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Introduction
Subdivision 2 of Minnesota’s 1995 Sustainable Forest

Resources Act (SFRA) provided authorization for estab-
lishing regional landscape committees: “to foster land-
scape-based forest resource planning.”

Regional committees provide an opportunity to
involve private citizens, forestry professionals, and
members of various interest groups in implementing
landscape-level planning that will promote forest
sustainability. SFRA defines landscape-level planning as
“long-term or broad based efforts that may require
extensive analysis or planning over large areas that may
involve or require extensive coordination across all
ownerships.” It charges the regional committees to: 1)
include representative interests, 2) serve as a forum to
discuss issues, 3) identify and implement an open and
public process whereby landscape-level strategic
planning can occur, 4) identify sustainable forest re-
source goals for the landscape and strategies to achieve
those goals, and 5) provide a regional perspective on
forest sustainability to the council.

The following is the general planning process the
regional forest resource committees will use to gather,
share, and communicate information:

• prepare an assessment of current conditions and
trends in the landscape;

• determine vision, goals, and issues that address
existing and potential conditions considered desir-
able for the region;

• develop strategies for implementing the vision,
goals, and/or resolve issues in the region;

• encourage voluntary implementation of the strate-
gies by coordination between landowners; and

• conduct an evaluation to determine how well the
strategies accomplish the vision and goals and
resolve issues.

The purpose of the first part in the general planning
process—conducting a landscape assessment—is to
provide a common understanding of ecological and
socioeconomic conditions in order to further landscape
planning and coordination among multiple landowners
and interests. The assessment information provides a
scientific base for the collaborative decision making
process as well as points out gaps where more informa-
tion is needed.

The current conditions and trends assessment report
gives as accurate a picture of the Northeast Regional
Landscape as possible given the limitations of available
information and resources. It also points to areas where
more specific assessments are needed to resolve the
primary issue of sustainablility in the landscape over
time. This assessment report is only the starting point
for addressing forest sustainability in northeastern
Minnesota, not the end result.

Executive Summary
of Current Conditions and Trends Assessment

Northeast Landscape Region
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Findings and
Recommendations

To guide the regional forest resource committees as
they carry out landscape-level planning and coordina-
tion, the Forest Resources Council established four broad
goals that reflect the strategies for sustaining forests. The
FRC used the “Generic Environmental Impact Statement
on Timber Harvesting and Forest Management in
Minnesota” to develop these goals. The Northeast
assessment is structured around these four goals. The
goals are stated below with the findings, recommenda-
tions, and additional data needs concerning that goal.

Goal 1: Land area covered by forests within a region’s
landscape will be the same or larger.

Findings
• There was no net loss of forestland between pre-

settlement (late 1800s) and 1990.
• There is a lack of timely and current data that

prevents looking at changes from 1990 to the
present.

• Information in the assessment does not predict
future trends of forest gain or loss.

Recommendations
• Continue monitoring inventory data relative to

forest cover as it becomes available.

Additional Data Needs
• We need improved FIA data collection in future.

Goal 2: Forests within a region’s landscape will be in a
variety of ownerships, serving both public and private
interests.

Findings
• There is a variety of ownerships serving a variety

of interests in both the public and private sector.
• The ratio of public forestland to private forestland

changed little between 1977 and 1990 (ratio of
pubic to private in 1977 was 2.79; in 1990 it was
2.76).

•  Approximately 17% of the Northeast forestlands
are reserved; nearly all reserved forestlands are in
public ownership.

• The largest changes in ownership between 1977
and 1990 occurred on the non-industrial private
ownerships; forestland owned by farmers de-
creased by 65% while other private individuals

increased their forestland holdings by 59%; the
amount of forestland owned by forest industry
decreased 17% due to several large corporations
leaving the region.

• Parcelization of private forestland, especially
along lakeshores, has increased over the last 20
years but the extent of the trend is not known.

Recommendations
• Examine the impacts of public vs. private owner-

ship as it relates to how the land is used and
valued.

Additional Data Needs
• New FIA data to show trends.
• Parcelization of private lands; quantify trends.

Goal 3: Within forested landscapes, healthy, resilient,
and functioning ecosystems will be maintained within
appropriate mixes of forest cover types and age classes
to promote timber production, biological diversity, and
viable forest dependent fish and wildlife habitats.

 Findings
• The goal is vague and operationally difficult to

understand and measure.
• Existing vegetation inventory systems are primarily

focused on collecting timber (commercial species)
management data, not ecologically based data;
does not serve the purpose of an ecological
assessment.

• There has been a large change in timber age class
and species composition over time, but don’t
know what this means for sustainability.

• High deer density may cause forest regeneration to
be more difficult for many species.

• Trend data is too short a time period to show much
about sustainability.

• The question of whether the sustainability of
increased timber harvesting over the last 10 years
is sustainable is not resolved by the information in
the assessment.

Recommendations
• Implement the mitigation alternatives described in

the 1992 GEIS technical paper on Biodiversity
especially #5.2. “Comprehensive Inventory: A
coordinated statewide biodiversity survey on
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forestlands should be undertaken as soon as
possible. This survey should be an expansion of
the MnDNR county biological survey. The same
level of detail should be attained on commercial
and reserved forestlands.”

• Adopt a variation of Boise Cascade’s ecological
matrix system to summarize vegetative information
across all ownerships for the purpose of establish-
ing landscape goals that account for the range of
natural variation for Northeast ecosystems.

• Research on how changes in cover type and age
classes impact the functioning of aquatic and
riparian ecosystems.

• Research on the historic range of natural variabil-
ity as it applies to ecosystems.

Additional Data Needs
• Spatial data and patterns for vegetation.
• Wildlife species that are rare, not monitored, or

dependent on a particular habitat (habitat special-
ist).

•  Additional information on species that affect most
ecosystem processes and functions (invertebrates,
fungi, lichens, bacteria, bryophytes).

•  Land potential and vegetative structure data
relating to comprehensive inventory and ecosys-
tems diversity matrix.

• Monitoring of water quality and what impacts

aquatic systems.
•  Soil data.

Goal 4: Forests within a region’s landscape will be
providing a full range of products, services, and values,
including timber products, wildlife, and tourism that
are major contributors to economic stability,
environmental quality, social satisfaction, and
community well-being.

Findings
• The economic base is more diverse and resilient

than in the past.
• Tourism is a substantial and growing component of

the economy of the region.
• Information does not make linkages between

economic and environmental quality, social
satisfaction, and community well-being.

Recommendations
•  Examine how the change in forest conditions

impacts both economical and ecological out-
comes.

Additional Data Needs
• More economic data, including “non-labor

income” data in counties of Northeast landscape.


