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Sustainable management of the world’s forests is a key component for conserving 

biodiversity, soil and water resources, mitigating climate change, strengthening 

economies, and promoting sustainable communities and human well-being, now and in 

the future.   While international cooperation is important, the actual policies and 

management actions that affect forest conditions and trends are decided at the national 

and local level, and are influenced by local community values and individual attitudes 

toward natural resource management. It is important to understand the breadth of ways 

that people value forests if we want to sustain those specific forest values (benefits, 

products, and amenities) over time.  I compared values identified in forest policies to 

values identified by individuals from six demographic groups in Oregon.   

The 2010 U.S. Census shows that Oregon is becoming more racially and 

ethnically diverse (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).  The purpose of this research was to learn 

what forest values are most important to individuals from six demographic groups, are 

included in the policies and regulations that guide the management of Oregon’s forests, 

and in the international forest sustainability discussions.  

I triangulated qualitative data from multiple sources: previous literature; forest 

policy document analysis; participant observation of state, national, and international 

policy discussions; and 14 purposive focus groups with individuals from six racial and 



 
 

ethnic groups in Oregon. Data were individual words and language segments that 

expressed forest values. Analyses were conducted based on the Montreal Process Criteria 

and Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management (MPCI), a subset of those indicators 

and metrics that comprise the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management, and 

focus group transcripts. 

The most common forest values expressed in the focus groups and previous 

national and state surveys that are currently included in the Oregon Indicators, Oregon 

forest policy documents and the MPCI are recreation, clean water, wood products, and 

economic values, including jobs, income, and revenues for public services. However, the 

current Oregon forest policies and indicator metrics do not include some forest values 

expressed in the focus groups and surveys: spiritual values, cultural heritage values, 

natural forest appearance, and protection of diverse native understory plants for wildlife 

habitat and cultural uses. The revised set of MPCI used in the 2010 and 2011 national 

reports includes indicators and metrics for understory plant and animal species diversity, 

as well as the new indicator 44 “the importance of forests to people” which is intended to 

capture these important spiritual and cultural values. I recommend revised Oregon 

Indicators, metrics, and forest policies to measure current conditions and trends of these 

values in Oregon’s forests.  
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Connecting Local Values and Forest Policy 
to the International Forest Sustainability Dialogue 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Context of research objectives  

Growing populations and increasing resource consumption have local and global 

impacts that extend beyond national borders and exceed the capacity of countries to 

handle alone.  The scale and complexity of these social, economic, and environmental 

impacts require global cooperation on sustainable development, including sustainable 

natural resource management. 

   Patterns of population growth, resource production and consumption, land use 

change, and climate change affect biodiversity, agricultural production, food security, and 

human health and safety. Progress in addressing these global sustainability issues will 

depend on international cooperation (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) 2005; 

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (UN-FAO) 2005; World Commission 

on Forests and Sustainable Development 1999; Roseland 1998; Brundtland 1987).  The 

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) (United Nations 1992) entered into force in 

1994.  As of January 2013, the CBD has been ratified or acceded to by 193 nations 

(http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/ia/agreements/global_agreements/cbd.pdf). The United States 

signed the document in 1993 but has not yet ratified it, so the U.S. is not bound by the 

terms of the convention (https://www.cbd.int/convention/parties/list/). The CBD 

explicitly acknowledges the interconnections between healthy ecosystems, healthy 

societies, and a healthy planet in several portions of its preamble (United Nations 1992, 

1-2):   

Conscious of the intrinsic value of biological diversity and of the 
ecological, genetic, social, economic, scientific, educational, cultural, 
recreational, and aesthetic values of biological diversity and its 
component…  

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/ia/agreements/global_agreements/cbd.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/convention/parties/list/
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Conscious also of the importance of biological diversity for evolution and 
for maintaining life-sustaining systems of the biosphere… 
Recognizing the close and traditional dependence of many indigenous and 
local communities embodying traditional lifestyles on biological 
resources, and the desirability of sharing equitably benefits arising from 
the use of traditional knowledge, innovations, and practices relevant to the 
conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its 
components… 
Stressing the importance of, and the need to promote, international, 
regional, and global cooperation among States and intergovernmental 
organizations and the non- governmental sector for the conservation of 
biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components…  
Aware that conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity is of 
critical importance for meeting the food, health, and other needs of the 
growing world population, for which purpose access to and sharing of 
both genetic resources and technologies are essential… 
Noting that, ultimately, the conservation and sustainable use of biological 
diversity will strengthen friendly relations among States and contribute to 
peace for humankind....  

 

 A component of global environmental health and sustainable human development 

that is relevant to many of these global issues is the sustainable management of the 

world’s forests (figure 1).  Forests play a crucial role in mitigating climate change (Bonan 

2008; Canadell and Raupach 2008; Keith, Mackey, and Lindenmayer 2009; Lal 2004; 

Pan et al. 2011), including absorption of billions of tons of carbon dioxide from the 

global atmosphere annually (Canadell and Raupach 2008). They also contribute to 

conservation of biodiversity, soil and water resources, and, when managed sustainably, 

can strengthen local and national economies and promote the well-being of present and 

future generations (Brundtland 1987; MEA 2005; Chivian 2008).       
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of the relationship between healthy forests and healthy 
societies. 

 

Many political decisions are made from the local to the international levels that 

impact forests and the health of forest ecosystems.  When those decisions and resulting 

actions threaten forest health or existence, the viability of communities that have long 

depended on those forests for their survival, livelihoods, and cultural traditions is 

threatened (Almeida 2002; Crespi 1987; Independent Forest Management Assessment 

Team (IFMAT) 2013; Turner 1995).  However, many indigenous peoples, and racial and 

ethnic minorities, are frequently excluded from the natural resources policy-making 

process (Crespi 1987; Ferradas 1998; Kaus 1993; Kottak 1999; Mills 2000). As a result, 
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forest management policies and actions have restricted access of local peoples to their 

ancestral forestlands, infringed upon their traditional belief systems and cultural 

traditions, and diminished the ability of the forest to sustain local communities (Almeida 

2002; Crespi 1987, Greenberg 1997; Kaus 1993; Painter 1995; Reed 1997).    

  Although progress on these global sustainability issues requires international 

cooperation, most policies to address them are enacted at the national and state level, and 

actual natural resource management actions (decisions and activities) occur at the local 

landowner or parcel level.  These actions are often driven by local community values and 

individual attitudes toward natural resource management, as supported or constrained by 

incentives or regulatory policies.  It is important to understand the breadth of ways that 

people value forest resources if we want to sustain those resources over time.   

 Therefore, a multi-scale approach is needed to effectively address the 

environmental, social, economic, and policy aspects of these global sustainability issues: 

 international dialogue and agreement on sustainable development strategies,  

 national- and state-level policies to implement those strategies, and 

 local management plans and actions that are ecologically sustainable and 

grounded in local values (Montréal Process Working Group (MPWG) 2006; 

Roseland 1998; Oregon Department of Forestry 2007).   

 

Policy development to sustain forest values 

At the dawn of the 21st century, the United Nations Environment Programme 

coordinated a multi-year collaboration of over 2000 researchers and writers to assess how 

human well-being is impacted by ecosystem change, and to establish a scientific basis for 

actions needed to sustainably use and conserve ecosystems.  The resulting Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment (MEA 2005, vi-vii) summarized the many ways in which human 

well-being depends upon services provided by healthy ecosystems (figures 2 and 3).   
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Figure 2.  Interactions between biodiversity, ecosystem services, human well-being and 
drivers of change occur at multiple scales, from local to regional to global (MEA 2005, 
vii). 
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Figure 3. Linkages between ecosystem services and human well-being (MEA 2005, vi).  
 

 

   Following the seminal global sustainability report by the World Commission on 

Environment and Development titled “Our Common Future” (Brundtland 1987), 

delegates from 172 countries participated in the 1992 United Nations Conference on 

Environment and Development in Rio de Janeiro (the Rio Earth Summit).  Their common 

goal was to address issues related to population growth and to find ways to measure 
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sustainable development.  One outcome of the Summit was a Statement of Forest 

Principles for sustainable management of the world’s forests.  The following year Canada 

convened the International Seminar of Experts in Sustainable Development of Boreal and 

Temperate Forests in Montréal, which was attended by representatives of over 60 

countries. The summit led to the development of two major frameworks for the 

sustainable management of the world’s forests:  the Helsinki Process, now named the 

Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe (MCPFE 1998), which is 

used by most European countries, and the Montréal Process, which is used by twelve 

non-European countries within whose borders lies 90% of the world’s temperate and 

boreal forestland (MPWG 1995) (table 1).  The United States participates in the Montréal 

Process, and Oregon was the first of several U.S. states to base their statewide forest 

management programs for both public and private forestland on a subset of measurable 

sustainable forest management aspects (“indicators”) developed by participants in the 

Montréal Process (Oregon Board of Forestry 2003). 

  The 2003 Montréal Process Criteria and Indicators (MPCI) is a set of seven 

criteria and 67 indicators that together provide an ecosystem-based approach to 

sustainable forest management.  The MPCI framework includes social, environmental, 

and economic benefits within a legal and policy framework (MPWG 1995).  It is a tool 

that is being used at multiple scales to monitor progress toward sustainable forest 

ecosystems.  At the international scale, it is being used to facilitate dialogue among 

twelve countries about the status and trends of their nation’s public and private forests.  

At the national and state level, it is being used to guide the development of sustainable 

forest policies, and provide measurable indicators of progress within each member 

country toward solutions to sustainable natural resource management issues (Roundtable 

on Sustainable Forests panel discussion, February 2009).  At the local level, the 

framework can be used by communities to foster sustainable development, and by forest 



8 
 

 
 

landowners and managers to develop stewardship plans and guide on-the-ground 

management actions (National Association of State Foresters (NASF) 2003 and 2005).   

 In 2003, ten of the twelve Montréal Process Working Group countries used the 

MPCI framework for the first time to compile a national-level report on the sustainability 

of their forests:  Argentina, Australia, Canada, Chile, China, Japan, Mexico, New 

Zealand, Russian Federation, and the United States.  The Republic of South Korea 

published its first report in 2009, and Uruguay has not yet released a report 

(http://www.montrealprocess.org/Resources/Publications/index.shtml).  No country was 

able to report on all the indicators with current, comprehensive nationwide data, but the 

sheer act of compiling a report on the status of their forests was a first step toward 

improving their ability to report in the future.  Following the initial 2003 reporting effort, 

representatives of all 12 MPWG member countries gathered in Sapporo, Japan in July 

2006 to discuss and agree upon refinements to the indicators to improve reporting 

capacity or to better reflect the individual measurable components of sustainable forest 

management.  The revised set of 64 indicators (detailed in appendix 3) which is used by 

all 12 countries in their national forest reports beginning in 2010 includes two new 

indicators to better connect international sustainability dialogue with local community 

needs and values:  “community resilience” and “the importance of forests to people” 

(MPWG 2006).  

   In 1999, Oregon Department of Forestry adopted the MPCI framework to assess 

and report on cumulative effects of forest practices in the state.  In 2000, Oregon was the 

first U.S. state to publish a report on the status and trends of all its forest lands using the 

MPCI framework, and to base its statewide forestry program on these international 

criteria and indicators (Oregon Board of Forestry 2003).  In January 2007, the Oregon 

Board of Forestry endorsed a set of 19 Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest 

Management, which are based on the MPCI and are intended to “evaluate the cumulative 

results of all Oregon public and private forest management” (Oregon Department of 
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Forestry 2007).  Beginning in 2010, the Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests began 

advising the Oregon Board of Forestry on implementation and data evaluation for the 

Oregon Indicators and the updated 2011 Forestry Program for Oregon (Oregon Board of 

Forestry 2011) (figure 4).   

   

Defining forests, forest health, and values  

Conceptual definitions of forest and forestland number in the hundreds, have 

changed over time, and vary across nations and jurisdictions (Helms 2008; Lund 2002).  

“Forest” has been defined in international treaties, national laws, and regional or state 

policies (Helms 2002; Lund 2002; Putz and Redford 2010). Differences in forest 

definitions from one country to another are often based on the range of forest types and 

uses found within their borders (SAF 2008) as well as the diversity of cultural values and 

forest dependence among their people (Helms 2002).  Although we may try to reduce the 

ambiguity by defining forestland, we are attempting to delineate boundaries between land 

cover types that exist along a continuum (Helms 2002). Over the past decade, the Food 

and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) has led an effort to harmonize 

the different definitions of “forest” being used around the world in order to provide a 

common understanding of what constitutes forest and forestland, improve the clarity of 

international dialogue, and simplify sharing of forest statistics (Lund 2002). Similar 

efforts have been made in the U.S. by the Federal Geographic Data Committee, but the 

technical and political issues associated with agreeing upon a common definition are a 

deterrent (Helms 2002). 

The choice of forestland definition may have legal, policy, and management 

implications at multiple scales.  At a local and state scale, it determines the regulations 

that govern land management activities and tax structures.  The State of Oregon defines 

forest land in its Statewide Planning Goal 4 under OAR 660-015-0000(4) as “lands which 

are suitable for commercial forest uses, including adjacent or nearby lands which are 



10 
 

 
 

necessary to permit forest operations or practices, and other forested lands that maintain 

soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources” but leaves designation and zoning of 

forestland to local governments (State of Oregon 2010).  

At a national scale, the definition of forestland determines the quantity of land 

identified as forest, under which agency jurisdiction it falls, and how statistical 

information is compiled for national-level reporting on land covers or uses. In the U.S., 

five federal agencies use different definitions of forest based on land use or land cover 

(Lund 2002), which makes it challenging to combine their forest-related data into a 

cohesive report.   

The definition of forest has implications for conducting greenhouse gas 

inventories and calculating forest carbon sequestration both nationally and globally in 

order to meet national commitments under the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (UNFCCC) (Heath et al. 2011). Globally, it determines eligibility of 

nations to participate in certain forest-related international development projects.  For 

example, nations must provide a country-specific definition of forest before they are 

permitted to host UNFCCC Kyoto Protocol Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) 

afforestation and reforestation projects.  The definition must fall within the range of 

crown cover, minimum area, and tree height specified by the Kyoto Protocol’s Marrakech 

Accords: a minimum area of land of 0.05 to 1 hectares, a tree crown cover of more than 

10 to 30 percent, and trees with potential to reach a minimum height of 2 to 5 meters at 

maturity (UNFCCC 2002; Macey, Hare, and Chen 2011; Zomer et al. 2007). While the 

flexibility of this definition of forest allows it to be tailored to meet diverse countries’ 

needs, it also creates ambiguity that may mask the loss of biodiversity and culturally 

important forest areas when natural forests are converted to plantations, and create 

conflict between carbon sequestration and conservation efforts (Putz and Redford 2010).  

The definition of forestland used by the USDA Forest Service in the 2010 US 

National Report on Sustainable Forests (USDA Forest Service 2011) is based on the 
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vegetation classification system used by the FAO to define forest land: “land spanning 

more than 0.5 hectares with trees taller than 5 meters (16.5 feet) and canopy cover of 

more than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ.  It does not include 

land that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use” (FAO 2001, 2006, and 

2010; USDA Forest Service 2011). The Oregon Board of Forestry adopted the Society of 

American Foresters definition of forests its state-level Forestry Program for Oregon: “an 

ecosystem characterized by more or less dense and extensive tree cover, often consisting 

of stands varying in characteristics such as species composition, structure, age class, and 

associated processes, and commonly including meadows, streams, fish, and wildlife —

note forests include special kinds such as industrial forests, non-industrial private forests, 

plantations, public forests, protection forests, and urban forests, as well as parks and 

wilderness; they are commonly managed to sustain single or diverse products or special 

values” (Society of American Foresters 2008; Oregon Board of Forestry 2011). 

In order to facilitate international dialogue on sustainable forests, the FAO 

definition is useful for providing a common understanding of forestland among 

representatives of different nations with diverse forest types.  When communicating with 

local and regional stakeholders in Oregon about the importance of forests, it is important 

to know the definition of forests being used by agencies who are engaged in assessing the 

sustainability of the state’s forests, while using simple, easy to understand language 

(Oregon State University Institutional Review Board (IRB), personal communication) 

(appendix 1).  

The term “forest ecosystem health” is a central theme in both the Forestry 

Program for Oregon and the MPCI, and is identified as an important component for 

maintaining ecosystem services (figure 3) that are closely tied to human well-being 

(MEA 2005).  “Forest ecosystem health” and “forest health” are often used 

interchangeably, but these terms are seldom defined and may mean different things to 

different people and at different scales.  Some ecologists object to the use of either term 
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to describe forest conditions due to the ambiguity and misuse that may accompany them 

(Raffa et al. 2009).   

The concept of forest health is a social construct influenced by values, attitudes, 

beliefs, management objectives, and context.  A strictly utilitarian definition of forest 

health is commonly associated with private industrial forestry and a narrow range of 

management objectives:  “a condition where biotic and abiotic influences on forests 

(pests, pollution, silvicultural treatments, harvesting) do not threaten management 

objectives now or in the future” (Kolb, Wagner, and Covington 1994; McIntire 1988; 

USDA 1993).  This anthropocentric view of forest health prioritizes wood production at 

the expense of other ecological processes (Raffa et al. 2009) and may not include social 

values associated with forests, although some industrial forest managers have expanded 

their management activities to accommodate wildlife, recreation, and hunting as 

secondary revenue sources and as a public message of good corporate stewardship 

(Guldin and Guldin 2003, 203).  An ecocentric view of forest health has its roots in the 

concept of land health expressed by Aldo Leopold (1949, 259): “Health is the capacity of 

the land for self-renewal.” This represents a way of managing land that sustains 

ecosystem processes and landscape diversity, thereby conserving ecological integrity 

(Kolb, Wagner, and Covington 1994).   

Finally, the term “values” has multiple meanings which are both similar and 

distinct, and the term is used in different ways, so it is important to make a distinction 

between personal values, beliefs, and attitudes as discussed in the sociological literature, 

and forest values which are the subject of my research. Both meanings are relevant to the 

discussion of sustainable forest ecosystems.  

In the discipline of sociology, much has been written about the influences that 

determine values, beliefs, attitudes, and normative behaviors. Each of these concepts can 

play a role in natural resource policy and decision-making, and in resolving conflicting 

views on natural resource management (Allen et al. 2009).  Values may be defined as that 
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which is seen as good, right, and desirable by an individual, cultural group, or society 

(Furfey 1953; Posner and Munson 1979; Rokeach 1973; Sorokin 1947). As such, values 

are determined by underlying beliefs and worldviews, give rise to subjective orientations 

(“attitudes”) toward an object or thing, and drive behaviors (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980). 

Values are standards that guide behavior and affect how we judge the behavior and 

actions of others.  Beliefs are judgments about what is true or false, and may be based on 

scientific evidence, feelings, or cultural influences (Allen et al. 2009; Rokeach 1973).  

Attitudes are preferences for or orientations against an object, person, situation, or action, 

and are influenced by our values and beliefs (Allen et al. 2009; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; 

Rokeach 1973).  Actions are often motivated by underlying beliefs, values, attitudes, and 

behavioral intentions, which are influenced by cultural traditions and life experiences 

(Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975; Allen et al. 2009, Rokeach 1973; 

Schneider and Ingram 1990; Schneider and Ingram 1993), by basic needs for materials to 

survive, and by a desire for “a good life” (MEA 2005) (figures 2 and 3).  As Ajzen and 

Fishbein (1980) assert in their Theory of Reasoned Action, motivation or intention to act 

or behave in a certain way may also be influenced by social norms and expectations, 

individual behavioral beliefs, and their relative importance to a person.  External 

variables such as gender, age, class, education, income, and race or ethnicity may also 

play a role in influencing attitudes and behaviors (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980).  

Over the past decade more forest agencies have adopted an ecosystem-based 

approach to forest management, and managers seek a better understanding of how people 

perceive and assign value to forest ecosystems, what people expect from forests, and how 

they interact with them so they can include these human dimensions in forest 

management decisions (Allen et al. 2009; Bright et al. 2003).   
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Table 1. Milestones in international commitments to sustainable development and 
sustainable forest management.  

YEAR EVENT PRODUCT/OUTCOME SUMMARY 
1945 United Nations 

(UN) Charter 
50 countries signed international treaty of 
cooperation; all members bound by 
articles that confer rights and 
responsibilities. 

Agree to foster 
international cooperation 
to achieve world peace, 
facilitate international 
agreements and dialogue. 

1972  UN Conference 
on the Human 
Environment 

UN Environment Programme formed as 
forum to address global environmental 
issues; Stockholm Declaration (26 
principles to guide preservation and 
enhancement of human environment); 
Stockholm Action Plan of 109 policy 
recommendations. 

International dialogue on 
principles to guide world 
peace, human well-being, 
economic development 
and social equity. 

1976 UN Conference 
on Trade and 
Development 
(UNCTAD) 

Series of negotiations led to first 
International Tropical Timber Agreement 
(ITTA) in 1983 for sustainable 
management of the world’s tropical 
forests. 

Balances conservation of 
tropical forests with timber 
harvest as a key to 
sustainable development.  

1983 UN General 
Assembly 
established 
World 
Commission on 
Environment and 
Development 
(WCED) 

Brundtland Commission convened World 
Congress on Sustainable Development, 
began meeting in 1984 (Chair Gro Harlem 
Brundtland, Prime Minister of Norway) to 
re-examine critical environment and 
development issues, actions to address 
them, new forms of international 
cooperation to influence relevant policies 
and actions, increase understanding and 
commitment to action among all parties.  

International dialogue on 
environmental impact of 
population growth and 
development, and 
recommended actions.  

1987 WCED 
Brundtland 
Commission 
Report 

“Our Common Future” 
(Brundtland Report) 

Linked environmental 
degradation and poverty as 
feedback loop; called for 
international 
cooperation/action on 
sustainable development 
and poverty reduction. 

1992  Rio de Janeiro: 
UN Conference 
on Environment 
and 
Development 
(Rio Earth 
Summit) 

Development of action plans: 
1) Commission on Sustainable 
Development 
2) Agenda 21 action plan 
3) Declaration on Environment & 
Development 
4) Statement of Principles for the 
Sustainable Management of Forests 
adopted by 172 (now 178) countries. 

Internationally agreed-
upon development goals. 
Recognized sustainable 
forest management is a 
key to sustainable 
development. Conventions 
on Biological Diversity 
and on Climate Change 
opened for signature at 
Earth Summit. 
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Table 1. Milestones in international commitments to sustainable development and 
sustainable forest management (Continued)  

YEAR EVENT PRODUCT/OUTCOME SUMMARY 
1993 Montreal:  

International 
Seminar of Experts 
on Sustainable 
Development of 
Boreal & 
Temperate Forests 

Montreal Process Working Group 
formed to define criteria and 
indicators of sustainable forest 
management (SFM) of the world’s 
boreal and temperate forests (MPCI). 

Patterned after International 
Tropical Timber 
Organization’s 1992 
guidelines for sustainable 
tropical forest management; 
tools to monitor, assess, and 
report progress in SFM.  

1995 Santiago: Sixth 
meeting of MPWG  

Santiago Declaration 10 of 12 countries agree to 
use common set of Criteria 
and Indicators (MPCI). 

1997 UN General 
Assembly Review 
of Progress 

  

2000 UN Millennium 
Summit  

Millennium Declaration Sustainable development 
goals ratified. 

2002 Johannesburg:  
World Summit on 
Sustainable 
Development 
(WSSD) 

WSSD Plan of Implementation Reaffirmed commitment to 
Agenda 21 and Rio 
Declaration goals and actions. 

 International 
Conference on 
Financing for 
Development 

Commitment by developed countries 
to give 0.7% of GNP to assist 
developing countries. 

 

2009 UN General 
Assembly 64th 
Session 

Programme for the Further 
implementation of Agenda 21, 
WSSD POI. 

 

2012 UN Conference on 
Sustainable 
Development (Rio 
+20) 

Adopted “The Future We Want” 
outcome document; voluntary 
pledges of $513 billion dollars for 
sustainable development projects 
from governments, private 
companies, and multilateral agencies. 

Reaffirms previous 
agreements; calls for 
development of sustainable 
development goals in 2014 
and definition of sustainable 
production and consumption; 
deleted carbon emission 
reduction targets. 
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Figure 4.  Progression of sustainable forest policy development from international 
sustainable development dialogue to adoption of Oregon statewide indicators of 
sustainable forest management. 

 
Research objectives and guiding questions  

In an effort to add to the body of knowledge about how forests are important to 

people at a state or local community level, I conducted research to identify the values 

important to select individuals from different racial and ethnic groups in Oregon, identify 

which of these values were represented in existing policy, and compare these forest 

values to values identified in previous Oregon and national surveys. My results were used 

to recommend changes to Oregon forest policy, and to the MPCIs (figure 5). 
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Figure 5.  Research design used compare forest values identified as important to six 
selected Oregon racial/ethnic groups with forest values included in Oregon forest policies, 
previous forest values surveys, and the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators 
framework. 

  

 My objectives were to:  

 Identify common themes and unique themes of forest importance (hereafter 

referred to as forest values) as perceived by select individuals from six racial and 

ethnic categories in Oregon:  White, Black or African-American, Asian, Hispanic 

or Latino/a, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and American Indians 

from at least three Oregon tribes.  
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 Determine if the forest values identified by these individuals are included in the 

Forestry Program for Oregon (FPO), Oregon Forest Practices Act, and other 

applicable regulations.  

 Compare forest values identified as important by these select individuals with 

those identified by selected white Oregonians, and in previous Oregon and 

national forest values surveys. 

 Determine if these forest values are included in the suite of MCPI indicators.  

 

 I triangulated data from focus groups, participant observation, past research, and 

policy document review to address these objectives.  I use the following set of guiding 

questions and hypotheses:  

 

Q1:  In what ways are forests important to select individuals from six racial/ethnic 

groups in Oregon? What forest values do these individuals have in common and 

which are unique?   

H1:  There is a difference in forest values identified as important among six 

selected racial/ethnic groups in Oregon.  

  

Q2:  Do the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management include 

indicators relevant to sustaining the forest values identified by these individuals?  

 H2:  There is a difference between the forest values being monitored by Oregon   

Indicators and  forest values identified as important by select individuals from six 

racial/ethnic groups in Oregon. 

 

Q3:  How do forest values identified as important by select individuals from six 

selected racial/ethnic groups in Oregon compare with forest values identified 

through previous Oregon and national-level research?   
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H3:  There is a difference between forest values identified as important by select 

individuals from six racial/ethnic groups in Oregon and forest values identified as 

important in previous Oregon and U.S. national surveys. 

 

Q4:  Does the Montréal Process Criteria and Indicators framework include 

indicators relevant to the forest values identified by select individuals from six 

racial/ethnic groups in Oregon as it tracks forest changes toward or away from 

sustainable conditions?   

H4:   The MPCI framework does not include all categories of forest values 

(products/benefits) that are identified as important by selected racial/ethnic groups 

in Oregon. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the United States is becoming more racially 

and ethnically diverse (figure 6).  From 2000 to 2010, there has been a 43.3% increase in 

Asians, 43% increase in Hispanic or Latinos, 35.4% increase in Native Hawaiian and 

Other Pacific Islanders, 18.4% increase in American Indian and Alaska Natives, 32% 

increase in mixed race individuals, 12.3% increase in Black or African Americans, and a 

5.7% increase in White people (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).  Oregon population changes 

in the same period reflect a similar increase in diversity (figure 7).   

 

 

Figure 6.  Change in U.S. population by race and ethnicity, 2000 to 2010 (U.S. Census 
Bureau 2011). 
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Figure 7.  Change in racial and ethnic populations in Oregon, 2000 to 2010                  
(U.S. Census Bureau 2011). 

  

 Cultural traditions and cultural values are those traditions and values associated 

with ethnic groups or local communities (Agnoletti 2006, 13; Schelhas 2002).  Members 

of an ethnic group share a common set of cultural traits which may include shared 

heritage, beliefs, values, national origin, language, and religion, and which sets them 

apart from other ethnic groups (Betancourt and Lopez 1993; Marger 2012; Smedley 

2005; Smedley and Smedley 2007). As the US population is becoming increasingly 

racially and ethnically diverse, the range of values and attitudes toward natural resources 

is likely to broaden over time. As Schelhas (2002, 723) observes, there are: 

complex linkages between culture and values, natural resource uses, social 
organization, and ecosystem characteristics that highlight the need for 
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serious attention to racial and ethnic diversity in natural resource 
management and policy. 

 

 A better understanding of traditional natural resource use by diverse cultures is 

important for preserving both cultural identity and biodiversity (MEA 2005; Maffi 2005).  

Quoting the 2005 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment report on the current status and 

trends of ecosystems and human well-being (MEA 2005, 22): 

Both ‘‘traditional’’ and ‘‘formal’’ knowledge systems have considerable 
value for achieving the conservation and sustainable use of ecosystems. 
The loss of traditional knowledge has significantly weakened the linkages 
between ecosystems and cultural diversity and cultural identity. This loss 
has also had a direct negative effect on biodiversity and the degradation of 
ecosystems, for instance by exceeding traditionally established norms for 
resource use. This knowledge is largely oral. As significant is the loss of 
languages, which are the vehicle by which cultures are communicated and 
reproduced. 

 
Policy-makers and forest managers need to improve their understanding of 

different demographic groups’ attitudes and values concerning forests, and 

trends/changes associated with these values over time, to develop more culturally 

inclusive sustainable forest management goals, strategies, and policies, and to more 

closely reflect the diversity of values represented in society (Tarrant and Cordell 2002; 

McAvoy et al. 2000).  Prior to the past decade, the general relationship between racial 

and ethnic groups and natural resource management in the United States has not received 

much attention (Schelhas 2002).  Most of the existing literature on the natural resource 

attitudes of different racial and ethnic groups is focused on recreational use of parks, and 

many of the data were collected from park visitors (Burns, Covelli, and Graefe 2008; 

Byrne and Wolch 2009; Anderson, Blahna, and Chavez 2000).  Byrne and Wolch (2009) 

noted an emerging literature on differential relations of power, influence, and regional 

racial and ethnic makeup but it predominantly addresses park location, facilities, and 

access rather than the specific ways that park users value the forests and trees in the parks.  
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Many of these studies use theories of marginality, ethnicity and perceived discrimination 

to examine leisure activities and the recreation preferences of park users, and are 

predominantly focused on urban park use (Allison 1992; Chavez 1993; Flood and 

McAvoy 2007b; Gobster 2002; Johnson, Bowker, and Green 2007; Koch and Kennedy 

1991; Tierney, Dahl, and Chavez 1998; USDA Forest Service 2004).      

Fewer studies have been conducted on the broader importance of forests to 

people. Most of the published articles on this topic recommend additional research to 

gain deeper understanding of the specific values and attitudes toward forests that are 

expressed by different ethnic and racial groups, to assist managers in developing policies 

and management plans that sustain multiple forest values perceived as important by 

different groups of people.  Future studies linking cultural differences and natural 

resource interests and preferences of underrepresented groups can help managers 

understand potential sources of conflict over resource use, devise policies and 

management plans to reduce this conflict, sustain important cultural uses of forests, and 

foster greater trust between local communities and natural resource managers (Anderson, 

Blahna, and Chavez 2000; IFMAT 1993; IFMAT-III 2013; McAvoy et al. 2000; Oregon 

Board of Forestry 2011; Tarrant and Cordell 2002; Tarrant, Cordell, and Green 2003).   

The increased racial and ethnic diversity in the U.S., documented in the 2000 and 

2010 census reports, is accompanied by an increased collection of nontimber forest 

products on public lands as people carry on family-based cultural traditions (Anderson, 

Blahna, and Chavez 2000), or recognize more uses for the forest.  Increased knowledge 

of the importance that different demographic groups place on a broader suite of 

nontimber forest products and nonconsumptive forest uses and amenities is essential to 

developing management strategies to sustain forest products, uses, and amenities 

important to those groups and the ecosystems that support them (IFMAT-I1993; IFMAT-

III 2013).   
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 Leatherberry (2000) noted that natural resources professionals do not have a good 

understanding of African Americans’ ties to forests or why they tend to visit forests less 

than other demographic groups.  The research on African American natural resource-

related values has primarily been on urban park recreational use preferences and barriers.  

 Very little research has been conducted to understand the natural resource-related 

values of Asian Americans.  Anderson, Blahna, and Chavez (2000) expressed concern 

that little research has focused on Asian American forest users, and the previous literature 

on managing for special forest products is focused on the economic value of commercial 

harvest and subsistence uses.  Very little research has been published on Asian American 

populations’ recreational interests and activities or other noncommercial uses of forests, 

much less on subpopulations of Asian Americans such as Korean, Japanese, and Chinese 

community members.  

 Most of the research on Hispanic and Latino Americans’ attitudes toward forests 

has been limited to park use, park amenities presence and preference, and barriers to park 

access (Perez-Verdin, Lee and Chavez 2004; McAvoy et al. 2000).  Over the past ten 

years, the Hispanic/Latino population has increased by 43% in the U.S. and by 63.5% in 

Oregon, and more understanding of the importance of forests to this complex set of 

ethnic groups is sorely needed in order to sustain culturally important forest values, 

including both consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of forests (U.S. Census Bureau 

2011; McAvoy et al. 2000).   

 There is a minimal but growing body of literature available on American Indian 

cultures and values with regard to forests.  Indians have a very long history of managing 

forestland for a breadth of values, including food, water, shelter, culturally important 

products, fish and wildlife habitat, and spiritual practices. Traditional cultural and 

spiritual practices are intimately tied to local landscapes where their ancestors have lived 

for over ten thousand years (Cressman 1951 and 1956), and access to these ancestral 

lands is critically important for maintaining cultural and spiritual identity for current and 
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future generations (Beckham 1977; Lewis and Sheppard 2005; Morishima 1998; Semken 

2005). Maintaining biodiversity is linked to maintaining cultural diversity (Martinez 

1995).  However, many forest managers lack information (and in some cases, interest) to 

understand how their management activities on public lands affect these traditional 

values and the aspects of forest ecosystems that are necessary to sustain them (Flood and 

McAvoy 2007a; IFMAT 1993, 2003, and 2013; Lewis and Sheppard 2005; Allen et al. 

2009).  Flood and McAvoy’s (2007a) research centered on two tribes in Montana, and 

they were joined by several others in asserting the need for improved understanding of 

local and regional natural-resource related values held by underrepresented groups, in 

order to manage local forests to sustain those values (Anderson, Blahna, and Chavez 

2000; Agrawal 1995; Bengston 2004; Byrne and Wolch 2009; McAvoy et al. 2000; 

Perez-Verdin, Lee, and Chavez 2004; Tarrant and Cordell 2002).   

Three reports commissioned by the Intertribal Timber Council are based on 

congressionally mandated independent assessments (once every ten years) of the 

condition of Indian forests and their management by the federal government, following 

passage of the 1990 National Indian Forest Resources Management Act (NIFRMA) 

(IFMAT-11 2003).  The goal of NIFRMA was to increase tribal involvement in 

managing Indian forest lands, consistent with the objectives of the 1975 Self-

Determination Act (Public Law 93-638) (IFMAT-II 2003).  

 The Bureau of Indian Affairs and Intertribal Timber Council appointed a team of 

six forest scientists and a forest industry representative to conduct the first assessment 

(Motanic 1998). This Indian Forest Management Assessment Team (IFMAT-I) presented 

several key conclusions in their 1993 report: 

 Cultural values have not been adequately integrated into federal and private 

forest management, due to insufficient funding, lack of knowledge or interest on 

the part of forestry staff, and unrealized opportunities. Tribes prioritize managing 
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the forest holistically for multiple forest values, and agency staff tend to prioritize 

managing for economic values from timber harvest. 

 Indian forest management is funded at lower levels than state, private, and federal 

forest management, resulting in inadequate financial, technical, and staff 

resources to meet social and forest health needs. 

 Greater trust and dialogue are needed between forest managers and Indians 

following traditional ways, and Indians should have more involvement in forest 

management decisions. Their traditional knowledge of sustainable forest 

management, combined with western scientific knowledge, may help improve the 

condition of our forests (IFMAT-I 1993). 

 
 The second assessment team issued their report in 2003.  The number of tribes 

working with the federal government to manage their own forests nearly doubled from 64 

to 121 since the 1993 assessment, resulting in better incorporation of tribal values in 

management plans and improved management overall (IFMAT-II 2003). However, 

Indian forest management was still funded at lower levels than state, private, and federal 

forests, and the combination of inadequate financial and technical support, vague federal 

policies, and poor coordination of planning and management activities present a barrier to 

achieving economic, social, and forest health goals (IFMAT-II 2003).   

 The IFMAT-III team issued a third assessment report in 2013, following their 

visit to 20 Indian reservations across the US and conversations with several stakeholder 

groups, including Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and tribal foresters. Twenty years after 

their initial 1993 assessment, funding and staffing levels are at even lower levels. For 

example, tribal forests need $254 million from the federal government for forest and 

wildfire management, but only $154 million is provided (IFMAT-III).  This funding level 

is one third the per-acre funding allocated for federal and private forest management, and 

half as much as other federal forests receive for wildfire prevention.  The findings are 

similar in all three reports: an ongoing combination of lack of federal forest managers’ 
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understanding of traditional cultural values and lack of sufficient and equal funding for 

forest management on tribal lands continues to present challenges for both cultural and 

ecological sustainability of these forests (IFMAT-III 2013). The IFMAT-III report noted 

that agency personnel were beginning to place less emphasis on economic values of 

timber harvest and focusing more on multiple-use forest values but still fail to include a 

broader suite of tribal values in their management plans (IFMAT-III, 9).  However, after 

making this observation, the IFMAT-III report proceeds to make recommendations that 

are predominantly based on economic value. 

 Flood and McAvoy (2007a) asserted that managers at all levels lack adequate 

knowledge and understanding of cultural issues and lack the training to effectively 

communicate with diverse minority groups. Managers are challenged in their efforts to 

fully understand or appreciate American Indian concerns, issues, and the importance of 

specific forest areas or forest values, especially cultural and spiritual values (Lewis and 

Sheppard 2005), and government officials are baffled by the lack of response to their 

requests for input from tribes via mail surveys.  Better understanding of the connection 

between tribal members’ proximity to forests, attachment to place, and importance of 

traditional forest experiences is essential to nurture a dialogue between white culture and 

tribal culture (Flood and McAvoy 2007a; IFMAT-I 1993; IFMAT-II 2003; IFMAT-III 

2013).   

There is strong evidence in the literature that additional research needs to be 

conducted to better understand the links between race and ethnicity and forest values, and 

face-to-face interaction in focus groups may provide an atmosphere more conducive to 

effective communication of these forest values.  In summary:   

 The U.S. population, including the Oregon population, is becoming increasingly 

racially and ethnically diverse, and values and attitudes toward natural resources 

are likely to differ among different age and racial or ethnic groups (IFMAT-I 
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1993; IFMAT-III-2013; McAvoy et al. 2000; Tarrant and Cordell 2002; U.S. 

Census Bureau 2011). 

 Policy-makers and natural resource managers need to improve their understanding 

of various demographic groups’ forest values, and changes in these values over 

time, to better deal with potential use conflicts, develop broad management 

strategies, and establish policies and goals for sustainable forest management 

(Anderson, Blahna, and Chavez 2000; Agrawal 1995; Bengston 2004; Byrne and 

Wolche 2009;  IFMAT-I 1993; IFMAT-II 2003; McAvoy et al. 2000; Oregon 

Board of Forestry 2011; Perez-Verdin, Lee, and Chavez 2004; Schelhas 2002; 

Tarrant and Cordell 2002; Tarrant, Cordell, and Green 2003). 

 Natural resource managers at all levels lack adequate knowledge and 

understanding of cultural issues, and lack the training to effectively communicate 

with diverse demographic groups (Allen et al. 2009; Flood and McAvoy 2007a; 

IFMAT-1 1993; IFMAT-II 2003; IFMAT-III 2013; Leatherberry 2000; Lewis and 

Sheppard 2005; Schelhas 2002). 

 Most of the previous research on natural resource-related values has focused on 

recreational park use or on economic valuation of forest resources (Allison 1992; 

Anderson, Blahna, and Chavez 2000; Burns, Covelli, and Graefe 2008; Byrne and 

Wolch 2009; Chavez 1993; Flood and McAvoy 2007b; Gobster 2002; Johnson, 

Bowker, and Green 2007; Koch and Kennedy 1991; Tierney, Dahl, and Chavez 

1998; USDA Forest Service 2004). 

 Much of the traditional ecological knowledge from racial and ethnic minorities 

has been passed down through generations in oral rather than written form, and is 

therefore harder to access to guide more culturally inclusive natural resource 

management plans and policies (Flood and McAvoy 2007a; Huntington 2000; 

Inglis 1993; Lewis and Sheppard 2005; MEA 2005; Usher 2000). 
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 Several recent studies on the importance of forests to people have recommended 

additional research to gain a more complete understanding of different 

stakeholders’ attitudes toward forests to assist managers in managing forests for 

multiple values held by different groups of people, and to develop forest 

management plans that are supported by the publics they serve (Anderson, 

Blahna, and Chavez 2000; Agrawal 1995; Bengston 2004; Byrne and Wolch 

2009; McAvoy et al. 2000; Oregon Board of Forestry 2011; Perez-Verdin, Lee, 

and Chavez 2004; Tarrant and Cordell 2002; Tarrant, Cordell, and Green 2003).  

 

 More local and regional research is needed to better understand the cultural 

traditions and values of various demographic groups tied to specific forest places and 

resources, in order to develop policies and management practices that will help sustain 

these values over time (Lewis and Sheppard 2005). Use of traditional mail surveys have 

frequently not been an effective method for getting feedback from different ethnic and 

racial groups, particularly Native American, African American and Hispanic groups.  

Several researchers attributed the low response rate to lack of trust and a cultural  

tradition of valuing face-to-face communication methods, and suggest use of focus 

groups, face-to-face interviews, and participant observation as a more effective method 

for understanding local context and cultural diversity of natural resource-related values 

(Bengston 2004; Flood and McAvoy 2007; McAvoy et al. 2000; Stanfield 1994). 

 This gap in the existing body of knowledge justifies the need for additional 

exploratory qualitative research to develop a deeper and more nuanced understanding of 

how forests are important to people from diverse ethnic and racial groups in Oregon, 

regardless of whether they actively or passively use forests.  I combined multiple 

methods of data collection (focus groups, participant observation, past research, and 

document review) to understand values that select individuals from six racial and ethnic 

groups placed on forests.  
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 I hypothesized that some forest values identified as important among different 

racial and ethnic groups are not included in the Oregon Indicators or in the national 

MPCI monitoring and reporting frameworks.  This could be a result of several factors: 

the gap in the existing body of knowledge about culturally important forest values, the 

need to devise new indicators and methods to monitor a broader range of forest values, or 

a lack of demographic diversity among forest policymakers or their advisors. A lack of 

diversity in values among participants in surveys, workshops, and advisory committees 

may result in some important forest values being left out of forest monitoring, reporting, 

and policy frameworks.  

 

Historical background of racial and ethnic groups in the United States 

Each of the six racial and ethnic groups who are represented in my Oregon focus 

group research have distinctly different histories, cultural traditions, and experiences that 

may result in different worldviews and values, which may influence their perception of 

the importance of forests and the ways they use forests (Schelhas 2002).  I offer a brief 

history of each of these racial and ethnic groups in the U.S. with additional details in 

appendix 6. 

 

Oregon Indian tribes 

Oregon Indian tribes have a much longer history of living in this region than other 

racial and ethnic groups in my study, having been here “from time immemorial,” as tribal 

members frequently say to explain their deep connection to this land (Grand Ronde focus 

group participants).  Ever since the first Europeans “discovered” the Americas over 500 

years ago, sovereign governments have claimed title to territory occupied for over 10,000 

years by indigenous peoples (Cressman 1956; Newcomb 1992).   

Before the arrival of European settlers, land tenure was established by occupancy 

rather than by legal title to property (Beckham 1977). The boundaries of homelands of 
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different tribes were often defined by rivers or mountains. Many bands of Indians had 

permanent village locations and used different portions of their ancestral lands at 

different times of the year, following the seasons, the ripening of various native crops, the 

return of fish to the rivers, and the movement of game (Deur and Turner 1999; Lewis and 

Anderson 2002).  They actively managed their environment, using fire as a tool to 

maintain open forests, grasslands and savannas for browse and for hunting, to enhance 

native plant food crops such as camas (Camassia sp.), fireweed (Madia sp.), acorns, and 

berries, and to provide easier travel routes (Boyd 1986; Emmons 1841; Lewis and 

Anderson 2002; Robbins 1997). They harvested a great diversity of plants for dyes, 

basketry, medicines, clothing, firewood, building materials, weapons, and other uses 

(Anderson 1996). Although specific gathering areas for certain plant materials and crops 

were nurtured and used by generations of the same family or band, the notion of land 

tenure was communal and deeply connected to the spirits of their ancestors (Cheatham 

1988; Suttles 1987; Turner 1995). Their sustainable subsistence harvest of fish, wildlife, 

and plants was much less intrusive on the landscape than the European model of land 

management with its focus on commodities and exclusive property ownership (Anderson 

1996; Robbins 1997, 15). When explorers and settlers arrived, the Indian mode of 

occupancy-based land tenure and management was not recognized (Robbins 1997).  

Various federal government actions and laws over the past two centuries have 

worked together or in conflict to affect the sovereignty of tribes in the U.S. (appendix 6). 

Ever-growing numbers of white immigrants came to settle in the Pacific Northwest, 

estimated at 12,000 new immigrants to Central Oregon per year by 1852 (Beckham 1977; 

Oregon Secretary of State 2013). In order to make settlers’ land claims legal and 

minimize conflicts with the tribes, the U.S. government negotiated a series of treaties 

with Oregon tribes that ceded ownership of millions of acres of tribal land to the U.S. 

government, and in turn created bounded reservations for the tribes to live on (Beck 2009; 

Beckham 1977).   
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Disparities in land tenure status and access to forests among Oregon’s tribes today 

have their root in actions taken by the U.S. government following treaty negotiations. 

Tribes whose signed treaties were ratified by Congress are referred to as Treaty Tribes 

(Oregon Secretary of State 2013).  They received some compensation from the federal 

government, including reserved lands and protection of their existing rights to access 

their traditional homelands for fishing and natural resources. Although the treaties 

guaranteed land tenure for the tribes, their reserved lands were much smaller than their 

ancestral homelands. However, signed treaties with 28 tribal groups were never ratified 

by Congress, and these tribes who ceded their lands in good faith never received 

compensation, protected land tenure, or guaranteed access to culturally important forest 

resources and practices (Beck 2009; Beckham 1977). Tribes without ratified treaties were 

forcibly moved to reservations.   

The General Allotment Act of 1887 negated numerous treaties to allow white 

settlers to claim ownership of 90 million acres of tribal lands (Ziegler 1939; Newcomb 

1992). Then, in the 1950s, many tribes were officially “terminated” by the U.S. 

government, who no longer recognized them as a sovereign entity.  Of the 109 tribes and 

bands terminated, 62 of them were in Oregon. Since that time, many tribes have achieved 

“restoration” (regaining official acceptance as a sovereign nation by the US government) 

and other tribes are still working to reestablish their sovereignty (Beck 2009). However, 

restoration of sovereign status and restoration of ancestral lands are two distinctly 

different matters, and this status is still being negotiated today as tribes seek greater 

access to their ancestral lands (Beck 2009).  In Oregon, tribal land ownership has been 

reduced to approximately 1.65 percent of Oregon forestlands compared with their secure 

tenure of 100 percent of these lands just 200 years ago (Sturtevant 1998).  
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African Americans  

While American Indians have lived on this continent for over 10,000 years 

(Cressman 1956), African Americans arrived here as involuntary immigrants from many 

different countries, ethnic backgrounds, and cultural traditions beginning in the early 

1600s (Marger 2012). They were subject to 200 years of slavery by the dominant white 

society, during which time their cultural heritage, including many cultural traditions 

related to forests, was largely destroyed due to their forced dispersal across the landscape, 

and they have endured more severe and persistent levels of prejudice and discrimination 

than any other racial or ethnic group in this country (Marger 2012; Wilson 1973).   

Although some African Americans came here as indentured servants who would 

work off the cost of their ship passage to the colonies and be free after four to seven years 

of serving a master, most southern states passed laws by the 1660s that defined African 

Americans as slaves in order to provide cheap labor to support their agrarian economy 

(Jordan 1969).  Slave laws treated African Americans as property that could be bought 

and sold, had no recognized rights to marriage, and they were prohibited from voting, 

owning property, entering into contracts, or being educated (Wilson 1973).  While they 

were not allowed to own property and had lost the cultural traditions related to forests in 

their homelands, many African Americans used the forest as a place of refuge to escape 

the physical and spiritual ordeals of slavery (Leatherberry 2000). 

African Americans were subject to increasing violence in the southern states by 

vigilante groups like the Ku Klux Klan (KKK), who often held their meetings in forests 

and lynched over 3600 African Americans between 1884 and 1914 (DuBois 1961). This 

very real threat made many African Americans afraid to go into the forest for fear of who 

they may encounter there, and made fear and intimidation a part of daily life for many of 

them (Franklin 1980; Leatherberry 2000).  African Americans who moved to northern 

states to get away from the violence and find jobs found themselves segregated in urban 
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ghettos where access to economic, social, and natural resources remained out of reach for 

many of them (Rudwick 1964; Tuttle 1970).  

Most African Americans who came to Oregon in the mid-1800s were free and 

came seeking relief from racial tensions in the east and greater opportunities for 

advancement, and these exclusion laws were largely ignored (McLagan 1980; Richard 

1983). The KKK organized in Oregon in 1921 and terrorized African Americans 

throughout the state, resulting in many of them moving to California in the 1930s 

(McLagan 1980; Keith 1983). Today African Americans comprise approximately 12.6 

percent of the U.S. population and 1.8 percent of the Oregon population (a 24.3 percent 

increase in Oregon over the previous ten years), and are concentrated in urban areas of 

the state (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). 

 

Asian Americans  

Although U.S. Census Bureau (2011) uses a simplified Asian category, Asian 

Americans have a very culturally and linguistically diverse heritage.  The majority of 

them immigrated here from China and Japan beginning in the mid-1800s, followed by a 

smaller number of immigrants from Korea, the Philippines, and Vietnam (Marger 2012).  

Like African Americans and Latino Americans, many of them were brought here to 

provide cheap labor for agriculture and industry, and others came to escape the political 

instability of their home countries (Dinnerstein and Reimers 1999).  Many  Chinese 

immigrants were drawn here by the discovery of gold in California in the 1840s, and 

many others, predominantly men, came here as laborers in mining, forestry, orchards, and 

on the construction of the transcontinental railroad in the 1860s (Marger 2012; USDA 

Forest Service N.D.). White workers who saw them as a threat to their jobs subjected the 

Chinese immigrants to hostile treatment, and growing anti-Chinese sentiments led to the 

first U.S. anti-immigration law – the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act (Boswell 1986).  Faced 

with extreme discrimination in housing and jobs and violent attacks, many Chinese 
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Americans avoided forests and rural areas as unsafe places and were forced into urban 

ghettos, which became the “Chinatowns” found in many cities today (Dinnerstein and 

Reimers 1999).   

In Oregon, laws were passed that prohibited Chinese Americans from voting, 

owning property, or testifying in court against Euro-Americans, and to discourage them 

from settling here they were heavily taxed if they owned a business (USDA Forest 

Service N.D.). The Chinese American population began to rise following repeal of the 

Chinese Exclusion Act, immigration of Chinese war brides following World War II, and 

revised immigration laws in the 1960s. Today, most of the Chinese American population 

is foreign-born (Marger 2012) and therefore have a relatively short history of interactions 

with Oregon forests compared with American Indians. 

While the Chinese Exclusion Act was in effect, Japanese began immigrating to 

the west coast of the U.S. and were allowed to bring their families with them, until the 

1924 Oriental Exclusion Act barred Japanese entry to the U.S. As a result, most of the 

Japanese American population was born here.  Although the 1923 Alien Exclusion Act 

denied the right to own land to all Asians who were not American citizens, their children 

who were born here could own property (USDA Forest Service N.D.). In a short time 

Japanese Americans in Oregon established orchards and settled in communities near Mt. 

Hood where they used the forests for recreation, family outings, and matsutake 

mushroom picking (USDA Forest Service N.D.). Initially, Japanese Americans were not 

subject to the same level of intense discrimination and violence that Chinese Americans 

experienced (Daniels 1977). However, after the Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor in 1941, 

anti-Japanese sentiment exploded, and President Roosevelt ordered all Japanese 

Americans on the West Coast – over 120,000 of them, most of whom were U.S. citizens 

– relocated to internment camps in other states until near the end of the war three years 

later (Daniels 1977; Marger 2012). Many Japanese Americans lost their orchards, 

businesses, and other property during this three-year period, and this racially motivated 
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discrimination resonates strongly with many Asian Americans today (Marger 2012). It 

reflects the racial discrimination experienced by American Indians and African 

Americans at different times in American history.   

Following the liberalization of immigration in 1965, a new wave of immigrants 

arrived from several Asian countries, notably China, Korea, India, and Vietnam, and the 

Asian American population increased substantially. While most of the Vietnamese 

immigrants were refugees fleeing Vietnam after the war, the majority of Indian 

Americans who immigrated to the U.S. are highly educated workers in the high-tech 

industry or entrepreneurs (Marger 2012).  Today most Asian Americans live in urban 

areas, and according to the U.S. Census Bureau (2012) they comprise 4.8% of the U.S. 

population and 3.7 percent of the Oregon population, where their numbers have increased 

39.4 percent since the 2000 census. 

 

Hispanic/Latino Americans  

Hispanic or Latino are words used interchangeably to describe people from 

Mexico, Central America, South America, and the Caribbean who have a diverse cultural 

heritage but share a common linguistic heritage.  The largest population of Latino 

Americans – 65 percent – is of Mexican heritage, and their ancestors have been in this 

region since Spanish colonial times, much longer than those from other Latin American 

countries (Marger 2012; U.S. Census Bureau 2011). Because of these two factors, I will 

focus on the history of Mexican Americans in the U.S. while acknowledging the unique 

cultural heritage and sense of pride that is associated with Latino Americans who 

immigrated here from other countries.  

In the U.S. there is very little discussion about Mexican American connections to 

their ancestral lands that became U.S. territory in 1848. It is common knowledge that the 

U.S. government dispossessed American Indians of their ancestral lands through a variety 

of means over the course of a century, beginning with U.S. Supreme Court Chief Justice 
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John Marshall’s ruling that “because natives were wanderers over the face of the earth, 

their rights were impaired and subordinate to the ‘discovery rights’ of Europeans 

(Beckham 1971).  However, the fact that Mexican Americans also lost title and access to 

a huge area of their traditional homelands is less frequently discussed.   

Following European explorers’ arrival in Mexico, Mexicans became a racial 

hybrid of predominantly Spanish and Indian heritage (Moore and Pachon 1976). Mexico 

gained its independence from Spain in 1810, and in 1839, Mexico’s northern border 

extended all the way to present-day Oregon’s southern border (Burr 1839; Marger 2012).  

Mexico allowed foreigners to establish residence in the area that later became Texas, but 

the European Americans (“Anglos”) who settled here soon became a majority who 

viewed Mexicans as an inferior race, demanded independence from Mexico, and 

established themselves as the independent Republic of Texas (Marger 2012). The conflict 

led to the  Mexican-American War, which ended with the signing of the Treaty of 

Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, in which Mexico ceded 55 percent of its territory, including 

California, Arizona, New Mexico, and portions of Colorado, Nevada, and Utah (Gray 

N.D.).  Under the terms of the treaty, the U.S. paid $15,000,000 to Mexico and agreed in 

Article X to protect the property rights of Mexican nationals whose property now lay 

within the borders of the U.S.  (Gray N.D.). However, when the U.S. Senate ratified the 

treaty on March 10, 1848, it deleted the protection of property rights and only a small 

number of Mexicans were able to acquire title to their traditional lands (Gray N.D.).   

The outcomes of this territorial conflict between Mexico and the U.S. have been 

felt by many generations of their descendants, and include ongoing conflict between 

Anglos and Latino Americans in some areas; lack of respect for Latino Americans and 

their right to be in this country; and Latino American mistrust of the government and 

resentment about disrespectful treatment (Grebler, Moore, and Guzman 1970). After 

losing the war and their land, Mexican Americans lost not only economic resources but 
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also political power, and many of them became laborers to survive, trapped in a life of 

poverty and unequal treatment (Marger 2012).  

Many Latino Americans share a cultural heritage of living close to the forest in 

their countries of origin, subsisting off of a variety of forest resources (Clay 1988). In 

their home countries, many indigenous and Mestizo groups traditionally depended on the 

forest for their livelihood to maintain their cultural and economic integrity (United 

Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (UN FAO) 2013; 

www.fao.org/docrep/006/u9040e/u9040e13.htm). In Latin America, many forests are 

open access or community-owned, and are used by local people to hunt animals and 

insects, and to gather plants and other forest products (Salick 1989; UN FAO 2013).  

These forest products provided food, medicines, fuelwood, building materials, perfumes, 

dyes, decorative items, ceremonial materials, wildlife habitat and food sources, and 

income (Clay 1988; United Nations FAO 2013). 

 Many Latinos came here in the early 1900s to find jobs as railroads, mining, 

forestry, and agriculture expanded across the country, but the number of Latino 

immigrants has risen substantially since the 1970s (Marger 2012; U.S. Census Bureau 

2011).   Whenever the job market demands cheap labor, more Latino Americans are 

brought here (sometimes as legal immigrants but often as undocumented workers) to 

provide cheap labor; in times of economic decline, many of them face deportation and are 

unfairly accused of taking jobs away from Americans.  They have been subjected to 

much of the same racist ideology as African Americans in the U.S., although to a 

somewhat lesser extent, and due to unequal access to resources and opportunities for 

advancement, they lag far behind the white population in education, income, and political 

power (Moore and Pachon 1976). 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2011), Latino Americans are the fastest 

growing ethnic group in the country; they make up 16.3 percent of the U.S. population 

and 11.7 percent of the Oregon population, but their numbers increased by 63.5 percent 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/006/u9040e/u9040e13.htm
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in Oregon since the 2000 Census.  Like African Americans, many Latino Americans live 

in urban areas in the U.S., predominantly in California, Texas, Florida, and New York, 

where they have been gaining political power at the state and local level over the past 40 

years.  However, over half of Latino Americans now live in the suburbs, and they have 

not been subjected to the same level of housing discrimination as African Americans 

have experienced. In Oregon, they make up a large portion of the agricultural and forestry 

workforce, working at low-paying jobs that limit their opportunities for economic 

advancement or political influence (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).   

 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders 

Native Hawaiians and other Pacific Islanders (NH/PI) are a complex set of 

ethnicities who came to the Pacific Northwest beginning in the late 1800s, but there is 

less recorded information available on their history in the mainland U.S. than what has 

been published about other racial and ethnic groups (Barman and Watson 2006). U.S. 

Census publications did not show any Pacific Islander group separately except for 

Hawaiians until 1980, but the majority of information on socioeconomic status and 

discrimination lumps Asian Americans and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders together 

(U.S. Census Bureau 1980), and it is hard to tease apart the details for individual groups, 

or to understand what level of racial discrimination they may have experienced in the U.S.   

In most of the Pacific Islands, land tenure was communal and based on political 

and social reciprocity, where chiefs controlled allocation of land to families, and families 

shared the resources with each other and the chiefs (Barman and Watson 2006; Kelly 

1956). They relied on the islands’ forests for shelter and subsistence uses, for food and 

building materials, for spiritual and cultural practices, and as a place to create a home and 

raise families (Barman and Watson 2006; Kelly 1956).  In the mid-1800s Europeans 

replaced this communal land tenure system with the western capitalist notion of privately 
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owned property, with devastating effects on Hawaiian cultural traditions, social structures, 

and the environment (Barman and Watson 2006; Kelly 1956).  

Originally many NH/PIs came to Oregon as workers in the fur trade, whaling, as 

seamen, or out of curiosity, and stayed to establish a life here, remaining close to the land 

as they had in their native islands (Barman and Watson 2006).  

Today, although some NH/PIs in Oregon have high levels of income and 

education, many of them have low-wage jobs and struggle with poverty after immigrating 

to the mainland U.S. (Barringer, Gardner, and Levin 1990). Beginning in the 1950s, 

immigrants from American Samoa, Hawaii, and Tonga came to the U.S. mainland in 

larger numbers than from other Pacific Islands, motivated by improved economic and 

college educational opportunities for themselves or their children (Barringer, Gardner, 

and Levin 1990).   Most of these immigrants settled in West Coast states, closer to their 

homelands, and many of those from Tonga and Samoa come as family units (Barringer, 

Gardner, and Levin 1990).  In their homelands, many Pacific Islanders live a subsistence 

lifestyle, and the primary job opportunities are in the fishing and canning industry 

(Barringer, Gardner, and Levin 1990). The majority of the Pacific Islander immigrants 

who arrive here with few skill sets wind up in unskilled jobs with lower pay.  However, 

increasing numbers of football players have come to the U.S. from American Samoa, 

with over 200 of playing for college teams and 28 in the National Football League as of 

2002, and are finding increased economic opportunities through this avenue (www.asian-

nation.org ).  

Like the American Indians, diseases introduced by British explorers wiped out 

over 90 percent of the Native Hawaiian population by 1900 (Barman and Watson 2006; 

www.asian-nation.org).   As an indigenous ethnic group, they too have a special trust 

relationship with the U. S. government that entitles them to special programs and 

resources.  Native Hawaiians make up about 45 percent of NH/PIs (U.S. Census Bureau 

2011).  Overall, according to the 2010 U.S. Census, NH/PIs comprise only 0.2 percent of 

http://www.asian-nation.org/
http://www.asian-nation.org/
http://www.asian-nation.org/
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the U.S. population and 0.3 percent of the Oregon population, but their numbers 

increased by 68.1 percent in Oregon over the previous decade (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).   

 

Results of recent Oregon surveys on forest values 

Oregon Department of Forestry contracted with Responsive Management to 

conduct a literature review, three focus groups, and a random telephone survey of 1003 

Oregonians to assess their attitudes about forests and the management of state forestland 

in Oregon (Responsive Management 2006). They collected demographic data on gender, 

age, educational level, area of birth and residence, and organizational affiliation, but they 

did not collect racial or ethnic information.  Many of the questions they used in the 

telephone survey limited responses to a predetermined set of answers, while focus group 

discussions allowed more free expression of the importance of forests.  By limiting 

response categories or forcing complex concepts into simplistic statements, the results are 

subject to error (Krueger 1998, 36).  In the focus groups, 65 percent of participants 

expressed concern about the environment, 60 percent were concerned about the economy, 

and 57 percent were concerned about forest management. The telephone survey asked 

people to rate the importance of eight specific forest values and to identify their greatest 

concerns about Oregon forests (table 2).   
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Table 2. Results of a 2006 Oregon survey about the importance of forests to a random 
selection of 1003 telephone survey respondents (Responsive Management 2006).  

IMPORTANCE OF FORESTS: Values RESPONDENTS (N=1003) 
Clean water 87% 
Wildlife habitat 82% 
Fish habitat 78% 
Places to hike or view wildlife 71% 
Recreation areas 65% 
Timber 63% 
Campgrounds 62% 
Places for off-highway vehicles 19% 
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Table 2. Results of a 2006 Oregon survey about the importance of forests to a random 
selection of 1003 telephone survey respondents (Responsive Management 2006) 
(Continued)  

IMPORTANCE OF FORESTS: Concerns RESPONDENTS (N=1003) 
Clearcutting 16% 
Cutting old growth forest 8% 
Wildfires 7% 
Degradation or loss of wildlife or fish habitat 6% 
Loss of timber jobs 4% 
Monocultures/lack of tree species diversity 4% 
Water quality problems 3% 
Pollution/litter 3% 
Disease/insect damage 3% 

Lack of recreation 3% 

Damage from recreationists 3% 

Loss of markets for timber 3% 

Climate change/global warming 2% 
Reforestation/plant more trees 2% 

Use of herbicides/pesticides 2% 

Need more logging 2% 

Interference by environmentalists 2% 

Government restrictions/zoning of land 2% 

Too much logging 1% 

Post-fire salvage logging/cleanup 1% 
 

Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall, Inc. (DHM) (2010) conducted a telephone survey 

for the Oregon Department of Forestry as part of their Oregon Forest Values and Beliefs 

Study, in which 1000 Oregonians ages 18 and over (52 percent female, 48 percent male) 

responded to the open-ended question “What do you value most about Oregon’s forests?” 

(table 3).   
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Table 3.  Results of a 2010 telephone survey of 1000 Oregonians who were asked what 
they valued most about Oregon’s forests (Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall 2010) 

RESPONSE RESPONDENTS (N=1000) 
Beauty/scenic 24% 
Accessibility/availability 20% 
Source of income (logging/timber industry/tourism) 15% 
Wildlife habitat 12% 
Trees 12% 
Healthy environment 10% 
Hunting and fishing 8% 
Protected/undeveloped/pristine/untouched 8% 
Camping sites/parks 8% 
Green color 7% 
Recreation (general) 7% 
Natural resource 6% 
Hiking/trails 6% 
Renewable/sustainable resource 6% 
Create jobs 5% 
Cleanliness 5% 
Abundant/density/size 4% 
Solitude/serenity of nature 2% 
Old growth 2% 
All other responses (6% don’t know, 1% nothing, <1%) 8% 

 

 

More recently, DHM conducted three statewide telephone and online surveys in 

April and May 2013 for the Oregon Values and Beliefs Project, with 7794 respondents 

from five geographic regions 

(http://library.state.or.us/repository/2013/201310081326112/). Sponsors of the survey 

include the Oregon Community Foundation, Oregon Health and Science University, 

http://library.state.or.us/repository/2013/201310081326112/
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Oregon State University, and Oregon Public Broadcasting.  Previous versions of this 

survey were conducted in 1992 and 2002. Key findings from 2013 are relevant to the 

management of Oregon forests: 

 Protection of environmental quality ranked third out of twenty public 

policy priorities for which people were willing to pay more taxes.  Seventy 

four percent of people prioritized environmental quality, just behind 

education and public safety. 

 57 percent said environmental protection should be given more priority 

even at the risk of slowing economic growth, compared with 35 percent 

who chose economic growth. 

 “Natural landscapes, clean air and water, green landscape, forests and 

mountains” were among the words people used to describe what they 

valued about Oregon. 

 When asked on what issues they want government to act, fewer than 20 

percent mentioned unemployment or economic growth, and these ranked 

lowest of 20 policy priorities. 

 68 percent support tax breaks for conservation. 

 53 percent support increasing timber harvest to reduce density of overly 

dense federal forestlands, and 69 percent support increased workforce 

training for new types of jobs. 
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 

 

Research setting 

Oregon is made up of eight distinct ecoregions within two major geographic 

subregions –Westside and Eastside – which are divided along the crest of the Cascade 

Mountains.  The Cascades run north and south, dividing the wetter western third of 

Oregon from the drier eastern two thirds of the state (National Research Council 2000, 

22). The Westside has a more moderate climate that is influenced by its proximity to the 

Pacific Ocean along the state’s western shoreline.  The Eastside is a much drier region 

with colder winters and hotter summers.  There are substantial differences between 

Eastside and Westside forest conditions, species composition, and management issues 

(National Research Council 2000).  Westside forests are dominated by Douglas-fir 

(Pseudotsuga menziesii) in the Coast Range, with mixed conifer/hardwood forests at 

lower elevations, and drier Douglas-fir/Oregon White Oak (Quercus garryana) forests 

and woodlands along the fringes of the valley floor. Eastside forests are predominantly 

mixed conifers in the Cascade Mountains, with lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta Dougl.) or 

ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) and white oak (Quercus garryanna)  in the lower 

elevations, transitioning to western juniper (Juniperus occidentalis) adjacent to Eastside 

grasslands and the high desert. On both the Westside and Eastside, the natural fire 

regimes have been disrupted by fire suppression and logging of the natural forest 

combined with monoculture replanting has resulted in overly dense forest conditions that 

are not resilient to disturbance from fire or insects (Johnson and O’Neil 2001). 

Forests cover about half of Oregon, totaling approximately 30 million acres of 

land. The federal government owns 59 percent of the forestland, about 35 percent is 

privately owned (19 percent industrial, 15 percent nonindustrial), the State owns and 

manages 3 percent of Oregon forest land, and 2.5 percent of the forest is on tribal lands 

(Oregon Department of Forestry 2007; OFRI 2012a). In 2011, 12 percent of the timber 
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harvest came from federal forests in Oregon, 68 percent from private industrial forestland, 

7 percent from private nonindustrial forestland, 10 percent from state forestland, and 3 

percent from tribal forestland (OFRI 2012b).   

The forest sector represents 6.8 percent of the state’s economic base and employs 

76,000 people (OFRI 2012a). It provides $5.2 billion in total income, $12.7 billion in 

industrial output, and pays between $250-350 million in state and county taxes (5 percent 

of total annual revenue for the state) (OFRI 2012a). Federal forests contribute about 10 to 

12 percent of annual timber harvest, while private forests contribute 75 to 80 percent of 

annual timber harvest (OFRI 2012a; OFRI 2012b). Eastside harvest rates on federal 

forestland are only 7 percent of annual growth, resulting in overly dense forests that are 

not resilient to fire (OFRI 2012b). 

There are also important demographic differences between Western Oregon and 

Eastern Oregon. The generally more urban and politically progressive or liberal Westside 

has 1/3 the land area but nearly ¾ of the population compared with the predominantly 

rural, sparsely populated, and conservative populist Eastside (Clucas, Henkels, and Steel 

2005, 9).  I use the term progressive to refer to those who advocate for experts to control 

government policies, use of rational problem solving, and adoption of innovative policy 

solutions that help further the common good (Clucas, Henkels, and Steel 2005, 2).  

Conservative populist refers to those people in predominantly rural areas who want to 

reduce taxes and limit the role of government in social and economic matters (Clucas, 

Henkels, and Steel 2005, 3). 

A comparison of the U.S. Census data from 2000 and 2010 reveals that Oregon is 

becoming more racially and ethnically diverse (Figure 7).  Although the population is still 

over 80 percent white, the Latino population has increased by over 63 percent in the past 

decade, and the population of every racial and ethnic minority has increased at twice to 

eight times the increase in the white population (U.S. Census Bureau 2011).   
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Research design 

 This research characterizes the range of values that selected individuals from six 

ethnic/racial groups hold for Oregon’s forests, and may allow us to understand if the 

range of values considered in forest policy is adequate or needs to be expanded to reflect 

forest values of an increasingly diverse Oregon population. To address my research 

objectives, I employed a multiple scale, multiple methods research approach to gather 

data from triangulated sources to enhance the validity and reliability of my results 

(Robson 2002, 174; Yin 2009). I used a flexible, predominantly qualitative case study 

design, combining preliminary background research through participatory observation, 

primary data from purposive focus groups, and secondary data from literature and 

document review.   

In designing this research, I followed four criteria that, according to Yin (2009, 

41), can be used to assess the quality of case study research:  construct validity, internal 

validity, external validity, and reliability.   

I addressed construct validity – measuring what I intended to measure and not 

something else – by operationalizing the term “forest” at the beginning of each focus 

group, using a focus group protocol with the same set of questions to guide each 

discussion, employing multiple methods of data collection, and establishing a verifiable 

chain of evidence as I collected and analyzed data (Robson 2002; Yin 2009).   

Internal validity can be addressed in exploratory and descriptive studies by using 

pattern matching techniques (Yin 2009), which I employed during the focus group and 

document data analysis. Prior to collecting data from focus groups and document review, 

I chose the broad themes of the MPCI and Oregon Indicators as my analytical framework, 

and examined the focus group and document review data sets to see if the emerging 

patterns matched those broad themes (Yin 2009, 137). 

External validity involves defining the extent to which research findings can be 

generalized to an external population or situation (Robson 2002; Yin 2009). To collect 
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focus group data, I used purposive sampling, which cannot be generalized to the broader 

population in the way that random sampling data can be. However, by using an 

embedded multiple case study design, I applied the same data collection and analysis 

methods across multiple cases (with primary data from each ethnic and racial focus 

group), and with multiple data sources (with secondary data from literature and document 

review).  This methodological replication allows the results of this research to be used to 

inform situations external to the study which have similar context or policy applications 

(Robson 2002; Yin 2009).   

Reliability of research results involves demonstrating that the research methods 

can be repeated with similar results by using standardized instruments (Robson 2002, 

176). I developed a detailed case study protocol that can be used by other researchers to 

conduct a similar study, and I included a full database of each step of my case study data 

collection, analysis and results in the appendix of this dissertation.  

I used both passive and participatory observation methods in the initial stages of 

my research to gain direct insight into some of the issues surrounding sustainable forest 

management, outcomes of the international application of a common sustainability 

assessment framework, international forest policy negotiation, and the passionate 

perspectives of indigenous people from many countries as they discussed forests and their 

management. These direct insights helped me develop my research questions and identify 

relevant bodies of literature and theory to explore. 

Purposive sampling is a useful research technique when the objective is to 

improve understanding of shared cultural experiences (Bernard 2006). Purposive focus 

groups chosen based on their demographic category were used to facilitate dialogue 

among a group of people, guided by a set of questions to facilitate a rich and nuanced 

discussion about the research topic of interest (Yin 2003, 2009).  Some commonly used 

parameters for effective focus group design have evolved over time: use demographically 

homogenous participants who may be strangers to the researcher and perhaps to each 
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other; include six to ten participants per group; use a structured process with guiding 

questions and an involved moderator; and conduct three to five focus groups per project 

(Morgan 1997, 34). A general goal is to convene just enough groups to achieve 

theoretical saturation, which is the point at which very few new ideas are emerging, and 

additional data collection no longer generates new understanding (Morgan 1997, 43).  

I am using an embedded case study design in which I examine individual cases, or 

units of analysis, separately, and then synthesize the results of each individual case to 

draw conclusions about my overall phenomenon of interest. In the focus group portion of 

my case study, my units of analysis are each individual racial/ethnic group standing alone.  

The individual words and small language segments used by participants to describe the 

ways that forests are important to them comprise the data.  I analyzed data from each 

ethnic and racial group separately, followed by a comparison of data among groups to 

identify common and unique themes. I compared the results from this cross-group data 

analysis to the forest values I identified in a subsequent review of Oregon forest policy 

documents, previous national and Oregon surveys on forest values, and the MPCI to 

discover if the forest values identified as important by focus group participants were 

included in these documents.   

I use this operational definition of a forest:  a land area, incorporating all living 

and nonliving components, dominated by trees with a potentially mature height 

exceeding 3 meters (or 10 feet) and canopy cover of at least 10 percent (adapted from 

FAO 2008, 2006 and OBF 2011).   

For simplicity, I use the term “forest health” to represent both forest health and 

forest ecosystem health because both terms are used in the policy documents I am 

reviewing as part of this case study. I use a slightly modified version of the Oregon Board 

of Forestry (2003) definition of forest health: a condition of forest ecosystems that 

sustains their complexity of structures, processes, functions, and species; their resiliency 
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within the context of natural disturbances; and their ability to provide people with an 

array of values, uses, and products desired now and in the future. 

I use a conceptual definition of values provided by Rokeach (1973, 5) when I 

refer to individual or cultural values:  

A value is an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state 
of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse 
mode of conduct or end-state of existence. A value system is an enduring 
organization of beliefs concerning desirable modes of conduct or end-
states of existence along a continuum of relative importance. (Rokeach 
1973, 5) 

 
When I refer to “forest values” I am using this operational definition: themes of 

importance that individuals or groups of people assign to the various products, ecosystem 

services, uses, benefits, and other socially desirable amenities associated with forests 

(Tarrant, Cordell, and Green 2003; Allen et al. 2009).   

 

Participant observation 

I began this study with several years of background observation, participating 

actively and as an observer in international, national, state, and county level gatherings of 

forest stakeholders.  I watched as people interacted, listened to the words they spoke, and 

took extensive notes to recall the fine details of each discussion. 

At the international level, I conducted a document review and participated as an 

observer of the 17th Montreal Process Working Group meeting in Sapporo, Japan in July 

2006, as a member of the U.S. State Department delegation. I read and analyzed the six 

national-level forest reports published in English by the ten Montreal Process Working 

Group member countries who released reports by 2006 (Australia, Canada, Japan, New 

Zealand, Russia, and United States) (Morré, Reynolds, and Johnson, unpublished 

manuscript). I attended the 2007 United Nations Forum on Forests in New York as an 

invited representative of forestry students. I also participated as an observer at the 

international Sharing Indigenous Wisdom Conference in Green Bay, Wisconsin in June 
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2007, where indigenous people from around the world gathered to discuss their cultural 

heritage, beliefs, traditions, values, and concerns about forests. These experiences 

provided me with rich insights into international policy negotiation processes; the 

benefits and challenges of using a common framework for reporting forest-related 

economic, environmental, social, and institutional data from diverse countries and at 

multiple scales; and the long-term, deep connections to specific places that elicit 

powerful emotional discussions among people who feel their voices are not heard, their 

heritage not respected, and their forests “raped and plundered” by the white invaders of 

their homelands (testimony of multiple participants at the Sharing Indigenous Wisdom 

Conference 2007).  

At the national level, I actively participated in all five Montreal Process Criteria 

and Indicator Review Workshops sponsored by the USDA Forest Service in 2005, which 

were held in Atlanta, Denver, Portland, Bloomington, and Washington, D.C. From 2005 

through 2010, I participated in the national Roundtable on Sustainable Forests meetings 

around the U.S. and was a member of the Indicator Prioritization and Indicator 44 

research teams to collect data for the 2010 U.S. National Report on Sustainable Forests. I 

conducted a national-level document review for the Roundtable to synthesize all previous 

stakeholder communications during the preparations for the 2010 U.S. National Report. 

These participant observation and data collection activities allowed me to work closely 

with diverse forest stakeholder groups representing federal and state agencies, county 

governments, the timber and paper industry, private forest landowners, conservation 

groups, environmental nonprofit organizations, and university researchers, and gave me a 

broader perspective on forest policy issues and forest management concerns. These 

national-level experiences helped prepare me to conduct local-level research in Oregon to 

develop a deeper understanding of diverse local forest values and examine the forest 

values that are included in Oregon forest policies and monitoring frameworks.  
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At the state and local level, I attended two World Forest Institute (WFI) 

conferences in Portland titled “Who Will Own the Forest?” in 2006 and 2007 to hear the 

perspectives of forestland investors and policy consultants. In 2007 I actively participated 

in the WFI International Educators’ Institute, where teachers from across the U.S. and 

around the world explored sustainable forestry issues. I served on the Benton County 

Environmental Issues Advisory Committee from 2006 to 2010, where I was exposed to a 

range of community members’ opinions on a variety of natural resource issues, including 

the management of local forests. Between 2005 and 2013, I attended several meetings of 

the Oregon Small Woodlands Association, Marys River Watershed Council, Oregon 

chapter of Society of American Foresters, The Wildlife Society, Native Plant Society, 

Audubon Society, and Society for Ecological Restoration. In addition, I attended OSU 

Forestry and Natural Resources Extension Program Forest Stewardship Planning and 

Family Forest Landowner workshops in 2008 and two Traditional Ecological Knowledge 

Conferences at OSU (2011 and 2013).  As an observer at each of these meetings, I 

listened carefully and took extensive notes as people shared their thoughts and concerns 

about the past, present, and future of Oregon’s forests, wildlife, and people.  

These participant observation activities exposed me to a much broader perspective 

on the importance of forests to people from around the world, and here in Oregon.  

Concurrent with my background observational research, I reviewed several bodies 

of literature and theory I anticipated would be relevant to my analysis, based on what I 

learned through my observations (social constructionism, power, and collaborative 

learning). Following the conduct of my focus groups, I returned to the literature to 

investigate additional theoretical propositions as new ideas emerged from the coding and 

analysis of focus group data (specifically, theory pertaining to sense of place and race, 

ethnicity, marginalization, and multiculturalism).  

Throughout this scholarly work, I organized methods, results, discussion, and 

conclusions around four sets of questions and hypotheses. For clarity, I present the results 
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and discussion of each set in three separate chapters, followed by a closing chapter of 

conclusions and recommendations. 

 
Oregon forest values 

Forest values focus group data collection 

After submitting my research proposal and receiving approval from the OSU 

Institutional Review Board (appendix 1), I conducted a total of 14 purposive focus groups 

between 2008 and 2013.  Each of the groups was drawn from a single racial or ethnic 

minority in Oregon, based upon the top six demographic categories from the 2010 U.S. 

Census (figure 7).  I used key informants, more appropriately termed cultural guides, who 

are known to me or recommended to me to identify participants from each of these 

demographic categories:  

 Black/African Americans 

 Asian Americans 

 Hispanic/Latino Americans 

 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders  

 Native American Indians from three different Oregon tribal confederations 

(Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs (Warm Springs, Wasco and Paiute), 

Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde (Umpqua, Molalla, Rogue River, Kalapuya, 

Chasta) and Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians).  

 

I also conducted three focus groups with White Oregonians and compared their 

stated forest values with those identified by racial and ethnic minorities, using the same 

data collection technique.  

I coordinated with my cultural guides to assemble balanced focus groups with 

respect to gender, educational level, age, occupation, and area of residency, in order to 

collect data from a broad cross-section of Oregonians, recognizing that differences in 



55 
 

 
 

these characteristics may influence their attitudes toward forests.  A balanced 

representation of gender is particularly important when conducting research on forest 

values because in many cultures the traditions, roles, and uses of forests are divided by 

gender. Despite our efforts, some invited participants were unable to attend, resulting in 

five groups that did not include at least two males and two females.  In those cases, I held 

a second focus group with representatives of the same racial or ethnic group to help 

capture any gender-influenced forest values that may be associated with different cultural 

traditions.  For that reason, I conducted two focus groups with the African American, 

Latino, Coos/Lower Umpqua/Siuslaw, Grand Ronde, and white college student 

representatives, for a total of 14 focus groups. My committee member Badege Bishaw 

facilitated 11 groups with me and I conducted the other three groups alone.  

I conducted the first round of five focus groups in 2008, as part of a six-university 

project funded by the Forest Service to help develop metrics and data to report on the 

new MPCI Indicator 44 – The Importance of Forests to People – for the 2010 National 

Report on Sustainable Forests (USDA Forest Service 2011). These 2008 Oregon groups 

included the Asian American, Warm Springs, and white high school and college student 

focus groups. I conducted the other nine focus groups between May 2012 and February 

2013.  

The meetings were held in seven Oregon counties and four ecoregions in order to 

include a diversity of attitudes that may be influenced by the biogeography and politics of 

place (figure 8). I used a set of questions to guide the group discussion to discover the 

ways that forests are important to them, their families, and their communities and to 

contribute to an improved understanding of the cultural basis that influences ways in 

which forests are important to people (figures 9 and 10).   



56 
 

 
 

 
Figure 8. Locations of Importance of Forests focus groups, overlaid on base map drawn 

by John Bauer (Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 2010). 

 

I conducted the focus group meetings at a time and location that was convenient 

for the participants. At the beginning of each focus group, I provided a consent form to 

each participant, describing the intent and process of the focus group, and went over it 

with the group to answer any questions they had (appendix 1). With written permission 

from all participants, I used a digital audio recorder to accurately capture the 

conversations in the focus groups.  I also took extensive handwritten notes to have a 

secondary data source in case there was any malfunction in the recording equipment or 

any inaudible portion of the recording.  All participants granted permission to be recorded.  

A second researcher assisted me in the conduct of the focus groups to act as facilitator 

while I played the role of recorder.  I used a set of qualitative questions to guide the 

conversation (figures 9 and 10) and asked all participants to complete a demographic 
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form (figure 11).  The format of these demographic questions was determined by general 

consensus of researchers from six universities who were involved in collecting data to 

report on Indicator 44 for the 2010 US National Report on Sustainable Forests (USDA 

Forest Service 2011), which included data from the five focus groups I conducted in 2008. 

In order to protect the confidentiality of participants, no names are included on the audio 

recordings or in my handwritten notes or transcripts.  The focus groups ranged in length 

from 18 to 95 minutes. Upon returning to my office, I organized the materials from each 

focus group and stored them in a locked cabinet, and stored the audio recordings on my 

password-protected office computer and my private home computer to provide secondary 

data backup.  I transcribed each recorded focus group conversation and used my written 

notes to clarify any portions of the recording that were hard to hear, creating a printed 

Word document transcript of each focus group conversation. In each transcript I started a 

new paragraph each time a different participant spoke. I assigned line numbers to the 

transcript to assist in the data analysis phase.  
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Importance of Forests to People 

Focus Group Questions 
 
We want to ask you about the importance of forests to you and to your communities.   
For the purpose of our discussion, we will use this definition of forest: all living and nonliving parts of 
place dominated by trees that may grow to be over 10 feet tall with branches that cover of at least 10 
percent of the area. 
 
1a. In what ways are forests important to you personally? 
1b. Are there any particular trees that are important to you personally?  If yes, in what ways are they 
important to you? 
 
Now we want you to think about forests and trees in your community, thinking about your community as 
the people you interact with. 
 
2a. In what ways are forests important to your community? 
2b. Are there any particular trees that are important to your community?  If yes, what are they and in 
what ways are they important?  
 
You have listed a number of ways that forests and trees are important to you personally and to your 
community. 
3.  Of all those mentioned, which do you think are the most important? Why? 
  
We also would like to hear how you personally interact with, experience, or use forests and trees. 
 
4a.  How do you personally interact with, experience, or use forests?  (Are there particular forests you 
use?  How far do you live from a forest?  How do you interact with other people in the forest?) 
4b. How do you personally interact with, experience, or use trees?  (Are there particular trees that you 
interact with or use?) 
4c. How have previous generations of your family traditionally used the forest?   
4d. Have your interactions with forests and trees changed over your lifetime? (Are there any regulations, 
limitations, or public attitudes that restrict your ability to use the forest in these traditional ways?)  If yes, 
please describe them. 
 
5. What concerns and issues do you have about forests and trees?  
 
6. Do you have any negative feelings about forests or trees? If yes, please tell us about them. 
 

Figure 9. Set of questions used to guide 14 focus group discussions in Oregon in 2008 
and 2012. 
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Importance of Forests to People 

Focus Group Questions 
 

Optional discussion:  What do you think about these two different models of sustainability?  
 
“Three-legged stool” with equally important interchangeable legs:           

 
  
 
 
A healthy environment is the foundation of social and economic sustainability; they are not substitutable 
aspects of sustainability. 

 
 

Figure 10.  Optional question used at the end of 14 focus group discussions in Oregon in 
2008 and 2012.  

Economy

EnvironmentSociety

Environment

Society

Economy
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Figure 11.  Focus group demographic questions.   
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Forest values focus group data analysis 

I used qualitative research methods described by Creswell (2007) and Yin (2003, 

2009) to display, analyze, and synthesize the data from each of the six embedded cases 

(the six racial and ethnic groups).  I employed a cross-case synthesis technique (Yin 2009, 

156-60):  I analyzed individual cases first and then aggregated my findings across cases, 

using pattern matching (Yin 2009, 136) to discover common forest values and unique 

forest values expressed in each group.   

Initially I read and then re-read each focus group transcript, noting actual 

language used by participants to describe forest values (products, services, benefits, and 

amenities) that they perceived to be important. I made notes in the transcript margins to 

identify meaningful segments of language that describe emergent forest values, and to 

assign names to these initial codes.   

Because the results of my 2008 focus groups were combined with results from six 

other universities across the U.S. to report on Indicator 44 in the 2010 National Report on 

Sustainable Forests, I participated in an initial data analysis exercise with other university 

researchers to improve inter-rater reliability.  Researchers at each university shared 

transcripts from one of their focus groups with everyone else, and we all coded each 

transcript and then compared the results. Although none of these other data sets were part 

of my dissertation research, this joint coding exercise served as a pilot data analysis 

opportunity to help me code all of my transcripts in a consistent fashion.  After coding all 

of my 14 focus group transcripts, I went back through each of them a second time to 

ensure consistency in my coding methods. 

Next I classified these data by looking for patterns and aggregating similar codes 

into broad themes that match the seven Goals of the Forestry Program for Oregon (FPO): 

Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework, Social and Economic Benefits, Productive 

Capacity, Soil and Water, Diverse Plant and Animal Populations and Habitats, Ecosystem 

Health, and Carbon Storage (Oregon Board of Forestry 2003 and 2011). For emergent 
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codes that did not fit under any of these broad themes, I created a new classification for 

them based on their content.  I created six word tables of forest values codes to display 

the data for each racial and ethnic group on its own, organized by these seven themes. 

Following this initial analysis of individual focus group data sets, I conducted a 

cross-group comparison of the data from each focus group to identify common and 

unique themes (Yin 2009).  I supplemented this qualitative analysis with quantitative 

methods of focus group data analysis described by Miles and Huberman (1994) and 

Krueger (1998).   

Frequency, extensiveness, and intensity are three measures of importance that can 

be used to analyze qualitative data from focus groups (Huberman and Miles 1994; 

Krueger 1998). I used quantitative methods to analyze frequency within groups and 

extensiveness across groups. To analyze frequency, I counted the number of times each 

forest value was mentioned in each group to discover if some values are mentioned more 

often than others within individual groups and in the focus group combined data set.  To 

account for differences in speaking styles among focus group participants, I only counted 

each individual forest value once per paragraph because some people added emphasis by 

repeating the same concept multiple times. To analyze extensiveness, I counted the 

number of groups within which each value was mentioned. Finally, I combined data from 

all focus groups into summary tables, including both frequency and extensiveness, for use 

in the next step of my research (appendix 5).   

There is some disagreement about whether counting frequencies is a meaningful 

technique in analysis of focus group data, but as Fern (2001, 93) asserts, “It is time to 

challenge the conventional wisdom regarding quantification of focus group findings.”  

Several authorities in the field of case study research recommend counting frequencies as 

one content analysis tactic for drawing initial conclusions, especially when combined 

with noting patterns and themes, comparing and contrasting data among multiple cases, 

and as a complement to qualitative analysis (Bernard 2006 and 2011; Fern 2001; Krueger 
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1998; Miles and Huberman 1984; Morgan 1998; Stewart and Shamdasani 1990; Vicsek 

2010). Tabulating the frequency of beliefs, feelings, and behaviors may be informative 

for verifying a hypothesis and for protecting against bias in the narrative interpretation of 

focus group data (Fern 2001). As Morgan noted, counting frequencies of words and 

phrases in focus group transcripts is useful “as the starting point for a more reflective 

interpretation of why these patterns occur” (1998, 93). When conducting a cross-case 

analysis, frequencies of words or phrases found in one focus group transcript can be 

compared with the frequencies of these words or phrases in transcripts from other focus 

groups to identify the extensiveness of particular themes across cases (Krueger 1998) and 

to recognize patterns in the data, thereby increasing the robustness of the findings (Yin 

2009).    

The quantitative analysis of focus group data does not imply any generalizability 

of findings to the larger population because focus group participants are a purposive 

sample of the population, not a random sample, and therefore cannot be said to be 

representative of the larger population. However, the insights gained through both 

quantitative and qualitative analysis of focus group data may be transferred to other 

situations if deemed relevant by the reader. 

I included a frequency column to display the total number of times each forest 

value was mentioned in each focus group (appendix 5).  Referring to these frequency data, 

I summarized the top 20 forest values – those which were mentioned most frequently by 

each racial and ethnic group – and displayed them in code word tables (tables 6 through 

11) in order to analyze the results from each individual case.  

Employing common embedded-case analysis methods, I combined the individual 

group data into a single aggregated set for analyzing data to address my research 

questions.  To do so, I aggregated these individual data sets of top 20 values into a single 

summary word table of all values from the top 20 tables, for a total of 32 values (table 

12).  I assessed both frequency and extensiveness to identify the number of times each 



64 
 

 
 

value was expressed in the aggregated data set and the number of racial/ethnic groups in 

which it was expressed (table 12).  The total number of participants from each racial and 

ethnic group ranged from five to nineteen individuals, so in order to correct for this 

difference in group size, I compared the ranking of these top forest values within each 

group (table 13).  I also examined the word tables in appendix 5 to identify unique values 

(those which were mentioned in one racial or ethnic group but not others) and created a 

table of these unique values among different tribes (table 14) and among all racial/ethnic 

groups (table 15). I provide these quantitative data as one way of analyzing the relative 

importance of diverse forest values within and among groups.  

 

Oregon forest policies and regulations 

The seven-member Oregon Board of Forestry is a group of citizens appointed by 

the Governor and empowered by the Oregon Legislature to oversee forest policy on all 

non-federal forest land in Oregon (figure 12).   Their stated mission is “Leading Oregon 

in implementing policies and programs that promote sustainable management of 

Oregon’s public and private forests” (Oregon Board of Forestry 2003 and 2011). 

The Board is responsible for adopting and revising forest rules and regulations, 

and the Oregon Department of Forestry is in charge of enforcing forest regulations 

(Oregon Board of Forestry 2011).   The Board’s self-defined mission is “leading Oregon 

in implementing policies and programs that promote sustainable management of 

Oregon’s public and private forests.”  They base their definition of sustainable forest 

management on Oregon Revised Statute 184.421:  

Forest resources across the landscape are used, developed, and protected at a rate 
and in a manner that enables people to meet their current environmental, 
economic, and social needs, and also provides that future generations can meet 
their own needs. 
 
The language of the statute draws upon the previously cited and often quoted 

definition of sustainable development from “Our Common Future” (Brundtland 1987).  
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The Board is served by several advisory groups whose input influences Oregon forest 

policy. 

 

 
Figure 12. Oregon forest land ownership (ODF 2010). 

 

Forestry Program for Oregon 

The Oregon Board of Forestry developed the Forestry Program for Oregon 

(“Forestry Program”) to provide a framework for discussing and assessing the 

sustainability of Oregon's forests.  The Forestry Program’s framework can be used to 

focus discussions among all stakeholders who care about the future of Oregon’s forests.   

It can help government agencies and forest ownerships work together to improve the 
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condition and management of Oregon forests, and to protect the forest values that are 

important to Oregonians (Oregon Board of Forestry 2011).   

The Forestry Program includes a set of seven Goals of Sustainable Forest 

Management, based on the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators framework 

(appendix 7). Each of the seven Goals is accompanied by a set of short-term Objectives 

with specific action items.  The Board intends to review the Program every eight years 

and the Objectives every two years to make revisions to improve their ability to report on 

the sustainability of Oregon’s forests and the forest values that are important to 

Oregonians (Oregon Board of Forestry 2011).  

 

Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management 

In order to measure progress toward or away from desired conditions for the 

Forestry Program’s Goals and Objectives, the Board adopted a set of 19 Oregon 

Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management (“Indicators”), organized under each 

Program Goal (appendix 8).  The Indicators provide a cost-effective tool to describe 

social, economic, and environmental conditions of Oregon's forests.  The Indicators are 

measurable parameters with a set of specific metrics to collect data and monitor changes 

in forest conditions over time.  All of the Indicators include a desired trend, but the only 

target conditions identified are related to area of forestland and timber harvest levels.  

The Indicators may be revised periodically to improve their ability to report on 

forest conditions, and to better capture forest values identified by Oregonians as 

important.   

 

Oregon Forest Protection Laws 

The Oregon Forest Resources Institute published “Oregon’s Forest Protection 

Laws” (“Laws”) in 2002, updated in 2011, as an illustrated guide to help owners of 

private forestland in Oregon (figure 13) understand the Forest Practices Act, best 
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management practices, and laws and regulations that apply to their forest management 

activities (OFRI 2011).  

The Oregon Forest Practices Act was passed by the State Legislature in 1971, and 

was the first such act in the U.S.  It applies to all non-federal forestland in Oregon, 

whether privately or publicly owned.  In addition, the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of 

Land Management have both agreed to meet or exceed the Act’s requirements on federal 

lands in Oregon.  

 

Figure 13. Private forestland managed under the Oregon Forest Practices Act (ODF 
2010). 
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All forestland in Oregon is also subject to the provisions of several federal 

environmental policy laws (table 4), including the Clean Air Act of 1970, Clean Water 

Act of 1972, and Endangered Species Act of 1973.  The National Environmental Policy 

Act of 1970 applies to all federal agency actions, and to private lands receiving federal 

funds. Federal forestlands are also required to comply with standards of the National 

Forest Management Act of 1976, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and the 

Northwest Forest Plan (Oregon Forest Resources Institute 2011).   

Provisions of Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines also apply to 

forestland in the state (Oregon Board of Forestry 2003):  

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect 
the state's forest economy by making possible economically efficient 
forest practices that assure the continuous growing and harvesting of forest 
tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with sound 
management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to 
provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture. (OAR 660-015-
0000(4)). 

 
 Additional state and federal regulations apply to the protection of cultural 

resources and archaeological sites on Oregon forestland, including the National Historic 

Preservation Act and the National Indian Forest Resources Management Act (NIFRMA). 
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Table 4. Federal environmental policies that apply to Oregon forestland management 
(Environmental Protection Agency 2013; OFRI 2011; Thomas et al. 2006)   

Federal environmental policies  Summary of provisions 

The Organic Act of 1897 
Protect national forests; manage for protection of 
forests and water, and production of timber; did not 
allow clearcutting. 

Oregon and California Railroad 
Act of  1937 

BLM lands managed for timber supply, watersheds, 
streamflow, recreation, economic benefits to local 
communities and industries. 

Multiple Use-Sustained Yield 
Act of 1960 

Response to overemphasis on clearcutting; national 
forests managed for sustainable production of 
multiple products and services, including 
watersheds, timber, recreation, wildlife, fish, and 
range forage, to meet human needs. 

Wilderness Act of 1964 
Established national wilderness preservation system, 
mainly on federal forestlands; evaluated pristine and 
roadless areas for possible inclusion. 

National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 

Preservation of cultural and historic resources, 
including tribal resources 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968 

Established national wilderness preservation system, 
mainly on federal forestlands; evaluated roadless 
areas for possible inclusion. 

National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 

Balance social/environmental/economic impacts of 
federal agency actions on public lands and federally 
permitted or funded agency actions on private lands. 

Clean Air Act of 1970 
Regulates hazardous air emissions from 
stationary/mobile sources to protect human health/ 
public welfare; public/private lands. 

Clean Water Act of 1972 

Restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the nation's waters by 
preventing point and nonpoint pollution sources; 
applies public and private lands. 

Endangered Species Act of 
1973 

Conservation of ecosystems upon which 
threatened/endangered species of fish, wildlife, and 
plants depend; public and private land. 

Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning 
Act of 1974 (RPA) 

Implemented 5-year assessments, programs, and 
national reports on forest and rangeland resources. 
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Table 4. Federal environmental policies that apply to Oregon forestland management 
(Continued) (Environmental Protection Agency 2013; OFRI 2011; Thomas et al. 2006)   

Federal environmental policies  Summary of provisions 

National Forest Management 
Act of 1976  

Long-range plan for each national forest, science-
based management; protect biodiversity in national 
forests, including diverse tree species, equal to 
natural forest; ensure public voice in planning and 
management, allow logging in a way that protects 
soil, air, and water resources; 1981 Church 
Guidelines (never enacted) recommended limiting 
clearcuts to 40 acres; Forest Service agreed to abide 
by Church Guidelines. 

Federal Lands Policy & 
Management Act of 1976 Governs BLM land management for multiple uses. 

Northwest Forest Plan 1994 

Integrative conservation strategy for federal 
forestland in Pacific Northwest to conserve old-
growth forests and biological diversity, focusing on 
endangered species; identifies late-successional and 
riparian reserves, with timber harvest allowed in the 
matrix land. 

National Indian Forest 
Resources Management Act 
(NIFRMA) of 1990 

Timber harvest not exceeding sustained yield, 
allows retention of natural forest if tribe determines 
that is highest/best use; requires completion and 
approval of management plan. 

Healthy Forests Restoration Act 
of 2003 

Expedites hazardous fuels treatment on federal 
lands. 

2012 National Forest System 
Land Management Planning 
Rule 

Guides national forest management planning to 
restore/conserve ecosystem health, diverse 
plant/animal communities, productivity (products, 
jobs, benefits, services); adaptive integrated 
management based on science/public values. 

 
 

Oregon forest policy document analysis 

 I analyzed the Forestry Program for Oregon (Oregon Board of Forestry 2003 and 

2011), the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management (Oregon Department of 
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Forestry 2007 and 2011), and Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws (Oregon Forest Resources 

Institute 2002 and 2011) to assess whether forest values identified as important in the 

Forestry Program for Oregon:  

 are being monitored over time by the Oregon Indicators and their 

associated metrics  

 are protected by forestry laws that apply to Oregon forest land, and  

 include forest values identified as important by focus group participants. 

 

Using the methods described in the forest values focus group analysis section, I 

extracted specific words and language segments from each document that identify the 

forest values that are included under the seven different strategies (themes) in the 

Forestry Program for Oregon, the values that are being monitored by the 19 Oregon 

Indicators and their associated metrics, and the values protected by Oregon forest 

protection laws. I assigned forest values codes to these language segments, aggregated 

them into broad themes, and used them as my policy document data set for analysis.    

The Forestry Program for Oregon (FPO) has already been classified into seven 

broad themes (called “Strategies” in the 2003 FPO and called “Goals” in the 2011 FPO) 

that correlate with the MPCI themes (“Criteria”).  I used these themes as the framework 

to organize specific forest value codes that emerged from my review of the FPO 

document.  For the other two documents, I classified the data by looking for patterns in 

the codes, combining similar codes and organizing them under the same broad themes.   

I displayed these data in three forest values code word tables (one for each 

document) organized by FPO themes (appendix 7, 8, and 9). Next I combined the forest 

values codes into a single Oregon forest policy document summary table with one 

column for each document (appendix 10). I used pattern matching (Yin 2003) to identify 

the FPO values that are included in the Oregon Indicators, being measured by the 
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Indicator metrics, or protected by Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws, and I used bold font 

to identify these common values.  

Next I compared the highlighted policy document data set (appendix 10) with the 

combined focus group data set (tables 12 and 13) to discover differences between the 

specific themes and forest values identified as important in my focus groups and those 

mentioned in the FPO, included in the Indicators, measured by the Indicator metrics, or 

protected by Oregon forest policies (table 16). First I examined the column of data from 

the Oregon Indicators metrics to identify values that were found in common with my 

focus group data, and to identify focus group data that were missing and therefore not 

being measured as a component of Oregon forest sustainability.   I used bold red font on 

my detailed focus group tables to highlight the values that are missing from the Indicator 

metrics (appendix 5).  Next, I examined the column of data from Oregon’s Forest 

Protection Laws to discover if the focus group values missing from the Indicator metrics 

are included in the laws, and if not, I highlighted them in the focus group tables 

(appendix 5) using bold red font to indicate they are not included in Oregon forest policy.  

Finally, I examined the two columns of actual Oregon Indicator language and Forestry 

Program values to discover which focus group values are included in the Forestry 

Program but missing from the Indicators and metrics, and displayed the results in a table 

(table 17).  Based on my findings, I propose new Indicators, metrics, and forest policies 

to measure, monitor, and protect these important forest values over time (table 20).  I will 

share my results with the Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests and make 

recommendations to the Oregon Department of Forestry to help sustain these diverse 

forest values in Oregon.   

 

Recent forest values research  

In January 2007, members of the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests invited 1900 

U.S. forest stakeholders to participate in an online consultation to assess their familiarity 
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with the MPCI framework and its usefulness to them in their forest management 

decisions.  Results of this online consultation were used to inform the 2010 US National 

Report on Sustainable Forests.  As part of the Roundtable research team, I included an 

open-ended, qualitative question in the online survey which asked “What is the 

importance of forests to people?” to which 241 participants responded (Grossman et al. 

2007).   

In order to compare the forest values identified by focus group participants with 

the values identified in this national forest values survey question, I created a single 

transcript of all responses, separating each individual’s responses into separate 

paragraphs. I extracted words and language segments expressed by respondents to 

describe the ways that forests are important to them, assigned forest values codes to them, 

and used these codes as my national-level forest values data set. I displayed the data in a 

word table, organizing these forest values codes under the seven broad themes of the 

Forestry Program for Oregon (appendix 11 and 12).  Unlike focus groups, survey 

methodology allows individual responses to be analyzed separately, making it possible to 

include both frequency of mention for each forest value and percentage of respondents 

who mentioned it as part of the summary report to the Roundtable (appendix 13).   

In order to compare the forest values identified by focus groups participants with 

the values identified in two recent Oregon forest values surveys, I used the same methods 

described above.  I reviewed reports from two recent Oregon research projects conducted 

on behalf of the Oregon Department of Forestry and Oregon Forest Resources Institute in 

order to determine what information is being used to inform the Oregon indicators and 

future revisions of the Forestry Program: 

 Responsive Management (2006) review of previous Oregon forest values surveys.  

 Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall (2010) 
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I examined the language used in each document to identify and assign codes to 

forest values described in each report, and combined them into a single Oregon survey 

data set. I categorized and displayed the previous Oregon survey data in a single table 

organized by the same seven Forestry Program broad themes. I also examined data 

presented by Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall as part of the 2013 Oregon Values and Beliefs 

Project to identify forest values expressed by 7794 respondents (DHM 2013). This study 

was sponsored by the Oregon Community Foundation, Oregon Health and Science 

University, Oregon State University, and Oregon Public Broadcasting, but the results 

were also provided to the Oregon Department of Forestry (DHM 2013).  

I compared these previous national and Oregon survey data sets with my 

combined Oregon focus group data set to discover similarities and differences in forest 

values identified in them.  I analyzed the available demographic data from each survey to 

determine which racial and ethnic groups participated in the surveys but discovered that 

racial and ethnic information was not collected (Responsive Management 2006; David 

Morman email to the author February 25, 2013).   

 

Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators 

 The MPCI framework is already organized by broad themes – the seven criteria of 

sustainable forest management – which include a set of 64 indicators of various forest 

values already sorted by these broad themes. These themes were used in the development 

of the FPO and Oregon Indicators. I reviewed the 2010 MPCI framework and noted 

language segments from each of the 64 indicators that express specific forest values.  I 

coded the values expressed in each indicator language segment and organized the codes 

under each existing theme.    

I categorized and displayed the MPCI forest values in a table organized by themes 

(criteria) and compared these data with my Oregon data and national data to discover if 
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the MPCI does or does not include relevant indicators to monitor the forest values that 

people identify as important to sustain over time.    
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF FOCUS GROUP RESEARCH  

 

Focus groups  

Summary demographic data are presented in table 5, and complete demographic 

data may be found in appendix 4. 

A total of 87 people participated in the focus groups, including 42 males and 45 

females (48.3 percent male and 51.7 percent female). This gender balance is comparable 

to 2010 U.S. census data that shows Oregon’s gender balance as 49.5 percent male and 

50.5 percent female (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). Participants ranged in age from 14 to 

over 80 years old, with a fairly balanced representation of different educational levels, 

and from 38 different occupations.  Nearly one quarter of them were white students.  The 

other 67 participants included a low of 5 Asian Americans and a high of 13 Latinos, with 

12 representatives from each of three different tribal confederations.  There were at least 

20 urban, suburban, and rural residents, and 35 of the participants own forest land, mostly 

less than one acre (table 5).  

The college student focus groups included a “Westside” group and an “Eastside” 

group, based on their location on either side of the Cascade Mountains. I included white 

students from both western and eastern Oregon to try to capture any additional forest 

values that may stem from the distinctly different political geography and forest types 

that exist in each subregion.    

I also chose to work with tribal confederations from three biogeographical and 

political regions of Oregon, who also have very distinct land tenure situations and 

histories which may influence their forest values and attitudes. The Grand Ronde tribes 

are from the north-central Coast Range and Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians 

are from the south-central Oregon Coast, so they are both “Westside” groups.  The Warm 

Springs tribes are in north-central Oregon on the eastern side of the Cascades. 
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
 

  

FOCUS GROUP CATEGORY
# 
PEOPLE

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP TOTALS To
ta

l #
  

in
di

vi
du

al
s

14
-1

9

20
 - 

29

30
 - 

39

40
 - 

49

50
 - 

59

60
 - 

69

70
 - 

79

80
 +

M
al

e

Fe
m

al
e

AFRICAN AMERICAN 1 & 2 6 3 2 1 3 3

ASIAN AMERICAN 5 2 3 2 3

LATINO 1 & 2 13 2 3 7 1 5 8

NATIVE AMERICAN INDIAN 
Coos/Lower Umpqua/Siuslaw 12 1 1 1 3 5 1 6 6
Grand Ronde 1 & 2 12 1 3 1 2 3 2 9 3
Warm Springs 12 1 4 4 2 6 6

NATIVE HAWIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDS 8 1 2 1 1 3 2 6

WESTSIDE HS STUDENT 9 9 7 2

WESTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT 7 3 4 2 5

EASTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT 3 2 1 3

GRAND TOTALS 87 10 10 23 19 7 11 3 3 42 45

FOCUS GROUPS 2008 and 2012       Importance of Forests to People
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION       -       SUMMARY
Note: Some participants did not answer every question. 

1. AGE GROUP 2. GENDER
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
(Continued) 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FOCUS GROUP CATEGORY

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP TOTALS

AFRICAN AMERICAN 1 & 2

ASIAN AMERICAN 

LATINO 1 & 2

NATIVE AMERICAN INDIAN 
Coos/Lower Umpqua/Siuslaw 
Grand Ronde 1 & 2
Warm Springs 

NATIVE HAWIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDS 

WESTSIDE HS STUDENT

WESTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT

EASTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT

GRAND TOTALS

So
m

e 
HS

HS
 g

ra
d

So
m

e 
co

lle
ge

2Y
R 

As
so

c.
 

de
gr

ee

BA
/B

S 
de

gr
ee

So
m

e 
gr

ad
ua

te
 

w
or

k

M
as

te
r d

eg
re

e

Ph
D 

de
gr

ee

Pr
of

. d
eg

re
e

Ce
rt

. t
ra

de

2 1 2 1

1 1 2

1 1 5 5 2

4 4 2 1 1 2
2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1

2 4 2 2 1

2 2 2 1 1 1

9

6 1

1 1 1

11 4 12 13 15 10 11 5 4 4

3. EDUCATION
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
(Continued) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

FOCUS GROUP CATEGORY

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP TOTALS

AFRICAN AMERICAN 1 & 2

ASIAN AMERICAN 

LATINO 1 & 2

NATIVE AMERICAN INDIAN 
Coos/Lower Umpqua/Siuslaw 
Grand Ronde 1 & 2
Warm Springs 

NATIVE HAWIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDS 

WESTSIDE HS STUDENT

WESTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT

EASTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT

GRAND TOTALS

W
hi

te
/E

ur
Am

Bl
ac

k 
/ A

fr
ic

an
 

Am
er

ic
an

  

As
ia

n 
Am

er
ic

an

 A
m

er
ic

an
 

In
di

an
 tr

ib
e

Na
t H

aw
ai

ia
n 

Pa
ci

fic
 Is

la
nd

s

Hi
sp

an
ic

/ 
La

tin
o

M
ul

ti-
ra

ci
al

O
th

er
:

6

5

2 1 10

12
12 1

1 11 1

1 7 1

6 1 2 1 1

7

3

20 7 5 38 7 11 4 0

4. RACE/ORIGIN (2010 U.S. Census categories)
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
(Continued) (NR = Natural Resources) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

# People in each 
Occupation

Administration 3 Language/Culture Specialist 2
Attorney 1 Log Truck Driver 1
Beekeeper 1 Mom 1
Budget/Loan/Finance 3 Nurse 2
Bus.Employment/HR 2 Nutrition Educator 1
Cheesemaker 1 Patient Advocate 1
Childcare Provider 1 Prevention Activities Coord. 1
Consultant 1 Psychologist 1
Cultural Resources 6 NR Land Manager 1
Educator/Professor 6 Researcher 2
Elder 1 Restaurant Owner 1
Engineer 3 Retired 5
Environ. Nonprofit 1 Spanish Translator 1
Extension Faculty 1 Student 20
Forest Ranger 1 Tribal Government 2
GIS Analyst 1 Unemployed 1
Historian 2 University staff 1
Housewife 1 Urban Renewal Manager 1
Hydrology 2 Writer 1

38 46

 # People in each 
Occupation

5. OCCUPATION (not linked to ethnicity in summary)
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
(Continued) 
 

                        
 
  

FOCUS GROUP CATEGORY

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP TOTALS

AFRICAN AMERICAN 1 & 2

ASIAN AMERICAN 

LATINO 1 & 2

NATIVE AMERICAN INDIAN 
Coos/Lower Umpqua/Siuslaw 
Grand Ronde 1 & 2
Warm Springs 

NATIVE HAWIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDS 

WESTSIDE HS STUDENT

WESTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT

EASTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT

GRAND TOTALS

Ru
ra

l

Su
bu

rb
an

Ur
ba

n

4 2

1 2 2

1 4 8

4 1 6
5 2 1

11

2 6

5 4

2 5

3

27 20 34

   
 

6. AREA OF 
RESIDENCE
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
(Continued) 
 

 
  

FOCUS GROUPS 2008 AND 2012
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
      SUMMARY - RESIDENCY

FOCUS GROUP CATEGORY
# People 
in group

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP TOTALS Ru
ra

l  
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di
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AFRICAN AMERICAN 1 & 2 6 29 9.7 4-20 103 20.6 7-33 48 12 7-16

ASIAN AMERICAN 5 46 15.3 1-30 55 13.8 2-33 73 24.3 10-45

LATINO 1 & 2 13 112 18.7 9-30 84 21 6-31 171 19 5-48

NATIVE AMERICAN INDIAN 
Coos/Lower Umpqua/Siuslaw 12 381 38.1 10-81 41 20.5 3-38 128 21.3 1-56
Grand Ronde 1 & 2 12 258 43 5-84 37 9.3 1-21 55 13.8 1-40
Warm Springs 12 406 36.9 29-50 12 4 1-6 18 4.5 2-7

NATIVE HAWIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDS 8 84 16.8 3-25 71 23.7 18-33 137 22.8 3-38

WESTSIDE HS STUDENT 9 7 3.5 2-5 65 13 8-17 67 11.4 7-15

WESTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT 7 58 11.6 4-20 42 10.5 1-21 103 17.2 5-31

EASTSIDE COLLEGE STUDENT 3 58 19.3 5-38 38 19 18-20 17 8.5 7-10

GRAND TOTALS 87

Note: Some participants did not 
answer every question. 

7. LENGTH  OF RESIDENCE (yrs)
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Table 5. Summary of 2008 and 2012 Oregon focus group demographic information 
(Continued) 
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I discuss the results of each individual racial and ethnic group case following 

tables 6 through 11, and discuss the aggregated data following tables 12 through 13.  
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Table 6. Comparison of top 20 forest values from American Indian focus groups 
conducted in 2008 and 2012 in Oregon  (Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw (CLUS), Grand Ronde (GR), and Warm Springs (WS) Indians; appendix 5.1) 

Importance of forests Frequency of mention 

 CLUS GR WS TOTAL 
Preserve cultural heritage (traditional knowledge, 
activities 104; beliefs 47; individual/community 
identity, including connection to ancestors 81)  

150 43 39 232 

Nontimber forest products (food 91, products 63, 
medicines 37) 75 72 44 191 

Spiritual values (renewal 55, value 42, sense of 
place 4 and sense of time 4) 56 34 15 105 

Diverse understory 37 37 7 81 
Sustainable, holistic, balanced management 22 16 41 79 
Diverse trees 39 32 7 78 
Ecosystem health (17, 5, 5), insects/disease (4, 2, 
4), invasives (15, 0, 0), fuels management (2, 13, 
10) 

38 20 19 77 

Industry jobs (47) and Income (27) 35 26 13 74 
Wood products (28 conventional, 43 traditional) 31 22 18 71 
Life/life support (including clean air and water)  32 24 8 64 
Wildlife, fish, and their habitats (44+19) 27 26 10 63 
Recreation 14 30 13 57 
Protect old trees 37 16 2 55 
Access to forest for traditional uses, cultural 
identity 26 10 8 44 

Land tenure (want more ancestral lands returned) 22 9 5 36 
Equity in treatment (11), voice in management 
(16+7), self-determination (2) 22 2 12 36 

Change federal/state policies to allow cultural 
practices on state and federal forest land 8 4 19 31 

Intergenerational equity (future generations) 14 7 5 26 
Beauty 12 10 3 25 
Education 7 6 6 19 
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Table 7. Top 20 forest values from African American focus groups conducted in Oregon 
in 2012 (appendix 5.2) 

Importance of forests Frequency of mention 

Spiritual value (spiritual renewal 31, spiritual value 6, sense 
of place 5) 42 

Life support (sustains life 18, clean water 10, clean air 6, 
climate amelioration 5) 39 

Recreation 37 
Beauty 26 
Nontimber forest products: food plants (11), food animals 
(5), medicine plants (9) 25 

Sustainable, long term balanced ecosystem management 
based on science (8), prioritizing environment over economy 
(15) 

23 

Educational value: informal (11), formal (9); connect with 
nature to learn; pass down knowledge; start teaching early 
and often 

20 

Diverse understory 19 
Protect for ecological importance of forests 16 
Wildlife (8), fish (2), and habitat (5) 15 
Cultural heritage: traditional practices (9) (herbal healing, 
plant and animal lore, folklore) and beliefs (4) (reverence for 
land)  

13 

Diverse trees 8 
Easy access for everyone (5), better access (2) 7 
Forest ecosystem health (thinning to reduce fire risk) 6 
Jobs (2) and Income (4) for families 6 
Better communication of information on regulations, forest 
importance, accessibility, funds to restore forest ecosystems 4 

Better regulations to protect forest ecosystems on private 
land 3 

Existence value 3 
Urban trees 3 
More knowledge, include indigenous knowledge 2 
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Table 8. Top 20 forest values from Asian American focus group conducted in Oregon in 
2008 (appendix 5.3) 

Importance of forests Frequency of mention 

Spiritual value: spiritual renewal (10), spiritual value (10), 
sense of place (2), sense of time (2) 24 

Nontimber forest products: food plants (6), herbal medicine 
(4), art materials, honey, incense, other natural resources (3) 16 

Life support: life, clean abundant water (7), clean air (2) 
climate amelioration (5) 15 

Beauty 14 
Wood products (building materials, fuelwood (4), furniture, 
campfires, woodworking)  13 

Recreation 12 
Diverse trees 9 
Existence value  8 
Sustainable, long term balanced ecosystem management (6) 
based on science (1) 7 

Diverse understory (foods, flowers, medicine plants) 7 
Change regulations to limit size, placement of clearcuts 7 
Wildlife (3), fish, and habitat (3) 7 
Jobs (1) and Income (3) for families 4 
Practical use value 4 
Protect more natural forest and old trees 4 
Research, more knowledge (2) for science-based 
management   3 

Educational value (learn about ecosystems, watch animals 
interacting with their environment) 3 

Urban trees 3 
Cultural heritage (heritage, beliefs) 2 
Tie with 2 each: future generations, protect soils, and 
reasonable, practical regulations 2 
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Table 9. Top 20 forest values from Latino focus groups conducted in Oregon in 2012 
(appendix 5.4) 

Importance of forests Frequency of mention 

Recreation 72 
Spiritual value: spiritual renewal (9), spiritual value (4), 
sense of place (13), sense of time (2), experience nature (28) 56 

Nontimber forest products: food plants (27), herbal medicine 
(4), art materials, honey, floral, Christmas trees, furniture 50 

Wildlife and their habitat (15+19) 34 
Life support: life support (18), clean abundant water (7), 
clean air; climate amelioration (7) 33 

Jobs (13) (tree planting, orchards, mushrooms, medicinals, 
florals, Christmas trees) and Income (15) to support families  28 

Beauty 24 
Education: formal (14), informal (9); teach, field trips, 
extension, bilingual; students and families 23 

Equity and respect for workers (18); more equal power and 
voice in management, respect local communities, resources 23 

Diverse trees 22 
Sustainable, long-term, balanced ecosystem management to 
protect environment, meet social and economic needs, with 
less economic emphasis than now 

15 

Wood products (building materials, fuelwood (4), furniture, 
campfires, woodworking)  10 

Cultural heritage: heritage (5), beliefs (3), identity (1) 9 
Diverse understory (foods, flowers, medicine plants) 9 
Urban trees 8 
Better communication methods about access, regulations, 
opportunities to learn and experience forests; in person, in 
parks, bilingual, Spanish information 

7 

Ecosystem services (pollination, windbreaks, buffers) 6 
Protect more natural forest and old trees 6 
Protect soil, water and watersheds by replanting more trees 6 
Change regulations to stop clearcutting, replant mixed native 
species, not Douglas-fir monocultures 4 
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Table 10. Top 20 forest values from Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander focus group 
conducted in Oregon in 2012 (appendix 5.5) 

Importance of forests Frequency of mention 

Spiritual value: spiritual renewal (16), spiritual value (8), 
sense of place (16), sense of time (2), experience nature (15) 57 

Life support: life support (24), health giving (6), clean water 
(7), clean air (4); climate amelioration (5) 46 

Cultural heritage: traditions (13), beliefs (15), identity (16) 44 
Nontimber forest products: food plants (26), herbal medicine, 
meat (4), fish; materials for clothes, mats 34 

Beauty 31 
Recreation 23 
Wildlife and their habitat (17+5) 22 
Sustainable, long term balanced ecosystem management 
environment comes first because it supports society and 
economy 

17 

Protect more natural forest, culturally sacred forest, 
environmentally special areas, urban parkland 13 

Education (teach, field trips, extension, bilingual; students 
and families) 11 

Diverse understory (foods, flowers, medicine plants, nuts) 10 
Diverse trees 8 
Ecosystem health: reduce insects/mortality (6) and fire risk 
(2) 8 

Equity; more equal power and voice in management; respect 
indigenous people’s ties to land 8 

Future generations 5 
Wood products (building materials, fuel for heat, cooking, 
logs, plantation)  5 

Urban trees 4 
Access to forest 3 
Jobs and income 3 
Forest land base and extent 3 
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Table 11. Top 20 forest values from White high school and college student focus groups   
conducted in Oregon in 2008 (appendix 5.6) 

Importance of forests Frequency of mention 

Spiritual value: spiritual renewal (20), spiritual value (35), 
sense of place (40), sense of time (1), experience nature (41) 137 

Recreation 117 
Life support: life support (26), clean water (8), clean air (10), 
climate amelioration (12) 56 

Wood products: building materials (24), firewood (14), 
fuelwood (7), paper (4), other (5) 54 

Wildlife and their habitat (22+19) 41 
Nontimber forest products: food plants (16), herbal medicine, 
meat (7), ores (3), art/craft materials (6), tools (3), other (4) 40 

Beauty 33 
Education: formal (21), informal (10); more NR and 
watershed-based education; start in elementary school; field 
trips; teach kids, teachers; nurture imagination, learn trees) 

31 

Ecosystem health (5), reduce fire risk (21), (thin, controlled 
burns), insects (1), invasives (3) 30 

Sustainable, long-range, balanced management: balance 
economy, ecosystem and community values; environment 
and ecosystem services priority; balance urban/rural interests 

29 

Jobs (16) and income (8) 24 
Urban trees 20 
Carbon storage to mitigate climate change/global warming 17 
Protect more natural forest (ecological values and open 
space)  17 

Existence value 13 
Cultural heritage: traditions (9), beliefs, identity  11 
Ecosystem services  9 
Access to forest (5), socioeconomic barriers, more pay to go 
places now (Northwest Forest Pass) (2) 8 

Diverse understory (foods, flowers, medicine plants, nuts) 6 
Tied with 6 each: Diverse forests/tree species; regulations to 
protect natural forest from conversion to tree farms; revenue 6 



91 
 

 
 

Values identified by American Indian focus group participants 

Members of three Oregon tribal confederations participated in my focus groups.  

While “American Indian” is treated as a single racial/ethnic category in the U.S. Census, 

it is important to recognize that each tribal confederation is a sovereign nation with some 

shared cultural traditions and some distinct differences. I analyzed each of the three tribal 

focus groups separately before combining them into a single American Indian data set 

(table 6).  

 

Differences among tribal forest values 

An examination of the detailed forest values data set (appendix 5.1) and the top 

20 forest values (table 6) expressed most frequently by each tribal focus group reveal 

many common values deemed important by participants in each group, although several 

of them are ranked quite differently.  Nontimber forest products, cultural heritage values, 

and spiritual values are at the top of list for all three tribal focus groups, but the CLUS 

Indians mentioned the importance of the cultural heritage values more than twice as often 

as any other value, and over three times as frequently as either Grand Ronde or Warm 

Springs Indians. The CLUS Indian participants also placed greater emphasis on land 

tenure, access to forests, protection of old-growth forest, and equity of treatment and 

voice in management. Wildlife habitat, wood products, and jobs and income rank in the 

middle for CLUS and Grand Ronde participants, but rank a bit higher for Warm Springs 

participants.  Warm Springs tribal participants mentioned diverse trees, old growth, and 

land tenure less frequently than participants in the other two tribal focus groups. 

A possible explanation for these differences in ranking of forest values among 

focus group participants from different tribes may be the found by examining their 

current land tenure status and history of treatment by the federal government (appendix 

6). The three confederated tribes whose members participated in my focus groups have 

distinctly different stories of sovereignty and land tenure that may impact the ways in 
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which forests are important to them and the concerns they have about Oregon forests 

today. Details of these situational factors are important for evaluating the focus group 

results and for helping other researchers determine if the results are transferable to their 

particular situation (Vicsek 2010; Lincoln and Guba 1985, 241). 

The three tribal confederations with members who participated in this study 

include one Treaty Tribe that was never terminated, one Treaty Tribe that was terminated 

and later restored, and a third tribe whose negotiated treaty was never ratified by the U.S. 

Congress.  

As a Treaty Tribe, the Warm Springs Indians have protected hunting, fishing, and 

gathering rights on their ancestral lands and full management rights and responsibilities 

on their reservation. Today the reservation includes 644,000 acres, much of it forested, 

and tribal membership is currently approximately 4300 people (Oregon Secretary of State 

2013).  Hydroelectric projects on the Deschutes River, Warm Springs Forest Products 

Industries, and a casino are primary sources of income for the tribes. 

The Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde (Grand Ronde) has 5200 members and 

a reservation land base of approximately 11,288 acres which was re-established in 1983, 

including over 10,000 acres of forest land (Oregon Secretary of State 2013).  The 

reservation is in the Coast Range west of Salem. Spirit Mountain Casino is the tribe’s 

largest source of income, and the forest lands and wildfire fighting crew provide other 

significant contributions to the tribe’s economy. The tribe is actively working to acquire 

more of their traditional lands. 

The CLUSI Tribal Council continue actively seeking forestland restoration, and 

are currently working with State Senators to submit a proposal to Congress for return of 

14,777 acres of federal lands to their tribes, in keeping with what has been granted to 

other Oregon tribes over the last 25 years (CLUSI 2013). The CLUS Indians count 953 

registered members on their rolls, with a land base of 405 acres of land held in trust by 

the federal government (CLUS 2011; Oregon Secretary of State 2013). They operate a 
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casino in Florence which provides some funds for tribal support, and have developed a 

forest restoration plan to contract with the federal government to conduct forest 

restoration projects on nearby federal forest lands as another source of tribal income 

(CLUSI 2013).   

 

Possible explanations for differences in forest values among Oregon Indian tribes 

Since the first Oregon tribal casino opened in 1992 after passage of the 1988 

National Indian Regulatory Act, gaming revenues have helped lift many tribes out of 

poverty and improved their access to health care and other important social services. 

More tribes today look to forests to meet cultural and spiritual needs, and to provide 

traditional products and services, and rely less on them for subsistence needs or income. 

However, there are big differences in access to forests among Oregon tribes which may 

explain some of the variations in ranking of forest values by my focus group participants.  

The Warm Springs Indians have nearly 150 acres of reservation land per tribal 

member, plus protected access to a much larger area of forest land surrounding the 

reservation for traditional uses, so land tenure, forest access are not as big an issue for 

them as it is for the other tribes (table 6). All of the Warm Springs focus group 

participants live in rural areas and have for almost all of their lives (93 percent, as shown 

in table 5).  They expressed less concern about intergenerational equity, voice in 

management, diverse understory, and protection of old growth, which may be because 

they have control over the management planning and actions on their forest land and do 

not have to rely on the management actions of others to sustain these forest values. The 

forest products industry is one of their main sources of income, so it is not surprising that 

Warm Springs focus group participants would rank wood products more highly than the 

Grand Ronde or CLUS Indian focus group participants. Since 2008, the Warm Springs 

Indians have partnered with Vanport International to provide high quality milled wood 

for the international market.  They harvest over 40 million board feet of timber on the 
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Warm Springs reservation each year, and over 65 percent of it is exported to Japan 

(http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2012/05/vanport_international_cuts_for.h

tml. The Warm Springs focus group participants also expressed more concerns about the 

impact of federal regulations on what they are allowed to harvest, the influence that their 

external timber contracts have on the amount of timber they harvest, and the impact of 

overharvest of understory plants by non-Indian pickers.  While they value the forest for 

many of the same traditional uses as other tribal participants mention, their discussion 

was more focused on timber harvest, which provides jobs for about 130 tribal members. 

The Grand Ronde Indians, Oregon’s largest tribe, have over two acres of 

reservation land per tribal member, located in the highly productive Coast Range forests, 

and sustainable harvest of timber and nontimber forest products is important to the tribe.  

However, less of their income is related to forests than in the past. Their Spirit Mountain 

casino generates the most revenue of the nine Oregon casinos and provides jobs, income, 

and the primary source of revenue to support the tribal government, social services, 

health programs, and numerous non-Indian charities in eleven counties (Whelan and 

Jensen 2010).  They have protected access to and management control over much less 

forest land than the Warm Springs Indians, which may account for the concerns they 

share more equally with the CLUS Indian focus group participants about protecting 

intergenerational equity, access to diverse understory plants for cultural and spiritual 

values, and providing better habitat for wildlife.  Although four of the elders in one of the 

two Grand Ronde focus groups did not complete the residency portion of the 

demographic form (table 5), they stated they had lived in the rural Coast Range area of 

the reservation for most of their lives.  Three fourths of the participants completed the 

residency section and reported an overall average of 74 percent rural residency.  If the 

elders’ years of rural residency were included, the total would be closer to 85 percent 

rural residency over their lifetimes.   

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2012/05/vanport_international_cuts_for.html
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2012/05/vanport_international_cuts_for.html
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The CLUS Indians have a minimal land base of about 411 acres, which is less 

than ½ acre per tribal member (Oregon Secretary of State 2013).  In addition to the 6-acre 

Tribal Hall trust land, properties include are made up of small parcels scattered through 

three counties, several of which are in degraded condition, and include 130 acres of trust 

lands and 275 acres of fee simple lands which are in the process of being transferred into 

trust status, and 1.27 acres of reservation land (CLUS Indians 2011).  Seven of the twelve 

CLUS Indian focus group participants live in urban or suburban areas now, but 

collectively the participants have lived in rural areas for about 69 percent of their 

lifetimes.  Several CLUS focus group participants stated that they lack access to 

sufficient area of forestlands they view as vital to keep their rich cultural traditions alive 

and to provide the forest values that are important to tribal members (appendix 5.1). The 

primary concerns expressed by CLUS Indians in my focus groups were:  

 lack of secure land tenure (either ownership or access) for sufficient land to 

actively practice their culture and to share their traditional cultural, spiritual, and 

natural resources knowledge with their children;  

 lack of access to big trees for canoe-building in order to continue carrying out 

canoe journeys; 

 lack of access to the diverse species of understory plants that are important to 

them for food, medicine, tools, and a variety of cultural and spiritual traditions; 

 the politically sensitive requirement that they ask the federal government for 

permission to hunt, fish, gather tool materials, and harvest culturally important 

plants on federal lands; 

 lack of sustainable management of Oregon’s forests for understory health and 

diversity, resulting in loss of culturally and environmentally important native 

plants,  degradation of wildlife habitat to the detriment of wildlife;  

 lack of voice in developing forest policy and management plans. 
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CLUS tribal members are continuing to work with state and federal government 

representatives to regain more of their ancestral land base and to acquire rights to manage 

some of Oregon’s federal forests in a more sustainable manner.  As one participant noted, 

“People think when the settlers got here it was utopia – beautiful unmanaged land.  It 

wasn’t unmanaged – it was just managed correctly.  If the forest service can’t manage it 

correctly, they should give it back to us and let us manage it.” Their stated desire is to 

restore healthier forest understory and overstory conditions and have their hunting, 

fishing, and gathering rights on these lands acknowledged. They are asking for the 

opportunity to practice traditional forest management practices to support their spiritual 

and cultural needs, and to provide a source of restoration jobs to support a healthy 

economy for their tribal families and communities.   

 

Shared tribal forest values 

Despite the different emphasis that participants in each of the tribal focus groups 

placed on individual forest values, the primary message revealed from the data is one of 

predominantly shared values. Overall, the top priorities expressed by the tribes were the 

importance of access to enough forest area for preserving their cultural heritage, the need 

for more diverse understory plants for culturally important nontimber forest products, and 

deeply held spiritual values related to the forest. The following summary of shared tribal 

forest values is drawn from the transcripts of the five tribal focus groups. 

The forest is essential to the tribes to actively practice their cultural traditions and 

preserve their cultural heritage and identity, both individually and as a community.  It is a 

place to maintain strong intergenerational connections – the sense of being a tribesperson, 

a part of nature, and connected to the land and the spirits of the ancestors.  Multiple 

generations come together in the forest to practice traditional lifeways and teach them to 

their children, so that traditional knowledge of their ancestors is passed on to the next 

generation. Learning about the forest, its plants and animals, and how to harvest them 
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sustainably and use them to make traditional medicines, foods, tools, baskets, clothing, 

and other items is vital to the cultural survival of Oregon’s tribes.  

Nontimber forest products ranked second in importance for tribal focus groups, 

well above wood which was ranked eleventh, because of the tremendous variety of forest 

materials the tribes use in so many ways for day to day life, according to several CLUS 

focus group participants.  For thousands of years, tribes have used hundreds of forest tree 

and understory plant species for spiritual uses and cultural practices; for making tools, 

clothing, baskets, medicines, weapons, and art; and for a diverse supply of food 

throughout the year (Cheatham 1988).  Focus group participants from each tribe stressed 

the importance of having access to a large enough forest area to support the needs of the 

tribe’s population, with protected rights to hunt, fish, and gather food and materials for 

traditional uses. According to participants from all tribal focus groups, sustainable 

management of forests must include maintaining conditions that support a healthy 

understory of diverse native plants and the wildlife that depend on forest habitat, and 

protecting the water quality of the rivers and streams that flow through the forests for the 

use of people, wildlife, and the fish that are culturally and spiritually important to them.   

Place matters. For people whose lives are intricately and inextricably connected to 

their forest home, the forest provides a sense of place and a sense of time.  Many 

examples of these values were expressed in the tribal focus groups. Specific forest areas 

have been tended to and used by the same Indian families over many years to gather 

culturally important foods and forest materials (Cheatham 1988; Turner 1995). One story 

shared by a Warm Springs focus group participant tells how successive generations of 

women in her family put their mark on individual old cedar trees to which they 

periodically return to carefully strip off bark to weave into baskets, clothing, and other 

items. She noted that gathering locations and techniques are passed down from the older 

women to the young women who will take their place in the traditional harvest.  Indian 

women who gather huckleberries (Vaccinium sp.) or camas bulbs (Camassia sp.) have 
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specific sites that they harvest year after year, and they traditionally set fire to the sites in 

the fall every few years to maintain their productivity and diversity (Cheatham 1988). 

Respect for one another’s customary gathering sites and respectful use of the land are part 

of their tribal belief systems. 

Numerous important spiritual values of forests were discussed in all of the tribal 

focus groups, especially the spiritual renewal and cleansing that come from spending 

time in the natural forest and experiencing it spiritually and sensually – inhaling the pure 

air of an old growth forest, the fragrance, the bird songs, the wind, the tasty fruits….   

Forests play a special role in their Creation stories, and old growth forests have special 

spiritual significance as a place of sanctuary and communion with nature and the spirits 

of the ancestors, as described by one Coos man: 

The word forest here, often I think you might be thinking about tree farms, 
but when I think of forests I’m thinking about old growth forest.  It is 
spiritually important to me to be able to go to old growth forest and 
reconnect with my heritage, and really eliminate myself from this chaotic 
environment that has been created.  But also to gather berries, and to hunt 
and fish traditionally as our ancestors did. I think it is THE most important 
aspect of the forest for me.   

 
All tribal focus groups discussed how very specific forest places have utmost 

importance as sacred sites for the tribe, and for individual tribespeople. Some forest areas 

are used for ceremonial gatherings and for spiritual rites of passage, such as a vision 

quest that represents an Indian boy’s transition to manhood.  Many tribal focus group 

participants have a special relationship with individual trees from the time they were 

young children, and collectively those special trees are important to both individual and 

community sense of place and time.  They observe young trees grow over the course of 

their lives; when they walk through the same old growth forest that their ancestors did, 

they feel connected to the spirit of the land and the essence of their ancestors (Coos 

woman). It is here that the bones of their ancestors and the placentas of their newborn 

children are buried, and so it has been from time immemorial (Grand Ronde man). 
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Several tribal focus group participants expressed the feeling that the well-being of the 

forest and the well-being of the people are woven together. 

 

Shared concerns about forests  

Participants in each tribal focus group expressed numerous concerns about the 

forest, but the most frequently mentioned issues are related to forest management, 

exploitation, and loss of access. They cited major concerns about the failed management 

or mismanagement of public and private lands, and concern about the impacts on forest 

health, understory plants, wildlife, and people. They observe the negative impacts from 

the absence of management and the suppression of fire on public lands, resulting in 

forests that are overly dense, shading out the understory plants and leaving trees more 

vulnerable to fire, insects, invasive species, and disease.  They point to poor management 

practices on private forestland, especially large clearcuts in close proximity to each other, 

that are driven by greed and a lack of respect for nature and for tribes, resulting in loss of 

understory plant diversity and poor wildlife habitat. Numerous people in every tribal 

focus group spoke passionately about the exploitation and “raping” of the forest, first by 

the settlers and now by the timber industry, through overharvest and overconsumption. 

They place blame on an anthropocentric worldview that seeks to dominate nature for 

human benefits, rather than understanding that people are part of the ecosystem, and the 

well-being of the forest and society are intertwined.  As one Coos man explained:  

It’s a reverence for the land, and our relationship with the coastal frontal 
zone and inland to the forests.  Considering the evolution of our ancestors 
here over thousands of years, their learning which plants could be used for 
medicinal purposes, and foodstuffs, and a cedar tree, which we call the 
tree of life, being used for a variety of purposes. The evolutionary 
processes we believe were guided by the Creator, the Great Spirit, not 
driven by capitalist greed in devastating the landscape. We are certainly in 
a very precarious situation now from the raping and ravaging of our 
landscape by the dominant culture, who does not recognize that we are a 
part of this ecosystem as a people. 
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  Tribal focus group participants point to a need for more sustainable, balanced 

management of both public and private forestland, especially the need to maintain diverse 

trees and diverse understory plants as habitats for wildlife and people.  The government 

permitting process and regulations that limit their ability to harvest culturally important 

plant products is a source of frustration, as well as the unwillingness of industrial forest 

owners to allow them to collect culturally important noncommercial products such as 

bark from cedar (Thuja plicata) or chittam  (Rhamnus purshiana) prior to a commercial 

timber harvest.  

When discussing forest changes they have observed over their lifetimes, they see 

more conversion of natural forest to monoculture tree plantations, shorter harvest cycles, 

loss of old growth and understory plants, loss of access, and genetic modification of trees 

which they say produce faster growth but inferior wood.  There was general agreement 

that current forest policy emphasized economic values at the expense of the environment, 

and they recommended creating a research and restoration economy to provide jobs that 

restore forest health.  They emphasized the need for an accelerated rate of restoration 

activities including thinning, prescribed burning, and management of invasive species to 

help native understory plants reestablish healthy populations and provide better wildlife 

habitats. All tribal groups expressed a feeling of being left out of the forest management 

planning process and merely being “consulted” after a plan had already been developed, 

as is required by law.  They desire a stronger voice in planning at the beginning of the 

process in the spirit of mutual respect and collaboration, in order to contribute their 

ancestral knowledge of sustainable forest management to a holistic, balanced, long-term 

management plan that provides a broader suite of forest benefits for all Oregonians.   

 

Values identified by African American focus group participants 

Two of the six African American focus group participants trace their roots to 

Kenya and Nigeria, but all of them belong to families who have been in the U.S. for 
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several generations. The forest values most frequently mentioned by African American 

focus group participants (table 7) included spiritual values, including the importance of 

time in the forest for spiritual renewal, as well as the spiritual experience of feeling a part 

of something bigger than yourself, and developing a sense of place that is characterized 

by trees.  Life support functions were also highly valued by participants, including the 

importance of forests for sustaining life itself for both people and animals, and providing 

clean and abundant water and clean air.   

The other top five African American forest values identified by focus group 

participants include a range of recreational opportunities, the beauty of a natural forest 

and city trees, and nontimber forest products for many different foods and medicines.  

Participants mentioned 20 different ways they use the forest for recreation, especially 

with family and friends – among them, playing, climbing, exploring, star gazing, 

camping, biking, hot springs, fishing, and simply experiencing nature. Like the tribal 

participants, they also assign high importance to sustainable, balanced forest ecosystem 

management that prioritizes the environmental values of forests over their economic 

value and emphasizes long-term benefits over short-term profits.  They value forests for 

both formal and informal educational opportunities – “early and often, from childhood to 

adult” – to stimulate scientific curiosity and appreciation for nature.  

The other forest values most frequently mentioned by African American focus 

group participants, as well as tribal participants, include a diversity of understory plants, 

trees, and wildlife and their habitats. They specified the need for diversity of native tree 

species, ages, sizes, and ecosystem types and successional stages to support diverse 

wildlife, and the need to protect the forest for its ecological values. They talked about the 

importance of forests for sustaining their cultural heritage, including traditional herbal 

healing and passing on plant and animal lore.  They described important food and 

medicine plants, the need to maintain their older relatives’ knowledge of how to harvest 

and use them, and a desire to learn more medicinal uses of Oregon forest plants. They 
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also value the forest for its importance to sustain the cultural and spiritual heritage of 

other racial and ethnic groups, and their shared spiritual beliefs that include a reverence 

for the land and their place as a part of nature. Jobs and income are ranked fifteenth on 

their list of forest values.  

Both the African American and tribal focus group participants recommended that 

more indigenous knowledge be incorporated into forest policy and planning for more 

sustainable management of Oregon’s forests. As one African American man noted: 

 We can learn from indigenous cultures that still practice the traditional 
ways of their ancestors, generation after generation.  We don’t need to turn 
away technology completely, or from using resources if we use them 
wisely.  Technology, a healthy economy and a healthy environment can be 
mutually beneficial. 

 
They also shared many of the same concerns about the need for easy access and 

better access to the forest, and the need to conduct more forest restoration to improve 

forest health, including thinning to reduce fire risk. 

 African American focus group participants identified a few important forest 

values or concerns that had not been top priorities in tribal focus groups. They value 

better communication about forest regulations, which forests are publicly accessible, and 

why forests are important so more people will understand why it is important to society 

to do a better job of protecting them.  They also expressed the importance of the 

existence value of forests, the importance of urban trees to improve health of people and 

city ecosystems, and the need for better regulations to protect forest ecosystems on 

private land.  

Participants in the African American focus groups expressed the same major 

concerns about forests that the tribal focus groups did:  forests are being exploited for 

economic gain, and greed rather than need is responsible for degradation of Oregon’s 

forest ecosystems. They point to the numbers and proximity of clearcuts you can see 

from the road that have left barren hillsides that destroy the beauty of Oregon forests for 
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residents and tourists. They say that overconsumption of resources and land use change 

for new developments are fragmenting the forests and hurting wildlife that depends on 

better-connected forest habitat. Natural forests are being converted to monocultures, 

simplifying complex systems. Like the tribes, they view this type of forest management 

as a lack of respect for the land, “a knock at the Creator,” unfair for future generations, 

and indicative of prioritizing short-term financial gain instead of long-term ecosystem 

health. They placed some of the blame for what they termed poor management on politics, 

media bias, budget cuts, and a societal disconnect from nature. Several participants noted 

that the news media focuses on economic values rather than environmental impacts, and 

that as a society we manage for the economy instead of ecosystems. As one man 

explained, “When society puts more effort into distracting people than educating people, 

that’s when I’m concerned.  The media knows this and plays into it – they don’t cover 

environmental issues, they cover distractions.”  Participants in both African American 

focus groups said they think this misplaced focus on economics would continue unless 

we do a better job of educating people, especially children and urban dwellers, about the 

importance for forests for ecosystem and human well-being, and begin to prioritize the 

environment first.  They suggested ways to improve the communication about forests, 

such as providing printed forest information at gas stations, rest stops, and other locations 

with easy-to-understand forest educational literature and maps of where people can go to 

visit the forest, and what regulations apply to their forest use so they don’t have to worry 

about trespassing or violating forest use laws. 

When discussing forest-related changes they have observed over their lifetimes, 

they talked about changes in themselves and their attitudes toward forests – a greater 

appreciation for nature as they have gotten older, more awareness of forest ecosystems, a 

desire to be more connected to nature and to live in a more environmentally friendly way. 

Some of the forest values and concerns expressed by the African American focus 

group participants may be related to the fact that they all live in suburban or urban areas, 
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and have for most of their lives (80 percent of the time). This is comparable to the 

residency demographics for all Americans (79 percent urban), all Oregonians (81 percent 

urban) and for African Americans in Oregon (81 percent urban/suburban), and in the U.S. 

(78 percent urban/suburban) (http://www.pbs.org/race/000_About/002_04-background-

03-08.htm; U.S. Census Bureau 2011).   One concern about forests that was expressed by 

several African American participants was a feeling of fear in the forest – fear of getting 

lost and not being able to find the way out, fear of being eaten by a bear in the forest, or 

fear of dangerous people who may hurt them if they are alone in the forest.  For some, 

this fear is due to living in the city and not spending any time in the forest when they 

were growing up, so they had not developed any orienteering skills or comfort level “in 

the dark scary woods.”  They like knowing that there are forests, and appreciate the 

ecological values and social contributions of forests, but they don’t want to actually be in 

the forest themselves.  For others, there is a fear of forests tied to racism in the U.S., 

negative associations with trees from the experiences of previous generations of African 

Americans in the U.S., such as lynchings, and ongoing acts of intimidation today.  One 

man related this story as an example of how huge the issue of safety is for people of color:  

I have more fear of the forest – what if there are people with guns there?  
A friend was riding his motorcycle and stopped to rest, and a car full of 
white people stopped, said “it’s a good day to die” and pulled out a gun.  
Luckily he got away, but a lot of black people don’t go into the forest 
because they are afraid of what white people might do to them there.  It’s 
2012 and we still have to worry about that kind of crap. 

 
The majority of African American focus group members noted many positive 

feelings about forests and trees. Trees along streets and in urban parks are the main 

contact that many city people have with nature, so it is not surprising that these 

predominantly urban residents would mention the importance of urban trees. They cited 

the ecosystem functions of urban trees for improving air quality, filtering pollutants from 

stormwater runoff, providing climate amelioration, muffling city noise, and providing 

habitat for urban wildlife.  They noted the important role that urban trees can have in 

http://www.pbs.org/race/000_About/002_04-background-03-08.htm
http://www.pbs.org/race/000_About/002_04-background-03-08.htm
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connecting people with nature on a daily basis, but not as a replacement for opportunities 

to spend time in the larger forest outside the city. They place the highest importance on 

getting to the forest to renew their spirits – to relax, de-stress, and get away from the 

hustle, bustle, and noise of the city. They also value the sense of place that trees and 

forests create for individuals and for communities, from childhood memories of certain 

trees in their yard, favorite urban parks where they spend time with family or friends, or 

the feeling of home that they get when they view of tree-covered hills around their city 

that sets it apart from other places. 

 

Values identified by Asian American focus group participants 

The Asian American focus group participants were first and second generation 

Oregon residents whose ancestral homelands are India, Taiwan, and China. While these 

represent very different cultures, focus group participants expressed many common forest 

values (appendix 5.3).  The most frequently mentioned forest values are spiritual values 

and nontimber forest products.  Life support and beauty are next on the Asian American 

top 20 list (table 8).  Wood products are the fifth most frequently mentioned value, 

including building materials, campfires, fuelwood and furniture. They mentioned the 

importance of urban trees in the same ways that the African American focus groups did, 

and that may be connected to their area of residence. Four of the five participants live in 

urban or suburban areas, and have done so for about 74 percent of their lives.  

They discussed several aspects of the spiritual value of forests.  In their native 

countries, many sacred sites are located within forests, including both individual sacred 

trees, and many temples are built in the forest. There are specific tree species whose 

products are used for religious purposes, although many of the species are different than 

Oregon species. Forests provide an opportunity to connect with nature, to feel a sense of 

belonging and “feel like home” for the urban participants from whose family histories are 

in forested environments. In addition to this sense of place, they also talked about the 
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sense of time that can be experienced by walking in an old growth forest and feeling a 

sense of history, seeing the seasonal changes in flowers and foliage, or observing the 

growth of urban trees over a human lifetime. Trees provide a visible marker of the 

passage of time in our own lives: “We see the forest change as we grow older.”  All 

participants highlighted the importance of the forest for spiritual renewal, using the words 

peaceful, meditative, serene, comfort, and pure enjoyment to describe how they feel in 

the forest. These values are tied to their deep appreciation for the beauty of the forest, 

including its fragrance, flowering trees, and fall foliage, and the beauty that urban trees 

add to the city environment. 

Nontimber forest products were the second most frequently mentioned forest 

value among Asian American participants, especially the diverse native understory plants 

that provide diverse foods, herbal medicines, artistic materials, incense, and are important 

to bees for hive locations and producing honey.  Different kinds of fruits and flowering 

trees are an important component of the diverse understory. They talked about the 

importance of protecting more old trees, natural forest, and many types of diversity, 

including ecosystems, tree species and forms, understory plants, and genetic diversity.  

They connected these forest qualities as important elements for sustaining good habitat 

for wildlife, and appreciate being able to watch wildlife interacting with their 

environment.  

 They reiterated the importance of forests as a place to spending family time 

together, camping, hiking, hunting, and visiting state and national parks. Some 

participants don’t actively use the forest that often but said they appreciate knowing that 

it is there – its existence value matters to them more than their personal direct experience 

of being in the forest (similar to the feeling expressed by some of the African American 

participants). 

Discussing changes they have observed in their lifetimes, they noted that previous 

generations of Asian Americans focused more on the practical uses of forests and a 
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source of building materials, but there was also a greater focus on the religious values of 

trees.  Now they think the spiritual value and beauty of the forest is more important than 

extractive uses. As the world population has increased, they have observed a change from 

a sustainable culture to a throw-away culture of consumption, accompanied by more tree 

cutting and negative impacts on water quality.  They appreciate the need for regulations 

to protect water quality, prevent landslides, and reforest areas that have been harvested, 

but said we need to do more to protect natural forests here. The illegal logging of 

endangered species and theft of valuable trees in their home countries is also a concern.  

The major concerns that the Asian American focus group participants voiced 

about Oregon forests were also expressed by the tribal and African American participants: 

management issues, expansive clearcuts, overharvesting, and long-term impacts on 

people, the environment, and climate. They see clearcuts as a visible example of our 

wasteful society, and would like to see more regulations that limit clearcuts. They 

expressed concern about the view of big trees as a commodity rather than valuing their 

ecological importance, and would like to see a balance in reasonable, more 

environmentally responsible use of the forest with more protections of natural forests. 

They indicated that politics and the media have too much influence on forest 

management, and suggested that more ecologists should be involved in forest 

management planning: 

Television and the media keep people dumb…they cover sensational 
issues and ignore the environment…they focus on politics instead of what 
is good for the community and for the country. 
 
In addition to the negative feelings expressed about clearcuts and the media, the 

Asian American focus group participants worry about increased fire risk from 

subdivisions being built too close to the forest. A couple of people also expressed fear of 

getting lost and being alone in the forest at night. However, the overall feelings about 

forests were positive, placing priority on spiritual values but acknowledging the 

importance of practical uses of forest products.  
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Values identified by Latino American focus group participants 

The Latino American focus group members were first and second generation 

residents of Oregon whose families were originally from Mexico, Argentina, Panama, 

Paraguay, and Peru. Despite the representation of many different cultures in this 

demographic group, participants did identify forest values that they held in common. 

They mentioned recreation most frequently, but like the African American and Asian 

American participants, they ranked spiritual values, nontimber forest products, and life 

support among the top five values, along with wildlife and their habitat (table 9). Diverse 

forest-related jobs and income to support families are highly valued, as are beauty, 

educational values, equity and respect for forest workers, a voice in management 

decisions, and diverse trees. The one item not previously included in the top 20 most 

frequently mentioned forest values among other focus groups is the importance of 

protecting soil, water, and watersheds by replanting more trees (although it had been 

included by the other groups in the discussion).  

Forest recreation values identified as important by Latino American focus group 

participants are focused on having fun with friends and families in the forest in a variety 

of ways: family gatherings, camping with friends and family, trail running, hiking, 

hunting, and visiting national, state, and local parks.  They find local parks are especially 

important as a place to get together often with family and friends, and say that many 

Latinos who live in Oregon also make frequent use of both local and state parks, but that 

they are often the only Latino faces they see in national parks.  

The Latino focus group participants also described the spiritual values of forests 

as being very important to them. The forest is a spiritual place, with special locations for 

sacred uses, and with ceremonial trees that are individually very important to individuals 

and to communities. They used many of the same words to express the spiritual renewal 

they feel by spending time in the forest, and the special memories that forests evoke that 
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remind them of their childhood, make them feel at home, and give them a sense of peace. 

One woman described the spiritual importance of forests that is shared by many cultures:  

I think culturally for a lot of the Latinas, the Latinos, we are really diverse, 
from many different backgrounds and there is a big group of Latinos 
coming from small towns, they are indigenous, and the land, the forest, all 
the natural elements are a really important part of their religion, of the 
basic belief system of life. It’s really important coming to a new place, 
you need to learn how to be in contact with the new environment, with the 
forest. 
  
They identified the sense of time and of history that they get from coming to the 

forest, and the joy they get from just being in the forest, listening to the wind in the trees, 

feeling connected to nature. They also value the forest as a place that the community 

comes together – a focal point and a celebration site – and they feel a spiritual respect for 

the forest and a responsibility to take care of it. They appreciate the natural beauty of the 

forest that makes the community vibrant, with beautiful fall foliage, flowers, fragrance, 

and changes through the seasons. 

Latino focus group participants named many different nontimber forest products 

as being very important to them for human uses as well as wildlife habitat:  diverse plants 

that provide fruits, berries, mushrooms, herbal medicines, and materials for arts, crafts, 

and baskets; insect food and nectar plants for bees and the honey they make; understory 

materials for furniture production; and pine branches for celebrations. They pointed to the 

importance of trees and forest plants for bees, and the importance of bees as pollinators of 

many food crops. Another important food source is meat from animals that depend on 

forests. Christmas trees moss, salal, and other floral products were also mentioned, not 

only for their personal appreciation but also for the jobs associated with their production.  

The Latino focus group participants ranked forest life support functions as very 

important, in many of the same ways that the other groups do. The forest sustains life, 

provides basic needs such as oxygen, clean air and clean water, removes agricultural 
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chemicals and other pollutants from the air and water, protects water quality for fish, and 

ameliorates climate.  

 Jobs and income were ranked sixth in frequency of mention in the Latino focus 

groups, much higher than other groups, because many Latinos are employed in the forest 

industry.  They plant trees, tend and harvest orchards, gather materials for the floral 

industry, propagate trees and other plants in the nursery industry, and harvest Christmas 

trees. They depend on these industries for jobs, but these industries also depend on Latino 

workers whose hard work contributes to Oregon’s economy.  

Respect, equity, and voice ranked ninth among Latino focus group participants. 

There was a passionate discussion in both Latino groups about the need for greater 

respect for Latino workers, equity in their treatment, and a stronger voice in management 

decisions. According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Latinos make up 59 percent of the 

workforce in forestry, fishing, and farming in Oregon, but exact figures on the number of 

undocumented Latino workers in Oregon is difficult to compile (CAUSA 2012). Forestry 

is a $12.7 billion dollar industry in Oregon, and contributes $5.2 billion in wages and 

benefits (OFRI 2012). Agriculture contributes $4 billion dollars to the economy, and farm 

and forest workers also contribute to the economy through money spent on food, housing, 

services, and taxes in Oregon (CAUSA 2012). These figures support the assertion by the 

Latino group that, rather than being treated poorly and accused of stealing Oregon jobs, 

Latino forest workers should be celebrated for replanting Oregon’s forests after harvest 

and for their contributions to the state economy and the forest industry.  

They also assign importance to forests for educational values, diverse trees and 

understory plants, cultural heritage values, urban trees, ecosystem services, old growth 

and natural forests. They want to see more sustainable, balanced, forest ecosystem 

management that protects the environment, meets social and economic needs, but places 

less emphasis on the profits from overly intensive forest management than is currently 

done.  
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Participants in both Latino focus groups expressed a need for better 

communication methods about forest regulations, access, opportunities to experience 

forests in person, and to learn more about forests and their importance.  They said many 

Latinos don’t understand the U.S. recreational system, how to rent campsites, get permits 

for fishing or hunting, or where to get the information, so it makes them feel unwelcome 

or afraid to go to the forest. They think more Latinos would visit forests and learn more 

while they are there if the information was presented in both English and Spanish, and 

made available at parks, schools, and through the Extension Service. They said printed 

information would be useful, but it is even more important to communicate these 

messages in person by conducting bilingual activities in the parks.   

Latino American focus group participants discussed the important role that the 

forest and its products play in preserving Latino cultural heritage in Oregon. They noted 

that many Latino cultural traditions revolve around food and around medicinal plants, 

many of which come from forests and trees. They want to share these traditions with their 

children and teach them how to recognize, harvest, and use these plants to preserve the 

knowledge for future generations. They mentioned one barrier to preserving these 

cultural traditions: many Latina women stay in the city taking care of the children while 

the men work in the forest, so they don’t have the opportunities to share that knowledge 

directly, or to learn about forests here. There is also a strong tradition of artisan furniture 

making in Latino cultures, which they would like to see developed as another source of 

Latino income here, and to teach these skills to their children as a way of preserving this 

part of their cultural heritage, using sustainably produced forest products. 

Latino American focus group participants noted that the way they use forests has 

changed over their lifetimes from a focus on survival to a focus on pleasure.  They used 

to go there primarily to harvest food, but now they predominantly use forests for 

enjoyment.  Two reasons for this change are a lack of access to forest foods except for 

blackberries, and difficulty in knowing whether the forest is public or private if it is not 
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fenced, and they don’t want to get in trouble for trespassing. They also feel disconnected 

from medicinal plant knowledge and sources in the U.S., which they normally would 

have learned from their grandmothers in their home countries.  They are learning about 

medicinal plants in Oregon forests to reestablish this cultural connection with forests for 

themselves and their children. They also used to have more direct use of wood which 

they acquired from the forest themselves, but now see more processed wood coming from 

the forest, which they think distances us from the forest. Several participants also said 

they have become more conscious of the forest, learned why taking care of forests is 

important to the planet, and are now more conscientious in respecting and caring for it.  

They also notice changes in the forest itself which they view as the outcome of 

greed and unsustainable forest management practices – loss of native forest and old trees, 

loss of biodiversity, and damage to the wildlife that depend on a native forest ecosystem.  

As one participant said with sadness: 

The forests can’t sustain life as much now due to all the cutting of so 
many native species and not replacing them. It’s hard for the forests to 
recuperate – it takes two or three generations.  If we replace the natives 
with nonnative or all one species, it breaks the bond with wildlife, and the 
new forests can’t sustain biodiversity, or the community of animals who 
once lived there.   
 

They affirm other groups’ strong concerns about the negative impacts of 

monoculture forest plantations and “devastating clearcuts” on Oregon’s forest ecosystems, 

and the damage that current timber production methods have on wildlife, rivers, 

recreation, and beauty. They would like to see more natural forest protected, more 

selective harvest methods, and harvested areas replanted with mixed native species.  

In addition to concerns about greed and clearcutting impacts, participants in both 

Latino American focus groups expressed concerns about exploitation of Latino forest 

workers and exposure to chemicals used on forests, Christmas trees, and other 

agricultural products, and their impacts on the workers, wildlife, understory plants, and 
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waters in the forest, and also on pollinator bees.  They suggested that the forest industry 

make a little less profit and help balance economics with respecting the environment and 

society. They passionately shared stories of the mistreatment of Latinos by the some 

forest industry managers who bring them here to work hard for low pay and the threat of 

deportation. They said workers don’t know their rights, aren’t properly treated if they get 

injured, and there is little enforcement of worker protections for undocumented workers. 

They describe all of these forest industry practices and impacts on the broader 

community as a social justice issue, and ranked equity, respect, and voice very highly 

because of these issues: 

Who is responsible to create a conscience in the industry? That’s why we 
need regulations – so people don’t just manage and make decisions for 
their own profit….People are greedy. Powerful people need education to 
teach them the value of sustainable forest management and balance. 
 

Participants in both Latino American focus groups made some positive 

suggestions: start a 4H Forestry program if there is not one already so kids can go learn in 

the forest; provide more funding for education about science and nature; do public health 

screenings at the park, to help people associate being outdoors with good health.  One 

person said he learned math in the forest in high school and it made “treegonometry” 

more fun.  

There was a lot of passion in the discussion about respect and fair treatment, 

especially from the Mexican American participants in the focus groups, including the 

right to be here raising families and contributing to the well-being of Oregon’s 

environment and economy.  

 

Values identified by Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander focus group participants 

The Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (NH/PI) focus group included participants 

whose families came to the U.S. from Hawaii, Tonga, Samoa and New Zealand, and 

included first, second, and third generations of families raised in the Pacific Northwest 



114 
 

 
 

(appendix 5.5). Despite representation of a wide range of cultures within this 

demographic group, they did identify forest values that they held in common. The focus 

group discussion flowed back and forth between discussing the forests of their homelands 

and how they use and appreciate the forests in Oregon. Forest values they identified as 

most important to them included spiritual values, life support, cultural heritage, 

nontimber forest products, beauty, and the importance of maintaining the forest as forest, 

so that development or conversion to other uses does not erode the extent of the forest 

land base across the landscape (table 10). They emphasized that it is the natural forest 

they are referring to, not plantation forests, and that access to natural forest is important 

as a key to maintaining indigenous people’s ties to the land. 

The cultural heritage values identified by the NH/PI focus group participants 

included both beliefs and traditions. They perceive the forest as a gift from the Creator, 

and so it is respected and cared for. People are a part of nature and it is important to live 

with the forest, not just in it. One person quoted the motto of Hawaii to express this 

importance of caring for the natural forest and all of its parts: “The life of the land is 

preserved in its righteousness.” The motto of Tonga is “God and Tonga are my 

inheritance.” Others spoke of the traditional saying “Malama ‘aina” which means “Take 

care of the land and the land will take care of you.”  This reverence for the land and the 

deep connections to place were a common thread throughout the discussion of the 

importance of forests for sustenance of the body and the spirit, and in providing cultural 

and individual identity.  

Spiritual values of the forest mentioned by NH/PI participants include being in the 

forest as a spiritual experience that gives peace, happiness, relaxation, renewal, and 

connection to nature.  “It is a place to escape technology and have fun.” Forests have 

sacred sites and ceremonial trees that are important for spiritual well-being and are a 

place to practice cultural traditions. Forests also provide a sense of place that reminds 

them of where they came from, triggers memories of family and childhood, is a 
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connection to the ancestors, and feels like home. They assert the importance of 

maintaining more of the natural forest in an undeveloped state is essential for knowing 

where we came from, and to experience that natural forest because the environment 

makes us who we are. The beauty of the forest is another aspect that nurtures the spirit 

and brings happiness: its fragrance, the sounds of wildlife and the wind in the trees, and 

the visual delights of forest flowers, green trees, and fall colors. 

Life support functions of forests ranked second in frequency of mentions for the 

NH/PI group. Forests are the source of rain, which is the only way to irrigate their crops 

in many areas because wells only provide saltwater. Clean air and climate amelioration 

are also mentioned several times. Subsistence use of the forests, including tending 

understory crop plants and trees in home gardens has a long tradition in their island 

culture, and several of the participants are carrying on that tradition in Oregon. Beyond 

food, shelter, and materials for daily life, they recognize their connectedness to the forest 

and the interconnection of its parts – the circle of life.  Managing the forest to sustain this 

integrity and connection is a priority for them, for themselves and for all the forest 

wildlife.  They put priority on managing the forest to sustain environmental values, which 

they said are important to sustain both society and its economy.  They include urban 

forests and urban trees as well, to provide community well-being. 

NH/PI participants value a diversity of nontimber forest products, which were the 

fourth most frequently mentioned value.  They stress the need to manage the forest to 

sustain diverse understory plants and diverse trees which provide fruits, understory nuts 

and berries, medicine plants, fish, meat from hunting forest animals, and materials for 

clothing, roofs, and mats.  They use wood products for housing and fuelwood, but rank 

wood sixteenth in importance. Nontimber forest products were mentioned seven times as 

often as wood products. The importance of the forest for providing jobs and income was 

acknowledged, but was ranked nineteenth out of twenty. 
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The forest also provides educational and recreational opportunities that NH/PI 

focus group participants value for children and for families to learn together and have fun 

together in the forest. Sustaining all of these forest values and opportunities for 

community use today and for future generations is also important to them. 

Changes they observed over their lifetimes are related to privatization of the forest 

and development, which have resulted in both loss of access to the forest and degradation 

of the forest ecosystem. They worry about the damage to wildlife habitat from these 

actions, and to the impacts on human health for people who rely on the forest for 

relaxation, recreation, clean air and water, and understory products.  

NH/PI participants expressed deep concern about the management of Oregon 

forests.  While they noted the negative impacts on public forests from fire suppression, 

including increased fire risk and problems with insects and disease, they were more 

troubled by management of private industrial forestlands.  They blamed corporate greed, 

overcommercialization, and overharvest for damage to forest ecosystems, and want to see 

more limits on clearcutting and use of chemicals in the forests. They see this as a social 

justice issue that shows a lack of equity and lack of respect for local communities and 

indigenous people who depend on access to healthy forest ecosystems for a broad range 

of benefits. Local people lose the forest but don’t reap the economic benefits of its 

removal. Overharvest and development of culturally and spiritually important forest land 

disrupts indigenous people’s ties to the land.  

Traditional land tenure in Hawaii and many other Oceanic societies was similar to 

that of American Indians – tenure was based on access, use, and occupancy rather than 

fee simple title (Linnekin 1983).  Access was shared in common, but use of some areas 

was limited to families who were cultivating them.  In Samoa and New Zealand, land was 

held in common by members of a village and passed down through the family. In Tonga, 

the land was owned by the King but the right to occupy it is inherited through families 

(Fotu 2012). Beginning in the 1830s, the Hawaiian government began selling tracts of 
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lands to foreigners, which signaled the beginning of the end of common access, and 

dispossession of natives of their traditional homeland. This theme of indigenous people 

having their land taken from them without their permission echoes what was expressed in 

both the American Indian and Latino American focus groups. 

 

Values identified by White student focus group participants 

I analyzed data from the three white student focus groups (westside high school 

students and both eastside and westside college students) separately, found they were 

very similar, and combined them into a single white student data set (appendix 5.6).  The 

most frequently mentioned forest values (table 11) include spiritual values and recreation, 

followed by life support, wood products, and wildlife and their habitat.  The importance 

of forests for carbon storage was only ranked in the top 20 values by participants in the 

white student group, coming in at number 13. 

Participants also mentioned their experience of nature and a sense of place. They 

interact with nature in the forest on many levels, spiritually and emotionally, and share a 

love and respect for Oregon’s forest ecosystems.  Several participants talked about how 

old forests and big trees connect them to the spirit world and something bigger than 

themselves.  They describe transformative experiences in the forest that represent a 

transition into adulthood, and feeling a human relationship with the land. They also 

describe an overarching sense of place and sense of time that forests provide them – a 

quality of life, a place where the community comes together, connection to ancestors, 

childhood memories, special trees, a part of daily life, and a feeling of home. Forests are 

a very important place of spiritual renewal, expressed in all of the terms used in the other 

focus groups: 

The beauty of the forest makes the city look good and improves the 
aesthetic qualities of our home, ranging from the majesty of big trees to 
the seasonal changes of flowers and foliage, and being in the forest in 
winter is unlike any other experience. 
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Recreation values of forests are very important to participants in the white student 

focus groups. Similar to the statements made by African American and Latino American 

participants, white student participants see the forest as a playground where they gather 

with family and friends to have fun in many different ways: camping, hiking, exploring, 

hunting, fishing, running, and biking.  The white students also included some additional 

uses, such as making forts and tree houses, climbing trees, skiing, snowmobiling, and 

riding all-terrain vehicles and four-wheelers.  

The white student participants discussed the high importance of the forest’s many 

life support functions, citing the same values of life itself, clean air and water, and 

climate amelioration. They also talked about the importance of whole forest ecosystems 

for sustaining the circle of life. The importance of forest trees and soils in carbon 

sequestration and mitigating climate change (or “global warming”) was mentioned much 

more frequently than in other groups, and may be due to its more recent inclusion in 

educational curricula or higher profile in the media. As one student bluntly put it, “They 

suck up CO2. They help our community not be dirty or full of bad gasses.” 

The importance of forest wood products was ranked fourth in frequency of 

mention by the white student participants. Building materials, especially for housing, and 

firewood, fuelwood, and paper were all identified as important wood products. A few 

people mentioned their family logging heritage as being important to them, and others 

mentioned the importance of wood for totem poles and teepees.  

Wildlife and their habitats, along with nontimber forest products, are highly 

valued by white student participants. They discussed the importance of diverse forest 

structure and composition to different species of wildlife, including snags, nest sites, food 

sources, and wildlife migration routes.  They perceive a need for more habitat restoration 

in many forests to conserve biological diversity, and the replanting of more diverse 

understory plants and tree species for both wildlife use and human use.  Nontimber forest 
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products of particular importance to the white student participants include food such as 

forest fruits, vegetables, maple syrup, mushrooms, and meat from hunting. They also 

value materials for arts and crafts, medicines, ores, and trees to transplant to their home 

gardens. 

The white student participants ranged in age from 14 to mid-40s (table 5), but 

they all talked about the educational importance of forests, both formally in the classroom 

and on field trips, and informally. The older students also talked about the importance of 

forests as a place to teach their children about nature and to inspire their imaginations. 

They value urban trees and parks and would like to see more of them “to help the city 

look good and make people feel good,” as well as an asset to improve home values and 

provide an easily accessible place for recreation. 

The high school students observed changes over their lifetimes in people’s 

attitudes toward forests:   

Previous generations took the forest for granted….[Now] more people are 
leaning toward saving trees.  Formerly there was a focus on big buildings, 
but now we conserve so we can save the forest.  
 

Some of the older white college student participants observed changes in the 

forest: “The big trees are gone in my lifetime.”  They have seen more natural forest 

converted to monoculture forest plantations on private industrial forestland, and healthy 

forest change to unhealthy forest on public forestland.  Population growth and urban 

sprawl have reduced their access to some forests, whether for hiking or snowmobiling, as 

more areas have been developed for housing.  One person lamented the mill closure in his 

town, the loss of forest jobs, and the negative impact on the community economy. 

The high school student participants expressed concerns about the amount of 

forests that are being cut down, both in Oregon and in the Amazon, and the impact that it 

will have on their future.  “Tree cutting affects the whole community. If the planet is 

polluted, there is more global warming.”  “We are killing wildlife and decreasing oxygen.” 
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“We’re cutting a lot more trees, making more roads, factories are polluting the air we 

breathe, destroying our oxygen, killing us.”  “If we cut too much, we’ll hit a tipping point 

of no return, and we can’t balance the population [growth].”  

The white college student participants expressed concerns about poor 

management practices, overharvesting, and too much fire suppression have resulted in 

loss of old growth, natural forests, wildlife habitat, and biological diversity.  Forest 

industry greed and political focus on economic profits ahead of environmental and 

community well-being are shared concerns.  They object to the size and proximity of 

clearcuts and replanting forest monocultures, which they say have negative impacts on 

wildlife, air quality, and quality of life for Oregon communities. They want better public 

and private forest management to restore ecosystem health and reduce fire risk, and long-

term, sustainable management that balances economic needs, ecosystem services, and 

community values, including both urban and rural interests.  They are concerned that 

needed forest restoration activities are not happening fast enough or on a big enough 

scale to restore health, and are concerned about the huge economic impacts that could 

result from massive wildfires, insect mortality, and invasive species in mismanaged 

forests.   

White college student participants also are concerned about many city people’s 

disconnection from nature, lack of access to forests, and lack of awareness about the 

importance of healthy forest ecosystems. They suggest more education about natural 

systems be incorporated into school curricula, beginning in elementary school. They also 

have observed a change in forest values in Oregon, with less focus on timber production, 

but do not see these changing values reflected in management policy. They suggest that 

forest managers adapt their management plans to be more environmentally sustainable 

and reflect the values of Oregonians today. 
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Synthesis of racial and ethnic focus group data 

 

Common forest values 

By combining the top 20 forest values expressed by each individual racial and 

ethnic group into a single summary word table (table 12), a picture emerges of the forest 

values that are shared among the focus group participants.  The combined data include a 

total of 32 forest values, due to variation among groups in frequency with which different 

values were mentioned. However, an analysis of the extensiveness of values across 

groups reveals that 16 important forest values are held in common by all the groups, and 

five additional forest values are shared by five groups.  

The top five forest values shared among all groups are spiritual values, nontimber 

forest products, recreation, cultural heritage, and life support values, which were all 

mentioned by participants over 250 times in the combined data. Wildlife, fish, and their 

habitats are next, followed by the importance of long-range, holistic forest ecosystem 

management that balances interests but prioritizes environmental well-being instead of 

economic profits from forest harvests. Wood products, beauty, and forest jobs and 

income complete the top 10 list of commonly held values. The importance of diverse 

understory plants and diverse forests and trees came in at eleventh and twelfth, just 

slightly lower in frequency, followed by the importance of education and protecting more 

natural forest.  Two other values are shared by all six groups as well:  regulations to 

protect old forest, stop conversion of natural forest to tree plantations, and stop large 

clearcuts; and intergenerational equity to protect diverse forests for future generations to 

enjoy and use. 

Four of the five forest values shared by five racial/ethnic focus groups were 

mentioned in all except the Asian American group.  Of these four values, the importance 

of forest ecosystem health received the most mentions.  Restoration of degraded and 

overly dense forests are high priorities, due to concerns about elevated fire risk, insects, 
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diseases, and invasive species, which are the result of fire suppression and poor 

management strategies. Equitable treatment and respect for indigenous and local people, 

and better access to forests, especially for traditional cultural uses and for all 

socioeconomic groups, are also shared by the same five groups. Better communication 

about forest importance and access are also values shared by five of the six groups.  

Urban trees and the existence value of forests were mentioned in all but the American 

Indian focus groups. 

In examining the data, I noticed that some values were mentioned much more 

frequently within one focus group than in others, and thought the total mentions might be 

affected by the number of participants in each individual group (which ranged from five 

to nineteen participants per group).  To account for this difference in focus group size, I 

also organized the data by their rank within each individual group, and displayed it in 

order of highest overall ranking (table 13).   A slightly different ranking of forest values 

appears when they are ordered by relative ranking within each group.   Notably, eight of 

the most frequently mentioned forest values are also ranked in the top ten, but wood 

products and jobs and income fall to eleventh and thirteenth rank, and are replaced by the 

importance of diverse understory plants and diverse forests and trees.  
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Table 12.  Combined top 20 forest values data sets from 14 Oregon racial/ethnic focus 
groups conducted in 2008 and 2012 (Italicized totals for each group: American Indian, African 
American, Asian American, Latino, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, White.) 

Importance of forests Frequency of 
mention 

Extensiveness 
across groups 

Spiritual value (spiritual renewal 141, 
spiritual value 105, sense of place 80, sense 
of time 11, experience nature 84) 

421  
(105, 42, 24, 56, 57, 137) 6 

Nontimber forest products (food plants 184, 
art/craft/tool materials 98; herbal medicine 
56, meat 16, fish 2) 

356  
(191, 25, 16, 50, 34, 40) 6 

Recreation 318  
(57, 37, 12, 72, 23, 117) 6 

Cultural heritage (traditional knowledge and 
activities 141; beliefs 71, identity 99 ) 

311  
(232, 13, 2, 9, 44, 11) 6 

Life support (life support 124, clean water 
57, clean air 36, climate amelioration 36) 

253  
(64, 39, 15, 33, 46, 56) 6 

Wildlife, fish, and habitats (113 +  69) 182  
(63, 15, 7, 34, 22, 41) 6 

Sustainable, long-range, holistic 
management: balance economy, ecosystem, 
community, urban/rural values; prioritize 
environment. 

170  
(79, 23, 7, 15, 17, 29) 6 

Wood products (building materials, 
fuelwood, firewood, paper) 

154 
(71, 1, 13, 10, 5, 54) 6 

Beauty 153 
(25, 26, 14, 24, 31, 33) 6 

Jobs (80) and income (59) 139 
(74, 6, 4, 28, 3, 24) 6 

Diverse understory (foods, flowers, medicine 
plants, nuts) 

132 
(81, 19, 7, 9, 10, 6) 6 

Diverse forests and tree species 131 
(78, 8, 9, 22, 8, 6) 6 

Ecosystem health: reduce insects/disease 
(18), invasives (18), fire risk (55; thin, 
controlled burns), restore health (32) 

123 
(77, 6, 0, 2, 8, 30) 5 

Education (formal, informal) (kids, families, 
early and often) 

107 
(19, 20, 3, 23, 11, 31) 6 

Protect more natural forest (old growth, 
ecological values, and open space)  

105 
(55, 10, 4, 6, 13, 17) 6 
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Table 12.  Combined top 20 forest values data sets from 14 Oregon racial/ethnic focus 
groups conducted in 2008 and 2012 (Continued) (Italicized totals for each group: American 
Indian, African American, Asian American, Latino, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, White.) 
 

Importance of forests Frequency of 
mention 

Extensiveness 
across groups 

Equitable treatment, respect indigenous and local 
people, have  voice in forest management 
decisions 

69 
(36, 1, 0, 23, 8, 1) 5 

Access to forest for traditional uses, equal access 
for everyone (socioeconomic barriers for some) 

62 
(44, 7, 0, 1, 3, 7) 5 

Change policies/regulations to stop converting 
natural forest to tree farms, stop big clearcuts 

41 
(18, 3, 9, 4, 1, 6) 6 

Intergenerational equity, future generations 38 
(26, 1, 2, 1, 5, 3) 6 

Urban trees 38 
(0, 3, 3, 8, 4, 20) 5 

Land tenure 37 
(36, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0) 2 

Change policies/regulations to allow traditional 
cultural practices on government land 

31 
(31, 0, 0, 0, 0) 1 

Existence value 27 
(0, 3, 8, 1, 2, 13) 5 

Revenue for public services 23 
(14, 0, 0, 3, 0, 6) 3 

Carbon storage to mitigate climate change 20 
(1, 1, 1, 0, 0, 17) 4 

Better communication 19 
(6, 4, 0, 7, 1, 1) 5 

Protect soils, prevent landslides (replant bare 
areas) 

17 
(8, 0, 2, 6, 1, 0) 4 

Ecosystem services 16 
(0, 0, 1, 6, 0, 9) 3 

Research/more knowledge  16 
(9, 2, 3, 0, 0, 2) 4 

Retain (or regain) forest land base and extent 15 
(8, 0, 0, 0, 0, 3, 4) 3 

Good, practical regulations to protect ecosystems 6 
(4, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0) 2 

Practical use value 4 
(0, 0, 4, 0, 0,0) 1 
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Table 13. Ranking of combined top 20 forest values by each racial and ethnic focus group 
conducted in 2008 and 2012 in Oregon (American Indian (AmIn), African American (AfAm), Asian 
American (AsAm), Latino (Lat), Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (NHPI), and White students (Wh)) 
 

Importance of forests Ranking of forest values by each group  

Combined group rank AmIn AfAm AsAm Lat NHPI Wh 
Spiritual value  3 1 1 2 1 1 
Nontimber forest products 2 5 2 3 4 6 
Life support  10 2 3 5 2 3 
Recreation 12 3 6 1 6 2 
Beauty 19 4 4 7 5 7 
Wildlife, fish, and habitats  11 10 9 (tie) 4 7 5 
Sustainable management 5 6 9 (tie) 11 8 10 
Cultural heritage  1 11 19 (tie) 13 (tie) 3 16 
Diverse understory  4 8 9 (tie) 13 (tie) 11 19 (tie) 
Diverse forests & trees  6 12 7 10 12 (tie) 19 (tie) 
Wood products  9 21 (tie) 5 12 16 4 
Education  20 7 16 (tie) 8 (tie) 10 8 
Jobs and income  8 14 (tie) 13 6 18 (tie) 11 
Protect more natural forest  13 9 15 17 (tie) 9 13 (tie) 
Change regulations, stop 
natural forest conversion to 
tree farms and big clearcuts 

21 (tie) 17 (tie) 9 (tie) 20 22 (tie) 19 (tie) 

Future generations 18 21 (tie) 19 (tie) 24 (tie) 15 24 
Ecosystem health 7 14 (tie) - 23 12 (tie) 9 
Urban trees - 17 (tie) 16 (tie) 15 17 12 

 
Note: “Tie” refers to values within a single column, not across rows.  A tie indicates  that 
two or more forest values were mentioned the same number of times by participants in 
the same focus group.    
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Table 13. Ranking of combined top 20 forest values by each racial and ethnic focus group 
conducted in 2008 and 2012 in Oregon (Continued) (American Indian (AmIn), African American 
(AfAm), Asian American (AsAm), Latino (Lat), Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (NHPI), and White 
students (Wh)) 
 

Importance of forests Ranking of forest values by each group  

 AmIn AfAm AsAm Lat NHPI Wh 
Equitable treatment/voice 15 (tie) 21 (tie) - 8 (tie) 12 (tie) 27 (tie) 
Existence value - 17 (tie) 8 24 (tie) 21 15 
Better communication 27 (tie) 16 - 16 22 (tie) 27 (tie) 
Access 14 13 - - 18 (tie) 18 
Protect soils, prevent 
landslides (replant bare 
areas) 

24 (tie) - 19 (tie) 17 (tie) 22 (tie) - 

Research/more 
knowledge/indigenous 
knowledge 

24 (tie) 20 16 (tie) - - 26 

Carbon storage to mitigate 
climate change 34 (tie) 21 (tie) 23 (tie) - - 13 (tie) 

Ecosystem services - - 23 (tie) 17 (tie) - 17 
Revenue for public services 23 - - 21 (tie) - 19 (tie) 
Retain forest land base and 
extent 24 (tie) - - - 18 (tie) 23 (tie) 

Land tenure 15 (tie) - - - 22 (tie) - 
Practical use value - - 13 (tie) - - - 
Change regulations/policy, 
allow traditional cultural 
practices on federal lands 

17 - - - - - 

Reasonable, practical 
regulations to protect 
ecosystems 

34 (tie) - 19 (tie) - - - 

 
Note: “Tie” refers to values within a single column, not across rows.  A tie indicates  that 
two or more forest values were mentioned the same number of times by participants in 
the same focus group.   
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Unique forest values  

Some forest values were mentioned as important by participants in only one 

racial/ethnic focus group (tables 14 and 15).   Many of these unique forest values 

involved social justice issues of equity, respect for people, and a voice in forest policy 

and management.   

Tribal focus group participants identified 13 unique forest values which they 

perceive as important, some of which were expressed by all three tribes and others which 

are unique to the CLUS Indian participants (table 14), but none of which were expressed 

by the other five racial/ethnic groups. Tribal focus group participants all place great value 

on having secure land tenure, regaining more of their ancestral lands, and changing 

regulations to allow them to practice their cultural traditions on public lands. They also 

value better access to more public forest to hunt, fish, and gather culturally important 

materials without having to ask permission of the federal government or acquire permits.  

They see these forest issues as vital for maintaining their cultural heritage and identity as 

a tribe. Participants from all three tribal confederations value the incorporation of tribal 

knowledge into the management of public and private forest land to apply their long 

history of sustainable forest management to improve the health of Oregon’s forests.  They 

also want public and private forestland owners to stop cutting culturally important old 

trees, especially the cedar (Thuja plicata) which they call “the tree of life” for the many 

uses they make of its different parts, and yew (Taxus brevifolia) whose hard wood they 

use to craft many different implements.   

The CLUS and Grand Ronde Indian participants identified two other forest values 

in common: the importance of creating a restoration economy to restore forest health and 

diversity, and to provide important sources of jobs and income for their young people; 

and the importance of native salmon compared to the hatchery fish that are taking over 

native salmon habitat. Only the CLUS Indian participants mentioned the importance of 

government agencies collaborating with tribes in the planning stages and active 
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management of public forestland; involving tribes in managing invasive species; 

protecting spawning grounds for salmon and eels; nitrogen-fixing alder (Alnus rubra) for 

soil fertility; and better protection of culturally important sites on public and private 

forestland, especially old gravesites.  

Three of the six unique forest values expressed by the Latino American focus 

group participants involve respect and equity for Latino forest workers: protection from 

agricultural and forest chemicals and from exploitation by the forest industry, and respect 

for their contribution to Oregon’s economy (table 15). They also value bees for their 

pollination services and want them protected from chemicals as well. It is important to 

them to have forest information in Spanish help more Latino Americans learn about the 

importance of forests and to know where it is okay to go to enjoy the forests.  They value 

new markets for traditional arts and crafts like handcrafted fine furniture from forest 

products, and for improved trail maintenance.  

The white college student focus groups place importance on balancing urban and 

rural interests in forest management, more research on medicinal uses of forest plants, 

and value the opportunity to competitively bid on smaller timber sales to support local 

mills.   

The African American focus group participants said it is important to hold people 

accountable for the negative ecosystem impacts of industrial forest management because 

local people and communities are affected by the damage but the benefits go to the forest 

industry.  They also value access to seed sources and the freedom to save seeds, and 

object to a corporate monopoly on seeds. 

Asian American focus group participants identified one unique forest value: 

practical use of forests, combined with practical regulations that also protect forest 

ecosystems. The Native Hawaiian/Pacific Island participants share many common forest 

values with every other racial/ethnic focus group, and place a very high priority on the 
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importance of forests for preservation of their cultural heritage and cultural identity, but 

did not identify any unique value. 
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Table 14.  Summary of unique forest values expressed in tribal focus groups conducted in 
Oregon in 2008 and 2012 (excluding values mentioned only once) 
 

 Tribal Confederation that mentioned unique forest value  

Unique Tribal Forest 
Values 

Coos, Lower 
Umpqua, and 

Siuslaw Indians 

Grand Ronde 
Indians 

Warm Springs 
Indians 

Better access to forest to 
gather materials, practice 
cultural traditions without 
permits 

√ √ √ 

Change regulations to allow 
cultural practices on federal 
and state lands 

√ √ √ 

Secure land tenure for tribes √ √ √ 

Regain more ancestral lands √ √ √ 
Collaborate with tribes in 
planning and management √ x x 

Incorporate tribal 
knowledge √ √ √ 

Involve tribes to manage 
invasive species √ x x 

Protect spawning grounds 
for salmon and eels √ x x 

Nitrogen-fixing alder  √ x x 
Stop cutting culturally 
important old cedar and yew 
trees 

√ √ √ 

Create restoration economy 
to restore forest diversity 
and provide more 
jobs/income 

√ √ x 

Better protect culturally 
important sites, old graves √ x x 

Native salmon vs. hatchery 
fish √ √ x 
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Table 15.  Summary of unique forest values from each racial/ethnic focus group 
conducted in Oregon in 2008 and 2012  
 

Unique forest values identified by only one racial/ethnic group 

American Indian African 
American 

Asian 
American 

Latino 
American 

Native 
Hawaiian 

Pacific 
Islander 

White 
students 

Better access to 
forest for cultural 
materials and 
practices without 
permits 

Hold people 
accountable 
for ecosystem 
impacts 

Practical 
use value 

Protect forest 
workers, bees 
from industry 
chemicals 

 Support 
local market 
small mill 
timber sales 

Change 
regulations to 
allow cultural 
practices on public 
lands 

Corporate 
monopoly on 
seed sources 

 Respect 
Latino 
workers & 
economic 
contributions 

 More 
medicinal 
plants 
research 

Secure land tenure, 
regain more 
ancestral lands 

  Protect Latino 
forest workers 
exploitation 

 Balance 
urban/rural 
interests 

Collaborate with 
tribes in planning 
and management 

  Bilingual 
signs, 
information 

  

Incorporate tribal 
knowledge 

  Better trail 
maintenance 

  

Create restoration 
economy for forest 
diversity & jobs 

  New market: 
handcrafted 
furniture 

  

Involve tribes in 
invasive species 
management 

     

Keep culturally 
important old trees 

     

Protect culturally 
important sites 

     

Protect salmon/eel 
spawning grounds 

     

Native salmon vs. 
hatchery fish 

     

Nitrogen-fixing 
alder 
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Conclusions: focus groups  

A few key conclusions can be drawn from an analysis of the data from 

participants in these six demographic focus groups:   

1) Spiritual values of forests are identified as the most important aspect overall, 

ranking first in four of the six racial and ethnic groups, and second or third in 

the other two groups.  

2) Nontimber forest products were ranked second overall, and deemed more 

important than wood products for all groups except white students. 

3) Life support, recreation, beauty, wildlife/fish/habitats, sustainable 

management, cultural values, diverse understory, and diverse trees followed as 

the next most important forest values in the combined data set. 

4) Although much of the political discussion and media coverage is focused on 

the economic value of wood products and forest-related jobs and income in 

Oregon, these two forest values were cumulatively ranked as eleventh and 

thirteenth in importance. 

5) While there are some variations in relative importance of forest values among 

six different racial and ethnic focus group participants in Oregon, they all 

place highest priority on 75 percent of the same forest values. 

6) Unique forest values expressed by the American Indian participants are 

supported by several aspects of social constructionism and sense of place 

theories. Their tribes have lived in Oregon forests for thousands of years 

(Cressman 1956), have cultural traditions tightly connected to the forest that 

are passed down through generations and reflect a worldview that places them 

as part of nature (Berger and Luckmann 1967). This long history in one place 

has resulted in deep place attachment, place identity, and place dependence 

that make unfettered access to forests vital for their cultural survival as a 

people and for their individual spiritual well-being (Low and Altman 1992; 
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Williams and Stewart 1998; Stedman 2002; Cheng, Kruger, and Daniels 2003; 

Brandenburg and Carroll 1995; Stewart 1996; Williams and Stewart 1998; 

Jorgensen and Stedman 2006). 

7) The primary concerns about forests that were expressed in all focus groups are 

the impacts of clearcutting and monocultures on wildlife, water quality, 

ecosystem health, and human enjoyment of the forest; loss of natural forest 

and old growth; the impact of politics on forest policy and management; 

unsustainable management practices; and the need to prioritize a healthy 

environment more than economic profit.  

 

The results of my focus group data analysis are very similar to the conclusions I 

found in a review of the literature, and are supported by theory.  In particular, American 

Indians, Latino Americans and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders in my focus groups 

expressed the same concerns that studies of indigenous peoples around the world have 

reported, which are supported by theories of social constructionism, sense of place, race 

and racism, marginalization, and the dependence theory of power: 

 Many government agencies, land managers, and policy makers lack 

understanding or respect for their cultural values and traditions, including 

traditional systems of land tenure (Flood and McAvoy 2007a; Lewis and 

Sheppard 2005) and the cultural significance of specific places in the 

landscape (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995; Cheng, Kruger, and Daniels 

2003; Cressman 1951 and 1956; Davenport and Anderson 2005; Hay 1998; 

Jorgensen and Stedman 2001 and 2006; Relph 1976; Stedman 2003b; 

Stedman et al. 2004; Stewart 1996; Williams and Stewart 1998). 

 Government regulations and policies limit their access to their ancestral 

lands and culturally important resources which are critical to maintaining 

their cultural identity, both individually and as a community or tribe 
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(Beckham 1977; Lewis and Sheppard 2005; Low and Altman 1992; 

Madrid 2013; Morishima 1998; Relph 1976; Semken 2005; Stedman et al. 

2004; Tuan 1974; Williams and Stewart 1998).   

 They perceive a lack of power to assert their basic human rights, including 

the right of self-determination, based on institutionalized and corporate 

racial discrimination, and the domination of the white culture limits their 

access to resources and opportunities for advancement (Andersen and 

Collins 2013; Bacharach and Lawler 1986; Smedley 2007). 

 They are often excluded from the forest policy-making process, especially 

at the early stages of policy development and management planning, 

resulting in failure of policies to include values that are very important to 

their well-being and their future (Crespi 1987; Ferradas 1998; Kaus 1993; 

Kottak 1999; Mills 2000). 

 Government agencies fail to manage public forestlands to sustain 

environmental values that are most important to indigenous people and  

their communities, especially nonconsumptive uses, and instead prioritize 

profits of the more powerful forest industry (McAvoy et al. 1999). 

 Government agencies and private industries are too focused on economic 

outputs of forests, to the detriment of forest ecosystems and society. 

 Policy makers and forest managers either don’t understand cultural and 

spiritual values of forests or are not interested in incorporating them in 

management plans and actions (Flood and McAvoy 2007a; IFMAT-III 

2013; Lewis and Sheppard 2005; Schelhas 2002). 

 There is a lack of trust in government agencies due to historical and 

current treatment of American Indians and other minorities, and the 

unsustainable management of forestlands (IFMAT-I 1993; IFMAT-II 

2003; IFMAT-III 2013; Madrid 2013). 
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 Racial and ethnic minorities lack equal opportunity and access to social, 

political, economic, and environmental resources, including land 

ownership, that are important for individual and community well-being 

(Andersen and Collins 2013; Buffalohead 1992; Madrid 2013; Schelhas 

2002; Winant 2000). 

 

Theoretical support of focus group findings 

Theories of power, both relationship and dependence, support the findings from 

the participants in the American Indian focus groups, particularly the CLUS Indians who 

are struggling to sustain their culture without a sufficient land base. As CLUS focus 

group participants mentioned, their tribes are negotiating with the government for access 

to more lands and a greater voice in forest management, based on the cultural and 

spiritual hardships imposed by their very limited land tenure and access to culturally 

important resources (CLUS Indians 2011). They want to establish a more collaborative 

relationship with government agencies and be involved in management planning and 

actions on public forestlands in Oregon in order to have their important nontimber forest 

products and nonconsumptive spiritual and cultural uses of the forest included in 

management plans for public lands (CLUS Indians 2011). Previous research has 

identified a need for government agencies to increase their knowledge of the cultural and 

spiritual importance of public lands and to incorporate that knowledge into management 

plans, policies, and actions (IFMAT-I 1993; IFMAT-III 2012; Schelhas 2002).   The 

CLUS Indians are trying to transform their relationship with the state and federal 

governments from one of dependence (Bacharach and Lawler 1986) to one of shared 

power and mutual respect in the management of their ancestral lands, in keeping with the 

relationship theory of power (Lewicki, Saunders, and Barry 2006) and collaborative 

learning theory (Daniels and Walker 2001). CLUS Indians who participated in the focus 

groups say the traditional knowledge about local ecosystems that has been passed down 
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to them by previous generations can be used to help manage federal forest lands in 

Oregon to achieve more sustainable management outcomes.    

Theories of sense of place, including place attachment, place dependence, and 

place identity, support my focus group findings, especially those related to the American 

Indian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander focus groups. These two racial/ethnic groups 

share a cultural heritage of living close to nature (Harris 1997; McGregor et al. 2003). 

Participants in each tribal focus group described how generation after generation of their 

families lived as part of the forest and relied on the forest for their survival, both 

biologically and culturally. This rich history in one place has become part of their sense 

of self as individuals and as a people (tribal and NH/PI focus group participants; Harris 

1997; McGregor et al. 2003) and reflects early theories of sense of place (Relph 1976; 

Tuan 1974) and expanded concepts of place identity (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995; 

Jorgensen and Stedman 2001 and 2006; Stewart 1996; Williams and Stewart 1998). Their 

strong physical and emotional ties to specific forest places are supported by concepts of 

place attachment and place dependence (Cheng, Kruger, and Daniels 2003; Low and 

Altman 1992; Stedman 2002; Williams and Stewart 1998).   

Tribal focus group participants shared stories about how the forest permeates their 

spiritual beliefs, myths, and their cultural traditions, and is a part of their daily lives. 

Focus group data affirm that participants in tribal and NH/PI focus groups assign high 

value to the importance of forests for preserving their cultural heritage (tables 6 and 10). 

Previous literature also describes this strong connection between the cultural traditions 

and values of indigenous ethnic groups and their ancestral landscapes (Harris 1997; 

McGregor et al. 2003). Theories of place attachment, identity, and dependence 

(Jorgensen and Stedman 2006; Stedman 2003b; Tuan 1974; Williams and Stewart 1998) 

may explain why the CLUS Indians have identified specific locations that are critical to 

their cultural survival in their ongoing efforts to regain some of their ancestral homeland 
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(CLUSI 2011; Beck 2009; Jorgensen and Stedman 2006; Stedman 2003b; Tuan 1974; 

Williams and Stewart 1998).   

While discussing the ways that Oregon forests are important to them, Native 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander participants repeatedly returned to stories about their 

grandparents and earlier generations in the forests of Hawaii, Samoa, and Tonga, and the 

deep cultural and spiritual connections they feel for the land that are rooted in the islands 

but are also growing here.  These concepts of place, along with Stedman’s place 

satisfaction (2003a and 2003b) support my findings among all racial and ethnic groups 

that people are very concerned and many are angry about changes in Oregon’s forest 

ecosystems and landscape aesthetics due to clearcutting and conversion of the natural 

forest to tree plantations, referring to these management activities as raping the landscape 

and breaking the bonds with people and wildlife.  

Theories of race, racism, and marginalization also support the results of the 

African American, American Indian, Latino American, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific 

Islander focus groups, particularly the concerns they raised about forest-related social 

justice issues (Andersen and Collins 2013; Du Bois 1897/1995; Marger 2012; Smedley 

2007; Smedley and Smedley 2005; Ritzer 2011; Winant 2000): lack of equity in 

treatment and opportunities, lack of respect for nonwhite people and their cultural values, 

and too little voice in the development of policies that impact them.  Because racism has 

been institutionalized in the U.S. for so long, many people in the dominant white culture 

are not consciously aware of its impacts on other racial/ethnic groups (Andersen and 

Collins 2013; Marger 2012; Smedley and Smedley 2005; Winant 2000).  White people in 

the U.S. in general do not fear being randomly attacked in the forest because of the color 

of their skin, have not experienced being forcibly removed from their homelands, or been 

routinely subject to discrimination in pay and working conditions because of their race or 

ethnicity (Marger 2012). While many laws have been passed to prohibit these types of 

discrimination, more progress needs to be made to eliminate them as Oregon and the U.S. 
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become more culturally diverse (figures 6 and 7), if we want to reap the benefits of 

becoming a more multicultural society (West 1994).  

Social constructionism theory informed my discourse analysis to discover shared 

and unique forest values among members of different racial and ethnic groups.  The 

theory asserts specific cultural heritage, histories, and direct experiences give rise to 

different perspectives, values, and understanding of the world, and influence how we 

interact with our environment (Berger and Luckmann 1967). We use traditions, rituals, 

and language to sustain cultural identity, and can discover shared values by listening to 

the words people use to describe their world views and how they interact with their 

environment, and then incorporate these values into management policy to sustain 

culturally important values (Schneider and Ingram 1993).  This theory partially supports 

the results of my focus group analysis, but I discovered that forest values that participants 

from different races and ethnicities want to sustain are 75 percent the same (table 12), 

with Asian American and white student participants placing slightly more importance on 

wood products. I suggest that these results may be explained by the fact that people and 

forests evolved together over time, and this coevolution gave rise to many shared values 

of forests (figure 14).   
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Figure 14. Interaction of social systems and ecosystems as they coevolve and coadapt. 
(Marten 2001, adapted from Rambo and Sajise 1985).   

Forests provided both physical and spiritual sustenance for people in many 

different parts of the world “from time immemorial” as the tribes describe it, and many 

different cultural traditions were tied to this intimate relationship between people and 

their forest environment. This coevolution of people and forests was accompanied by a 

coadaptation of social systems and forest ecosystems as people changed to fit their 

environment, and the ecosystem changed in response to human actions (Chapin III, 

Kofinas, and Folke 2009, 23; Marten 2001).  The mechanization of environmental 

management that arose with the Industrial Revolution broke these close bonds between 

people and ecosystems as subsistence use of resources changed to a market-based system 

that valued maximum efficiency and economic profit (Marten 2001).  These forest 

management changes have occurred over the last 150 years in America, and the results 
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can be seen in the impacts of industrial forest management on Oregon’s forests. Natural 

forests have been converted to monocultures, and single tree harvest has been replaced by 

large-scale clearcuts with products shipped to distant markets (Chapin III, Kofinas, and 

Folke 2009). People in many cultures changed their lifestyles and no longer depend on 

the forest for their subsistence, but the deep psychological and spiritual connections that 

people feel for forest ecosystems still exists (McGregor et al. 2003). Specific rituals, plant 

species, or uses of nontimber forest products may be different from one culture to another, 

but the importance of these spiritual and cultural connections to forests remains a 

common thread, and may explain the affinity that so many people feel for forests today 

(Norgaard 1994).    
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF OREGON FOREST POLICY ANALYSIS 

 

Results of Oregon forest policy document analysis  

The Forestry Program includes a broad array of economic, environmental, cultural, 

and social values of forests.  An examination of the Indicators and their associated 

metrics reveals their strengths and weaknesses in reporting on the values identified as 

important in the Forestry Program.  Many of the Forestry Program and Indicator values 

are included in the language of Oregon’s Laws, particularly in the overarching values 

statements, but the majority of the Laws are focused on protection of environmental 

values rather than social or cultural values.  All three documents contain similar 

overarching values statements that include a breadth of values, many of which may be 

viewed as aspirational.  I did not repeat the overarching values from the Forestry Program 

(appendix 7) on the Indicators values code table (appendix 8) because the Indicators are 

intended to provide a way to measure these values and monitor changes in them over 

time. The overarching values found in the Laws (appendix 9) include 68 percent of the 

overarching values from the Forestry Program (appendix 10). Laws that pertain to 

specific Goals of the Forestry Program are more limited in scope. 

 

Comparison of forest values in policy documents and values identified by focus 
group participants 

The words used in the Forestry Program to describe the seven Goals of 

sustainable forest management include many of the forest values identified as important 

by diverse racial and ethnic focus group participants. The 19 Indicators that report on the 

Goals are less inclusive of these important forest values, and the metrics used to assess 

the condition and trajectories of the Indicators are much more limited in their focus.  

Even fewer of these forest values are included in Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws (table 

16).  Overall, 38 percent of the forest values included in the Forestry Program Goals are 
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included in the Indicators, metrics, or Laws. Two plausible explanations for the more 

narrow focus of the metrics are the availability of data, and the sources being used to 

report on forest values in Oregon.    

The types of data that have been traditionally collected by various agencies and 

institutions represent most of the metrics being measured and monitored. The Indicators 

include most of the economic values associated with timber harvest and forest-related 

revenues for public services, including taxes, employment and wages, and the cost 

accounting of forest industry investments and sales of wood and paper products.  The 

indicators are also robust in their ability to report on forest area, productive capacity, and 

harvest levels related to timber production, and on numerous soil and water quality 

parameters related to Clean Water Act requirements.  This is not a surprising, because 

these are data that have well-established sources and collection protocols and can be 

compiled at a state-wide level.    
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Table 16. Comparison of top-ranked focus group forest values with values in the Forestry 
Program for Oregon, Indicators and metrics, and Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws  

Focus Group Values Focus Group Values in Forestry Program and Laws 

 Program Indicators Metrics Laws 
Spiritual value  √    
Nontimber forest products √    
Life support  √ √ water air √ water √ water air 
Recreation √ √  √ limited  
Beauty √    

Wildlife, fish, and habitats  √ √ 

√ limited to 
at risk 

species, 
distribution,  

fish, 
riparian   

√ limited to 
endangered, 

fish, 
riparian 

areas 

Sustainable management √ √ limited   
Cultural heritage  √    
Diverse understory  √ √   

Diverse forests & trees  √ √ √ limited to 
forest type  

Wood products  √ √ √  
Education  √ √ √  
Jobs and income  √ √ √  

Protect more natural forest/ 
old growth  

√ old 
growth, 
native 

√ limited to 
protected 

areas 

√ limited to 
protected 
areas, old 
growth 

√ limited to 
protected 
areas, old 
growth 

Change regulations, stop 
natural forest conversion to 
tree farms and big clearcuts 

    

Future generations √    
 
Note:  Indicators are measurable parameters with a set of specific metrics to collect data 
and monitor changes in forest conditions over time.    
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Table 16. Comparison of top-ranked focus group forest values with values included in the 
Forestry Program for Oregon, Indicators and metrics, and Oregon’s Forest Protection 
Laws (Continued)  

Importance of forests Focus Group Values in Forestry Program and Laws 

 Program Indicators Metrics Laws 
Ecosystem health √ √ limited √ limited √ limited 
Urban trees √    
Equitable treatment/voice √    
Existence value √    
Better communication √    
Access     
Protect soils, prevent 
landslides, replant √ √ √ √ 

Research/more 
knowledge/indigenous 
knowledge 

√ excludes 
indigenous 
knowledge 

√ excludes 
indigenous 
knowledge 

√ excludes 
indigenous 
knowledge 

 

Carbon storage to mitigate 
climate change √ √ √  

Ecosystem services √ limited limited  
Revenue for public services √ √ √  
Retain forest land base and 
extent √ √ √  

Land tenure √    
Practical use value √ √   
Change regulations/policy, 
allow traditional cultural 
practices on federal lands 

    

Reasonable, practical 
regulations to protect 
ecosystems 

√ √ limited   

 
Note:  Indicators are measurable parameters with a set of specific metrics to collect data 
and monitor changes in forest conditions over time.    
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The data that are being used to report on these values are compiled from many 

different sources: ODF, OFRI, the Oregon University System, Institute for Natural 

Resources, Oregon Department of Revenue, Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality, Oregon Watershed Enhancement Board, Oregon Counties, Oregon Parks and 

Recreation Department, Oregon Invasive Species Council, Pacific Northwest Wildfire 

Coordinating Group, USDA Forest Service Pacific Northwest Research Station, BLM,  

EPA, U.S. Census Bureau, and LANDFIRE (ODF 2007). 

The greatest disparity between the forest values included in the Forestry Program 

language and the values being measured and monitored by the current Indicator metrics 

are the ecosystem services and social benefits under Goal B (Social and Economic 

Benefits) and the ecosystem diversity values under Goal E (Diverse Plants and Animals).  

Socially important cultural, spiritual, and biodiversity values are identified as most 

important by numerous participants in all of my focus groups, and are repeated 

throughout the mission, vision, and values statements of the Forestry Program.   The 

Indicators fail to measure or monitor most of these important spiritual, cultural, and 

social values, or forest economic values not related to timber harvest with the exception 

of a few market-based ecosystem services and recreational values.  In order to be able to 

report on these values, new metrics and data sources need to be identified. 

Many ecosystem values that focus group participants identified as highly 

important are associated with the forest understory, especially the diversity of native 

plants, animals, and their habitats, which all ranked in the top ten of importance.  

However, the Indicator metrics do not include these values with the exception of those 

species listed as threatened or endangered under state or federal law. The importance of 

maintaining old growth and natural forest with a diversity of tree species were also highly 

ranked by focus group participants, and protection of old growth forests is a primary 

aspect of the Northwest Forest Plan (Thomas et at. 2006).  However, the metrics are not 
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reporting any data on conversion of natural forest to monoculture plantations, or on 

maintaining diverse tree species (table 16; ODF 2013).  

The Forestry Program identifies a desired Goal E trend: “Composition, diversity, 

and structure are within or growing toward desired future condition ranges established 

through the Oregon Conservation Strategy.” Without metrics, monitoring, and regulations 

to protect overstory and understory diversity in Goal A or E, we cannot know if the 

Indicators and Laws are adequate to protect the diversity of forest structures and native 

forest plants, animals and their habitats.   

The Goal F Indicators and metrics being used to assess health of forest 

ecosystems, watersheds, and airsheds are inadequate to do more than track tree mortality 

and invasive species control. The current set of Indicator metrics places value on 

regulating, managing for, and measuring forest “ecosystem health” based on timber 

production tree species and conditions, not on overall ecosystem integrity, diversity, and 

function, and the ability to provide healthy habitat for native plants and animals.  It is not 

possible to assess biodiversity or habitat conservation, or the well-being of forest wildlife, 

using the current metrics.  Conservation of native plant and animal biodiversity is being 

measured as a function of protected category listing, a reactive management method 

rather than a proactive one, and is unlikely to reverse the observed condition of at risk 

forest species as “poor” and their trend as “deteriorating” (ODF 2013; ODFW 2005; 

Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 2010).  Specifically: 

 62 of the estimated 595 vertebrate forest species native to Oregon (mammals, 
birds, fish, reptiles, and amphibians) are considered to be at risk.   

 180 vascular forest species (flowering plants, ferns, and conifers) of 
approximately 3,500 native forest plant species in Oregon are at risk. 

 Vascular Plants (flowering plants, ferns, and conifers): 5.1 percent (180/3500) 
in poor condition. 

 Mammals: 7.3 percent (11/150) in poor condition. 
 Birds: 5.6 percent (17/305) in poor condition. 
 Herpetofauna (reptiles and amphibians): 23.4 percent (15/64) in poor 

condition. 
 Fish: 25 percent (19/76) in poor condition. 
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 Invertebrates: Unknown total number of species.  Fifty-six species considered 
at risk (ODF 2013) (Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 2010). 

 

Oregon Department of Fisheries and Wildlife (ODFW) developed the Oregon 

Conservation Strategy (ODFW 2006) which presents an ecoregional approach to 

conservation of species and habitats, and all of Oregon’s forests are covered by federal 

and state conservation laws and policies governing land use, water, fish and wildlife, and 

forest practices (ODF 2013). However, Oregon lacks a statewide native plant and animal 

conservation policy that addresses all forest types, land uses, and ownership classes (ODF 

2013). There is unequal representation of different forest types in areas that are 

withdrawn from timber harvest to manage for environmental values, leaving some forest 

plants and animals more vulnerable to land use change. A statewide conservation policy 

is needed in order to meet Oregon’s environmental, economic, and social needs, and to 

determine the adequacy and equity of current forest protection strategies (ODF 2013). 

The forest policy documents lack adequate monitoring of the impacts of forest 

industry pesticide applications and clearcut harvesting methods on private forestlands in 

Oregon (appendix 7, 8, 9, and 10). Native understory plants and animals contribute to 

forest biodiversity and ecological sustainability, but widespread use of forest chemicals 

has negative impacts on susceptible species and changes the normal structure and 

function of forest ecosystems (Pimentel et al. 1992).  The most commonly used forest 

chemicals (atrazine, 2,4-D, and glyphosate), adjuvants, and their metabolites negatively 

impact forest biodiversity, as well as human and wildlife health, but these pesticides are 

not included in Oregon forest health assessments (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013; 

Hayes et al. 2006; Oregon Health Authority 2013).  Atrazine, one of the most commonly 

used pesticides in Oregon, is a potent endocrine disruptor in wildlife and humans and is 

active at low, ecologically relevant concentrations (Hayes et al. 2006). It can persist in 

groundwater and soil from 14 days to four years and is a source of drinking water 

contamination and toxicity to aquatic species (Hayes et al. 2006; United States 



148 
 

 
 

Geological Survey 1998; United States Environmental Protection Agency 2007). 

However, the Oregon Forest Practices Act has weaker restrictions on atrazine use around 

water bodies than those recommended by the EPA (Oregon Department of Agriculture 

2009). Public disclosure of types, amounts, timing, and location of pesticide applications 

on private forestland is not required by the Oregon Forest Practices Act (ODF 2011; 

Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013), despite previous research which found significant 

toxicologic end points including wildlife and human developmental neurotoxicity, 

genotoxicity, and endocrine disruption (Cox and Surgan 2006; Hayes et al. 2006). 

According to Oregon Administrative Rules that apply to ODF (OAR 629-620-0600[4]), 

records of pesticide applications are privately held by the pesticide applicator and may be 

destroyed after three years, making it difficult to ascertain if clusters of human illness are 

related to chemical exposure (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013; ODF 2011; Oregon 

Health Authority 2013). Citation?  The amount and frequency of pesticide applications 

on private forestland was higher in 2011 than in the previous two years (Oregon 

Department of Forestry 2011) (appendix 14), and aerial pesticide spray frequently lands 

outside the target area, impacting nontarget plants, soil biota, waters, wildlife, and people 

(Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013; Cox and Surgan 2006).  Oregon Forest Practices 

Act regulations on forest pesticide application allow much narrower setbacks from 

streams and residences than the regulations in Washington and Idaho, and allow use of 

several chemicals that are banned in Washington (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013)   

(appendix 15 and 16).   Current regulations and policies do not address the social justice 

issues of unknown and uncontrollable exposure to chemicals being used on nearby 

private forestlands (Kerns 2011). 

The Oregon forest policy documents also lack adequate monitoring of the impacts 

of extensive and adjacent clearcuts and short-rotation timber harvests on private 

forestland (appendix 10). Outside Riparian Management Areas, the Oregon Forest 

Practices Act allows clearcuts up to 120 acres in size and in close proximity to one 
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another (OFRI 2011), and does not address widespread public dissatisfaction with this 

harvest method (Responsive Management 2006; Tarrant, Cordell, and Green 2003).  In 

addition, there are no metrics to assess the negative impacts on wildlife, or the economic 

and social impacts of large-scale clearcuts on the beauty of Oregon’s forests (appendix 10; 

ODF 2011). 

  

Conclusions  

Data from my focus groups reveal that participants from all six racial and ethnic 

groups assign highest value to managing Oregon forests to protect spiritual values, 

nontimber forest products, numerous life support functions, many kinds of recreational 

opportunities, diverse wildlife and their habitat, scenic beauty, and to sustain diverse trees 

and understory plants that are culturally important to them.  

Focus group participants also expressed strong concerns about the size and 

number of clearcuts in Oregon forests, short harvest rotation lengths, conversion of 

natural forest to monocultures, and the impacts of forest chemicals on human health, 

wildlife, understory plants, and water.  In my analysis of Oregon forest policy documents, 

I discovered that protections and/or monitoring protocols are missing for most of these 

forest values (table 17).   
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Table 17. Focus group forest values missing from the Forestry Program for Oregon’s 
Indicators and metrics 

Forestry Program Goals Missing Indicators and Metrics 

Goal A: Legal, institutional, economic 
framework (indicator quality, sustainable 
forest management knowledge, regulatory 
compliance) 

Incorporate tribal knowledge into 
sustainable forest management 
plans/actions; clarify and enforce tribal 
access rights to culturally important areas 
and materials 

Goal B: Social and economic benefits 
(revenues, employment and wages, 
ecosystem services, forest products sector 
vitality) 

Social, cultural, and spiritual values; 
nontimber forest products values and 
conservation/restoration; noneconomic 
recreation; passive use; ecosystem services 

Goal C: Productive capacity (forest area 
and development, harvests vs. planned and 
potential harvest) 

Nontimber forest products sustainable 
harvest levels 

Goal D: Soil and water resources (water 
quality, biological integrity, forest road 
risks) 

Amount of pesticides applied per acre per 
year; acres treated; monitoring atrazine, 
2,4-D, and glyphosate in soil and water 

Goal E: Diverse plants and animals (forest 
vegetation, protected areas, species at risk) 

Forest tree and understory diversity, 
wildlife abundance and diversity (species 
richness and evenness); diverse forest 
structure and age 

Goal F: Ecosystem health (mortality, 
invasive species, fuel conditions and 
treatments) 

Percent/acres of natural forest and 
plantation forest; urban forest cover 

Goal G: Carbon storage (storage in forests 
and products) 

Rotation length (harvest age/acre) 

 

These findings confirm Oregon Department of Forestry’s conclusion that 

additional policy is necessary to better sustain a diversity of social and cultural values, 

and plants and animals associated with Oregon forests (ODF 2013).  The ecosystem-

based Oregon Conservation Strategy developed by Oregon Department of Fish and 

Wildlife identifies plants, animals, and habitats of concern in each of Oregon’s eight 

ecoregions (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 2005), and could serve as a guiding 
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document for the development of a statewide conservation policy in a collaborative 

planning process with ODF and diverse stakeholders. 
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COMPARISON OF FOCUS GROUP RESULTS TO RECENT FOREST VALUES 
RESEARCH 

 

Results of previous national survey of forest values 

When analyzing the results of the 2007 Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 

national forest values survey, I discovered that the forest values codes, notably life 

support and spiritual values, were combined differently in the national report than in my 

focus group results, so the totals and rankings are different than they would be if they 

were grouped in the same way. I reexamined the detailed national survey data set 

(appendix 11 and 12) and combined the values codes with the same method used in the 

focus groups to be able to compare the national data set and the focus group data set 

values (table 18).   
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Table 18. Results of a 2007 national online survey conducted by the Roundtable on 
Sustainable Forests on the importance of forests to people (Grossman et al. 2007)  
  

TOP 20 NATIONAL 
FOREST VALUES 

#  SURVEY 
MENTIONS RANK # FOCUS GROUP 

MENTIONS 

FOCUS 
GROUP 
RANK 

Life support  296 1 253 3 
Wood products 189 2 154 11 
Cultural 
heritage/traditions/identity 139 3 311 8 

Recreation  132 4 318 4 
Support/protect diverse fish, 
wildlife, plants and habitats 126 5 182 6 

Spiritual values (joy, renew, 
relax, well-being, inspiration, 
sacred places) 

122 6 421 1 

Ecosystem services/processes 89 7 16 26 
Nontimber forest products  72 8 356 2 
Economic  health 70 9 139 13 
Aesthetic value/beauty 67 10 153 5 
National competitiveness 62 11 0 x 
Conserve biodiversity 51 12 132 + 131 9 and 10 
Protect watershed 
health/control erosion 50 13 17 23 

Store carbon 32 14 20 25 
Environmental health 27 15 41 17 
Existence value 14 16 27 20 
Education 10 17 107 12 
Retain forest land base 10 18 15 28 
Urban trees  9 19 38 18 
Agroforestry/forage/grazing 8 20 0 x 
Other values 32  723  
TOTAL VALUES 
MENTIONED (average 7, 
range 0 – 41per person) 

1607 
 

3554  
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Discussion of previous forest surveys compared with focus group forest values 

The 2007 national survey on the importance of forests to people conducted by the 

Roundtable on Sustainable Forests (Grossman et al. 2007) shares many top-ranked 

themes in common with those who participated in my Oregon focus groups, but with  

different rank order (table 18).  Life support, including clean air and clean and abundant 

water, is the top-ranked theme in the national survey and ranked third in the focus groups. 

It is mentioned 57 percent more often than wood products, which ranked second in the 

national survey but eleventh in the focus groups. Of the top ten national forest values, the 

biggest differences in ranking compared with the focus group data are wood products and 

ecosystem services. Ecosystem services ranked seventh in the national survey, but was 

only mentioned by participants in half of my focus groups and ranked 26th in total 

mentions. Cultural values ranked third in the national survey, and eighth in the focus 

group data set. The fourth and fifth ranked national forest values – recreation and diverse 

wildlife, fish, plants, and habitats – ranked similarly in both the national and Oregon data 

sets. 

Of the top 20 national forest values, 18 of them were mentioned by participants in 

my Oregon focus groups.  The two unique values mentioned in the national survey are 

national competitiveness and agroforestry, including forage for grazing livestock in 

forests.  By comparison, numerous focus group forest values were missing from the 

national survey data set: sustainable management, protection of the natural forest from 

clearcutting and conversion to monoculture tree farms, concerns for future generations, 

equitable treatment and voice in forest management, better communication about forests 

and forest management, access, research and indigenous knowledge, changing 

regulations to allow cultural practices on public forestland, and land tenure. While 

biodiversity is mentioned in the national survey, it does not clearly identify the 

importance of diverse understory and diverse trees, which ranked ninth and tenth in the 

by participants in focus groups and were described in great detail by focus group 
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participants.  These discrepancies between the national and Oregon forest values are 

distinctly different from the results of a 1991 survey of Oregon and national publics in 

which both groups supported banning clearcuts and providing greater protection to fish 

and wildlife habitats on federal forestland (Shindler, List, and Steel 1993). However, the 

previous survey asked participants to indicate their level of agreement with these 

statements, rather than asking an open-ended question, so although it is not possible to 

ascertain whether the 2007 national survey participants would agree with these 

statements, they did not mention them as concerns without prompting. One of the key 

conclusions of this previous survey was that noncommodity forest values must be 

incorporated more strongly into federal forest management practices (Shindler, List, and 

Steel 1993). In the 2007 national survey, 16 of the 20 forest values identified as important 

were noncommodity values, as were 27 of the 32 forest values from the focus groups 

(tables 13 and 18). 

The results of the 2006 Oregon random telephone survey of 1003 people (table 2) 

revealed many of the same priorities as my focus groups. However, the survey only asked 

them to rank eight specific forest values related to environmental qualities, timber, and 

recreation, and it did not include any spiritual or cultural values of forests. The top three 

values were clean water, wildlife habitat, and fish habitat, while timber ranked sixth out 

of eight options.  The only forest value included in the eight options that was not 

mentioned in my focus groups was off-highway vehicles, with the exception of the white 

students who mentioned snowmobiling. When asked to identify their top concerns about 

forests, eight of the top ten were environmental concerns; clearcuts topped the list, with 

more than twice as many mentions as any other concern.  Loss of old growth, wildfires, 

and habitat loss or degradation were next, followed by a concern for loss of timber jobs.  

These are concerns that were also shared by my focus group participants.  Other concerns 

expressed in the 2006 survey did not show up in my focus group data: damage from 

recreationists, interference by environmentalists, and post-fire salvage logging.  However, 
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they were only stated as important by two or three percent of respondents.  There was no 

mention of the importance of spiritual or cultural values, or the loss of understory plants, 

although that is a component of wildlife and fish habitat degradation that was expressed. 

The results of the 2010 Oregon telephone survey of 1000 people conducted for 

the Oregon Department of Forestry by Davis, Hibbitts, and Midghall (DHM 2010) only 

include half of the top forest values that were identified as important by participants in 

my focus groups (table 3).  Both data sets share nine common themes, although the 

frequency with which certain forest values were mentioned is different.  After combining 

the separate themes to match the themes in my data set (for example, combining hiking 

and camping with general recreation), common themes ranked by importance include: 

beauty; recreation; accessibility; jobs and income; wildlife habitat; sustainable natural 

resource; natural forest/old growth; trees; and healthy environment.  The only unique 

theme reported in this survey was “cleanliness,” which was mentioned by 5 percent of the 

1000 people surveyed. 

Nine of the top twenty themes from my focus group participants, including four of 

the five top ranked themes, are not included in the 2010 DHM survey (or were mentioned 

by 1% or fewer respondents): spiritual values, life support (including clean water and air), 

cultural heritage, nontimber forest products, educational value, diverse understory plants, 

diverse forests and trees, wood products, and intergenerational equity. The focus group 

participants expressed a 50 percent increase in number of important forest values 

identified by Oregonians when compared with the 2010 Oregon survey. 

Data were presented differently in the 2013 Oregon Values and Beliefs Project, 

but they identify many of the same priorities that the focus group participants. Both data 

sets share two key conclusions: 

 Balanced management should prioritize environmental health above 

economic profits. 
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 Federal forestland in Oregon should be thinned to restore forest health, 

and restoration projects can provide an important source of jobs for local 

communities. 

It is not possible to compare racial and ethnic forest values in an analysis of the 

previous national and Oregon surveys because none of them collected demographic 

information about race or ethnicity of respondents (DHM 2010; Responsive Management 

2006; Shindler, List, and Steel 1993).  However, it is important to note that these 

previous Oregon surveys were commissioned by the Oregon Department of Forestry, and 

their results may be used to influence forest policy and management. Therefore, the data 

from my focus group participants can be used to expand their understanding of the 

importance of forests to people. 

 

Comparison of focus group forest values and MPCI forest values 

Many forest agency personnel, forest industry representatives, and ecologists 

participated in development of the original set of MPCI criteria and indicators (Montreal 

Process Working Group 2006).  Following the initial round of national forest reports 

compiled by the twelve Montreal Process Working Group countries beginning in 2003, a 

series of indicator refinement workshops were held in each country to discuss ways to 

improve the indicators to enhance the ability to report on the forest status and trends or to 

capture important values that were not included in the initial set of indicators (Rob 

Hendricks, USDA Forest Service International Programs Office, personal conversation). 

As a participant observer at all of the U.S. indicator refinement workshops, I observed 

broad agreement among participants that the indicators may not include some important 

social and cultural values, perhaps because there were not very many social scientists 

involved in the indicator development process.  At the 17th Montreal Process Working 

Group Meeting in Sapporo, Japan in July 2006, a revised set of 64 indicators was adopted 

for use  in the working group members’ national forest reports beginning in 2010 
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(participant observation; Montreal Process Working Group 2006) (appendix 3).  This 

revised set includes a new indicator 38 to measure community resilience, and a new 

indicator 44 to measure the importance of forests to people (Montreal Process Working 

Group 2006).  Any of the forest values expressed by my focus group participants which 

do not fit under any of the other indicators are intended to be included in this new 

indicator.   

I had anticipated that refinements may need to be made to the MPCI to include a 

broader set of forest benefits and values that are identified as important to diverse 

stakeholders.  However, I discovered that the revised set of indicators includes almost all 

of the forest values identified as important by my focus group participants. My 

examination of the revised MPCI revealed that, with the exception of some aspects of 

forest knowledge incorporation, forest information availability, and public participation 

in policy decisions, all forest values mentioned by my focus group participants are 

included in the indicators and their metrics.  The missing aspects include:  

 Inclusion of tribal forest management knowledge and practices in sustainable 

management planning (indicator 60) 

 Providing forest-related information, education, and recreation opportunities to 

the public in languages other than English (indicator 50).  

 Increasing public involvement of diverse racial and ethnic groups in the public 

policy and decision-making process (indicator 47).   
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  
 

After comparing data from my focus group participants, Oregon policy 

documents, previous Oregon and national surveys, and the MPCI framework, I 

considered possible explanations for the differences in forest values in these documents, 

and potential policy and management implications of my research.  I suggest policy and 

process refinements, and propose additional research, based on what I learned from 

conducting this study.  Refinements need to be made to the Oregon Indicators and 

metrics currently being used to assess conditions and trends of Oregon’s forests, and to 

Oregon forest policies and management actions, in order to include forest values that are 

identified as most important to Oregonians who have frequently been left out of the 

policy-making process.  

 

Conclusions 

As I embarked on this research, I posed several research questions and hypotheses 

related to the diversity of forest values held by Oregonians from different cultural 

traditions, based on racial and ethnic heritage, and whether these diverse forest values are 

represented in Oregon and U.S. forest policy. Following my initial review of the literature, 

I hypothesized:  

 Some forest values that are identified as important among different racial and 

ethnic groups may not be included in the Oregon Indicators or in the national 

MPCI monitoring and reporting frameworks.   

 This could be a result of several factors: the gap in the existing body of 

knowledge about forest values important to different demographic groups, or the 

need to devise new indicators and methods to monitor a broader range of forest 

values. 
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 This may in turn lead to more sustainable management plans and practices, and 

healthier forest ecosystem conditions over time, if our forests are managed for a 

broader suite of products, ecosystem services, and socially important amenities. 

 

An analysis of the data which emerged from each portion of this study supports 

each of these hypotheses.  I organize key findings here according to my proposed set of 

guiding questions and hypotheses. 

After conducting focus groups structured around individual racial and ethnic 

groups and comparing the forest values that emerged from each group discussion to 

discover the common and unique forest values across groups, I found some differences in 

values among groups, but I found more common values than unique values.  

 Spiritual values and life support functions of forests are among the top five 

forest values that all participants, regardless of race or ethnicity, mentioned. 

(American Indian participants equated preservation of their cultural heritage 

as essential to their survival, and said the forest IS life.) 

 With the exception of white student focus group participants, nontimber forest 

products ranked within the top five forest values, and higher in importance 

than wood products among all focus groups. (NTFPs ranked sixth with white 

students.) 

 With the exception of American Indian focus group participants, recreation 

and beauty ranked consistently high among all focus groups (within the top 

six and top seven, respectively). 

 Only Asian American and white student focus group participants ranked wood 

products among their top five forest values; overall, wood products ranked 

eleventh in importance, while jobs and income ranked thirteenth. 
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 Overall, there is very little difference in forest values among different racial 

and ethnic focus group participants in Oregon.  Fifteen of the twenty most 

frequently mentioned forest values were identified as important by all groups. 

 

The average rank order of these fifteen shared forest values (for all focus groups 

combined and listed in order of importance as measured by frequency of mention within 

each group): spiritual values; nontimber forest products; life support; recreation; beauty; 

wildlife, fish, and their habitats; sustainable management; cultural heritage; diverse 

understory; diverse forests with diverse tree species; wood products; educational value; 

jobs and income; protection of natural forests; and intergenerational equity (future 

generations will have access to forests and these forest values will be protected for their 

enjoyment and use). 

The primary difference among all focus group results is the much greater 

importance of forests for preserving cultural heritage and identity, and for practicing 

cultural traditions, expressed by American Indian participants, and their concerns about 

lack of access to sufficient forest area and specific locations for these forest uses. I 

attribute this difference to the fact that these forests have been their ancestral homeland 

for thousands of years, and most of this land was taken from them by the U.S. 

government within the past 200 years; trust, respect, and lack of voice in planning, policy, 

and management of Oregon’s forests are key concerns today. Many tribes are still 

actively working to regain access to a portion of these ancestral lands, and the forests that 

they depend upon for the maintenance of their culture and the sustenance of their people 

(Beck 2009; CLUS Indians 2011). 

While I had originally hypothesized that there would be a difference between the 

forest values being measured and monitored in the Oregon Indicators and those identified 

as being important to focus group participants from six racial and ethnic groups in 
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Oregon, I was surprised by the degree of the difference.  The Indicators are focused on 

economic resource values, rather than noneconomic (nonconsumptive) forest values. 

In order to illustrate the disconnect between the forest values identified as 

important to focus groups and those being monitored by the Indicators and metrics, I 

sorted the combined top forest values into four categories: economic use, economic non-

use, noneconomic use, and noneconomic non-use (categories described in Tarrant, 

Cordell, and Green 2003) (table 19).  The term “non-use” indicates non-consumption/ 

non-utilitarian forest values. Oregon forest policies and the indicators monitoring 

framework used by ODF are focused on economic use and economic non-use  values (the 

upper left and lower left boxes), which follows the traditional commodity-based, market 

economy-focused value structure, but the majority of the top forest values expressed by 

my focus group participants are either noneconomic use values or noneconomic non-use 

values, and dominated more by environmental protection and amenity values which are 

harder to assess for economic or noneconomic value.  These results are comparable to the 

dominant forest values held by the public in previous surveys (Responsive Management 

2006; Tarrant, Cordell, and Green 2003).  
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Table 19. Top 20 focus group forest values sorted into economic and noneconomic use 
and non-use (non-consumptive) categories (Categories inspired by Tarrant, Cordell, and 
Green 2003) 

 ECONOMIC VALUES NONECONOMIC VALUES 

U
SE

 V
A

LU
ES

 

 
Economic Use Values: 
   Commodities: 
       Wood products, mining, NTFPs 
   Grazing 
   Jobs/Income 
   Recreation (fee-based) 
   Revenue for public services 
   Tourism 

 
Noneconomic Use Values: 
   Cultural practices 
   Recreation 
   Some NTFPs 
   Spiritual values  
   Subsistence 

N
O

N
-U

SE
 V

A
LU

ES
 

 
Economic Non-use Values: 
   Ecosystem services (soil protection,             

nutrient cycling, stream cooling, 
flood protection) 

   Life support: 
      Carbon sequestration and air quality 
      Climate amelioration  
      Water quantity and quality    
   Wildlife (game, watchable wildlife) 

 
Noneconomic Non-use Values: 
   Amenity values:     
      Beauty  
      Education 
      Lifestyle 
      Nature, open space  
      Wildlife habitat 
   Biodiversity values 
   Cultural heritage, beliefs, identity 
   Ecological values 
   Existence value 
   Future generations 
   Sense of place 

 

The forest values and concerns expressed by my focus group participants are 

consistent with many of the findings of previous research, as revealed in a review of the 

literature and previous forest values surveys. However, for the most part, cultural heritage 

values and spiritual values are either left out of the pre-determined list of forest values or 

were not mentioned by participants. The 2007 national survey included both spiritual and 

cultural values as important, and shared over 90 percent common values with my data set. 

Four of the five top ranked themes in my focus group data set are not included in the 
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2010 Oregon survey: spiritual values, life support (including clean water and air), cultural 

heritage, nontimber forest products, educational value, diverse understory plants, diverse 

forests and trees, wood products, and intergenerational equity. Focus group participants 

represent a 50 percent increase in number of important forest values identified when 

compared with the 2010 Oregon survey. 

 Important themes from my focus group participants that are shared by most of the 

previous surveys include: beauty; recreation; wildlife habitat; healthy environment, 

including clean water; jobs and income; natural forest/old growth; trees; and timber.  In 

combination, the importance of the forest for environmental values, recreational values, 

and life support functions ranked consistently higher than wood products and jobs.  

The addition of indicator 44, “the importance of forests to people,” in the 2006 

revision of the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators provides a mechanism to track 

forest values that are not included in the other indicators.  The missing values include:  

 Inclusion of tribal forest management knowledge and practices in sustainable 

management planning (indicator 60) 

 Providing forest-related information, education, and recreation opportunities to 

the public in languages other than English (indicator 50).  

 Increasing public involvement of diverse racial and ethnic groups in the public 

policy and decision-making process (indicator 47).   

 

New data sources are needed to report on indicator 44, and more research at the 

state level will be needed to add to a national-level report. The data from my Oregon 

study can be used to help inform the next round of reporting on this indicator, planned for 

2015.  
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Key findings of this study 

The most important conclusions of this case study on the importance of forests to 

Oregonians from diverse cultural backgrounds are these: 

 Regardless of race or ethnicity, Oregonian focus group participants share 

many common values about forests.  They place highest priority on 

spiritual values, nontimber forest products, life support functions, 

recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, and the inherent beauty of 

forests.  

 Regardless of race or ethnicity, Oregonian focus group participants are 

concerned about clearcuts, monocultures, loss of old growth forest and 

understory plants, degradation of wildlife habitat, and negative 

environmental impacts of current forest management practices.  They hold 

the forest industry accountable for unsustainable management of Oregon’s 

private forests, and they hold the government responsible for lack of 

sustainable management on public forests. 

 Regardless of race or ethnicity, they want to see more balanced, long-term, 

science-based sustainable management of both public and private forests 

that places higher priority on environmental health than on economic 

profits from timber harvest.  They want nonmarket values and externalities 

integrated into Oregon forest policies. 

 The Forestry Program for Oregon shares many common values with the 

forest values of Oregonian focus group participants, based on data from 

this case study. However, the Program’s Indicators and metrics and 

Oregon’s forest laws lack many of these important values, especially 

spiritual and cultural values.  
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 Focus group participants want active thinning, not clearcutting, to be used 

to restore fire resilience, and to improve the condition of forest ecosystems, 

including understory plants and wildlife.  

 Jobs and income from wood production are important for Oregon’s 

economy, but not as important as the contributions of a healthy 

environment for overall quality of life and well-being of Oregonians, 

according to data from all focus group participants. 

 These findings demonstrate the utility of the revised Montreal Process 

Criteria and Indicators framework, with its newly adopted indicator 44, to 

assess and report on forest values that are perceived as important by 

people from different racial and ethnic backgrounds. 

 

Natural resource policymakers and managers need a better understanding of local and 

regional natural resource values held by underrepresented groups in order to manage 

local forests to sustain those values (Anderson, Blahna, and Chavez 2000; Agrawal 1995; 

Bengston 2004; Byrne and Wolch 2009; IFMAT-1 1993; McAvoy et al. 2000; Perez-

Verdin, Lee, and Chavez 2004; Tarrant and Cordell 2002). “Recognizing diversity in 

values and uses of natural resources is a first step, but it must be followed by mechanisms 

and efforts to include the full range of users and their values into natural resource 

decision making….There is a need to explicitly recognize and teach that there are many 

ways that humans can use and value natural resources and not just one right way” 

(Schelhas 2002).  

 

Limitations of research: Transferability of research results 

Unlike randomized quantitative research methods, focus group research is not 

generalizable to a broader population because it is based on purposeful sampling of 

particular groups of individuals who share something in common, rather than on random 
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sampling methods.  Qualitative methods rely instead on theoretical generalization, and 

the results from my focus group data are supported by theories of sense of place, power, 

race, ethnicity, and marginalization. In addition, case study results can provide insights 

which may be transferred to other similar situations if the reader determines the results 

are relevant to their particular context (Merriam 1009; Robson 2002; Yin 2003, 2009).  

Therefore, it is important that any researcher who may want to apply results from this 

research to their particular situation will do a careful review of the contextual details of 

this case study to make an informed decision about their relevance to another set of 

circumstances. The insights into values, beliefs, and attitudes toward forests that are 

provided by this case study may be transferable to relevant situations. The identification 

of common and unique forest values from a diversity of Oregon’s racial and ethnic 

groups can provide a broader range of perspectives for consideration in the development 

of forest policies and laws, and in the sustainable management of Oregon’s forests.  

I base the following recommendations on these insights as constrained by these 

limitations.  

 

Recommended changes to Oregon Indicators, metrics, and forest policies 

The Forestry Program for Oregon vision, mission, objectives and goals include 

most of the forest values that were identified as important in my focus groups, in recent 

Oregon and national surveys, and in the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators.  

However, many of the important forest values related to social justice, cultural heritage, 

and biodiversity conservation are missing from the 19 Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 

Forest Management.  In some cases, the Indicator language includes these forest values 

but there are no metrics associated with them, so they are not being measured, and 

therefore may not be included in forest management plans as a consideration.   

There may be existing data sources to report on some of these missing forest 

values beyond the sources currently being used by the Oregon Department of Forestry. 
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Some of these gaps may be filled by including additional data sources that are already 

being collected by other agencies or institutions.  Some missing forest values may need to 

have new metrics and data collection protocols developed in order to be included under 

existing indicators.  For others, the Board of Forestry and Oregon Department of Forestry 

may consider expanding their collaboration with the tribes, diverse racial and ethnic 

groups, Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests, OSU researchers, Oregon 

Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, and other sources to develop additional indicators 

to improve the ability to measure and monitor important biodiversity, cultural heritage, 

and social justice aspects of sustainable forest management.  I offer specific indicator and 

metric recommendations and suggest potential data sources for the Board of Forestry and 

the Oregon Department of Forestry to take into consideration, along with recommended 

policy changes to protect the forest values identified as important to diverse Oregonians 

(table 20). 

Even fewer of the forest values identified as important across all of my focus 

groups are protected under current forest policies designed to protect the diversity of 

Oregon forests.  The current regulations are predominantly focused on limits to the size 

of clearcuts, minimal requirements for leaving two trees and snags per acre for wildlife, 

riparian setbacks to protect water quality and salmon habitat, and replanting requirements 

to protect soil and water and to reduce landslide risk.  Relying on forest landowners to 

voluntarily protect biodiversity, cultural values, and wildlife habitat in Oregon forests has 

not been sufficient to prevent the decline in each of these areas (ODF 2013; ODFW 

2005).  

I suggest five approaches, when used in combination, which may help to improve 

the sustainable stewardship of Oregon’s forests beyond sustainable wood production:  1) 

additional regulations to protect ecosystem integrity, wildlife, and biodiversity in Oregon 

forests;  2) broader education of forest owners about forest ecosystems, cultural heritage 

values, and techniques for sustainable forest management; 3) better incentives to reward 
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voluntary actions, including new markets for ecosystem services;  4) broader 

representation of the racial and ethnic diversity of Oregon’s population, ecologists, social 

scientists, and non-industrial voices, in forest planning and management activities; and 5) 

more diversity training for forest agency staff to improve their understanding of the 

breadth of  forest products, services, cultural and spiritual values, and amenities that an 

increasingly diverse Oregon population desires from Oregon forests.    

Some specific ideas were expressed by participants in my focus groups for more 

inclusive forest education experiences and more culturally sustainable forest management 

decisions. Participants asked that I share these suggestions with forest agencies, educators, 

and managers:   

 Provide forest-related information, education, and recreation opportunities to the 

public in both English and Spanish (maps, popular park and trail information, 

regulations on what is allowed and not allowed in forests, where it is okay to 

camp or have a campfire, and basic forest safety information). 

 Promote opportunities for guided forest visits conducted in other languages, in 

order to help people feel welcome in the forest and increase their understanding 

and enjoyment of forest ecosystems. 

 Collaborate with tribes to conduct forest restoration activities on public lands to 

reduce fire risk, improve forest health, and provide access to culturally important 

materials. 

 Promote development of a forest restoration economy to thin overly-dense forests 

on federal lands, while reestablishing culturally important understory plants and 

improving habitat for Oregon’s wildlife. Retrain timber industry workers in local 

communities to conduct sustainable management of federal forestlands in Oregon, 

in collaboration with tribes and agencies. 
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 Manage state forestlands more for environmental health and less for economic 

profit, in support of the priorities revealed in this case study and in previous 

surveys.   
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Table 20. Recommendations for improving Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest 
Management, their associated metrics, and Oregon forest policies to incorporate forest 
values important to Oregonians   

Proposed Oregon Indicators Possible Metrics Potential Forest Policies 

Goal A.b:  
Incorporate traditional tribal 
knowledge into sustainable 
forest management plans, 
education, and actions. 
Clarify and enforce tribal 
access rights to culturally 
important forest areas and 
materials. 
Incorporate diverse public 
values into forest 
management plans, 
prioritizing higher-ranked 
public values in 
management actions.  

 

Number/percent forest 
management plans include 
tribes in plan development. 
Acres/percent forest include 
tribes in management 
activities. 
Acres/percent forest area 
accessible for cultural 
activities and materials.  
Number of access permits 
granted per year to tribes 
for hunting, fishing, and 
gathering activities. 
Number of forest plans 
updated to include diverse 
public values. (Remove 
“encumbered by” at A.c.) 

All state and federal forest 
management plans include 
local tribes in plan 
development and 
implementation. Allow 
multiple-use management 
on public lands to provide 
for public needs/values. 
Allow tribal members to 
gather important cultural 
materials and practice 
cultural traditions on state 
and federal forestland.   
All state and federal 
management plans include 
diverse public values in 
forest management plans 
and actions.  

Goal B.e: 
Manage forests to protect 
important cultural and 
spiritual values.  
Collaborate with tribes and 
other ethnic groups to 
identify and protect 
important spiritual and 
cultural locations on 
forestland. 
Nontimber forest products.  
Ecosystem services. 

Area/percent forest 
managed to protect cultural 
and spiritual values. 
Distance of harvest units 
from special cultural and 
spiritual sites on forestland. 
Area/percent forest 
accessible for recreation.  
Revenue from/value of 
nontimber forest products. 
Revenue from/value of non-
recreation ecosystem 
services. 
Investments in new markets 
(biomass, green building, 
ecosystem services).  

Extend requirement to 
manage diverse understory 
plant and animal 
populations beyond 
Riparian Management 
Areas. 
State and federal forestland 
managed to sustain 
culturally and ecologically 
important understory plants 
and animals.  
Provide incentives to 
private forestland owners to 
manage forest to sustain 
diverse understory species 
and wildlife habitat.  
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Table 20. Recommendations for improving Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest 
Management, their associated metrics, and Oregon forest policies to incorporate forest 
values important to Oregonians (Continued) 

Proposed Oregon Indicators Possible Metrics Potential Forest Policies 

Goal C: Harvest levels of 
nontimber forest products 
do not exceed growth rate. 

Amount of nontimber forest 
products harvested per acre 
per year.  

 

Goal D:  Impact of pesticide 
use on forestland 
 

Amount/acre/year pesticides 
applied on forestland; acres 
treated; 
parts per billion atrazine/2,4-
D/other pesticides in forest 
streams. (Potential data 
sources: EPA, DEQ, timber 
industry) 

Increase spray buffer zones 
around streams, houses, 
schools. Require public 
disclosure of amount, type, 
location, date of pesticide 
applications; periodic soil, 
water tests to stay below  
EPA thresholds. 

Goal E: Forest tree and 
understory diversity; 
wildlife abundance and 
diversity; diverse forest 
structure and age.  
E.d: Restore and sustain 
diverse native understory 
plants; harvest rate does not 
exceed growth rate. 
Goal E.e: Restore and 
sustain diverse tree species 
in Oregon forests. 
Goal E.f: Restore and 
conserve diverse wildlife 
habitat composition, 
structure, and function. 
Improve wildlife habitat 
connectivity in forests. 

Acres of restored native 
understory plants.  (Potential 
data sources: National 
Vegetation Monitoring 
Program, Oregon Climate 
Change Institute, ODFW.) 
Number of species per acre; 
species richness/evenness. 
Area/percent natural forests 
and plantation forests. 
Number of forest-associated  
wildlife species. 
Populations of indicator 
species moving toward 
sustainable levels.  
Width/length of contiguous 
riparian/ travel corridors. 

Prohibit further conversion 
of natural forest to 
monoculture timber 
plantations.  
Maintain diverse forest 
understory in managed 
forests.  
Require reforestation with 
diverse mix of native 
species appropriate to the 
site. 
Reduce allowable clearcut 
harvest size. Increase 
distance and number of 
years between harvest of 
adjacent units. 
 

Goal F: Urban forest cover 
Urban forest cover 

Area of urban forest cover 
increasing or decreasing. 
(Data source: urban 
foresters) 

 

Goal G: Carbon storage Rotation length: average 
harvest age/acre or unit. 
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Management implications 

The results of this study can be used to contribute to the understanding of the 

social acceptability of current forest management practices in Oregon, and to a better 

understanding of shared forest values and unique forest values perceived by the racially 

and ethnically diverse participants in my focus groups.  

By engaging with Oregon tribes and other racial and ethnic groups in the initial 

stages of forest policy development and management planning, the Oregon Department 

of Forestry and USDA Forest Service can rebuild broken trust, gain new insights into 

traditional forest ecosystem management strategies, and adopt a collaborative planning 

process that empowers all Oregonians to sustain their cultural identity, practice their 

cultural traditions on public lands, and nurture their spirits in Oregon’s forests.  

State and federal agencies can contract with tribes to conduct hazardous fuel and 

forest health treatments on federal lands adjacent to tribal lands, according to the Tribal 

Forest Protection Act of 2004 (IFMAT-III 2013, 9).  In fact, IFMAT-III recommends 

much broader use of this type of collaboration in order to improve tribes’ economic and 

social well-being and improve forest health. A shortcoming of the IFMAT-III report is its 

focus on timber harvest rather than the restoration of a diverse understory and overstory 

that meets diverse cultural needs of the tribes. However, the report does note that the 

federal government is not adequately fulfilling its trust obligation to the tribes as 

provided in NIFRMA, and notes:  

Real funding and staffing levels are lower now than at the time of IFMAT-
I and continue to be well below those of comparable public and private 
programs. In addition, response continues to be inadequate to the 
NIFRMA mandate that the federal government work with tribes to provide 
for multiple-use management consistent with tribal needs, such as 
subsistence and ceremonial uses, fisheries,  wildlife, recreation, and 
aesthetic values (IFMAT-III 2013, 9). 
 

A policy change or amendment to the Tribal Forest Protection Act may be 

required to allow tribes to conduct forest restoration activities on public lands that are not 
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immediately adjacent to tribal lands, especially in the case of tribes such as the Coos, 

Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians who have not yet regained enough ancestral land to 

sustain their communities and their cultural traditions.   

Multiple agencies (for example, BLM, USDA Forest Service, USFWS, ODF, 

ODFW) can coordinate with diverse public input to develop a statewide forest 

conservation policy that incorporates multiple forest values that are identified as 

important to Oregonians. OSU Forestry and Natural Resources Extension can incorporate 

the National Association of State Foresters’ Stewardship Handbook for Family Forest 

Landowners into their toolkit to help private forest landowners consider a broader range 

of sustainable forest practices into their management plans. 

 

Suggestions for future research 

In both Canada and Australia, government agencies have entered into 

collaborative agreements with native people to manage public lands, allowing them to 

implement traditional land management strategies to restore forest health and 

productivity and to practice cultural traditions, including traditional hunting and 

gathering activities on public lands (Anderson 1996). This collaborative management 

process could provide valuable research and restoration opportunities, consistent with the 

CLUS Indians’ recommendations for the establishment of a research and restoration 

economy on Oregon’s public lands, while increasing the tribes’ access to forestland.  

One potential research project could be the conduct of a paired watershed study, 

similar to the 2001-2010 Hinkle Creek or the 2006-2016 Alsea Paired Watershed Studies 

to allow the CLUS Indians to conduct long-term traditional management activities on one 

large parcel of public land within their ancestral homeland, perhaps 500 to 1000 acres or 

more, while the USDA Forest Service manages an adjacent parcel (with similar 

ecological characteristics and in similar condition) according to its planning rules. 

Periodic monitoring of both parcels at five or ten year intervals could provide useful data 
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to compare the outcomes of different management strategies, while giving the CLUS 

Indians access to the forest and the opportunity to manage it for the resources that are 

important to their tribes. This type of project would also provide an opportunity for long-

term multi-disciplinary or interdisciplinary research on the social, cultural, economic, and 

environmental impacts of different forest management strategies in Oregon.  New forest 

monitoring technology currently being developed at OSU employs the use of unmanned 

drones to monitor forest cover and conditions, and may provide a cost-effective method 

to assess landscape-scale impacts of different forest management actions in such a paired 

watershed study. 

The data collection protocols and analysis methods employed in this Oregon 

study can be repeated in other states to identify common and unique forest values at a 

larger scale, and to explore whether there are regional differences in forest values among 

different racial and ethnic groups.  The results can be used to modify state forest policies 

and management plans to better reflect the values of local communities, and can 

contribute to future national reports on sustainable forests. 

I hope the knowledge gained from my research can contribute to a deeper and 

more widespread understanding about how people from different racial and ethnic groups 

value forests. I hope that this knowledge may be used to manage our state’s and nation’s 

forests in a way that sustains the variety of forest products, services, benefits, and 

amenities that are a vital part of our diverse cultural heritage. 
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Appendix 1.  Institutional Review Board study proposal documents 

 
Importance of Forests to People 

 

Study Protocol: March 10, 2011 revised version 

Brief Description: The objective of this study is to identify the ways in which trees and 
forests are personally and socially important to people. Collected data will be used to 
develop a new indicator for the USDA Forest Service 2010 National Report on 
Sustainable Forests, “the importance of forests to people.”  It may be used in future 
publications and presentations.  We are contacting specific groups of people that are often 
left unheard in the natural resource decision-making process to participate in a focus 
group discussion on this topic. Based on previous research, it is hypothesized that a wide 
variety of responses will be uncovered relating to social, environmental, economic, and 
cultural reasons that people value forests. We hypothesize that there may be some 
common reasons and some unique reasons that forests are important to people 
individually and to their families and communities, and that differences may be due to 
demographic differences among people.  Phase one of this study is part of a larger 
research project being conducted in six states by six universities that are members of the 
Sustainable Forest Partnership:  Oregon State University, Michigan State University, 
University of Vermont, Pennsylvania State University, Utah State University, and 
Auburn University. Collected data from these focus groups will be combined with data 
collected in other parts of the United States from different groups of people. In a first 
phase (June 2008 to October 2008) OSU researchers will conduct five focus groups in 
Western and Eastern Oregon:  

 Corvallis High School students  
 OSU Cascades Campus students (“Eastside College”) 
 OSU Corvallis Campus students (“Westside College”)  
 Native Americans age 30 to 50 from the Warm Springs tribe  
 Asian Americans age 30 to 50 in Corvallis.  

Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) developed its Forestry Program for Oregon in 
2003, using the same general framework that is used at the national level to track the 
sustainability of Oregon’s forests.  ODF has held initial meetings with interested 
stakeholders in Oregon over the past year, and is interested in learning more about the 
attitudes toward forests that a diversity of Oregonian residents hold, especially those who 
have not traditionally been included in forest policy discussions.  In a second phase of the 
study (January 2012 through July 2012) OSU researchers will conduct another five to 
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seven focus groups in Oregon with other adults of ethnic or racial groups that were not 
included in the first set of Oregon focus groups, based on 2010 US Census demographic 
categories: 

 Native American Indians from at least two different Oregon Tribes  (from 
Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde, Klamath, Siletz, or other tribes) - two or more 
groups 

 Asian Americans (optional – one Asian American group was already included in 
phase one) 

 Black/African Americans 
 Hispanic/Latino Americans 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders 
 White 

The data from all ten to twelve Oregon focus groups will be combined in an analysis 
conducted by the Student Researcher, in consultation with the PI, to discover common 
and unique reasons that forests are important to people from different ethnic and racial 
groups in Oregon.  The results of this data analysis will be shared with the Oregon 
Department of Forestry and the Oregon Roundtable on Sustainable Forests for their use 
in refining the set of indicators and devising metrics for the Forestry Program for Oregon, 
and with the Sustainable Forests Partnership (SFP) and USDA Forest Service, and will be 
included as part of the Student Researcher’s dissertation. 

Background and Significance: The Sustainable Forests Partnership at OSU is a member 
of the national Sustainable Forests Partnership (SFP), which was established in 1995 to 
increase knowledge of and communication about sustainable forest practices.  OSU was 
one of the three universities who were founding members of the partnership.  OSU 
instructor Badege Bishaw is immediate past Vice President of the national SFP.  Since 
2005, the partnership has been expanded to ten members, including eight universities and 
two affiliate organizations.   The US is one of 12 countries that use a common 
framework, the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators, to report on the status and 
trends of their nation’s forests, both public and private.  In July 2006 at a meeting of 
representatives of the 12 countries in Sapporo, Japan, a new indicator was adopted:  the 
importance of forests to people.  Information is being gathered to report on this new 
indicator in the 2010 National Report on Sustainable Forests.  The US Forest Service in 
partnership with other stakeholders is compiling this national-level report. The Meridian 
Institute in Washington D.C. facilitates discussions between the different stakeholders by 
hosting a forum called the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests, and holds meetings at least 
twice each year.  The SFP has taken the lead to conduct research on the importance of 
forests to people, and the US Forest Service has contracted with the Meridian Institute to 
carry out this research with members of the SFP. Six of the SFP university partners are 
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involved in devising metrics and collecting data from phase one focus groups and surveys 
to identify the importance of forests to under-represented groups.   These universities 
include Michigan State University, Oregon State University, Pennsylvania State 
University, Auburn University, University of Vermont, and Utah State University.  
Michigan State is the lead institution in charge of disbursing reimbursements for any 
costs associated with the first phase of the study at all six universities.  None of these SFP 
partner institutions other than OSU will be involved in any way in the second phase of 
the OSU study, and at the current time there are no additional funds being offered by the 
Forest Service for phase two focus groups. Oregon was the first state to base its statewide 
forestry program on the Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators framework.  
Information gained in phase one and phase two focus groups can be used to inform future 
national forest reports, national and Oregon indicator refinements, future revisions of the 
Forestry Program for Oregon and to help sustain the forest values of culturally diverse 
Oregonians.  

Methods and Procedures: We chose people known to us in the community who have 
associations with each of the demographic groups being targeted for our study as our key 
informants.  These key informants will be used to help bring together participants who 
meet the racial and ethnic demographic requirements in each focus group, so that none of 
the participants’ names will be known to the researchers.     

Phase one recruitment:  The Corvallis High School vice principal will help gather 
participants for the Corvallis High School student focus group, which will be conducted 
at the school during regular school hours at a time deemed convenient by the vice 
principal.  An OSU Cascades Campus natural resources professor will help gather student 
participants at OSU Cascades Campus, again at a time determined by him to be 
convenient for the students.  At OSU Corvallis, a selection of students will be chosen 
from those who are on campus in early August and available to participate (enrolled in 
classes or working on campus during summer term). Two downtown Corvallis Asian 
restaurant owners who are members of the local Asian community were asked to help 
gather participants for the Asian American focus group, which at their suggestion will 
meet at a downtown Asian restaurant while it is closed between lunch and dinner.  Kurt 
Peters, an OSU professor who is a Native American, was contacted by the researchers 
and he provided the name of a tribal liaison at both Warm Springs and Grand Ronde 
reservations.  These two tribal liaisons agreed to help bring together participants for the 
Native American focus group.   These key informants were contacted through means of 
an informational letter to acquaint them with the project, and a follow-up phone call was 
made to the vice principal, professor, and two tribal liaisons. This letter informed them 
that the researcher would be calling within one to two weeks to ask for participation in a 
focus group discussion. Three personal visits were made to the two Asian restaurants to 
identify a key informant for this focus group.  The first visit identified the informant and 
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asked if we could drop off a letter inviting them to assist in locating participants who fit 
the demographics for this focus group (urban Asian Americans age 30 – 50).  A second 
visit was made to deliver the letter and sample questions.  A third visit was made to find 
out if they would be willing to act as key informants and help bring together participants, 
and to tentatively arrange for a convenient time to conduct the focus group (when the 
restaurant is closed between lunch and dinner).  No individuals will be recruited as 
participants until after IRB approval is received.  Based on participant availability, after 
IRB approval is secured, in phase one, five separate focus groups will be planned on a 
specific date at the high school campus, the OSU Cascades campus, OSU Corvallis 
campus, the downtown Corvallis restaurant, and a central location for Native American 
participants.   

Phase two recruitment: The methods and procedures employed in phase one will also be 
used for the second set of five to seven focus groups to be conducted in 2011, pending 
IRB approval of the additional focus groups.  We will choose people known to us in the 
community who have associations with each of the demographic groups being targeted 
for our study as our key informants.  These key informants will be used to help bring 
together participants who meet the demographic requirements in each focus group, so 
that none of the participants’ names will be known to the researchers.  We will work with 
designated tribal liaisons to secure participation permissions from each tribal council. We 
will work with people known to us from university, horticultural, farming, and business 
groups to recruit participants for each racial and ethnic category focus group. All phase 
two focus groups will be limited to adult participants only. A single two-part adult 
consent form will be provided and explained at the beginning of the Native American 
Indian, Black/African American, Asian American (optional), Hispanic/Latino American, 
White, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander focus groups.  Focus groups will be 
conducted at a time and place that is convenient for the participants. 

Consent Process:  Two separate consent forms will be used for the high school focus 
group:  1) a parental consent form will be given to the vice principal two weeks ahead of 
the scheduled focus group for distribution to parents to grant parental consent ahead of 
time for their high-school age children to participate in our focus group; 2) on the day of 
the focus group, a second two-part student assent form will be provided and explained to 
those students who have received parental permission to participate.  

 All other focus groups except the high school group will be limited to adult participants 
only, and a single two-part adult consent form will be provided to each of these focus 
groups.  

At the very beginning of each focus group, researchers will explain why we are 
conducting the study, why their participation is important to the study, and participants 
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will be familiarized with the two-part form:  consent (or assent in the case of the high 
school group) to participate in the focus group, and consent to be audio-recorded.  
Researchers will read over the consent form with participants, ask if participants 
understand the focus group purpose and process, answer all questions, and ask them if 
they are willing to participate in the focus group, and if so, ask them to sign the consent 
(assent) form. Only those who sign the form will stay to participate in the focus group, 
and those who do not consent will be asked to leave the group to protect the 
confidentiality of those who consent to participate. Next we will ask if the participants 
will consent to be audio-recorded,   and if all participants consent to be audio-recorded, 
the focus group will proceed, and be digitally audio-recorded.  If some participants do not 
consent to being audio-recorded, hand written notes will be taken at that focus group 
rather than audio-recording the discussion.  We will ask everyone to keep the information 
they hear during the focus groups confidential. 

A set of questions will be used to guide the discussion, and at the end of the discussion, a 
demographic questionnaire will be given to participants to complete.  Both documents are 
included here.  We will collect information on people’s beliefs and attitudes toward trees 
and forests, how they experience or use forests, how previous generations of their 
families have used forests, and any concerns they have about forests.  We will collect 
demographic information on age, gender, education, race or ethnicity, occupation, area of 
residence, or ownership of forest land. The demographic data will be used to identify any 
common themes or unique themes about the importance of forests to people that are 
correlated with specific demographic categories.  After focus group discussions are 
completed, digital files (and any hand-written notes) will be transcribed and prepared for 
analysis. Analysis will occur between the principal investigator and research assistant 
using hand coding and/or NVivo qualitative analysis software. Analysis will involve 
examining transcripts for themes among the participants in terms of their perceptions 
about the importance of forests to people. When the project is finished, all digital 
recordings will be destroyed to protect participants' confidentiality by preventing voice 
recognition.  No names or identifying descriptions of participants other than basic 
demographic information will be included on the transcriptions, so the transcripts will not 
be destroyed but will be maintained for an indefinite period of time on both researchers’ 
hard drives and on a hard copy in a locked file cabinet in Richardson 208 and Richardson 
109A. Only the principal investigator will have a key to the file cabinet in Richardson 
208, and only the student researcher will have a key to the file cabinet in Richardson 
109A. 

The methods and procedures employed in phase one will also be used for the second set 
of five to seven focus groups proposed to be conducted in 2011, pending IRB approval of 
this project revision. 
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Participant Population:  Focus group literature suggests the group size to be between 8 
and 12 participants. With five focus groups in the first phase, this leads to 40 (minimal) 
or 60 (maximum) participants. One focus group will be conducted with a group of 
Western Oregon urban male and female high school students at Corvallis High School. 
The second focus group will be Central/Eastern Oregon male and female college students 
at OSU Cascades Campus. The third focus group will be Western Oregon male and 
female college students at OSU Corvallis Campus.  The fourth focus groups will consist 
of adult male and female rural Native Americans age 30 to 50, and the fifth focus group 
will consist of adult male and female urban Asian Americans age 30 to 50.  

In the second phase of the study, five to seven additional separate focus groups are 
proposed to be conducted with at least two different Native American Indian tribes, 
Black/African Americans, Hispanic/Latino Americans, Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islanders, White, and possibly another Asian American group.  A maximum of seven 
additional focus groups, each with a maximum of 12 participants, will add up to 84 
additional participants to the study, resulting in a total of 144 potential participants.  All 
phase two focus groups will be limited to adult participants only. 

Participant Identification and Recruitment: The principal investigator made initial 
contact with the Assistant Principal at Corvallis High School and a senior faculty member 
at the OSU Cascades Campus. The student researcher made contacts with Native 
American and Asian American community groups in Corvallis and Western Oregon. An 
informational letter was sent to all key informants. The letter described the project, the 
risks and benefits to the participant, and how to contact the investigator and student 
researcher. The letter also informed the informant that the principal investigator and the 
student researcher would call or e-mail to ask for participation.  In addition to the 
informational letter, parental consent forms will be sent to the high school vice principal 
for distribution to parents of potential participants. Informational letters and consent 
forms were sent to the tribal liaisons and the Asian American liaisons.  Participants were 
asked to participate at a normally scheduled group event to minimize the time 
commitment.  The Westside college student group will be recruited through OSU 
summer professors and the Kidspirit summer camp office.  The student researcher will 
use similar methods to make contact with additional Asian American, Black/African 
American, Hispanic/Latino American, Native American Indian, White, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander community groups to identify participants for the second set of 
focus groups. 

Compensation:  Lunch will be provided to participants, and any travel expenses will be 
reimbursed.  There is no compensation for participating in this project.  
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Informed Consent Process: Minor participants will be between 14 and 17 years and will 
be given a two-part minor assent form.  Adult participants will be given a two-part 
consent form. The researcher will also read through the consent/assent form and then ask 
the participants to sign if they consent to participate and to also sign on the second line if 
they consent to be recorded.  The vice principal will be provided with parental consent 
forms two weeks ahead of time that must be read and signed by the parent or legal 
guardian of the student before the minor can participate. Only those minor participants 
who have returned signed parental consent forms will be invited to participate in the 
focus group.  If any participants consent to participate but not to be recorded, hand 
written notes will be taken instead of using digital audio recording for that focus group. 

Anonymity or Confidentiality:  Only the primary investigator and student researcher 
will handle any possible identifying features of the project in recordings, transcripts or 
other information. After completion of the study, all recordings and any other identifying 
information will be destroyed.  No identifying information will be used in project reports.  
Only two people will interact with participants: the primary investigator and the student 
researcher. No names of individual participants will be recorded in any way.  All project 
materials will be locked in filing cabinets in 208 Richardson Hall and 109A Richardson 
Hall, OSU Campus.  Digital audio files will be stored on the computer hard drives and 
flash drives of the principal investigator and student researcher until all focus groups are 
completed.  At that time, the digital audio files will be transcribed by the student 
researcher as described above, and then the audio files will be destroyed.  Other 
individuals not associated with the study will not be present during the consent process or 
any other part of the study.  
 
Risk/Benefit Assessment: 
Risks: There are no foreseeable risks to participants in this study.  Participants will not 
have to answer any questions that may be embarrassing or inappropriate.  The only 
inconvenience will be asking for their time to participate.  They may choose to stop 
participating at any time.  The researchers cannot guarantee that the information shared in 
the focus group will be kept confidential by the other participants.  We will remind 
everyone to keep the information they hear during the focus groups confidential.  There is 
a chance that we could accidentally disclose information that could identify participants.  
We will keep all recordings and study documents confidential and will store them 
securely to minimize this risk. 

Benefits: The participants will have contributed information to a national indicator to 
identify the features of forests and trees that are important to people.  This information 
may be used to help guide the sustainable management of forests in Oregon in particular, 
and the US in general, that incorporates the many forest qualities and benefits that people 
value, and to adapt management as those values may change over time.   This will benefit 
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society in general.  In addition, participants will have the opportunity to learn from each 
other about why forests are important to different individuals and communities, and 
underrepresented segments of the Oregon and U.S. population will have their opinions 
included in the statewide and national dialogue about sustainable forests. 

Conclusion:  The knowledge gained about why different groups of people value forests, 
and its use to manage our state’s  and  nation’s forests in a way that sustains the variety of 
forest amenities and benefits that diverse people value far outweighs any unforeseen 
minimal risk that may be incurred through participation in this study. 
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Importance of Forests to People Sample Invitation Letter 
 

 
 
March 31, 2008 
 
In an effort to improve the management of our nation’s forests, the USDA Forest Service is 
developing a sustainability indicator focused on the importance of forests to people.  To develop 
this indicator, we need to talk with people of different racial and ethnic backgrounds about the 
ways in which forests and trees are personally and socially important.  In doing so, we would like 
to talk with people at Warm Springs who would be willing to talk with us about the ways that 
forests are important to them.  The information we gain will be made available to the USDA  
Forest Service for use in the National Report on Sustainable Forests and to the Oregon 
Department of Forestry for use in future refinements of the Forestry Program for Oregon. 
  
We were wondering if you might be able to help us find 8 to 12 tribal members who are 
interested in contributing to this process by participating in a focus group discussion with Dr. 
Badege Bishaw and Susan Morré of Oregon State University College of Forestry.  They will ask 
questions concerning the following: 
• The importance of forests and trees to you 
• The importance of forests and trees to your communities of interest 
• Changes in the importance of forests and trees to you over your lifetime 
• Concerns you have regarding the management of forests and trees 
 
We estimate that this focus group discussion will take about 60 to 90 minutes.  We would like to 
hold the focus group at a time and location that is convenient for you during March, April, or 
early May.  All aspects of this process are voluntary so you may stop at any time.  We may audio 
record the discussion so that valuable comments are not lost or misinterpreted.  The recording 
will be transcribed without names so that all comments will remain confidential. 
 
We hope that you will be able to participate in this special opportunity to influence the future of 
sustainable forest management!  We simply want to use your knowledge for the greatest good in 
natural resource management.  Please call Susan and 541-737-0872 or email 
Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu to discuss your potential participation in this important project. 
 
Sincerely, 
Badege Bishaw     Susan Morré    
Instructor, Forest Ecosystems and Society Ph.D. Candidate, Forest Ecosystems and Society 
Oregon State University    Oregon State University 
 

mailto:Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu
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     Oregon State University College of Forestry 
     Department of Forest Science, 321 Richardson Hall, Corvallis, Oregon 97331 
     Dr. Badege Bishaw    541-737-9495    Badege.Bishaw@oregonstate.edu  
     Susan Morré    Tel 541-737-0872   Fax 541-737-3008  Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu  

 
 

 
Project Title:  The Importance of Forests to People 
Principal Investigator:  Dr. Badege Bishaw, Dept. of Forest Ecosystems and Society 
Co-Investigator:  Susan Morré, PhD Candidate, Forest Ecosystems and Society 

 
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY? 
 
We are inviting people to participate in a research study designed to identify the reasons 
that forests are important to people in Oregon.  We are contacting specific groups of 
people who are often left out of the natural resource decision-making process.  We invite 
you to participate in a focus group discussion on this topic.  We think that there may be 
some common reasons and some unique reasons among different ethnic or racial groups 
that forests are important to people individually and to their families and communities.  
We will use the results to help improve the way “the importance of forests to people” is 
described in future editions of the USDA Forest Service National Report on Sustainable 
Forests. The Oregon Department of Forestry may use the information when updating the 
Forestry Program for Oregon.  The results may be used in future publications, 
presentations, and a PhD dissertation.  We are studying this because forests provide many 
products, services, and qualities that are important to people, and that contribute to the 
health of our planet.  If forest managers have a better understanding of the many ways 
that forests are important to different cultures, they can make management decisions that 
protect those aspects of the forest.   This will help make sure that forests can continue to 
provide the many benefits that people care about, now and in the future.   
 
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS FORM? 
 
This consent form gives you the information you will need to help you decide whether to 
be in the study or not.  Please read the form carefully.  You may ask any questions about 
the research, the possible risks and benefits, your rights as a volunteer, and anything else 
that is not clear.  When all of your questions have been answered, you can decide if you 
want to participate. 
 
WHY AM I BEING INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY? 
 
We are contacting specific groups of people that are often left unheard in the natural 
resource decision-making process to participate in a focus group discussion on this topic.  

mailto:Badege.Bishaw@oregonstate.edu
mailto:Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu
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We want to hear from you about why forests are important to you personally, to your 
families, and your communities.  We want to better understand any concerns you may 
have about how forests are being managed.   
 
WHAT WILL HAPPEN DURING THIS STUDY AND HOW LONG WILL IT 
TAKE? 
 
This study will involve a one-time meeting with a group of 8 to 12 participants to discuss 
why forests are important to people.  The discussion will take place at a place and on a 
day and time that is convenient for you.  First we will go over this consent document to 
answer any questions anyone may have.  Only people who sign this consent document 
will be allowed to participate in the discussion.    One part of this study involves making 
audio recordings of the group discussion.  This will help us to more accurately record the 
ideas expressed by participants and to create an accurate transcript (written record) of the 
discussion. We will not record last names.  Only the two researchers will have access to 
the audio recording.  We will keep the recording in a locked file cabinet in the research 
office when we are not using it to type the written record, called a transcript.  As soon as 
the written record is complete, we will destroy the audio recording.  We will change the 
names in the written record to avoid identifying anyone.  This consent document has two 
places to sign.  Print and sign your name on the first two lines to show you agree to 
participate in the study.  Print and sign your name on the second set of lines to give us 
permission to audio-record the discussion.   If all participants sign to indicate they agree 
to be audio-recorded, we will use a small digital recorder to record the discussion.  If 
some participants prefer not to be recorded, we will take hand-written notes instead of 
using a digital audio recorder.  We will keep these hand-written notes in a locked file 
cabinet in the research office when we are not using them to type the written record.  If 
you agree to take part in this study, your involvement will last for about 60 – 90 minutes 
at a single meeting.  The two OSU researchers will ask a few questions to guide a 
discussion among the participants.  We want to learn about how forests are important to 
you personally, your families, your communities, and the world in general.  We will 
provide a snack during a short break. There are no costs to you for helping us with this 
study other than your time.   
 
WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THIS STUDY?   
 
We do not expect any risks to anyone from participating in this group discussion, other 
than any risks associated with sharing ideas with other participants and sitting for 60 – 90 
minutes.  The researchers cannot guarantee that the information you share in the focus 
group will be kept confidential by the other participants.  We will ask everyone to keep 
the information they hear during the focus groups confidential.  There is a chance that we 
could accidentally disclose information that could identify you.  We will keep all 
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recordings and study documents confidential and will store them securely to minimize 
this risk. 
 
WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS OF THIS STUDY? 
 
We do not know if you will benefit from being in this study, but you may learn more 
about the many ways that forests are important to different people.  However, we hope 
that in the future other people might benefit from this study.  The ideas shared by you and 
other participants will contribute to a better understanding of the importance of forests to 
many different types of people.  This better understanding may be used to improve the 
management and the condition of forests in Oregon and other parts of the United States. 
 
WILL I BE PAID FOR PARTICIPATING?  
 
You will not be paid for being in this research study.  The only compensation you will 
receive is a snack.  There is no funding for the study that would allow us to pay anyone 
for participating. 
 
WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION I GIVE? 
 
The information you provide during this research study will be kept confidential (private, 
not connected to your name) to the extent permitted by law. To help protect your privacy, 
we will take several steps.  We will store all consent forms in a locked file cabinet in the 
principal researcher’s office, we will keep any audio recordings or written transcripts in a 
locked file cabinet in the co-researcher’s office.  Only the two Oregon State University 
researchers, a professor and graduate student, will be present during the focus group 
discussion.  They are the only people who will have access to the raw data collected.   
 
AUDIO RECORDING 
We would like to make a digital audio recording of our discussion, if all participants give 
us their permission, in order to more accurately record the ideas expressed. If any 
participant does not agree to be audio-recorded, no audio recording will be done.  In that 
case, we will take only hand-written notes during the entire focus group discussion.  With 
either method, we will not put any participant’s name on the audio recording or 
transcript.  The only information that will be on the audio recording or in our handwritten 
notes will be the date of the discussion, the group category, and the number of 
participants. We will transcribe (create a typed copy of) the recording, and then we will 
immediately destroy the audio recording.  Therefore we do not believe that participants 
can be identified.  We will store the transcript (the typed copy) on password-protected 
computers that are only accessible by the two co-investigators.  We will analyze the 
transcript to identify all forest products, services, and other qualities expressed during the 
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discussion.  We will include only those specific qualities in the summary report for each 
focus group.  We will not identify which qualities were expressed by any individual 
participant.  The combined information will be provided to the Oregon Department of 
Forestry, Sustainable Forests Partnership, and the USDA Forest Service.  If the results of 
the study are published, your identity will not be made public.  If we write a report or 
article about this study or share the study data set with others, we will do so in such a way 
that you cannot be directly identified. 
 
FUTURE USE OF PERSONAL INFORMATION 
At the end of the discussion, we will use a one page form to collect general “demographic 
information.” This includes your age, gender, education level, race, occupation, how 
many years you have lived in a rural, suburban, or urban setting, whether your family 
owns forest land, and how many acres.  It is possible that we may want to include this 
demographic information in future studies, in the form of statistical information which 
does not identify you.  No names will be associated with this information.  We are asking 
for your permission to use your demographic information in the future.  It is not possible 
for us to know what studies may be a part of our future work, so we ask that you give 
permission now for us to use your demographic information without being contacted 
about each future study.  If you agree now to future use of your demographic 
information, you can decide in the future that you would like to have your personal 
information removed from the research database.  If you want your information removed, 
you should contact Susan Morré at (541) 737-0872 or email 
Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu.   This demographic information may be provided to 
Oregon Department of Forestry, members of the Sustainable Forests Partnership, and to 
the USDA Forest Service. 
 
WHO IS PAYING FOR THIS STUDY? 
 
There is no funding for this phase of the research project in Oregon.  In phase one of this 
project, we conducted five focus groups in Oregon as part of a larger national study that 
was funded by the USDA Forest Service.  The study was conducted by members of the 
Sustainable Forests Partnership at six universities.  We want to hear from other tribes and 
ethnic or racial groups in Oregon who may have different reasons that forests are 
important to them.   For this reason, we are conducting additional focus groups as a 
second phase of the study without outside funding.    
 
DO I HAVE A CHOICE TO BE IN THIS STUDY? 
 
If you decide to take part in this study, it should be because you really want to volunteer.  
You will not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to 
volunteer.  You can stop at any time during the study and still keep the benefits and rights 

mailto:Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu
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you had before volunteering.  You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop 
taking part in the study.  You are free to skip any questions you would prefer not to 
answer.  You may stop participating in the discussion at any time without any penalty.  If 
you choose to withdraw from the discussion before it ends, the researchers may keep any 
information collected from you and may include the information in study reports. 
 
WHAT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS? 
 
If you have any questions about this research project, please contact:  
Principal Investigator Badege Bishaw, phone (541) 737-9495, email 
Badege.Bishaw@oregonstate.edu  
Co-investigator Susan Morré, phone (541) 737-0872, email 
Susan.Morre@oregonstate.edu  
If you have questions about your rights as a participant, please contact the Oregon State 
University Institutional Review Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator, at (541) 
737-4933 or by email at IRB@oregonstate.edu.  
________________________________________________________________________ 
Your signature indicates that this research study has been explained to you, that your 
questions have been answered, and that you agree to take part in this study.  You will 
receive a copy of this form. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
You voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 
Participant's Name (printed):   
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
 
__________________________________  _______________________________ 
(Signature of Participant)       (Date) 
 
You also consent to be audio-recorded for this research study. 
Participant's Name (printed):   
 
__________________________________________________________ 
 
 
__________________________________   _______________________________ 
(Signature of Participant)       (Date) 

 
  

mailto:Badege.Bishaw@oregonstate.edu
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Importance of Forests to People 
Demographic questionnaire for focus group participants 

 
Filling out this questionnaire is voluntary and you may stop at any time.  It is also anonymous, so 
please do not sign your name.  You indicate your voluntary agreement to participate by 
completing and returning this questionnaire.  This should take 2 minutes or less to complete.  
Concerns or questions should be addressed to Susan Morré at 541-737-0872. 
 
1. My age is: 
 
__Under 20 
__ 20 – 29 

__ 30 – 39 
__ 40 – 49 

__ 50 – 59 
__ 60 – 69 

__ 70 – 79 
__ 80 or older 

 
2.  I am (circle one):   Male     Female 
 
 
3. Highest level of education completed: 
 
__Less than high school 
__High school graduate 
__Some college 
__Two-year college graduate 
__ Bachelor’s degree 
__Some graduate work 

__Graduate degree 
     __Masters 
     __PhD 
__Professional degree 
__Certified trade 

 
4.  Race/origin 
 
___ White/European American 
___ African American or Black 
___ Asian  
___ Native American Indian: 
       __________________________tribe 

___ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
___ Hispanic/Latino American 
___ Multiracial _____________________ 
___ Other ________________________ 
 

5. What is your occupation?____________________________________ 
 
6. Circle which type of area you currently live in: 
 
   Rural (in the countryside; outside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)) 
 
   Suburban (residential area at the edge of a town or city; outside the city limits, inside the UGB) 
 
   Urban (in a town or city; inside the city limits) 
 
7.  How many years of your life have you lived in each of these areas? 
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        ______ Urban            ______ Suburban    ______ Rural 
 
8. Do you own any forest land or urban land with trees on your property?   ____Yes      ____ No 
  (If yes, see next question.) 
 
9. If yes, how many acres do you own? 
 
 ___ Less than 1 acre 
___ 1 – 5 acres 
___ 5.1 – 10 acres 
___ 10.1 – 50 acres 
___ 50.1 – 100 acres 
___ 100.1 – 500 acres 
___ 500.1 – 1000 acres 
___1000.1 – 5000 acres 
___Over 5000 acres
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Appendix 2.  Definition of terms  

 
criterion – a category of conditions or processes by which sustainable forest 
management can be assessed. A criterion is characterized by a set of related indicators 
which are monitored periodically to assess change (Montréal Process Working Group 
(MPWG) 1995). 
 
cultural resources – those tangible items which relate to the traditional way that Indian 
peoples interact with their landscape; includes medicine, craft and food plants, sacred or 
special areas, and burial/archeological sites (Intertribal Timber Council 1993). 
 
development – improved condition; realization of potential of a person or society; 
process of increasing capacities in the context of a defined goal. 
 
ecosystem services – conditions and processes through which natural ecosystems, and 
the species which comprise them, sustain and fulfill life; any aspect of an ecosystem 
structure or function that has value for its inhabitants, regardless of whether there is a 
recognized market value (adapted from Daily 1997); the benefits people obtain, either 
directly or indirectly, from ecosystems, including provisioning, regulating, supporting, 
and cultural services (MEA 2005). 
 
forest – 1. an ecosystem characterized by more or less dense and extensive tree cover 
usually consisting of stands varying in characteristics such as species, structure, 
composition, age class, and commonly including streams, fish, and wildlife —note 
forests include special types such as industrial, non-industrial, public, protection, urban, 
as well as parks and wilderness; they are commonly managed to sustain single or diverse 
products or special values (Society of American Foresters 1998).  2. land spanning more 
than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5 meters (16.5 feet) and a canopy cover of more 
than 10 percent, or trees able to reach these thresholds in situ.  It does not include land 
that is predominantly under agricultural or urban land use (Food and Agriculture 
Organization 2008).  3. Operationalized definition:  a land area, incorporating all living 
and nonliving components, dominated by trees with a potentially mature height 
exceeding 10 feet and canopy cover of at least 10 percent (adapted from FAO). 
 
forest health – a condition of forest ecosystems that sustains their complexity of 
structures, processes, functions, and species; their resiliency within the context of natural 
disturbances; and their ability to provide people with an array of values, uses, and 
products desired now and in the future (adapted from Oregon Board of Forestry 2003, 
76); a condition where the parts and functions of an ecosystem are sustained over time 
and where the system's capacity for self-repair is maintained, such that goals for uses, 
values, and services of the ecosystem are met. One of the signs of a healthy ecosystem in 
good working order is its ability to respond to disturbances such as fires, insects, or 
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floods in a dynamic way. The system absorbs and recovers from disturbances without 
losing its processes or functions, although recovery may take varying amounts of time, or 
specific conditions may look different afterward. If the ecosystem is healthy, it will 
continue to produce populations of plants and animals that are diverse and viable, waters 
that are clear, air that is clean, and soils that remain productive. (Central Oregon 
Intergovernmental Council. December 2002. COPWRR Strategy Framework: Reducing 
Wildfire Risks in Central Oregon by Removing and Utilizing Forest Fuels. Central 
Oregon Intergovernmental Council, Redmond, OR.) 
 
global environmental governance – cooperation and collaboration among nations to 
link and harmonize policies, institutions, procedures, tools, and information to allow 
participants (public and private sector, nongovernmental organizations, local 
communities) to manage conflicts, seek points of consensus, make fundamental 
decisions, and be accountable for their actions (adapted from Saunier and Meganck 
2007). 
 
indicator – a measure (measurement) of an aspect of a criterion.  A quantitative or 
qualitative variable which can be measured or described, and which when observed 
periodically demonstrates trends (MPWG 1995). A quantifiable parameter that, when 
measured, can be used to assess progress toward or away from a desired condition 
(Saunier and Meganck 2007). 
 
metric – units of data for each indicator, including data source, format, scale, and timing 
(Oregon Department of Forestry 2007). 
 
old-growth forest –those forests dominated by big, old trees, both live and dead, 
standing and fallen, and usually contain many other smaller trees. The individual trees are 
irregularly distributed over the land, and their diverse sizes give rise to a layered canopy 
structure. Old-growth forests give an overwhelming impression of diversity instead of 
uniformity (National Commission on Science for Sustainable Forestry 2008). 
 
rural – of or pertaining to the countryside (American Heritage Dictionary 2000); in 
Oregon, outside the Urban Growth Boundary. 
 
stakeholder – an institution, organization, group, or person that has some interest in a 
particular sector or system or outcome of a project, program, or policy initiative (Saunier 
and Meganck 2007); people who are interested in or affected by forest management and 
operations (for example, government agencies, local communities, employees, investors, 
environmental interest groups, customers, and the general public) (Higman et al. 2005). 
 
suburban – residential area on the periphery of a town or city (American Heritage 
Dictionary 2000); nearby but outside the city; in Oregon, within the Urban Growth 
Boundary but outside the city limits. 
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sustainable – to create and maintain conditions, under which humans and nature can 
exist in productive harmony, that permit fulfilling the social, economic, and other 
requirements of present and future generations of Americans (Executive Order 13423 – 
Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management. January 
26, 2007). 
 
sustainable development – increase in quality of life and equitable access to the 
materials for a good life; development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (Brundtland 
1987). 
 
sustainable forest management – the stewardship and use of forests and forest lands in 
a way, and at a rate, that maintains their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration capacity, 
vitality, and potential to fulfill, now and in the future, relevant ecological, economic, and 
social functions at local, national, and global levels, and that does not cause damage to 
other ecosystems (Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe 1994);   
forest resources across the landscape are used, developed, and protected at a rate and in a 
manner that enables people to meet their current environmental, economic, and social 
needs, and also provides that future generations can meet their own needs (Board of 
Forestry 2003, based on Oregon Revised Statute 184.421]; forest planning and 
management actions that are environmentally responsible, socially beneficial, and 
economically viable (Higman et al. 2005). 
 
urban – of, in, or belonging to a city (American Heritage Dictionary 2000); in Oregon, 
inside the city limits. 
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Appendix 3.  Montreal Process Criteria and Indicators (revised set) 
Source: Montreal Process Working Group  
(accessed April 20, 2011 from  http://www.rinya.maff.go.jp/mpci/meetings/an-6.pdf)  

  
 
THE MONTRÉAL PROCESS CRITERIA AND INDICATORS (2007) 
The current set of Montréal Process criteria and indicators continues is based on 
contemporary scientific understanding of temperate and boreal forest ecosystems and the 
values society attaches to forests. Criteria 1-6 and associated indicators relate specifically 
to forest conditions or functions, and to the values or benefits associated with forest 
goods and services. Criterion 7 and its indicators (which are now under review) relate to 
the overall policy framework needed to facilitate and support forest conservation and 
sustainable management. This policy framework includes aspects often external to the 
forest itself but which affect efforts to conserve, maintain or enhance one or more of the 
conditions, functions, values or benefits captured in Criteria 1-6. 
 
Criterion 1 - Conservation of biological diversity 
 
1.1  Ecosystem diversity 

1.1.a  Area and percent of forest by forest ecosystem type, successional stage, age 
class, and forest ownership or tenure 

 1.1.b  Area and percent of forest in protected areas by forest ecosystem type, and by 
age class or successional stage 

 1.1.c  Fragmentation of forests 
 
1.2  Species diversity 
 1.2.a  Number of native forest associated species 
 1.2.b  Number and status of native forest associated species at risk, as determined by 

legislation or scientific assessment 
 1.2.c  Status of onsite and offsite efforts focused on conservation of species diversity 
 
1.3  Genetic diversity 
 1.3.a  Number and geographic distribution of forest associated species at risk of 

losing genetic variation and locally adapted genotypes 
 1.3.b  Population levels of selected representative forest associated species to 

describe genetic diversity 
 1.3.c  Status of onsite and offsite efforts focused on conservation of genetic diversity 
 
Criterion 2 - Maintenance of productive capacity of forest ecosystems 
 
2.a  Area and percent of forest land and net area of forest land available for wood 
production 

http://www.rinya.maff.go.jp/mpci/meetings/an-6.pdf
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2.b  Total growing stock and annual increment of both merchantable and non-
merchantable tree species in forests available for wood production 
2.c  Area, percent, and growing stock of plantations of native and exotic species 
2.d  Annual harvest of wood products by volume and as a percentage of net growth or 
sustained yield 
2.e  Annual harvest of non-wood forest products 
 
Criterion 3 - Maintenance of forest ecosystem health and vitality 
 
3.a  Area and percent of forest affected by biotic processes and agents (e.g. disease, 
insects, invasive species) beyond reference conditions 
3.b  Area and percent of forest affected by abiotic agents (e.g. fire, storm, land clearance) 
beyond reference conditions 
 
Criterion 4 - Conservation and maintenance of soil and water resources 
 
4.1  Protective function 
 4.1.a  Area and percent of forest whose designation or land management focus is the 

protection of soil or water resources 
4.2   Soil 
 4.2.a  Proportion of forest management activities that meet best management 

practices or other relevant legislation to protect soil resources 
 4.2.b  Area and percent of forest land with significant soil degradation 
4.3  Water 
 4.3.a  Proportion of forest management activities that meet best management 

practices, or other relevant legislation, to protect water related resources. 
 4.3.b  Area and percent of water bodies, or stream length, in forest areas with 

significant change in physical, chemical or biological properties from reference 
conditions 

 
Criterion 5 - Maintenance of forest contribution to global carbon cycles 
 
5.a   Total forest ecosystem carbon pools and fluxes 
5.b   Total forest product carbon pools and fluxes 
5.c   Avoided fossil fuel carbon emissions by using forest biomass for energy 
 
Criterion 6 - Maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socio-economic 
benefits to meet the needs of societies 
 
6.1  Production and consumption 
 6.1.a  Value and volume of wood and wood products production, including primary 

and secondary processing 
 6.1.b  Value of non-wood forest products produced or collected 
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 6.1.c  Revenue from forest based environmental services 
 6.1.d  Total and per capita consumption of wood and wood products in round wood 

equivalents 
 6.1.e  Total and per capita consumption of non-wood products 
 6.1.f  Value and volume in round wood equivalents of exports and imports of wood 

products 
 6.1.g  Value of exports and imports of non-wood products 
 6.1.h  Exports as a share of wood and wood products production and imports as a 

share of wood and wood products consumption 
 6.1.i  Recovery or recycling of forest products as a percent of total forest products 

consumption 
6.2  Investment in the forest sector 
 6.2.a  Value of capital investment and annual expenditure in forest management, 

wood and non-wood product industries, forest-based environmental services, 
recreation and tourism 

 6.2.b  Annual investment and expenditure in forest-related research, extension and 
development, and education 

6.3  Employment and community needs 
 6.3.a  Employment in the forest sector 
 6.3.b  Average wage rates, annual average income and annual injury rates in major 

forest employment categories 
 6.3.c  Resilience of forest-dependent communities 
 6.3.d  Area and percent of forests used for subsistence purposes 
 6.3.e  Distribution of revenues derived from forest management 
6.4  Recreation and tourism 
 6.4.a  Area and percent of forests available and/or managed for public recreation and 

tourism 
 6.4.b  Number, type, and geographic distribution of visits attributed to recreation and 

tourism and related to facilities available 
6.5  Cultural, social and spiritual needs and values 
 6.5.a  Area and percent of forests managed primarily to protect the range of cultural, 

social and spiritual needs and values 
 6.5.b  The importance of forests to people 
 
Criterion 7 - Legal, institutional and policy framework for forest conservation and 
sustainable management* 
 
7.1 Extent to which the legal framework (laws, regulations, guidelines) supports the 
conservation and sustainable management of forests, including the extent to which it: 
 7.1.a  Clarifies property rights, provides for appropriate land tenure arrangements, 

recognizes customary and traditional rights of indigenous people, and provides 
means of resolving property disputes by due process; 
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 7.1.b  Provides for periodic forest-related planning, assessment, and policy review 
that recognizes the range of forest values, including coordination with relevant 
sectors; 

 7.1.c  Provides opportunities for public participation in public policy and decision-
making related to forests and public access to information; 

 7.1.d  Encourages best practice codes for forest management; 
 7.1.e  Provides for the management of forests to conserve special environmental, 

cultural, social and/or scientific values. 
7.2 Extent to which the institutional framework supports the conservation and sustainable 
management of forests, including the capacity to: 
 7.2.a  Provide for public involvement activities and public education, awareness and 

extension  programs, and make available forest-related information; 
 7.2.b  Undertake and implement periodic forest-related planning, assessment, and 

policy review including cross-sectoral planning and coordination; 
 7.2.c  Develop and maintain human resource skills across relevant disciplines; 
 7.2.d  Develop and maintain efficient physical infrastructure to facilitate the supply 

of forest products and services and support forest management; 
 7.2.e  Enforce laws, regulations and guidelines. 
7.3 Extent to which the economic framework (economic policies and measures) supports 
the conservation and sustainable management of forests through: 
 7.3.a  Investment and taxation policies and a regulatory environment which 

recognize the long-term nature of investments and permit the flow of capital in and 
out of the forest sector in response to market signals, non-market economic 
valuations, and public policy decisions in order to meet long-term demands for forest 
products and services; 

 7.3.b  Non-discriminatory trade policies for forest products. 
7.4 Capacity to measure and monitor changes in the conservation and sustainable 
management of forests, including: 
 7.4.a  Availability and extent of up-to-date data, statistics and other information 

important to measuring or describing indicators associated with criteria 1-7; 
 7.4.b  Scope, frequency and statistical reliability of forest inventories, assessments, 

monitoring and other relevant information; 
 7.4.c  Compatibility with other countries in measuring, monitoring and reporting on 

indicators. 
7.5 Capacity to conduct and apply research and development aimed at improving forest 
management and delivery of forest goods and services, including: 
 7.5.a  Development of scientific understanding of forest ecosystem characteristics 

and functions; 
 7.5.b  Development of methodologies to measure and integrate environmental and 

social costs and benefits into markets and public policies, and to reflect forest-related 
resource depletion or replenishment in national accounting systems; 

 7.5.c  New technologies and the capacity to assess the socio-economic consequences 
associated with the introduction of new technologies; 
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 7.5.d  Enhancement of ability to predict impacts of human intervention on forests; 
 7.5.e  Ability to predict impacts on forests of possible climate change. 
 
*Footnote: These are the original Criterion 7 indicators established in 1995. The Montréal Process Working 
Group is currently reviewing these indicators, with a view to refining them as needed. 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 1) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 2) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 3) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 4) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 5) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 6) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 7) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 8) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 9) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 10) 
 

 
  



239 
 

 
 

Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 11) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 12) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 13) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 14) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 15) 
 

 
 
 
 
Note:  “Length of residence” totals represent the total number of years all focus group 
participants lived in a rural, suburban, or urban area.  
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 16) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 17) 
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Appendix 4.  Focus Group Demographic Information (page 18) 
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Appendix 5.  Focus group forest value summaries by racial/ethnic group 
 
Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values
Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)     includes 
importance/concerns                    (red font = not part of Oregon Indicator 
metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework                                                          
Indicator quality, SFM Knowledge, Regulatory Compliance

Information needed (fire, ecosystem management understanding) 1 0 2 3
Better communication of information (2); incorporate new knowledge 3 1 2 6
Collaboration (10), balance and cooperation (6) 11 1 6 18
Sustainable, holistic, balanced management (79): active management; 
adaptive management; for whole forest ecosystem (13). Long-term planning 
(1); all parts work together, circle of life. Need balanced  policies (envir, soc, 

       

22 16 41 79

Fund research to guide better management (2);  funding sources bring  
regulatory obligations, impacts on management

2 0 3 5

Equity in international timber contracts, pay, treatment. 4 1 6 11
Involve tribes in policy development & mgmt planning (16) 13 0 3 16
Self-determination 0 0 2 2
Incorporate tribal knowledge for SFM (6), prescribed fire 5 1 1 7
Climate change knowledge 0 0 1 1
Good laws protect forests and cultural resources, riparian buffers, water, fish 
habitat; better legislation to manage invasive species

1 1 2 4

Access (44): Gathering, hunting & fishing rights without permits (11). Regain 
access to ancestral homeland to hunt, fish, gather understory materials (7).

26 10 8 44

Secure land tenure (36) (regain more ancestral lands; not enough forest to 
support tribe right now) 

22 9 5 36

Change federal/state policies to allow traditional cultural practices; federal 
regulations and legal delays  limit active management; change regulations and 
management to allow active management, not over- or undermanagement 
pendulum 18; modify environmental restrictions on logging and grazing (6). 

8 4 19 31

Enforce laws protecting sacred sites, old cemeteries 2. 2 0 0 2
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

   

 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector 
vitality
Revenues for tribal government and community (2). Fund restoration activities 
for jobs, forest health, revenue for public services (2).  Industry important to 
everyone for revenue for community vitality, money for schools (3); is way of 
life (2). Alder keeping economy going now. Exports (3).

6 5 3 14

Industry jobs (14) (logging, loading, hauling, mill, construction, migrant 
loggers; me, most friends were lifelong loggers; forest industry important to 
everybody; job IF forest healthy. Previous generation forced to work as timber 
fallers (5); had to mainstream to survive (7); jobs (7); restoration jobs.

24 17 6 47

Income supported families (14) (logging, timber contracts, mill income); 
provides necessities for our children; cattle grazing in forest (2);  sell firewood 
(2). Livelihood selling NTFPs (6) (pine cones, ferns, chittam bark, berries). 

11 9 7 27

Recreation (55): place to play, swim, have fun, walk dog, wander, adventure, 
camp, adult/kid tree house, fort; hike, bike, ride, walk through the hills, fish, 
enjoy, honeymoon; family time (family gatherings, pick berries, summer 
cabins)  annual events, tree swing, cliff dive, bridge jump, bathe in springs.

14 30 13 57

Spiritual value (42):  Spiritual relationship to land, essence of ancestors, 
understory, trees, hunting; old growth is spiritual forest, where I go to pray. 
Spiritual rites of passage, transition to manhood, vision quest.  Sacred burial 
sites, place to grieve; sacred fish, spiritual use/gathering; children's placentas 
buried in forest.  Spiritual renewal (55):  Sustenance, peace, quiet, think, 
work out problems, get away; experience forest, home; relax, balance; 
spiritual cleansing; real life, refresh. Sense of place (4): childhood memories 
of specific trees. Sense of time (4): ancestral forest; know some land not 
destroyed; relationship with individual trees, part of community.  Beauty (25):  
Beautiful natural forest, experience forest sensually, beauty, sounds, songs, 
smells, life all around, scents); healthy lush trees. 

68 44 18 130

Education (19): source of knowledge, place to learn, connect kids to nature, 
intergenerational knowledge transfer (elders pass on cultural heritage, 
traditional plant and sustainable management knowledge to our kids in forest).

7 6 6 19

Life support (32) (gives/sustains/future of all life); rejuvenate planet; need 
whole forest; healthy environment = healthy society; food for people & animals 
to survive; web of life; shade, warmth, community health. Cedar "tree of life."

21 7 4 32

Clean air 9, oxygen  4,  2 9 2 13
Human habitat (3): trees are roofs overhead, need natural habitat 0 3 0 3
Wood products (28): fuelwood, sweat houses, heat, cooking, bioenergy, 
firewood, paper; Douglas-fir wood, cedar for plank houses; building materials 
for house construction, plank roads, culturally important cedar, alder.

7 7 14 28

New markets (biofuels); export trees 1 1 0 3 4
Intergenerational equity 14 7 5 26
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

 

 
 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

GOAL C: Productive Capacity
Forest area, development, harvest vs. planned & potential
Harvest rate. 0 1 0 1
Forest regeneration capacity; replant better after harvest. 1 0 1 2
Nitrogen-fixing alder (2), enriches soil; natural regeneration. 4 0 0 4

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
Water quality, biological integrity, forest road risks
Clean fresh water 14; healthy forests keep streams healthy; regulate water; 
appropriate harvest techniques protect water soil; protect water for fish (3);  
manage riparian areas sustainably.

9 8 2 19

Spawning grounds for salmon, eels 5 0 0 5
Native salmon vs. hatchery fish; salmon, cutthroat, lamprey (2) 1 2 0 3
Wider windbreaks to prevent blowdowns (2) 2 0 0 2
Protect soils from erosion, landslides (3) 7 0 1 8

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
Forest vegetation (diversity, habitat), protected areas, species at risk
Wildlife habitat (19): natural forest habitat (osprey, deer, elk); wildlife shelter 
(3) (understory for little critters, branches/nest sites) (3)

10 6 3 19

Diverse trees (37):  Intermingled diverse overstory tree species (6); cedar, 
spruce (2), alder; all trees important (2); protect natural forest; reforest. Variety 
of trees. Cedar for baskets, clothes, carvings, planks. Oak for acorns (2). Ash 
for paddles. Pine and fir for pitch. Native trees; use all kinds of trees. Culturally 
important trees: Cedar bark for baskets. Trees for medicines, sweat house.  
Diversity concern (27):  conversion of natural forest to monocultures (17) and 
tree plantations (14), lack of diversity

39 32 7 78

Understory diversity (50) most important: Food plants (9) (food, 
blackberries, elderberries, huckleberries, berries).  Huckleberry fields.              
Plant materials (10) (fern, moss, hazel for baskets; Oregon oak & alder bark 
dye, willow bark baskets, dye plants, beargrass; beargrass meadows. 
Medicine plants (9) (yew, healing herbs, chittam bark). Native bushes and 
herbs; old growth understory; unique species (3, diverse plant associations.  
Understory concerns (31): loss of diverse understory for people and wildlife, 
overharvested or shaded out by too-dense forest, scarcity of some traditional 
plants)

37 37 7 81

Protect old growth forests (40): Big old growth 37 (cedars, spruce,  big 
trees, healthy lush big, nurse logs for next generation. Old growth concern 
(15): loss of ancestral forest, culturally important big cedar and yew, big trees

37 16 2 55

Wildlife (28): healthy deer, elk, bear, fish, grasshoppers to eat; birds; healthy 
predators. Wildlife concerns (13): hungry, need better habitat

16 18 7 41
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

  

 
 

 

 
 
 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
Tree mortality, invasive species, fuel conditions & treatments
Mortality (3), insect damage (3), disease, heart rot, resilience; beetle killing 
trees; fires.

4 2 4 10

Involve tribes to manage invasives; introduced species take over important 
native species,  (blackberries, scotch broom kills medicine plants, cormorant, 
Roosevelt elk)

15 0 0 15

Thinning to prevent fires, for forest health; balanced thinning (not overthin); 
active fuels management

2 6 7 14

Prescribed fire to manage land (11):  reduce fire risk, kill mold and insects, 
improve understory (5) and manage oak habitats; fire resilience

0 7 3 10

Ecosystem health concerns (22) and climate change ecosystem impacts (5) 17 5 5 27

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
Storage in forests & products
Carbon sequestration 0 0 1 1

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

CULTURAL & SPIRITUAL VALUES                               Manage Oregon 
forests to provide and protect important cultural and spiritual values.

COOS GR WS AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

Cultural identity  (167)                                                                                           
Preserve cultural heritage, values, sense of being tribesperson, feel wild 
again, native (53). Connection to homeland/ancestors (21) including individual 
cedar trees used by generations of family (peel bark for baskets); 
archaeological sites. Community and individual identity (20) including strong 
intergenerational bonds and community values on our ancestral lands binds 
community (6); tribal way of life; cultural life cycle; tribal affinity for different 
forest types; our resources.   Land Tenure (36): regain ancestral land. 
Access (44): to place and materials to teach/practice/maintain our culture, for 
fishing, hunting, and gathering rights never given up, and for our children to 
maintain this access.                                                  

101 34 32 167

Traditional beliefs                                                                                                       
Reverence for land (22): personal relationship with forest life (2), Creation 
Story, Creator guided evolutionary processes, earth is our grandmother, forest 
is gift (2), respect/care for Mother Nature (7); don't own land, are caretakers for 
future generations (14).  We are part of forest ecosystem; environment and 
society intertwined (14). Appreciate/take care of/respect what forest gives us 
(6);  goes hand in hand with your value system; God's country, put here for 
everyone; legends and taboos. Respect for land (9).

39 16 10 65
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

 

 
 
  

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

CULTURAL & SPIRITUAL VALUES                               Manage Oregon 
forests to provide and protect important cultural and spiritual values.

COOS GR WS AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

Spiritual value (42):  Spiritual relationship to land, essence of ancestors, 
understory, trees, hunting; old growth is spiritual forest, where I go to pray. 
Spiritual rites of passage, transition to manhood, vision quest.  Sacred burial 
sites, place to grieve; sacred fish, spiritual use/gathering; children's placentas 
buried in forest.  Spiritual renewal (55):  Sustenance, peace, quiet, think, 
work out problems, get away; experience forest, home; relax, balance; 
spiritual cleansing; real life, refresh. Sense of place (4): childhood memories 
of specific trees. Sense of time (4): ancestral forest; know some land not 
destroyed; relationship with individual trees, part of community.  Beauty (25):  
Beautiful natural forest, experience forest sensually, beauty, sounds, songs, 
smells, life all around, scents); healthy lush trees. 

68 44 18 130

Traditional knowledge                                                                              
Preserve traditional knowledge (26) of forest, its plants, how to use them; 
sustained many generations here; pass on traditional knowledge of medicine 
plants (7), foodstuffs, SFM (5), prescribed fire to maintain understory 
plants/conditions/materials (2); many uses of cedar (2), and materials for 
traditional tools, food and clothing (3). Sustainable management fed us for 
1000s years. Medicine woman heals with herbs, powerful woman.

21 1 4 26

Traditional activities                                                                               
Gathering traditional understory foods, medicines, basketry/tool making 
materials (39); hunting (18), fishing (8), cooking; canoe making/journeys (5), 
plank house ceremonies, forest sites gatherings (2), create marker trees; 
cook, burn meadows/understory.

55 17 6 78

Traditional Nontimber Forest Products                                                    
Understory residing place for important cultural plants: Traditional foods (69): 
Berries (huckle, thimble, salmon, native black, wild rasp, straw), salal; hazel 
nuts, tan oak acorns, cormorant eggs; myrtlewood nuts, mushrooms, camas; 
wapato, roots, celery, tarweed. Tools/products (63): cedar bark for clothing, 
baskets, hats; maple bark for clothing, maple sticks for cooking; ferns, moss; 
alder, chittam, Oregon grape basket dye; hazel for baskets; roots (spruce, 
willow, cherry); beargrass, tules, vine maple and yew wood bows; ocean spray 
for arrows ; western hemlock fish weirs; elk antlers, bones, sinew; cedar 
flutes, musical instruments. Traditional medicine plants (37): Chittam 
(cascara) bark, yew, wild cherry, herbs. Fish and wildlife (22): deer, elk, birds; 
lizards; cormorant eggs; bear; fish (salmon, cutthroat, lamprey eel).

75 72 44 191

Traditional wood products   (other than those already listed under B.d.)                                                                             
Big cedar for canoe (7); cedar for clothing, baskets, carvings; (7), cedar planks 
for building, cooking; maple, ash for paddles; spruce canoes; alder, 
myrtlewood, Port Orford, Douglas-fir building materials (2); sweat houses.

24 15 4 43
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values
MOST IMPORTANT: Spiritual experience, connection to the forestland. Cultural identity, connection to 
heritage, homeland. Traditional foods, activities, products.  Access to forest for traditional spiritual and cultural 
values, including hunting, fishing, and gathering rights, and for education to pass on our knowledge and culture 
to the next generation. Whole forest sustains life and culture (diversity of trees, old growth, understory, all the 
different plants and animals, top predators to keep balance). Understanding whole ecosystem, includes people. 
Riparian buffers for healthy streams (for fish, wildlife, food, salmon spawning grounds, eels). Clean water, clean 
air, healthy environment. Native species, habitats, wildlife; preventing/controlling invasive species. Tribal 
participation in long-term holistic planning and management; sharing tribal knowledge and new research for 
sustainable, careful, balanced management. Create research and restoration economy to restore forest 
understory and health.Care for the land; understory diversity for wildlife and habitat, and all the important plants 
for food, medicine, and tools; regain our ancestral lands and access to plants; native voice in management; 
family-wage jobs; better balanced management; take care for future generations.

CHANGES OVER LIFETIME: Loss of old growth, old forest understory in short supply, converting natural forest 
to timber farms, Douglas-fir monoculture, loss of cultural identity, assimilation, termination, climate change, 
shorter harvest cycles; loss of access to forest for cultural and spiritual values, policies limit ability to harvest 
traditional plants/animals/eggs; genetically altered trees, reduced timber exports, chemical spraying to kill 
understory, declining diversity, overly dense forests make it hard to use prescribed fire, more invasive species. 
Current politics prioritizes economy instead of environment; technology and industry changes mean fewer jobs, 
higher unemployment for young people; export chips instead of trees or lumber.



253 
 

 
 

Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

CONCERNS: 

UNDERSTORY: Old forest understory in short supply. Loss of diverse 
understory (24) (need to regenerate; need for traditional uses (2), for wildlife 
(9);  converting forests to timber farms with lack of diverse understory hurts 
wildlife and lacks richness of life (6); no food for us or animals. Lack of 
understory (3) can't support wildlife, predators or healthy deer. Forest too 
dense, shades out important understory plants; overharvest of understory 
(other ethnic groups came and overpicked moss, ferns, chittam). Scarcity of 
some traditional plants.

25 5 1 31

WILDLIFE: Wildlife (need better habitat). Wildlife hungry, not enough food in 
forest now 

12 1 0 13

MONOCULTURES: Monocultures (6), Douglas-fir monocultures (9) hurt 
wildlife. Monocultures unhealthy for people, for environment

15 2 0 17

OLD GROWTH: Loss of old growth (12).  Ancestral forests being cut down. 
Hardly any big cedar or Pacific yew, both important culturally.

9 5 1 15

TREE PLANTATIONS: Timber farm not a forest; ugly uninviting place (2); 
produce inferior product (8); understory killed off with chemicals and power 
saws; converting farmland to fiber plantations. Fast-growing trees make poor 
wood and unhealthy forest that threatens protected areas.

13 1 0 14

SHORT HARVEST CYCLES: 30-40 year harvest cycles too short, hurts 
ecosystem (4); doesn't allow regrowth of important understory species; 
creating biological desert (2); lack of diversity; 30 yr. rotations; trees not 
growing fast enough to replace what we lost (2)

8 2 0 10

CLEARCUTTING: Clearcutting (10); narrow windbreaks along road deceptive, 
blow down (4); only partial replanting;  (big, ugly, unhealthy, hurt wildlife); hide 
clearcuts with deceptive buffers. Clearcut after clearcut next to each other; 
clearcuts close together (2)

10 6 2 18

FOREST ECOSYSTEM HEALTH: pathetic landscape condition, environmental 
contamination,  herbicide spraying hurts ecosystem (3);  loss of top predators 
leads to loss of balance (2);  coal dust pollution (2); hard to use prescribed fire 
with current forest condition; big scary fires. Insect mortality (4); need thinning 
to prevent fires and loss (2). Fire-prone fuel loads (2).  limits on prescribed fire 
use (3) (fire marshal prohibits fast-moving prescribed fire to maintain 
huckleberry fields; can't use fire in Doug-fir forest). Poor forest health (2) due 
to lack of active management.

15 5 2 22

WILDFIRE: fuel loads, dense forest fire prone; Need active fuels treatments to 
reduce fire risk (2); seeing more fires, bigger ones every year (3).

0 3 5 8

SOIL & WATER: Toxic soil loads; contaminated waterways; harvest practices 
cause topsoil erosion (3), sediment destroys salmon beds (2), landslides;  fish 
negatively impacted by water quality & predators; water shortages. inadequate 
riparian buffer width  to protect water, fish; need to manage riparian areas 
more sustainably.

10 1 1 12
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

 
 

 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

CONCERNS (Continued)
INVASIVE SPECIES: Invasive species not managed, outcompete natives (6); 
scotch brook kills medicine plants

7 0 0 7

MOTHER NATURE: Messing with Mother Nature; wrath of Mother Nature if we 
don't start paying attention 

2 0 0 2

CULTURAL HERITAGE/IDENTITY: Loss of cultural identity, cultural genocide, 
assimilation, termination, extinction (9); loss of forest-related cultural heritage 
(2);  protect old tribal cemeteries in forest, laws not followed for protecting 
ancestral sites/human remains (2); current management doesn't sustain forest 
products that are important for maintaining our culture. Dilution and loss of 
traditional knowledge. Cultural dilution from outside attitudes, influences (2).

14 1 2 17

ACCESS/TENURE: Loss of ancestral lands, want to regain (7); government 
took land but didn't understand stewardship (3); never gave up gathering rights 
(3), want gathering rights recognized without requiring permits; federal and 
state policies limit/prohibit harvest of traditional foods & traditional culture (3). 
Future generations access to natural forest; losing forest not fair to our kids 
(2). Access to more ancestral lands; respect for tribe's relationship to forest 
(3); too little forest to support tribe; rely on casino instead of forest.  Lack of 
access (2) (industry won't let us get bark from cedar or cascara trees they 
cut; gates, fences, lost land, road closures, liability, property rights, permits, 
payments). Land tenure (4) and access rights (4) for hunting, fishing, gathering 
understory plants.

19 13 8 40

LACK OF RESPECT: Lack of respect for nature and tribes (4); logging done 
without caring for land or critters; not taking care of forest (2); lack of respect 
for forest's spiritual or environmental value (2). Lack of respect for cultural 
traditions (timing of huckleberry harvest) (3

5 4 3 12

EXPLOITATION: Manifest destiny; paternalism; raping and ravaging landscape 
(3); exploitation (17) (exploit, overconsume, overharvest, overfish, depleting all 
our natural resources). Competition for limited resources (2). 
Commercialization/exploitation of our cultural plants by non-Indians, illegal, 
overharvest (5), for  quick dollar (mushrooms, huckleberries (2), beargrass (2), 
pinecones);  overharvest (2);  overlogging. Mountain has been raped (2); early 
loggers raped land, left stump patch, no replanting; trees gone, gave us back 
a stump pile (2); overharvest (7)

22 12 16 50

GREED: Greed (8); Greed (5); focus on profit; logging companies getting rich 
off of our resources, while our forests decline; mill and forests in decline; lack 
of community focus (2). Greed, only care about money. "Restoration" projects 
are corporate model to make money on the forest

8 4 10 22

ANTHROPOCENTRISM: Don't recognize people are part of ecosystem, 
harming web of life; forest and society are intertwined, people don't understand 
that, need new model

8 1 0 9
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
 

 
 

 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

CONCERNS (Continued)
CLIMATE CHANGE: Climate change impact on forest health (2), need to 
consider  thinning impacts in dry areas

2 0 3 5

MANAGEMENT: Failed management, mismanagement and poor practices 
(6); lack of balance in management (7) (overmanage or undermanage; 
economy vs. environment (3).  Conflicting needs; segment life and 
environment; short-sighted narrow view (2);   Poor management of private 
industrial forest land (8) (lack of understory plants, can't support wildlife,  
treating it like farmland, plant inappropriate species (worried about spruce); 
wasted biomass.) Lack of sustainable management. Poor management; lack 
of sustainable management; need balance and cooperation (4); overmanage 
(3), undermanage, apathy; need ecosystem management approach, lack 
support for active management (2). Contract money brings outside influences, 
rules, influences our management; we can do better; decide management 
priorities based on what is important to the tribe (3); tribal focus needs change 
from economic to sustainability, holistic, balanced management (6); 
overthinning changes forest structure, composition.

17 10 26 53

REGULATIONS: Permit process (3); tribes not allowed to collect cormorant 
eggs or seals or sea lions allows overpopulation; regulations restrict harvest 
on federal lands for public service revenues; wasted salvage after disturbance 
mortality (2).  Government regulations make it hard to take care of the forest. 
Oregon regulations put our hunting, fishing, and gathering rights in limbo; our 
kids are losing our cultural identity (2). Gentrification and regulation (pay to 
enter, permits) exclude poor people.  Regulations on timber use mean we 
have to sell to fulfill contracts and don't have enough left to meet our own 
housing need. Environmental restrictions on logging our forests and grazing 
limits (3), cause more frequent, bigger wildfires (3). NEPA, ESA, 
overregulation; legal delays limit active management. Lack of enforcement.

7 4 10 21

KNOWLEDGE/INFORMATION: Lack of understanding entire ecosystem (2); 
need more research

3 0 0 3

COMMUNICATION: No voice in management (2); need voice at the table when 
agreements are made (3). Lack of communication, not listening, unwillingness 
to work together, lack of cultural support from leaders, intertribal competition 
for land,  unhealthy social environment (7), politics (3), "Indians, Inc." Trying to 
help private, state, and federal landowners manage more sustainably, 
challenges; communication more text, less face to face now

13 2 3 18

ECONOMY: Reduced timber exports & increased timber imports hurts 
economy; shipping jobs/trees/sawdust overseas hurts economy (2); Lack of 
investment money. 

3 0 1 4

JOBS: Lack of jobs (5): unemployed youth (2), expired unemployment 
benefits, no family wage jobs)

4 1 0 5
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Appendix 5.1  American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs) (Continued) 
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Importance of Forests to People     Focus Group Expressed Values

Coded values by racial/ethnic group (frequency of mention)                         
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics) COOS GR

Wrm 
Spr

AMERICAN 
INDIAN 
TOTALS

CONCERNS (Continued)
JOBS: Lack of jobs (5): unemployed youth (2), expired unemployment 
benefits, no family wage jobs)

4 1 0 5

EQUITY: Land taken away without our agreement; rights not acknowledged 
even though we did not give them up; unfairly prevents us from access, 
practicing our culture; competition among tribes for regaining land, we are at a 
disadvantage; Intergenerational equity (kids dealing with our giving up big part 
of our tribal identity so we can simply live. Limited opportunities for tribal 
advancement; want  equity, fair pay, living wage; intergenerational equity (3)

4 1 5 10

PUBLIC SAFETY: Heavy forest road gates block tsunami evacuation routes; 
safety concerns (meth dealers make it not safe for our kids to wander in the 
woods); Illegal harvesters with weapons. 

1 1 1 3

REVENUE: too little cutting, not enough harvest $ for schools; 0 1 0 1
FOREST LAND BASE: trying to recreate a  land base to retain (only a little 
over 100 acres belongs to tribe now); federal govt. could let us manage some 
of their land they can't take care of and we would make it healthier; population 
growth pressure on NR (3), houses expanding into forestland ; not enough 
forest left to sustain the tribe; want more of our land back.

2 5 1 8

RECREATION: Need more easy-access facilities for mobility-challenged 
people. Dune buggies get in way of traditional spiritual uses, harvest uses of 
forest; less access for forest cabins.

0 2 3

NEGATIVE FEELINGS: Illegal crops and armed growers 2), ecoterrorism, fear 
of cougars; cultural genocide we experienced here in the forest; no cultural 
support, interference with our efforts to recreate our land base. Illegal crops on 
fenced off private land pushes more people onto tribal lands; afraid of log truck 
accident; logging is dangerous. Doug-fir is a weed, no traditional uses.  
Trepidation about future of forest with the way it is being managed now across 
the landscape. 150 years of damage - need 150 years to recover. Too many 
rules and regulations (2);  birds.  Rude outsiders illegally harvesting on our 
land in an unsustainable way - lack of enforcement of our rights.

7 6 3 16
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Appendix  5.1 American Indian forest values data set (Confederated Tribes of Coos, 
Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, Grand Ronde, and Warm Springs)  (Continued) 
 
 
Suggested additions to the Oregon Indicators to incorporate missing forest values 
identified as important in American Indian focus groups: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROPOSED INDICATOR ADDITIONS:
GOAL A: Under A.b:  add "Incorporate traditional tribal knowledge into 
sustainable management education and planning."
GOAL B: Add "Cultural values": B.e. Manage forest to protect important 
cultural values
Add "Spiritual values" B.e. Manage forest to protect important spiritual values

GOAL : DIVERSE PLANTS & ANIMALS:  E.d. Restore and sustain diverse 
native understory plants with allowable harvest rate that does not exceed their 
growth rate.
(Use National Vegetation Monitoring program.
E.e. Restore and sustain diverse tree species in Oregon forests. (Metric:  
number of species per acre; species richness, evenness)
E.f. Restore and conserve wildlife habitat composition, structure, and function 
in Oregon forests.
(Develop metrics for habitat connectivity (width and length of contiguous 
riparian areas, travel corridors. Metric for wildlife diversity:  Number of forest-
associated species.

Proposed regulatory changes: Reduce clearcut size, increase distance 
between adjacent clearcut harvest units, increase number of years before 
adjacent units can be harvested.
Reforest with a mix of tree species appropriate to the site.
Prohibit conversion of natural forest to plantation forests; reduce size of 
clearcuts. 
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Appendix 5.2.  African American forest values data set 
 
 

 
 
  

AFRICAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework                                                          
Indicator quality, SFM Knowledge, Regulatory Compliance

More knowledge needed to manage sustainably 1

Better communication to public about forest opportunities 4

Sustainable, long-term balanced ecosystem management (7) 
(economy, environment, traditional knowledge, technology); prioritize 
environment over economy in SFM (15).

22

Science-based management 1

Incorporate indigenous knowledge into SFM 1

Better regulations to protect forest ecosystems on private land, balance 
rights with better stewardship, stop big clearcuts, wider riparian buffers

3

Access:  better access to forest, wilderness; easy access for everyone 7

Hold people accountable for ecosystem impacts 1

Education about SFM (formal; more, earlier, childhood to adult) 9

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)
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Appendix 5.2.  African American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

AFRICAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector 
vitality

Job in forest 2

Income for families and communities, economic vitality, retirement 4

Recreation (37): be, play, walk, hike, run, bike, motorbike, climb, explore, 
camp, stargaze, visit parks, vacation, time with family and friends, view 
nature, kayak, tire swing, hot springs, fish, plant trees.

37

Spiritual value (6): Feel part of something bigger than yourself; spiritual 
experience; feel greatness of Creator; spiritual confirmation, spirituality (2). 
Spiritual renewal (31): Relax (5), solitude, quiet, think, feel one with nature; 
get away from hustle, bustle, noise (5); reduce stress, cleansing; personal 
enjoyment to experience forest, wilderness (8); experience forest, family 
time, share with children. Sense of place (5): memories, urban forest on city 
hills (3), trees part of daily life. 

42

Beauty (26): beauty, green, scenery, autumn leaves, trees in snow, street 
trees beautify city, beautiful pines, maples, redwoods, sequoias, vibrant, 
healthy landscape.

26

Educational value (11): informal; learn traditional herbal healing, connect 
with nature;educate kids early, often; teach kids plants and animals, learn 
about ecosystems, new awareness and scientific curiousity.

11

Life support (12 + 6): gives life, sustenance, part of human life, gives health 
to nature, people, and communities; sustains life for people and animals; 
necessities for survival. Climate amelioration (5): shade, comfort, dampen 
noise

23

Shelter 1

Clean air (fresh air, oxygen, reduce smog) 6

Wood products: building materials 1

Nontimber forest products (25):  Food plants (11) (fruits, nuts, 
mushrooms, any food plant); food animals (5) (deer, fish, birds, other); 
medicine plants (9)

25

Legacy for future generations 1
Existence value, any tree is important 3
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Appendix 5.2.  African American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

AFRICAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL C: Productive Capacity
Forest area, development, harvest vs. planned & potential

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
Water quality, biological integrity, forest road risks

Clean water (10): source of rain, source of water, clean water, water quality 
for environmental health, healthy rivers, water quantity. 10

Fish 2

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
Forest vegetation (diversity, habitat), protected areas, species at risk

Wildlife habitat: Support animal life, suitable environment for animals, 
diverse habitat types, diverse understory for diverse wildlife

4

Diverse trees (7): Restore diverse native trees, diverse successional stages, 
young and old, big, species diversity, evergreen, big oaks, . Food trees (5): 
fruit and nut trees, any food tree. Medicine trees.

7

Understory diversity (18): Food plants (5). Medicine plants (8). Diverse 
understory, plant species richness, mosses, mushrooms, willow.

18

Protect for ecological importance 10
Wildlife (7): Small animals, wildlife, hawks, birds 7

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
Tree mortality, invasive species, fuel conditions & treatments

Thin forests for health, restore degraded forests 6
Urban trees for ecosystem health: ecological values, more urban trees for 
city ecosystem health and human health

3

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
Storage in forests & products

Carbon storage 1
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Appendix 5.2.  African American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 
  

AFRICAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

CULTURAL & SPIRITUAL VALUES                                                
Manage Oregon forests to provide and protect important cultural and 
spiritual values.

Cultural heritage beliefs (4):                                                      
Reverence for land: Appreciation of nature, relationship with trees, friends 
with trees

4

Cultural heritage knowledge, practices (9): learn traditional healing with 
forest herbs, learn medine plants, food plants and animals, folklore; 
traditional hunting, fishing, chewing stick; family logging tradition

9

MOST IMPORTANT: Sustains life (7): part of life for people, animals, birds; 
give health to nature; sustains life. Environment more important than 
economy (9).  Sustainability; climate amelioration; relaxation; beauty. 
Ecological importance (16): water (6) for communities, wildlife, fish, rivers and 
lakes; protect soils; absorb pollutants. Restore/preserve trees and understory 
plants for food, medicine, wildlife. Education (4) starting early and often to 
promote environmental protection. Easy access for everyone (5). Better 
information and communication (4) on forest importance, accessibility, 
regulations, and funds to restore. Social importance first, communal needs. 
Spiritual values (5);  existence value, respect for creation, personal 
development, legacy for future generations. Science-based management. 
Urban trees.

CHANGES OVER LIFETIME: Have more awareness of importance of forest 
ecosystems, want to be more connected to nature, more sustainable, more 
environmentally friendly, know where it's okay to go, what regulations affect 
forest use.
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Appendix 5.2.  African American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

AFRICAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

CONCERNS:

WILDLIFE: development causing problems with habitat connectivity, 
fragmentation, disconnected habitat, hurts wildlife dependent on forest

4

MONOCULTURES: converting natural forest to monoculture plantations, 
simplifying complex systems, wrong place trees

4

GENETIC MODIFICATION and monopolies on seed sources 3
DEFORESTATION (drought, water shortage, barren hillsides, coal mining, 
development, sprawl)

7

FOREST ECOSYSTEM HEALTH: degradation, toxic fill, pollution, health; need 
to restore coastal forests. 6

WILDFIRES natural or human caused 3
ACCESS FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS: sprawl and cheap development 
impacting availability of forest land

2

LACK OF RESPECT: knock at Creator when abuse forest. 1
EXPLOITATION: Exploit, overconsumption, capitalism, exploit trees for money, 
illegal harvest; abuse resources. 7

GREED: barren hillsides cut for economic gain, caused havoc on planet for 
sake of money; corruption; prioritize money/economy over environment. 11

NATURE DISCONNECT: kids, people in cities (3); plant more urban trees (3). 6
MANAGEMENT: lack of sustainable management; short-term planning instead 
of long view; media bias - we manage for economy instead of ecosystems; 
budget cuts affect management, maintenance; politics affects management. 

9

REGULATIONS: prevent active management and thinning for forest health; 
science supports more ecosystem protection on private forest land

2

COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION: help people know where they can go; 
provide maps, literature, information at gas stations, rest stops, etc. 1

ECONOMY:  Need alternative revenue source 1
JOBS: need job training for non-forest-industry careers. 1
PUBLIC SAFETY: fire risk, community impacts 2
Losing forest land 1
Trail maintenance 1

NEGATIVE FEELINGS: CLEARCUTS; barren hills where trees had been. 
GREED: money over environment; not enough trees along highways. LITTER, 
trash.  FEAR: of fire, safety, fear of people with guns in forest, being hurt by 
white people in forest.

8
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Appendix 5.3.  Asian American forest values data set 
 

 
  

ASIAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework                                                          
Indicator quality, SFM Knowledge, Regulatory Compliance

Need more knowledge for sustainable management and environmental 
protection 2

Sustainable, balanced forest management (balance use and enjoyment) 6

Science-based management (more ecologists make management 
decisions); responsible research

2

Reasonable, practical regulations 2
Responsible administration 1

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)
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Appendix 5.3.  Asian American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

ASIAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector 
vitality

Logging business 1
Income for my family; from tree harvest; collect and sell honey for income 3
Recreation (12): recreation (3); camping (3); family connection place, hunt, 
hike, visit state and national parks 12

Spiritual value (10): spiritual value, sacred trees, special trees for religious 
purposes, symbol, closeness to nature, connection to nature; feeling of 
home.  Spiritual renewal (10): Peaceful, meditative, emotional connection, 
serene, rest, comfort, pure enjoyment. Sense of place (2): memories of fall, 
sense of belonging (2). Sense of time (2): sense of history; see forest 
change as we grow older.  

24

Beauty (14): beautiful maples, beauty, fragrance, fall foliage, flowering trees, 
nice around house, beautiful environment.

14

Educational value (tree growth experiments, learn about forest and how 
animals interact with environment.)

3

Life support: living environment; climate amelioration (5): shade (2), cooler 
temperatures, regulate environment for human beings. 

6

Practical use value 4
Clean air 2
Wood products (13): building materials (4), fuelwood for heat and cooking 
(4), furniture (3), campfires; products.

13

Nontimber forest products (10): food plants (6), art materials, herbal 
medicines (6), incense, honey, other natural resources

16

Ecosystem service values 1
Future generations 2
Existence value: exists; appreciate knowing it is there 8

GOAL C: Productive Capacity
Forest area, development, harvest vs. planned & potential
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Appendix 5.3.  Asian American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 
  

ASIAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
Water quality, biological integrity, forest road risks

Clean water (4), abundant water quantity (3) to protect streams 7
Replant to prevent landslides 1
Restore bare areas 1

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
Forest vegetation (diversity, habitat), protected areas, species at risk

Wildlife habitat: animals' environment, fish habitat 2
Diverse trees:  Food trees (5); diverse species of Japanese maples, old 
trees; species and genetic diversity, diverse ecosystems (4)

9

Understory diversity (7): Food plants 2; fruits, flowering trees; native plants 
and herbs for medicines (3)

7

Protect more old trees and natural forest for environmental values, 
sustainability; protected forest for water supply

4

Wildlife (3) and fish; animals interacting with their environment 4

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
Tree mortality, invasive species, fuel conditions & treatments

Urban trees (look nice, feel safe) 3

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
Storage in forests & products

Climate change 1

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

Cultural heritage, beliefs: believe certain trees are sacred, build temples 
by them; certain trees have special cultural uses

2



266 
 

 
 

Appendix 5.3.  Asian American forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

ASIAN AMERICAN FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)

MOST IMPORTANT: Useful for everybody (2). Existence value. Connect to 
nature (2); Nature (2). Spiritual renewal (9): comfort (2);  emotional value, 
emotional connection (3); peaceful, serene, meditative; spiritual value (1). 
Long term management consequences. Wood products (2). Beauty (6) 
(beauty 5, flowering trees 1). Sustain all parts (2), NR. Life support  (2) (clean 
environ, no pollution); clean water; climate amel. (cooler). Rec; visit state and 
natl parks. NTFP food (fruit)

CHANGES OVER LIFETIME: previous gens focused on practical uses (3); 
more pop, more tree cutting, less clean water, fewer fish; new regs require 
replanting, protect water quality, prevent landslides; less religious value 
associated with trees. Endangered teak, illegal harvest, theft (3). Change 
from sustainable culture to throw-away culture (2). Used to see as source of 
bldg materials; experienced beauty, changed life and career to study forest 
ecosystems.  Need to protect more natural forest. 

CONCERNS: 

CLEARCUTS:  long term impact on people; on environment; on climate; Cut 
trees, water dries up (2). Overharvest causes landslides. Controversial 
clearcut logging and throw-away culture.

MANAGEMENT issues: need sustainable forest management to maintain 
good forest ecosystems (2).
DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES:  big trees as product or environmental value. 

RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH AND ADMINISTRATION. Balance protections 
with reasonable use regulations.  Protect more trees, more forests. 

POLITICS: affects management (2); I vote for SFM candidate.

NEGATIVE FEELINGS: CUTTING TOO MUCH, changing forest, need to 
protect more natural forest. FEAR: Scared alone at night in forest; of getting 
lost; scared of wildfire. Build subdivisions too close to forest, fire risk. LACK 
OF BALANCE.  POLITICS instead of what is good for community, country. 
TV/media (3):  ignore environment, cover sensational issues, keep people 
dumb. 
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Appendix 5.4.  Latino forest values data set  
 

 

LATINO/HISPANIC FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework                                                          
     

Better communication methods about access, regulations, opportunities 
(5); Spanish oral and print information in park; make people feel welcome.

7

Sustainable balanced management (15): sustainable use (2) balanced 
with protection (3). Balance economic need with protecting environment (6) 
and society (1). Sustain green forest. More focus on environment, less on 
profit.

15

Equity, respect voice: more equal power and voice in management (4), 
respect local community resources, respect forest workers, fair pay and 
treatment (17)

23

Create/enforce laws for better worker protection, and to protect people, 
bees, and wildlife from industry chemicals.

3

Change regulations (4) to stop clearcutting (2), replant all native species 
mixed, not Douglas-fir monoculture.

4

Funding for trail maintenance 1
Education (14): to teach importance of forests, environment (3); teach in the 
park (9); teach students, families about importance of forests; field trips, 
bilingual activities, extension programs, 4H Forestry. Educate people in 
power to understand value of SFM (2). 

14

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                                    
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector 
vitality

Revenues for public services from Latino forest work (2) and tourist revenue 
(green healthy forests attract tourists)

3

Jobs (11): main forestry workforce for replanting private, state, federal forest 
land, Christmas tree harvest, orchard jobs, floral materials (moss, salal), 
mushrooms and medicinals (2)

13

Income to support families mainly from forest and orchard  work (8) and 
NTFP (furniture and arts (4); insect food, medicines, mushrooms (3)

15

Recreation (72): trail running (9), camp (11) with family and friends, hike (5), 
fun family gathering place/time (9), recreational use (3), hunt (3); visit state, 
national parks (3), local parks, arboretum (2); play; fun (2), swim (2), walk (4), 
bike (2), climb (2), backpack, tree house (2), tree swing, hammock, bench; 
recreation in general (7).

72
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Appendix 5.4.  Latino forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 
  

LATINO/HISPANIC FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits (Continued) 
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector 
vitality
Spiritual value (4): Forest is spiritual place; sacred uses, ceremonial trees. 
Spiritual renewal (9):  private time, relax, soothing, calm, renew soul, feel 
happiness (2).  Sense of place (13): raised in forest, is home (3); never been 
in place without forest; childhood memories (5); brings community together, 
is community focal point, celebration site (4). Sense of time (2): sense of 
history, of time in redwoods. Experience nature (28): Hear  and watch wind 
in trees (2); enjoy trees, being in forest (11)  connecting to nature (8); enjoy 
all life in forest (3); respect and care for forest (4). 

56

Beauty (24): natural beauty, fall foliage, flowers, seasonal change, fragrance, 
amazing redwood trees, green, forest lakes, love beautiful trees; trees make 
community vibrant.

24

Educational value: intellectually experience forest; educational value (7); 
learn use of plants for medicine.

9

Life support (18): forest is life (5), sustains life (5), oxygen (2), survival (1), 
health-giving (4), provides basic life needs. Climate amelioration (7): shade 
(5); cool temperatures, escape heat.

25

Clean air (filter out agricultural chemicals) 1
Wood products (10): firewood (4); Douglas-fir and cedar lumber (2); timber 
trees; house building materials; particle board.

10

Nontimber forest products (50): Food plants 27 (wild fruits and berries, 
mushrooms (3), fruit trees (7), meat (3); honey (2), insect food. Medicinals 
(4). Christmas trees, moss, salal, pine branches for celebrations; materials 
for arts, crafts, basketry, trivets, fibers, seeds (7); furniture.

50

New markets for handcrafted furniture products 1
Ecosystem services (pollinators, windbreaks, buffers to filter out chemicals) 6
Future generations 1
Existence value 1
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Appendix 5.4.  Latino forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 
 
 
  

LATINO/HISPANIC FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL C: Productive Capacity
Forest area, development, harvest vs. planned & potential

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
Water quality, biological integrity, forest road risks

Clean water (2); less polluted rivers (3); protects salmon (2) 7
Protect soil, water and watersheds by replanting trees 6

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
Forest vegetation (diversity, habitat), protected areas, species at risk

Wildlife habitat (19):  healthy living habitat (7); food (9) for animals; plants 
for animals (3)

19

Diverse trees: Big trees (6), diverse native trees; natural variation (4); diverse 
species (8) (oaks, Douglas-firs, cherry, maple, pines, redwoods, sequoia); 
deciduous trees; maple and other flowering trees for bees (2).

22

Understory diversity (9): Many different wild fruits (2); flowering plants; 
diverse understory for animals;  herbal medicine plants (4).

9

Protect native forest trees, diverse natural forest; restore natural forest; 
protect old trees; preserve redwood forests, trees

6

Wildlife (15):  watch birds; all wildlife creatures (8); bees (2); good insects. 15

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
Tree mortality, invasive species, fuel conditions & treatments

Manage insect problems (elm beetles) 1
Reduce fire risk (thin) 1
Urban trees (8): beautify city, make urban parks inviting, benefit community 8

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
Storage in forests & products
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Appendix 5.4.  Latino forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 
 
 
  

LATINO/HISPANIC FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

Cultural heritage identity: forest is part of my cultural heritage 1
Cultural heritage beliefs: (3): land and forest important part of Latino 
religions, belief systems; sacred trees to Incan people

3

Cultural heritage traditions (5):  Preserve traditional knowledge and artistic 
skills; teach traditional NTFP arts and crafts to next generation; knowledge of 
forest medicinal plants (3).

5

MOST IMPORTANT: Wildlife (3) and habitat (3). Forest use. Income (2) from 
commercial use; to support families. Fruits and fruit trees (5). Cultural 
traditions around food. Avocado trees. Recreation (3) and family gathering 
place. Beauty. Rivers. Salmon. Balanced management, more focus on 
environment and less on profit (3). Food (3) for people and wildlife. Sustain 
life. Bees as pollinators for food crops.

CHANGES OVER LIFETIME: Used to go for food, now go for enjoymnent. 
Lack of access here for forest food except blackberries. Hard to tell if forest is 
public or private when not fenced. My family is more conscious about 
importance of forests and conservation; we have learned why taking care of 
forests is important to the planet. Diconnected from medicinal plant 
resources in U.S. Totally different cultural connection with forests; miss 
herbal healing knowledge.
Used to have more direct wood use. Processed wood distances us from 
forest. Unsustainable forest management, loss of native forest, monocultures, 
loss of biodiversity. Forests can't sustain life as much anymore due to all the 
clearcutting and not replanting mix of native species; Breaks bond with 
wildlife, and new forests can't sustain biodiversity or community of animals 
who once lived in them.
We used to camp and collect firewood; now we have to bring it. Change in 
use from survival to enjoyment. More conscious, more conscientious in 
respecting and caring for forest. Regulations for risk management limit our 
experience, limit exploring. 
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Appendix 5.4.  Latino forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                                    
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

LATINO/HISPANIC FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)

CONCERNS: 

WILDLIFE: concerned about the animals; polluted rivers and oceans; politics 
of power, equity, local voice, illegal logging; poverty (poor people focused on 
survival, not sustainability). Lack of education about importance of forests, 
environment, conservation, preserving species. Many Latinos don't 
understand the U.S. recreational system, how to rent campsites, get permits, 
where parks are, where to get information. No information easily available in 
Spanish; makes you feel not welcome (2). Fewer Latina women have forest 
access - live in city caring for children while men work in forest. 

REPLACING MAPLES with fir and pine for timber.
LACK OF DIVERSITY: missing natural variation of tree species in Coast 
Range forests, replacing native forest with monoculture, lack of diverse 
ecosystem structure and species. Sad to see new development take down 
old trees.

LOSS OF TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE of medicine plants.

HABITAT IMBALANCE means  we won't have food for everything that 
depends on forest; all parts of forest important.

NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF TIMBER PRODUCTION METHODS: Timber 
production downside is harm to recreation, rivers, salmon, habitat, wildlife. 
Balance is important. Long-time dependence on logging can't come at cost of 
these,and of the beauty of the forest. Conflict - loudest voice has influence. 
Need better balance. People making profit need to be more open-minded to 
sustain forest environment, provide better buffers. As dominant species, we 
do what is most convenient for us. That is a concern.

GREED:  focusing only on profits, not respectful management. Devastating 
clearcuts everywhere. Powerful people need to learn importance of SFM. 
Stop clearcuts, monocultures. Less profit focus; help balance need and 
environment; replant natives.  Need more social justice, less economic focus.

FOREST HEALTH problems (fire, elm beetles).
LACK OF INFORMATION about forests (7); need bilingual activities in parks, 
forests, better communication methods to reach Latino families; face to face 
in park is best; inform about opportunities to learn, experience forest, 
regulations.
LACK OF ACCESS (2) to parks, forests for some people; closed when off 
work; don't know where to go. Nature disconnect for others (2) - live near, 
don't feel safe or not interested.
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Appendix 5.4.  Latino forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 
  

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                               
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

LATINO/HISPANIC FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)

NEGATIVE FEELINGS: 

KILLING FOREST ANIMALS: I regret killing them as a youth.
GREED, LACK OF RESPECT for wildlife and local people; big groups from 
city abuse, overharvest rural resources. Big corporations polluting Mexican 
rivers and destroying Mexican forests.

EXPLOITATION of Latino forest workers (4): they do most of reforestation 
work in Oregon private, state, federal forests; contribute to economy of 
Oregon in huge way but not appreciated or acknowledged; no fair pay, no 
respect, unfair treatment; don't know their rights. Industry not following worker 
treatment laws, no enforcement. 

FEAR: Worry will get in trouble if break rules we don't know about. Afraid of 
getting lost in forest (2); afraid of cougars.  Poison oak makes me nervous in 
forest.
CHEMICAL EXPOSURE: Christmas tree production uses lot of chemicals, 
poisons environment; opposite of sustainability; need to grow without 
chemicals.  Christmas tree farms next to public forests affects health of 
wildlife, bees, workers. 
CLEARCUTS AND MONOCULTURES: Douglas County drive-through is ugly 
clearcuts, trees all the same age; it's tough. I hate evergreens (pokey, sappy, 
ugly, always green). 
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Appendix 5.5.  Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander forest values data set 
 

 
 
 
 
  

NATIVE HAWAIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework                                                          
Indicator quality, SFM Knowledge, Regulatory Compliance

Better communication about importance of forests 1
Sustainable balanced management (17): to manage sustainably (4); to 
balance use and protection (3), good stewardship (9); community shares 
responsibility for sustainable management (2). Environment is first priority, 
sustains society and economy (8).

13

Equity (4) (equity 3, share profit 1); voice in management 1;  respect (3) for 
indigenous local people's ties to land 

8

Regulations needed to protect forest 1
Access to forest 3
Secure land tenure 1
Education about importance of forests, include field trips, extension education; 
teach new people, city people why forests important.

11

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)
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Appendix 5.5.  Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

  
 

NATIVE HAWAIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits 
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services  
(recreation,  passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector vitality 

Job 1 
Income  from exports, renewable wealth. 2 
Recreation (23):  Family time (3), hiking (10), camping (4), swing, walk, play,  
deer camp, bike, explore 

23 

Spiritual value (8):  Spiritual experience; connection to forest (2); sacred trees,  
areas, ceremonial trees (3); spiritual value.    Spiritual renewal (16):  peace,  
peaceful (4); relax, nap (3); place to enjoy life; renewal (2); solitude; fun, fresh,  
happy (2); sustenance; get away from technology (2).    Sense of place (16):  
where we came from, home (3); where we focus; memories of home,  family,  
childhood (9); current sense of place with forest all around (2).     Experience  
nature (15) :  being in forest, close to nature, connect to living forest. 

55 

Beauty (31):  Beauty (12), fragrance (5), hear wind in trees, listen to nature, fall  
colors, green trees (6), views, looking at beauty. 

31 

Life support (30):   life, living, materials for daily life, circle of life, connectedness,  
connect to nature; self-sustaining life living of land   24;Health-giving   (6).  Climate  
amelioration (5):  shelter, shade, cool. 

35 

Clean air 4 
Wood products (5):   house materials, fuel for heat, for cooking, logs for personal  
use, plantation 

5 

Nontimber forest products (34) : Food (26), including fruit trees (6), fruits (4)  
meat from hunting (4), fish. Materials (7) for clothing, mats, pitch, fern roots,  
leaves. Herbal remedies (1). 

34 

Future generations (5) 5 
Existence value  (2) 2 

GOAL C: Productive Capacity 
Forest area, development, harvest vs. planned & potential 

Forest land base, extent  3 
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Appendix 5.5.  Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 
 
  

NATIVE HAWAIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
Water quality, biological integrity, forest road risks

Clean water (7): Source of rain, water is life 7
Protect soil for trees, plants, food 1

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
Forest vegetation (diversity, habitat), protected areas, species at risk

Wildlife habitat (5): need to replant it, stop losing to development 5
Diverse trees (8): Natural forest, diverse species; coconut (2), mango, kukui, 
k'oa, mulberry.

8

Understory diversity (10): nuts, medicine plants (4), diverse flowering plants, 
forest understory, food plants.

10

Protected areas (13): culturally sacred areas, environmentally special areas, 
natural forest, and urban parkland all need to be protected; protect for community 
use (6)

13

Wildlife (17): forest animals, birds, chipmunks, bats, squirrels, deer, moose, elk, 
foxes, porcupine, any animals; watch and interact with wildlife

17

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
Tree mortality, invasive species, fuel conditions & treatments
Control insects (4) and reduce mortality (2) 6

Reduce fire risk 2
Urban trees (4) along street, on hill, live in urban forest 4

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
Storage in forests & products
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Appendix 5.5.  Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

NATIVE HAWAIIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

Cultural heritage ID (16): connection to ancestors (7), is home (4), touch back 
to roots (3); keep some areas undeveloped so we know where we came from; 
environment makes you who you are.

16

Cultural heritage beliefs (15): live with forest, not just in it; all part of forest, 
connected to land; take care of the land, it takes care of you; repect for land; gift 
from Creator.

15

Cultural heritage traditions (13): specific trees play significant part in culture 
(mango, coconut, kukui, K'oa, mulberry). Connection to earth, certain places 
sacred; ancestral lands passed down through family; canoe trees; trees reserved 
for royalty.

13

MOST IMPORTANT: Native forest most important renewable asset we have; 
connection to nature; food; sustainable management; land most important; source 
of life support, food, rain; spiritual importance; connection to ancestors; protect for 
community use; fruits; fresh air; hiking; get away from technology; promote forest 
awareness; balance interests, environment first priority; healthy environment 
sustains society and economy.

CHANGES OVER LIFETIME: Have to pay to camp in more places, but maintains 
better facilities; more regulations; more limited interaction with forest now; lost 
access (3) to many areas now off limits or to privatization, parcelization, 
development; motorbikes and ATVs tearing up land; lost wildlife habitat due to 
development; people move to forest and cut it down.

CONCERNS: 

CLEARCUTTING: need more regulations to protect forest from damage.
FOREST HEALTH: insects (4) and mortality (22). FIRE RISK: fire prevention 
making forest unhealthy (2). 
CHEMICALS: need restrictions on spraying. 
DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES: different values about what is important; need 
good stewardship: people move here who don't know or care about forest (2).

GREED (3); corporate greed; overcommercialization; overharvest.
SOCIAL INJUSTICE; lack of equity and respect (2) (local people lose forest, don't 
benefit economically; development that lacks respect for indigenous people's ties 
to land).

NEGATIVE FEELINGS:  None about the forest.
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set  
 

 

 

 

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework                                                          
Indicator quality, SFM Knowledge, Regulatory Compliance

More knowledge for SFM 1
Communicate sustainable forest information to community 1
Sustainable, long-range, broad, balanced management (29): balance 
economy, community, and ecosystem values for sustainable forests and 
community (7); broad, holistic planning (4); balance urban/rural needs, interests 
(3); prioritize environmental, ecosystem service factors (3) over recreation and 
economy; responsible stewardship (3), better management (3); more sustainable 
use (2); stop overharvest, overconsumption (4). 

29

Research on medicinal plants 1
More local voice in management of federal lands 1
Better regulations to protect forest, biodiversity (2). Urban planners need 
to keep more and plant more trees (3).

5

Access (5) to forest, socioeconomic barriers, have to pay to go more places (2) 5

Change regulations to stop converting natural forest to tree farms. 1

Education (21): field trips; NR and watershed-based education programs (2); 
teach teachers and children about forests and nature (5); fix nature disconnect 
(8); more sustainable forest education at earlier ages (3).

21

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector vitality

Revenue from tourism (2); community revenue. Economic value (3) 6
Jobs (16): in forestry (4), logging (3), lumber and mill (4); recreation jobs, forest 
education jobs (2), firefighting, soils

16

Income (8) money (5), family income (2), economic survival 8
Recreation (117): Recreation (22), camping with family and friends  (15); tree 
houses (3), club house; climbing trees (5); place to be with friends; hike (12); 
walk (3); run (2); bike (6); explore (6), find things you can't find in city. Family 
time (12), play (13), fun (3), hunt (4), fish (2), play with dog (2), make forts (2), 
playground (2), ATVs, 4wheelers, picnics, family vacation (2); campfires, zipline, 
swing, horseback riding, snowmobiling, skiing.

117
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits (Continued)
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector vitality

Spiritual value (35): spiritual value (14), religious value, base for my religion (2), 
connection to "bigness" out there; spirit world (2), tree of life, gift from God, 
spiritual connection, emotional connection (2), crucifixion, reverence for old 
trees, love (2), respect, appreciate. Human relationship with land, environment; 
transformative experiences, transition to adulthood; personal growth.  Spiritual 
renewal (20): peace (2), get away, solitude (3), time to think, serenity (2), quiet 
place (2), rest/relax/nap (3), restore, centering, happy, personal growth, 
emotional/mental health (2). Sense of place (40): quality of life here (3), 
community comes together around trees (4); childhood memories (8), 
sentimental value (2), home, relationship with special trees (6), brings 
community together, common ground (3), community stewardship protects 
sense of place (3), connection to ancestors; community value (2), part of who we 
are here; identity as timber state. Sense of time: annual photo with my birth 
tree. Experience nature (41): appreciate and respect forests (5) and big trees, 
nature (3); being in trees (5), connect to nature (21), reconnect, touch kids with 
nature (2), enjoy forest (5), sniff trees, interact; part of daily life (3); experiences 
sounds; be in forest in winter.

136

Beauty (33): help city look good (3), aesthetics at home and in movies, beautiful 
big pine trees, seasonal change and fall color (2), aesthetics  7; beauty 16, 
beautiful old trees, photograph beautiful trees.

33

Educational value (10):  teach kids (2) to value specific trees; nurture 
imagination (4), connect with nature (3); learn fruit comes from trees.

10

Life support (26): for life (3), places to live (4), subsist, live off the land (2); 
oxygen (8); whole ecosystems, services, circle of life (4); health-giving (1), keep 
kids safe. Climate amelioration (12): shade (5), shelter (4), cooling (2), 
protection.

38

Clean air (10): Clean air, protect from bad gases, atmosphere 10
Wood products (54): building materials (17) for house, birdhouse, treehouse; 
hardwood floors, timber (6), lumber; paper (4); firewood (10); fuelwood (7); 
campfires (4); furniture; wood products; teepee poles, totem poles.

54

Nontimber forest products (40): Food (23) (fruit (6), fruit trees (3), meat from 
hunting (7), food (2), vegetables (2), maple syrup, mushrooms, food chain. Twigs 
for firewood, leaves, plants for bows, arrows, spears. Art/craft materials (6) 
(needles, bark, acorns, leaves); medicines, ores (3),  tree transplants for home 
garden, other.

40
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes                               
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits (Continued)
Revenues for public services, employment & taxes, ecosystem services 
(recreation, passive use, carbon sequestration ), forest products sector vitality

New markets (3): biofuels; biomass; support small mill sales for local market. 4

Ecosystem services (9) 9
Future generations (SFM for future generations, enough forests, food, for 
people and animals)

3

Existence value (13): important not just for living things; uninhabited wilderness 
areas; intrinsic value (3), existence value (2); respect and appreciate forests 
more just for being there (6). 

13

GOAL C: Productive Capacity
Forest area, development, harvest vs. planned & potential

Retain forest land base 4

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
Water quality, biological integrity, forest road risks

Water (8):  source and quantity (rain, springs, groundwater); quality; filtration; 
trees reduce stormwater runoff.

8

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
Forest vegetation (diversity, habitat), protected areas, species at risk

Wildlife habitat (19): lots of habitat for wildlife (3) , snags (3); habitat for many 
species; bird nest sites (3); nuthatch nest site, eagle nest sites; migration 
routes; food for wildlife; restore habitat.

19

Diverse forest (6): structure, plant diverse species; mixed tree species (juniper, 
Doug-fir, Ponderosa pine); restore biodiversity (2)

6

Understory diversity (6): replant native understory for biodiversity (3); 
conservation; medicinal plants (2).

6

Protect natural forests (17): preserve natural forest (2) and old growth (6), open 
space (3) (from loss to development); huge old junipers (2);  preserved areas in 
community; restore natural forest conditions; set aside more forest for ecological 
values; wilderness areas.

17

Wildlife (22): wildlife; nuthatches, eagles (2), huge nest, birds, squirrels (3), 
cougars, racoons, other wildlife, creatures who live in forest.

22
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)  TOTAL 
MENTIONS

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
Tree mortality, invasive species, fuel conditions & treatments

Control insects (pine bark beetle) 1
Control invasive species (3) 3
Reduce fire risk (17); thinning for fire resilience (2); controlled burns (2) restore 
forest health (5). 

26

Urban trees (20): help city look good, people feel good, welcoming, have better 
recreation, in gardens. Old trees in parks, public spaces; trails (2), urban forest 
huge part of community, higher home values, increase community vitality, 
productivity; need more downtown trees; more urban trees (4).

20

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
Storage in forests & products

Carbon storage (17): capture carbon dioxide (5); old growth takes up more 
CO2; forest balance CO2 to mitigate global warming (6); prevent CO2 poisoning; 
greenhouse gas removal (2).

17

NEW THEMES not clearly included in Oregon Indicators

Cultural heritage ID: connection to ancestors 1

Cultural heritage beliefs: People are part of ecosystem. 1
Cultural traditions (9): wood for teepees, art (totem poles), numerous NTFPs, 
materials for traditional products and life; logging tradition (4).

9

MOST IMPORTANT: Lots of trees to keep air clean, provide oxygen, balance 
CO2 and oxygen, avoid CO2 poisoning; important for life, places to live, water, 
food and fruit, keep food chain going; wildlife and habitat; recreation; aesthetics 
(3); sustain for environmental factors, ecosystem services (3). Spiritual value (4); 
community value (2); intrinsic value; aesthetic; preservation; good stewardship; 
teaching children; connection to nature (3) more important than economy. 
Economic value (3). More urban trees (2). Balance economy, ecosystem, and 
community (2); broad, holistic planning for conservation and economic values. 
Urban/rural interface management changes. 
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)

CHANGES OVER LIFETIME: Previous generations took forest for granted, used 
it for everything. Need license to do anything in forest now. More focus on saving 
trees now. Former focus on building big buildings; now build smaller, conserve 
more to save forest. Didn't experience forest much when little; greater 
appreciation for forest now (2), more respect, more enjoyment of  forest's 
seasonal change. Use less wood for heat now. Development - cutting lot more 
trees, building roads, factories pollute air we breathe, destroy our oxygen, kill us. 
Exploit forests, lack stewardship; Have to pay to go to more forests now (2) 
(Northwest Forest Pass). More nature disconnect now (2). Regulatory changes 
limit campfires. Big trees gone in my lifetime; fewer pristine areas to camp or 
hike. Harder to access forest now; lost access due to planned develoment, no 
trespassing signs, regulations limit snowmobile use. Overpopulation causing 
sprawl (2), urban development (2), decrease of farm and forest land.  Community 
used to value keeping forest more, now values developing it. Public attitudes 
changed; more litter. Natural forest changed to monoculture. Healthy forest 
changed to unhealthy forest. 

CONCERNS: 

OVERHARVEST, OVERPOPULATION, OVERCONSUMPTION: Big cities don’t 
have enough trees, have polluted air. Population growth; wipes out trees, use 
more plastic. Worry how trees are affected when chopped down.  Population 
growth wipes out trees, use more plastic; development, buiding bigger 
communities, loss of forest and open space. Tree cutting affects whole 
community. Fewer trees means community won't look as good. Cutting down 
forests means fewer places for biking, hiking, other activities we enjoy. Overuse, 
overharvest, overconsumption, waste increasing in U.S. Outsource harvest to 
countries with fewer regulations. 

WILDLIFE: Cutting down forests (5) kills wildlife

CLIMATE CHANGE: Cutting down forests (5) decreases oxygen. Global 
warming, CO2 levels, nasty gases ruin atmosphere. Fewer trees, polluting 
planet, more global warming.
LOSS OF OLD GROWTH AND BIODIVERSITY: Forest management not 
preserving enough old growth, less biodiversity, more greenhouse gases. 
Progress since England cut all forests, but still problems. Amazon rain forest 
cutting rate worries me. Don't need more buildings. Waste trees. 
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 
 

 

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)

CONCERNS (Continued)
CLEARCUTTING: Big clearcuts hard on wildlife and air protection, hurts quality 
of life in Corvallis. Can't do big clearcuts. Huge Amazon clearcuts for farming - 
poor management.

POOR MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (4): too much fire suppression, exclusion 
has created unnatural fuel loads subject to catastrophic fires (2); lack of healthy 
fires. FIRE DANGER (5). Poor grazing policies and management (too much or 
too little).
FUTURE: not enough forests and trees left, humans die off,animals die, no food. 

LACK OF ACCESS and socioeconomic barriers. City kids have nature 
disconnect in some areas (3) and more environmental awareness in other areas. 

LACK OF AWARENESS:  big city without trees, people don't think about forests 
at all. Forest education (5): not enough awareness, not early enough education. 
City people disconnect from nature, fear of forests, or lack of care. Need SFM 
education and practices (2); values changed, need to adapt management, make 
compromises for more environmentally sustainable management. 

GREED AND OVERHARVEST (4) are huge concern: Heinz and Hancock REIT 
overharvest. Heinz ruined forest, shut down, lots of people had to move away; 
overharvest removed all forest from our community, have to go elsewhere to 
enjoy forest. Lose trees, ecosystem becomes diffuse, impacts whole medium. 

FOREST HEALTH:  Forest fires really affect community; get massive fires now. 
Management issues (3): need to clean up forests to reduce fire risk; forest 
dense, fire-prone; we'll lose both money and forest.   Increased invasive species, 
insect damage; huge eonomic disaster may result. Invasive species.

POLITICS: need balance, set aside forest for ecological values; loss of 
biodiversity; we prioritize economy too much; management impacts ecosystem 
services, water quality; policy and mgmt don't give enough credit to 
interconnected web of life in planning and management actions.
DECENTRALIZATION (2): more local management decisions and actions to 
restore health; less bureaucracy, meet local needs. Lack of access to bid on 
Forest Service sales - too big for small local operators.
ECONOMY: Mill closure was huge economic loss to community. 
MONOCULTURES: loss of biodiversity, more vulnerable to pests and diseases.
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Appendix 5.6.  White student forest values data set (Continued) 
 

 

 

 
  

Importance of Forests to People Focus Group Values Sorted by Themes            
(frequency of mention, most important & concerns)                                                     
(red font = not part of Oregon Indicator metrics)

WHITE STUDENT FOCUS GROUP VALUES (by theme)

NEGATIVE FEELINGS:  IGNORANCE: Lack enough forest education for city 
people to understand importance. FEAR: Inner city kids afraid of forests (7): 
eaten by bears; unhealthy fear of nature; fear of unknown (3). Falling out of trees 
hurts. HUMAN ABUSE OF FOREST (3): ATVs, snowmobiles, litter, dumping.  
WORK: Raking leaves, picking up pinecones, messy elm, smelly gingko. Tree 
falling on house or person (2). Topped trees. POOR FOREST MANAGEMENT 
(3) makes forest unhealthy, more forest fires. It's offensive to see fake row of 
trees "hiding" the clearcuts. It makes me angry.
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Beck 2009; Beckham 1977; Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw 
Indians 2013; Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indians 2013; National Indian 
Law Library 2013; Oregon Secretary of State 2013)  

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

The Northwest Ordinance of July 13, 
1787  

First states Indian Policy in a formal manner, 
recognizing Indian land title and rights: good 
faith, rights and property protected, land not 
taken without tribal consent unless U.S. 
Congress authorizes war 

1823 Supreme Court ruling - Johnson v 
McIntosh  

Upheld Doctrine of Discovery; Indians do 
not have right to sell their land; U.S. 
government has exclusive right by purchase 
or conquest to extinguish Indian title to lands 
they occupied and grant title to settlers 

The Oregon Treaty of 1846 

 

Great Britain transferred sovereignty of the  
Oregon Territory to U.S.; area included 
much of British Columbia, Washington, and 
Oregon 

The Organic Act of 1848 Created Oregon Territory, extended 
Northwest Ordinance, guaranteed Indians 
right and title to their lands unless removed 
by treaty between tribes and U.S. 
government 

Oregon Donation Land Act of 1850 
(expired December 1855) 

Gave any U.S. citizen title to 320 acres of 
Oregon land for staking and occupying a 
claim, including on tribal lands; conflicted 
with tribal tenure protection of Organic Act 

The Treaty of 1855 (signed June 25, 
1855; executive order signed in 1857 by 
President Franklin Pierce) 

 

Defined area of Grand Ronde Reservation; 
allowed Tribes to keep their rights to harvest 
fish, game, and other foods on accustomed 
lands outside the reservation boundaries; 
tribes forcibly relocated to the Reservation 

The Treaty of 1855 (signed June 25, 
1855; ratified 1859) 

 

Defined area of Warm Springs Reservation; 
allowed the Tribes to keep their rights to 
harvest fish, game, and other foods on 
accustomed lands outside reservation 
boundaries 
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued) (Beck 2009; Beckham 1977; Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw Indians 2013; Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indians 2013; 
National Indian Law Library 2013; Oregon Secretary of State 2013)  

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

The Treaty of 1855 (never ratified by 
U.S. Congress) 

CLUS Indians ceded 1.6 million acres of 
land; treaty never recognized by U.S. 
government; land not returned, CLUS 
Indians forcibly moved in 1856, 1860, 1876 

1876 dissolution of Yachats Reservation CLUS Indians turned out with no place to go 
Dawes Severalty Act of 1887 (General 
Allotment Act) (abolished in 1934) 

Divided reservation into 160-acre parcels for 
individual family farming/grazing to 
assimilate Indians into mainstream lifestyles  

1910 Indian Forest Service created 
within Department of Interior; Act of 
June 25, 1910  

Authorized Indian forestland regulation and 
timber sales; intensified mature timber 
harvest on tribal lands, proceeds to Dept. of 
Interior, based on view that tribes only have 
right of occupancy, timber belongs to govt. 

Wheeler-Howard Act (Indian 
Reorganization Act) of 1934 

Established principle that Indians are best 
governed by themselves, offered federal 
assistance for tribes to organize governments 
under its terms to manage their affairs; 
sustained yield forest management, selective 
harvesting  

1937 Bureau of Indian Affairs took 
6.12-acre donated property into trust for 
CLUS Indians 

 Built Tribal Hall, provided headquarters for 
CLUS Indians on this “mini-reservation” 

1938 Warm Springs Tribal Constitution 
and By-Laws 

Established the Confederated Tribes of 
Warm Springs Government  

1938 Warm Springs Corporate Charter  Incorporated the Warm Springs Tribes 
Western Oregon Termination Act of 
1954 (Public Law 588) 

U.S. Congress officially terminated 
sovereign status of 62 Oregon tribal bands 

1954 U.S. Congressional order Grand Ronde Reservation terminated, land 
sold 

1964 Act to amend 25 U.S.C.  Allows clearcutting only if land is converted 
to nontimber use 

1972 Warm Springs settled McQuinn 
Strip Boundary Dispute: 1871-1972 

Restored Warm Springs ownership of 61,360 
acres, including 17,251 privately owned 
acres inside the reservation boundary 
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued) (Beck 2009; Beckham 1977; Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw Indians 2013; Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indians 2013; 
National Indian Law Library 2013; Oregon Secretary of State 2013)  

DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

1975 Indian Self-Determination and 
Education Assistance Act (Public Law 
93-638) 

Gave tribes authority to contract with federal 
government under which tribes assume 
responsibility to administer federal Indian 
programs (health care, education, housing, 
social services, law enforcement) 

1983 Grand Ronde Restoration Act 
November 22, 1983 (97 Stat. 1064) 

Restoration of Grand Ronde tribal 
sovereignty 

1984 CLUS Indians Restoration Act 
(Public Law 98-481) October 17, 1984 

Reinstated sovereignty of tribes, restored 
funds for education, housing, health 
programs  

1984 Grand Ronde Tribal Constitution 
adopted (November 30, 1984) for 
Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde 
Community of Oregon 

Established tribal government, authority in 
jurisdiction, territory, hunting, fishing, 
gathering rights; to preserve culture, identity, 
social/ economic welfare, protect/develop 
resources, maintain peace, individual rights 

1987 CLUS Indians Tribal Constitution 
adopted to establish tribal government 
 

Established tribal government to assert right 
of self-determination; began work toward 
regaining ancestral lands and attaining social 
and economic self-sufficiency; goals:                                           
-perpetuate unique tribal identity 
-secure inherent rights and powers 
-preserve/promote cultural, religious, 
historical beliefs 
-acquire, develop, conserve resources to 
achieve economic/social self-sufficiency for 
tribe 
-maintain peace, order, individual rights 

1988 Grand Ronde reservation re-
established 

Created 11,288 acre Grand Ronde 
reservation in Coast Range  

1988 National Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act 

Allowed each tribe to build a casino on 
reservation or trust land to provide jobs and 
revenues for tribal government and services 
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued) (Beck 2009; Beckham 1977; Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw Indians 2013; Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Indians 2013; 
National Indian Law Library 2013; Oregon Secretary of State 2013)  

 
DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

1990 National Indian Forest Resources 
Management Act (NIFRMA) 

Increases tribal role in managing their lands; 
affirms federal government fiduciary 
responsibility to administer tribal trust lands; 
Sec. 311 directs BIA to establish funding 
program to support Indian forestry programs 

CLUS Indians Declaration of 
Sovereignty of June 25, 1992 

Declared the sovereign authority of the 
Tribes to determine their destiny and control 
all persons, land, water, resources, and 
activities free from outside interference 

Tribal Self-Governance Act of 1994 
(Public Law 103-413)   

Includes provisions for federal government 
to consult with tribes on federal actions, 
policies, rules, or regulations that will 
directly affect them, and for tribes to develop 
forestry programs that align with their values 
and vision. 

1996 Oregon Executive Order 96-30 
(signed by Governor John Kitzhaber) 

Formalizes state/tribal government-to-
government relations to establish a process to 
work together with trust and mutual respect 
to achieve mutual goals 
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued)  
 

 

Figure A6.1. Detailed map of homelands of western Oregon tribes prior to 1850 
(Beckham 1977).  
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued)  
 
 
 

 
 

Figure A6.2. Map of historic Oregon Indian tribal homelands prior to 1855 
(http://www.nativelanguage.org/oregon.htm).  

  

http://www.nativelanguage.org/oregon.htm
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued)  
 

 

Figure A6.3. Ancestral homeland area of Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw Indians. Area totals approximately 1.6 million acres (CLUSI 2005). 
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued)  
 
 
 

 
 

Figure A6.4. Ceded lands of Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde are indicated in red. 
Map created by GIS coordinator Volker Mell (CTGR Community of Oregon 2012) 
(http://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap-
7a82d192930d4ff4af7cdb61e95b63aa).  

  

http://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap-7a82d192930d4ff4af7cdb61e95b63aa
http://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap-7a82d192930d4ff4af7cdb61e95b63aa
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued)  
 
 

 
 

Figure A6.5. Map of reservations and ceded lands of the four member tribes of the 
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC) (CRITFC 2013 
http://www.critfc.org/member_tribes_overview/). 

  

http://www.critfc.org/member_tribes_overview/
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Appendix 6.  Key documents related to termination and restoration of Oregon tribes 
(Continued)  
 

 

Figure A6.6. Map of Oregon Indian reservations (Bureau of Indian Affairs 2013; 
http://www.nwp.usace.mil/Portals/24/docs/tribal/NWP_tribal_boundaries_map.pdf) 
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Appendix 7.  Forest values language included in the Forestry Program for Oregon (ODF 
2011)  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Values codes

Sustainable forest management 
Healthy diverse ecosystems       
Abundant forest products                                          
Healthy native plants & animals 
Habitat                                
Productive soil                         
Clean water, clean air           
Open space                         
Recreation                              
Healthy communities/economy                                                   
Accountability, trust                                   
Human well-being                 
Equity                                                               

Economic, environmental, 
social benefits                                   
Investments in healthy forests 
Policy coordination              
Informed public participation    
Adequate funding                 
Effective policies                                         
Happy employees  

Global context                     
Diverse forest ecosystems  
Resilient ecosystems             
Intrinsic value                   
Science-based active mgmt      
Conserve diversity                  
Protect health/public values                                                 
Current and future needs                           
Shared responsibility              
Well-being, Quality of life                                                                           
Forest products                         
Jobs, Revenue                                                                       
Clean water, clean air                      
Ecosystem services           
Recreation                                                            
Healthy environment, economy, 
communities                            
Fisheries, wildlife, habitat                              
Broad public participation             
Continuous learning                                                                                                               

Board of Forestry Values Statement:                                                                                      
Oregon's forests important to global environment, economy and society. Diverse, dynamic, 
resilient ecosystems at landscape scale; broad range of conditions and mutually compatible forest 
values over time. Intrinsic value of native forest plants, animals, and ecosystems alone warrants 
stewardship/enhancement (in addition to economic, scientific, cultural, recreational, and aesthetic 
values). Active management to maintain health, conserve species, produce products and benefits 
people value; integrated, science-based approach. Meet current and future needs (use, develop, 
and protect at rate and in manner to meet current econ, envir, and social needs while providing 
that future generations can meet their needs). Landowners and public share responsibility for 
sustaining forests (meet or exceed Forest Practices Act with incentives to maintain/increase 
public values provided by private forests). Forests and rural/urban populations are interdependent; 
forests contribute to quality of life (products, jobs, water and other ecosystem services, recreation, 
tax revenues for community well-being, quality environment). Forests contribute to healthy rural 
economy (jobs, tax revenue, healthy environment that supports salmon fisheries and recreation). 
Different landowners play different roles; threats by development, inequitable regulations, reduced 
technical/financial assistance, economic challenges. Broad, informed public participation and 
consensus-based decision-making. Continuous learning (monitor, assess, research).                                                                 

Forestry Program for Oregon Values Language 

Board of Forestry Mission Statement: Leading Oregon in implementing policies and programs 
that promote sustainable management of Oregon's public and private forests. Definition of 
sustainable forest management: Healthy & diverse forest ecosystems that produce abundant 
timber and other forest products; habitat to support healthy populations of native plants and 
animals; productive soil, clean water, clean air, open space, recreational opportunities; healthy 
communities that contribute to healthy state economy; accountability and trust between all 
parties, where human well-being and equity are goals process and outcomes of decisions.                                                                                        

Board of Forestry Vision Statement:                                                                                       
Healthy forests; integrated, sustainable flow of environmental, economic, and social outputs and 
benefits; public/private owners willingly invest to create/maintain healthy forests; statewide forest 
policies coordinated among NR agencies; Board as impartial deliberative body operating openly in 
public interest; citizens understand and support sustainable forests and make informed decisions 
to help achieve FPO vision; adequate funding for Dept. of Forestry to efficiently/effectively 
accomplish mission and strategies of Board; personnel policies encourage/recognize employees 
in providing excellent public service.
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Appendix 7.  Forest values language included in the Forestry Program for Oregon (ODF 
2011) (Continued) 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Broad Themes (Goals/Strategies) Forestry Program for Oregon Values Language Values codes

Importance of Forests to People
Forestry Program for Oregon Goals (Based on Montreal Process Criteria)

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic 
Framework                                                                          
Promote fair legal system, effective and 
adequately funded government, leading-
edge research and education, publicly-
supported environmental, economic, and 
social policies

Promote fair legal system, effective and adequately 
funded government, leading-edge research and 
education, publicly-supported environmental, 
economic, and social policies; adaptive ecosystem-
based management and active federal land 
management; private land resource protection; keep 
forests in forest use; integrate, collaborate, 
interagency cooperation.  Build accountability & trust; 
human well-being and equity are goals of process & 
outcomes of decisions. Consult with tribal 
governments in developing state policy that may affect 
them.

Stable funding                 
Effective policies                  
Research funding                   
Science-based mgmt.              
Private land resource protection                        
Active federal forest mgmt.            
Economic development                                                   
Balanced management                           
Education                                         
Cooperation                                        
Trust                                
Human well-being                 
Equity                                       
Public safety                        
Consult with tribes                 

A.a. Indicator Quality Ability to measure and report. Data for all SFM 
indicators are increasingly current, complete, and 
reliable. Provide common language to facilitate 
communication, cooperation, coordination, inform 
social understanding, help repair fragmented 
administrative landscape. 

Information                               
Communication                
Coordination

A.b. SFM Knowledge Develop/maintain SFM knowledge. Student & family 
forest landowner participation in forest education 
programs increasing; forest research funding, higher 
education forest instruction, NR professional society 
membership, & forest extension staffing maintained or 
increasing.

Knowledge                          
Education                            
Funding                             
Research                       

A.c. Regulatory Compliance High compliance with standards/guidelines on federal 
forestland and voluntary compliance with Forest 
Practices Act requirements on private land. Clear 
policy expectations for private landowners' 
contributions to protect/maintain public forest values. 
Effective science-based regulatory and nonregulatory 
programs (e.g. Forest Practices Act and Land Use 
Planning Program); reduce landslide/public safety 
risks. 

Regulatory compliance        
Protect public values
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Appendix 7.  Forest values language included in the Forestry Program for Oregon (ODF 
2011) (Continued) 
 

 

 

Broad Themes (Goals/Strategies) Forestry Program for Oregon Values Language Values codes

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits                                   
Ensure that Oregon's forests make a 
significant contribution toward meeting 
nation's wood product needs and provide 
diverse social and economic outputs and 
benefits valued by the public in a fair, 
balanced, and efficient manner. 

Make significant contribution to meeting nation's wood 
product needs, provide diverse social & economic 
outputs and benefits valued by the public in a fair, 
balanced & efficient manner. New markets (carbon 
credits, biomass, greenbuilding). Employment, 
income, and revenue to support social services. Net 
exporter of value-added products. Consult with 
potentially affected tribes in developing/implementing 
policy; mutual respect, exchange ideas. Enhance 
urban and community forest values for environmental 
and human health benefits (clean air/water, reduce 
runoff and erosion, provide shade, habitat, healthy 
riparian areas. Shared responsibilities. Strategic 
industry development, forest cluster and rural vitality. 
Serve outdoor forest recreation needs of diverse 
population.  Stable land tenure.

Economic benefits              
Wood products                       
Non-timber forest products                                        
New markets (carbon credits, 
biomass, green building)                                       
Jobs, Income, Investments                      
Revenue for public services       
Net exporter                    
Strategic industry development  
Rural vitality                                    
Ecosystem services             
Urban & community forests              
(clean air, clean water, shade, 
control runoff; protect soils, 
riparian areas, wildlife habitat)                        
Ecosystem amenities: 
Recreation                       
Fishing, hunting                               
Wildlife viewing                                                          
Scenic beauty                         
Spiritual renewal, solitude                      
Quality of life, well-being                      
Social policy aspects:           
Balance, Equity                                
Consult with tribes                           
Trust, mutual respect             
Exchange ideas                                                                                     
Shared responsibilities          
Stable land tenure 

B.a. Revenues for Public Services Forest-related revenues are a significant, predictable 
funding source for state/local public services 
dependent on those revenues (education, health care). 
Harvest, property, corporate income taxes, tourism. 

Revenues for public services                           
Taxes                                
Tourism

B.b. Employment & Wages Forest-related employment/compensation stable or 
increasing.

Jobs                                   
Income  

B.c. Ecosystem Services Ecosystem services stable or increasing and 
sustainable. Recreation (hunt, fish, watch wildlife, 
mountain bike), solitude, scenic beauty, habitat for 
plants/animals, spiritual renewal, clean air and water, 
quality of life, shelter, fiber, wood and nontimber forest 
products. Contol runoff, reduce soil erosion, improve 
health of riparian areas, shade.

Recreation                            
Clean water/air                    
Spiritual renewal                    
Beauty                                 
Habitat                                   
Quality of life                           
Shelter                                 
Products               

B.d. Forest Products Sector Vitality Production/commercial value of wood, paper products 
& industry equipment are stable/increasing.  New 
markets (biomass, carbon sequestration, ecosystem 
services, green building) and net timber exporter. 

Economic vitality                     
Wood & paper products   
Industry equipment sales          
New markets                      
Biomass                               
Carbon markets                      
Ecosys. Services markets   
Green building                                       
Net exporter
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Appendix 7.  Forest values language included in the Forestry Program for Oregon (ODF 
2011) (Continued) 
 

 

 

Broad Themes (Goals/Strategies) Forestry Program for Oregon Values Language Values codes

GOAL C: Productive Capacity                                          
Protect and improve the productive 
capacity of Oregon's forests .

Protect/improve productive capacity of forests. Land 
use policy & planning to promote long-term forest 
investment.  Active federal forest management, 
residential emphasis forests, forest land base 
retention, diverse management objectives of public 
and private forest landowners, climate change 
adaptation and mitigation. Wood growth, harvest and 
mortality.

Productive capacity               
Land use planning                             
Long-term investments                                    
Active federal forest mgmt              
Retain forest land base        
Diverse mgmt objectives   
Climate change (adapt/mitigate)                      
Wood growth, harvest, mortality                      

C.a. Forest Area & Development Area of non-federal forestland and development trends              
Target : No net loss in 2020 of non-federal wildland 
forest area compared to 2009 levels.

Forest area

C.b. Harvests vs. Planned & Potential Timber harvest trends, planned and projected harvest, 
potential to grow timber.                                                                        
Target : Timber harvest levels are 90 - 110 percent of 
planned & projected levels and potential to grow 
timber is stable or increasing. Harvest/mortality of 
timber and nontimber forest products do not exceed 
growth rates.

Harvest levels wood          
Harvest levels NTFP             
Productive capacity

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources                                            
Protect and improve the physical and 
biological quality of the soil and water 
resources of Oregon's forests.

Protect/improve physical and biological quality of 
forest soil and water resources (aquatic and riparian 
systems). Administer Forest Practices Act and water 
quality standards; retain forest land base. Manage to 
perpetuate ecological processes/dynamics, support 
Oregon Plan for Salmon & Watersheds, promote 
management practices to regulate surface and 
groundwater flow and protect streams, drinking water 
quality, soil productivity and carbon storage, native 
salmonid populations, fish & wildlife habitats, and 
economy. Establish, restore, maintain riparian forests 
and conduct ongoing, comprehensive aquatic 
monitoring across all land uses in Oregon. Long-term 
research/monitoring to reduce impacts of timber 
harvest on soil & water resources.                                                                                                           

Soil health, productivity                          
Water quality, clean water  
Drinking water                 
Above/belowground flow                
Healthy streams                        
Riparian forests                             
Forest land base retention          
Ecological processes              
Natural disturbances                 
Carbon storage                          
Fish, wildlife, and habitat                                
Regulatory compliance         
Long-term research/monitor                 
Economic value                   
Timber harvest impacts

D.a. Water Quality Water quality index values in forested watersheds are 
stable or improving. High water quality for drinking, 
recreation, fish, agriculture, industry. Use research, 
education, engineering, incentives, enforcement of 
FPA to protect soil productivity/water quality. Reforest 
with suitable species, maintain riparian buffers.

Water quality                          
Soil productivity                 
Riparian buffers                 
Suitable species                   
Water for drinking, fish, 
recreation, agriculture, industry               
Research                           
Education                          
Incentives                          
Regulatory compliance 

D.b. Biological Integrity Aquatic biological integrity of forested watersheds is 
stable or improving.

Biological integrity             
Ecological processes           
Habitat

D.c. Forest Road Risks Increasing proportion of sampled forested roads pose 
low erosion/runoff/landslide risk to soil and water 
resources. 

Forest road impacts         
Erosion                              
Landslide                            
Runoff                           
Compaction
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Appendix 7.  Forest values language included in the Forestry Program for Oregon (ODF 
2011) (Continued) 
 

 

 

Broad Themes (Goals/Strategies) Forestry Program for Oregon Values Language Values codes

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals                                    
Conserve diverse native plant and animal 
populations and protect and improve their 
habitats in Oregon's forests.

Conserve, maintain, and restore diverse native plant 
and animal populations and their habitats for 
economic, scientific, educational, cultural, 
recreational, aesthetic values, quality of life. Promote 
policies and educate landowners to reduce number of 
at-risk species & invasive species and develop Oregon 
Conservation Strategy expectations and tools; include 
local collaborative groups in old growth definition, 
delineation, re-establishment; evaluate/conserve fire-
dependent/sensitive ecosystems of high biodiversity 
value; actively manage to provide perpetuation of 
ecological processes and natural disturbances. 
Regional-scale planning that restores complex, 
heterogeneous landscape patterns; ecosystem 
services markets to achieve conservation objectives.  

Biodiversity                                              
Native plants, Wildlife                                    
Habitat conservation         
Economic value                   
Scientific value           
Educational value           
Cultural value               
Recreational value              
Aesthetic value, Quality of life                                                       
Old growth                
Collaboration                   
Ecosystem services/markets              
Active management           
Natural disturbances      
Landscape diversity                               
Landowner educ.  &  Incentives                         

E.a. Forest Vegetation Composition, diversity, and structure of forest 
vegetation are within or growing toward desired future 
condition ranges in Oregon Conservation Strategy. 

Species diversity                
Forest structure             
Composition

E.b. Protected Areas Forest cover types allocated to protected area 
categories consistent with desired future conditions.

Protected areas                
Habitat conservation

E.c. Species at Risk Fewer native forest plant and animal species at risk. Species at risk

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health                                                  
Protect and improve the health and 
resiliency of Oregon's dynamic forest 
ecosystems, watersheds, and airsheds.

Protect/improve forest ecosystem health, functions, 
diversity, resilience, range of goods, values, services, 
and habitats upon which life depends and people 
desire now and in future; protect/improve watersheds 
and airsheds. Active fuels/vegetation management; 
wildfire suppression cost control and priorities; smoke 
management programs improve air quality while 
allowing prescribed burning; wildfire risk 
reduction/ecosystem improvement; promote forest 
landscape management for wildfire, insect, and 
disease prevention/resilience; integrate climate 
change assessment, adaptation, mitigation into 
planning, management, restoration, and education. 
Overseas air pollution concerns.

Ecosystem health, functions        
Diversity, resilience                                                           
Goods, values, services 
Habitats, Restoration                                     
Public values               
Watershed, air quality/pollution                            
Control fire suppression cost                                
Active vegetation management               
Fuels management, Thinning                            
Prescribed fire/smoke mgmt                                            
Wildfire risk/resilience           
Insect/disease resilience                  
Climate change 
assess/plan/educate                                 

F.a. Mortality Stable/decreasing long-term levels of dead/dying 
forest trees (insects, diseases, other agents). Use 
better-adapted species/seed sources in reforestation. 

Insects, Diseases                                
Tree mortality                
Appropriate species/seed 
sources in reforestation

F.b. Invasive Species Contain invasive species; stable/decreasing forest 
acreage affected. Integrate prevention/control efforts 
across ownerships, agencies, organizations.

Invasive species prevent/control           
Collaboration

F.c. Fuel Conditions & Treatments Increase effective fuel treatment rates (thin, biomass 
use, prescribed fire) & area resilient to wildfire, insect, 
diseases, natural disturbances, improve ecosystem 
condition. Public/landowners share funding, local 
accountability for fuel treatments/wildfire suppression 
to protect investment, control cost (policy priorities: 
human life, forest resources, investments, buildings. 
More efficient biomass utilization of harvested trees 
(more tree volume marketed, energy production). 

Increase fuel treatment rates       
Thinning, Prescribed fire                  
Biomass                                 
Wildfire risk/resilience             
Insects/diseases                
Disturbance resilience             
Public safety                                  
Fire suppression/resilience                 
Shared public/landowner costs     
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Appendix 7.  Forest values language included in the Forestry Program for Oregon (ODF 
2011) (Continued) 
 

 
 

Broad Themes (Goals/Strategies) Forestry Program for Oregon Values Language Values codes

GOAL G: Carbon Storage                                                
Improve carbon sequestration and 
storage and reduce carbon emissions in 
Oregon's forests and forest products.

Improve carbon sequestration and storage; reduce 
carbon emissions in forests and forest products. 
Forest land base retention; public & landowner 
education; accessible carbon-offset markets; 
advantages of Oregon forest products; biomass as 
renewable energy source; biomass/bioenergy/bio-
based products; forest sector energy efficiency. 

Global climate change               
Carbon markets, emissions, 
sequestration/storage                                      
Forest land base retention            
Education                                                
Promote OR forest products        
Biomass energy                                      
Bio-based products                          
Energy efficiency          
Afforestation 

G.a. Storage in Forests & Products Stable/increasing carbon sequestration & storage 
rates in forests & forest products. Plant trees in urban 
areas, convert suitable land to forest, extend forest 
rotations & increase size/complexity of structure. Use 
leftover biomass in fire-prone forests for products & 
energy generation for climate change adaptation & 
mitigation.  Maintain/increase forestland base 
including urban areas. Public/landowner education on 
carbon storage potential (forests, trees, forest 
products). Ecosystem services markets with 
accessible, equitable revenue sources. Promote forest 
products over more energy intensive materials, forests 
a key renewable energy source for greenhouse gas 
reduction. Support research, policies, incentives to 
raise energy efficiency, lower fossil fuel consumption, 
grow biomass/bioenergy/bio-based products industry.

Carbon storage                     
Urban forestland increase      
Afforestation                                                  
Longer rotation length               
Tree size/age                            
Forest structural complexity                     
Biomass energy policy                            
Climate change                   
Education & Research                           
Promote forest products          
Ecosys.services market access     
Energy efficiency incentives                               
Reduce fossil fuel consumption  
Biomass/energy/bio-based 
products industry

Ownerships, objectives                        
Public values                                                               
Timber inventory, Markets                
Climate                                   
Increased invasive species, fire, 
insects, disease, mortality                                            
Understory diversity loss

Population growth, Development 
Fragmentation, Parcelization,                         
Cost, Funding                   
Manufacturing capacity        
Rural communities                  
Harvest rates                          
Federal forest health              
Industrial forest NTFP         
Invasive species, Wildfires                    
Climate change, Carbon                                               
Native species                  
Sustainable management                           
Politics, Policy, Coordination                          
Scientific information              
Local involvement, Public values              
Nonmarket amenities                                           
Balance, Resilience                           
Economic viability                                             

CONCERNS, CHALLENGES: Cascading impacts of population growth, fragmentation, 
parcelization, conversion to other uses, encroached upon by development, rising cost to own 
private forest land, pressure to sell or develop, disinvestment; change in ownership (private 
industrial to TIMOs and REITs, family forests to new generation with different objectives); loss of 
funding. Eastside eroding manufacturing capacity & declining timber harvest, impacts on rural 
communities; deteriorating forest health, invasive species, climate change, more damaging 
wildfires.  Replacement of native species with poorly adapted species. Not currently being 
managed sustainably, progressive efforts underfunded. Failure of policy and politics: need clear 
widely-accepted goals and bold fuel management actions, better coordination among different 
levels of government, update policies and practices based on latest science. Federal forest health 
and stewardship. Local people need voice in federal forest management. Need to integrate non-
market forest benefits/values into decision-making. Monitoring forests (above- and below-ground) 
and forest products to identify carbon sources and sinks and improve understanding of how to 
increase overall carbon sequestration while providing full array of other environmental, economic, 
and social goods and services. Encourage diverse, resilient forest systems, maintain forest 
industry competitiveness, and private forest economic viability.

CHANGES: Ownerships, objectives, public values, markets, merchantable timber inventories, 
climate, geographic ranges, invasive species;  fire suppression plus reduced vegetation 
management on federal lands increase fire, insects, disease problems; drought-induced mortality; 
loss of some vegetation communities. Increased introduction of exotic species. 
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Appendix 8.  Forest values language included in the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 
Forest Management metrics (ODF 2012) 
 

 
  

Importance of Forests to People
Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest 
Management

Forest values language segments from the 
Indicators (by theme)

Indicator values codes Metrics Metrics value codes

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic 
Framework                                  Promote 
sound legal system, effective and adequately 
funded government, leading-edge research and 
education, publicly-supported environmental, 
economic, social policies 

A.a. Indicator Quality                                                                                                 
Ability to measure and report on all other Oregon 
sustainable forest management indicators                                                                            
Desired trend: Data for all Oregon indicators are 
increasingly current, complete, and reliable.

Ability to measure                
Ability to report                      
Current information                   
Complete information                    
Reliable information

Data coverage            
Data frequency           
Data currency             
Data source                
Data reliability  
References  (ODF, 
INR)

Information available  
Information source   
Agency data sharing

A.b. SFM Knowledge                                                                   
Development and maintenance of sustainable 
forest management knowledge                                                                                      
Desired trend: Student and family forest 
landowner participation in forest education 
programs is increasing; forest research funding, 
NR professional society membership, and forest 
extension staffing are maintained or increasing.    
K-12 field experience, higher education 
instruction, adult education; family forest 
landowners obtain advanced management 
training. 

Sustainable forest knowledge  
Forestry education                            
Research funding                 
Landowner management training 
Extension staff                              

# students;                      
#  faculty;                  
research 
expenditures;                
# society members;         
# landowners trained  
(OFRI, OUS, PNW, 
prof. societies)

Students              
Faculty                                   
Research expenditures                                 
Knowledge    
Professional members                
Landowner training     

A.c. Regulatory Compliance                                                                                             
Compliance with forestry regulations                                                     
Desired trend: High compliance with mgmt. plan  
standards & guidelines on federal forests; high 
voluntary compliance with OR Forest Practices 
Act requirements for reforestation/other activities 
on private lands; clear public policy expectations 
for private landowners' contributions to protection 
& maintenance of public forest resource values. 
Northwest Forest Plan on federal land; OR Forest 
Practices Act (OFPA) is designed to encourage 
economically efficient continuous timber growth 
and harvest on private land, consistent with sound 
management of soil, air, water, fish and wildlife 
resources and scenic highway resources (ORS 
527.610 to 770, 527.990 (1) and 527.992).

Regulatory compliance            
Voluntary reforestation            
Voluntary compliance           
Clear policy expectation           
Protect public values               
Economically efficient 
continuous timber harvest                                 
Protect soil, air, water, fish and 
wildlife resources, scenic 
highways                                            

# OFPA operations 
notifications;                 
% inspected 
operations  in 
compliance;               
% private forestland 
encumbered by 
OFPA; federal forest 
project compliance 
monitoring summary 
(ODF, PNW)   

Notice of operations                     
Inspections                   
Regulatory compliance  
Enforcement                       
Timber harvest rules          
Replanting rules        
Monitoring                
Riparian buffer rules      
Wetlands                      
Landslide risk             
Spotted owl habitat
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Appendix 8.  Forest values language included in the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 
Forest Management metrics (ODF 2012) (Continued) 
 
 

 

 
Indicator B.c metrics changed from 2007, due to reporting challenges: Passive use ($/acre X acres) and Carbon 
sequestration values ($/ton/acre X acres).  Indicator B.d added housing starts, dropped net exports and equipment sales. 

Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management

Forest values language segments (by theme) Metrics Metrics value codes
GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits                                                
Ensure that Oregon's forests provide diverse 
social and economic outputs and benefits valued 
by the public in a fair, balanced, and efficient 
manner                                                                          
Significant contribution to nation's wood product 
needs. Provide diverse social & economic benefits 
valued by public; fair, balanced, efficient.

Wood products     
Social benefits                      
Economic benefits        
Public values             
Equity                   
Balance                   
Efficient

B.a. Revenues for Public Services                                                    
Forest-related revenues supporting state and 
local government public services                                                                                            
Desired trend: Predictable/significant forest 
revenues to fund state/local public services 
dependent on them. Sources: federal payments 
and revenues from Oregon's state, BLM, and 
National Forests; forest-related  timber harvest 
tax, property tax, income tax, excise tax, weight-
mile tax.

Revenues for state/local public 
services                                    
Taxes                                 
Tourism

Payments received 
(Secure Rural 
Schools, Community 
Self-Determination 
Act, timber harvest, 
taxes) (USFS, BLM, 
ODF, Counties, 
ODR)

Harvest payments             
Taxes                      
Federal funding                             
School funds

B.b. Employment & Wages                                                               
Forest-related employment and wages                                                                                                                  
Desired trend: Stable or increasing forest-related 
employment and compensation.

Jobs                                     
Income

Employment reports  
Wage/salary reports 
(OED, ODF) 

Jobs                            
Income

B.c. Ecosystem Services                                                               
Forest ecosystem services contributions to 
society                                                                      
Desired trend: Forest ecosystem services 
produced are stable or increasing, and 
sustainable. Monetary estimates of contributions 
to quality of life from recreation use, passive use, 
and carbon sequestration value.

Ecosystem services for society 
Quality of life                               
Recreation use                        
Passive use                         
Carbon sequestration value                

Recreation visitor use 
estimates on national 
forests, state forest 
camping, state 
parks; supply of 
outdoor rec 
resources/facilities; 
Monetary estimates   
(USFS, OPRD, OSU, 
ODF)

Recreation use     
Recreation use value  
Camping use            
Recreation facilities                       

B.d. Forest Products Sector Vitality                                                  
Forest products sector vitality                                                                                                              
Desired trend: Production and values of Oregon 
wood and paper products and forest industry 
equipment are stable or increasing.                          
Cost, capacity, condition, technology, and 
investment; production values; capital 
expenditures in wood product and paper 
manufacturing; production and sales values of 
wood and paper.

Forest products                 
Production capacity               
Wood sales value                    
Paper sales value                   
Industry equipment sales           
Cost, capacity, condition               

Housing starts; log 
price index; sales 
value of wood and 
paper products; 
board ft. lumber per 
board ft. log 
measurement; value 
of products per 
MMCF and MMBF 
processed;  worker 
productivity; capital 
expenditures (US 
Census Bureau, 
ODF, Univ. Montana, 
other)

Housing starts        
Costs                              
Sales/value (wood, 
paper)                                         
Investments          
Production capacity 
Productivity                             
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Appendix 8.  Forest values language included in the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 
Forest Management metrics (ODF 2012) (Continued) 
 

 

 
 

Importance of Forests to People
Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management

Forest values language segments (by theme) Metrics Metrics value codes
GOAL C: Productive Capacity                                                                           
Maintain/enhance productive capacity of forests 
to improve economic well-being of communities   
Protect/improve forest productive capacity.

Productive capacity

C.a. Forest Area & Development                                                                          
Area of non-federal forestland and development 
trends                                                          
Target:  No net loss in area of non-federal wildland 
forest use between 2009 and 2020. ("Wildland" = 
<5 structures/sq.mi., >640 acres = private 
industrial forest. "Mixed forest/agriculture" use = 
<9 non-farm-related structures/sq.mi. >640 
acres.)  Forest area; parcelization of private forest.       

Private industrial forest area  
Development trends

Area of nonfederal 
wildland forest use,        
# structures/sq.mi. 
on nonfed. wildland 
forest Parcelization 
of private land  (ODF)

Industrial forest area   
Mixed large tract 
forest/ag use area                 
Parcelization

C.b. Harvests vs. Planned & Potential                                                   
Timber harvest trends compared to planned and 
projected harvest levels and potential to grow 
timber                                                                                                   
Target : Oregon timber harvest levels are 90 - 
110% of planned and projected levels; potential to 
grow timber is stable or increasing.

Timber harvest trends             
Planned harvest levels             
Potential to grow timber

Annual timber 
harvest volume 
compared with 
forecasts, economic 
conditions and 
potentials (ODF, 
BLM, USFS) 

Harvest volume   
Productive capacity

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources                                                                  
Protect, maintain, and enhance soil and water 
resources of Oregon forests

Protect/enhance soils             
Protect/enhance water

D.a. Water Quality                                                                                                                                                                     
Water quality of forest streams                                                               
Desired trend: Water quality index values in 
forested watersheds are stable or improving 
(physical, chemical, biological properties).

Stream water quality                
Physical properties                
Chemical properties                      
Biological properties

Physical/chemical 
(temp, dissolved 
oxygen, turbidity, pH, 
P, N, ammonium, 
solids) and Biological 
properties (bacteria, 
BOD) (DEQ)

Water quality          
Temperature              
Pollutants

D.b. Biological Integrity                                                                                
Biological integrity of forest streams                                                      
Desired trend: Index of biotic integrity values in 
forested watersheds are stable or improving for 
aquatic insects, fish, amphibians; species 
richness; percent alien species, coolwater, 
coldwater, tolerant and anadromous individuals or 
species; number of size classes.

Stream biological integrity                  Species 
richness;percentages 
alien, coolwater, 
coldwater, tolerant, 
anadromous species, 
individuals; number of 
size classes (DEQ, 
OWEB,  EPA, OSU)  

Diversity                    
Native species            
Anadromous fish 
Temperature tolerance                        
Amphibians                  
Aquatic insects               
Alien species                       
Size

D.c. Forest Road Risks                                                                   
Forest road risks to soil and water resources                                                                                  
Desired trend: Increasing proportion of sampled 
forest roads are determined to pose low risk to 
soil and water resources. Percent roads 
disconnected from stream network, stream 
crossings provide fish passage, percent road area.

Road conditions                        
Protect soils                            
Protect water                           
Fish passage                          
Road area

% roads connected 
to stream network;        
% stream crossings 
providing passage; 
road area (ODF 
contract and 
cooperators)

Runoff                                
Erosion            
Sedimentation                     
Fish passage
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Appendix 8.  Forest values language included in the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 
Forest Management metrics (ODF 2012) (Continued) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Note changes from 2007 Indicator E.a: Species diversity (richness, evenness; structure, percent cover; change detection 
plot #s, area, percent cover (USFS-FIA). ODF is working with the Oregon Climate Change Research Institute to 
explore feasibility of modeling/mapping understory species, based on feedback from participants in the Oregon 
Roundtable on Sustainable Forests who participated in the indicator review process and were critical of the focus on 
tree species alone in the metrics for this indicator. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals                                                               
Conserve diverse native plant & animal 
populations and protect & improve their habitats
E.a. Forest Vegetation                                                                                       
Composition, diversity, structure of forest 
vegetation                                               
Desired trend: Composition, diversity, and 
structure are within or growing toward desired 
future condition ranges established through the 
Oregon Conservation Strategy (OCS). Statewide 
plant and animal  conservation policy; species 
diversity; vegetation structure, change detection. 

Forest vegetation composition  
Forest species diversity                                      
Forest structure                    
Habitat diversity                       
Plant conservation                
Animal conservation              

Diversity of forest 
types; average tree 
class size; % forest 
cover; vegetation 
change detection 
(USFS - FIA, OSU) 

Diversity of forest types  
% forest cover,                           
dominant tree species 
and sizes

E.b. Protected Areas                                                                                          
Extent of area by forest cover types in protected 
area categories                                            
Desired trend: Allocation of forest cover types to 
protected area categories are consistent with 
desired future conditions established through the 
OCS. Amount and ownership per protection 
category.

Ownership of protected forest                                               
Forest type protection level                                  
Amount forest type protected 

Area of each cover 
type; ownership & 
protection category 
(USFS, ODF)

Ownership              
Forest cover type/area 
protection type/area;    
old growth; riparian 
areas; policies

E.c. Species at Risk                                                                                       
Forest plant and animal species at risk                                             
Desired trend: Decreasing number of native forest 
plant and animal species at risk.  ESA status 
ranking and Oregon Natural Heritage Program 
lists 1 and 2; historic and current distribution of 
forest species

At risk animal species                
At risk plant species               
Risk level                           
Historic species distribution    
Current species distribution

# forest species in 
each ESA status 
rank and in OR 
Natural Heritage 
Program lists 1 & 2; 
historic/current 
species distribution 
(USFWS, ONHIC)

At risk animal species  
At risk plant species                
Risk level                           
Species distribution    
Change in distribution

Importance of Forests to People
Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management

Forest values language segments (by theme) Metrics Metrics value codes
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Appendix 8.  Forest values language included in the Oregon Indicators of Sustainable 
Forest Management metrics (ODF 2012) (Continued) 
 

 
 

Importance of Forests to People
Oregon Indicators of Sustainable Forest Management

Forest values language segments (by theme) Metrics Metrics value codes
GOAL F: Ecosystem Health                                                                                     
Protect, maintain, and enhance health of forest 
ecosystems, watersheds, and airsheds within 
context of natural disturbance and active    
management

Forest ecosystem 
health                      
Clean air/water            
Active management

F.a. Mortality                                                                                                             
Tree mortality from insects, diseases, and other 
damaging agents                                           
Desired trend: Stable or decreasing long-term 
levels of forest tree mortality. Volume (cu.ft.) and 
acres of current tree mortality

Tree mortality                     
Damage agent (insect, disease, 
other)                                          
Tree mortality volume                  
Tree mortality acres 

Tree mortality (cu.ft. 
volume, acres) based 
on aerial surveys & 
remote sensing  
(PNW Wildfire Coord. 
Group, ODF, USFS)

Tree mortality volume 
Tree mortality acres      

F.b. Invasive Species                                                                                          
Invasive species trends on forest lands                                               
Desired trend: No invasive species on Oregon's 
"100 Most Dangerous" list are uncontained in 
forests;stable/decreasing acres affected by 
invasive species. Acres affected by biotic 
stressors (exotic insects, diseases, invasive 
plants, animals); number/percent of invasive pests 
excluded or contained.

Invasive species trends            
Acres affected by biotic 
stressors: insects, disease, 
invasive plants and animals; 
amount contained

Acres affected by 
insects, diseases;          
# or % top invasive 
species controlled in 
native & urban 
forests (USFS; OR 
Invasive Species 
Council; ODF)

Invasive species          
Insects/diseases       

F.c. Fuel Conditions & Treatments                                                                         
Forest fuel conditions and trends related to 
wildfire risks                                                                
Desired trend: Increasing rates of effective forest 
fuel treatments to improve resiliency to wildfire 
and an increasing area of forestland resilient to 
wildfire.

Wildfire risk                         
Fuel conditions                          
Effective fuel treatments rates   
Area of wildfire resilient forest   

% forestland in 
Condition Class 1 or 
fire regime IV or V,      
% forestland that 
produce surface fire 
type at 90th 
percentile 
weather/wind 
(LANDFIRE); acres 
treated to be CC 1 
(USFS, BLM) 
&surface fire type at 
90th percentile w/w 
(ODF)

Fuel treatment rates     
Wildfire risks            
Resilience

GOAL G: Carbon Storage                                                                                        
Enhance carbon storage in forests and forest 
products
G.a. Storage in Forests & Products                                                                         
Carbon stocks on forestlands and in forest 
products                                                             
Desired trend: Rates of carbon sequestration and 
storage in forests and forest products are stable 
or increasing (mass/area/unit of time)

Carbon sequestration rate       
Forest carbon storage              
Forest product carbon storage

Status of forest 
carbon stock pools, 
including products, 
as mass/area; status 
of changes in forest 
carbon stocks as 
source or sink, as 
mass/area/unit of 
time (USFS-PNW, 
OSU, ODF)

Carbon storage rates 
Carbon sink/source
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Appendix 9.  Forest values language in Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws (OFRI 2011)  
 

 
  

Importance of Forests to People

Forestry Program for Oregon Goals Oregon's Forest Protection Laws    
Forest Values Codes

OVERARCHING VALUES Environmental, Social, Economic benefits                           
Water quality                                     
Clean air                                                  
Fish, fish habitat                                   
Wildlife, wildlife habitat               
Recreation                                          
Jobs                                                 
Forest products                                        
Tax revenues                                       
Healthy communities                       
Social accountability                       
Quality of life                                   
Responsible stewardship                   
Protect public values                          
Diverse management objectives                         
Knowledge                                                                              
Timber harvest rules                        

GOAL A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework
A.a. Indicator Quality
A.b. SFM Knowledge Education                                           

Technical assistance
A.c. Regulatory Compliance Oregon Forest Practices Act                  

Regulatory compliance                                           
Notification of operations                 
Inspections                                                                                                                                  
Enforcement                                          
Road construction                                     
Slash burning/biomass/chipping             
Thinning                                                   
Timber harvest rules                             
Reforestation rules                              
Wildlife trees and down wood             
Clearcut size                                              
Bird habitat protection                                  
FIsh passage                                          
Chemical applications                                                               
Soil disturbance                                                                                                                                            
Riparian buffer rules                              
Wetlands protection                                      
Landslide risk reduction                          
Cultural resources protection                 
Changing land use                                                

Oregon's Forest Protection Laws  Forest Values Language Segments                                   
Organized by Forestry Program for Oregon Goals (Based on Montreal Process Criteria)               



306 
 

 
 

Appendix 9. Forest values language in Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws (OFRI 2011) 
(Continued) 
 

 

 

Forestry Program for Oregon Goals Oregon's Forest Protection Laws    
Forest Values Codes

GOAL B: Social & Economic Benefits
B.a. Revenues for Public Services
B.b. Employment & Wages
B.c. Ecosystem Services Protect scenic highway views from 

clearcut view (150 ft. wide tree buffer);           
Wildlife viewing

B.d. Forest Products Sector Vitality

GOAL C: Productive Capacity
C.a. Forest Area & Development
C.b. Harvests vs. Planned & Potential Timber                                           

Biomass

GOAL D: Soil & Water Resources
D.a. Water Quality Protect water quality and quantity          

Pollutants                                           
Pesticide/herbicide safety                   
Replant

D.b. Biological Integrity Protect streams and aquatic habitat                                            
Riparian Management Areas                   
Riparian vegetation                                
Protect spawning areas

D.c. Forest Road Risks Roads                                                     
Runoff                                                        
Erosion                                         
Sedimentation                                   
Compaction                                        
Disturbance                                            
Fish passage                                      
Landslides                                                 
Soil productivity

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals
E.a. Forest Vegetation Wildlife; Wildlife habitat; Wildlife trees; 

Snags; Down wood; Clearcut size; Replant 
with suitable species; Afforestation with 
suitable species

E.b. Protected Areas Bird nest sites, habitat (owl, eagle, 
osprey)

E.c. Species at Risk Protect sensitive species habitat 

GOAL F: Ecosystem Health
F.a. Mortality
F.b. Invasive Species
F.c. Fuel Conditions & Treatments Air quality; Fire risk; Prescribed burning; 

Thinning

GOAL G: Carbon Storage
G.a. Storage in Forests & Products
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Appendix 9. Forest values language in Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws (OFRI 2011) 
(Continued) 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Forestry Program for Oregon Goals Oregon's Forest Protection Laws    
Forest Values Codes
MISSING:  Understory vegetation 
protection outside Riparian Management 
Areas; diverse overstory; protect public 
values, culturally important plants and 
animals and habitats

Additional regulations that may apply Private Landowner Incentive Programs
Federal regulations:                                                
Clean Water Act                                                               
Clean Air Act                                                             
Endangered Species Act                                       
Archaeological Resource Protection Act                            
National Historic Preservation Act                                   
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act                                      
National Environmental Policy Act                                  
National Forest Management Act of 1976                        
Federal Land Policy & Management Act                        
Northwest Forest Plan                                                            
State regulations:                                                        
Oregon Revised Statutes 97.745 and 358.920                             
Oregon Land Use Planning Goal 5

Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program                
Healthy Forests Reserve Program                     
Wetlands Reserve Program                               
Conservation Reserve Program  
Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program (afforestation or restoration of  
riparian forests on agricultural land)  
Conservation Stewardship Program
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Appendix 10. Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme  
 
Bold font indicates common values (defined as those values identified as important by 
the Board of Forestry in the Forestry Program for Oregon and are that are included in the 
Oregon Indicators, their associated metrics, and Oregon’s Forest Protection Laws). 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

                                          
OVERARCHING VALUES:                                                                                   
Sustainable forest 
management                      
Healthy diverse ecosystems            
Abundant forest products                            
Habitat                                                             
Healthy native plants                
Healthy wildlife                              
Clean air                              
Clean water                     
Productive soil          
Recreation                       
Healthy communities      
Healthy economy             
Human well-being        
Accountability                        
Trust                                        
Equity                                        
Open space

                                                
OVERARCHING VALUES:                                         
Environmental benefits                         
Social benefits                             
Economic benefits                         
Water quality                        
Clean air                                                  
Fish, fish habitat                       
Wildlife, wildlife habitat               
Recreation                                          
Jobs                                                
Forest products                                        
Tax revenues                      
Healthy communities                       
Social accountability                       
Quality of life                  
Responsible stewardship              
Protect public values             
Diverse mgmt. objectives                         
Knowledge                                                                   
Timber harvest rules          
Monitoring                              

Policy Document Comparison of Forest Values Codes organized by theme (Forestry Program for Oregon Goals) 

Importance of Forests to People

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued) 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals

actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Sound legal system             
Adequate funding               
Effective policies          
Leading edge research        
Education                                         
Science-based mgmt.             
Public support                 
Private land resource 
protection                          
Active federal forest mgmt.         
Sound economic policies 
Economic development                                                   
Balanced management                                                                  
Cooperation                                        
Trust                                      
Human well-being           
Equity                                       
Public safety                      
Consult with tribes  (meets 
legal requirement)                                                     
Information                         
Communication                    
Coordination                    
Knowledge (does not include 
tribal knowledge)                         
Regulatory compliance     
Protect public values

Indicator quality                   
Ability to measure all 
indicators                          
Ability to report on all 
indicators                              
Current information                  
Complete information              
Reliable information                      
Sustainable forest mgmt 
knowledge                               
Forestry education                            
Research funding                 
Landowner management 
training                                
Extension staff                            
Regulatory compliance            
Voluntary reforestation            
Voluntary compliance           
Clear policy expectation           
Protect public resource values  
Economically efficient 
continuous timber harvest                                 
Protect soil, air, water, fish and 
wildlife resources                      
Scenic highway view buffers                                                                                    

Information available           
Information source         
Agency data sharing                  
Knowledge                      
Education                        
Funding                    
Research                            
Students                          
Faculty                                   
Research expenditures                                                  
Professional members                
Landowner training              
Notice of operations                     
Inspections                   
Regulatory compliance  
Enforcement                       
Timber harvest rules          
Replanting rules        
Monitoring                           
Riparian buffer rules      
Wetlands                      
Landslide risk             
Spotted owl habitat  

Education                            
Technical assistance             
Oregon Forest Practices 
Act Notification of 
operations                 
Inspections                        
Enforcement                          
Regulatory compliance                                                                      
Road construction                           
Slash burning/biomass/chip            
Thinning                                        
Timber harvest rules                             
Wildlife trees, down wood                                      
Clearcut size                                    
Sensitive bird habitat                                  
Fish passage                                          
Chemical applications                     
Reforestation rules                                           
Soil disturbance                            
Changing land use                                                                                                                
Riparian buffer rules               
Wetlands protection               
Landslide risk reduction               
Cultural resources protection  
Protect scenic highway 
views from clearcut view 
(150 ft. wide tree buffer)   

GOAL A: LEGAL/INSTITUTIONAL/ECONOMIC FRAMEWORK                                                                                                     
(Indicator Quality, SFM Knowledge, Regulatory Compliance)

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws



310 
 

 
 

Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued) 
 
 

 
 

 
Strikethrough text indicates metrics recommended by the Roundtable on Sustainable Forests but not 
currently being used due the inability to report on them at this time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals

actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Diverse benefits and outputs  
Protect public values           
Fair, balanced, efficient 
(related to timber production)                                            
Jobs and Income                                               
Revenue for public services    
Taxes and tourism                                   
Ecosystem services  (clean 
air, clean water, shade, 
control runoff, protect soils, 
healthy riparian areas, wildlife 
habitat, shelter)                                   
Social benefits:           
Recreation                           
Fishing                                               
Hunting                                 
Wildlife viewing                           
Spiritual renewal, Solitude                         
Scenic beauty                                             
Quality of life                       
Human well-being                      
Social policy aspects:           
Balance and Equity                               
Coordination                                      
Trust                                      
Mutual respect                                                               
Land tenure                            

Forest-related revenues for 
state/local public services                                    
Taxes                                 
Tourism                                       
Jobs and Income                      
Ecosystem services for society 
Quality of life                               
Recreation use                        
Passive use                         
Carbon sequestration value     

Wood products               
Social benefits (only 
measuring recreation)       
Economic benefits             
Public values                       
Equity and Balance (related 
to tax and regulations)                                 
Efficient                            
Harvest payments               
Taxes                            
Federal funding                              
Fund public services                 
Jobs and Income                
Recreation use                
Recreation use value      
Camping use                       
Recreation facilities      
Passive use value           
Carbon sequestration value  
Housing starts                     
Costs (investments)          
Sales/value (wood, paper)  
Investments                
Production capacity           
Productivity       

Wildlife viewing

GOAL B: SOCIAL & ECONOMIC BENEFITS                                                                                                                           
(Revenues for Public Services, Employment & Wages, Ecosystem Services, Forest Products Sector Vitality)

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued) 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals

actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Economic benefits:                
Wood & paper products                 
Non-timber forest products   
Investment in forests                                         
Markets / new markets     
Biomass                             
Carbon                                 
Green building                
Ecosystem services markets                      
Economic vitality              
Industry equipment sales                                                  
Net exporter

Productive capacity            
Active federal forest mgmt              
Retain forest land base        
Diverse mgmt objectives   
Climate change adaptation 
and mitigation                  
Forest area                           
Harvest levels wood          
Harvest levels NTFP  
Productive capacity              

Private industrial forest area  
Development trends            
Timber harvest trends             
Planned harvest levels             
Potential to grow timber

Productive capacity              
Industrial forest area          
Mixed large tract forest/ag 
use area                       
Parcelization                 
Harvest volume                   

Timber                                     
Biomass

GOAL C: PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY  (Forest Area & Development, Harvests vs. Planned & Potential)

GOAL B: SOCIAL & ECONOMIC BENEFITS    (continued)                                                                                                                       
(Revenues for Public Services, Employment & Wages, Ecosystem Services, Forest Products Sector Vitality)

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals

actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Healthy productive soils                      
Water quality           
Ecological processes              
Carbon storage                                              
Fish habitat                                                          
Wildlife habitat                                             
Regulatory compliance  
Research                                          
Economic value                                                                 
Riparian buffers                         
Suitable species replanted 
Management                                          
Biological integrity (aquatic)                            
Erosion                                          
Landslides                                            
Runoff  

Stream water quality                
Physical properties                
Chemical properties                      
Biological properties                  
Stream biological integrity        
Road area                                      
Road conditions                      
Protect soils                            
Protect water                           
Fish passage                          

Protect/enhance soils    
Protect/enhance water          
Water quality                      
Temperature                       
Pollutants                          
Diversity                             
Native species                       
Anadromous fish    
Temperature tolerance                                
Amphibians                        
Aquatic insects                     
Alien species                     
Size                                      
Runoff                                    
Erosion                             
Sedimentation                         
Fish passage

Protect water quality/ 
quantity                             
Pollutants                           
Pesticide/herbicide safety          
Replant                                                          
Protect streams                        
Aquatic habitat                       
Riparian Management 
Areas Riparian vegetation               
Protect spawning areas      
Roads                                                                    
Runoff                             
Erosion                           
Sedimentation               
Compaction                               
Disturbance                           
Fish passage                          
Landslides                         
Soil productivity

GOAL D: SOIL & WATER RESOURCES  (D.a. Water Quality, D.b. Biological Integrity, D.c. Forest Road Risks)

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Biodiversity conservation                          
Native plants                 
Wildlife                                     
Habitat conservation               
Economic value           
Scientific value                                                
Educational value                  
Cultural value                           
Recreational value                
Aesthetic value                       
Quality of life                                               
Old growth                
Collaboration            
Ecosystem services                           
Ecosystem services markets        
Active management           
Natural disturbances      
Landscape diversity                     
Species diversity                
Forest vegetation structure             
Forest vegetation composition                  
Protected areas                           
Species at risk             

Forest vegetation composition  
Forest species diversity                                      
Forest structure                    
Habitat diversity                       
Plant conservation                
Animal conservation               
Ownership of protected forest 
Forest type protection level       
Amount forest type protected      
At risk animal species                
At risk plant species               
Risk level                           
Historic species distribution    
Current species distribution

Diverse native plants        
Diverse native animals          
Protect/improve habitats            
Diversity of forest type (tree) 
% forest cover                    
Dominant tree species 
Dominant tree size class       
Ownership                            
Forest cover type/area           
Protected type/area               
Old growth                        
Riparian areas                     
Policies                            
Species at risk                  
Risk level                        
Species distribution               
Change in distribution    

Wildlife                                   
Wildlife habitat                      
Wildlife trees                         
Snags                            
Down wood                                    
Clearcut size                           
Replant with suitable species 
Afforestation with suitable 
species                                 
Bird nest sites, habitat 
(owl, eagle, osprey)                      
Protect sensitive species 
habitat 

GOAL E: Diverse Plants & Animals      ( E.a. Forest Vegetation, E.b. Protected Areas, E.c. Species at Risk)

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued) 
 

 
 

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Ecosystem functions/values                       
Diversity                                               
Watershed                                  
Air quality                  
Management                                            
Wildfire resilience            
Insects and Diseases         
Insect/disease resilience                  
Climate change       
Restoration                                        
Invasive species                               
Tree mortality          
Reforestation                                                             
Fuel treatments                   
Thinning, Prescribed fire            
Biomass                          
Wildfire risk                                                                
Fire suppression               
Public safety                   
Public values                    
Collaboration 

Tree mortality                     
Damage agent (insect, 
disease, other)                                          
Tree mortality volume                  
Tree mortality acres                 
Invasive species trends            
Acres affected by biotic 
stressors: insects, disease, 
invasive plants and animals, 
amount contained                    
Wildfire risk                         
Fuel conditions                          
Effective fuel treatment rates                                                              
Area of wildfire resilient 
forest 

Forest ecosystem health 
Clean air                                 
Clean water                       
Active management              
Tree mortality volume 
(cu.ft.)                                
Tree mortality area (acres)    
Invasive species                              
Insects                                           
Diseases                                           
Fuel treatment rates             
Wildfire risks                    
Resilience

Air quality                                      
Fire risk                                            
Prescribed burning                                 
Thinning

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals

actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

Carbon storage                
Carbon emissions              
Education                           
Carbon markets             
Biomass                              
Energy efficiency                                      
Urban forestland increase               
Longer rotation length               
Tree size/age                  
Forest structure                                   
Climate change                     
Ecosystem services markets  

Carbon sequestration rate       
Forest carbon storage              
Forest product carbon 
storage

Carbon storage rates    
Carbon sink                    
Carbon source        

GOAL F: ECOSYSTEM HEALTH   (F.a. Mortality, F.b. Invasive Species, F.c. Fuel Conditions & Treatments)

GOAL G: Carbon Storage  (G.a. Storage in Forests & Products)

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 10.  Comparison of Oregon forest policy document forest values codes 
organized by theme (Continued)  
 

 
 

 

Forestry Program for 
Oregon  Values Codes

Oregon Indicators Values 
Codes

Oregon Indicators Metrics 
Values Codes

Oregon's Forest Protection 
Laws Values Codes

mission, vision, values, 
objectives, goals actual indicator language metrics objectives and rules

CHANGES:
Ownership                         
Values                                 
Markets                              
Timber inventory                
Climate                                   
Invasive species         
Mortality                                 
Fire                             
Understory                   
Diversity

CONCERNS/CHALLENGES:
Sustainable forest 
management                    
Population growth 
Fragmentation        
Parcelization         
Development                                                
Economic viability                        
Rural communities                            
Harvest rates                  
Manufacturing capacity          
Industrial forest NTFP                   
Carbon                                     
Cost                                   
Funding                                   
Federal forest health           
Invasive species           
Climate change          
Wildfires                           
Resilience                                                       
Native species                           
Politics                                  
Policy                           
Coordination                 
Scientific information                   
Local involvement                          
Public values              
Nonmarket amenities                                                                                                           
Balance

MISSING from Oregon 
Indicators: Goal A:  
incorporating tribal knowledge; 
clarifying/enforcing tribal access 
rights for hunting, fishing, and 
gathering. Goal B: social, 
cultural, and spiritual values 
(other than "passive use" which 
does not have metrics 
associated with it); nontimber 
forest products 
value/conservation; ecosystem 
services. Goal C: nontimber 
forest product harvest levels. 
Goal E: tree and understory 
plant and animal species 
diversity (richness and 
evenness); diverse forest 
structure. Goal F: urban forest 
cover.

MISSING from Oregon 
Indicators metrics:  Goal A: 
incorporating tribal 
knowledge in management 
planning. Goal B: revenue 
from non-recreation 
ecosystem services;  
recreational values other than 
camping and park visits; 
fishing, hunting, wildlife 
viewing; spiritual values; 
cultural heritage values 
(cultural identity, access for 
traditional practices and 
products, including  
important plants and 
animals) social and 
economic value of NTFPs; 
investment in new markets 
(biomass, green building, 
carbon and other ecosystem 
services markets); Goal C: 
nontimber forest product 
harvest levels (sales value, 
use). Goal E:  diverse native 
understory and overstory 
vegetation, structure, species 
richness and evenness; 
number of forest-associated 
wildlife species; habitat 
quality. 

MISSING from Oregon's 
Forest Protection Laws:  
protecting public values other 
than timber production and 
riparian areas; diverse 
understory vegetation 
protection outside Riparian 
Management Areas; diverse 
overstory (species and 
structural diversity); wildlife 
and habitat;  culturally 
important plants and animals.

Bold font = Forestry Program forest values included in Oregon Indicator metrics or Oregon Forest Protection laws
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) 
 

compiled by Susan Morré, Oregon State University Sustainable Forests Partnership,  March 2007

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

24
Intangible values/indirect benefits/nonutilitarian 
purposes/nonmarketable goods & services/noncommodity values 13
Sustainable suite of goods, services, and values 2
Total overarching values: 39 39

CRITERION 1 - CONSERVATION OF BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
Evolutionary context/we evolved from forests 2
CONSERVE BIODIVERSITY 34
Biodiversity conservation/Biological value/resource/value unique 
natural diversity (30)
Species diversity (2)
Gene pools/genetic diversity (2)
SUPPORT/PROTECT DIVERSE PLANT POPULATIONS 17
Conservation benefits/preservation/vegetation reserves/protected 
refuge for natural resources     (6)   
Unique vegetation communities/plant communities   (2 )
Plant habitat/healthy plants/support plant populations  (9) 
SUPPORT/PROTECT DIVERSE WILDLIFE POPULATIONS AND 
THEIR DIVERSE HABITATS, INCLUDING MICROBES, FISH, 
WILDLIFE 109

Habitat for diverse wildlife: birds, reptiles, mammals, invertebrates, 
vertebrates, insects, organisms/critical/essential/diverse habitat/wl 
home/wl benefits (67)
Values associated with old-growth forest (very old, large diam., 
snags, all ages, epiphytes) (2)
Aquatic species/fish habitat (7)
Microscopic organism habitat (1)
Refugia for species in decline (1)
Wildlife/wildlife protection/preservation/support wildlife 
populations/communities (28)
Wildlife browse plants (1)
Fish (2)
Source of historic data on species interactions 1
Total Criterion 1 values: 163 163

Detailed responses to Roundtable on Sustainable Forests survey question:  "What is the importance of 
forests to people?" arranged to match Montreal Process Criteria

Tangible values/direct benefits/products/services/utilitarian 
purposes/marketable goods & services/commodity values/material reasons for 
people/amenities 

Responses from 241 individuals from a survey sent to 1900 U.S. forest stakeholders 
conducted by Roundtable on Sustainable Forests Indicator Prioritization Working Group January 2007

THE IMPORTANCE OF FORESTS TO PEOPLE (Montreal Process Indicator 44)
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) (Continued) 
 

  

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

SUSTAINABLE SUPPLY OF WOOD/WOOD PRODUCTS 112

Trees to harvest/sustainable harvest (3)
Wood products/solid and composite  wp (20)
Wood/steady wood supply (16)
Fuelwood/firewood/cooking (9)
Non-tree vegetation 1
Total Criterion 2 values: 113 113

CRITERION 3 - ECOSYSTEM HEALTH & VITALITY
Nonconsumptive values 1
PROTECT & SUSTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH & 
ECOSYSTEM PROCESSES FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE 
PLANET AND ITS INHABITANTS 115
Ecosystem sustainability/resource protection (4)
Environmental/ecological good services/value/as benefits to 
people/ecological effectiveness (27)
Ecological value/ecosystem processes/functions/environmental 
srvcs/benefits to world (small & large scale) (52)
Protect/sustain broad ecological function/ecosystem stability (7)
Planetary health/biosphere/global environment/lungs of 
planet/balanced lithosphere/ameliorate environment (15)
Pollination (1)
Shade streams (1)
Nutrient cycling (1)
Environmental health/sustainability/benefits/quality/physical 
environmental effects (7)
Total Criterion 3 values: 116 116

CRITERION 4 - SOIL & WATER RESOURCES
PROTECT WATERSHED HEALTH AND CONTROL EROSION 50
Enhance/protect/conserve watershed health health (15)
Reduce cost of watershed restoration (2)
Landscape stability/protect soils/erosion control/ground cover (20)
Enhance soil productivity/build & regenerate soils/nutritious litter (5)
Restore degraded landscape (3)
Water management/control hydrological regimes/reduce impact of 
precipitation (5)
SOURCE OF CLEAN AND ABUNDANT WATER 116
Clean/abundant water/water quality and quantity (97)
Snowpack/snow-water  (2)
Protect surface water/maintain beneficial use of water (6)
Domestic/drinking water/filter water supplies/recharge aquifers (8)
Reduce water treatment costs (2)
River source (1)
Total Criterion 4 values: 166 166

Forest products/essential raw materials/commodoties/variety (64)

CRITERION 2 - PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY OF FOREST ECOSYSTEMS
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) (Continued) 
 

 

  

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

CRITERION 5 - GLOBAL CARBON CYCLES
STORE CARBON AND BUFFER CLIMATE EXTREMES 57
Carbon sequestration/storage (32)
Climate change mitigation/ecosystem resilience/global warming (5)
Climate amelioration/stability/balance/buffer climatic extremes (12)
Thermal regulation/summer urban cooling 
effect/temperature/conserve energy (5)
Shade/outdoor comfort/protect people, livestock, crops from sun (3)
Total Criterion 5 values: 57 57

CRITERION 6 - LONG-TERM SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS
 Production & Consumption
ECONOMIC HEALTH 62
Economic value/benefits/ importance/resource for people/economic 
opportunities/prosperity (30)
Economic stability/global economy/economicsector/international 
development (23)
National vitality/economic health and development/resource 
distribution (4)
Survival of economy (2)
International competitiveness (1)
Domestic supply of wood products/independence from foreign (2)
WOOD PRODUCTS PRODUCTION & CONSUMPTION 62
Source of hardwood materials for forest products industry (3)
Timber/boards/bldg materials/lumber (22)
Cabinets/flooring/doors/windows/trim (1)
Furniture (3)
Source of imported sustainably harvested wood (2)
Fiber for wood products manufacturing/renewable fiber for daily life 
products (20)
Pulp/ paper/packaging products (4)
Paper (7)
NON-WOOD PRODUCTS USE & CONSUMPTION 61
Non-wood forest products (14)
Place to pick berries (2)
Food/nutrition/local food supply (15)
Food additives (1)
Herbs (2)
Medicine/medicinal plants/medicinals (8)
Chemicals (1)
Mineral values (1)
Mushrooms (1)
Boughs (1)
Beautiful decorations/artistic raw materials (3)
Hunting/game/use of wildlife (12)
Total Socio-economic Production & Consumption values: 185 185
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) (Continued) 
 

 

 
 

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

Investment in Forest Sector
Income to reinvest in stand management/to keep land 
forested/sustainable management 3
Support forest products/wood industry 3
Support sportsman industry 1
Support recreational vehicle industry 1
Real estate/land development 2
Total Socio-economic Investment in Forest Sector values: 10 10

Employment and Community Needs
PERSONAL AND COMMUNITY ECONOMIC HEALTH 70
Business opportunities (1)
Jobs/local employment/work (22)
Income/money/reasonable salary/high pay/payroll/revenue (11)
Personal livelihood (6)
Increased property values (2)
Rural/suburban/local economic health/security/economic 
diversity/sustainable development (12)
Tribal economy (1)
Regional economic security/development (2)
State economic development/tax base (3)
International community-based trade (1)
Rural or forest-based community stability/livelihood/way of life/well-
being/sustainability (9)
Community health/resilience 4
Local community livability 4
Sustenance 3
Subsistence value/indigenous home/living space 5
Total Socio-economic Employment & Community Needs values: 86 86

Recreation & Tourism
RECREATION 131
Recreation/rec resources/variety recreation/play/exercise (109)
Fishing (5)
Camping (3)
Birding/wildlife viewing (3)
Hiking (6)
Biking (2)
Boating  (1)
Snow sports/ski (2)
Ecotourism/Tourism/recreation economic value/significant boost for 
local economy 5
Developed roads/trails 1
Total Socio-economic Recreation and Tourism values: 137 137
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) (Continued) 
 

 

 
 
 
  

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

Cultural, Social and Spiritual Needs and Values
CULTURAL VALUES, HERITAGE, TRADITIONS, & IDENTITY 72
Cultural values/resource/importance/preservation/regeneration (17)
Cultural value/services/traditional activities (7)
Cultural heritage/identification/primitive roots/archetypal values 
resonating deeply in human psyche/subconscious/psychic 
importance/primal link/primeval essence (10)
National forests are mutual commonwealth/foundation of growth (2)
Natural heritage of plant and animal species/our land/natural land 
cover/landscape values (10)
Maintain rural traditions/connection with simpler times in U.S. (2)
Traditional medicines (1)
Traditional foods (1)
Organizational identity (1)
Communty identity (1)
Tribal identity (2)
Family identity/share with family (2)
Individual identity/sense of being (2)
Sense of place/connection to place/welcome part of landscape 
fabric we enjoy/home (8)
Sense of time/past present future link/timeless constancy (4)
Historic value (2)
LONG-TERM HEALTHY SOCIETY CONNECTED TO THE LAND 
AND SUSTAINED BY THE FOREST 51
Social values/services/benefits/sustain society/societal health/well-
being (22)
Long term societal benefits/use/enjoyment by future generations (3)
Maintain broad social connections to land/forest/generational 
awareness of nature/intergenerational stewardship/in touch (8)
Measure of success of society (1)
Common-pool resources/community forests are local asset (3)
Support relationships between people, institutions, environment, 
communities/forests mutual relat./wildland urban interface (4)
Emotional commitment to forests/strong human bond with forest (4)
Connection/reconnect with nature, seasons, natural energy of 
earth/relate to nature in your own way (6)
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) (Continued) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
  

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

Cultural, Social and Spiritual Needs and Values
SOURCE OF SPIRITUAL RENEWAL, RELAXATION, WELL-
BEING, JOY AND INSPIRATION 77
Spiritual renewal, regeneration, rejuvenation/respite for the 
soul/solace/nourish & enrich  our souls/inspiration/food for the 
soul/spiritual refuge/spiritual experience/respite from daily life (29)
Refuge from city/destress/relax/my special place/escape from 
urban society/rest (7)
Solitude/get away from it all/from demands of life (11)
Privacy (2)
Peaceful/quiet (3)
Introspection/contemplation/meditation/quiet reflection (4)
Creative inspiration/new ideas/mental stimulation (2)
Mental health/psychological well-being/mental relaxation/emotional 
health, regeneration/mental renewal/welfare (11)
Source of joy/happy heart/enjoyment (7)
Challenge us in different ways (1)
SACRED PLACE FOR WORSHIP/SPIRITUAL VALUE 29
Sense of that which is greater than us/omnipresence of 
nature/represent natural world/wonder (4)
Spiritual value/importance/resources/sacred places especially 
Native Americans (20)
Worship/religious value/creationism (5)
Personal fulfillment/pride 2
AESTHETIC VALUE AND ENJOYMENT 67
Aesthetics/beauty/scenic/aesthetic delight/splendor/clean/scenic 
views/visual appeal/landscape texture and dimension/attractive 
vistas/nature appreciation (63)
Pleasant sensory experiences (sight, sound, smell) (1)
Opportunity to see wildlife/watch nature (2)
Human enjoyment of fish (1)
Human health/physical well-being/renewal 8
Agroforestry values (increased productivity/viability/reduced 
production costs) 2
Agroforestry values (protect crops and livestock health) 2
Range management/forage 4
Shelter/houses/roof over our head 12
Structure/place to work 1
Trees/warm trees 4
Total Cultural, Social, and Spiritual Needs values: 331 331
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Appendix 11.  Results of national online consultation on the importance of forests to 
people (Roundtable on Sustainable Forests 2007) (Continued) 
 

 
 

 
 
 

OVERARCHING VALUES TOTAL 
CATEGORY 
SUBTOTALS

Cultural, Social and Spiritual Needs and Values
New Indicator 44  - other values
Urban tree benefits 1
Urban forests provide critical green infrastructure 1
Open space 7
Noise buffer 1
Wind protection 3
Clean air 63
Filter man-made pollutants/environmental hygiene 3
Oxygen 7
SUSTAIN QUALITY OF LIFE, LIFE ITSELF 54
Life/life support/sustainable life/necessities of life for people (21)
Quality of life/critically important lifestyles/add value to 
life/enjoyable standard of living (25)
Future/continued existence of civilization as we know it/inseparable 
link humans & forest (8)
Intrinsic value/existence value/presence 7
Wilderness/roadless areas/undeveloped areas/wild places 7
Personal energy self-sufficiency 1
Renewable energy source/biomass/energy 9
Renewable/natural resources/sustainable outputs/sustainable 
products & resources 18
Renewable source building materials 6
Energy-efficient production of goods and services 1
Environmentally friendly products 2
Recyclable products 1
Renewable wealth 1
Second homesite 1
Total Other Importance of Forests to People values: 194 194
Criterion 6 Total Long-term Socio-economic Benefits values:  943

CRITERION 7 - LEGAL, INSTIT., ECON. FRAMEWORK
Economic justice for forest dwellers 1
Education/learn about nature/urban arborist knowledge/living 
classroom 6
Scientific value/study nature 2
Fertile lab to see impacts of human actions 1
Criterion 7 total values: 10 10

TOTAL IMPORTANCE OF FORESTS TO PEOPLE VALUES 1607 1607
TOTAL NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 241
AVERAGE NUMBER OF VALUES IDENTIFIED 7
RANGE OF VALUES IDENTIFIED 0 - 41
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Appendix 12. 2007 National Survey forest values arranged under Forestry Program for 
Oregon broad themes (Grossman et al. 2007) 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF FOREST VALUES BY 
BROAD THEME FREQUENCY PERCENT       

(N = 241) 

Goal A: Legal/Institutional/Economic Framework   
Knowledge/scientific study/learning lab/economic 
justice for forest dwellers 10 4% 

Goal B: Social & Economic Benefits   
Recreation (fish/camp/ 
wildlife/hike/bike/boat/ski/tour/walk) 131 54% 

Cultural values/heritage/tradition/identity (sense of 
place/time) 72 30% 

Long-term healthy society connect to land/sustained by 
forest 51 21% 

Spiritual renewal/relaxation/well-being/joy/inspiration 77 32% 
Sacred place for worship/spiritual value 29 12% 
Aesthetic value/beauty/enjoyment 67 28% 
Sustain quality of life/life itself 54 22% 
Buffer climate extremes/shade/climate amelioration 20 8% 
Shelter 12 5% 
Existence value/wild places 14 6% 
Nontimber forest products 
(food/medicine/game/materials) 61 25% 

Wood products production/consumption values 62 26% 
Personal/community economic health (jobs, income, 
taxes, revenue) 70 29% 

Economic health/national competitiveness/opportunities 62 26% 
Investment in forest sector/keep forest landbase 10 4% 
Goal C: Productive Capacity   
Sustainable supply of wood/wood products 112 46% 
Renewable, sustainable materials 37 15% 
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Appendix 12. 2007 National Survey forest values arranged under Forestry Program for 
Oregon broad themes (Grossman et al. 2007) (Continued) 
 
NATIONAL SURVEY OF FOREST VALUES 
BY BROAD THEME FREQUENCY PERCENT       

(N = 241) 
Goal D: Soil & Water Resources   
Clean and abundant water 116 48% 
Protect watershed health/control erosion 50 21% 
Goal E: Diverse Plants & Animals   
Support/protect diverse wildlife, fish, plants and 
habitats 126 52% 

Conserve biodiversity (species, genes, unique 
natural diversity) 34 14% 

Goal F: Ecosystem Health   
Environmental health/ecosystem processes for 
healthy planet/life 115 48% 

Clean air/oxygen/filter pollutants 73 26% 
Goal G: Carbon Storage    
Store carbon 37 15% 
Urban trees/open space/ 9 4% 
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Appendix 13. Results of a 2007 national online survey conducted by the Roundtable on 
Sustainable Forests on the importance of forests to people (Grossman et al. 2007) 
 

TOP 21 FOREST VALUES FREQUENCY PERCENT       
(N = 241) 

Recreation (fish/camp/view 
wildlife/hike/bike/boat/ski/tourism/walk) 131 54% 

Support/protect diverse wildlife, fish, plants and habitats 126 52% 
Clean and abundant water 116 48% 
Environmental health/ecosystem processes for healthy 
planet/life 115 48% 

Sustainable supply of wood/wood products 112 46% 
Spiritual renewal/relaxation/well-being/joy/inspiration 77 32% 
Clean air/oxygen/filter pollutants 73 30% 
Cultural values/heritage/traditions/identity 72 30% 
Personal and community economic health 70 29% 
Aesthetic value/beauty/enjoyment 67 28% 
Wood products production/consumption values 62 26% 
Economic health/national competitiveness/opportunities 62 26% 
Nontimber forest products 
(food/medicine/game/materials) 61 25% 

Store carbon, buffer climate extremes/shade 57 24% 
Sustain quality of life/life itself 54 22% 
Long-term healthy society connect to land/sustained by 
forest 51 21% 

Protect watershed health/control erosion 50 21% 
Renewable, sustainable materials 37 15% 
Conserve biodiversity (species, genes, unique natural 
diversity) 34 14% 

Sacred place for worship/spiritual value 29 12% 
Shelter 12 5% 
Other values (fewer than 10 mentions) 139  
TOTAL VALUES MENTIONED  
(average 7, range 0 – 41 per person) 1607  
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Appendix 14.  Comparison of annual pesticide applications on private industrial 
forestland in Oregon from 2009 to 2011 (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013)  
 

 

Figure A8. Pounds of pesticide sprayed annually on Oregon private industrial forestland 
from 2009 to 2011 (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013). 
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Appendix 15. Comparison of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho Forest Practices Act 
regulations related to pesticide application (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013) 

 
 

Protection Area Oregon State 
Forest Practices 

Washington State 
Forest Practices 

Idaho Forest 
Practices 

Fish-Bearing 
Stream Buffer 

60’ Aerial Spray 

100-150’ Aerial 
Spray for Forests 

similar to the Coast 
Range of Oregon 

100’ Aerial Spray 

10’ Ground Spray 

100-150’ Ground 
Spray for Forests 

similar to the Coast 
Range of Oregon 

25’ Ground Spray 

Perennial Non-Fish 
Stream Buffer 

0’ Aerial Spray 50-100’ Aerial Spray 100’ Aerial Spray 

0’ Ground Spray 25’ Ground Spray 25’ Ground Spray 

Intermittent Non-
Fish Stream Buffer 

 

0’ Aerial Spray 

50-100’ Aerial Spray 
with surface water 

0’ Aerial Spray with 
no surface water 

100’ Aerial Spray 
with surface water 

0’ Aerial Spray 
with no surface 

water 

0’ Ground Spray 

25’ Ground Spray 
with surface water 

0’ Ground Spray 
with no surface 

water 

25’ Ground Spray 
with surface water 

0’ Ground Spray 
with no surface 

water 

Wetland Buffer 

 

60’ Aerial Spray 
(when standing 

water is larger than 
¼ acre at time of 

application) 

25 – 200’ Aerial 
Spray (depending on 

size of wetlands) 

100’ Aerial 
Spray (for 

areas of open 
water) 

10’ Ground Spray 25’ Ground Spray 
25’ Ground Spray 
(for areas of open 

water) 
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Appendix 15. Comparison of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho Forest Practices Act 
regulations related to pesticide application (Continued) (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 
2013) 
 

Protection 
Area 

Oregon State 
Forest Practices 

Washington State Forest 
Practices 

Idaho Forest 
Practices 

Domestic 
Water Supply 

60’ Aerial Spray 
200’ Aerial Spray; 

triggers Class 4 SEPA 
Review  

100’ Aerial Spray 

10’ Ground Spray 100-150’ Ground Spray  25’ Ground Spray 

Groundwater 
Protection 

Areas 
None 

Vulnerable groundwater 
areas trigger Class 4 

SEPA Review; chemicals 
banned:  Atrazine, 

Bromacil, Dcpa, Disulfoton, 
Diuron, Hexazinone, 

Metolachlor, Metribuzin, 
Picloram, Prometon, 

Simazine, Tebuthiuron 

None 

Buffer next to 
Residences 

 
0’ Aerial Spray 

200’ Aerial Spray  

 

2640’ (0.5 mile) 
Aerial Spray: 

residential areas 
(any pesticide) 

Expanded buffers 
for 2,4-D amine 

and acid formulas 

Buffer next to 
Agricultural 

Lands 
0’ Aerial Spray 100’ Aerial Spray  

2640’ (0.5 mile) 
Aerial Spray. High 

volatile 2,4-D 
ester forms 5 miles 
from susceptible 

crops 

Posting Spray 
Site 

 

No posting 
Must post five days in 

advance and 15 days after 
spraying 

No posting 

 
The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is the public review process that requires proposed operations 
to be evaluated for environmental impacts; requires environmental checklist for plats and conversions.  
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Appendix 15. Comparison of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho Forest Practices Act 
regulations related to pesticide application (Continued) (Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 
2013) 
 

Protection Area Oregon State 
Forest Practices 

Washington State 
Forest Practices 

Idaho Forest 
Practices 

Process for 
Public Review 

and 
Environmental 

Analysis 

No 
Yes. Utilizes SEPA 

environmental analysis 
tiered to NEPA  

No 

Agency Review 
Period No Review Three Weeks No Review 

Application 
Records 

Available to the 
Public 

No 

Yes, under circumstances 
(e.g., health and property 

loss) 

 

No 

Years Records 
are Kept Three Years Seven Years  Three Years 
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Appendix 16. Comparison of federal and state atrazine restrictions (Oregon Department 
of Agriculture 2009; Bernstein, Arkin, and Lindberg 2013). 

 
 

Water Bodies 
Federal EPA 

Label 
Restrictions 

Oregon Forest Practices 
Act Restrictions 

Fish streams (Type F) 
66’ Aerial Spray 60’ Aerial Spray 

66’ Ground Spray 10’ Ground Spray 

Non Fish streams 
(Type N), with surface 

water present 

66’ Aerial Spray 0’ Aerial Spray 

66’ Ground Spray 0’ Ground Spray 

Confluence of flowing 
streams 

66’ Aerial Spray Not identified 

66’ Ground Spray Not identified 

Points where surface 
water run-off from 
adjacent hillsides 
enters a stream 

66’ Aerial Spray Not identified 

66’ Ground Spray Not identified 

Lakes and reservoirs, 
estuaries, bogs and 

wetlands 

66’ Aerial Spray 60’ Aerial Spray > 8 
acres 

66’ Ground Spray 10’ Ground Spray > 8 
acres 

Non Fish-bearing streams 
(Type N), with no 

surface water present 

0’ Aerial Spray 0’ Aerial Spray 

0’ Ground Spray 0’ Ground Spray 

 
 


