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TOWARDS A SUSTAINABLE FOREST RESOURCE

The United States Government has no clear goal, and only disjointed commitments, to suggest that a sustainable forest resource is important to the nation.

Does it matter? ......If so, what would it look like to have such a policy? ......What would it accomplish? ……How do we make something happen?

Does It Matter?
Do a search of the United States federal statutes looking for the words “forest” AND “policy” and you’ll find statements embedded in statute many years ago by such legislative efforts as:

· The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960;
· The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974;
· The National Forest Management Act of 1976;
· The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976;
· The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Research Act of 1978;
· The Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978.
All of these were important in their time.
There have been other laws passed over the years that are now clearly outdated. For example, it’s written in federal statute to permit… 

“…citizens of Malheur County, Oregon to cut timber in the State of Idaho…” 
And also, 


“The President is authorized to employ so much of the land and naval forces of the United States as may be necessary effectually to prevent the felling, cutting down, or other destruction of the timber of the United States in Florida, and to prevent the transportation or carrying away any such timber as may be already felled or cut down; and to take such other and further measures as may be deemed advisable for the preservation of the timber of the United States in Florida.”?

There are also more recent additions such as The National Forest Dependent Rural Communities Economic Diversification Act of 1990, and The International Forestry Cooperation Act of 1990, or The Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003.  Some of these continue to impact forestry concerns, others…such as the 1991 directive to form a President’s “Commission on State and Private Forests”…… are already residual artifacts.
But nowhere are these volumes of legal requirements and Congressional findings stitched together by a stated, common goal to provide present and future generations of the United States with a sustainable forest resource.  Instead, forestry professionals must persistently try to address broad-scale, highly inter-connected challenges as if they were confined within discrete boundaries.

These boundaries may be useful to define ownership, or geography, or authority.  But allowing ourselves to be placed within boxes of limited vision ensures that we will never be successful at delivering that which society deserves, and no doubt expects.  Looking at forest resources, the threats they face and the inadequacy of our current answers to these threats…… clearly we have no coordinated, unified goal to achieve a sustainable forest resource in this country.  Some examples:
· Despite growing XX percent more wood in this country than we harvest each year, wood imports have grown by over XX percent since 19XX.  The US has, arguably, the highest standards of forest practice in the world, but increasingly looks to other countries for wood regardless of the comparability of their environmental and social accountability. 
· The Southern Forest Resource Assessment, published by a consortium of federal agencies in 200X, says that conversion to residential and other developed uses is the largest single threat to one of the largest wood producing regions in the world, the Southeastern United States.
· Fragmentation has caused the average size of private forest holdings in the US to shrink from XX acres to XX acres in the past XX years.

· Amendments to the Internal Revenue Code in the 1970’s, that were virtually un-noticed by the professional forestry community, have spurred massive changes in the ownership of industrial forest properties, leaving only a handful of fully integrated, publicly held  forest products firms still in business.

· In the US today there are 190(??) million acres of forest at risk of catastrophic fire due to the lack of proper management.

· In the US today there are XX million acres of predominately dead standing trees, due to insect and disease, with no foreseeable treatment.
· Hardwood forests in the Eastern United States suffer a host of additional maladies, from the lack of regeneration due to deer overpopulation, to the impacts of acid rain, to projected over-harvest in the Southeast, to decades of high-grade degradation carried out under the guise of “selective” harvest and poorly conceived diameter limit harvests. 

· What were once strong, forest-based rural economies in all corners of the country…. Georgia, Maine, Minnesota, Oregon, New Mexico….. now have similar concerns about long term community health and viability due to the loss of forest industry.
· Federal budgets show a long term trend of disinvestment in federally and privately owned forest lands across the full range of values…. recreation, wilderness, access, wildlife, water and timber.

· Wildlife dependent on contiguous forest, such as interior nesting neotropical migratory birds show serious declines.

· In many parts of the country it is not uncommon for timberlands, historically owned for a range of forest values, to have a real estate market value that dwarfs the net present value of sustainably managed forest products.

· In many parts of the country the loss of logging and milling infrastructure is making it increasingly more difficult for non-industrial private landowners to realize expected timber values from their properties.

These issues are not unconnected.  Yet there are no policies to acknowledge that a reduction in harvests on federal lands coupled with the forest practice standards in Brazil have an impact on the continued viability of a paper mill in northern Wisconsin…..that the existence of that paper mill can determine whether a small private landowner keeps his or her land in forest, or sells it to a developer…..that whether or not the land stays in forest impacts the successful nesting of neotropical migratory birds ….that if the paper mill goes away and the land is parceled to second home developers, family wage jobs in manufacturing, forestry, transportation and service are all lost to the community….and that when these incomes exit the community then schools, roads and all other forms of essential societal needs begin to degrade. 
It does matter that the United States has no unified goal to provide citizens with a sustainable forest resource.  And it clearly matters that we have no coordinated set of policies and actions to help realize such a goal.
What Would a Sustainable Forest Resource Policy Look Like?
In 1987 the Bruntland Report, more formally known as Our Common Future, published by the UN World Commission on Environment and Development, broadly advanced the notion that sustainable development must meet the needs of the present generation without compromising those of future generations. The report went on to say that doing so required the integration of economic, social and environmental values.
Following on that concept, the 1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development produced “A non-legally binding authoritative statement of principles for a global consensus on the management, conservation and sustainable development of all types of forests.”  Article 2(b) of what are now called “The Forest Principles” states:


“Forest resources and forest lands should be sustainably managed to meet the social, economic, ecological, cultural and spiritual human needs of present and future generations.  These needs are for forest products and services, such as wood and wood products, water, food, fodder, medicine, fuel, shelter, employment, recreation, habitats for wildlife, landscape diversity, and other forest products.  Appropriate measures should be taken to protect forests against harmful effects of pollution, including air-borne pollution, fires, pests and diseases in order to maintain their full multiple value.”
These Principles were adopted by consensus on the part of nearly 180 countries in attendance at this conference, most commonly known as the 1992 Rio Earth Summit.

Using these Principles and relevant portions of “Agenda 21”, also agreed to in Rio, the Montreal Process subsequently developed “Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests.”  Endorsed through the 1995 “Santiago Declaration” by a dozen countries, including the United States, who represent 90% of the world’s temperate and boreal forests, this document defines in more specific detail the kinds of social, economic and environmental values we expect from forests in terms of what we should strive to measure as we track progress towards sustainable forests.

In 1998 the United States Roundtable on Sustainable Forests was initiated to coordinate efforts among federal agencies as they began development of the country’s “First Approximation Report”, an attempt to produce the nation’s first assessment under the concept of criteria and indicators for sustainable forest management.  Since then the Roundtable has become a broadly-based forum to advance the concepts of  sustainable forestry, two national-level criteria and indicator assessments have been produced and the next “RPA Assessment” produced by the US Forest Service, due in 200X, will be based on the criteria and indicators framework.
Clearly embodied in this last nearly twenty years of work is a concept of sustainable forest resources that is globally endorsed and that represents a solid foundation for the development of a national policy.
Building on this concept, a National Policy would say that:

· The management and conservation of forest resources in the United States should be guided by a mandate to meet the forest related needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs.

· Doing so requires that economic, social and environmental values from forests be provided within a framework where these values are mutually supportive.  That is, we recognize that economic returns from forests are what pays for the provision of environmental and social values; that by protecting environmental values we are ensuring that these resources can continue to return economic and social benefits; and that by addressing social needs and concerns we maintain the social license to manage these lands to most effectively deliver economic and environmental goods and services.
· And to borrow a notion from Aldo Leopold…. Laws and programs that promote this vision of sustainable forests and the inter-connectedness of environmental, social and economic values are acceptable expressions of federal policy.  Government functions that do otherwise are not.
What Would A Policy Accomplish?
To be effective the policy must articulate a clear requirement for implementation.  Implementation could start with an assessment of federal laws and regulations to evaluate their alignment with the achievement of the goal of a sustainable forest resource as defined by this policy.  Given an honest assessment (which is an imposing “given”) the next step would be a wholesale rewrite of federal statute to create alignment.  The hope would be to create a more effective, and potentially radically different, model of federal government involvement in the promotion of sustainable forests. To be more effective the model needs to recognize the existence of geographic boundaries and ownership differences, but bring forward solutions to the task of integrating social, environmental and economic values by looking across all forest resources simultaneously.

A model for this review of laws and regulations exists within the National Environmental Policy Act (USC Title 42, Chapter 55, Subchapter I):

Sec. 4333. Conformity of administrative procedures to national 

        environmental policy

    All agencies of the Federal Government shall review their present 

statutory authority, administrative regulations, and current policies 

and procedures for the purpose of determining whether there are any 

deficiencies or inconsistencies therein which prohibit full compliance 

with the purposes and provisions of this chapter and shall propose to 

the President not later than July 1, 1971, such measures as may be 

necessary to bring their authority and policies into conformity with the 

intent, purposes, and procedures set forth in this chapter.

The expectation is that a national policy on forests based on sustainability, that fully integrates the environmental, economic and social aspects of forests, would be operationally translated into laws and programs that could result in such actions as: 

1) Interagency cooperation and better efficiencies for forest related data gathering and reporting that:
a. Focus the dialogue on forests towards accurate and relevant scientific information, rather than broad political statements; 
b. Provide credible market data for the range of environmental services and products provided  by the nation’s forests; and

c. Communicate to the larger public the critical and inter-connected contributions of public and private forest lands for sustainable forest management.

2) Regional landscape level approaches to forest management that  assure core areas for economic/community sustainability and biodiversity that:

a. Provide a context for appropriate governance, strategic planning and operational management of private and public forest lands so that, looking collectively, forest resources in total are managed in a sustainable manner with close cooperation and clear acknowledgement of public and private ownership contributions;

b. Maintain and enhance forest based economies and processing capabilities to contribute to regional and national economic and employment growth; and  

c. Bring efficiencies to forest management activities that address threats across ownerships (e.g. fuel reduction, invasive species).   

3)  Revision of relevant forest and tax legislation that: 
a. Establish fiscal mechanisms for new emerging environmental markets;
b. Allow for sustainably managed timberlands to compete with real estate market values that are driving forest conversion and fragmentation; and
c. Reverse current federal disinvestment in federally and privately owned forest lands across the full range of forest values.
4) Provide a framework and policy context to U.S. engagement in international forest policy that:

a. Strives for continual improvement in forest practices globally.

b. Discourages the transfer of forest product demand to regions without adequate records of environmental protection and controls over illegal trade.

c. Promotes a level playing field as it pertains to standards of forest practice among industries within international forest products markets.

Without presupposing exactly what a new model for the role of the federal government should look like, it is nonetheless imperative that this question be approached with an open mind.  For example, both the Clean Water Amendments of 1972 and the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 institutionalized successful models for managing two critical environmental resources by utilizing regional standards developed through a state/federal partnership and implemented on the ground through predominantly state actions.  Unless there is a willingness to recognize that forest sustainability is an issue that must be addressed by looking across boundaries….in the same manner that air and water issues cannot be constrained within ownership boundaries……the US will not be in a position to meet the forest related needs of  either present or future generations.
Language from these two acts indicates how other governance authorities can be structured:

(USC Title 42, Chapter 85, Subchapter I, Part A)……

a) Adoption of plan by State; submission to Administrator; content of 

        plan; revision; new sources; indirect source review program; 

        supplemental or intermittent control systems

    (1) Each State shall, after reasonable notice and public hearings, 

adopt and submit to the Administrator, within 3 years (or such shorter 

period as the Administrator may prescribe) after the promulgation of a 

national primary ambient air quality standard (or any revision thereof) 

under section 7409 of this title for any air pollutant, a plan which 

provides for implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of such 

primary standard in each air quality control region (or portion thereof) 

within such State. In addition, such State shall adopt and submit to the 

Administrator (either as a part of a plan submitted under the preceding 

sentence or separately) within 3 years (or such shorter period as the 

Administrator may prescribe) after the promulgation of a national 

ambient air quality secondary standard (or revision thereof), a plan 

which provides for implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of such 

secondary standard in each air quality control region (or portion 

thereof) within such State.
(USC Title 33, Chapter 26, Subchapter 3)…..

Sec. 1313. Water quality standards and implementation plans

(3)(A) Any State which prior to October 18, 1972, has not adopted 

pursuant to its own laws water quality standards applicable to 

intrastate waters shall, not later than one hundred and eighty days 

after October 18, 1972, adopt and submit such standards to the 

Administrator.

    (B) If the Administrator determines that any such standards are 

consistent with the applicable requirements of this Act as in effect 

immediately prior to October 18, 1972, he shall approve such standards.
Also, to reverse the trend of federal disinvestment, there needs to be equally open-minded and creative thinking about the role of revenue generation from federal lands and the manner in which all forests can support a reasonable cost for governance that promotes sustainable forests.  Reauthorization of the Secure Rural Schools and Community Stability Act is an example of vehicle for more rationally considering the role of revenue generation in federal land management.  Examples of how other natural resource governance has been funded can be found in the Pittman-Robertson and Dingall-Johnson Acts.  Language pertaining to the Pittman-Robertson Act includes:

    Pub. L. 106-553, Sec. 1(a)(2) [title IX, Sec. 902(a), (b)], Dec. 21, 

2000, 114 Stat. 2762, 2762A-119, provided that:

    ``(a) Purposes.--The purposes of this section [amending sections 

669a, 669b, 669c, 669g, and 4406 of this title, and enacting provisions 

set out as notes under this section] are--

        ``(1) to extend financial and technical assistance to the States 

    under the Federal Aid to [in] Wildlife Restoration Act [16 U.S.C. 

    669 et seq.] for the benefit of a diverse array of wildlife and 

    associated habitats, including species that are not hunted or 

    fished, to fulfill unmet needs of wildlife within the States in 

    recognition of the primary role of the States to conserve all 

    wildlife;

        ``(2) to assure sound conservation policies through the 

    development, revision, and implementation of a comprehensive 

    wildlife conservation and restoration plan;

        ``(3) to encourage State fish and wildlife agencies to 

    participate with the Federal Government, other State agencies, 

    wildlife conservation organizations and outdoor recreation and 

    conservation interests through cooperative planning and 

    implementation of this title [enacting section 1356a of Title 43, 

    Public Lands, amending sections 669a, 669b, 669c, 669g, and 4406 of 

    this title, and enacting provisions set out as notes under this 

    section]; and

        ``(4) to encourage State fish and wildlife agencies to provide 

    for public involvement in the process of development and 

    implementation of a wildlife conservation and restoration program.

    ``(b) Reference to Law.--In this section, the term `Federal Aid in 

Wildlife Restoration Act' means the Act of September 2, 1937 (16 U.S.C. 

669 et seq.), commonly referred to as the Federal Aid in Wildlife 

Restoration Act or the Pittman-Robertson Act.''

Sec. 669b. Authorization of appropriations

(a) In general

    (1) An amount equal to all revenues accruing each fiscal year 

(beginning with the fiscal year 1975) from any tax imposed on specified 

articles by sections 4161(b) and 4181 of title 26, shall, subject to the 

exemptions in section 4182 of such title, be covered into the Federal 

aid to wildlife restoration fund in the Treasury (hereinafter referred 

to as the ``fund'') and is authorized to be appropriated and made 

available until expended to carry out the purposes of this chapter. So 

much of such appropriations apportioned to any State for any fiscal year 

as remains unexpended at the close thereof is authorized to be made 

available for expenditure in that State until the close of the 

succeeding fiscal year. 

26--INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

                 Subtitle D--Miscellaneous Excise Taxes

                 CHAPTER 32--MANUFACTURERS EXCISE TAXES

                  Subchapter D--Recreational Equipment

                           PART III--FIREARMS

Sec. 4181. Imposition of tax

    There is hereby imposed upon the sale by the manufacturer, producer, 

or importer of the following articles a tax equivalent to the specified 

percent of the price for which so sold:

                  Articles taxable at 10 percent--

        Pistols.

        Revolvers.

                  Articles taxable at 11 percent--

        Firearms (other than pistols and revolvers).

        Shells, and cartridges.

(Aug. 16, 1954, ch. 736, 68A Stat. 490.)

                  Section Referred to in Other Sections

    This section is referred to in sections 4182, 6091 of this title; 

title 15 section 2052; title 16 section 669b.

No doubt both private and public land interests will view any significant departures from the current models of governance with substantial alarm.  Therefore, gaining support for new concepts will be even more challenging than creatively developing these concepts in the first place.
How Do We Make Something Happen?
Significant changes in federal policy have to have deep, inter-regional support regardless of whatever partisan dynamics may currently exist in Washington, DC.  That is, federal policy makers from every section of the country need to find compelling reasons to advocate these potentially major changes.  Intense opposition will likely be energized by those who want to preserve the status quo in federal land management and substantial unease will be generated within the private landowner community by any notion of greater federal involvement in private forest land management.
Unless there is a clear, widespread and honest articulation of the need for a federal policy to support sustainable forest management these barriers will not be overcome.  This will require consistent messaging executed through a highly strategic effort of communications.  Messages must be grounded by highly credible data.  The same set of concerns must be brought forward by diverse spokespersons to all levels of audience……. from the general public, to interest groups, to resource professionals, to state and federal policy makers.

The founding alliance for this effort must be able to characterize itself as having a fundamental interest in the sustainable management of forests that transcends ownership boundaries and narrow interests.  The alliance has to be focused on the inter-dependence of environmental, economic and social values and must embrace the fact that achievement of this goal requires dealing with issues that span local, state and international borders.

Potentially, the core alliance could be the Society of American Forests and National Association of State Foresters drawing on the work of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests.  To date, the Roundtable has correctly maintained its position as a multi-stakeholder group focused on assessment, not policy.  Therefore, it would be prudent for a separate group to use the outstanding work of the Roundtable as a basis for developing the case for policy, rather than trying to engage the Roundtable in actual policy development.

The alliance would also need to have a strategy for establishing productive linkage with Congress, state government leadership and federal agencies without constraining creative problem solving.
Some first steps could be as follows:

1) Establish a partnership agreement between the Society of American Foresters and the National Association of State Foresters for the purpose of evaluating the implications of a national policy for sustainable forest management.

2) The partnership would establish a mutual Task Force of members to pursue this aim under the combined direction of the two organizations.

3) The Task Force could establish a somewhat formal “Policy Advisors Group” made up of representatives from state leadership, selected federal agencies, Congress and other organizations with an interest.

4) The Task Force could also organize a forum with the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests for the purpose of articulating what we have learned from the Assessments of Criteria and Indicators for Sustainable Forest Management.
5) They could also consider whether other organizations, including conservation/environmentally based groups, might be in agreement with the basic aims of the Task Group and willing to be additional partners

6) Drawing on the Roundtable and the Policy Advisors Group the Task Force would develop a communications effort and key messages around:
a. The need for a national policy promoting sustainable forest management;

b.  Some notions of creative solutions for implementing such a policy.

c.  Examples of how such a policy could manifest itself under different state situations, eg. A state heavy to federal lands, one dominated by agriculture, a New England and a Southern situation, etc. 

The process described above, and the efforts that would follow, are not short term endeavors and need to be constructed with a strong emphasis on durability and commitment to instituting real change over time.
Neither is this effort seen as the place where the forestry community is once again striving towards some unachievable vision of “highly divergent interests forging agreement around common goals.”  Instead, it is viewed as two key groups, responsible for the future of forest resources in the US, recognizing a need for leadership and accepting that leadership role.  Leadership is not synonymous with finding agreement and is more about creating the pathway to the best result even when others are unable to see it.
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