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Abstract:  Forested Land in the United States is jurisdictionally fragmented being managed by many Federal, state, industrial and private entities.  The US legislative framework, wherein development occurs, has sustainability as a cornerstone.  The U.S. journey towards sustainable forest management is problematic as forest managers lack a common language of measures to facilitate cross-jurisdictional collaboration.  Since 1905, acres of forested land in the United States have changed little, yet our collective actions have fallen short of sustainable forest management (sfm).  Planning strategies are changing to foster collaborative stewardship and harmonization of respective land use plans respecting unique goals, objectives, legislative mandates, and limitations of the land.  The Montreal Process framework of criteria and indicators is providing a unifying language of measures to foster collaborative assessment, planning, and decision-making processes at both national and sub-national levels.

     This paper discusses the U.S, journey towards ecosystem sustainability; trends in the U.S. forested land base and harvest levels; and shifts in Forest Service planning strategies in response to emerging needs.  The paper provides application of the Montreal Process C&I measurement framework to foster collaborative planning processes; improve effectiveness and implementation monitoring; focus scarce resources to highest priority areas; and to improve accountability linking project level work to the achievement of strategic objectives.

1. Sustainable Ecosystems 

     The desired outcome of the Forest Service’s activities is ecosystem sustainability (Dombeck, 1998).  Sustainability should be viewed more as a journey than a fixed destination.  In this context, sustainable forest management has three component parts: social, economic, and ecological.  These three components are interrelated and must be considered together when making assessments of sustainable resource management.

1.1. Sustainable Forest Management Is Deeply Embedded In The Legal Foundation Of The Forest Service

     The 1897 Organic Act's statement of purpose embedded the principle of sustainability.  In part, the national forests were established to  “…improve and protect the forest within the boundaries, or for the purpose of securing favorable conditions of water flows, and to furnish a continuous supply of timber for the use and necessities of citizens of the United States…” (16 U.S.C. § 475).  Timber was allowed to be sold “For the purpose of preserving the living and growing timber and promoting the younger growth on national forests…” (16 U.S.C.A. § 476).  While these notions and principles of sustainability were not exhaustive in their meaning, the Organic Act reflects early understanding that social health and public welfare are affected by and dependent upon natural resources and the management of the landscapes in which they occur.

1.2. The Legislative Cornerstone Mandating And Promoting Ecosystem Sustainability Is Strong

     Other foundational Federal environmental laws (i.e., 1969 National Environment Protection Act,  1976 National Forest Management Act, 1960 Sustained Yield Act and Multiple Use Act, 1972 Clean Air Act, 1972 Clean Water Act, 1973 T&E Species Act, etc.), together with an eclectic set of environmental state laws of our 50 states, have further embedded the principles of sustainable resource management.  Myriads of local and county ordinances designed to protect the environment concurrent to rural and urban development also contribute to the U.S. institutional capacity to regulate development through threshold standards based on resource sustainability.

     Collectively, these laws cover a range of values that characterize the ecosystems people occupy and that provide for human needs.  Some legislation is agency specific (such as the National Forest Management Act which applies to the F.S.), some unique to states (such as the State of Oregon Forest Practices); and some national in scope but applies differently to ownerships (such as the T&E Species Act).  Nevertheless, together, this body of environmental law not only contains minimal thresholds and standards, but also provides for both direction and enablement of activities designed to protect the environment concurrent to meeting societal needs.  The recent emergence of certification schemes and adoption of national criteria and indicators of sfm, are reflective of continued adaptive management designed to protect the environment concurrent to development (FSC, 1998; AF&PA, 1999, SAF, 1999).  

2. Forested Land Is Jurisdictionally Fragmented 
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Figure 1 U.S. Forest Distribution

     Context is more important than content.  Understanding the context in which US forestry related work is accomplished is important. No matter how sustainability is defined, it remains a subset of a larger reality that cannot be independently achieved.  U.S. forested ecosystems are managed by a decentralized group of Federal, state, industrial, and private entities (Powell, etal, 1993) which is a challenge for sustainable forest management.  Managers need to know how their activities affect the sustainability of shared values that cross their respective ownerships.

2.1. States Independently Developed Forest Measurement Systems And They Are Not Comparable Or Compatible 

The 737 million acres of forest land covers the jurisdictions of our 50 states (Figure 1).  States have a long tradition of establishing government entities (agencies, bureaus, offices, departments, commissions, etc) through which public programs are focused on forest resources.  For example in 2000, states had created 204 governing or advisory bodies, variously labeled as boards, councils, committees, or commissions (Ellefson, 2000).  States independently developed environmental data standards and protocols, and they are not compatible or comparable.
2.2. Land Owners Independently Developed Forest Measurement Systems And They Are Not Comparable Or Compatible 

     Land ownership patterns within states add to the operational complexity of the U.S. forest working environment.  For example (Figure 2), of the 489 million acres of commercial forest land, 58% is managed by over six million land owners; 15% by 
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forest industries; 17% by USFS; and 10% by other public agencies (RPA, 2000).  In 1999, nearly 400 public and private entities at the state level were engaged in gathering, managing or distributing information about forests (National Association of State Foresters, 1999).  These ownerships also independently developed forest measurement systems that are largely incompatible with each other.

2.3. Agencies Themselves Often Have Measurement Systems That Are Not Comparable Or Compatible 

    As occurs at the state level, the organizational landscape of the Federal government is also composed of many divisions.  For example, the US Forest Service manages 17% of the nations commercial forest land (Figure 3).  The Forest Service headquarters located in Washington, DC, administers these lands through nine Regional Offices.  The nine Regions are administered through 125 National Forest Offices.  The 125 National Forests are administered through 575 District Offices.  The Forest Service has a national grid point inventory
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system for all U.S. forested land.  However, measurement indices lack social, economic, and indices for non-commodity values.  While some corporate data exists and progress is being made in developing more corporate data, at the Forest level, data standards and protocols were independently developed, resulting in the development of incomparable or incompatible data.  This situation typifies most land management agencies.  Added to this operational complexity are the different missions, objectives, and regulatory frameworks of respective forest management organizations.

     Related to movement towards ecosystem sustainability, the value of our nation's resource management organizations is not to be found in our management diversity, mission, or even our legal framework - however important: but in the measurable outcomes that reflect our collective actions.

3. Healthy Ecosystems And Sustainable Economies Are Goals Shared By National, County, State, Private, And Industrial Ownerships Alike (PCSD 1996)
     Forest land trends have been stable.  The current U.S. forest land area of 747 million acres amounts to about 71% of the area that was forested at the time of European settlement in 1630 (RPA, 2000).  Since 1630, about 297 million acres of forest land have been converted to other uses--mainly to agriculture and primarily in the North and South.  After 1910 agricultural clearing subsided and the amount of forest area stabilized.  The trend shows that the South and pacific-West are experiencing modest declines in forest land, as population shifts to those areas while forest area in the North is increasing (Figure 4).
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     Growing stock and timber harvest trends have been stable (RPA Assessment, 2000).  During the last 10 years timber harvest has not varied much. (about 16,000 mcuft, Figure 5).  However, harvest from Forest Service lands has decreased (2,210 to 829 mcuft), while harvest from non-industrial lands has increased (8,124 to 9,515 mcuft).  Shifts in reduced harvest from Forest Service lands reflect shifts in societal values promoting recreation, tourism, and old-growth habitat for threatened and endangered species.
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     Many of the problems we face in our national forests today defy simple administrative solutions.  One serious problem is the health of our forest ecosystems.  Many national forest lands have a moderate to severe risk of catastrophic fire.  Forest health speaks to the importance and need for cross-jurisdictional planning designed to sustain US forested ecosystems and to address common concerns.

4. We Often Work In Isolation Or Along Administrative Lines

     Although we are making progress in managing landscapes more holistically, our collective approach has often fallen short of maintaining the health and sustainability of landscapes (Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force, 1995).  Often times, neighboring managers within a landscape do not know how their actions affect landscape sustainability.  This confusion undermines collaborative processes, causes lack of trust, litigation, and often postures managers in a crisis management mode.  Several things mitigate against collaborative processes:

· Communication: We lack common data standards and collection protocols between neighboring land managers.
· Consensus: There is little public consensus on how to frame public dialogue regarding sfm

· Analysis: We are weak in integrating environmental, economic and social issues at multiple scales.

· Harmonizing plans:  We have difficulty in developing common goals and shared responsibilities with our neighbors.

· Funds: We have difficulty focusing scarce funds to highest priority areas.

5. Forest Service Planning Processes Are Undergoing Change

     The National Forest Management Act that guides FS planning processes is currently under revision (Proposed Rule, 1999).  The proposed rule stresses the importance of ecological principles in sound, multiple-use, sustainable forest management.  It presents a system designed to better incorporate science, research, and interested members of the public into national forest management.  The proposed rule also requires that forest and grassland plans be consistent to national strategic documents; to set goals for management; and to establish programmatic standards to follow in pursuit of strategic direction.  A final decision on the rule is expected sometime this year.

5.1. Sustainability Is Foundational For National Forest System Planning 

     The proposed revisions to the FS planning process express the Agency’s commitment to the principles of sfm.  The proposed rule “…makes sustainability the foundation for National Forest System planning and management and establishes requirements for implementation, monitoring, evaluation, amendment, and revision of land and resource management plans.”  The first priority for planning will be to maintain and restore the sustainability of watersheds, forests, and rangelands for present and future generations.

5.2. Desired Future Conditions Are The Central Reference Points For Planning

     Companion to the notion of sustainability, the proposed rule requires that “desired future conditions” and outcomes associated with them be used as the central reference points for planning.  Managers would establish pathways to the desired future conditions and orient performance measures, monitoring, and budgeting to those pathways.  Land and resource management plan direction would seek to prevent the need for a species being listed under the T&ES Act. 

5.3. A Spatial Approach To Planning And Analysis Is Central To Holistic Management
     The proposed rule fosters a spatial approach to planning and analysis-strengthening linkages across ownership and between scales.  Both large-scale and/or small-scale assessments are to be used as the means of obtaining necessary information.  Planning is to emphasize ecological boundaries for assessment and consider their social meaning.  Managers will address all Federal lands within the area and work with affected agencies and move toward integrated administration of jurisdictionally fragmented areas.  These steps are designed to encourage managers to harmonize respective resource management plans through landscape planning independent of jurisdictional lines, thus facilitating collaborative stewardship.

5.4. Planning Processes Encourage Shared Decision-Making

     Collaborative stewardship efforts will prove to be the vehicles of choice for managers to minimize costly litigation; to reconnect and heal impaired landscapes; and to foster community understanding and the development of shared goals (Johnson, etal, 1999; Yaffee, 1999).  The proposed rule fosters opportunities to move away from a Federally focused governmental decision-making structure towards a collaborative design that shares responsibility with others.  Managers are to provide opportunities for continuous, early, open, and frequent involvement to develop a shared vision and achieve an understanding of proposed actions and their expected outcomes.  The responsible official is to foster relationships and create partnerships.  The FS official becomes a convener, facilitator, leader or participant, in collaborative processes.  The desired outcome of collaborative stewardship is healthy ecosystems and sustainable economies.  Good collaboration is where people work together better such that the outcomes of collective stewardship efforts improve and move us toward the national goal of ecosystem sustainability.  Key to success is working with willing partners, respecting each other’s unique roles, responsibilities, land use objectives, and limitations of the land.

5.5. Science Is An Integral Part Of Planning Processes

     The proposed rule strengthens the role of science in the planning process.  Scientists will assist the responsible official in understanding and applying relevant information.  Scientists will be involved in issue identification; in helping to design and evaluate monitoring and inventory strategies and protocols; and in reviewing planning processes to ensure consistency in the application and interpretation of best available information.

     Having a planning system that: is based on sustainability; that uses desired future conditions as a reference point; that uses broad-scale assessments; encourages collaborative processes; and that incorporates science into decision making, has great potential to strengthen the ecosystem management approach, which is the FS means along the road towards sustainability.  However, without a common language of data standards and protocols, cross-jurisdictional communication issues will remain problematic.

6. Legacy Data Is A Barrier To Collaborative Processes
     As previously noted, most entities that manage forests have data but the data is largely incomparable or incompatible (GAO, 1994).  Currently the US annually spends 100’s of millions of dollars on data collection without the capability to assess the sustainability of our forested ecosystems, or to effectively and efficiently conduct collaborative processes designed to address common concerns and
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objectives.  We lack a unifying measurement framework that crosses ownerships and that integrates social, economic, and ecological indices of sustainability suitable for collaborative processes.

6.1. The Montreal Process Criteria And Indicators Provides a Unifying Framework
     The criteria and indicators of sustainable forest management, internationally agreed to by the 12 countries of the Montreal Process (Figure 7), are providing a unifying national framework for public dialogue (Criteria and Indicators, 1995).  It provides the means for measuring sustainable forest management "vital 
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signs” across a diverse landscape. (Abee, 1999).  The FS has adopted the Montreal Process C&I and is leading a national, interagency/ngo Roundtable initiative to implement them. (SDIT, 2000) The Roundtable consists of 32 Federal and state agencies that affirmed their commitment to sfm.  These partners recognize that sfm (at a national scale) is beyond the capability of any one agency and must be accomplished through partnerships.

     The C&I are a relatively simple statement of seven key goals (criteria), with associated measurements (indicators), designed to promote an understanding of what constitutes sustainable management of temperate and boreal forests. 

6.2. Measurement Systems Need To Be Simplified
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     The Montreal Process (MP) framework of measures provides focal point to develop common data standards and prototypes for the indicators.  The Roundtable partners are working with the Federal Geographic Committee to establish data standards and protocols, interagency budget submissions to populate the MP framework with data, and to help establish a central data repository facilitating the sharing of information.  In effect, using the MP C&I measurement framework is simplifying our measurement systems and will establish a baseline of compatible and comparable data (Figure 8).

6.3. A Common Language Of Measurements For Partners 

     The Montreal Process C&I enjoy broad-based support from a diverse group of national stakeholders.  A desired outcome of the Roundtable process is to establish the MP measures as national standards and to embed measures in agency programs.  This will help promote communication as well as help frame public dialog on sfm and movement towards consensus (Figure 9).  The MP C&I strengthen shared analysis through the integration of environmental, economic and social issues at multiple scales.  The MP C&I enable partners to see [image: image11.wmf] 
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how they contribute to sfm enabling the development of common goals and shared responsibilities with respective neighbors.  At the landscape, regional, or country level, sustainable forest management can only be achieved through the
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	Figure 10.  LEGEND: Black Lines Represent Public Land.  Thinner Green/Gray Lines Show Other Ownership Boundaries (Montreal Process Technical Advisory Committee 1999)
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collective result of actions on all lands within the respective area of interest as measured by criteria and indicators (Figure 10).  Any particular management regime's sustainability is best judged by the quality of management versus how it responds to all 67 of the MP indicators.  Finally, the MP C&I help to focus scarce funds to highest priority areas and provide a framework for interagency budget proposals.

7. National Criteria And Indicators Help To Link Interrelated Management Processes

     The MP C&I measures provide a unifying framework for strengthening the linkages and relationships between parallel and interrelated processes designed to meet societal needs concurrent to protecting ecosystem sustainability.  The Forest Service (FS) model flow chart (Figure 10) shows key linkages between processes for decision making. 
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7.1. National Level Assessments Provide Context For Sub-National Level Work 

     Effective higher-level assessments provide context for work at sub-national scales and focus on indices of sustainability.  The FS conducts inventories and completes assessments based on criteria and indicators.  Inventories and assessments are done both at the national and sub-national scales.  A good national assessment will provide the context for landscape planning, and sub-national broad-scale assessments provide the context for project level work.  Sustainability is the desired outcome of FS activities; therefore key indices of sustainability focus inventory and assessment work designed to address multiple business management practices associated with sustainable resource management.  Information in both national and broad-scale assessments will be organized using the seven MP Criteria as an organizing framework.

7.2. Sub-National Project Plans Should Be Linked To National Goals And Objectives 

     Based on national assessments, the FS develops a strategic plan that disclosed to the Congress and American people what the FS proposes to do for appropriated funds received.  The goals of the strategic plan have been cross-walked to the seven MP Criteria.  The strategic plan includes specific performance measures to measure progress and enable accountability.  The work identified in the strategic plan is carried out in the context of sub-national Forest and Grassland Management Plans that detail environmental impacts and that are supported by more site specific project level plans.  Project level plans are designed to carry out specified work associated with accomplishment of annual goals.

7.3. Annual Budget Allocations Are To Achieve A Desired Future Condition

     The Congress allocates the FS an annual budget based on the strategic plan that discloses desired future conditions.  The FS disaggregates this funding to field offices.  For example, the WO funds the Regions who fund the Forests, who fund the Districts, who execute project level work in local communities.  Project level work is designed to contribute to accomplishment of desired future conditions at both the national and sub-national levels. 

7.4. Monitoring Indices Need To Be Linked Between Scales As The Aggregate Impact Of Local Activities Reflects National Direction

     Monitoring and inventory work can become a black hole where enough is never enough and more is always possible.  Sustainability is the desired outcome of Agency activities, thus performance measures associated with desired future conditions should be linked to vital sign indices of sustainable forest management.  Local measures that are rooted in national standards enable value added understanding of information between scales.  The formats for both the annual Forest and Regional Monitoring Reports will use the seven MP Criteria as a way to organize information.  This will enable managers to see how their forests contribute to sustainability at higher scales.

7.5. Corporate Information Systems Are Key To Effective Monitoring And Management

     The FS along with their partners are working to embed the MP C&I into respective national inventory systems.  Partners are seeking to establish a national inventory platform on which respective partners contribute to gathering of sfm data appropriate to respective unique roles and responsibilities.  Not all the MP indicators are applicable at the local scale.  The FS has undertaken research to identify local level indicators of sustainability (Woodley, etal; 1998, LUCID, 2000).  These local measures will be organized under the seven MP criteria and be linked to national indicators as appropriate.

     Much more can be said about the management model and the benefits of using the MP C&I as an organizing framework.  Important is that the FS is not solely ‘top down’ or solely ‘bottom up’ management.  Synergism occurs at all levels all the time feeding into adaptive management designed to meet emerging needs in carrying out the FS mission of serving people and caring for the land.

8. Local Criteria And Indicator Measurements Should Link To Higher Scale C&I Measures 
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     For example, Figure 12 shows MP Criteria 4: Conservation and Maintenance of Soil and Water Resources. The national long-term objective is to improve and protect watershed conditions (U.S.D.A. Forest Service Strategic Plan - 2000 Revision).  The national outcome performance measure is the trend in watershed meeting state water quality standards.  Connecting local activities and performance to strategic goals helps to focus scarce resources to highest priority areas and enables accountability.  Not everything needs to be ‘hard wired’, but clear linkages should be established.  In this example, sub-national goals are expressed as achieving proper function (pfc) condition on all class three streams and above (Figure 13).  Local measures include miles of stream that meet pfc.

      Sustainability has been rightly critized as being a ‘fuzzy idea’.  The C&I simply identify key attributes that reflect societal values and science information.  Additionally, sustainability cannot be assessed on the basis of only one C&I; rather, they need to be used together along with other considerations as appropriate.  Existing conditions, benchmark goals, and related activities are noted and serve managers as a reference point from which to gauge progress  (Figure 13).
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9. Monitoring Trends Often Precipitate Legislation, Policy, And Best Management Practices 

     The US approach to ecosystem sustainability is characterized by an eclectic set of national and state policies and Acts that have as presupposition sustainability.  While these are non-regulatory in nature, they are usually accompanied with a complementary set of land use guidance and/or a system of best management practices (Sedjo et al. 1998).  Changes in best management practices, regulation, and or the application of certification efforts are activities designed to achieve a desired future condition. 
     The major private sector organizations currently engaged in creating and implementing sustainable forestry standards in the United States include the American Forest and Paper Association, the American Tree Farm System, the National Woodland Owners Association, Rainforest Alliance’s SmartWood program, and Scientific Certification Systems.  The American Forest & Paper Association’s Sustainable Forestry Initiative details a set of principles and guidelines that are a requisite for membership in the Association (AF&PA, 1993).  The SFI principles and guidelines are a mixture of general concepts and tangible measures of company performance in meeting broad SFI objectives.  The presence of these programs is in response to consumer demands for responsible land management.  While there are differences, the private sector approach to sfm is compatible to the larger effort MP C&I initiative they are involved in.  

10. Challenges to Implement The Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators

     Meeting increasing consumer demands from a fixed land and resource base will continue to precipitate the need for new approaches and solutions to emerging problems yet to be defined.  It is likely that the success of the US FS and other agencies, will largely be decided through our ability to conduct an open, inclusive, and empowered planning process in which people (inclusive of our land managing neighbors) feel that they have the ability to influence the outcome through their involvement.  Challenges include:

· To fashion a decision-making structure that is collaborative in design enabling the sharing of responsibility among all levels of government, interest groups, and neighboring land management entities, and that respects differing roles and responsibilities, land use objectives, and the limitations of the land
· To get all partners to commit to using the MP C&I and aggressively embed them in respective operational programs.  
· To develop agreed upon comparable and compatible data standards and protocols for the indicators.
11. Summary

     Americans need three things from their forests: a sustainable wood supply; jobs in rural communities; and values associated with healthy ecosystems, such as clean water and recreation. We need to deliver all three.

     One measure of success for protocols like the MP will be the extent to which they shift the debate about sfm away from two-dimensional arguments about tradeoffs to one that addresses strategic questions about the compatibility of wood production with ecological and socio-economic goals.

     There will always be shifts in the balance of 'products' we manage for, in the scope and scale of our plans, and in partnerships involved.  We need to continue to practice adaptive management and shift the focus from a debate about "products," or outputs, to one about the approach the nation must take to insure an outcome of ecosystem sustainability.

     The desired future condition we all want translates to productive watersheds and ecosystems that meet the full range of human needs.   If we stop planning based on short-term quantities of commodities and start planning based on long-term desired future conditions, we can deliver all three things Americans need from their national forests—wood, jobs, and healthy forest ecosystems.
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     Developing comparable and compatible data standards for the MP indicators is key to mitigating challenges associated with a highly jurisdictionally fragmented landscape.  The Federal sector should provide leadership and establish mechanisms leading towards this end.
     Full implementation of the MP framework of C&I will go far in helping to establish a common language and operational framework for bringing the community of interest together to do collaborative assessment, planning, and decision making designed to meet common needs.
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Figure 5: U.S. Timber Harvest 1953-1997 

(Million cubic feet)

All Species (RPA Facts)

Forest Resources  of the World, 1997



During the LAST 10 years

	a) harvest levels decreased on Federal lands

	b) harvest increased on private – non industrial

	c) overall harvest about the same  

	d) Growing stock has been stable since 1977



Although sustainability has been an explicitly stated and legislatively mandated goal, in practice our collective approach has often fallen short of maintaining the health and sustainability of landscapes. 

 

While we are making progress, too often neighbors that share responsibility for managing land within a common landscape work in isolation; along administrative lines; or don’t fully understand how their activities affect their neighbors ‘down stream’. 
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Figure 8. SIMPLIFYING MEASUREMENT

SYSTEMS
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In effect, using the MP C&I measurement framework is simplifying our measurement systems and will establish a base line of compatible and comparable data.
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Figure 13. Outcome File Analysis









Local Objective-All class 3 streams and above at PFC by 2020

Conservation of Soil & Water Res (National Goal)

Measurement: Miles of Stream  Existing Condition: 20% in PFC

		Benchmarks: 

		2005 – 30% at PFC or functional with upward trend

		2010 – 50% of watersheds meeting PFC

		2015 – All watersheds functional with upward trend

		Activities:

		 2000 – obliterate 3 miles of Mud Creek road 

		 2001 – Implement new grazing management plan



Monitoring 
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Figure 11. Management Model
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(1) For Research and Development (R&D) and State and Private Forestry (S&PF), add state-level inventories and assessments (where broad-scale inventories and assessments are shown).

(2) For R&D, add Station/Institute and Research Work Unit (RWU)Plans (where Forest Plans are shown).  For S&PF, add Area/Region and State or Multi-State Plans (where Forest Plans are shown).

(3) For R&D, add Station/Institute (at Regional level) and RWU (at Forest level).  For S&PF, add Area (at Regional level) and State or Multi-State (at Forest level).



The MP C&I measures provide a unifying framework that not only provides a common language of measures across a fragmented landscape, but also help to focus scarce resources to highest priority areas and enables greater accountability in linking local activities to strategic level goals.



This is a simple management model that reflects the importance of linking measurements between scales.  



The aggregated impact of FMU level activities are national trends.  

Agency funding is provided to do work designed to achieve a desired future condition.  



Certification Initiatives:

Green Tag Program sponsored by the National Woodland Owners Association.

The American Forest & Products Association has a sustainable forest initiative with criteria and indicators to improve and demonstrate sustainable forest management activities on industrial lands.
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Figure 12. Conservation and Maintenance of Soil and Water Resources (linking project work to strategic objectives)

Long-Term Objectives:

Improve and protect watershed conditions to provide the water quality and quantity, and soil productivity, necessary to support ecological functions and intended beneficial water uses. 



Outcome measure: 

Trends in watersheds meeting state water quality standards 

Strategic focus

National level
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Figure 9. Corporate Protocols, Standards, Data Bases





































































A desired outcome of this Roundtable process is to establish a common framework of national measures that help to unify a highly administratively and ecologically fragmented landscape.  



The MP C&I will provide a common language of measurements independent of ownership or political boundaries, and that integrate social, ecological, and environmental indices of sustainability.



This will facilitate collaborative assessment, planning, and decision making processes to address the viability needs of species, along with other indicators of sustainable resource management.
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Figure 7: The Montreal Process Criteria Provides A Unifying National Framework For Collaborative Processes

Conservation of Biological Diversity

Maintenance of Productive Capacity of Ecosystems

Maintenance of Ecosystem Health and Vitality

Conservation and Maintenance of Soil and Water Resources

Maintenance of Forest Contributions to Global Carbon Cycles

Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Multiple Socio-Economic Benefits to Meet the Needs of Societies

Legal, Institutional, and Economic  Framework for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Management



The Criteria and Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management internationally agreed to by the 12 countries of the Montreal Process, is providing such a unifying framework for for measuring the "vital signs" enabling assessments of sustainable forest management.  



The FS has adopted these and is leading a national, interagency/ngo Roundtable initiative to implement them. The Roundtable consists of 32 federal and state agencies who affirmed their commitment to SFM and recognize that SFM (at a national scale) is beyond the capability any of one agency, and must be accomplished through partnerships.  



The C&I are a relatively simple statement of seven key goals (criteria), with associated measurements (indicators), designed to promote an understanding of what constitutes sustainable management of temperate and boreal forests.



The seven criteria are:

		 Conservation of Biological Diversity

		 Maintenance of Productive Capacity of Ecosystems

		 Maintenance of Ecosystem Health and Vitality

		 Conservation and Maintenance of Soil and Water Resources

		 Maintenance of Forest Contributions to Global Carbon Cycles

		 Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Multiple Socio-Economic Benefits to Meet the Needs of Societies

		 Legal, Institutional, and Economic  Framework for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Management
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Figure 6.  Legacy Data –  is NOT comparable and/or compatible

100’s



































































































































































































































































Legacy Data – Largest single barrier to collaborative assessment, planning, and decision making processes



Currently the US annually spends 100’s of millions of dollars on data collection without the capability to assess the sustainability of our forested ecosystems, or to effectively conduct collaborative processes designed to address common concerns. 



We lack a unifying measurement framework that crosses ownerships integrating social, economic, and ecological indices of sustainability suitable for collaborative processes.
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In summary, I think we can agree that people need three things from their forests: a sustainable wood supply; jobs in rural communities; and values associated with healthy ecosystems, such as clean water and recreation. We need to deliver all three. 



One measure of success for protocols like the MP will be the extent to which they shift the debate about sfm away from two-dimensional arguments about tradeoffs to one that addresses strategic questions about the compatibility of wood production with ecological and socioeconomic goals.



There will always be shifts in the balance of  'products' we manage for, in the scope and scale of our plans, and in partnerships involved.  We need to continue to practice adaptive management and shift the focus from a debate about "products," or outputs, to one about the approach the nation must take to insure an outcome of ecosystem sustainability.



The MP C&I will go far in providing the basis for discussing leading towards that end.


























