Chapter 7

Policy Commitment to Ecosystem Approach to Managing Multiple Uses

The early 1990's were marked by the Forest Service’s
commitment to adopt an ecosystem approach to man-
aging multipte uses on national forest lands. This
commitment emerged on june 4, 1992, when the
12th Chief of the Forest Service, F. Dale Robertson
announced that:

An ecological approach will be used to achieve
the multiple-use management of the national
forests and grasslands. it means that we must
blend the needs of people and environmental
values in such a way that national forests and
grasslands represent diverse, healthy, productive,
and sustainable ecosystems. (USDA Forest
Service 1994b)

The commitment was announced to coincide with
the United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development (UNCED) (the Earth Summit), held in
Rio de Janiero, Brazil, in July 1992. The Administra-
tion hoped that the timing of this announcement
would add a constructive note to the international
view of Agerican forestry which, at that time, had
become somewhat critical of U.S. forestry practices,
including clearcutting (Sirmon 1995).

The 1992 commitment to implement an ecosystem
approach throughout the National Forest System
echoed Chief Ed Cliff’s:

I am convinced that, with an ecosystem
approach to multiple-use management, our
national forests and rangelands can contribute
to a better living for present and future
generations.... (USDA Forest Service 1970)

" Chief Robertson activated his announcement with a
directive to each of the regional foresters and station
directors that they develop an ecosystem manage-
ment plan (Robertson 1994}

1 am asking each regional forester and station
director to work together in evaluating their
regional situation and within 90 days develop a
strategy for implementing the above policy,
principles, and guidelines. We need to make
good progress at a reasonably rapid pace with-
out disrupting programs, recycling project deci-
sions, or redoing project field work. Also, you
will need to take advantage of the flexibility
within existing forest plans to practice ecosystem
management. As forest plans need to be
amended or revised they should reflect the
above policy on ecosystem management.

Chief Robertson’s announcement followed the 2-year
“New Perspectives’ initiative that evaluated ecologi-
cal approaches to management. But the roots of
ecosystem management go far deeper. They draw
strongly upon the 90-year learning experience of.
managing multiple uses on national forests. They are
also strongly shaped by the policy influences of the
Organic Act, the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act,
the National Environment Policy Act, the National
Forest Management Act, the Endangered Species
Act, and other laws. They are strengthened by
advances in science and influenced by the changing
values and preferences of the American people.
Ecosystern management with today’s state of
knowledge and ecological science nevertheless
remains as much a learning experience as it is an
approach to managing multiple uses on national
forests.

In November 1993, the Acting Chief of the Forest
Service, Dave Unger, directed regional foresters,
station directors, and area directors to begin using
the national hierarchical framework of ecological
units in land management planning and related
assessment work, research programs, and coop-
erative efforts with other agencies and partners. in
1993, nationwide ecoregion-scale maps were
readily available and work was being completed on
maps at the subregional scale (Unger 1993).

In February 1994, Chief Jack Ward Thomas issued a
national action plan, implementation of Ecosystem
Management. Its goals were to:

m Adopt an ecosystem approach to management
throughout the Forest Service.

s Integrate ecosystem management in all activities.
m Strengthen collaboration and innovation.
s Ensure that management actions are ecologically

responsible, economically viable, and socially
acceptable.

This action plan shifted the ecosystem approach to
management of national forests from a testing and
demonstration approach toward full implementation.
In taking this step, Chief Thomas recognized that
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ecosystems were complex systems and that our
knowledge of them was far from complete or ade-
quate. Nevertheless, there was “no option but to
continue to move forward in natural resource man-
agement on the basis of what we know or think we
know” (Thomas 1994).

The new action plan calls for protecting ecosystems,
affording people multiple-use benefits within the
capabilities of those ecosystems, and ensuring org-
anizational responsiveness. The plan’s successful
implementation will be evidenced by three primary
outcomes:

= Healthy ecosystems.
a Vital communities.

» An effective multidisciplinary, multicultural
organization (USDA Forest Service 1994a).

ForeSt Service Ethics and
Course to the Future

The Forest Service commitment to the future man-
agement of National Forest System lands was
expressed in its brochure “The Forest Service Ethics
and Course to the Future.” It was endorsed by Chief
Thomas in these words:

Together we will strive to make the Forest Service
the world’s foremost conservation leader for the
21st century. Together we will raise the Forest
Service's already high standards (USDA Forest
Service 1996).

The “ethic” was expressed on two dimensions:

Our land ethic is to promote the sustainability of
ecosystems by ensuring their health, diversity,
and productivity ...

Our service ethic is to: Tell the truth, obey the
law, work collaboratively, and use appropriate
scientific information in caring for the land and
serving people ... (USDA Forest Service 1996).

The “Course to the Future” expresses the Forest

Service’s work commitment to ensure ecosystem
health, diversity, and productivity while it responds
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to the forest resource needs and uses of the
American people;

a It includes understanding the role of fire, insects
and disease, and drought cycles in shaping eco-
systerns and bringing that understanding to bear in
national forest management decisions and
actions.

= It requires developing and using measures of eco-
system sustainability while supporting the quality
of life in those ecosystems (in rural, suburban, and
urban settings). The effects of human use and
habitation on ecosystem sustainability must be
evaluated.

= It manages ecosystems to provide the uses, values,
products, and services sought by the American
people from national forest and grassland
resources, including water, recreation opportuni-
ties, timber, minerals, fish, wildlife, forage, wilder-
ness, cultural heritage, and aesthetics, while
maintaining ecosystem health and diversity.

m Its workforce reflects the cultural and disciplinary
diversity needed to provide the skills and abilities
as well as the public partnerships and collabora-
tion required for the effective interdisciplinary
application of the ecosystem approach to man-
aging multiple uses. The workforce is empowered
to carry out the mission of the nationai forests and
grasslands with accountability for achieving nego-
tiated objectives (USDA Forest Service 1994b).

In 1994, the “Course to the Future” was strongly
evidenced in the implementation of the Northwest
Forest Plan and in the PACFISH initiative in eastern
Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and parts of
California.

For national forests and other Federal lands in the
Pacific Northwest, the Northwest Forest Plan
provided resolution to the longstanding impasse
between timber harvesting activities and the need to
protect noncommodity resources. The Northwest
Forest Plan during 1994 took transitional steps
necessary to move the Forest Service toward the
ecosystem approach. It scheduled a billion board
feet of timber sales for 1994, but due to increased
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stream protection requirements, only 333 million
board feet were actually prepared for sale. It emph-
asized the economic adjustment assistance to 147
communities affected by the Plan’s reduced timber
harvest levels, Watershed analyses were completed
on 23 out of 59 watersheds to identify restoration
needs and begin 0 implement the “Jobs in the
Woods” program to assist communities. Adaptive
management areas (AMA's) were defined and public
participation plans were completed for eight AMA's,
(AMA’s are quasi-experimental or demonstration
areas for evaluating resource management results
and effectiveness). These areas are suitable for tim-
ber harvesting and other resource activities for which
best management practices have been developed
and are applied, monitored, and modified (adapted)
as needed to meet each area’s management
objectives (USDA Forest Service 1995a).

In 1994, under PACFISH, the Forest Service and
BLM prepared an EA that developed interim water-
shed manafiement strategies to improve anadromous
fish production on the Federal lands and waters of
eastern Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and parts of
California. It evaluated the ecological conditions of
the upper Columbia River Basin. The Interior
Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project
(ICBEMP) was designed to amend existing forest
plans, goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines
for anadromous fish habitat. The decision notice and
decision record, signed by the BLM Director and the
Forest Service Chief in February 1995, implemented
interim strategies, while long-term strategies were
.being developed. The interim strategic objective was
to avoid the extinction and any further endanger-
ment of anadromous fish stocks or to otherwise limit
the consideration of options to those ensuring their
long-term viability. PACFISH did not consider areas
within the northern spotted owl’s range because the
Northwest Forest Plan provided its own comprehen-
sive aquatic conservation strategy (USDA Forest
Service 1995a; USDA Forest Service and USDi
Bureau of Land Management 1995).

Breaking New Ground Once More

Thus, national forest managers once more are
“breaking new ground” — managing multiple uses
on national forest lands, fitting multiple uses and

their benefits into ecosystems according to the eco-
systems’ capabihty to support them. “for the greatest
good for the greatest number” in the Gifford Pinchot
tradition continues to be a national forest manage-
ment commitment. But it is being pursued within the
new framework of the ecosystem approach to
resource management. In this framework, the bene-
ficial uses and services that national forest ecosys-
tems provide are balanced with sustaining the
long-term health, biodiversity, and productivity of
the ecosystem,

The current state-of-the-art in resource management
— the existing science, knowledge, and experience
— will have much to contribute to this approach.
However, more specific management standards,
guidelines, and practices will be needed for sustain-
ing ecosystem health and biodiversity. Obtaining
decisions on mutually compatible management
goals and objectives across the multiple ownerships,
public and private interests, and multiple govern-
ment jurisdictions and across the wide scope of
ecosystem regions and their components will be a
much broadened and more complex challenge.
Thus, the ecosystem approach to resource use and
management will continue to be as much a learning
experience as a management experience. National
forest managers will continue to learn from the
responses of nature, the successes and shortfalls of
management, and scientific research and to adapt
management to their new knowledge, the evolving
ecosystem conditions, and the diverse and evolving
public preferences for resource use and management.

Scientific research can do much to enlighten the
dimensions and solutions of resource management
challenges, but it cannot offer holistic solutions for
the social, political, and biological aspects of eco-
system decisionmaking. Scientific research can
define the biological and physical decision space for
ecosystem decisionmaking, but it cannot determine
the management decisions that must also reflect the
values of society, its interest groups, landowners,
and managers.

Thus, the ecosystem approach in many ways is like a
riddle wrapped in an enigma — it will require
effective societal and human processes as well as
biological and the technical processes, informed
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with the best available science and experience from
the ecosystem approach to management to achieve
sound, sustainable solutions. Indeed, the national
forest managers commitment to the ecosystem
approach is once again “breaking new ground.”
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Epilogue

A 90-Year Learning Experience—
And It Isn’t Finished Yet

It is difficult to find a more expressive way to sum-
marize the 90 years of managing national forest
multiple uses from 1905 to 1995 than that expressed
in the title of the book: “A 90-Year Learning Experi-
ence and It Isn’t Finished Yet.” In 1905, the basic
technical knowledge and underlying science of
America’s forests and forest managers was, at best,
extremely limited. There was much to be learned
from research, experience, and resource responses
to use and management practices. At that time, and
in the following decades, management was largely
driven by the demand for the use of national forest
resources.

Resource use, however, was balanced by an equal
or greater concern for protecting the resources from
destructive forces — fire, insects, disease, and wind
— and for their continued viability and production
as natural cover types with a strong emphasis on
watershed protection and maintenance of favorable
waterflows. The coordination between watershed
protection and the management of other resource
uses was basic to all national forest management
from the beginning, and it remains so to this day.
Only the scale of this effort and its methods have
changed as uses have expanded and watershed
management technology has improved. Watershed
protection and maintenance of waterflows have
remained the primary and dominant concern of
national forest management throughout its first nine
decades. Where wildfire or other natural events or
shortfalls in use or management caused impairments,
early stabilization and rehabilitation were a top pri-
ority. Except for the South Fork of the Salmon River
event, there have been few, if any, major watershed
and waterflow disasters on National Forest System
lands.

There have been many changes in management
policies and practices. In the early decades, using
predator control to help build up big game herds
was an accepted and desirable wildlife management
practice. In time, however, it became evident in
many places that such herds were exceeding their
habitat capacity and impairing their own living

environments. Thus, a new management principle
for reducing or limiting game herds to the capacity
of their habitats emerged — a 180-degree shift away
from predator control as a primary game manage-
ment measure.

For many decades, timber harvesting on national
forests, particularly clearcutting, was seen as bene-
ficial to elk and other wildlife populations. Clearcuts
increased the horizontal diversity of forests, improved
wildlife food and forage supplies, and expanded
edge effects and related habitats. In the 1960's,
however, elk interests observed behavioral distur-
bances among some of their favorite herds in the
Rocky Mountains. They raised questions about the
adequacy of the current management direction for
elk habitat. Major research studies were undertaken
in timbered elk habitat areas over a 15-year period
to evaluate timber sale layouts, logging, and road
construction with other factors that needed to be
taken into account in integrating elk herd habitat
requirements with timber management activities.
The findings and recommendations from these
studies led to a revised elk management strategy.

Selection harvesting was the early recommended
silvicultural practice for managing and regenerating
old-growth Douglas-fir stands on national forests.
But national forest managers, in time, learned that
the practice made selectively harvested stands
subject to windthrow and timber losses. Thus, they
shifted to harvesting and regenerating with clearcuts.
In doing so, they also quickly learned that clear-
cutting was more economically efficient than other
silvicultural systems. Over the years, clearcut sizes
were reduced to improve the success of natural
regeneration and to reduce landscape disturbance.
Landscape architects were employed to develop
design and location techniques to blend clearcut
boundaries into the landscape to simulate natural
openings. In the last two decades, alternatives to
clearcutting have been increasingly used to reduce
the total area clearcut in all forest types.

The idea of setting aside large areas of pristine forest
lands as wilderness preserves emerged on national
forests in the 1920’s, and by the 1950’s, 15 million
acres were being planned for such designation. Wil-
derness interests supported this national forest initia-
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tive but took issue with the National Forest System’s
approach to wilderness identification and location
when they perceived that it as biased toward
maximizing commercial forest area available for
timber harvest. These interests influenced Congress
to withdraw the Forest Service’s authority to designate
wilderness in 1964 and to give it to Congress — a
step that ultimately led to a relaxation of the pristine
standard for national forest wilderness designation,
National forest managers, nevertheless, have contin-
ued to manage wilderness areas to pristine standards
without objection from wilderness interests. During
the 1980’s, congressional designation of national
forest wilderness increased the total area of wilder-
ness to more than 30 million acres — more than
double the area that national forest managers had
originally planned to designate.

An early policy objective on national forests was the
prompt suppression of forest fires. The national forest
goal was to reduce the threat of commercial timber
losses; the risk of loss of regenerating and immature
forests; the threat of damages to soil, streamflows,
and community water supplies; and the threat of
wildfire to community citizens, residences, property,
and other developments.

When it became evident in the 1960’s that effective
wildfire suppression was contributing to major fuel
buildups on many forests, the management objec-
tives shifted to forest fuel and fire management.
Under these objectives, where wilderness guidelines
prescribed minimum or no human intervention,
natural wildfires in wilderness were allowed to burn
themselves out naturally. Elsewhere, wildfires were
allowed to consume accumulating fuels where the
potential damage was limited and expected to be
less than the costs of suppressing a wildfire or where
a wildfire could accomplish a planned management
objective for improving wildlife habitat or some
other resource objective.

Prescribed burns were introduced as a management
tool to reduce excessive forest fuel loadings that
were becoming “difficult-to-control” wildfire haz-
ards and to meet other forest management objectives
for wildlife habitat, range improvement, or favorable
ground conditions for forest regeneration and growth
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of forest stands. Today, on certain forests, periodic
burns or wildfires are seen as essential in sustaining
fire-dependent forest ecosystems.

The 1969 Douglas-fir study examined the feasibility
of increasing national forest timber supplies from
high-value old-growth Douglas-fir timber stands in
the Pacific Northwest. It evaluated different harvest
levels and timber management intensities for both
the first and second rotations. Unexpectedly, the
study found that the current harvests could not be
sustained into the next rotation with the current
management intensity. This led to a new policy for
nondeclining timber harvests. The nondeclining
timber harvest policy altered sustainable harvest
calculations from a timber inventory plus growth
method during the first rotation to the calculated
growth potential that the current management would
support in the next rotation. The direct implication
of this new policy was a need to reduce national
forest timber harvests to the level that the current
management intensity could sustain into the next
rotation. Congress, however, opted to turn this
implication inside out and instead raise the intensity
of management to a level that would sustain current
harvest into the next rotation — a decision that led
to major increases in reforestation and timber stand
improvement investments. Today, national forest
timber management planning determines long-term
sustained timber yield capacity for fully managed
long-term forest conditions jointly with established
management objectives for other multiple uses and
existing timber management intensity. The allowable
sale quantity is equal to, or more generally less than,
the long-term sustained yield because current trend
conditions are often less than those for a fully
managed future forest.

The rapid growth of wildlife, fishery, recreation, and
aesthetic uses on national forests in the 19507,
1960’s, and 1970’s greatly increased the need for
better national forest planning and management
integration and coordination of these uses with com-
modity production. This rapid growth also expanded
the need for specialized expertise and staffing for
these resources — a development that steadily and
greatly broadened the disciplinary skills and man-
agement capabilities on national forests.



Other, more specific, environmental legislation such
as the Clean Water, Clean Air, and Endangered
Species Acts and other acts passed during the 1970’s
and 1980’s similarly called for new criteria and
standards. The Endangered Species Act of 1973, for
example, required a stronger emphasis on managing
national forests for endangered, threatened, and
sensitive animal and plant species — an emphasis
that grew rapidly as the list of threatened and endan-
gered species rapidly expanded in the 1980's. The
environmental laws also required that Federal land
and resource managers inform and involve the
public in resource planning and decisionmaking
processes.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970
(NEPA) and the National Forest Management Act of
1976 (NFMA) established new criteria and standards
for planning and managing multiple uses on national
forests which called for management changes, inno-
vations, and afaptations to ensure higher environ-
mental quality on national forests. This was a
massive challenge — national forests constitute
almost one-twelfth of the Nation’s lands and waters
and fully one-eighth of its forests and rangelands.
The new science, knowledge, technology, and
technical skills required to implement the new
criteria and standards were to come much more
slowly. The actual implementation of this new
management technology, as it becomes available,
will come even more slowly because management
activities in any one year touch only a small
percentage of the 191 million acres of national forest
lands and waters.

Public participation in national forest planning and
implementation of management projects, on the
other hand, expanded very rapidly and led to accel-
erated appeals and litigation. Such appeals raised
issues that led to new National Forest System guide-
lines on how to inform and involve the public in
national forest activities, how to respond to the ex-
panded public’s interest and input, and how to reach
better decisions — leading to better quality national
forest management plans and plan implementation
and more effective decisions for managing multiple
uses (USDA Forest Service 1981-1992). National
forest managers have also worked to develop more
effective two-way communication with the public,
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interest groups, and individuals and more responsive
adaptive management decisions. Nevertheless,
conflicts among various interest groups about the
proper use and management of the national forests
have not been eliminated, nor have Federal approp-
riation and budget limitations on implementing
national forest programs.

The Ecosystem Connection

The adoption of the ecosystem approach to national
forest management in 1992 expands the need for
new science, knowledge, technology, and technical
skills, even more — opening the door for a new 90-
year learning experience in effectively implementing
the ecosystem approach. Its first requirement is that
national forest lands, waters, and resources be
reclassified according to the national hierarchical
framework of ecological units, which in itself will be
an important basic learning experience. Fortunately,
after two decades of research and analysis, the
Forest Service will be ready with the hierarchy of
ecoregions and ecosystem units for the United States
(USDA Forest Service 1995) and the principles for
defining and mapping ecosystem boundaries at their
various geographic scales (Bailey 1996). Defining
and establishing the boundaries of ecosystem units
within national forests is the first, basic step for an
effective System-wide approach in managing and
sustaining ecosystems, their resources, and their
habitats. It will also require new resource inventories
reflecting the on-the-ground ecosystem structure and
classification — not only for National Forest System
lands, but for other ownerships as well. This will
take time. It will be several years before a System-
wide ecosystem approach can be uniformly and
effectively implemented on the ground among the
wide variety of ecological units that range in scale
from broad ecoregions measured in tens of
thousands of square miles, their smaller subregions,
landscape zones of similar land types measured in
thousands and hundreds of acres, and local land
units such as cliff and cave sites, riparian areas,
small marshes, and other specific site conditions that
are measured by a few hundred to less than ten
acres.

Understanding the biological and physical working
relationships within ecosystems, the interactions
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among their subunits, and their response to fitting
many uses within them are a new learning challenge
as well as a management challenge. Such learning
and management is underway in the Pacific
Northwest and northern California under the North-
west Forest Plan and the interim strategy (PACFISH)
for anadromous fisheries in the Interior Columbia
Basin Cooperative Management Project and else-
where in more local national forest situations. This
approach requires managers to consider the effects
of use and management on local ecosystem units
and their interactions with each other over time
within the framework of the structure and functions
of the broader ecoregions and landscapes within
which the local units occur. Such coordination and
integration appear to involve much judgment as well
as much uncertainty.

The need to consider resource management and its
ecosystem effects on other public and private owner-
ships adds anotH&r complex dimension. The current
state-of-the-art (the existing knowledge, science, and
experience) of resource management will contribute
much to implementing this ecosystem approach, but
national forest managers will still need to learn by
doing, observing, evaluating, researching, and
adapting to changes in ecosystem conditions and
new ecosystem knowledge and understanding as
they emerge over time.

Adaptive management — the adjustment of manage-
ment practices to the changing conditions and uses
of ecosystems over time — is a corollary of the
learning process and will become the path to the
future just as it was the path from the beginning of
national forest management to the present. National
forest management has been and is the fitting of
multiple uses into ecosystems according to their
capability to support each use, compatibly with
existing uses, in ways that sustain ecosystem benefits
and their supporting physical and biological
resources for future generations. It is necessarily
based on the existing state of knowledge and
science, management technology, and established
policies and values. This has been the underlying
goal and nature of national forest management of
uses and resources over its history and it remains so
today and into the future.
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The ecosystem approach to national forest manage-
ment has always been reflected in the national
forests” primary emphasis on protecting and main-
taining watersheds and waterflows in the manage-
ment of all other multiple uses. The wide array of
research natural areas, initially established in the
1920’s in cooperation with the Ecological Society of
America, now represents the tremendous natural
heritage and diversity of ecosystems found on
National Forest System lands. They reflect a genuine
concern for comparing the performance of managed
forests with natural ecosystems.

The strong focus on rehabilitating the acquired, badly
beaten, and often burned Eastern national forest
lands from 1911 to the present has been a deliberate
and successful effort to restore the degraded eco-
systems they once constituted. The work of Jack
Ward Thomas in integrating wildlife habitat manage-
ment with timber management on four national
forests totaling nearly 4 million acres in the Blue
Mountains of Oregon and Washington in many ways
was an early practical and successful demonstration
of the applicability of the ecosystem management
principles and approach to National Forest System
management (Thomas 1979).

Thus, the concern about ecosystem performance and
productivity on national forests is not new. What has
changed is the knowledge and science of ecosystem
structures and functions and their importance in
maintaining the diversity, health, productivity, and
sustainability of ecosystems. The enormous growth
in the level and diversity of uses and the changing
balance among national forest ecosystem uses have
also raised questions and even national debates
about the quality of the national forest environment
for many uses, particularly those associated with
recreation activities, wildlife habitats, landscape
perspectives, and forest solitude.

Changing public values and the public’s concerns
about the quality of recreation and wildlife experi-
ences, landscape aesthetics, and wilderness con-
ditions have also contributed to issues being raised
by the public about the direction of natural resource
management on national forests.



The Endangered Species Act has given top priority to
restoring the viability of plant and animal species
populations that are officially listed as in danger of
or threatened by extinction.

The Clean Water and Clean Air Acts have raised
concerns about water and air quality.

The National Environmental Policy Act similarly has
elevated the general concern about environmental
quality. The National Forest Management Act has
raised standards for managing all national forest
resources. These changes have largely emerged
independently and incrementally. They constitute
sharp shifts in resource values and management
standards and, in a sense, they have come on the
fast track.

The new ecosystem knowledge, science, and
management tighnology to implement these new
values and standards have come more slowly. In
many ways, their development comes on a slow
track. Research for new technology takes time.
Training or retraining of thousands of natural
resource managers cannot be accomplished over-
night. Change in natural resource use on national
forests is difficult to bring about without direct
commitments from Congress to change the manage-
ment and production goals as well as the level of
appropriations and their balance for national forest
use and management. National forests remain
resilient and responsive to management. They will
respond to new management guidelines and stan-
dards that will emerge from new ecosystem manage-
ment knowledge, science, technology, and learning
experiences.

National forest management will likewise respond to
growing demands for multiple uses according to the
capabilities of ecosystems to produce them. As the
learning and management experience continues,
national forest ecosystems will also improve in their
diversity, health, productivity, and sustainability in
some form of dynamic growing stability.

The commitment to an ecosystem approach for
managing muitiple uses on national forests is a
massive one. It is even more challenging than the
area of national forests implies because ecosystem
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management involves consideration of ecosystem
conditions beyond the borders of national forests
and collaboration with other government land-
managing agencies and private landowners as well.

This challenge is not new, but it is more compiex.
National forest managers from the beginning have
been accustomed to coordinating the management
of wildlife habitats with State game commissions and
wildlife agencies. National forest range management
has similarly fitted the needs and management of
permittees’ rangelands and grazing enterprises with
maintaining and improving the range resource. The
national forest concern for protecting and maintain-
ing watersheds and waterflows has reflected the
water needs and uses, and often the stream condi-
tions, of downstream communities, ownerships, and
users. Insect, disease, and wildfire control likewise
involved broader ecosystem consideration and
coordination than national forests alone because
insects, disease, and wildfires are not respecters of
ownership or jurisdictional boundaries.

The ecosystem approach calls for a holistic view of
the ecological and socioeconomic aspects of entire
ecosystem landscapes and their associated rural and
urban communities. This is a formidable challenge
because the ecological knowledge, its science base,
and the management technology for implementing
an ecosystem approach holistically on a broad scale
over the long term are yet very limited and will
develop slowly. Our experience and administrative
and political capabilities for integrating management
goals and objectives, let alone specific management
actions across multiple public land jurisdictions and
a multitude of private ownerships, is likewise very
limited. We lack established institutional arrange-
ments for doing so.

The historical evolution of management of multiple
uses on national forests offers strong evidence of an
incremental pathway to a holistic ecosystem
approach to resource management (fig. 28). We now
seem to be about midway along this pathway. The
path, however, is very long and will involve consid-
erable learning and long management experience
before we arrive at a fully holistic approach to
ecosystem management.

2783



Epilogue

Holistic
Approach
Ecological Concept
e — of Management
d —
We Seem To Be
¢ in This Range
b —
National Forest
| Management of
a Multiple Uses
Incremental -
Approach- "0 l I T 1 | T T T

N

Figure 28. The Pathway Hypothesis: over time, the pathway of traditional national forest management leads to a

fully holistic approach to resource management.

The merger of the traditional, largely bottom-up
incremental approach of managing multiple uses
with the holistic, primarily top-down ecological
approeach to management will be complex and will
develop slowly. Although planning and decision-
making will become more holistic, implementation
will necessarily remain incremental — use by use,
area by area, year by year, decade by decade.
Management will remain adaptive, requiring much
judgment, untii we have a credible theory, science,
and technology for holistic management that are
widely accepted by multiple jurisdictions and
multiple ownerships that make up ecosystems.

Thus, implementing the ecosystem approach in
managing multipie uses on national forests will con-
tinue to be as much a learning experience as national
forest management has been in the past. It will move
forward adaptively as national forest managers con-
tinue to learn from experience as well as adapt to
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new knowledge and technology and as public goals
and objectives for resource management and uses
change over time.
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