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POLICY PATHWAYS TO SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY—A 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE  

 

Findings and Lessons Learned 

In 1911 the Oregon Legislative Assembly established the Oregon Board of Forestry and the 
Oregon Department of Forestry.  Under ORS 526.016 the general duties of the Board include: 
“supervise all matters of forest policy and management under the jurisdiction of this state…”  
ORS 526.041 states in part that the general duties of the State Forester, under the general 
supervision of the Board of Forestry include: “(4) Collect data relative to forest conditions; and 
(9) Publish such information on forestry as the forester determines to be in the public interest”   
[Attachment 1]  

The Board and the State Forester have approached these statutory requirements in different 
ways during the last 100 years [Fisher: Honoring a Century of Service: The Centennial History of 
the Oregon Board of Forestry and the Oregon Department of Forestry—1911-2011. Oregon 
Department of Forestry].   

In 1972,  Eric Allen, the highly respected editor of the Medford Mail Tribune, wrote two 
editorials criticizing the Board of Forestry for failing to provide leadership on forest policy issues 
facing the  state  [Allen: “Forest Policy: Fox and Chickens”. Medford Mail Tribune, May 21, 1972 
(Attachment 2A), and “Worrying About Oregon’s Forests”.  Medford Mail Tribune, August 26, 
1972 (Attachment 2B)]. Issues cited by Allen included timber supply and other resource values 
important to the public.   

Following the second editorial by Allen, there was an exchange of correspondence between  
State Forester Ed Schroeder and Allen pertinent to Mr. Allen’s interpretation of what should be 
the Board’s involvement in forest resource concerns.  Allen indicated that, in his opinion, the 
Board had a major responsibility to respond to the total resources in Oregon as they applied to 
the present, near future and long-range economics.  The four specific points that he mentioned 
in his letter were assessment, finding remedies, leadership, and administration. 

At the same time the USDA Forest Service had completed timber supply studies indicating that 
nationally and regionally, timber supply would dwindle as forests were converted from old-
growth to second-growth timber.  There also was a growing public concern over the impact of 
timber harvesting on other forest values.  The forest inventory data from the federal studies 
were fairly general and not amenable to breaking down the information into state or sub-state 
regions.  As a result, there was considerable controversy over timber supply projections and the 
impact of timber harvesting on other resource values.   

Before State Forester Schroeder presented his recommendations to the Board for a major 
Department effort to address the issues raised by Editor Allen, he held an evening dinner 
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meeting with key staff.  After outlining his proposed plan, he sought and obtained a 
commitment from staff to accept the assignment of making the study of Oregon’s forests with 
the increased workload it would demand. 

After the Board approved the State Forester’s plan for the study in 1973, the Department 
responded to Editor Allen’s editorials by forming a Department team within a Forest Resources 
Planning Program.  This team would collect and analyze data about Oregon’s forests and 
formalize the process for developing and communicating Board policies to the public.  

The report prepared by the Department and adopted by the Board was titled the Forestry 
Program for Oregon or FPFO and published in 1977.  While the process developed has been 
followed over the past 36 years, it has become more sophisticated.   It has evolved from looking 
at timber supply to evaluating Oregon’s forests against a set of state criteria and indicators that 
evolved from the Montreal Process [Attachment 3]. 

In looking back at the development and evolution of the FPFO, there are several lessons that 
have evolved through six editions of the document.  In summary they are: 

• Developing the FPFO is a tedious process but has proved to be of great value to the 
Department and the Board.  Significantly, the process harmonized the thinking of the 
Board of Forestry and the Department.  However, to be successful, the following factors 
must be addressed: 

o There must be strong leadership by Department executives to keep the Board 
and the Department focused on gaining participation from all involved parties, 
public and private, in updating future FPFOs and in administering the current 
FPFO. 

o Department staff needs to help keep the Board informed of changing issues as 
they occur and to provide an orientation for new Board members on the statutes 
that guide them, agency programs and budgets, public opinions and values, and 
a history of the FPFO.  

o Recent assessments and work on the Board’s Indicators of Sustainability have 
made it clear that partnerships with other state and federal agencies and 
Department staff are needed to provide the information to credibly update the 
forest assessment and the FPFO.  

o Having dedicated resources planning staff is key to credibly executing the 
Board’s and the State Forester’s responsibilities under ORS 526.016 and 526.041. 

• Staff conducted assessments of Oregon’s forests, i.e. knowing the facts about Oregon’s 
forests, is essential to deriving good public policy.  In doing so, large data gaps for non-
timber resources must be overcome. 

• Using public opinion surveys, to understand public knowledge and beliefs/values, are 
helpful to sort through the many and varying opinions about how to manage Oregon’s 
forests. 
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• Various public participation formats (focus groups, town hall meetings/Board work 
session, and public testimony) are important to engage the public and result in a 
stronger, more relevant document.  However, public input should help inform Board 
decisions, not form Board decisions. 

• Using facts about Oregon’s forests, public opinions, and public input provides a 
foundation for Board debate about the vision for Oregon’s forests.  This debate is 
essential to finding the public interest.  However, there are several confounding factors 
that must be overcome: 

o  Those interested in Oregon’s forests have not come together on a vision for 
Oregon’s forests and generally are not willing to listen nor are they willing to 
look for mutually beneficial solutions. There is a need for an improved, shared 
understanding by all parties about the linkages among the environmental, 
economic, and social aspects of forests and to understand how specific on-the-
ground approaches affect these three aspects of sustainability. 

o Most issues are highly polarized, single-issue focused or single ownership 
focused and many of the participating voices are on the margins.   

o There is an absence of a shared policy approach across federal, state, and local 
governance.  

o Thus, it is difficult for the Board to be successful in a policy environment where 
there is not a  shared professional or general public understanding of what 
sustainable forest management means or how it can be evaluated for its 
effectiveness in meeting any desired balance of environmental, economic, and 
social needs.   

• The Board’s view of the public interest should be codified in the Board’s mission, vision, 
values, goals and objectives and intended actions.  The framework of sustainable forest 
management, as expressed in Oregon’s Sustainable Forestry Indicators, is an extremely 
useful tool to sort through various interests opinions and seek the public interest.   

• The Department has historically used a nested approach in developing its biennial 
budget submittals [see Attachment 8] and in developing programmatic actions 
consistent with the FPFO.  This has given the Department good credibility with the 
Oregon Legislative Assembly and many publics.  The linkage between the FPFO and 
Board agendas further strengthens the role of the FPFO and provides public clarity 
behind Board actions.   

• Non-regulatory policy is as important as regulatory policy, but generally, not adequately 
funded to be effective over the long term. 

• The FPFO has provided guided policy positions with the Governor, Oregon Legislative 
Assembly, and Congressional Leaders.  
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• The FPFO is an internal and external communication tool—the FPFO has provided a solid 
foundation for communicating with the public and others about Oregon’s forest issues, 
goals, policies, and objectives.  

• Several successful legislative initiatives have evolved from the FPFO.  

History of the FPFO’s 

Eric Allen, editor of the Medford Mail Tribune is credited with prompting the Board of Forestry 
to take a more expansive forest policy role for all forest lands in Oregon by writing two 
editorials in 1972 that were critical of the Board’s failure to provide leadership on forest policy 
issues facing the state [Attachments 2A and 2B: “Forest Policy: Fox and Chickens” and 
“Worrying About Oregon’s Forests.”]  Through the leadership of State Forester Ed Schroeder 
and Board of Forestry Chair Carl Stoltenberg, the Department launched an important new 
program title “Forest Resources Planning” to respond directly to Mr. Allen’s concerns.  This 
effort led to a series of six documents titled the “Forestry Program for Oregon” (aka FPFO) over 
the past 35 years.   Many hours of dedicated staff time, by a large number of people, were 
required to collect the data, analyze it, evaluate the information, and recommend a Forestry 
Program for Oregon to the Board of Forestry.  In addition to the staff time, the Board members 
themselves were actively involved in the discussions that eventually led to the published 
documents.  

Most FPFO editions have included a formal forest assessment, various versions of public input, 
Board debate, and finalization of the program.  Significantly, the process of developing these 
documents harmonized the thinking of the Board members and the Department.  In turn, both 
were able to use these documents as a coherent voice regarding Oregon’s forest policy as they 
advised the Governor, Legislative Assembly, members of Congress and others about resolving s 
forest polices issues important to the state.   

This history traces the development of each FPFO and the major actions taken by the Board and 
Department in producing the six FPFOs beginning in 1972. 

1977 Forestry Program for Oregon—Timber Supply Today and Tomorrow 

At its December 14, 1972 meeting the Board of Forestry’s State Forests Committee 
recommended that the full Board consider adopting a coordinating role to respond to Mr. 
Allen’s concerns about the Board needing to assess Oregon’s forests, find remedies to issues 
identified, providing leadership to resolve these issues and administration.  The recommended 
role included a recommendation that the Board and Department assembled a staff of current 
and new employees to develop an assessment of facts about Oregon’s forests.  These resulting 
documents and actions included:     

1. Resume of Published Information on Oregon’s Timber Supply. (Voelker, 1973).   
This document summarized the published information available at the beginning of the 
Board’s forest resource study.  It provided a preliminary view of data sources and 
projections.   
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Eight national and regional studies had predicted a range of future timber availability 
from modest increases to a decline in available softwood supplies.  Variations among 
these reports hinged on their respective basic assumptions.  In reviewing these studies, 
the Department was concerned about the unknown future management intensity on 
different ownership classes, the reduction of the commercial forest land base, and little 
public confidence in the studies being evaluated.   

2. Town Hall Meetings.  

In October 1973, the Board sponsored three town hall meetings, one each in Medford, 
Eugene, and LaGrande.  Some 250 people attended.  The three principle concerns 
identified were timber availability, future timber supply, and protection of 
environmental values.  

3. Staff Report on the Forest Resource Study and Plan for Drafting Preliminary Study 
Recommendations. (Brown & Voelker, 1974).  

This report was a first attempt by staff to establish a work plan for addressing the 
Board’s desire to evaluate Oregon’s forests and to develop a forestry program. It 
recommended establishing a steering committee comprised of Department staff, Dr. 
John Beuter from Oregon State University College of Forestry and task forces to focus on 
the identified issues.   

The preliminary study recommendations were presented at an August 22, 1974 meeting 
of the Board’s Land Management Services Committee, the former State Forests 
Committee. The problem statements identified were:  data collection; land use base 
estimation; interpretation of data; utilization; environmental protection; and wood 
growth.   See the Board’s meeting agenda and minutes for the full report. 

Staff recommendations were accepted in part and deferred in part. The key concern of 
the committee was the need to bring all the necessary information together and release 
it in one package, rather than piecemeal.   This decision led to a plan for a series of 
studies and reports, concluding in a forestry program. 

4. Catalog & Index of Existing Resource Data. (Moreland, Unruh and Smith, 1975). 

The Department contracted with Moreland, Unruh and Smith architects and planners in 
Eugene to assemble a forest resource catalog, an annotated bibliography of available 
forest resource data.  The contract was scheduled for completion by December 31, 1975 
(note: the bibliography was completed, but no copy could be found in the Department’s 
achieves). 
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5. An Appraisal of Forestry Policy and Forestry Program Formulation in the State of 
Oregon. (Newport, 1975).   

This report was prepared by forestry consultant Carl Newport in November 1975.  It 
evaluated the Board’s and Department’s responsibilities, examined existing state 
policies and program formulation, existing data collection and resource evaluation.  It 
proposed a framework for a forest policy and program for Oregon.   

The key recommendations were:    

• current forest policies were scattered among tax laws administered by the 
Department of Revenue, several forestry statutes, Board and Department policies 
and operating procedures. The Board should develop a comprehensive, coherent set 
of policies to guide the state. 

• development of policies and program for the Board’s responsibilities requires a 
sound and thorough knowledge of the forest resource situation in Oregon. The 
general knowledge of Board members and staff and conventional wisdom were no 
longer adequate relative to the importance of the responsibilities and the changing 
situations. 

• the Department needed a dedicated staff of 4 to 8 persons to guide this effort.    

This report heavily influenced Board and Department actions in addressing public 
concerns about Oregon’s forests.  The Department established a forest resource 
planning team under the leadership of a newly established Assistant State Forester 
position.  The team embarked on gathering the necessary information for the 
development of a Board policy on the Oregon’s forest resource.  

The summary and conclusions and recommendations of this report are as relevant today 
as when it was written in 1975 [Attachment 4]. 

6. Timber for Oregon’s Tomorrow: An Analysis of Reasonably Possible Occurrences. 
(Beuter, Johnson, & Scheurman, 1976).   

The Board realized that a new timber supply study that they would use as a basis for any 
action would require the confidence of both the Board and the public. In 1975, the 
Board directed the Department to contract with Oregon State University Forest 
Research Laboratory, College of Forestry for such a study.   

Dr. John Beuter led a team of Norm Johnson and Lynn Scheurman to complete this 
study.  They arranged with public and industrial landowners to obtain their proprietary 
forest inventory data.  The team also used information from Department staff and other 
agencies including a limited amount of forest survey data from the USDA Forest Service 
to supplement their data needs.  The data were organized around 10 timbersheds, 
seven in western Oregon and three in eastern Oregon.   
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The study showed that under current policies timber supplies would decrease in all 
western Oregon timbersheds unless there were changes in policies and land 
management intensities.  In eastern Oregon, timber supplies could be maintained for 
the next 30 years under current policies. However, in future supply studies eastern 
Oregon forecasts later were lowered when diameter increment models were adjusted. 
For both western and eastern Oregon, the study showed that federal land management 
would need to play an important role in timber supply to maintain harvest levels in the 
state.  

This study provided one of the key foundations for future Board policies on timber 
supply.  It also captured the attention of the news media and the public. 

7. Douglas County Forest Condition Mapping and Forest Volume Inventory Project: Final 
Project Report. (Oregon Department of Forestry, 1978). 

The Pacific Northwest Regional Commission funded a pilot project to use remote 
sensing to inventory forests. The project identified Douglas County as the pilot area 
owing to future wood supply problems in the county, county interest in the project, and 
because Douglas County was identified as a timbershed in the Timber for Oregon’s 
Tomorrow report.  (Note: The Pacific Northwest Regional Commission was created with 
a U.S. Department of Commerce grant to stimulate the economy in the Pacific 
Northwest).   

The project produced color-coded maps at two different scales. One map displayed nine 
general vegetative classes and a second map displayed 24 vegetative treatment 
opportunities.  The project had several technical problems and, in the end, the statistics 
from the project were not useable.  This was the first effort to use satellite imagery for 
forest resource inventory and analysis.  While not successful in providing useful data to 
meet the questions of the time, results of the project provided important 
recommendations for future use of satellite data.   

8. Forestry Program for Oregon Supplement No. l—Non-industrial Private Forest 
Management: An Action Recommendation. (Oregon Department of Forestry, 
December, 1977).   

One of the opportunities identified by the Timber for Oregon’s Tomorrow report was 
increased timber supply from non-industrial forest land.  FPFO Supplement No. 1 
recommended Board policies on management of these lands, outlined the importance 
of these lands to Oregon’s future timber supply, assessed the need to increase 
production from these lands and recommended a program for achieving these 
objectives.   

The Board adopted the policies recommended by the report and introduced legislation 
in the 1979 Legislative Assembly.  The results were a statutory authority for the 
Department’s Service Forestry Program, establishment of a seed bank for reforestation 
of non-industrial forest lands, and 12 new service forestry positions funded by the 



Policy Pathways to Sustainable Forestry—A Historical Perspective 8 

state’s General Fund.  In addition, a grant provided by the Pacific Northwest Regional 
Commission funded a cost-share demonstration project to reforest underproductive 
forest land in the coast range (see report below).  In 1993, this led to a reforestation tax 
credit for reforestation of underproductive forest land.   

9. Forestry Program for Oregon Supplement No. 2: Underproductive Forest Lands in the 
Coast Range. (Oregon Department of Forestry, December, 1977).  

During the discussion on future timber supply a large, but unknown amount of 
underproductive forest land in the Coast Range, was seen by many as an opportunity to 
increase long-range timber supply.  Through a grant from the Pacific Northwest Regional 
Commission, the Department contracted high-altitude aerial photography mapping of 
the coast range, ground verification and benefit-cost analysis for converting 
underproductive forest land to productive forests.  

The project identified 568,400 acres of underproductive forest land that eventually 
could produce 31.5 billion board feet of timber over a 60-year rotation.  The average 
benefit-cost ratio for the converting underproductive land was estimated to be 3.19.   

The report recommended several policy actions to address this issue.   This report 
helped achieve the Legislative Assembly results in point 8 above.  The report also 
provided useful information to the landowner community about the locations, 
treatments, and benefit-cost of converting underproductive forest land.    

10. Forestry Program for Oregon: Timber Supply Today and Tomorrow. (Oregon Board of 
Forestry, April, 1977). 

The 1977 FPFO was viewed as a first report in a continuing effort to carry out Board 
policy and define the State Forester’s responsibilities to collect data relative to forest 
condition and to publish such information on forestry as determined to be in the public 
interest.  It recognized that considerable future effort would be needed to interface 
Phase 1, Timber Supply Today and Tomorrow, with the full range of multiple–use 
programs.   

The report was a program to sustain forest production while considering amenity 
values.  The recommendations were divided into the following sections:  management 
opportunities: conserving the forest land base, protecting the forest resource, and 
information and technology.  This report was widely used by the Board and Department 
staff as they worked at the local, state, and national levels on issues addressed in the 
FPFO.     

1982 Forestry Program for Oregon: An Action Program for the Eighties 

In publishing the 1977 Forestry Program for Oregon both the Board and the Department 
recognized that future efforts needed to go beyond timber supply.  The challenge was to 
assemble sufficient facts and assessments for evaluation of non-timber resources, as well as 
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timber resources, as the basis for the next FPFO.  This five-year effort resulted in the 1982 
FPFO. 

1. 1980 Timber Supply Assessment: Projections of Future Available Harvests. (Stere, 
Hopps, and Lettman, 1980). 

The Timber for Oregon’s Tomorrow report was updated by the Department using the 
Oregon State University TREES model (Timber Resource Economic Estimation System) 
and an updated inventory.  The study showed that timber supply in Western Oregon 
could be maintained or slightly increased.  However several policy issues would need to 
be resolved.  In eastern Oregon timber supplies were predicted to decline.  These could 
be offset by increased harvest from federal forest lands.   

2. Forest Policy Project. (Pacific Northwest Regional Commission, 1981). 

The Pacific Northwest Regional Commission sponsored a grant to Washington State 
University to examine several regional forest resource management issues:   

• forest policy institutions and organizations. 

• demand for Pacific Northwest timber and timber products. 

• supply of Pacific Northwest timber. 

• economic analysis of non-timber uses of forest land in the Pacific Northwest. 

• socio-economic and environmental impacts of forest-based activities. 

• alternative forest policies for the Pacific Northwest.   

The reports were considered by the Department in developing the 1982 FPFO. 

3. Forest Resources Program for Oregon. (Forest Resources Task Force, 1981).  

During the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, state agencies individually were responding to 
federal forest planning documents.  Governor Vic Atiyeh wanted a more coordinated 
approach.  As a result, in 1979 he issued Executive Order EQ-79-25 creating a Forest 
Resource Task Force comprised of Oregon’s natural resource agencies.   

Their task was to define and coordinate basic goals, policies, and objectives for a 
balanced multiple use of Oregon’s forest resources.  In addition, they were to define a 
process for developing a long-range coordinated program representing Oregon’s 
interests in federal forest resource assessments and management.  Membership of the 
task force was to represent Oregon on a regional and national level in developing forest 
resource programs that were consistent with Oregon’s programs.   

The resulting report summarized each agencies legal mandates and identified 34 forest 
resource issues. For each issue the task force conducted studies and made 
recommendations for resolving the issue.  This information was used by the agencies as 
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they compiled their individual responses to land management plans of federal agencies. 
These individual agency comments were compiled and combined into a recommended 
state position.  This was reviewed by the Governor and then submitted to the federal 
agency as the official state position.   

4. The Relationship Between the Forestry Program for Oregon and the USFS 1985 RPA 
Program. (Oregon Department of Forestry, 1983). 

Under the 1985 Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act the USDA 
Forest Service established an elaborate planning and budgeting tool to guide 
congressional investments in managing the nations forest.  As part of the Forest Service 
grant program to states, each state forestry department was required to show how their 
programs would interface with the Resource Planning Act program (RPA) developed by 
the Forest Service.   

Oregon’s document had six major sections:  timber production; utilization 
improvements; forest soil and water improvements; program development and 
management improvement; forest pest management; and cooperative fire protection. 
The document reviewed the authority and policy, history, current situation and state 
program, national concerns, goals related to RPA, recommendations for program 
direction, federal funding, economic analysis, and data sources.  The aggregate of theses 
state documents became the foundation for the Forest Service’s budget requests to 
Congress.   

However, the real significance of this report was not the budget request, but rather that 
the Forest Service agreed to include a Forestry Program for Oregon alternative, as one 
of several alternatives, in each national forest plans environmental impact statement. 

5. 1982 Forestry Program for Oregon: An Action Program for the Eighties. (Oregon Board 
of Forestry, 1982).   

In 1982, the Board updated their 1977 FPFO using public input and the above 
documents.  Their recommendations revolved around intensive management, inventory 
regulation, land use planning to protect the commercial forest land base, forest 
taxation, private forest land management (including service forestry that provided 
forestry assistance to private landowners), protection from fire, protection from insects 
and disease, environmental protection, research and education, and resource 
monitoring and data analysis.  Limited financial resources of the Department at this time 
may have resulted in a final document not as comprehensive as it could have been. 

Like the 1977 document the 1982 FPFO became the policy framework that the Board 
and the Department used to represent the state on local, state, and federal forest 
resource issues. 
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1990 Forestry Program for Oregon 

In 1987, Gail Achterman, Governor Neil Goldschmidt’s Natural Resource Advisor, assembled a 
collaborative mediation team to address several issues important to the forest industry and the 
environmental community.  The ten-member team represented the forest industry, the 
environmental community, state agencies, and the Governor’s Office.   

The resulting product was HB 3396 (1987 Legislative Assembly) that had several key features;   

• the Board was changed from an 18-member portfolio board to a seven-member citizens 
board without portfolio.   

• the Forest Practices Act was amended “to declare to be public policy of the state of 
Oregon to encourage economically efficient forest practices that ensured the 
continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species and the maintenance of forest 
land for such purposes as the leasing use on privately owned land, consistent with 
sound management of soil, air, water, fish and wildlife resources“ (scenic was added in 
1991).  

• amended the Forest Practices Act to give the Board responsibility to protect Oregon’s 
land use planning Goal 5 resources on forest land. 

• amended land use laws to prevent counties from regulating forest practices.   

A new Board of Forestry was appointed and first met in January, 1988 with Tom Walsh 
appointed as chair. His belief was that the Board should represent the citizens of Oregon by 
assuming policy responsibly for all of Oregon’s forest lands, irrespective of ownership.  The new 
Board embraced this idea.  The jargon phrase for this responsibility was Oregon’s “28- million 
acre forest.” To accomplish this goal, the Board embarked on the process of developing a new 
FPFO. 

The Board hired Don Barney of Barney and Worth to help organize workshops to gather early 
public input that led to the formation of the next FPFO. Bob Chadwick of Chadwick and 
Associates was hired to lead the Department’s public input activities and statewide attitude 
survey [Chadwick, 1986].     

Factors Chadwick considered were: 

• Information from a statewide attitude survey conducted by Moore Information that 
consisted of a telephone survey of 600 randomly selected Oregonians. 

• results of seven facilitated workshops around the state attended by 185 people.  

• conducted an interagency meeting with eight state agency representatives. 

• Interviews of 17 key public leaders with a broad range of interests. 

• comments from a Department staff meeting to obtain agency leadership views on forest 
issues. 

• interviews of 14 Department employees as a sampling of the organization. 



Policy Pathways to Sustainable Forestry—A Historical Perspective 12 

In all, Chadwick’s study showed that the public saw the Board as the appropriate leader on 
forest policy in Oregon, and that the emerging issue was to find a balance between the 
environment and economic while balancing private rights and public values.  (Author’s note: So 
what is different today?).  A summary of Chadwick’s work is found in Attachment 5.    

1. Assessment of Oregon’s Forests. (Lettman, Technical Editor, 1988).       

This assessment document set out to achieve a balanced technical assessment of 
Oregon’s 28-million acre forest.  Thirty eight authors produced 31 papers.  Section 1 
looked at Oregon’s forest resources; Section 2 looked at Oregon’s forest economy; and 
Section 3 examined selected opportunities.  The document was the best available 
assessment of Oregon’s 28-million acre forest and helped the Board develop their next 
FPFO. However, this assessment did reveal how little was known about Oregon’s forest 
resources except for timber.  Major forest policies and plans were being crafted using 
conventional wisdom, which sometimes turned out to be incorrect. 

2. 1990 Forestry Program for Oregon. (Oregon Board of Forestry, 1990).   

In this document forward, Board Chair Walsh stated “The Board of Forestry is clearly 
dedicated to overseeing the prosperity of Oregon’s forests for all constituencies; not 
just for the industry, not just for the environmental groups, not just for recreationists, 
but for all users.”  

The document was organized around a mission statement, seven objectives, and policy 
goals for each of the seven objectives: forest land use; forest practices; timber growth 
and harvest; recreation, fish and wildlife, grazing and other forest uses; forest 
protection; and public education.  This was a beginning step in having the FPFO consider 
all forest resources, not just timber, and a first step in educating the public to view all of 
Oregon’s forests as one forest, regardless of ownership. 

The document was a comprehensive effort to examine the state’s forests as a whole and 
to provide leadership on forest policy actions to benefit the state and its citizens. 

1995 Forestry Program for Oregon 

The process for the 1995 FPFO was initiated following the passage of SB 1125 by the 1991 
Legislative Assembly.  This bill required the Department to take action in several areas:  update 
several Forest Practices Act administrative rules, conduct several studies, including the 
availability of Pacific yew tree species, cumulative effects of forest practices on forest land, and 
factors affecting fisheries.  The cumulative effects analysis and fisheries studies are pertinent to 
this paper and are discussed below.  In addition, the spotted owl and marbled murrelet had 
been listed as threatened species under the federal Endangered Species Act and federal timber 
supply had dropped significantly as a result of newly adopted federal forest management plans.   



Policy Pathways to Sustainable Forestry—A Historical Perspective 13 

1. Timber Management Practices and Land Use Trends on Private Forest Land in Oregon:  
A Final Report to the Sixty-Eighth Oregon Legislative Assembly. (Lettman, 1995). 

This report evaluated the land use trends including timber growth and harvest in 
western and eastern Oregon on private forest land and timber management practices.  
The report found that in western Oregon, timber growth and harvest were in balance, 
but there was a shift from growing and harvesting larger trees to growing and 
harvesting smaller trees using shorter rotations.  In eastern Oregon, timber supplies 
were decreasing, owing to salvage of insect and disease infested trees and the 
liquidation of private timber because of the decline in harvest on federal lands.   

2. Status and Future of Salmon of Western Oregon and Northern California: Overview of 
Findings and Option. (Dr. Daniel Botkin, 1995).   

In 1991, part of Oregon Senate Bill 1125 instructed the Department to conduct a 
“scientific inquiry on the state of knowledge of anadromous fish runs in western 
Oregon” that would address the following six charges:   

• identify leading cause, both on-shore and off-shore for anadromous fish populations 
declines if that is the cause. 

• assign the relative importance of forest practices to these declines, compared to 
other leading causes. 

• identify the relative importance of various habitat characteristic in streams in 
limiting anadromous fish production. 

• determine how forest practices have affected fish production, habitat characteristics 
anadromous fish populations before and since 1972. 

• identify the extent to which forest practices are limiting the recovery of depressed 
anadromous fish populations. 

• make recommendations as to how forest practices can assist in recovery of 
anadromous fish populations. 

The Department, through Oregon State University College of Forestry, hired Dr. Daniel 
Botkin, with the Center for the Study of the Environment, to lead this study.  He 
assembled a team of six other scientists and himself to conduct the study.   The study 
did a good job of addressing the issues outlined above.  The Department and the Board 
considered his work as they modified riparian rules and rewrote the FPFO.   

3. 1995 Forestry Program for Oregon. (Oregon Board of Forestry, 1995).  

The Board and the Department hired facilitators to help collect and help synthesize 
public input.   Oregon forestry leaders were surveyed; a Board-sponsored retreat was 
held with a wide range of interested parties, and an updated public opinion poll was 
conducted. The Board held six concurrent, televised town hall meetings using Ed-Net to 
gather public input on the draft FPFO.  
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From this information, the Board revised their mission, developed vision and value 
statements, and identified eight objectives.  These eight objectives laid out the Board’s 
programs and policies to address their vision and values. This FPFO included the first 
commitment to ecosystem health and sustainability as well as stressing the importance 
of research, monitoring and adaptive management.  In addition, the format and 
readability of the document set the standard for communicating important information 
in understandable terms, avoiding bureaucratic detail and research data that had not 
been interpreted.    

2003 Forestry Program for Oregon 

In an ongoing effort to keep their forest policies current, the Board and the Department 
embarked in 2003 on a process to update the FPFO. The foundation of the work was the newly 
developed forest assessment based on collection and analysis of data from the international 
Montreal Process for the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and Boreal 
Forests.  (See point 2 below).  

1. Cumulative Effects of Forest Practices in Oregon: Executive Summary. (Beschta, et al, 
1995). 

In 1991, the Oregon Legislative Assembly passed SB 1125 that addressed several forest 
practices issues of growing concern to the forest industry. These included clear-cut size 
and spacing, reforestation criteria and timelines, and scenic corridors along designated 
highways.  Fisheries management issues also arose during the legislative conversations.  
Claims were made by some interests that forest practices were having a devastating 
impact on Coho fish returns.   

Senator Joyce Cohen of Portland became very frustrated with the lack of good 
information around which to make legislative decisions.  She insisted that a section go 
into the bill that required the Department to evaluate the cumulative effects of forest 
practices in Oregon.  Additionally, the Department was authorized to hire a team of 
people to look more closely at forestry and fisheries management.   

The Department hired the Oregon State University College of Forestry to evaluate forest 
practices in Oregon.  The project evaluated the cumulative effects from forest practices, 
including a literature review and synthesis of current knowledge, and a conceptual 
framework describing the interactions of forest practices which potentially contribute to 
cumulative effects.  The report was a high-level evaluation and thus difficult to translate 
into operational forestry.  In the end, the Department realized it needed data against 
which to measure forest practices and their effects on other resource values.    

2. Incentives to Encourage Stewardship Forestry in Oregon. (Forest Incentives Group, 
1996) 

The Board of Forestry appointed the Forest Incentives Group to review forest incentives 
and regulatory scene in Oregon.  The goal was to consider a wide array of incentive 



Policy Pathways to Sustainable Forestry—A Historical Perspective 15 

ideas that would address the varied ownership needs of Oregon’s forest landowners, 
recognizing different land ownership sizes and conditions.  The Forest Incentives Group 
used the Board’s mission statement for developing the major elements of a health 
forest: 

“promote healthy diverse forest ecosystems throughout Oregon that provide 
abundant timber and other forest products, habitats to support health populations of 
native plants and animals, productive soil, clean air and water, open space and 
recreational opportunities” 

From the mission statement the Forest Incentive Group developed forest enhancement 
actions and incentive recommendations for the following elements: Healthy Diverse 
Forest Ecosystems; Habitat for Native Fish and Wildlife; Abundant Forest Products; clean 
Air; Clean Water;  Recreation and Open Space Opportunities.  This report provided ideas 
for the Board to consider regarding non-regulatory approaches important for achieving 
sustainable forestry in Oregon. 

3. Oregon’s First Approximation Report for Forest Sustainability. (Birch, 2000). 

The need for a basis to evaluate Oregon’s forests lead to the use of the Montreal 
Process Criteria and Indicators (internationally agreed upon country level inventory 
points developed as the basis for international sustainable forestry discussions. [See 
Attachment 3 and http://www.montrealprocess.org/].    

The Department formed an advisory committee comprised of state and federal 
agencies, the College of Forestry, conservation groups, the landowner community and 
former state senator Joyce Cohen.  The purpose of the committee was to attain 
agreement that the Montreal Process criteria and Indicators were a good basis for 
evaluating Oregon’s forests from a social, economic and environmental perspective.  
The committee was very valuable in helping the Department assemble the report titled 
Oregon’s First Approximation Report for Forest Sustainability.  Sixteen authors 
participated in developing this report.  Oregon was the first government entity in the 
world to complete this evaluation.  This report gave the Department and the Board the 
best comprehensive assessment of Oregon’s forest resources to date.   

4. Landmark Assessment of Oregon’s Forest Sustainability Symposium. (2001). 

In October 2001, the Board in partnership, with Oregon State University College of 
Forestry, hosted a symposium at OSU which drew 500 participants and marked the 
culmination of ten years of scientific inquiry on the part of the Board, the Department, 
and other organizations into the status of Oregon’s forests.   

Governor Kitzhaber provided a major forest policy speech to keynote the symposium.  
Other speaker’s presentations provided summaries of the current state of knowledge on 
Oregon’s forest resource issues, organized around the seven Montreal Process criteria 
for sustainable forest management.  On the following day, an invited panel of policy-

http://www.montrealprocess.org/
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makers and stakeholders participated in a facilitated public forum with Board of 
Forestry members to discuss in-depth the previous day’s presentations and implications 
for future Board policies and strategic planning. 

5. Oregon Forest Report 2003. (Oregon Department of Forestry, 2003). 

This document reported some of the symposium’s key findings, offered a snapshot in 
time of forests and forestry in Oregon, discussed some of the challenges currently facing 
resource managers, forest owners, and policy makers, and highlighted opportunities to 
achieve sustainability.  Again, this document was organized around the Montreal 
Process criteria and provided a factual foundation for the 2003 FPFO. 

6. A Forestry Program for Oregon: Oregonians Discuss Their Opinions on Forest 
Management & Sustainability. (Davis, Hibbitts & McCaig, 2001). 

The Department, in cooperation with the Oregon Forests Resource Institute, contracted 
with consultants Davis, Hibbitts, and McCaig to help the Board of Forestry understand 
public attitudes, values, and beliefs regarding Oregon’s forests and sustainable forest 
management.  The consultants’ activities included: 

• completing a literature review of public opinions. 

• holding six focus group discussions. 

• conducting two statewide surveys of Oregonians about attitudes toward forest 
management and sustainability issues.   

Overall, these actions showed that Oregonians held a strong preference for a balanced 
approach to forest management including social, economic, and environmental 
benefits. [See attachment 6 for the conclusions and observations from their studies]. 

7. Forestry Program for Oregon. (Oregon Board of Forestry, 2003). 

In October 2002 the Board held a retreat at Silver Creek Falls Conference Center to 
consider the information gathered in points 1 to 5 above.  Board members solicited 
comments from the public before the meeting.  During the meeting they fine tuned a 
public review draft of the 2003 FPFO.  

The draft document was founded on the belief that sustainable forest management 
must succeed in achieving three goals:  sustainable forest management must be 
economically viable, environmentally responsible, and socially acceptable.   

Three principles were set forth to achieve the Board’s vision:   

• the widely recognized international criteria and indicators was to serve  as a 
useful framework for discovering, discussing, and assessing the sustainability of 
Oregon’s forests, 
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• sustainability requires maintaining a diversity of forest ownerships and 
management objectives across the landscape and through time. 

• cooperative, non-regulatory methods were strongly preferred in achieving public 
benefits on private lands. 

The 2003 edition listed seven strategies (the Montreal Process criteria reworded and 
reordered to be more meaningful and “owned” by Oregonians) and 55 proposed actions 
to achieve the Board’s mission and vision. The document also proposed possible 
indicators that could be used to measure progress towards achieving these strategies 
and actions. 

The draft 2003 FPFO was produced for public review and comment during the first half 
of 2003.  Six public forums were held around the state, with at least one Board member 
present at each forum to introduce the draft document and invite comments.  Written 
public comments were also solicited.  Further revisions to the document were made 
before final adoption in September 2003.  Copies of the printed 2003 FPFO were 
provided legislators, other natural resource agencies, and key stakeholders.  Copies of 
the full document were also made available to the general public, along with online 
access to both “pdf” and “html” format editions. A summary FPFO “pocket guide” listing 
the Board’s statements of mission, vision, values, strategies, and actions was also 
printed and distributed. 

However, for some, the 2003 FPFO was challenging for the public to understand and it 
failed to effectively explain complex issues. A much compressed document directed for 
broad public consumption would have been a more effective communication with 
supplemental volumes prepare for staff and specific audiences. 

8. Oregon Department of Forestry Strategic Plan 2004-2011. (Oregon Department of 
Forestry, 2003). 

Shortly after adoption of the 2003 FPFO, the Department’s  Forest Resources Planning 
Program staff led a committee of department program and area representatives in the 
development of a companion Department Strategic Plan that would cover the same 
eight-year time period.  See: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODF/STATE_FORESTS/FRP/docs/ASP.pdf 

The agency strategic plan described the Department’s mission, vision, values, core 
business functions, and performance measures.  The strategic plan also described 
department program activities that would be undertaken to meet statutory 
responsibilities and to support the Board’s 2003 FPFO strategies and actions.  Finally, 
the document also provided a process for updating the agency strategic plan in 
coordination with future FPFO updates.   Ultimately, this strategic plan was not used 
much and it was almost immediately overshadowed by the new Board decision system 
and work planning process. 

http://www.oregon.gov/ODF/STATE_FORESTS/FRP/docs/ASP.pdf


Policy Pathways to Sustainable Forestry—A Historical Perspective 18 

9. National Roundtable on Sustainable Forests.   

Throughout the 2000s, the Forest Resources Planning Program represented the Board’s 
work to promote sustainable forest management in Oregon in the national Roundtable 
on Sustainable Forests.  The roundtable was an open and inclusive process committed 
to the goal of sustainable forest management on public and private lands in the United 
States. Roundtable participants included public and private organizations and individuals 
committed to better decision-making through shared learning and increased 
understanding.  See:  http://www.sustainableforests.net/index.php   

10. United States National Report on Sustainable Forests. (2003). 

The publication of the 2003 FPFO coincided with the publication of the first United 
States National Reports on Sustainable Forest in 2003  See report below, pages 1-32: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/docs/national-reports/2003/2003-sustainability-
report.pdf  

The two reports were linked by common use of the Montreal Process criteria as 
organizing themes.  Concurrent with 11 other Montreal Process country reports, the US 
report summarized the nation’s forest resource conditions and trend using the 67 
common indicators agreed to Montreal Process member nations.    

Oregon quickly became recognized nationally and internationally as a leader in 
integrating the Montreal Process criteria and indicators into government forest policy.  
Oregon’s work was also specifically recognized in the 2010 US National Report on 
Sustainable Forests.  See also:   
http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/docs/national-reports/2010/2010-sustainability-
report.pdf  
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/k4147e/k4147e.pdf Pages 7-9 and  
http://sfp.cas.psu.edu/pdfs/PerspectivesOnAmericasForests.pdf Pages 31-40 

2011 Forestry Program for Oregon 

In 2004, the Board began a review and revision of its planning, decision-making, and 
documentation processes.  Objectives of the review were to better integrate and make more 
transparent its strategic planning, budgeting, legislative concept development, performance 
measurement, and Board meeting agenda development processes.  This action resulted in 
development of Board work plans to map out the processes that would be used to lead to 
Board decisions on the highest priority issues it was facing. 

In 2005, the Board approved an implementation work plan for updating the FPFO on an eight-
year cycle.  In April 2009 the Board affirmed its intent to update the FPFO and to maintain the 
sustainable forest management framework used in the 2003 edition.  The Board also endorsed 
a stronger strategic planning process linking the FPFO with the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 
Forest Management (see point 1 below), the Board’s biennial issues scan, Board work plans, 
and the work of the Department directly related to Board strategic planning.   

http://www.sustainableforests.net/index.php
http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/docs/national-reports/2003/2003-sustainability-report.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/docs/national-reports/2003/2003-sustainability-report.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/docs/national-reports/2010/2010-sustainability-report.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/research/sustain/docs/national-reports/2010/2010-sustainability-report.pdf
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/011/k4147e/k4147e.pdf
http://sfp.cas.psu.edu/pdfs/PerspectivesOnAmericasForests.pdf
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At this time there was a major shift in what any assessment should emphasize.  The shift was 
away from timber supply as the key element of forestry sustainability to keeping forest land in 
forest uses.  Retaining the forest land base is key to having all the forest resource values.  The 
land use studies were essential to successfully populating the Board’s indicators of forestry, for 
use in Oregon Benchmarks, and much more.  The Board set a target of not losing any more 
wildland forest. 

1. Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management. (2007). 

In 2005, the Department formed a 20-person ad hoc committee who, in consultation 
with technical experts, were chartered to develop and recommend to the Board a set of 
Oregon sustainable forest management indicators.  The group met several times from 
2005 to 2007.  The Board endorsed the indicator advisory committee’s technical report 
in 2007.   See:  
http://www.oregon.gov/odf/resource_planning/docs/oregon_indicators_of_sfm_final.p
df 

The 2007-2009 Oregon Forests Report, produced by the Department summarized the 19 
new Oregon indicators in a format easier to read.  See: 
http://www.oregon.gov/odf/pubs/docs/oregon_forests_reports/ofr_2007.pdf 

The framework for the organizing the indicators was the same as the strategies of the 
2003 FPFO. The Board also issued a statement of intent for use of the indicators. They 
were intended to address all Oregon public and private forestlands, and belong to all 
Oregonians - regardless of their values and perspectives--not just for use by the Board. 
The development of sustainable forest management indicators was an important step in 
implementation of the 2003 FPFO.  

Once in place, it was envisioned that the indicators would help Oregonians reach 
consensus on what sustainable forestry means and how to quantify progress towards 
that goal. The indicators had the potential to guide Oregonians towards forest 
management policies for public and private forests that were less polarizing and more 
politically sustainable than the state had experienced the past 30 years. They were 
intended to  provide the Board of Forestry, its partners and cooperators, Oregon 
citizens, and potential purchasers of Oregon forest products with a comprehensive but 
manageable set of measurable parameters to assist them in understanding Oregon’s 
forest conditions and trends. In addition, Oregon indicators of sustainable forest 
management were to:  

• Help to shape social understanding of forests and the forces that influence them.  

• Place natural resource management on par with economic indicators that 
leaders and the public will understand. 

• Provide a framework to coordinate natural resource inventory, assessment, 
planning, and research.  

http://www.oregon.gov/odf/resource_planning/docs/oregon_indicators_of_sfm_final.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/odf/resource_planning/docs/oregon_indicators_of_sfm_final.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/odf/pubs/docs/oregon_forests_reports/ofr_2007.pdf
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• Provide citizens interested in forests with a tool to encourage society to address 
the needs of forests.  

The framework used for the indicators were:  social and economic benefits; carbon 
storage; soil and water; ecosystem health; productive capacity; diverse plant and animal 
population and habitats; and legal/institutional economic framework.  This document 
help the Board frame their discussion about the next FPFO. 

2. Achieving Oregon’s Vision for Federal Forestlands. (Oregon Board of Forestry, 2009). 

At the request of Governor Kulongoski, the Board convened a 15-person advisory 
committee to help develop a position on management of federal forest lands in Oregon.  
The Governor’s interest was best captured by the following quote, found in the report 
of the committee:  “Ensuring sustainable forest in Oregon requires that we understand 
that the social, environmental and economic benefits of forest are not only important—
but also interconnected…We have to get past this costly conflict over our forests and 
craft the public policy model that is described in the Forestry Program for Oregon.”   

The report outlined a vision for Oregon’s Federal Forest, and four goals to achieve the 
vision: environment; social; economic; and process. 

3. Oregon’s Statewide Forest Assessment and Resource Strategy. (Oregon Department of 
Forestry, 2010).   

Under the 2008 amendment to the federal Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978, 
states receiving federal money were required to complete an assessment of their 
forests and develop strategies for addressing the issues identified.  The Department 
used the Board’s FPFO goal framework as the basis for the assessment [Attachment 7 is 
a schematic outline of the assessment].  This document influenced the Department’s 
thinking as it was working with the Board of Forestry to finalize their 2011 FPFO.   

4. Oregon Department of Forestry and Oregon Forest Resources Institute Forest Values 
and Beliefs Survey. (Oregon Department of Forestry, 2010). 

In the spring of 2010, the Department and the Oregon Forest Resources Institute again 
contracted with Davis, Hibbitts & McCaig for a study regarding Oregonians' forest values 
and beliefs.  This combination of telephone surveys and focus groups built upon and 
updated the work done in 2003.  The survey results were used to develop the draft 2011 
FPFO and were included in the public comment record supporting this document.  See:  
http://www.oregon.gov/odf/pages/board/ofri2010study.aspx. 

5. Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests. (2009-2011).  

Following Department staff participation in US delegations at two international 
sustainable forest management forums, it became apparent that two obstacles facing 
the Board in gaining broader understanding, acceptance, and support for the 2003 FPFO 

http://www.oregon.gov/odf/pages/board/ofri2010study.aspx
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were being experienced in other countries. Passionate individuals within governments 
were championing use of the sustainable forest management framework for discussion 
and measurement of forest resource issues but they lacked strong institutional support 
or public awareness.   

In response, the Board endorsed a staff recommendation to charter an Oregon 
Roundtable on Sustainable Forests loosely patterned after the US Roundtable.  The 
Board’s objectives for the Roundtable were to: 

• Receive briefings on the empirical data used to evaluate Oregon Indicators of 
sustainable forest management conditions and trends and make collective 
findings on the reasonableness of those evaluations available to the Board of 
Forestry and interested parties. 

• Advance greater use of the FPFO. 

• Expand the public dialogue around sustainable forests. 

• Provide a forum where organizations and individuals addressing sustainable 
forests can work together. 

• Provide a forum where technical and scientific knowledge can be shared. 

• Link with and learn from the efforts of business, governmental and non-profit 
sustainability initiatives. 

• Seek a better understanding of the contributions that each of Oregon’s forest 
estates makes to sustainability of Oregon’s forests. 

• Promote state and federal government coordination in discussing, 
implementing, and measuring sustainable forest management. 

A companion Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests Declaration of Cooperation was 
produced that included the signed commitments from the Board and executives 
representing: 

• Oregon Department of Forestry 

• OSU College of Forestry 

• USDI Bureau of Land Management 

• Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

• USDA Forest Service Region 6 

• USDA Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research Station   

Collectively, the Board and these organizations agreed to cooperate in: 

• Maintaining a forum for providing meaningful input into Oregon forest 
policymaking that brings citizens and organizations together for shared learning 
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and finding common ground on environmentally, economically, and socially 
integrated solutions. 

• Generating more robust engagement among diverse points of view and 
experiences and to better reflect and honor the diversity of our society and 
communities. 

• Creating a dynamic social process whereby Oregonians shape an evolving, but 
enduring vision of what constitutes sustainable forest management and greater 
public support for the substantial benefits of Oregon's forests. 

• Exploring ways to link with and learn from the efforts of local initiatives, other 
states, countries, and organizations that are actively pursuing sustainability of 
forests.  

• Providing opportunities for pilot projects and case studies associated with forest 
sustainability.  

• Encouraging integrated thinking about how forests and people affect each other.  

The Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests met 11 times between 2009 and 2011, 
spending most of its time receiving data reports on the 19 Oregon Indicators of 
Sustainable Forest Management.  Roundtable participants developed recommendations 
for rating current conditions and trends for each indicator, critiqued indicator 
information quality, and provided recommendation for future indicator work.  See:  
http://www.oregon.gov/odf/indicators/pages/roundtable.aspx  

6. Linkages to Federal Initiatives in Oregon. (2008).  

Between publications of the 2003 and 2011 editions of the FPFO and as a result of 
Oregon Roundtable cooperation, institutional changes within the USDA Forest Service 
Pacific Northwest Research Station and Region 6 were beginning that incorporated the 
Forestry Program for Oregon strategies.  In its 2008 Oregon’s forest resources, 2001–
2005: five-year Forest Inventory and Analysis report, the Research Station for the first 
time directly related its data reporting to seven Montreal Process criteria and the 
Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management.   See:  
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/publications/gtr765/pnw-gtr765a.pdf   Chapter 2   

The Mt. Hood National Forest went even further by using the seven strategies in the 
2003 FPFOs to organize its fiscal years 2008 and 2009 annual monitoring reports.  See: 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fsbdev3_036381.pdf and 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5329687.pdf 

7. Forestry Program for Oregon: A Strategy for Sustaining Oregon’s Public and Private 
Forests. (2011). 

Development of the text for the draft 2011 edition of the FPFO was primarily conducted 
by the Forest Resources Planning staff.  It had previously been envisioned that other 

http://www.oregon.gov/odf/indicators/pages/roundtable.aspx
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/publications/gtr765/pnw-gtr765a.pdf
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fsbdev3_036381.pdf
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5329687.pdf
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department program executives would play lead roles, but pre-occupation with budget 
crises at the time limited such focus and involvement.  

A reduced Department budget also limited the scale of the public involvement process 
to solicit public comments on the draft.  Written comments were solicited through the 
news media, distribution of notices from ODF, and online processes.  During this period, 
significant turnover in Board membership and Department executive leadership took 
place.   

The 2011 FPFO relied heavily on the 2003 edition for its foundation.  The Board updated 
its mission, vision, and value statements.  The seven 2003 strategies were relabeled as 
goals, but largely remained unchanged.  A new, slightly shorter set of Board objectives 
were organized beneath these goals, replacing the previous actions.  The most 
significant change was the inclusion of ratings information for the new 19 Oregon 
indicators of sustainable forest management, based on Oregon Roundtable on 
Sustainable Forests input.  Following further revision based on public comment and 
Board member input, 2011 FPFO was adopted in July of 2011. 

The 2011 edition completed the vision that began in the late 1990s of instituting and 
comprehensive sustainable forest management policy framework for discussing and 
measuring performance on all Oregon public and private forest ownerships.  When the 
framework was originally proposed, the Board had received some criticism from both 
sides of the ongoing polarized forestry debates.  Some in forest industry believed 
Oregon forests were already being managed sustainably and that the Board should just 
say so without a need for a new policy framework.  

Meanwhile, some in the environmental community feared the new sustainable forest 
management framework would be used to “greenwash” current forest resources 
conditions and issues and mask the real problems that existed.  The power of the 
implementation Oregon indicators of sustainable forest management became evident 
as the data began to be reported and evaluations of that data were made by the Oregon 
Roundtable. Some indicators were headed in the right direction but others had mixed or 
negative performance when compared to desired conditions and trends. Perhaps the 
most important statement by the Board in the 2011 FPFO put to rest both of those 
criticisms from a decade earlier and highlighted the value that the framework could 
play: 

“Although many Oregon forests are managed following principles of 
sustainable forestry, Oregonians’ own indicators of sustainable forest 
management provide evidence Oregon’s forests, in total, are not currently 
being managed sustainably.  
 
“However, there are solutions. In the 2011 Forestry Program for Oregon, the  
Board of Forestry has developed a vision, goals, objectives, and indicators to 



Policy Pathways to Sustainable Forestry—A Historical Perspective 24 

address the current challenges and make progress on the pathway to sustainably 
managing all of Oregon’s public and private forests.”  (2011 FPFO, page 6) 

From 2009 until the FPFO was adopted by the Board in 2011, the Board and the 
Department went through an extensive public input and discussion process.  The 
document established the Board’s mission, goals, vision, values and objectives for 
attaining sustainable forest management on all forest lands in the state.   

However, while there was agreement that indicators in this report could become 
extremely useful tools in dealing with the public, attempts to evaluate the status of 
compliance or accomplishment were not encouraging and could have been left out of 
the report.  In addition, some data include in the report was not current. 

Summary 

When asked, everyone tends to support sustainable forestry as long as it remains a vague 
generality.  The devil is in the details.  A set of well-designed goals, objectives and indicators in 
the FPFO provides a clear, quantifiable picture of what sustainable forest management of all of 
the state’s public and private forests should look like.  It also provides the basis for future policy 
work where indicator data show trends are not going in a desired direction.  The end result can 
be Oregonians working together, using a common set of data and information to address the 
highest priority issues determined by consensus in order to reach already agreed to goals and 
objectives.  

The FPFO provides a new paradigm where collaboration is encouraged where all values are 
respected and where marginal voices are still heard but no longer dominate.  There needs to be 
a forum where a growing number of citizens are energized to rejoin the conversation and can 
build more holistic, common-ground solutions that are environmentally, economically, socially, 
and politically sustainable.  That could be a wonderful transformation compared to the last 30 
years of forestry debates in this state.  

Going forward, the 2011 FPFO framework now provides the pathway to accomplish that 
outcome if it is used and strongly promoted by the Board, Department executives and 
executives with other forest-related agencies and organizations operating in the state. 
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EPILOGUE 

As part of the Pacific Northwest Regional Commission Forest Policy Project, Greg Protasel, 
Department of Political Science at Oregon State University, looked at forest policy institutions 
and organizations in the Pacific Northwest.  In the Executive Summary of his report he 
discussed forest policy-making as planning and politics.  These words of wisdom are still 
important today as the Department and Board search for the public interest.  The essence of his 
comments is quoted below: 

“…policy can be said to be the result of two basic yet fundamentally different techniques of 
decision-making.   Policy can be thought of as the outcome of a political process.  Or policy can 
be thought of as the decision of a planning system. 

Planning relies on intellectual analysis to produce policy decisions that meet the standards of 
some agreed upon evaluative criterion.  The essential prerequisite of planning is thus a 
consensus of fundamental key values which allows the development of an evaluative criterion 
by which to gauge the direction and success of policy.  This value consensus is perhaps most 
easily reached among professionals who share a common framework for resolving issues and 
problems.   

Politics unlike planning does not require consensus of values.  Indeed, agreement on values 
may be virtually impossible.  Instead, politics relies upon social interaction to produce 
consensus on policy outcomes.  While politics is not based on agreement of fundamental key 
values, politics does require agreement on the rules and procedures governing the social 
interaction which produces the policy outcomes.  As long as the participants in the political 
decision-making process perceive the rules of the “policy-making game” to be fair, the policy 
outcomes will be accepted as legitimate even if they may be somewhat unfavorable for some 
participants. 

That forest policy-makers will have to make tradeoffs between policy-making as planning and 
policy-making as politics is unavoidable.  The basic choice is between production efficiency and 
political efficiency…” [Protasel. 1980]. 
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Attachment 1 
 

Board of Forestry and State Forester’s Duties 
(ORS 526.016 and ORS 526.041)  

 
 

 526.016 General duties; limits; 
compensation, and expenses; meetings; 
rules. (1) The State Board of Forestry shall 
supervise all matters of forest policy and 
management under the jurisdiction of this state and 
approve claims for expenses incurred under the 
statutes administered by the board except as 
otherwise provided by law. Advisory committees 
may be appointed by the board to make 
recommendations concerning any function vested 
by law in the board. Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of law, the board shall not supervise or 
direct the State Forester in matters relating to 
the geographic scheduling, annual volume and 
species allocation, appraisals and competitive 
timber sale techniques used in the sale of forest 
products from lands managed under the provisions 
of ORS chapter 530. 
 (2) The members of the board are entitled to 
compensation and expenses as provided in ORS 
292.495.  
 (3) The board shall meet on the first 
Wednesday after the first Monday in January, 
March, June and September, at places designated 
by the chairperson of the board or the State 
Forester. The board may meet at other times and 
places in this state on the call of the chairperson 
or the State Forester. A majority of the voting 
members of the board constitutes a quorum to 
do business. 
 (4) In accordance with the applicable 
provisions of ORS chapter 183, the board shall 
adopt rules to perform the functions defined by 
statute. [1965 c .253 §6; 1969 c.314 §62; 1973 c .230 §3; 
1983 c.759 §8; 1987 c .919 §8] 
 526.020 [Amended by 1953 c.68 §19; 1955 c.117 §1; 
repealed by 1965 c.253 §9 (526.041 enacted in lieu of 526.020)] 
 526.030 [Amended by 1953 c.23 §2; 1955 c.27 §1; 1961 
c.123 §4; 1965 c.253 §11; renumbered 526.046] 

 526.041 General duties of State 
Forester; ru1es. The forester, under the general 
supervision of the State Board of Forestry, shall:  
 (1) In compliance with ORS chapter 183, 
promulgate rules consistent with law for the 
enforcement of the state forest laws relating 
directly to the protection of forestland and the 
conservation of forest resources, 
 (2) Appoint and instruct fire wardens as 
provided in ORS chapter 477. 
 (3) Direct the improvement and protection of 
forestland owned by the State of Oregon. 
 (4) Collect data relative to forest conditions. 
 (5) Take action authorized by law to prevent 
and extinguish forest, brush and grass fires. 
 (6) Enforce all laws pertaining to forestland 
and prosecute violations of such laws. 
 (7) Cooperate with landowners, political 
subdivisions, private associations and agencies 
and others in forest protection. 
 (8) Advise and encourage reforestation.  
 (9) Publish such information on forestry 
 (10) Enter into contracts and cooperative 
agreements pertaining to experiments and 
research in forestry. 
 (11) Sell, exchange or otherwise dispose of 
any real property heretofore or hereafter acquired 
by the board for administrative purposes and no 
longer needed. 
 (12) Coordinate any activities of the State 
Forestry Department related to a watershed 
enhancement project approved by the Oregon 
Watershed Enhancement Board under ORS 
541.375 with activities of other cooperating state 
and federal agencies participating in the project. 
 (13) Prescribe uniform state standards for 
certification of wildland fire training courses and 
educational programs. [1965 c.253 §10 (enacted in lieu of 
526.020); 1969 c.249 §2; 1975 c.605 §27; 1987 c.734 §13; 1993 
c.415 §5; 1997 c.413 §5; 2003 c.539 §38] 
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Attachment 2A 
 

Eric Allen’s Editorial “Forest Policy:  Fox and Chickens”  
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Attachment 2B 
 

Eric Allen’s Editorial “Worrying About Oregon’s Forests” 
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Attachment 3, p. 1 
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Attachment 3, p. 2 
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Attachment 3, p. 3 
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Attachment 3, p. 4 
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Attachment 3, p. 5 
  



POLICY PATHWAYS TO SUSTAINABNLE FORESTRY—A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 42 

Attachment 3, p. 6 
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Attachment 3, p. 7 
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Attachment 3, p. 8 
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Attachment 3, p. 9 
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Attachment 4, p. 1  
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Attachment 4, p. 2  
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Attachment 4, p. 3  
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Attachment 4, p. 4  
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Attachment 4, p. 5  
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Attachment 4, p. 6  
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Attachment 4, p. 7  
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Attachment 4, p. 8  
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Attachment 5  
 

Executive Summary of Issues Chart  
Summarizing Bob Chadwick’s work 
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Attachment 6, p. 1  
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Attachment 6, p. 2 
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Attachment 6, p. 3 
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Attachment 6, p. 4 
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Attachment 6, p. 5 
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Attachment 6, p. 6 
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Attachment 6, p. 7 
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Attachment 6, p. 8 
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Attachment 6, p. 9 
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Attachment 6, p. 10 
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Attachment 7 
 

Oregon Statewide Forest Assessment  
2010 Schematic Diagram 
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Attachment 8 
 

Oregon Department of Forestry/Board of Forestry 
Historical Planning Hierarchy 
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