly organized by the Government of British Columbia.  Canada agreed to continue in its efforts to plan a most relevant and interesting field trip for participants and the Commissioners.  The BOA agreed that Canada should feel free to finalize plans for the field trip without the need for further consultations.
On the topic of special guests, the BOA agreed that a special invitation should be sent out to 

Mr. Arlito Cuco, the current Chair of the African Forestry and Wildlife Commission in Maputo, Mozambique.  This invitation will offer full funding, which Canada and the U.S. have agreed to share.  

The BOA also discussed the past practice of gift exchanges at NAFC.  While it was noted that other regional forestry commissions do not engage in this particular practice, it was agreed that this tradition should continue in the NAFC.  

On the topic of holding joint sessions of regional forestry commissions (in this particular case, COFLAC and NAFC), the BOA agreed to make a positive recommendation to the NAFC with a note to begin planning as early as October/November 2006.

The meeting adjourned with a note by Mexico that their country will hold a federal election on July 2nd.  The current government is developing an international strategy on forestry, which includes a commitment to the NAFC.  However, a new government could be in place by December 2006.  Mexico agreed to keep the BOA posted on their future participation in the NAFC.

Attachment: 
Appendix 1: Silviculture Working Group Activities Report

Prepared by:  Sylvia Boucher

Approved by:  Bill Singleton

Date:  May 4, 2006
Activities of the North American Forestry Commission

Silviculture Working Group 2004-2006

BOA Executive Summary

The Silviculture Working Group has conducted meetings annually. Activities of the group over the last two years have focused on building our membership and defining our terms of reference and mission. 
2004-2005

Terms of reference of the group were expanded from tropical silviculture alone to include temperate forest silviculture to foster Canadian and US participation in the group. 
With the addition of new members and the election of a new Chair, a scoping session was undertaken to explore possible future collaborative projects and deliverables. Three opportunities were identified:

· Presentation of results of last two meetings for Board of Alternates (BOA) Meeting in Veracruz
· Prepare an outline for a manuscript entitled “Synthesis of silvicultural issues in the sustainable management of mountain forests in Canada, Mexico and USA.”

· Seek new members for the Silviculture Working Group to strengthen representation on issues in temperate forest silviculture.
· Assist in planning for the 2005-06 joint meeting of the Genetics and Silviculture Working groups
2005-2006

Our mission statement was revised to make it more responsive to recent trends in international forestry: To develop and disseminate knowledge and technology on silviculture strategies and practices for North American Forests to improve the quality of human life.

With the addition of three new members, a scoping session was undertaken to explore possible future collaborative projects and deliverables. Three opportunities were identified:

· Workshop on the Evolution of Mexican silviculture and future directions (2007/08)

· Web site update (2006-2007)

· Statement of SWG common issues and scope (2006-2007)

· Assist in planning for the 2006-07 joint meeting of the Genetics and Silviculture Working groups
Prepared by: A.K. Mitchell, Ph.D. (Chair) April 27, 2006.
