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Possible Application of Montreal Process National Criteria and Indicators at the Sub--National Level


Introduction:

1.  The relationship of the national level Montreal Process Criteria & Indicators (C&I) to the sub-national level (which includes forest management unit (FMU) level) is of growing interest.  Managers at the sub-national level are asking how the C&I are relevant at their level of work.  National managers are asking how data generated to guide management decisions at sub-national levels can be used to monitor resource, social, and economic trends at the national level.  The relationship between national and sub-national level criteria and indicators must be made clear to be in order to provide the rationale for their use and ensure the efficiency of actions designed to implement them.

2.  National level criteria and indicators can shape the development of C&I at the sub-national level.  National level criteria and indicators are a set of important elements that national policymakers and stakeholders have agreed to use to assess progress towards sustainable forest management (SFM).  As such, the Montreal Process C&I can serve as a higher-level context or framework for assembling and interpreting regional resource, economic, social, and institutional assessments at the sub-national level.  Since resource management at the sub-national level cumulatively results in the trends observed at the national level, application of national C&I at the sub-national level is of interest to national managers in interpreting these national trends.

3.  Information generated by both national and sub-national criteria and indicators can provide a scientific basis for the improvement of policy, guidelines, best management practices, performance measures, and in turn, improvements to the criteria and indicators themselves at the national and sub--national levels.  These are tools used to achieve sustainable forest management.  However, it is important to understand the distinctions between national and sub-national C&I.  Whereas C&I at the national level can be used for describing, assessing, and evaluating a nation's progress towards sustainable forest management, sub-national level C&I can be the source of data aggregated to the national level.  Sub-national C&I can provide information on local conditions and trends.  They can also be used to monitor the compliance of local managers with best management practices and, therefore, provide a scientific basis to modify local practices to affect locally and nationally observed trends.

4.  National assessments of social, environmental, and economic progress toward sustainable forest management and local C&I can, therefore, complement each other.  Together they provide the critical elements of an adaptive management system. National trends provide information on the cumulative impact, or effectiveness, of sub-national management activities or codes of sustainable practice.  Local criteria and indicators test conformance with best management practices, or resource and social conditions, at the local level and provide a means to change national trends.

5.  The following discussion of the possible application of Montreal Process national criteria and indicators at the sub-national level responds to questions identified by the Montreal Process Working Group.

Discussion:

What is the basis for current country interpretations of what constitutes sub-national levels for the application of national level criteria and indicators?

6.  Political, land ownership, and management boundaries provide the basis for current country interpretations of what constitutes sub-national levels.  Some countries have, however, defined sub-national units based on biophysical/environmental factors.  Sub-national management units vary widely in size and complexity and are inclusive of forest management units.  These units can be a complex array of ownership, management, and political boundaries.  They are the areas for which goals and objectives are established, where people work, and where accountability rests.

7.  Each country will continue to make its own decisions on what constitutes a sub-national level or unit.

8.  Practices at the sub-national level, in aggregate, influence the national level trends measured by indicators.  This relationship emphasizes the importance of the linkages between sub-national activities and national outcomes related to sustainable forest management.

9.  The Montreal Process criteria and indicators were designed for application at the national level.  Before their use at the sub-national level, national level criteria and indicators will generally need to be assessed.  The size of the sub-national unit and/or the sustainable forest management objectives at the sub--national level will influence how sub-national managers find national C&I useful for their applications.

10.  Concepts of sustainability will vary between the national and sub-national level.  In its "Introduction," the Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests (par. 1.3) states, "Taken together, the set of C&I suggests an implicit definition of the sustainable management of forest ecosystems."  It recognizes that "no single criterion or indicator is alone an indication of sustainability." Paragraph 1.7, in addition, states that the indicators should be assessed as trends or with an historical perspective to established trends.  This makes it clear that the conservation and sustainable management of forest ecosystems at the national level must account for all the criteria of sustainability.  Multiple criteria are to be used at the national level because the Montreal Process countries recognized that nations require a multiple set of conditions and benefits related to forests if, in the long run, they are to be maintained.  At any one time, an unacceptable trend in an indicator in one country may be temporally acceptable in another.  The trend observed for one indicator may affect how to interpret the trends of other indicators.

11.  At the sub-national level, the relative importance of a criterion or indicator may vary depending upon the sustainable forest management objectives of each management unit.  This recognizes that the sustainable management of forests can be viewed as the aggregate of individual actions in a large landscape.  It also recognizes the need and right of private landowners and local managers to manage their particular tracts of land to accomplish their respective objectives.

12.  The size of the sub-national level unit may also influence the relevance of a national level indicator at that level. As an example, the effect of a single small timber harvest on global climate change or the collection of data for such an indicator may have little meaning to a sub-national manager who is responsible for only a few thousand hectares of forest.  Current management strategies for global climate change issues have focused on modeling forest biomass trends in large landscapes.

13.  Because sub-national managers may manage their lands for specific objectives, it is reasonable to assume they will collect data relevant to their management objectives.  The ability to aggregate data for national use may depend on the ability of managers at the national level to convince sub-national managers to collect data for their use that is comparable or at least compatible to other sub-national data sets.  It may also make evident the need to encourage sub-national managers to collect more than minimal data.  An inability to accomplish this may result in the need for a national inventory.

14.  The application of national level criteria and indicators to the sub-national levels is valuable because:


- they provide a single consistent framework for assessing SFM;


- they identify areas requiring improved management practices;


- they can be useful for the improvement of policies;


- they increase the efficiency of data gathering by minimizing duplication; and


- they can improve the effective use of sub-national data by providing a framework that will encourage comparable and compatible data from different ownerships.

15. Managers at the sub-national level are generally concerned with the accomplishment and the quality of implementation of management activities.  While the unit manager may be interested with in global and/or national resource condition trends, it is more likely that their primary concern will be in meeting local forest management goals and complying with best management codes of practice.  The focus of unit level managers is generally more on project level activities (output targets), complying with certain specific quality objectives or process standards, or assuring that the maintenance or enhancement of a particular resource condition is maintained or enhanced.  Examples include complying with particular road construction standards, assuring that a particular production target is accomplished, or protecting an eagle's nest from harm. In both the national and sub-national level examples, managers are working toward sustainability.

How do forest lands with various management objectives at the sub-national level contribute to the overall reporting of indicators at the national level?

16.  The measurement of comparable and compatible criteria at the sub-national level can be useful in assessing SFM at the national level.  Some of the national level indicators are applicable or comparable to those used currently at the sub-national level.  Information in the First Approximation Reports in some countries was derived from such indicators.

17.  National data collection strategies should address the use of comparable and compatible data gathered across forestlands comprised of multiple ownerships and management objectives.  These data will greatly enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of SFM assessments nationally.  Sub-national managers will find it useful in planning and collaboration to have comparable measures across the forested landscapes of multiple ownerships in which they operate.  In response, some countries are developing integrated frameworks for assessing SFM at a variety of levels and across a range of management units.

18.  Currently, different agencies that have land management responsibilities for adjacent lands commonly make isolated decisions because of the inability to share data.  In the United States, federal, state, and private agencies at national and sub-national levels now collectively spend hundreds of millions dollars for data that cannot be effectively aggregated.  While many sub-national managers are trying to practice ecosystem management, they are commonly frustrated by the lack of comparable data on adjacent lands.  Collaborative efforts between sub-national managers will continue to be frustrated by lack of comparable data for analysis of common resource management issues.

19.  Efforts to make C&I data at the sub-national level comparable and compatible should recognize the varying contributions of forestlands with different management objectives (Figure 1).  It must be fully expected that managers will collect data relevant to their management objectives.  If they collect data for management issues beyond their primary management objectives, the use of that data will differ from one manager to another.  For example, bio-diversity and wood production indicators would be used differently in intensively managed plantations than in conservation forests.  The same would be true in private versus public forests managed for timber production.  If data on the sub-national units are not comparable, compatiable, or complete, national managers must acquire the data with systems such as national plot inventories. 

How can national level C&I be used to assess conditions at the sub-national level?

20.  Forest managers at various levels are interested in how their programs contribute to SFM.  National level criteria and indicators can provide context for assessments of SFM at the sub-national level.  National level indicators were not intended to directly assess sustainability at the forest management unit level (Santiago Declaration, par. 1.2).  National level C&I, however, can be used in the development of sub-national C&I.  It is recognized that unique sub-national situations exist that may require the alteration, removal, or addition to the Montreal Process indicators.  For example, in an area where drought is common, perhaps an indicator of natural seed production would be appropriate as an indicator of probable forest regeneration following harvest.  In addition, sub-national units with specific management objectives may not collect all of the data relevant to the national level.  National C&I provide a clear framework for reporting against of national expectations.  In other words, everyone will be aware of the national data that will be used in debate relative to sustainable management of the nation's forests.  By providing a single C&I framework, these national level C&I help sub-national managers develop management plans and outcomes for SFM that are both consistent with national goals relevant to SFM at the local level, and more consistent among themselves.  This national C&I framework also facilitates the prioritization of resources for research, increasing institutional and administrative capabilities, and educating and working with the public.

21.  The achievement of healthy ecosystems and sustainable economies cannot be done in a vacuum.  It requires a high level of collaboration between neighboring managers and stakeholders that share responsibility for, or are affected by, resource management activities adjacent to them. Collaborative management is an approach dependent on willing partners, respect for each other's roles and responsibilities, access to common information, and trust.  The use of agreed to criteria and indicators to measure national trends in resource condition and the development of comparable and comparable data at the sub-national level will greatly enhance collaboration.

The effect of scale on assessment, data collection, forest planning, monitoring, and related technical topics as it might affect the application of national level criteria and indicators at the sub-national levels.

22. This question is addressed in an accompanying paper.

Summary:

a) National level assessments provide context and useful linkages to sub-national assessments.

b) National C&I provide a basis for comparable and compatible data between sub-national levels.

c) The Montreal Process C&I provide a useful framework for sub-national data collection, reporting and planning, assessments, and decision-making.

d) It is desirable to aggregate data up to higher levels of use.  This ability/capacity is dependent on the availability of comparable or at least compatible data across sub-national units.

e) The complementary use of national and sub-national C&I is a key part of an adaptive management system for national resources.

f) The linkages between the national and sub-national C&I measurements should be made clear.  These linkages will be somewhat different for each nation.

Recommendations:

The Technical Advisory Committee recommends that the Montreal Process Working Group give consideration to:

a) identifying mechanisms to assist participating countries to implement C&I for SFM at sub-national levels,

b) developing and identifying sub-national C&I that are linked to the Montreal Process C&I, and;

c) publication of national experiences in sub-national implementation of C&I.
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