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American Forests and the Communities Committee of the Seventh American Forest Congress have
developed pilot projects in the Seattle and Baltimore areas to explore ecological, social, and economic
linkages between urban and rural communities. Through these two-year pilot efforts, the national partners
have: 1) forged collaborative partnerships with local nonprofit groups and agencies; 2) helped local partners
identify shared objectives and actions; 3) provided seed money and helped implement actions; 4) connected
local groups to each other and national networks; 5) assisted in efforts to raise additional financial and
technical support for pilot project activities; and 6) disseminated information to broader audiences through
publications and presentations. Both pilot projects are focusing on building local capacity for ecosystem
restoration through education, skill-training, and increased investment. In Seattle, partner organizations have
formed `Greenway Connections' to protect and restore urban and rural forests along the 1-90 corridor through
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education and field training opportunities for youth from diverse and underserved communities. In
Baltimore, partners are building a workforce in inner-city neighborhoods capable of restoring vacant and
contaminated land through a restoration job training initiative, a high school education program, and efforts
to increase public and private sector investment in green infrastructure restoration projects.

Project objectives:
1. Develop collaborative partnerships with urban and rural agencies/community groups in the watersheds of

the Puget Sound and the Chesapeake Bay.
2. Identify shared objectives and actions that could strengthen understanding of ecological, social, and

economic linkages between urban and rural communities, consistent with the five goals of the urban-rural
initiative;

3. Connect local partners to national networks in order to share skills, information, and lessons; and work in
coalition on regional and national initiatives;

4. Provide seed funding to local partners to help plan and implement pilot projects;
5. Assist local groups in raising additional financial and technical support for pilots;
6. Provide tools and assistance to local groups in implementing project activities.
7. Publish and disseminate a report on each pilot project discussing objectives and actions, institutional and

policy issues, and ways to strengthen linkages between urban and rural communities.

Objectives met successfully:
1. Develop Collaborative Partnerships

a. Hired full-time staff person to implement pilot projects in Seattle and Baltimore.
b. Formed working partnerships through a signed Memorandum of Understanding in the Puget Sound

with Mountains-to-Sound Greenway Trust, Earth Corps (formerly Cascadia Quest), Mt. Baker-
Snoqualmie National Forest, and the Forest Service's Pacific Northwest Research Station. Earth
Corps has taken the initiative to hire a new 16-person team working in the greenway specifically for
this project and will soon begin an urban ecological restoration apprenticeship program for young
adults called Outreach and Restoration Community Apprenticeship (O.R.C.A.). New partners have
been brought into this project, including local elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools
in the Beacon Hill community of Seattle through which volunteer and restoration projects will take
place, Washington State University's Cooperative Extension to help develop the apprenticeship
training program, and the University of Washington for civic science monitoring research.

c. In Baltimore, our working partnerships with Civic Works, Ecosystem Recovery Institute, and the
Urban Arts Institute have lead to a program based on an EPA brownfield job training pilot grant.
Public and private sector partnerships that have developed so far through that grant include E.A.
Science and Technology Engineering, D. Glass and Associates, Edenspace Systems, Inc., EarthTech,
Inc., Ecolotree, Inc., Maryland Natives Nursery, Inc., Bluemount Nurseries, Inc., the Rose Street
Community Center, the University of Maryland Cooperative Extension, the U.S. EPA's Brownfields
Program, and the Urban Forest Initiative for the Woodberry Commons. Partnerships have developed
for the high school outreach program with the University of Maryland's Urban Forestry program, the
City of Baltimore's Forestry Division, Dunbar High School, Morgan State University, Southern
University, and New York State Department of the Environment. With incubation of the business,
the Institute for Local Self Reliance has joined our partnership.

2. Identify shared objectives
a. In both regions project visions have been identified through partnership efforts to develop pilot

project plans. Commonalities between the pilots include public outreach, job skill training,
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restoration projects, and policy efforts to promote demand for a restoration economy.
b. Prepared a long-term plan of action with partners in Baltimore and a Memorandum of Understanding

with partners in Seattle.

3. Connect local partners to national network
a. Local partners in the Puget Sound participated in: 1) a concurrent panel on creating an urban-rural

ecosystem workforce at the National Urban Forestry Conference in Seattle (September 1999) and 2) a
federal appropriations and training week for community-forestry practitioners in which they presented
briefings to federal agencies and national interest groups about the urban-rural pilot (March 2000).
Plans have been made to bring Seattle partners to the East Coast for fund raising efforts, to meet with
government officials, and to learn from other pilot participants in February, 2002.

b. Local partners in Baltimore met with Communities Committee members to discuss the urban-rural
pilot and a broader effort to spotlight urban forestry (December 1999). The national steering
committee of the Communities Committee convened its semi-annual meeting in Baltimore to discuss
the urban-rural pilot with local groups (May 2000). They identified actions that could be taken
through the pilot, ways to strengthen relationships, and took a field tour and worked with local
partners on restoring a vacant residential lot.

c. The Alliance for Community Trees participated in the Community Forestry Week in Washington
(March, 2001) to provide a voice for urban forests at the hearings.

d. In partnership with the Alliance for Community Trees, we developed a policy-training workshop for
urban constituencies at the National Urban Forest Conference (September, 2001).

e. We worked with local and Communities Committee partners to bring underserved and minority high
school students from Baltimore to the 2001 National Urban Forests Conference (Washington, DC,
September, 2001).for an urban forestry career education program and field tour.

f. We will work with the Communities Committee of the Seventh American Forest Congress to
organize an urban field tour for national networks of partners, policymakers and media.

4. Provide seed funding to local partners
a. Provided Global ReLeaf restoration tree planting funds to Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust.
b. Developing a private sector Global ReLeaf campaign to implement tree planting and nursery

development projects for the restoration training and demonstration sites in Baltimore.

5. Assist local groups in raising additional financial and technical support
a. Worked with Civic Works in Baltimore as key partner to develop a proposal for a $200,000

Brownfield job training pilot grant we was awarded from the EPA in 2001.
b. Devoted significant time to developing a number of proposals with our partners for various aspects of

the Baltimore project including training stipends, restoration project implementation, monitoring, and
business incubation. We have secured funding from Chesapeake ReLeaf, the Communities
Committee, and the EPA. Proposals to other funders include, but are not limited to, the Chesapeake
Bay Trust, the Abell Foundation, TKF Foundation, the Public Welfare Foundation, the Lockhart
Vaughan Foundation, the Noyes Foundation, and a second proposal to NUCFAC, which have been
rejected or deferred. Other proposals and inquiry letters have been sent and are being developed.

c. Developing a corporate, foundation, and membership fund raising initiative with our non-profit
Seattle partners, Earth Corps and the Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust.

d. Developing ways to integrate CITYgreen software and Regional Ecosystem Analyses (REA) into
community actions in each city. Students from the high school programs in Baltimore and Seattle
will learn the software and apply it to analyses for specific communities where restoration efforts are
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planned. These analyses will be used to increase investment from government, community, and
corporate entities in urban ecosystem restoration.

6. Provide tools and assistance in implementing project activities
a. In Baltimore, we helped develop the job training program for 10 months until Civic Works was able

to hire staff for the program. We assisted with trainee recruitment, curriculum development, hiring a
program supervisor, working with the EPA's brownfield liason and Americorps staff, and reaching
out to industry leaders to participate in developing the job training program.

1. We also implemented a strategy to be a bridge group between corporate landowners,
brownfield communities, and businesses that could potentially hire training graduates.
This 'demand building' role includes activities such as organizing field tours, organizing
workshops to draw companies into the field of brownfield remediation and restoration,
raising corporate money to catalyze remediation and restoration projects, running
community policy training workshops, and organizing a monitoring program. To this
point, we have developed and distributed a Labor Market Assessment that has increased
visibility in the region for this program. We have also attended conferences and meetings
to build relationships with companies in the business community in Baltimore such as
Beyond Petroleum, FMC Corporation, and Baltimore Gas and Electric. We are now
implementing a Global ReLeaf fund raising campaign for specific restoration projects in
Baltimore to use as an on-the-ground policy tool.

2. Working with the Urban Arts Institute in Baltimore, we are developing a micro-
enterprise focused on addressing urban land restoration and production issues. We have
sought seed funding and begun working with the Institute for Local Self-Reliance as well
to develop strategies for implementation.

b. With our Seattle partners, we have developed and submitted a proposal for funding related to
workforce training. We also helped craft the Memorandum of Understanding and are assisting with
the Marketing Strategy. We have mapped out additional actions that American Forests will take to
help with the civic science monitoring of the program, raise additional funds, and to help build
demand for a "restoration industry" in Washington state by creating statewide certification credentials
for an urban ecosystem workforce.

7. Disseminate information
a. Prepared papers and presentations on the urban-rural pilots for several meetings and conferences,

including: Keep America Growing conference (Philadelphia, PA, June 1999); 1999 National Urban
Forest Conference (Seattle, WA, September, 1999); Balancing the Landscape: Retaining Forests in
the Chesapeake Bay Watershed (Annapolis, MD, November, 1999); Annual meeting of the National
Association of Service Conservation Corps (Washington, D.C., February, 2000).

b. Published stories in the American Forests magazine Spring 2001 issue, the Baltimore Sun, and the
Communities Committee's Communities and Forests newsletter on urban-rural linkage and projects
within the overall program. Currently submitting a general interest article to Atlantic Monthly and
other national publications.

c. Drafted a report on the pilot projects discussing objectives and actions, institutional and policy issues,
and lessons. These reports will be disseminated nationally through established networks of local,
regional, and national nonprofit partner organizations, academic institutions, and public agencies.

Objectives not met:
None! The projects continue to develop, though, under separate funding.
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List the major research or policy findings of your project.
Please see below

If not apparent in the above, or if your project did not involve research, how did the project increase
the knowledge we have about urban forestry? How did (will) the public benefit?

This project considered urban forestry on a scale larger than a city alone, bringing recognition to the
ecological, social, and economic benefits of trees and forests along the continuum from inner-city areas, to
rapidly developing areas on the urban fringe, to surrounding rural areas with increasing development
pressures. It developed pilot projects to demonstrate both geographic urban / rural linkages and more
philosophical linkages by applying concepts and practices to underserved urban communities that have
proven successful in rural community-based forestry. This approach has allowed us to establish a national
initiative built on two premises key to the growth and public understanding of urban forestry: 1)
Communities are a key to sustainability; and 2) Communities must work together to address shared
ecological, social, and economic goals at a larger scale.

As the Baltimore and Seattle pilot projects develop beyond this funding, they will continue to
increase awareness and knowledge of urban forestry by promoting actions within and beyond their own
efforts that lead to ecological, social, and economic sustainability. Through policy field tours, regional media
events, and continued conference presentations, information and lessons from these pilots will continue to be
shared with national networks of conservation groups, educational institutions, community-based activists in
other metropolitan areas, and other interests to provide broader public benefit and ultimately advance
integrated efforts between urban and rural communities.

What recommendations might you make for community foresters or others who might benefit from
your project?

1. Create an informal, open process of discussion that presents urban / rural concepts with humility and
humor. These are "big vision" concepts, and they must address problems that are important to the
communities that adopt them. For example, in Seattle, vacant or contaminated urban land is not
nearly as significant an issue as it is in a post-industrial city such as Baltimore. Rather, Seattle faces
immense growth pressures from development into its rural forests and a high tech boom that is
leaving many underserved residents behind economically.

2. Seek partners with either an existing capacity for project implementation within a larger vision, or
partners who may lack immediate capacity for implementation, but have the ability to see beyond
their own communities to a more regional approach to problem solving and are willing to invest
resources into expanding their capacity.

3. In urban communities more than anywhere else, forestry must extend far beyond trees to integrate
critical social and economic issues. Economic growth, public health from contamination, open space
to picnic, or in-school service learning opportunities may rank far higher on a community's list of
priorities than just trees. Seek to use trees as a means of addressing more pressing social issues and
demonstrate the benefits of trees beyond their ecological value.

4. Balance a large, ambitious urban to rural vision with tangible projects on-the-ground. Many people
we spoke with were tired of meetings and talking about issues such as endangered species or water
quality. When approached with broad urban / rural concepts, they wanted more tangible on-the-
ground activities. So, while keeping the larger vision, build smaller scale efforts that can be adjusted
and allowed to expand incrementally rather than trying to resolve integrated urban forestry issues



through large-scale efforts.
5. Underserved urban communities are often inundated by people beyond their borders coming with pie-

in-the-sky resolutions to very complicated problems. Do not make statements of intent unless you
can follow through. Other well-intentioned initiatives in Baltimore have failed to follow this
principle and almost violent tension has resulted.

6. Understand the strengths and weaknesses of each partner. Small nonprofits might have limited
capacity, but they can make decisions and take action very quickly. Large organizations and federal
agencies, while potentially bringing significantly more capacity and resources, can be weighed down
by bureaucratic procedures and requirements. In both Seattle and Baltimore, under very different
circumstances, approximately 10 months of negotiations ensued before actions could be taken with
federal agencies. One objective of pilot project partners was to help federal agencies improve their
ability to work collaboratively with private nonprofit partners.

7. Learning through multi-party monitoring is critical to such projects, but is difficult to develop
methods and measures of social and economic change, as well as to raise funds for monitoring efforts.

Attach copies of reports, publications, or videos. If your work has been published (journals, popular
press, etc...), provide where they have been published or reported and how copies can be obtained.
Please see attached.
American Forests

"Charm City's Eco-Workforce" Spring, 2001
Communities and Forests:

"Setting the Stage for a Regional Land Ethic" Fall, 2001
"Faces of Urban Forestry in Baltimore" Summer, 2000

http://www.earthcorps.org/programs
"Corps Programs" - "Greenway Crew" and "Apprenticeships"
2001 Projects: "Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust (MTSG) / USFS-Mt. Baker/Snoqualmie"

http://www.epa.gov/sweropsthf/html-doc/jcivicwo.http
"Brownfields Job Training and Development Demonstration Pilot"

How were your results disseminated to the public?
Please see "Objectives met successfully" #7 and the attachments listed above.

List the active partners (key individuals or organizations) involved in the project to date:
National Partners
Gerald Gray and Ian Leahy (American Forests, Washington, D.C.)
Communities Committee task group on urban-rural linkages. Members include: Jim Beil (New York Dept.
of Environmental Conservation, Albany, NY), Carol Daly (Flathead Economic Policy Center, Kalispell,
MT); Gerald Gray (American Forests, Washington, D.C.); Juan Mendoza (Willamette Valley Reforestation,
Inc, Molalla, OR); Bryant Smith (U.S. Forest Service, Baltimore, MD), Rodney Stone (Southern University,
Baton Rouge, LA), Genevieve Cross (Oakland, CA); Rock Termini (National Audubon Society, Buffalo,
NY), Eleanor Torres (Integrated Infrastructures Incorporated, Beverly Hills, CA).

Pilot Project Partners 
Puget Sound-Seattle:
Doug Schindler (Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust)
Pieter Bohen and Steve Dubiel (Earth Corps)
John Phipps, Ron DeHart, Doug Schrenk, Penny Sundblad, and Lorette Ray (Mount Baker / Snoqualmie
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National Forest)
Roger Clark and Linda Kruger (Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station)
Beacon Hill Schools (a number of principles and teachers)
Cathy Wolf (University of Washington)
Washington State University Cooperative Extension

Chesapeake Bay Baltimore:
Jeff Barnett, Felicia L. Fred (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)
Ms. Julie Bennett (Baltimore Mayor's Office of Employment)
John Ciekot, Geoffrey Mason (Civic Works)
Jan Danforth, Stan Edmister (Woodberry neighborhood, Urban Forestry Initiative)
Dr. Kudjo Dzantor (University of Maryland Cooperative Extension)
Elroy Christopher (Rose Street Community Center)
Bruce Ferguson (Edenspace Systems, Inc.)
David Glass (D. Glass and Associates)
Michael Hendricks (Dunbar High School, Baltimore)
Michael Hollins (Ecosystem Recovery Institute and Environs, Inc.)
Ethel Locks (Deparment of Housing and Urban Development)
Frank Pine (E.A. Engineering Science and Technology Engineering)
Bryant Smith (Baltimore Ecosystem Study, Urban Arts Institute)
Dr. Joseph Reed (National Science Foundation)
Frank Rodgers (the Parks and People Foundation)
Glenn Ross (McEldery / Port neighborhood)
ATC Environmental

If possible, please provide a photo or illustration for our use that summarizes or represents the
project. Indicate how this illustration should be credited.

Photo by Ann Moote

If a no-cost extension
Not applicable.
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How would you evaluate the grant process? What changes, if any, would you recommend?
The grant reporting process is clear and efficient, with good interaction opportunities between NUCFAC staff
and grantees.

Comments considered of importance but not covered above:
Not applicable.

This report was prepared by:
Name: Ian Leahy
Title: Urban / Rural Program Manager, American Forests
Phone Number: (202) 955-4500 ext. 236
Date: January 9, 2002
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Linking New York
City to its rural
watersheds

by Gerry Gray and Alex Conley

New York City is one of the world's great
cities, full of skyscrapers and swarming
streets where dozens of languages can be
heard in the space of a few blocks. To keep
it all going, the city uses 1.4 billion gallons
of water a day, 90% of which comes from
its reservoir system in the Catskill and
Delaware watersheds.

Around those reservoirs  is a world that
seems far removed from the bustle of the
city, where idyllic views of steep wooded
valleys, dairy farms, and creekside cabin
resorts coexist with the realities of life in
an economically depressed rural area.

Today, beachgoers at Coney Island can
stop and read a sign that describes how the
boardwalk they are walking on is built of
wood carefully harvested in the city's
Catskill watershed. In the towns where the
wood was cut, loggers are voluntarily
attending classes to become "watershed
certified." Both the boardwalk and the
logger classes owe their existence to an
innovative new agreement that is reshaping
the relationship between the city and the
rural communities in its watersheds.

continued on page 3

Faces of urban forestry in Baltimore
by Ann Moote

In their central Baltimore neighborhood, community leaders Clayton Guyton and
Elroy Christopher are struggling to build a sense of pride and safety amid blocks of
mostly-abandoned rowhouses. Pointing to a photo exhibit of neighborhood scenes at
the Rose Street Community Center, Clayton explains that while some people may
dismiss this area as a worthless "concrete jungle," it is also home to many people.

These men have spent tireless hours working to reclaim the streets, backyards, and
alleys in their neighborhood. To get rid of drug dealers, Christopher and Guyton slept
on the corner for over 200 nights straight, with bullets raining over their heads. They
plastered photos of local youth and an African American history exhibit on boarded-
up windows of vacant buildings, to get people thinking about their community and
what they were doing to either hurt or help it.

They've also organized street tree plantings and invested hundreds of volunteer
hours to clear an abandoned block piled high with trash and rubble. Today, that block
is a community park with trees, grass, a gazebo, and a barbeque. The park is fenced
and locked, to keep children and families safe, and criminal elements out. Rose Street
Community Center keeps the key.

"You need to accept the urban forest for what it is. It's not just trees," says Bryant
Smith, a community forester with the nonprofit Parks & People Foundation in
Baltimore. "Community forestry needs to address junkies, housing, and hunger. Here,
we need to focus on people first." continued on page 6

Communities and Forests



I've had the privilege of facilitating the urban-

rural task group since its inception, and we've
been on an exciting path. I think back to the
November 1997 Communities Committee
meeting in Quincy, California when nearly all of
the steering committee members engaged in a
brainstorming session on urban-rural linkages.
Wonderful, expansive ideas flowed, identifying a
wide range of possible linkages to explore
among watersheds, technology, habitat
protection, demographic changes, poverty,
brownfields, political power, equity and justice
issues, gateway communities, forest product
certification, and marketing. The emerging
urban-rural task group took on the challenge of
trying to make sense out of this exciting, yet
unwieldy, topic.

The task group first developed a mission and
goals for an urban-rural initiative. The mission
focuses on learning and action: Build awareness
of environmental, social, and economic linkages between urban and rural
communities and promote collaborative action to meet shared ecological
objectives. The five goals are broad and suggest key strategies and actions:

• Promote dialogue between urban and rural community groups to build mutual
understanding and identify common environmental, social, and economic
issues/objectives.

• Identify and apply assessment, planning, and monitoring tools to explore
environmental, social, and economic linkages between urban and rural
communities.

• Encourage educational initiatives to share information and perspectives, and to
build common understanding of evolving urban and rural contexts.

• Develop partnerships between urban and rural community groups to share
information, expertise, and skills regarding means to participate in natural
resource planning and decision-making.

• Identify mechanisms and implement pilot projects through which urban and
rural community groups can work together—and with federal, state, and local
agencies—to demonstrate innovative approaches to ecosystem restoration and
maintenance.

To help move this initiative forward, the Communities Committee partnered with
American Forests to develop regional pilot projects, adopting the practical
community-based approach of learning by doing. We identified the Puget Sound
and Chesapeake Bay as regions with high national profiles concerning natural
resource issues linking urban and rural areas—salmon habitat restoration and clean

water, respectively.
Beyond these two pilot projects, the task group and Communities Committee are

seeking to learn more from efforts in California to build a constituency among rural
communities in the northern Sierras and urban groups in Los Angeles, focusing on

water issues that connect them (see related article, page 8), and from the research

task group's case studies of the Chicago Wilderness, Baltimore (see article, page I),

and New York City's watersheds (see article, page 1). Gerry Gray



New York City, continued from page 1
Historically, relationships between New York City and upstream
communities have been poor at best. A 1906 agreement with the
state gives the city authority to oversee and regulate watersheds
far beyond its municipal boundaries. When the city built its
reservoir system between 1920 and 1960, it acquired land
through eminent domain, flooding farms and forcing villages to
move. The city often paid below-market prices for the land, and
delays in payments forced many landowners into debt. Promises
to maintain bridges and roads around the reservoirs were
frequently broken as city budgets tightened in the 1970s and
80s, and many rural communities assert that the city has not paid
its fair share of property taxes.

Unprecedented agreement
In 1990, when the city proposed a new set of land-use
regulations to reduce non-point pollution in the watersheds,
many rural residents saw it as yet another act of aggression that
would undermine their cultures and economies. Yet by 1996, the
city and communities in the watersheds had signed a
groundbreaking agreement aimed at protecting both the city's
drinking water and the economic vitality of the communities.

What led to this unexpected coming together? The city knew
something needed to be done to comply with the Environmental
Protection Agency's (EPA) 1989 surface water-treatment rule,
which requires cities to filter drinking water unless it meets
stringent water-quality criteria. With the costs for a filtration
system at $5-8 billion to build and $200-500 million per year to
maintain, any other option seemed appealing. Yet rural
communities made a compelling argument that the proposed
regulations would limit landowner's options, inducing many to
sell to developers, with the resulting growth further reducing
rather water quality. Both sides were united by the fear of
"Crotonization," a reference to the Croton watershed that
supplies 10% of the city's water. Residential development there
dramatically changed local communities and led the EPA to
require the city to set up a costly filtration system.

"Hopefully, people here in the watersheds
are beginning to recognize New York City as
part of our community, and city officials and
residents are beginning to recognize farmers,
forest landowners, and loggers are part of

their community." - Alan White, WAC

The agreement
The resulting agreement, signed by the city and 35 rural
communities after years of negotiation, covers everything from
sewage treatment to agricultural preservation. Perhaps of most
interest here is the forestry program it created, which is run by
the Watershed Agriculture Council (WAC) and funded mainly
by the city. However, the agreement also requires the city to
only purchase land and conservation easements from willing
sellers and to pay full taxes on all acquired land, sets up a
community review process to get local input on proposed

purchases, and provides funding for community economic
development efforts, including $60 million to be distributed as
grants and loans by the Catskills Fund for the Future.

On the forestry side, WAC subsidizes the cost of hiring a
consulting forester for landowners interested in developing a
comprehensive forest-management plan and offers cost-shares
for activities meant to improve water quality. To date, over 81
landowners have signed up over 25,000 acres in the program.
WAC also conducts trainings for loggers to encourage the use of
best management practices and provides cost shares to help
interested loggers attend these trainings. So far 110 loggers have
been certified as "watershed qualified." Four model forests have
been established, and the WAC is working with local
environmental education centers to promote them. A riparian
restoration program is planting and restoring several miles of
riparian forest buffers along streams and floodplains to better
protect water quality and enhance wildlife habitat.

Challenges
While the forestry program is off to a good start, many
challenges remain. One set of challenges comes from the
increasing numbers of what Brian Fisher, the WAC's forestry
program manager, jokingly refers to as UFOs, or unidentified
forest owners. He notes that as farms and woodlots continue to
be broken up and sold to people from outside the area, "it's hard
to get a handle on who they are," so involving them in the
forestry program is difficult. Already, the bulk of the land is held
in small parcels of under 100 acres.

While protocols developed in the agreement have reduced
conflicts over the acquisition and taxation of city-owned lands,
how those lands will be managed is still a source of some
tension. To date, the city has emphasized custodial management,
and has been hesitant to cut timber on watershed lands, while
many in the region believe that properly conducted logging can
provide benefits to local communities without affecting water
quality. When the city purchases conservation easements on
lands that stay in private hands, it also establishes guidelines for
the management of those lands; Brian Fisher notes that, "Most
private nonindustrial forest landowners would like to see more
flexibility in those conditions."

The entire agreement between the city and the watershed
communities is precedent setting, complex, and fragile. It is held
together by money $1.4 billion of mostly city dollars and
requires changes in the working habits of state, city and federal
regulatory agencies. Its success depends on strong, consistent
leadership, which worries some. But even the doubters have not
opposed the agreement. As Eric Goldstien of the Natural
Resources Defense Council noted, "It's one of the most
important and complicated issues facing the region. We are
fooling ourselves if we think this current round will solve it.
This is a stopgap initiative that buys us a little time, and that's
useful." (New York Times, June 24, 1996)

It is still too early to assess many of the agreement's
outcomes, such as changes in water quality or local economic
activity. But one outcome is already clear: The relationship
between the city and rural watersheds residents has changed.
Historic antagonism has been greatly reduced, and
communication among all involved has significantly improved.



Erika Svendsen
Currently, I am the director of Greenthumb, New York City's
community gardening program, but I started out on quite a
different track. I was studying strategic defense and international
development and got interested in the environment by studying
military regimes in Brazil and learning about the impact of roads
and resettlement schemes in the Amazon. Then I went to work
in the global environment program at the Rockefeller
Foundation and learned about human resources in the
environment and issues of environmental equity. That led me to
Yale University's School of Forestry & Environmental Studies.

At Yale, I was completely inspired by Dr. Bill Burch and his
interest in reconnecting people to resources, culture, and history.
I came to look at natural resources as an incredible medium for
restoring people's sense of self and community.

Erika Svendsen directs Greenthumb, New
York City's community gardening program.

She joined the steering committee of the
Communities Committee of the Seventh

American Forest Congress in 1999.

We use words like "garden" or "forest" to mean many things.
My working definition of community forestry, or community
gardening, is using the natural resource base as a tool to
strengthen community-based development. Sometimes the
resource we're using is a tree; sometimes it's just a vacant lot.
The common link is a strong commitment to Community
stewardship. People begin by restoring the land but end up
restoring a deep sense of humanity and environmental
awareness.

Burch's mentoring led me to work in community-based
environmental restoration internationally, in community forestry
in Baltimore, and ultimately, to my work with Greenthumb.

Sustaining the people who steward the land
For over 20 years, Greenthumb has helped individuals,
neighbors, and larger groups come together to restore some part
of their neighborhood. The restoration can take almost any
form—sculpture gardens, tree nurseries, market gardens, murals,
playgrounds, senior citizen gardens the range is as broad as the
human imagination.

There are about 750 community gardens in New York City,
and at best a Greenthumb staff of about 10, so everything we do
is based on partnerships and volunteers. Greenthumb provides
supplies and technical support, but the community volunteers are
the land stewards. Greenthumb gives away over 2,000 trees each
year, and we know those trees are planted, mulched, pruned,

watered, and even revered. We work not just to support and
sustain physical spaces but also to sustain the groups that build
and maintain them, because without the people you can't sustain
the space.

Active Greenthumb gardens can apply to our garden
enrichment fund for help with the physical garden, the group
that maintains it, and programming support. The physical
enhancement aid might take the form of plant grants or help
with garden layout and design. We help the groups build
membership through events, mailings, and newsletters. We focus
on site visits rather than site inspections and work toward
learning from each garden. We also do a lot of listening to
people and offering emotional support. Sometimes we refer
groups to conflict mediation services. The programming support
helps groups get the word out that these spaces exist. We help
them design concert series, youth educational programs, and
public art classes in the gardens.

People are the urban-rural link
Here in the city the rural forest can seem very far away. But
New Yorkers come from all over the country and the world, and
from all walks of life, and they bring with them an intrinsic
sense of connection to the land. We've got community gardeners
who come from a farming background in the Carribean, the
southern United States, Southeast Asia, or Europe. When these
people come to the city, they bring with them their natural
abilities to convert, restore, and nurture the land. They can turn
what seem to be impossible landscapes into really lush
community gardens.

"People begin by restoring the land but end
up restoring a deep sense of humanity

and environmental awareness."

There's been a shift in the last 30 years with the growth of
environmental awareness. It used to be that people saw their
patch of green as an isolated garden, but now they're starting to
see their land as part of a larger ecosystem, linking to parks and
greenways and watersheds.

There is a sense of uniting that happens naturally when you
bring community land stewards together. Whether urban or
rural, they share a common language. Another commonality is
politics. The politicized nature of land in the city is the same as
the larger land wars you see in rural parts of the country. You
get the same fights between people wanting to use land as open
green space versus those who see open space as a lost
opportunity for economic development.

Connecting nationally
I joined the Communities Committee's steering committee last
year, and I've really enjoyed being part of a nationwide group
working with communities. It's good to know that there are so
many people out there working in the same direction. It gives all
of our work more validity and support to know that we're part of

a larger movement.



Communities in the
Northeast grapple
with changing
forest systems
Modelling the forest economy
Even the most remote rural areas are tied
into the worldwide network of trade,
information, and migration, a fact that is
not lost on residents of the Northern
Forest that stretches across New York,
Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine.

In an innovative new endeavor, the
Northern Forest Center and the
Sustainability Institute are exploring how
local trends are influenced by these
external factors. They're using systems
dynamics techniques originally
developed by engineers to model the
forest products economy of the Northern
Forest and the economic, ecological, and
social factors that influence it.

An advisory council of stakeholders,
with members ranging from foresters to
industry representatives to environmental
advocates, has developed a shared
understanding of this forest system and
created a computer model. The model
allows users to test assumptions about
such factors as forest growth rates, loss
of forest to development, landowner
cash-flow needs, and mills'
responsiveness to price. Model users can
also ask "what if" questions about policy
actions.

The Center and the Institute are
initiating a year-long series of workshops
with stakeholders around the region to
expand understanding of the complex
interactions affecting the forest and the
economy. Steve Blackmer

A new town forest?
New England's long tradition of
managing town forests for community
benefit has its origins in the village
commons of colonial times. Throughout
the 19th century, income from town
forests supported many schools and
poorhouses. The town of Randolph, New
Hampshire, is turning to this centuries-

old model of town forestry to address a
current forest fragmentation challenge.

Between two units of the White
Mountain National Forest, in the town of
Randolph, New Hampshire, lies a 12,000-
acre strip of private land that has long
been tagged as an important biological
corridor and recreation area. When the
industry-owned tract was put up for sale,
many agreed it should be preserved as
open space. Yet several area residents
were apprehensive at the thought of the
federal government purchasing more
property in the area and expanding the
national forest boundary.

Instead, residents of Randolph and
representatives of the Forest Service, the
Society for the Protection of New
Hampshire's Forests, and the Trust for
Public Land have worked out a joint
ownership and management agreement
for the parcel. Under the agreement, the
Trust would purchase the land, then resell
approximately 2,000 acres that fall within
the existing Congressionally-designated
boundary of the national forest to the
Forest Service. Federal Forest Legacy
funds would be used to purchase a
conservation easement on the remaining
10,000 acres, and that land would be sold
to the town of Randolph.

The town plans to manage the
land almost one-third of its land
area—as a community forest, providing
open space and recreational opportunities
as well as sustainable timber harvests that
will preserve traditional jobs and tax
revenue. Community members are
working to raise funds to complete the
purchase. One option they're exploring is
a municipal bond, to be repaid with
revenues from timber harvesting on the
property.

Charlie Neibling and Alex Conley

Devastating storm rekindles
community forestry spirit
It was a disaster--a derecho (straight-line
winds) with speeds exceeding 100 miles
an hour over about 10 square miles—that
provided the impetus to rekindle the
Syracuse, New York community forestry
program and in some aspects, community
spirit itself.

Ten years' worth of budget cuts and
li mited community involvement had
taken their toll on the municipal forestry

program in Syracuse. Then the 1998
Labor Day storm hit, devastating the
urban forest. In the aftermath, the mayor
convened the ReLeaf Syracuse
Committee to look at reforestation
options and the community raised
$355,000 for tree planting.

ReLeaf Syracuse, now a nonprofit
organization, has since conducted
extensive tree plantings, tree-care
workshops, and an inventory of all public
street and park trees. The city is working
with citizens, neighborhood
organizations, and businesses to identify
what the community forest of tomorrow
should look like, and to develop a master
plan to implement that vision. While no
one hopes for another bout of 115 mph
winds, the community is proud of the
way it turned a disaster into an
opportunity to reinvigorate the city's
community forestry program.

John Clancy

Forestry in a residential landscape
Central New York is a region dotted with
state forests, wildlife management areas,
and other public forest lands managed by
the state's Department of Environmental
Conservation (DEC). These lands were
acquired and reforested following large-
scale agricultural abandonment during
the late 19'h and early 20' h centuries.

Today, as the region's agricultural
economy continues to decline, farmland
around the Syracuse, Ithaca, and
Binghamton metropolitan areas is
undergoing rapid parcelization and
conversion into residential subdivisions.
The loss of open space combined with an
influx of new residents has changed
public perception of state lands, leading
to a greater interest in long-term
management for outdoor recreation,
habitat conservation, and preservation of
cultural resources.

The DEC has taken this opportunity to
initiate a state land planning process to
foster dialogue among the various
stakeholders. The objective is to develop
a shared vision and management plan for
each state land management unit within
the region. Gregory Owens
(Editor's note: Forest fragmentation in
the United States was addressed at length
in the March 2000 issue of the Journal of
Forestry.)



Baltimore, continued from page I
Officially, Baltimore has 12,000 vacant
houses and 14,000 vacant lots where
houses have been demolished.
Community organizers estimate the
actual numbers are much higher—around
40,000 vacant lots, with another 20,000
houses scheduled for demolition.

The vacant lots reflect a drastic drop in
the city's population, from about I .2
million in the late 1970s to about 600,000
today. Initially, people left because the
industrial base that provided jobs left.
They kept leaving as urban infrastructure
crumbled and crime rates rose.

"There's all this no man's land in the
city buildings and lots that have been
abandoned by their owners" says Frank
Rogers, another Parks & People
community forester. "We'd like to see
community groups get control over the
open space in their neighborhoods."

Another face of community
forestry in Baltimore
There's another face of Baltimore,
however, and another perspective on
community forestry here. This other
Baltimore is found in stately historic
homes, 300,000 street trees, and lush
streamvalley parks. Urban forestry in
these areas focuses on ecological
restoration and stewardship.

The ecological side of urban forestry in
Baltimore is embodied in Dr. Michael
Beer, a retired professor of biophysics,
who is one of many community leaders
working to restore native species and
free-flowing waterways.

Restoring an urban forest
Michael Beer has a story he likes to tell
about how he got involved in community
forestry. It starts in 1960, when he and
his family bought a house abutting one of
Baltimore's streamvalley parks, the 12-
acre, half-mile long Stony Run Greenway
in the Jones Falls watershed. The Beers
noticed that all the trees on the greenway
were old, so they planted some new ones
near their property. They soon realized
why there were no young trees on the
greenway—the city's maintenance crews
were mowing them down.

Over the next two decades, Beer
played tug-of-war with the city, writing
letters, calling, and watching young trees

get mowed down. Finally, he went
directly to the maintenance workers
responsible for the mowing. Spying one
mowing the greenway, Beer walked up to
him, pointed out a young tree, and asked,
"See this tree?" The man said that yes, he
saw it. "Don't mow it down," Beer said.
The man agreed. Beer moved on to the
next tree, "See this tree?" "Yes," the man
said, and mowed down the first one. At
that point, Beer prevailed on a wealthy
neighbor to buy him a mower and told the
city he'd do the mowing himself.

In 1984, Beer organized his neighbors
to help with plantings and greenway
upkeep, and the Friends of Stony Run
was born. The Friends decided to try to
restore the native ecosystem, restricting
plantings to native species. They
organized students from local colleges
and schools to clean up the trash. They
pulled out invasive vines and planted
trees and wildflowers.

A national experiment
Since 1994, Baltimore has been home to
a national experiment in watershed-scale
urban forestry with an explicit goal of
addressing social and environmental
needs in tandem. The program,
Revitalizing Baltimore, is funded by the
U.S. Forest Service and managed by
Parks & People Foundation in partnership
with state, county, and city agencies,
several nongovernmental organizations,
and academic institutions.

Revitalizing Baltimore funds projects
ranging from urban tree plantings to
developing watershed-scale geographic
information systems.

Much of the program's early work
focused on the Gwynns Falls watershed
on Baltimore's west side, where project
partners have developed a "watershed
atlas" depicting social and environmental
conditions. They also helped organize the
Gwynns Falls Watershed Association,
modeled after the Herring Run Watershed
Association in eastern Baltimore, to clean
up waterways, plant trees, and teach
residents about watershed connections.

In 1997, Revitalizing Baltimore
partners took notice of Michael Beer's
work in Stony Run and asked him to help
organize a third watershed group in
Baltimore's central watershed, the Jones
Falls.

Volunteers came in droves
"We started by spending about a year
getting to know the river," Beer says.
"Although in many ways it had been
criminally violated, turned into little
more than a concrete sewer, we also
found unknown, beautiful sections. For
me, it was a delightful discovery of a
hidden treasure." Hikes and canoe trips
down the Jones Falls revealed herons,
kingfishers, ducks, geese, fish, and other
wildlife living in and around abandoned
textile mills and crumbling sewer pipes.

Beer started looking for volunteers to
help with stream cleanups and riparian
plantings, and somewhat to his surprise
they came in droves.

Today, Beer proudly surveys the Stony
Run woodland that was once a lawn, the
school nursery with over 3,000 plants,
the restored mills used as commercial
and artist space, and the experimental
planting that includes every species of
tree native to Maryland. Large groups of
"stream stewards" regularly clean up
garbage along the entire length of the
Falls, and Beer has organized volunteers
who adopt individual trees or patches of
land and keep them cleared of trash and
invasive exotic plants.

Watersheds link communities
Jones Falls, like the Herring Run and
Gwynns Falls, flows from rural and
suburban Baltimore County into the city.
The three watershed associations have
brought together people from different
reaches of the river and different walks
of life for stream cleanups, tree plantings,
and annual festivals. Yet Baltimore's
community foresters continue to struggle
with the challenge of addressing both
social and environmental needs.

Looking at the Gwynns Falls/Leakin
Park in Baltimore City, David Hollander,
a founder of the Gwynns Falls Watershed
Association, says, "The neighborhoods
on the west side are mostly white and
middle class, and they're concerned with
aesthetics and the environment. On the
east side the neighborhoods are mostly
black and poorer, and those people are
concerned with social stuff, especially
recreational and educational
opportunities for their kids. I see the
watershed association as providing some
sort of synthesis of the two perspectives."



Perspective - Community
forestry in Baltimore

by Sam Burns

On May 4, 2000 I boarded a plane in Durango, Colorado,
heading for my first meeting  as a steering committee member of
the Communities Committee of the Seventh American Forest
Congress. Eager to see some friends and colleagues,  I looked
forward to the discussion, yet wondered: Why are we meeting in
Baltimore? There aren't any forests in Baltimore! What sort of
field trip can we take there?

Having played a faciliting role on a forest restoration project
in Southwest Colorado, the Ponderosa Pine Partnership, I sort of
mentally rehearsed conversations  I would have with the steering
committee about sustaining small family-owned logging
companies; reintroducing fire; stewardship contracting; and my
favorite topic, building federal land management agencies'
capacity to work in partnership with local communities.  I
reflected on the need to educate urban folks about public land
stewardship needs in order to gain political support for us out
here in the rural West.

My views changed when Bryant Smith toured us around
Baltimore and told us the story of its urban forestry. We toured
several sites—a community garden along an abandoned railroad
right-of-way, a sizeable natural forest in the midst of the urban
core that the neighborhood was attempting to save from
residential and commercial development. I was most touched,
however, by the work being accomplished by neighborhood
residents through the Rose Street Community Center. Here we
met two leaders, Elroy Christopher and Clayton Guyton, who
explained how the neighborhood was working on
redevelopment, pushing out drug dealers and raising people's
awareness of their cultural strengths  (see story, page 1).

As we walked back from viewing a community garden built by
Rose Street Community Center members, I turned to Mr.
Christopher and asked him how the Rose Street Community
Center was organized and sustained. He paused a moment, looked
at me firmly, and said, "Faith."

Later that afternoon we went to a vacant lot in central
Baltimore to build a pocket park. As we dug the holes for trees
and shrubs and set three benches in concrete, the neighborhood
children drifted in. At one point, there were four shovels digging
a hole for a tree. One was mine, and the other three were held by
the children. They grunted and pushed and lifted with great
satisfaction. A partnership began to form between us visitors and
the young folks sharing the dirt and shovels.

As the evening wore on and we gathered to eat chicken, crab,
and potato salad in a city park, the picture became clearer.
Community people from around the United States—from
Baltimore, the intermountain West, Montana, California, New
York, and Arizona—were gathered to work and celebrate
communities as good stewards of natural things—water, trees,
and dirt and thereby becoming healthier themselves.

I left Baltimore realizing that it does not matter where you live
or what the specific economic and ecological problems are,
because the challenges and opportunities are similar in the
community forestry and collaborative stewardship movement. We
need to have "faith," as Mr. Christopher said. We all need to put
our hands on the shovels and touch the earth and, as Wendell
Berry reminds us, "keep our work within the reaches of love."

American Forests looks to
abate Chesapeake Bay's
forest loss

by Ian Leahy
The 41-million-acre Chesapeake Bay drainage system was once
almost entirely forested. Today, however, forests cover less than
60 percent of the watershed. Historically, forests were cleared for
farms and timber harvest, but the major threat to the
Chesapeake's forests today is development: houses, roads, malls,
and parking lots.

To assess this loss, American Forests analyzed satellite images
of Chesapeake Bay forests from 1973, 1985, and 1997. Around
the Baltimore-Washington, D.C. corridor, it found that forests
declined from 821,000 acres to 555,000 acres between 1973 and
1997, while developed land rose from 462,000 acres to 732,000
during the same time period. In 1985, development replaced trees
as the dominant feature of the landscape.

More rural parts of the watershed showed similar rates of forest
loss. An 11.5-million-acre section of the basin lost nearly 2-
million acres of forest due to sprawling development and
agricultural clearing, American Forests says.

The cost of this forest loss can be seen in increased pollution in
the Bay, as well as increased air pollution, decreased biodiversity,
and storm water runoff that taxes municipal infrastructures.
American Forests is making an effort to reverse the trend by
planting one million trees in the Bay watershed this year.



15 years to restore the Feather River watershed. What began in
1985 as an experiment to raise the water table in a single
degraded alpine meadow has grown into scores of projects on
more than 40 creeks. All aim to reduce erosion and extend the
season of stream flow throughout the Feather River watershed,
an area as large as Rhode Island.

Recently, these rural partners have also recognized potential
allies in the millions of Californians living downstream who fill
their teakettles and their tubs with water from the Sierras. In
addition to assuring a constant supply of high quality water,
restoration work in the upper watershed can reduce the threat of
flooding hundreds of miles below by slowing the peak flows and
increasing the upstream storage capacity.

To the surprise of the Feather River partners, they have found
support for their efforts among the urban California consumers
downstream. In surveys, water users have said they would be
willing to pay a fee for upstream watershed maintenance. "It's
startling, but they actually said they would accept a $1 per
month fee to support upper watershed work," says Leah Wills of
the Feather River Coordinated Resource Management group.

Going to the source makes the connection real
That does not surprise Elsa Lopez, executive director of the
Mothers of East Los Angeles—Santa Isabel. Her group has been
working for six years to connect its Los Angeles neighborhoods
with Mono Lake in the eastern Sierra Nevada mountains. The

distant and dissimilar areas are
linked by a 300-mile pipeline that
draws water from rural Mono
County to urban Los Angeles.

Court orders and a 1994
California State Water Resources
Board decision have limited the
diversions to protect Mono Lake's
unique ecosystem. That has forced
Los Angeles officials to consider
new ways to slake the city's thirst.
Water conservation is one of them.

The Mothers of East Los
Angeles and other inner-city
groups began helping in 1992 by
distributing ultra-low-flow toilets
in their communities. Each low-
flow toilet saves up to 5,000
gallons of water a year. That's
water that can stay in the Mono
Basin to benefit the environment,

the neighborhood workers told residents.
It was going to the source that made the connection real. In

1994, the Mothers of East Lost Angeles took a group of local
youth to Mono Lake for five days of camping, hiking, and
swimming. Some of them had never seen a lake; some had never
seen snow or stars, says Lopez. In the two months after they
returned, the distribution of low-flow toilets was triple the
number distributed over the previous seven months. "Those
people came back from Mono and decided they wanted to make
a difference. They did," says Lopez. continued on page 12

In the crowded neighborhoods of Los Angeles, the Mothers of
East Los Angeles are distributing low-flow toilets to help raise
the level of Mono Lake 330 miles away. In the rural foothills
above Chico, Roger Cole is training homeowners to prune
thousands of trees as a hedge against erosion and flooding more
than 100 miles downstream. Properly pruned trees will be
healthier, with bigger root systems to absorb and hold more
water, he says.

Up and down the state of California, urban foresters and
community groups are tackling problems in their own backyards
to benefit the watersheds they share with distant regions. It's a
holistic approach to resource management based on the belief
that what happens at one end of the system affects the other
end—and everything in between. "If you pull one string in the
ecosystem, you unravel the whole thing," says Cole, president of
Streaminders in Butte County.

And if you begin repairing the damaged threads, these
activists believe, it may be possible to knit entire watersheds
back together. They are emphasizing planting and cultivating
trees in urban neighborhoods for the long-term benefits
upstream and down, as well as for the more immediate effects
on community aesthetics
and quality of life. It's a
process that is bringing
together rural and urban
communities and north- and
south-state groups often
polarized by competing
needs.

The people treating
watersheds as integral,
whole systems are also
challenging the traditional
notion that only expensive
projects designed by high-
tech engineers can quench
California's perennial thirst
for water.

"Once you start
connecting people to trees
and stream systems and each
other, they recognize
common problems north and
south. The links are creating more natural and efficient ways to
manage water," says Martha Davis, director of Californians and
the Land.

Downstream users support upstream projects
This emerging statewide watershed consciousness is evolving
from the efforts of individuals and groups scattered around
California. One of the oldest groups is in the rural northern
Sierra Nevada, where a coalition of ranchers and anglers,
environmentalists, and agency officials have been working for



New and improved
federal funding for
community forestry
There are several new options for
community forestry funding working
their way through Congress this summer.

The biggest news is that CARA the
Conservation and Reinvestment
Act—passed the House with broad
bipartisan support. A number of other
bills also call for increased funding for
community forestry and related activities.

Conservation & Reinvestment Act
CARA (H.R. 701) passed the House on
May 1 1 th and is now being considered by
the Senate. This landmark bill calls for
using a portion of the federal
government's revenue from offshore oil
and gas leasing to fund everything from
endangered species preservation to
basketball courts. One billion dollars per
year would be used to help state and local
governments mitigate the impacts of
offshore drilling, and $900 million would
be used to fund the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, which supplies
monies for land and water acquisitions by
state and federal government agencies.

CARA also would provide $350
million to nearly double federal funds for
wildlife conservation, $125 million to
help local governments build and
rehabilitate recreation facilities, $100
million to fund the Historic Preservation
Act, $200 million for a coordinated
restoration program for federal and
Indian lands, $100 million to carry out
farmland protection and fund the Forest
Legacy and Urban and Community
Forestry Assistance Programs, and $50
million to purchase conservation
easements and fund landowner incentives
that aid in the protection of threatened
and endangered species. Taken together,
the CARA provisions would provide
unprecedented, permanent funding for
conservation programs. Prospects for
Senate passage are good.

Community Forest Restoration Act
The Community Forest Restoration Act
(S. 1288), passed by the Senate in
November 1999, is now being considered
by the House Committee on Resources.
Introduced by Senator Bingaman (D-
New Mexico), the bill calls for $5 million
a year to fund restoration forestry
projects in New Mexico. It would set up
a collaborative forest restoration program
to fund individual grants of up to
$360,000 for experimental forest
restoration projects. Qualifying projects
would be required to focus on restoring
ecosystem functions and biodiversity,
reduce fire risks, preserve old and large
trees, and be designed through
collaborative processes involving a
diverse and balanced group of
stakeholders.

Project SEARCH Act
Senator Crapo (R-Idaho) recently
introduced a bill (S. 2296) intended to
help community groups find funding for
environmental projects. The "Project
SEARCH Act of 2000" calls for the EPA
to transfer $1 million to each state
governor for use by independent citizen
councils that would review and award
grants to community projects. The
program would be designed to be easily
accessible to small communities, with a
simple application process and no
matching fund requirement.

Economic Action Program
However, not all the news from Congress
is good news. Funding for the Forest
Service's Economic Action Program
(EAP), which includes the Rural
Community Assistance Program, is being
whittled down as the appropriations
process continues. Last year EAP was
funded at over $20 million; the
President's proposed budget for 2001
gave it $17 million, and the current
House appropriations markup shows
EAP funded at nearly $14.3 million,
down $5.9 million from last year.

Less than $8 million will be widely
available, since $6.4 million is earmarked
for specific projects, such as the New
York City watersheds and Lake Tahoe
erosion control. The bill next goes to the
Senate, where policy analysts expect
additional "special projects" will be
added.

Senate stewardship
contracting hearing
On May 4, the U.S. Forest Service's
stewardship pilot program and the 28
stewardship contracting projects it
authorized were reviewed in a Senate
Energy and Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Forests and Public
Land Management oversight hearing.
The program was developed to
encourage efforts to experiment with
innovative approaches to U.S. Forest
Service contracting.

Many panelists including several
Communities Committees members—
called for increased funding for the
program and emphasized the continued
need to reform contracting mechanisms
to better achieve forest restoration goals
and encourage the development of
locally-based, high wage, high skill
ecosystem workforces.

Several people testified that the Forest
Service should clarify what is possible
under existing contracting authorities,
and some expressed concerns over
procedures that have slowed down many
of the pilot projects. A representative of
the National Audubon Society expressed
the concern that goods-for-services
contracting encourages otherwise
unwarranted logging.

Appropriations training
The third annual federal rural
appropriations workshop brought 25
community forestry practitioners together
in Washington, D.C., last April to help
them better understand sometimes
Byzantine budget and legislation
processes, and to give them a chance to
network with policymakers in the capital.
This year, the workshop focused on
challenges to implementing effective
ecological restoration and community
development projects. The week-long,
intensive appropriations workshops are a
collaborative effort of the National
Network of Forest Practitioners, the
Pinchot Institute for Conservation,
American Forests, and the Communities
Committee of the Seventh American
Forest Congress.

by Alex Conley, with input
from Thomas Brendler, Maia Enzer,

Bill Imbergamo, and Michael Goergen



Resources
Publications
The New Watershed Sourcebook. This expanded version of the
1996 Watershed Sourcebook is a must-read for anyone involved
with watershed and forestry groups in the West. It includes a
directory of 346 watersheds with short case studies of 117 of
them, the results of a survey that documents the experiences and
impressions of 276 watershed initiative participants in Oregon,
an overview of the legal framework within which
community-based groups operate, and more. The 475-page
report (RR24) can be downloaded from the Internet at
<http://www.colorado.edu/law/NRLC/recentpubs.html >, or
purchased for $17 from the University of Colorado's Natural
Resources Law Center, Campus Box 401, Boulder, CO
80309-0401, phone 303 492-1272, < nrIc@colorado.edu>.

Research on community-based collaborative groups. Two
new publications summarizing research on community-based
collaboratives are available from the Udall Center for Studies in
Public Policy. Assessing Research Needs: Summary of a
Workshop on Community-based Collaboratives is the result of a
workshop that brought together community forestry
practitioners, researchers, agency representatives, and others to
identify significant research questions pertaining to collaborative
approaches to public land management. An Overview of the
Literature on Collaborative Conservation in the United States is
an annotated bibliography of publications that focus on
collaborative conservation. Both publications ($6 each) are
available from the Udall Center for Studies in Public Policy,  do
Kathleen Veslany, The University of Arizona, 803 E. First
Street, Tucson, AZ 85719, phone 520-884-4393,
<veslany@u.arizona.edu >.

Chronicle of Community. The Spring 2000 issue of this
excellent periodical contains a number of articles on community
forestry several of them by or about Communities Committee
members. The Chronicle of Community regularly includes
detailed case studies of community-based conservation groups
and commentary and philosophical discussions on the meaning
of community-based conservation. Subscriptions ($24-$33) and
individual copies ($8) are available from the Northern Lights
Research and Education Institute, 210 N. Higgins, Suite 326,

Missoula, MT 58902, phone 406-721-7415.

Community forestry in High Country News. The May 8, 2000

issue of this biweekly newspaper contains an interesting set of
articles on community forestry and locally based value-added

forest industry in the Northern Rockies. Focused on natural
resource issues in the American West, this newspaper frequently
features community forestry items. You can find High Country

News online at <www.hcn.org>. Subscriptions are available
from High Country Foundation, Box 1090, Paonia, CO 81428,

phone 800-905-1155.

I nternet resources

Communities Committee Listservs. In addition to this
newsletter, the Communities Committee sponsors two email
listservs. Community Forestry News is used for announcements,
policy updates, job postings, and the like. Community Forestry
Forum is a space for more in-depth discussions of community
forestry issues. To learn how to subscribe to either listserv, visit
<http://udalIcenter.arizona.edudistservs/listservs.html >.

Community Forestry Connections. This Internet newsletter
seeks to inform and encourage the long-term health and
prosperity of small, privately owned woodlots, their owners, and
their communities. It also highlights events, activities, and
resources for individuals and groups interested in independent
third-party certification of family forests and wood products.
The newsletter can be read online at < www.forestrycenter.org>.
To receive a summary of each new issue by email, send a
message to <listserv@iatp.org> and write "subscribe cfc-news"
in the body of the message.

Upcoming events
Forest Owner Cooperation: Balancing Ecology and
Economics. October 13-14, Madison, Wisconsin. Those
interested in learning more about forestry cooperatives in North
America may be interested in this conference, sponsored by
Cooperative Development Services, the Community Forestry
Resource Center, and the University of Wisconsin Center for
Cooperatives. To learn more, contact Jody Padgham at 608-
262-0705 or <padgham@aae.wisc.edu >.

Communities Committee of the Seventh American Forest
Congress' steering committee meeting. October 20-21,
Hayfork, California. The next steering committee meeting will
be held in the Pacific Northwest. It will include a field trip to
view local community forestry projects and a business meeting.
Committee members are encouraged to attend. For more
information, contact Lynn Jungwirth at The Watershed Research
and Training Center, Box 356, Hayfork, CA 96041, phone 530-
628-4206, <wrtc@hayfork.net>.

National Network of Forest Practitioners annual meeting.
October 25-29, Fairlee, Vermont. For more information, contact
Wendy Gerlitz at 505-995-0000 or at <wgerlitz@nnfp.org>.

National Rural Community Assistance Conference. October
28-November 3, Vermont. The theme of this Forest Service-
sponsored conference is "grassroots to global—exploring the
Northern Forest, rural America, and the world." For more
information, contact Susan Odell at <sode1101@fs.fed.us> or at
202-205-1385.

Money in the Mountains: Options For Creating Sustainable
Wealth. November 2-4, Weston, West Virginia. This conference
will bring business owners, community groups, and community
forestry experts together to discuss businesses that use West
Virginia's forest resources in a sustainable, ecologically sound
way. For more information, call the Center for Economic
Options at 800-780-5652 or visit
<www.centerforeconoptions.org >.

http://www.colorado.edu/law/NRLC/recentpubs.html
mailto:nrIc@colorado.edu
mailto:veslany@u.arizona.edu
http://www.hcn.org
http://udalIcenter.arizona.edudistservs/listservs.html
http://www.forestrycenter.org
mailto:listserv@iatp.org
mailto:padgham@aae.wisc.edu
mailto:wrtc@hayfork.net
mailto:wgerlitz@nnfp.org
mailto:sode1101@fs.fed.us
http://www.centerforeconoptions.org
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Backyard forestry projects benefit water resources
Most of the everyday activities of urban foresters contribute to
efficient water use. Members of North East Trees in Los
Angeles, for example, mulch every tree they plant, says the
group's founder and president, Scott Wilson. The mulch helps
hold stormwater coming from higher ground, making it
available to the tree, which stores the water in its roots and slows
its flow to lower ground. It's an inexpensive, low-tech action
that contributes to the watershed above and below the well-
mulched tree. "There's no question that people are making the
connection between upper and lower watersheds," Wilson says.

In northern California, Roger Cole's tree-pruning classes for
homeowners have benefitted 2,500 trees. While topping a tree
may produce a burst of luxuriant growth, it tends to create
structural weakness, sometimes killing the tree. Properly pruned
trees are healthier. The water they can hold not only slows down
flood runoff, it also reduces the heat island effect, thus reducing
the demand for air conditioning. Cole also works with
homeowners planting willows and expanding flood plains
between their homes and the creeks that run through their
property to reduce runoff.

By applying backyard solutions at a larger scale, TreePeople,
a 25-year old urban forestry program in Los Angeles, has a plan
for retrofitting Los Angeles so it can be managed as a living
watershed. It's called T.R.E.E.S. (Trans-Agency Resources for
Economic and Environmental Sustainability). By using
permeable pavement, collecting rain and graywater for use
during dry periods, and planting vegetation to reduce energy
consumption and capture runoff, it is technologically feasible to
retrofit the entire city as an infrastructure, says Andy Lipkis,
TreePeople founder and president. Efficient use of natura I
rainfall can meet half the city's annual needs and create 50,000
jobs in water harvesting, he says.

Communities and Forests
Communities Committee of the
Seventh American Forest Congress
PO Box 356
Hayfork, CA 96041

Bringing a watershed perspective into state policy
The Regional Council of Rural Counties and the Sierra Nevada
Alliance have helped draft proposed legislation to provide a
comprehensive statewide watershed plan to coordinate
improvements to surface and groundwater basins through
erosion control, wildfire reduction, and other ecosystem work. It
would also provide $270 million per year for watershed
restoration by collecting fees from water users, hydroelectric
generators, and existing watershed improvement programs.

Watershed activists have also formed a group to bring upper
watershed concerns to the attention of CalFed, a team of state
and federal government agencies wrestling with how to restore
rivers, shore up levees in California's Central Valley Delta, curb
water pollution, and conserve water. The Watershed Work
Group aims to expand the scope of the solutions, says Martha
Davis of Californians and the Land, who cochairs the group. If
we invest in erosion control, natural storage systems, and other
watershed health measures, we can use water more efficiently
and move it around more effectively, Davis says.

Activists working at the state level as well as those pioneering
local projects and partnerships face an uphill battle to convince
policymakers of the benefits of viewing watersheds as complete
ecosystems. Linking upstream causes with downstream results
runs counter to the traditional pattern of treating natural resource
problems as isolated, case-by-case predicaments. If they can
overcome the tendency to point the finger at other areas, they
may be able to achieve substantial changes, says Roger Cole, the
Butte County Streaminder president. "We're all just a bunch of
people trying to solve problems," he says. "We're all in the same
watershed, the same boat."

A longer version of this article originally appeared in California
Trees. Reprinted with permission.
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