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ABSTRACT
One of the emerging motivations for community engagement in ecological restoration is the recovery of plant and 
animal species, subspecies, and stocks historically utilized as foods. New alliances of conservation biologists, ecological 
restorationists, native food activists, and chefs are joining forces for these collaborative conservation and restoration initia-
tives. The Renewing America’s Food Traditions (RAFT) Alliance is one such collaboration, and it is engaged in identifying 
and recovering wild foods that have historically been depleted by a variety of pressures. It has identified at least 267 
wild species, subspecies, stocks, or ecotypes of place-based foods at risk in North America. Of these, 43 may be broadly 
classified as wild game (including 12 birds, 20 mammals, and 10 reptiles), 82 as wild-foraged plants, 40 as shellfish, 
and 103 as fish. Of 267 place-based heritage foods in the RAFT database, fewer than a dozen have been extirpated as 
species, subspecies, or populations, but 45 (17%) are the subjects of genetic recovery and habitat restoration as noted 
in previous articles and abstracts featured in this journal. Taking into account all the restoration efforts for place-based 
foods at risk that have been reported in this journal and in recent oral communications, a minimum of 38% of North 
America’s wild foods at risk may be on the way to recovery at one or more sites. We also discuss four cases studies of 
collaborative efforts toward gastroeconomic and biocultural restoration.
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Over the last decade, there has 
been a convergence of interest 

among restoration ecologists, native 
food activists, chefs, and ethnobiolo-
gists on two related issues. The first 
is the recognition of the historic role 
played by foragers, hunters, and small-
scale horticulturists in regenerating 
habitats in ways that allowed sustain-
able harvests of plants and animals for 
food (Anderson 1996, 2006, Daggett 
2005). The importance of this histori-
cal role has been acknowledged and 
underscored by the former editor of 
this journal, William R. Jordan III 
(2003), who noted that some strat-
egies now being used by ecological 
restorationists mimic those which 

hunters and gatherers have practiced 
for millennia:

Besides being a kind of agricul-
ture and a way of doing ecological 
research, restoration includes the 
experience of gathering and, to some 
extent, even hunting as well . . . The 
realization that the restorationist is 
at times a gatherer and at times a 
hunter completes an evolutionary 
catalog of human experience, reca-
pitulating the principal modes of 
our relationship with nature. (p. 89)

The second focus of convergence 
has been in recognizing the need to 
restore historically depleted habitats 
and to recover food-producing spe-
cies if these place-based heritage foods 
are ever again to be reintegrated into 
sustainable regional economies that 
advance local food security (Nabhan 

2008). Again, Jordan (2003) has been 
intrigued that today salmon stream 
restoration, bison recovery in restored 
prairies, and the regeneration of nut-
bearing forests are all being done 
with economic and cultural as well as 
ecological goals in mind:

Like fishing, forestry provides excel-
lent opportunities to integrate 
human economies with local ecolo-
gies, in part because both actually 
integrate forms of hunting and gath-
ering—economies based on direct 
exploitation of a natural ecosystem 
and therefore dependent on its well-
being. (p. 77)

Of course, not all restoration ecolo-
gists may necessarily feel comfortable 
with this convergence, in the sense 
that it opens up the possibility of har-
vest and consumption from restored 
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streams, prairies, forests, and wetlands. 
If overharvesting has contributed to 
the historic decimation of popula-
tions of the passenger pigeon, bison, 
sturgeon, agave, or mariposa lily, why 
would conservation biologists or resto-
rationists want to see such pressures on 
other species? Jordan (2003), among 
others, has stopped short of endors-
ing “consumptive” harvests of species 
selected directly from restored ecosys-
tems, raising the question of whether 
this may risk further population 
depletion and habitat degradation.

An Alternative View 
of Restoration’s 
Ultimate Goals

Many traditional land stewards, 
indigenous and otherwise, feel that 
restoration and sustainable use of 
wild resources have been and should 
be positively linked. Indeed, the very 
methods that some restorationists 
now use (such as burning, pruning, 
transplanting, thinning, and water-
spreading) were initially used by 
hunters, gatherers, and even farm-
ers from indigenous communities of 
North America to stimulate plant and 
animal yields for harvesting, or were 
consequences of their means of harvest 
(Anderson 2006, Deur and Turner 
2005). It has even been argued that the 
depletion of some species and decline 
in habitat quality of some vegetation 
types occurred as a consequence of 
federal land managers forcing the ces-
sation of these regenerative processes 
by Native American harvesters who 
had long been functioning as active 
resource managers (Anderson 1996, 
Nabhan 2003a).

Today, theorists of restoration ecol-
ogy such as White and Jentsch (2004) 
acknowledge that certain intensities of 
disturbance—such as those histori-
cally generated by traditional hunting 
and gathering communities—dynami-
cally function on temporal and spatial 
scales that enable restorative processes 
to proceed rather than diminish:

Figure 1. Map of the foodsheds of North America for the purposes of discussion, revision, and 
alternative naming by communities in these various eco-regions. Concept by RAFT partners, with 
drafting by Mark Wegener

Although restoration ecologists may 
conceive of disturbance as limited to 
the period before restoration begins, 
disturbance actually plays two roles: 
it creates the initial conditions for 
change, and it produces the con-
tinuing dynamics that control the 
establishment and turnover of indi-
viduals and species. Thus the cull-
ing or harvest of particular plant and 
animal populations (including ones 
to be used for food) during particu-
lar phases of the ecological restora-
tion process may be necessary for 
restoration to advance. (p. 342)

This insight is welcomed by native 
food activists, indigenous restora-
tionists, and applied ethnobiologists 
now intent on recovering a number 
of wild foods formerly depleted by 
habitat loss, contamination, or over-
harvesting. While acknowledging cer-
tain risks inherent in their strategies, 
these groups aim not merely for the 
recovery of species or populations and 

their habitats, but for renewed and 
sustainable use as well. In their views, 
it would be ironic to restore a habitat 
so that wildlife may once again be sus-
tained by foraging there while denying 
that same opportunity for our own 
species. As Lauren Lester (2006) has 
explained for tribal conservation goals, 
tribes wish to “protect the fish and eat 
them too.” They are working to restore 
these foods to their cultures’ diets 
and economies for a number of rea-
sons: to reduce their vulnerability to 
nutrition-related diseases from which 
traditional diets formerly protected 
them, to reassert tribal food sover-
eignty, and to incorporate traditional 
ecological knowledge to generate new 
sources of income for impoverished 
rural communities.

Some food species like bison, 
salmon, or chestnuts not only served 
as ecological keystones that shaped 
habitats used by many other species, 
but they also functioned as cultural 
keystones, imbued with spiritual and 
symbolic significance that remains 
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potent to this day. Recovering these 
species and restoring them to their 
“rightful place” in the landscape is 
therefore seen as a spiritual and moral 
imperative. Again, William Jordan III 
(2003): “In this way a single species (in 
this case actually a genus) can become 
not just the basis for an economy, but 
a totem for an entire region, guiding 
and inspiring the work necessary to 
ensure its well-being” (p. 115). As a 
case in point, hundreds of thousands 
of indigenous and immigrant residents 
of the Pacific Northwest have formally 
pledged allegiance to Salmon Nation—
what we prefer to call the Salmon or 
Pacific Northwest Foodshed (Figure 1) 
out of deference to First Nations’ food 
sovereignty efforts, which are attempt-
ing to underscore their nationhood 
status to other Americans (Nabhan 
2006). (By foodshed, we are describ-
ing the traditional area or landscape 
from which a culture or multicultural 
set of communities has historically 
gained most of its nourishment.) These 
foodshed activists directly support not 
only stream recovery for wild salmon, 
but boycott farm-raised, transplanted 
Atlantic salmon, and feature salmon as 
a cultural symbol or totem in public 
events and artistic and literary expres-
sions (House 2002, Woody 2006). 
As Bottom (1995) has succinctly put 
it, “Without the bond of salmon tra-
ditions, Northwestern rivers, forests 
and fishermen become expendable. 
The interdependence of cultures and 
ecosystems lends a certain urgency to 
restoration” (p. 167).

It is therefore timely for the Soci-
ety for Ecological Restoration Inter-
national to consider what its role 
should be in offering its skills, tal-
ents, theories, and practices in sup-
port of the ecological and cultural 
restoration of traditional foods. To 
understand the opportunities as well 
as the challenges that such an endeavor 
may raise, it may be worth review-
ing the progress of one of the many 
collaborative efforts working toward 
the ecological, cultural, and culinary 
restoration of place-based heritage 
foods, the Renewing America’s Food 

Traditions Alliance. In particular, we 
focus on its survey and promotion of 
efforts across North America to foster 
ecogastronomic restoration.

Renewing America’s 
Food Traditions: 
History and Goals

The Renewing America’s Food Tra-
ditions (RAFT) Alliance emerged in 
2003 as an effort to link ecological 
restoration, genetic conservation, spe-
cies recovery, and the market recov-
ery of place-based heritage foods. The 
Center for Sustainable Environments 
(CSE) of Northern University was, 
at that time, involved in providing 
technical assistance to a number of 
Native, Hispanic, and Anglo-Ameri-
can communities interested in spring, 
wetland, and woodland restoration 
on the Colorado Plateau and in the 
Sonoran Desert. It also advised com-
munities and agencies on the sustain-
able harvest, use, and marketing of 
place-based foods, fiber, and other 
nontimber forest products.

These seemingly disparate research 
and extension efforts began to con-
verge as participating community 
members explored such synergies 
as using Navajo-Churro sheep as 
browsers in projects to restore for-
ests and reduce fire risk; restoring 
sacred springs and wetlands to pro-
vide aquatic and riparian plants for 
food, medicine, and ceremonial uses; 
and reviving production and pursuing 
niche-marketing of place-based heri-
tage foods, both wild and cultivated, 
at the request of ranchers and foragers. 
Staff at CSE also initiated the coun-
try’s first community-supported wild 
foraging project, which assisted some 
ongoing ecological restoration proj-
ects by removing edible non-natives 
(Himalayan blackberry [Rubus dis-
color], horseradish [Armoracia rusti-
cana], and crayfish [Oronectes spp.]) 
so that native species recovery could 
proceed.

As CSE staff began to assist rural 
communities with these income-gen-
erating efforts, it sought assistance 

from two national nonprofits, Chefs 
Collaborative and Slow Food USA. It 
became clear that the biological recov-
ery of some species could be tangibly 
linked to how their food products 
were harvested and marketed, and by 
whom. After forming some bilateral 
partnerships, we invited the Ameri-
can Livestock Breeds Conservancy, 
the Cultural Conservancy, Native 
Seeds/SEARCH, and the Seed Savers 
Exchange to join our incipient coali-
tion, which thereafter became known 
as the RAFT Alliance. As stated in its 
first nationally released publication:

The coalition is dedicated to doc-
umenting, celebrating, and safe-
guarding the unique foods of North 
America—not as museum speci-
mens, but as elements of living cul-
tures and regional cuisines . . . The 
RAFT campaign will explore novel 
means to support traditional ethnic 
[and indigenous] communities that 
are striving to make these foods once 
again part of their diets, ceremonies 
and local economies. (Nabhan and 
Rood 2004, viii)

After rich input and reflection 
derived from numerous regional 
workshops allowed us to amplify and 
expand that publication five years 
later, we took the opportunity to cir-
cumscribe the tasks needed to ethically 
and operatively advance the ecological 
and cultural restoration of place-based 
foods through what we nicknamed the 
seven “Rs” (Nabhan 2008):

1. Recognizing which place-based foods 
are most at risk.

2. Recovering their species, varieties, 
stocks, or populations.

3. Restoring their habitats in both wild 
and agricultural landscapes.

4. Rescuing and passing on local tradi-
tional knowledge about their stew-
ardship and cultural uses.

5. Recuperating markets and local 
infrastructures to support their 
production.
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Table 1. List of fish used as place-based, edible, and historic foods in North America. E stands for endangered and 
T for threatened, as listed in the Renewing American Food Traditions compilation. Abbreviations for Canadian prov-
inces and territories and Mexican and U.S. states indicate the current geographic distribution. Shaded rows (indi-
cating reported species) are fishes known to be included in restoration projects from personal field visitations by 
the authors, unpublished reports at regional or national conferences, or personal communications by professional 
ecological restorationists. Unshaded rows (documented) are species, populations, or stocks known to be included in 
ecological restoration projects that have been reported in the pages of this journal.

Type Variety Name Scientific Name Rarity Distribution Foodsheds
Chub Boneytail Gila elegans E AZ, UT Great Basin and 

Rockies
Humpback G. cypha E AZ, CA, UT, NV Great Basin and Rock-

ies, Desert Southwest
Croaker Totoaba Totoaba macdonaldi E BCN, BCS, SON; CA Desert Southwest
Pike-minnow Colorado River Ptychocheilus lucius E BCN, SON; AZ, CA, 

NV, UT
Desert Southwest

Rockfish Acadian redfish, rockfish Sebastes fasciatus E NB, NL; ME New England 
Seaboard

Salmon Atlantic, Gulf of Maine Salmo salar T NL, NS; ME New England 
Seaboard

Chinook, coastal California Oncorhynchus tshawytscha T CA Pacific Northwest
Chinook, some Columbia 

River runs
O. tshawytscha E CA, OR, WA Pacific Northwest

Chinook, Central Valley 
spring run

O. tshawytscha T CA Pacific Northwest

Chinook, Central Valley 
winter run

O. tshawytscha T CA Pacific Northwest

Coho, northern California O. kisutch T CA Pacific Northwest
Coho, central coast O. kisutch E CA Pacific Northwest

Smelt Delta Hypomesus transpacificus T CA Pacific Northwest
Sturgeon Atlantic Acipenser oxyrinchus T NB, NL, NS; CT, MA, 

ME, NJ, NY, PA
New England 

Seaboard
Green A. medirostris E OR, WA Pacific Northwest
Lake A. fulvescens T NY, PA, WV New England Interior

Shortnose A. brevirostrum E NB, NL, NS; MA, 
ME, NH 

New England Sea-
board, Southeast 
Coast and Piedmont

White A. transmontanus T BC; CA, OR, WA Pacific Northwest
Sucker Razorback Xyrauchen texanus E AZ, CA, CO, NM, 

NV, UT, WY
Great Basin and Rock-

ies, Desert Southwest

Trout Apache Oncorhynchus gilae apache T AZ Great Basin and 
Rockies

Gila O. gilae E AZ, NM Great Basin and 
Rockies

Greenback cutthroat O. clarkia stomias E CO, WY Great Basin and 
Rockies

Lahontan cutthroat O. clarkii henshawi T CA, NV, OR Great Basin and 
Rockies

Little Kern golden O. mykiss whitei T CA Great Basin and 
Rockies

Steelhead, central coast O. mykiss T CA Mediterranean 
California

Steelhead, Central Valley O. mykiss T CA Mediterranean 
California

Steelhead, northern 
California

O. mykiss T CA Pacific Northwest

Steelhead, south-central 
California

O. mykiss T CA Mediterranean 
California
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6. Rewarding and actively support-
ing the original stewards of these 
resources with market-based incen-
tives, recognition of their “farmers’ 
rights” or “foragers’ rights,” and cross-
cultural reinforcement.

7. Reducing or altogether eliminating 
contamination, both chemical and 
genetic.

In virtually all publications and pre-
sentations made by RAFT partners, 
we have insisted that such initiatives 
should not get economic (market) 
demand ahead of ecological restora-
tion and implementation of best prac-
tices for sustainable harvests. In other 
words, we would refrain from gener-
ating market demand or encourag-
ing human consumption of a species, 
subspecies, or variety until it has bio-
logically recovered (and been legally 
delisted), or until contamination and 
development pressures on its habitats 
have abated.

Recently, we profiled 93 “threatened 
or endangered foods”; among them, 
34 wild species, subspecies, or eco-
types (genetically unique populations 
adapted to a local environment) need-
ing more investment in genetic recov-
ery and ecological restoration (Nabhan 
2008). Among those traditional foods 
profiled, a number are already being 
integrated into ecological restoration 
efforts. However, there has never been 
a comprehensive survey of how many 
of the wild species, stocks, or ecotypes 
used as place-based heritage foods in 
North America are at risk, in need of 
habitat restoration and genetic recov-
ery, or already involved in ecologi-
cal restoration efforts. The following 
analysis addresses those issues for the 
first time in print.

Seeking the Conservation 
Status of Place-Based  
Foods

We created a comprehensive list of all 
North American wild species, subspe-
cies, stocks, and ecotypes documented 
to be edible, historically used, and 
at risk. (See Appendix available at 

uwpress.wisc.edu/journals/journals/
er_suppl. We welcome your comments 
and additions to this online list, and 
will periodically post updates.) Tables 
1–4 are a subset of this comprehensive 
list, including only those species, sub-
species, stocks or populations affected 
by active ecological restoration or pop-
ulation recovery efforts. We included 
Canada, the continental United States, 
and Mexico north of the Tropic of 
Cancer. The tables and comprehensive 
list were developed through an incre-
mental sorting process that included 
several steps.

We first cross-referenced the 
online threatened and endangered 
species lists for Canada, Mexico and 
the United States with lists of useful 
plants and animals of North America 
(many of them now integrated into 
the www.natureserve.org databases). 
Next, we targeted those species or 
subspecies globally ranked according 
to NatureServe as G-1 to G-3 (most 
at risk); plant taxa were compared 
to those listed in Moerman’s (1998) 
Native American Ethnobotany as tra-
ditional food sources, while animals 
were compared to faunal collections, 
such as Collette and Klein-MacPhee’s 
(2002) Fishes of the Gulf of Maine or 
Minckley and Marsh’s (2009) Inland 
Fishes of the Greater Southwest. These 
steps provided us with a target list that 
we shared at a series of workshops of 
regional food experts, who reviewed 
the inventories and deleted, added, 
or qualified the inclusion of par-
ticular foods. These regional experts 
were not only conservation biolo-
gists from agencies and universities, 
but also included foragers, farmers, 
fishers, chefs, food historians, and 
environmental historians.

After the workshops, we typically 
spent a year following suggestions and 
leads, compiling, reviewing informa-
tion, and rechecking against www 
.natureserve.org and regional ethnobo-
tanical and ethnozoological treatises. 
Finally, we shared a draft list with the 
regional experts to check and revise. We 
then released the provisional regional 
foodshed lists online and in printed 

form at regional and national meet-
ings to obtain more feedback. Revised 
regional and continental inventories of 
foods that are at risk both biologically 
and culturally can now be found at 
www.raftalliance.org.

The last criterion—that a food 
may be biologically depleted but 
not formally listed as threatened or 
endangered by conservation biolo-
gists and policymakers—is a critical 
one. If the food has been depleted or 
contaminated to the degree that it is 
no longer harvestable, we included it 
as threatened or endangered in our 
RAFT “Red List”; in most cases, it has 
fallen out of gastronomic use and, in a 
few cases, is no longer being marketed 
or traded anywhere that we could 
identify. We have also included some 
uncommon edible species or subspe-
cies, for which the loss of traditional 
ecological knowledge about how and 
when to harvest has led to the demise 
of culinary uses.

Once we determined which foods 
were at risk, we attempted to iden-
tify the state, foodshed, or ecoregion 
where the food remains, and whether 
it was currently being targeted for 
species recovery and ecological res-
toration. We surveyed the first 26 
volumes of this journal to identify 
wild, place-based heritage foods for 
which restoration efforts have been 
published (Tables 1–4). Because many 
restoration projects benefit multiple 
species too numerous to mention, we 
welcome emails that document addi-
tional restoration efforts we may not 
know about.

Geographic and 
Taxonomic Patterns 
of Foods at Risk

Of the 267 wild species, subspecies, 
stocks, or ecotypes of place-based 
foods at risk in North America, 42 
may be broadly classified as wild game 
(including 12 birds, 20 mammals 
and 10 reptiles), 82 as wild-foraged 
plants, 40 as shellfish, and 103 as fish. 
Because fish and shellfish stocks, more 
than wild plants and game, tend to 
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Table 2. List of shellfish used as place-based, edible, and historic foods in North America. E stands for endangered, 
T for threatened, and X for extinct, as listed in the Renewing American Food Traditions compilation. Abbrevia-
tions for Canadian provinces and territories and Mexican and U.S. states indicate the current geographic distribu-
tion. Shaded rows (reported species) are shellfish known to be included in restoration projects from personal field 
visitations by the authors, unpublished reports at regional or national conferences, or personal communications by 
professional ecological restorationists. Unshaded rows (documented) are species, populations, or stocks known to be 
included in ecological restoration projects that have been reported in the pages of this journal.

Type Variety Name Scientific Name Rarity Distribution Foodsheds

Abalone Black Haliotis cracherodii E BCN, BCS; CA
Mediterranean California, Desert 

Southwest, Pacific Northwest
Flat H. walallensis T CA Mediterranean California
Pink H. corrugata T CA Mediterranean California

Pinto H. kamtschatkana T
BC, YT; BCN, BCS; 

AK, OR, WA
Mediterranean California, Pacific 

Northwest, Desert Southwest

Red H. rufescens T BCN; CA, OR
Mediterranean California, Pacific 

Northwest

White H. sorenseni E BCN, BCS; CA
Mediterranean California, Desert 

Southwest

Crab
Blue, Chesapeake and 

Delaware Bays
Callinectes sapidus T DE, MD, VA Southeast Coast and Piedmont

Crawfish Shasta Pacifastacus fortis E CA Pacific Northwest
Oysters Callawassie Island Crassostrea virginica T SC New England Seaboard

Cape Cod/Martha’s Vineyard C. virginica T MA New England Seaboard
Chesapeake Bay subtidal C. virginica E MD, VA Southeast Coast and Piedmont
Great Bay/Piscataqu River C. virginica T NH New England Seaboard
New Haven C. virginica E CT New England Seaboard
Olympia, Puget Sound Ostrea conchaphila T WA Pacific Northwest
Olympia, San Francisco Bay O. conchaphila X CA Pacific Northwest
Olympia, Tomales-Drakes Bay O. conchaphila T CA Pacific Northwest
Perth Amboy Crassostrea virginica E NJ New England Seaboard
Raritan Bay C. virginica E NJ, NY New England Seaboard
Rockaway C. virginica E NJ New England Seaboard
Sea of Cortés C. corteziensis T BCN, BCS, SON Desert Southwest

Quahog Chesapeake Bay Mercenaria mercenaria T MD, VA Southeast Coast and Piedmont
Great South Bay M. mercenaria T DE, NJ, NY Coastal New England

Scallop
Bay scallop, Cape Cod/Mar-

tha’s Vineyard
Argopecten irradians T CT, MA Coastal New England

Bay scallop, Peconic Bay A. irradians T NY Coastal New England
Bay scallop, Pine Island Sound A. irradians T FL Gulf Coast
Bay scallop, Tampa Bay A. irradians T FL Gulf Coast
Pen shell, callo de hacha Pinna rugosa T BCN, BCS, SON Desert Southwest
Purple-hinged or rock Crassadoma gigantea T CA, OR, WA Pacific Northwest

be “overclassified” as ecotypes with 
distinctive flavor and texture charac-
teristics, we wish to point out that 
the following discussions do not use 
species as the unit of comparison, as 
most discussions of biodiversity tend 
to do. It is clear that different popula-
tions of the same species—for exam-
ple, sugar maples (Acer saccharum) 
in Vermont—tend to offer different 
taste and texture profiles, depending 
on whether the sugar bushes grow 
on limestone, shale, or pelitic schist 

(Trubek 2008). Thus the ecogastro-
nomic unit of concern may not be the 
species, but a population or ecotype, 
such as the bay scallops of the Peconic 
Bays (Tettlebach and Smith 2009) or 
the Olympia oysters of Puget Sound 
( Jacobsen 2009) .

Of 267 place-based heritage foods 
in our survey, fewer than a dozen have 
been extirpated as species, subspecies, 
or populations, but 45 (17%) are the 
subjects of genetic recovery and habi-
tat restoration, as noted in previous 

articles and abstracts featured in this 
journal. If we take into account all 
the restoration efforts for place-based 
foods at risk that have been reported in 
this journal and in recent oral commu-
nications to us, a minimum of 38% 
of North America’s wild foods at risk 
may be on the way to recovery at one 
or more sites (Tables 1–4).

The geographic distribution of 
North America’s at-risk foods is not 
random. Two regions—the Pacific 
Northwest (“Salmon Foodshed”), 
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SIDEBAR

Comparing Notes
William R. Jordan III

I find Nabhan, Walker and Moreno’s 
description of RAFT fascinating, in 

part because RAFT fosters an expe-
rience that has intrigued me since I 
was a kid. Inspired by Euell Gibbons’s 
1962 classic Stalking the Wild Aspara-
gus, and with the help of my father, a 
forester, I undertook a modest attempt 
to reintroduce chinquapin oak (Quer-
cus muhlenbergii) to a few woodlots 
in our part of southern Wisconsin 
because I had read that its acorns had 
been an important food source for the 
pre-Columbian peoples of the area.

The RAFT project also fascinates 
me because it challenges me to con-
sider the distinction my colleague 
George Lubick and I have made 
between self-interested management 
of natural resources and restoration of 
species and ecosystems for their own 
sake—what George and I have termed 
“allocentric”—or other-centered—res-
toration. Allocentric and biocultural/
ecogastronomic restoration: how are 
they related? They are, ecologically, 
very close cousins. As Gary and his col-
leagues point out, many of the classic 
ecosystems that have inspired restora-
tion efforts have been shaped in part 
by the activities of historic cultures. To 
a considerable extent, restoration of 
these ecosystems is the reinstatement of 
the ways these cultures interacted with 
their environment, the classic example 
in my part of the world being the rein-
troduction of fire to restore prairie.

On the other hand, since, as ecolo-
gists now recognize, ecosystems by no 
means “need” all their species to func-
tion properly (whatever that might 
mean), preservation of many species 
cannot be justified on purely utilitar-
ian grounds, and indeed will often 
depend on self-conscious sacrifices of 
immediate human interests. As ecolo-
gist Fikret Berkes has pointed out, the 

land-management practices of tradi-
tional peoples (TMPs) are motivated 
by self-interest—by what Berkes calls 
“livelihood” considerations. He writes, 
“No one has ever documented a so-
called traditional preservation ethic, 
except perhaps with sacred sites. Indig-
enous peoples do not have a concern 
necessarily with the preservation of 
all the species in their environment 
(and neither do most non-indigenous 
peoples)” (2008, 237).

TMPs, in other words, typically 
focus on prey and other useful species, 
and sometimes entail the introduction 
of exotic species and the extirpation of 
native species. Consistently self-inter-
ested, practical, and creative, TMPs 
are directed at the shaping and main-
tenance of an ecosystem as human 
habitat. They can, as Nabhan and his 
colleagues point out, provide the basis 
for a healthy relationship with a bioti-
cally rich, relatively sustainable ecosys-
tem. In a modern context they can also 
help sustain traditional cultures, and 
offer a superb opportunity to expand 
the ecosystem to sustain a species-rich 
biota over the long haul—a major ele-
ment in the repertory of land uses 
comprising what ecologist Mike 
Rosenzweig (2003) has called “rec-
onciliation ecology.” But they by no 
means ensure the survival of a full 
suite of species under conditions that 
will—inevitably—change over time.

Allocentric restoration, on the other 
hand is systematically disinterested, 
impractical, and non-creative. It 
entails a detached relationship defined 
by ecology, a set of ideas not avail-
able to any culture until the latter 
part of the nineteenth century. And 
it is not concerned with the main-
tenance of human habitat, but with 
the re-creation and perpetuation of 
ecosystems that existed before “we” got 

here—“we” being context-dependent 
to mean, as we chose, our species, 
culture, ancestors, or even just me.

This is important because it offers 
the best—if imperfect—chance we 
will ever have to ensure the long-term 
survival of what we used to call “natu-
ral” ecosystems, including many of the 
species that make them up. It is also 
important because it provides a con-
text for paying tribute to nature in its 
aspect as other than us, and indifferent 
to our interests.

This is the other side of the deeply 
ambivalent human experience of 
nature as something we are both part 
of and apart from. I believe that we 
cannot achieve a healthy relationship 
with the rest of nature without power-
ful ways of exploring and acting out 
both of these aspects of our experi-
ence of nature. That is why I think we 
need both of these forms of land man-
agement, practiced side by side, and 
clearly distinguished from each other.
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with 55 threatened or endangered 
foods, and New England Interior 
(“Clambake Foodshed”)—have many 
more recorded foods at risk than other 
foodsheds. Mediterranean California 
(“Acorn Foodshed”), the Great Basin 
and Rockies (“Pinyon Foodshed”), 
the Southeast Coast and Piedmont 
(“Crabcake Foodshed”), and the 
Desert Southwest (“Chile Pepper or 
Mesquite Foodshed”) also have more 
than 20 foods at risk in their wild-
lands, rivers, estuaries, springs, and 
streams.

Because the foodsheds are not of 
equal size, caution must be used in 
overanalyzing these patterns. How-
ever, one hypothesis that RAFT part-
ners wish to test empirically is whether 
the levels of wild plant and animal 
endangerment in North America are 
directly correlated with what Wendell 
Berry (1978) termed “the unsettling of 
America.” Our proposal for a new law 
of biogeography (which we call Berry’s 
Rule) is that the greater the propor-
tion of human population involved 
in recent (post-World War II) arrival 
or departure from a region, the greater 
the depletion of biodiversity and the 
more severe the disruption of place-
based food traditions and land stew-
ardship practices. We hypothesize that 
the high rates of human migration for 
a region are positively correlated with 
high levels of endangerment among 
the wild biota (Nabhan 2003b).

To understand the processes by 
which ecological and cultural restora-
tion of a wild food are integrated, we 
present four recent initiatives that may 
provide models or best practices for 
future restoration efforts.

Sea of Cortés Oyster and 
Scallop Restoration among 
the Seri of Sonora, Mexico

Native populations of bivalve mollusks 
once nourished most coastal peoples of 
North America, but they have declined 
dramatically along many shorelines of 
the continent during the past cen-
tury owing to habitat degradation, 
contamination, overfishing, disease, 

and changing densities of predators 
(Tettelbach and Smith 2009). In 
addition, native oysters, such as the 
Olympia and Sea of Cortés species, 
have in many places suffered from 
competition, replacement, and habi-
tat usurpment by introduced Asian 
oysters ( Jacobsen 2009).

In 2005, after hurricanes damaged 
shellfish beds and fish nurseries in the 
Estero Sargento coastal lagoon on the 
Sea of Cortés coast of Sonora, Mexico, 
the Seri Indian community of Desem-
boque del Sur was encouraged to rent 
its estuarine coastlands to large-scale 
industrial shrimp-farming operations. 
Instead, they opted to initiate hatch-
ery and restoration efforts for native 
oysters (Cassostrea corteziensis) and 
scallops (Atrina maura and A. tuber-
culosa) in open waters of their lagoons 
in order to move them toward “native 
aquaculture” as an income-generating 
and food-producing activity. These 
native aquacultural initiatives, they 
affirmed, should be fertilizer and anti-
biotic free so as not to disrupt wild 
fisheries. To advance these efforts, the 
tribe sought technical advice from Rob 
Garrison (a consultant for the Wam-
panoag tribe and the First Nations 
Aquaculture Program), Northern Ari-
zona University’s Center for Sustain-
able Environments (CSE), and the 
Aquaculture Institute of the state of 
Sonora, Mexico.

One of us, Seri tribal member 
Alberto Mellado Moreno, stepped up 
to lead this project after receiving an 
aquaculture science degree and gain-
ing additional training at the Sonoran 
Aquaculture Institute’s hatchery in 
Kino, Sonora. He is now using tra-
ditional ecological knowledge from 
his own people and scientific data as 
well as approaches from his univer-
sity training to guide native shellfish 
production and marketing from his 
family’s ancestral gathering grounds. 
Recruited from the Desemboque com-
munity, 12 to 15 certified aquacul-
ture technicians work to sustainably 
harvest the native oysters and release 
more captive-bred scallops to the same 
waters from which they were derived. 

After letting populations grow to suf-
ficient sizes, the shellfish are sold to 
restaurants in the Seri communities 
and Sonoran beach towns and used 
for feasts associated with ecotourism 
events. The collaboration has grown to 
include the Seri youth environmental 
group Grupo Tortuguero Comcáac, 
the nonprofit Ocean Revolution, and 
the Packard Foundation. While other 
scallop and oyster populations along 
the Sonoran coast are still being over-
harvested or threatened by pollutants 
and introduced diseases, those in Seri 
coastal waters have stabilized and are 
increasing.

Camas Restoration in the 
Willamette Valley, Oregon

Camas (Camassia camas), wapato (Sag-
ittaria spp.), biscuit-roots (Lomatium 
spp.), and other roots, tubers, and 
corms played a historically impor-
tant role in the diet and rituals of the 
First Nations of the Pacific North-
west (Moerman 1998). As reported 
in a recent issue of this journal (Smith 
and Farque 2001), the indigenous 
communities of Siletz and Grande 
Ronde have been engaged in revital-
izing these traditions by transplant-
ing camas bulbs and burning prai-
ries to stimulate camas production. 
The camas regeneration and recovery 
efforts in wetlands of the Willamette 
Valley of Oregon are nested within 
larger efforts working toward the goals 
of biocultural restoration and place-
based environmental education, par-
ticularly aimed at First Nations youth. 
These efforts place youth in contact 
with tribal elders so that traditional 
ecological knowledge about camas and 
other food plants can once again be 
transmitted intergenerationally. This 
approach, pioneered by the Cultural 
Conservancy, one of RAFT’s founding 
partners, has now been adopted by 
numerous indigenous and multicul-
tural groups concerned not only with 
biodiversity but with cultural diversity 
and food sovereignty as well.

A camas baking oven has been con-
structed in the West Eugene Wetlands 
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of the wetlands, mesic grasslands, 
and oak savannas that may require 
periodic burning for the plants to 
flourish. Native American students 
from charter schools can listen to both 
tribal elders and restoration ecologists 
about the role of the plants in their 
cultures and in the ecosystem—and 
taste the harvests as well. Culturally 
adapted curriculum materials are also 
being developed. While the initial, 
direct food use of the recovered camas 
populations has been largely for the 
purposes of tribal environmental edu-
cation, the partnerships among agen-
cies, tribes, schools, nonprofits, and 
food activists have been bearing addi-
tional fruits in the Willamette Valley 
communities.

Free-Ranging Bison 
Recovery to Restore 
Great Plains Landscapes

Bison (Bison bison) were undoubtedly 
among the most important traditional 
foods for people in the midcontinent 
before cattle-introduced diseases, over-
hunting, and habitat conversion deci-
mated bison numbers in the late 19th 
century (Isenberg 2000). Today, the 
half million bison left in North Amer-
ica inhabit less than one percent of the 
former range; many are in feedlots 
or small, fenced pastures; and most 
exhibit some genetic contamination 
from introgression with cattle. While 
there may be no immediate need to 
breed 100% genetically pure bison, 
there is growing interest in seeing 
more grass-fed bison meat produced 
from large native pastures, rather than 
from dry feedlots or small, fenced pas-
tures dominated by Eurasian plants. 
This growing interest includes that of 
33 Native American tribes engaged 
in the Intertribal Bison Cooperative. 
The tribes cite their reasons for being 
engaged in bison recovery as the fol-
lowing (in order of decreasing impor-
tance): spiritual and cultural, health 
and diet, financial, ecological, and 
novelty (Zontek 2007).

At a 2007 conference organized by 
the Wildlife Conservation Society, 

Seri Indian aquaculturist and paraecologist Alberto Mellado holds a cluster of Sea of Cortés 
native callo de hacha scallops locally propagated in Estero Sargento along the coast of Sonora, 
Mexico, in 2009. Photo by Gary Paul Nabhan

Ethnobotany Resource Area, based on 
evidence of historic camas ovens found 
at this site and nearby. These activi-
ties encouraged a nonprofit research 
organization, the Institute for Cul-
ture and Ecology, based in Portland, 
Oregon, to bring local tribal elders and 
schools into a restoration and educa-
tion collaboration sponsored by the 
Willamette Resource and Education 
Network and the U.S. Forest Service. 

A multicultural workshop in the 
summer of 2008, which featured pre-
sentations by Eric Jones, Dennis Mar-
tinez, Gary Nabhan, and tribal elders, 
brought in broader support for this 
cross-cultural effort to link ecoculinary 
and biocultural restoration.

While camas restoration is not 
technically difficult, it is being inte-
grated into the broad effort to revive 
food, medicine, and basketry plants 
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Table 3. List of wild game used as place-based, edible, and historic foods in North America. E stands for endangered 
and T for threatened, as listed in the Renewing American Food Traditions compilation. Abbreviations for Cana-
dian provinces and territories and Mexican and U.S. states indicate the current geographic distribution. Shaded 
rows (reported species) are game known to be included in restoration projects from personal field visitations by 
the authors, unpublished reports at regional or national conferences, or personal communications by professional 
ecological restorationists. Unshaded rows (documented) are species, populations, or stocks known to be included in 
ecological restoration projects that have been reported in the pages of this journal. 

Type Variety Name Scientific Name Rarity Distribution Foodsheds
Bird Attwater’s greater prairie 

chicken
Tympanuchus cupido pinnatus E LA, TX Great Plains

Greater sage-grouse, 
Rockies

Centrocercus urophasianus T CO, ID, MT, ND, NV, 
WY, UT

Great Basin and Rockies

Masked bobwhite Colinus virginianus ridgwayi E SON; AZ Desert Southwest
Western sage-grouse Centrocercus urophasianus 

phaios
T BC; OR, WA Pacific Northwest

Mammal Beaver, Southwest 
desert populations

Castor canadensis T AZ, NM Great Basin and Rockies, 
Desert Southwest

Free-ranging, Plains 
bison

Bison bison T AB, SK; MT, WY Great Plains

Key deer Odocoileus virginianus clavium E FL Gulf Coast
Sonoran pronghorn 

antelope
Antilocapra americana 

sonoriensis
E SON; AZ Desert Southwest

Wood bison Bison bison athabascae T AB, MB, NT, SK, YT Canadian Shield
Woodland caribou Rangifer tarandus caribou T AB, BC, MB, ON, QC, 

SK; ID, WA
Pacific Northwest, Cana-

dian Shield, Great Lakes

Reptile American crocodile Crocodylus acutus E FL, Caribbean Gulf Coast
Atlantic green sea turtle Chelonia mydas T DE, MD, NJ, NY New England Seaboard, 

Southeast Coast and 
Piedmont, Gulf Coast

Desert tortoise Gopherus agassizii T AZ, CA, NV, UT Desert Southwest
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys imbricata E DE, MD, NJ, NY New England Seaboard, 

Southeast Coast and 
Piedmont, Gulf Coast

Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii E AL, GA, MS, LA, NC, 
SC, VA, TX

New England Seaboard, 
Southeast Coast and 
Piedmont, Gulf Coast

Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea E DE, MD, NJ, NY New England Seaboard, 
Southeast Coast and 
Piedmont

Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta T DE, MD, NJ, NY New England Seaboard, 
Southeast Coast and 
Piedmont

Kent Redford led some two hundred 
scientists, activists, ranchers, and 
native-food promoters in envision-
ing alternative futures for bison and 
the landscapes on which they histori-
cally ranged (Sanderson et al. 2008). 
Given earlier criticisms of the “Buf-
falo Commons” proposals by Frank 
Popper, Deborah Popper, and Ernest 
Callenbach (e.g., Pfeiffer 1996), the 
RAFT Alliance proposed a modified, 
ecoculinary “Bison Commons” ini-
tiative focused on achieving regional 
food security through carbon-neutral 
production of native foods. This 

modified approach has both eco-
nomic and gastronomic possibilities 
for revitalizing native-food diversity 
that were not fully explored in the 
original Buffalo Commons debate 
(Nabhan and Kindscher 2006). It is 
also supportive of efforts of 11 tribes 
that have established their bison 
herds in the interests of improving 
the health and diet of their com-
munity (Zontek 2007). Many “slow-
release” native foods are now needed 
by tribes suffering from adult-onset 
diabetes in order to manage their 

blood glucose and cholesterol levels 
and to reduce soaring health costs.

Although we agree with Pfeiffer’s 
(1996) conclusion that bison and cattle 
may have similar ecological influences, 
depending upon how they are man-
aged, it is also true that grazing of 
bison in large, unfenced landscapes 
could potentially regenerate the kinds 
of buffalo wallows historically known 
as breeding sites for prairie chickens 
(Tympanuchus spp.), prairie turnips 
(Pediomelum esculentum), American 
groundnuts (Apios americana), Jerusa-
lem artichokes (Helianthus tuberosus), 
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American Chestnuts

Like the passenger pigeon, the Ameri-
can chestnut (Castanea dentata) was 
once so abundant and integral to 
native and immigrant cultures that few 
19th-century inhabitants of this con-
tinent would have ever fathomed that 
it might one day disappear (Freinkel 
2007). But by 1904, a blight-causing 
fungus had been introduced from Asia 
to eastern forests. The blight rather 
dramatically infested an estimated 
four billion trees over some 81 million 
hectares, reducing the forest canopy 
of Appalachia by at least a quarter 
in a matter of decades. Although an 
occasional tree infested with the blight 
resprouted, the dominance of chest-
nuts in American forests was elimi-
nated, as were the boiled nuts that 
provided Captain John Smith and his 
contemporaries from the First Nations 
“both broth and bread for their chief 
men at their greatest feasts.”

Three-quarters of a century after 
the blight devastated chestnuts and 
their related culinary traditions, 
Charles Burnham founded the Ameri-
can Chestnut Foundation to restore 
this ecological and cultural keystone 
species to its historic range. While 
university researchers focused on 
advancing a backcrossing program of 
plant breeding that introduced fungus 
resistance to American chestnut germ-
plasm, Burnham found willing propa-
gators of these trees and established 
state and local chapters to advance 
chestnut recovery and forest restora-
tion. Federal and state agencies, as 
well as nonprofits and unaffiliated 
volunteers, became keen on seeing 
American chestnuts bear fruit within 
their lifetimes on reclaimed mining 
lands and in secondary growth on 
abandoned farmlands (McCarthy et 
al. 2008). These cooperative efforts 
involve diverse stakeholders engaged 
in the Appalachian Regional Refores-
tation Initiative, including environ-
mental and horticultural nonprofits, 
tribes, the coal industry, the Office of 
Surface Mining, private landowners, 
and universities. More importantly, 

Award-winning chef Fernando Divina, coauthor of Foods of the Americas and principal menu con-
sultant for the Mitsitam Café at the National Museum of the American Indian, shown here with 
his native food preparations at the 2007 American Heritage Picnic hosted by Slow Food Seattle. 
 Photo courtesy of the RAFT Alliance, Gary Paul Nabhan

and other native foods and wildlife. 
Thus the restoration focus should not 
be on bison alone, but on the suite of 
ecological associates of bison-gener-
ated microhabitats that have served 
as traditional foods. The Intertribal 
Bison Council, American Bison Soci-
ety, National Bison Association, Slow 
Food USA, and many other organiza-
tions have endorsed and are promoting 
this broader sense of bison recovery 

for the Great Plains, or Bison Food-
shed. Healthful meat is being distrib-
uted in tribal communities as a result 
of the collaborations, but it remains 
to be seen whether bison will play a 
significant role in the landscape-level 
recovery of other, diverse wild foods.
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Table 4. List of wild plants used as place-based, edible, and historic foods in North America. E stands for endan-
gered and T for threatened, as listed in the Renewing American Food Traditions compilation. Abbreviations for U.S. 
states indicate the current geographic distribution. Shaded rows (reported species) are plants known to be included 
in restoration projects from personal field visitations by the authors, unpublished reports at regional or national 
conferences, or personal communications by professional ecological restorationists. Unshaded rows (documented) 
are species, populations, or stocks known to be included in ecological restoration projects that have been reported 
in the pages of this journal.

Type Variety Name Scientific Name Rarity Distribution Foodsheds
Fruit Four-petal pawpaw Asimina tetramera T FL Southeast Coast and Piedmont

Mountain cranberry Vaccinium vitis-idaea E Broad range Great Lakes
Northern black currant Ribes hudsonianum T Broad range Great Lakes
Okeechobee gourd Cucurbita okeechobeensis E FL Gulf Coast

Grain Wild rice, river rice Zizania aquatica T Broad range Great Lakes
Herb Camas, prairie camas Camassia quamash T AB, BC; CA, CO, 

ID, MT, NV, OR, 
UT, WA

Pacific Northwest

Running buffalo clover Trifolium stoloniferum E AR, IL, IN, KS, KY, 
OH, MO, WV

Central Prairies and Wood-
lands, Appalachia 

Thread-leaved bluedicks Brodiaea filifolia T CA Mediterranean California
Tiburon Island mariposa lily Calochortus tiburonensis T CA Mediterranean California

Nut American chestnut Castanea dentata E Broad range New England Seaboard, New 
England Interior

Beaked hazelnut Corylus cornuta T Broad range Great Lakes
Butternut Juglans cinerea T Broad range Great Lakes
California scrub oak Quercus dumosa T CA Mediterranean California
Northern butternut Juglans cinerea E Broad range Appalachia, New England Sea-

board, Central Prairies and 
Woodlands, New England 
Interior, Canadian Shield, 
Great Lakes

Monterrey pine Pinus radiata T CA Mediterranean California
Torrey pine Pinus torreyana T CA Mediterranean California

Root, Corm, 
Bulb, and 
Tuber

Canadian milkvetch Astragalus canadensis T Great Lakes

perhaps, these on-the-ground res-
toration efforts refamiliarized many 
Americans with the shapes and sizes 
of chestnut trees and the status of the 
former habitats. Within two decades, 
the foundation began receiving from 
its cadre of supporters reliable reports 
and photos that verified how some 
trees had indeed survived the blight.

It now appears that some of the out-
lying survivors in Alabama and Geor-
gia may be ancient natural hybrids 
between the American chestnut and 
the chinquapin (Chrysolepis chryso-
phylla), a congener known for its 
immunity to the blight (Minor 2006, 
Nabhan 2008). While this may be just 
one more source of fungal resistance 
that can be employed in the chestnut 
recovery program, it promises to offer 
an all-American solution to the blight 

problem that may help bring true forest 
restoration—not just chestnut plan-
tations—to the American landscape. 
The broad support for the “rebirth” of 
this quintessential American tree crop 
among conservationists and native-
food enthusiasts alike is one reason 
that it has been boarded onto the Slow 
Food Ark of Taste—an international 
registry of traditional foods believed to 
be at risk of loss from the food system 
and in need of market recovery. To be 
“boarded” onto the Ark of Taste by 
Slow Food International, they must 
be delicious or unique in their culinary 
use, able to be produced sustainably 
under well-defined protocols, associ-
ated with a particular place or cul-
ture, and associated with a historical 
tradition or community of production.

Conclusions

Tremendous momentum is now evi-
dent among the many efforts to inte-
grate the ecological restoration, species 
or stock recovery, cultural recovery, 
and culinary revival of place-based 
heritage foods in North America. 
Some of these community-based proj-
ects have been generated exclusively 
by First Nations or tribes seeking to 
reestablish their food security, self-
sufficiency, and sovereignty, but most 
of these initiatives are cross-cultural 
and intergovernmental in nature. This 
is fitting, since many of these species 
and stocks require habitats extensive 
enough that they cross political or 
administrative boundaries. Moreover, 
both traditional ecological knowledge 
and academic scientific knowledge 
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may offer perspectives needed for full 
recovery. In nearly all of these projects, 
the goal of restoration is not merely 
the recovery of a single species, but 
also of the cultural values associated 
with healthy habitats, diverse species, 
and traditional foods.

From our modest survey, it appears 
that ecogastronomic and biocultural 
restoration efforts are now underway 
for more than 45 wild food species, 
populations, or stocks unique to 
North America. These projects chal-
lenge the prevailing paradigm of eco-
logical restoration since Aldo Leopold, 
as outlined by Jordan (2003): restore it 
then leave it alone. The ecogastronomic 
and biocultural restoration paradigms 
have potential risks because they may 
increase market pressures on scarce 
resources. On the other hand, they 
offer to nourish human communi-
ties involved in ecological restora-
tion not merely in an intellectual and 
spiritual sense, but in a nutritional, 
gastronomic, and cultural sense as 
well.

As David Bottom (1995) has noted, 
the ultimate success of such biocul-
tural restoration efforts “depends on 
nurturing by people with firsthand 
memories and shared traditions who 
are willing to commit themselves to the 
task. Subsequent generations without 
the bond of such memories will likely 
have other priorities,” (p. 167). Flavors 
and fragrances are lodged deep within 
such motivating memories, and they 
appeal to people who may never read 
this journal, nor formally join a res-
toration-oriented nonprofit. As such, 
the ecogastronomic and biocultural 
approaches to restoration broaden 
the range of values through which we 
can engage stakeholders from various 
constituencies in the society at large to 
support nature’s restoration in all of its 
dimensions (Friederici 2006).

Acknowledgments
We would like to thank our friends Mrill 
Ingram, William Jordan, Dennis Martinez, 
Kelly Kindscher, Kat Anderson, Nancy 
Turner, Eric Jones, Kent Redford, Eva Fearn, 
Peter Friederici, Rob Garrison, and Freeman 

House for inspiring this discussion. We are 
grateful to the RAFT partners in Slow Food 
USA, Chefs Collaborative, American Live-
stock Breeds Conservancy, Native Seeds/
SEARCH, Seed Savers Exchange, and Cul-
tural Conservancy for their insights and col-
laboration. Regina Fitzsimmons and Jenny 
Trotter of Slow Food USA and Chuck Bas-
sett of American Livestock Breeds Conser-
vancy offered particularly insightful com-
ments. Portions of this work were funded 
by the Cedar Tree Foundation, Lillian Gold-
man Trust, Ceres Foundation, and Packard 
Foundation.

References
Anderson, M.K. 1996. Tending the wil-

derness. Restoration & Management 
Notes 14:154–163.

___. 2006. Tending the Wild: Native Amer-
ican Knowledge and Management of 
California’s Natural Resources. Berkeley: 
University of California Press.

Berry, W. 1978. The Unsettling of America. 
San Francisco: Sierra Club Books.

Bottom, D.L. 1995. Restoring salmon 
ecosystems: Myth and reality. 
Restoration & Management Notes 
13:162–170.

Collette, B.B. and G. Klein-MacPhee. 
2002. Bigelow and Schroeder’s Fishes of 
the Gulf of Maine. Washington DC: 
Smithsonian Institution Press.

Daggett, D. 2005. Gardeners of Eden: 
Rediscovering Our Importance to 
Nature. Reno: University of Nevada 
Press.

Deur, D. and N.J. Turner. 2005. Keeping 
It Living: Traditions of Plant Use and 
Cultivation on the Northwest Coast of 
North America. Seattle: University of 
Washington Press.

Freinkel, S. 2007. American Chestnut: The 
Life, Death and Rebirth of a Perfect 
Tree. Berkeley: University of California 
Press.

Friederici, P. 2006 Nature’s Restoration: 
People and Places on the Front Lines of 
Conservation. Washington DC: Island 
Press/Shearwater Books.

House, F. 2002. Totem Salmon: Life’s Les-
sons from Another Species. Boston MA: 
Beacon Press.

Isenberg, A.C. 2000. The Destruction of 
the Bison: An Environmental History, 
1750–1920. New York: Cambridge 
University Press.

Jacobsen, R. 2009. The Living Shore: Redis-
covering a Lost World. New York: 
Bloomsbury USA.

Jordan III, W.R. 2003. The Sunflower 
Forest: Ecological Restoration and 
the New Communion with Nature. 
Berkeley: University of California 
Press.

Lester, L. 2006. Protecting the Fish and 
Eating Them, Too: Impacts of the 
Endangered Species Act on Tribal Water 
Use. Tucson: Udall Center for Studies 
in Public Policy.

McCarthy, B.C., J.M. Bauman and C.H. 
Keiffer. 2008. Mine land reclamation 
strategies for the restoration of Amer-
ican chestnut. Ecological Restoration 
26:292–294.

Minckley, W.L. and P.C. Marsh. 2009. 
Inland Fishes of the Greater Southwest: 
Chronicle of a Vanishing Biota. Tucson: 
University of Arizona Press.

Minor, E. 2006. Rare American chest-
nut trees discovered. Washington Post, 
May 19. www.washingtonpost.com/
wp-dyn/content/article/2006/05/19/
AR2006051901548.html

Moerman, D.E. 1998. Native American 
Ethnobotany. Portland OR: Timber 
Press.

Nabhan, G.P. 2003a. Destruction of an 
ancient indigenous cultural landscape: 
An epitaph from Organ Pipe Cactus 
National Monument. Ecological 
Restoration 21:290–295.

___. 2003b. The geography of endan-
germent. Conservation in Practice 
4(3):3–4.

___. 2006. Renewing Salmon Nation’s Food 
Traditions. Portland OR: Ecotrust.

___. 2008. Renewing America’s Food Tra-
ditions: Saving and Savoring Amer-
ica’s Most Endangered Foods. White 
River Junction VT: Chelsea Green 
Publishing.

Nabhan, G.P. and K. Kindscher. 2006. 
Renewing the Food Traditions of Bison 
Nation. Brooklyn: Slow Foods USA.

Nabhan, G.P. and A. Rood, eds. 2004. 
Renewing America’s Food Tradi-
tions. Flagstaff: Center for Sustain-
able Environments, Northern Arizona 
University.

Pfeiffer, K.E. 1996. Book review: Bring 
Back the Buffalo! A Sustainable Future 
for America’s Great Plains. Restoration 
& Management Notes 14:199–200.

Sanderson, E.W., K.H. Redford, B. 
Weber, K. Aune, D. Baldes et al. 
2008. Ecological future of the North 
American bison: Conceiving long-
term, large-scale conservation of wild-
life. Conservation Biology 22:252–266.

Smith, A.C. and T. Farque. 2001. The 
Camas Prairie restoration project 



September 2010 ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION 28:3  � 279

re-establishes an indigenous cul-
tural landscape (Oregon). Ecological 
Restoration 19:107–108.

Tettlebach, S.T. and C.F. Smith. 2009. 
Bay scallop restoration in New York. 
Ecological Restoration 27:20–22.

Trubek, A.B. 2008. The Taste of Place: A 
Cultural Journey into Terroir. Berkeley: 
University of California Press.

White, P.S. and A. Jentsch. 2004. Dis-
turbance, succession, and commu-
nity assembly in terrestrial plant com-
munities. Pages 342–366 in V.K. 
Temperton, R.J. Hobbs, T. Nuttle 
and S. Halle (eds), Assembly Rules 
and Restoration Ecology: Bridging the 

Gap Between Theory and Practice. 
Washington DC: Island Press.

Woody, E. 2006. Speaking to our roots. 
Pages 36–37 in G.P. Nabhan (ed), 
Renewing Salmon Nation’s Food 
Traditions. Portland OR: Ecotrust.

Zontek, K. 2007. Buffalo Nation: Ameri-
can Indian Efforts to Restore the Bison. 
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

RAFT’s founder-facilitator, Gary Nabhan, 
is a research scientist with the Southwest 
Center of the University of Arizona, 1052 
N Highland Ave, Tucson, AZ 85721, 

gpnabhan@email.arizona.edu. See his 
website, www.garynabhan.com. 
 
DeJa Walker recently graduated from 
the Environmental Studies Program at 
Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff 
AZ 86011, deja_dragonfly@hotmail.com. 
She works as a consultant for the RAFT 
Alliance. 
 
Alberto Mellado Moreno is a native 
aquaculturist associated with the Natu-
ral Resources Program of the Comcaac 
(Seri) tribe, Native Oceans, and Ocean 
Revolution. See his blog at www 
.comcaacnativeaquaculture.blogspot.com.


