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The Forestry Incentives Program PIP) is a federal financial cost-share program 
that is intended to increase the nation's timber supply by increasing tree planting and 
timber stand improvement on nonindustrial private forest lands. Timber harvest 
reductions on public lands in the West, environmental constraints on private lands 
throughout the U.S., and increased demands for wood fiber continue to prompt concerns 
about the nation's timber supply. In the 1990 farm bill, sunset provisions were added that 
would replace FIP with the broader-purpose Stewardship Incentive Program (SIP) by 
December 3 1, 1995. This review examines the program accomplishments and economic 
evaluations of FIP in order to consider the merits of its renewal or incorporation in related 
federal forestry legislation. 

Accomplishments 

From its inception in 1974 through 1994, FIP cost-shares of more than $200 
million have finded approximately 3.32 million acres of tree planting, 1.45 million acres of 
timber stand improvement, and 0.27 million acres of site preparation for natural 
regeneration on the nation's nonindustrial private forest lands. As of 1992, about 73% of 
the total area of FIP accomplishments occurred in the South, 22% in the Northeast and 
North Central region, 3% in the Pacific Northwest, and the balance was distributed 
throughout the country. The South accounted for 90% of the program's tree planting 
activity, with 10 southern states each planting more than 178,000 acres of trees since 
1974. In addition, Oregon and Washington combined planted about 90,000 acres of trees 
under the program. Timber stand improvement (tsi) practices were distributed throughout 
most forested states, with 55% in the Northeast and North Central states, and 38% in the 
South. Arkansas led the nation in tsi, followed by the Midwest states of West Virginia, 
Missouri, Ohio, and Indiana. 

Tree planting cost share expenditures and area treated were greatest in the early 
1980s, with more than 200,000 acres planted per year. Recent years have had planting 
rates of 150,000 to 175,000 acres annually. Tsi cost-share funding and acres treated were 
greatest in the initial years of the program, and range &om about 30,000 to 40,000 acres 
annually in the last decade. Average government payments per acre for FIP activities 
increased throughout the 1970s when 75% cost-share rates prevailed. They decreased 
markedly in the early 1980s as most states changed to a 50% cost-share payment rate. 
They have increased since then, as idation has increased treatment costs, decreasing the 
real FIP appropriations. Secondary impacts of the program have included development of 
private contracting vendors, increased softwood shares of regional timber supply, and 
sustaining forest products manufacturing firms. 



Economic Impacts 

The Forestry Incentives Program was enacted in 1973 to increase the timber 
supply in the United States. Evaluations of the program indicate that it has been 
successhl and efficient in meeting this objective. Ninety percent of the hnds allocated to 
FIP actually go toward performing practices in the field because the federal and state 
agencies administer the program as part of their overall responsibility. Timber supply was 
projected to increase by more than 1 billion cubic feet each year due to the program. 
Public and private rates of return averaged about 10% for the various public and private 
accounting criteria, and program benefit-cost ratios consistently exceeded 1.0 by a 
substantial margin. Federal income taxes on the timber harvests stemming fiom FIP 
plantings would eventually be more than double the annual federal FIP expenditures. 
Some studies found that FIP could create social welfare losses by public intervention, 
which is consistent with economic theory. The possibility of public fbnding substituting 
for private finding (capital substitution) has been examined by several researchers, but 
only one study found any measurable impacts. 

Studies of the 1974 FIP program and 1979 program found substantial increases in 
softwood timber supply attributable to FIP, and reasonable public and private rates of 
return for most practices. Other studies have consistently found that FIP contributes to 
increased forest regeneration on nonindustrial private forest lands, thus increasing timber 
supplies. Retention rates for FIP have exceeded 92% for the duration of the program. 
FIP participation has been the greatest in the South, although almost every state has had 
some activity. Forest landowners who tend to have above average incomes benefit fiom 
the program, but expenditures also accrue to small business contractors and vendors, and 
occur in generally poor counties. Econometric models indicate that increased FIP fbnding 
was statistically significant in contributing to tree planting, accounting for perhaps up to 
70% of the activity on nonindustrial private forest land that took place in the 1970s. They 
also found that increased FIP cost share rates would significantly increase tree planting 
activity, at up to 40% more than the base-level activity in the South. 

Overall, the accomplishments of the program and the economic evaluations of its 
activity indicate that it has been successfbl at increasing forest planting and improvement 
practices and is economically efficient. It has increased timber supplies and has provided 
acceptable financial returns for both the public and for private forest landowners who 
participate in the program. 
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ACCOWUS NTS AND ECONOMJ[G EVALUATIONS 
OF THE FOmS'IIiY I N C E N m S  PROGUM: A E m W  

Deborah A. Gaddis, Barry D. New, 
Frederick W. Cubbage, Robert C. Abt, and Robert J. Moulton 

The Forestry Incentives Program PIP) is a federal financial cost-share assistance program for 
nonindustrial private forest landowners. The principal purpose of the program is to increase the 
nation's timber supply by increasing tree planting and timber stand improvement (tsi) on private fores~ 
lands. FIP was first authorized in the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973. When it w; 
reauthorized in the 1990 farm bill, sunset provisions were added that would phase out FIP on 
December 3 1, 1995 and replace it with the new broader-purpose Stewardship Incentive Program. 

Recent summaries and analyses of the U.S. timber situation suggest that the reasons that 
prompted enactment of FIP two decades ago are even more relevant now. Timber harvest levels on 
public lands in the West have dropped substantially due to efforts to protect spotted owls and old 
growth forests. Nonindustrial private forests, mostly in the South, have been suggested as sources to 
replace timber harvest reductions in the West. In the South, however, softwood timber removals 
exceed timber growth (Powell et al. 1993)--for the first time since the beginning of this century. And 
timber demand is projected to increase continuously both domestically and internationally. Most 
national and international studies have suggested that both increased public programs and private sea 
market responses will be needed to avert substantial timber price increases, as well as local shortages 
and closure of some forest products mills. 

A review of the effectiveness of the Forestry Incentives Program should help in determining 
whether it should be renewed or supplanted by similar cost-share provisions in the Stewardship 
Incentive Program (SIP) in the 1995 farm bill. Some groups believe that a continued or slightly 
modified FIP program is necessary to ensure adequate fbture timber supplies. Another alternative 
might include incorporation of streamlined tree planting and tsi provisions more similar to FIP in the 
revised stewardship provisions in the 1995 farm bill. This review presents historical data on the FIP 
program accomplishments and discusses economic evaluations of the program that have been made, i 
order to provide more information for these deliberations. 

PROGRAM ADMINISmmON 

The Forestry Incentives Program (FIP) was authorized by Congress in 1973 "to encourage th 
development, management, and protection of nonindustrial private forest lands" (PL 93-86, Title XII: 



1973). The primary intent of this legislation is to increase the production of timber from nonindustrial 
F) lands. Qualified owners are offered financial incentives from the federal 
restation, timber stand improvement, and site preparation for natural regeneration. 

FIP was enacted largely due to the efforts of forestry interest groups, which perceived needs for 
an exclusive forestry cost-share program. Concern over the decreasing availability of Agricultural 
Conservation Program (ACP) payments for forestry practices in the 1960s and concerns over timber 
supply helped prompt passage of the program. 

The intent of FIP is to encourage tree planting, natural regeneration, and timber stand 
improvement on nonindustrial private forest lands with the underlying goal of increasing the quantity 
and quality of timber and related products &om these lands. Although FIP is mostly a timber 
production program, other resource benefits are to be taken into consideration when implementing FIP 
practices. The following passage from FIP's enabling legislation, Public Law 93-86 August 10, 1973, 
captures the original intent of the program: 

Sec. 1009. (a) "In furtherance of the purposes of this title, the Secretary of Agriculture 
is authorized and directed to develop and carry out a forestry incentives program to 
encourage the development, management, and protection of nonindustrial private forest 
lands. The purposes of such a program shall be to encourage landowners to apply 
practices which will provide for the afforestation of suitable open lands and reforestation 
of cutover and other nonstocked and understocked forest lands and intensive multiple- 
purpose management and protection of forest resources so as to provide for production 
of timber and related benefits." 

At the national level, FIP is administered jointly by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Forest Service, and the Consolidated Farm Service Agency (CFSA), formerly the Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS). The Forest Service allocates FIP funds to the states, 
provides oversight and assures quality control over practice installation and the technical assistance 
provided by state foresters. CFSA is responsible for accomplishment reporting with assistance from the 
Forest Service. At the state and local level, state forestry agencies provide technical assistance to 
program participants by preparing forest management plans, determining the extent of cost-share 
required, and certifying practice completion. Local CFSA offices are responsible for determining 
landowner eligibility, processing applications, disbursing cost-share payments, and record keeping. 

FIP has kept administrative costs low by cooperation among federal and state agencies. The 
ASCS/CFSA has not charged for the FIP cases directly, rather covering these expenses through their 
general operating funds. The USDA Forest Service and State Foresters are limited to a total 10% of 
FIP appropriations for all program expenses related to providing technical assistance to owners, writing 
plans, and monitoring practices. Thus 90% of the FIP appropriated dollars actually go to the field for 
cost-sharing with private landowners. 



FIP was reauthorized in 1978 under the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act (Public Law 95- 
3 13, Sec. 4, July 1, 1978). Under the 1990 Farm Bill, The Food Agriculture Conservation and Trade 
Act, a provision was included to terminate FIP on December 3 1, 1995 (Public Law 101 -624, Sec. 
1214, November 28, 1990). 

Allocation of FIP Funds 

In the original legislation authorizing FIP, Congress established specific criteria for allocating 
program finds among the states. It charged the Secretary of Agriculture to distribute finds to the 
states "only after assessing the public benefit incident thereto, and after giving appropriate consideratic 
to ..." The number and acreage of commercial forest lands, number of eligible owners, the potential 
productivity of these lands, and the need for reforestation, timber stand improvement, or other forestq 
investment on such lands (P.L 93-86 Sec. 1009, par. C). In addition to these considerations, Presideni 
Nixon added a provision that the program be cost-effective, making the return on the government's 
investment a prime consideration (Mills et al. 1974). 

FIP is a national program with activities in all states, as well as in Puerto Rico. The 
approximately 25 major forestry states compete for FIP finds based on performance measures, but a 
minimum amount of FIP finding goes to all states for good forestry projects. 

In developing a system for apportioning finds among counties within a given state, state CFSl 
(formerly ASCS) committees in consultation with State Foresters follow the same criteria followed by 
USDA in allocating finds to the states. Within states, consideration is also given to the availability of 
vendor services for tree planting, tsi, and site preparation work, the historic use of cost-sharing finds 
for forestry practices in the county, existence of forest landowner associations, and factors such as an 
adverse timber growth-drain ratio in the local area (Forest Farmer 1985). Additional considerations 
such as the opportunities for enhancing other forest resources and the proximity of the county to majc 
population centers where land would potentially be converted to non-forest use in the future are founc 
in the former ASCS (now CFSA) FIP Handbook. States have the option of designating that FIP be 
available in all counties or in selected counties only. 

Available Practices 

Eligible landowners may apply for FIP cost-share assistance under three practices, FP 1-tree 
planting, FP2-timber stand improvement, and FP3-site preparation for natural regeneration. A fourth 
category, SF-special forestry practices, allows ASCS and Forest Service officials discretion to providt 
for a "significant and unique local condition for which national FIP practices are not adequaten (USD, 
ASCS Handbook 1 -FIP Revision 2 1992a). 



FP1.- The purpose of FPl is to establish a stand of trees for timber production and to preserve 
and improve the environment. Site preparation and tree planting are the primary components. Planting 
seedlings and direct seeding are authorized. If necessary, cost-share may be authorized for clearing 
land of unmerchantable trees and brush during site preparation. Weed control during the first year and 
prescribed burning may also receive cost-share assistance. Erosion control measures performed during 
site preparation also may be authorized. 

Since FIP's primary objective is timber production, cost-sharing is not allowed for planting 
orchard trees, ornamentals, or Chtistmas trees. Other requirements and specifications such as eligible 
species, spacing, stocking rate, site preparation methods, cultivation and weed control standards are set 
by the local CFSA committee in consultation with the State Forester. 

FP2.- The purpose of FP2 is to increase timber growth and quality on sites suitable for 
producing sawtimber and veneer logs. Timber stand improvement (tsi) activities such as non- 
commercial thinning, pruning crop trees, chipping, releasing desirable seedlings and young trees, and 
prescribed burning are eligible. Repeated prescribed burning on the same acreage is not allowed 
however. 

FP3.- The purpose of F . 3  is to establish a stand of trees through natural regeneration methods 
for timber production. Authorized activities include: reducing or eliminating competing vegetation, 
enhancing soil conditions for natural seeding¶ and erosion control measures performed as part of the 
site preparation process. Seed sources of commercially desirable trees must be in adequate supply prior 
to site preparation. If natural regeneration fails to meet certain standards due to uncontrolled 
circumstances, cost-sharing may be authorized for one additional treatment. 

Additional requirements common to all FIP practices are: 

* Landowners must assume responsibility for protecting the practice against destructive fire 
and grazing, allowing hnds to be directed to actual practice implementation rather than for 
firelines and fences. 

* All practices must be maintained for at least 10 years after installation and establishment. If 
this requirement is not met, CFSA will recover a proportion of the cost-shares paid to the 
landowner based on the length of time the practice was actually in place. 

* Any chemicals used must be federally, state, and locally registered, and applied legally and 
according to label directions. All other federal and state policies and regulations must be 
complied with. 



* When implementing any FIP practice, care must be taken to protect and maintain water 
quality and to preserve and improve the overall quality of the environment. 

* A forest management plan is required, usually prepared by a Service Forester employed by 
the state forestry agency under direction of the State Forester. Private forestry consultants 
may also prepare FIP plans on behalf of the landowner, but cost-share assistance is not 
available to pay for this service and the plan must be approved by the Senice Forester. 

* Treatments specified in the forest management plan must provide the most economic, 
efficient, and effective measures for increasing timber production as well as other associate 
forest resources. 

Cost-Share Rate 

The maximum cost-share payment a landowner may receive in any given year is $10,000. The 
current maximum cost-share rate a landowner may receive under FIP is 65% of the total cost of 
implementing the practice. State and county level CFSA co ttees, in consultation with the State 
Forester, have authority to set cost-share rates below this national maximum within their jurisdiction, 
but cannot exceed this rate. Over the program's 20 year history, cost-share rates have fluctuated 
between 50% and 75% in diaerent states. 

Most FIP contracts are set up as annual agreements and the landowner is expected to complet 
the practice within 12 months. Extensions may be granted by the local CFSA committee if the 
landowner is unable to complete the practice due to unforeseen circumstances such as inclement 
weather or seedlings being unavailable. 

Long-term agreements (LTA's) are an option for large-scale projects over 40 acres in size, 
which will take longer than one year to complete. Under a LTA, a landowner can plan tree planting 
and tsi practices over a period of 3 to 10 years and be assured of receiving cost-share knds in future 
years. The $10,000 maximum annual payment limitation applies to LTA's as well as annual contracts. 
LTA's allow landowners enrolling large acreages the opportunity to implement practices over one or 
more years, without having to reapply and enter into a new contract each year. 



To be eligible for participation in FIP, landowners must meet all of the following requirements: 

(1) Eligible landowners include individuals, groups, American Indian tribes or other native 
American groups, associations, and corporations or other legal entities without publicly 
traded stock. Such owners must not be engaged in the business of manufacturing forest 
products or providing any type of public utility services. Federal, state, and local 
governments are also excluded. In addition, FIP is available only to owners of eligible lands 
and not to tenants. 

(2) Landowners cannot own more than 1,000 acres of NIPF land (this was increased from an 
upper limit of 500 acres at the start of the program). A waiver may be obtained from the 
Secretary of Agriculture for landowners owning up to 5,000 acres of NIPF land if it is 
determined that significant public benefit will accrue from FIP cost-share practices. 

In addition to landowner eligibility requirements, the land upon which the practice is to be 
implemented must also meet certain requirements. 

(1) The land must be capable of producing a minimum of 50 cubic feet of wood per acre per 
year. 

(2) The land must be capable of supporting tree growth if currently not forested. 

(3) A minimum of 10 acres is required for each separate practice cost-shared. This limit became 
effective in 1977 after an early evaluation of the program's cost effectiveness Wsbrudt and 
Ellefson 1 983). 

(4) NIPF land as defined in the ASCS FIP Handbook includes "rural lands with existing tree 
cover and other lands including cropland, pastureland, surface mined lands, and nonstocked 
forest land. " 

Ap~Iicntions and Selection of Landowners 

Landowners apply for cost-share assistance under one or more of the available FIP practices by 
filing an application at the local CFSA office. Once CFSA has determined that the landowner is 
eligible, the Service Forester determines if the land meets FIP eligibility requirements and whether the 
practice is needed. The Service Forester will assign a priority rating to the request, based on the cost 
effectiveness of the practice. For example, high priority practices involve planting trees on marginal 
cropland, and tree planting and tsi on tracts 40 acres or larger. The Service Forester then prepares a 



forest management plan based on the landowner's objectives, outlining specific silvicultural 
prescriptions required to success~lly complete the practice and a time schedule for their 
implementstion. The CFSA committee then decides whether to approve, disapprove, or defer the 
request for future consideration. 

Once a FIP request has been approved, the landowner may begin implementation of the practic 
as outlined in the forest management plan. Once complete, the landowner notifies CFSA and submits 
all necessary invoices of costs incurred. CFSA then notifies the Service Forester that the practice has 
been completed and asks the forester to make a field inspection and certify that the practice was 
successfially completed. CFSA then disburses the cost-share payment to the landowner. To ensure th 
practices are being adequately maintained and in compliance for the ten year duration of the contract, 
CFSA, along with the Service Forester, will periodically make on-site spot checks. 

Other Cost-Share Programs 

The Forestry Incentives Program is only one of the existing federal cost-share programs 
designed to encourage tree planting, forest management, and overall resource enhancement of NIPF 
lands. All of these programs are components of broader U.S. agricultural and forest policy. 

The Agricultural Conservation Program (ACP) was developed as a response to the "dust bowl 
problems of the 1930s as part of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 1936 and has 
been reauthorized in various forms over the years. A general farm program designed to encourage 
resource conservation practices, ACP also includes cost-share assistance for tree planting, timber stan 
improvement, site preparation for natural regeneration, and wildlife habitat improvement. Unlike FIP 
however, the general intent of ACP is not to increase timber production, but rather to promote soil an 
water conservation. Under ACP there is neither a minimum productivity standard nor a minimum 
acreage limitation, as there is with FIP. Compared with the program's total expenditures, cost-sharini 
for forestry practices has been fairly limited. From 1960 through 1986, only about 1% to 2% of the 
annual ACP fbnds were spent on planting trees and shrubs. However, total forestry accomplishments 
are significant. During this period, approximately 2.9 million acres were planted in trees and 2.7 millii 
acres received tsi (Cubbage et al. 1993). From 1987 to 1994, ACP fbnded about an additional 1.1 
million acres of tree planting and 330 thousand acres of tsi. 

The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), originally authorized under the 1985 farm bill, an< 
reauthorized in the 1990 farm bill, was designed to retire highly erodible cropland from agricultural 
production and place it into permanent vegetation for a period of 10 years. In addition to the prima9 
objective of reducing soil erosion on highly erodible cropland, CRP also seeks to protect the nation's 
long-term capability to produce food and fiber, reduce sedimentation, improve water quality, enhance 
wildlife habitat, reduce the production of surplus commodities, and provide income support for farme 
(Osborn et al. 1990). Landowners or operators are reimbursed a 50% cost-share for establishing gra! 
trees, or wildlife habitat. In addition, they receive annual rental payments for the ten year contract 



period to offset income lost from not producing crops on the enrolled land. Rental payments are 
determined through competitive bidding. 

In general, the CFSA has the same administrative role for ACP and CRP as it does for FIP. The 
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service S), formerly the Soil Conservation Service 
(SCS), is primarily responsible for providing technical assistance to ACP and CRP cooperators, except 
that the State Foresters are responsible for forestry practices under both programs. 

More than 36 million acres of cropland had been enrolled under CRP as of 1994, with about 2.5 
million acres planted in trees woulton 1994). Tree planting acres comprised 6.8% of the total acreage 
enrolled in the program, falling short of the 12.5% goal established in 1985. Most of the tree planting 
has occurred in the South. The 13 southern states enrolled over 90% of the total tree planting acres 
nationwide. Georgia alone planted 646,000 acres (26% of all tree planting), and Mississippi planted 
5 1 5,000 acres (2 1% of all tree planting). 

Under the 1990 Farm Bill, CRP was reauthorized and revised. Additional incentives were 
established to bring more tree planting, specifically hardwood trees, into the program. Contracts and 
annual rental payments may be extended for up to 15 years for planting hardwood trees. Contracts for 
softwoods remain at 10 years. Farmers also have the option of converting prior enrolled CRP grass 
lands to trees and extending the contract period up to 15 years. However, reduced fbnding levels kept 
post- 1990 tree planting accomplishments--focused mostly on wetlands--relatively small. 

The Stewardship Incentive Program (SIP), authorized for the first time under the 1990 Farm 
Bill, was designed to complement the newly created Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) by offering a 
broad range of financial incentives to implement multi-resource enhancements recommended in 
approved Stewardship plans. The Stewardship approach involves total resource management, a much 
broader intent than that of FIP, which is primarily a timber production program. In 1993, nine cost- 
share practices were available under SIP: management plan development; reforestation and 
afforestation; forest and agroforest improvement; windbreak and hedgerow establishment, maintenance, 
and renovation; soil and water protection and improvement; riparian and wetland protection and 
improvement; fisheries habitat enhancement; wildlife habitat enhancement; and forest recreation 
enhancement. 

Unlike other USDA cost-share programs, administration of SIP lies with the U.S. Forest 
Service at the federal level and the State Foresters at the state level. CFSA provides general support by 
processing applications, disbursing payments, and keeping records. The states have a great deal of 
autonomy in developing a state stewardship plan tailored to local needs, under the guidance of state 
stewardship committees. Congress authorized $100 million per year for SIP for fiscal years 1991 
through 1995, however actual appropriations were less than $20 million annually for the first two years. 



PROGWM ACGOmLTS NTS 

From its inception in 1974 through FY 1992, FIP has been responsible for over 4.36 million 
acres of tree planting, timber stand improvement, and site preparation for natural regeneration on our 
nation's nonindustrial private forest lands (Table 1). By 1994, this increased to more than 4.6 million 
acres, including approximately 3 -32 million acres of tree planting, 1.45 million acres of timber stand 
improvement, and 0.27 million acres of site preparation for natural regeneration. Figure 1 summarizes 
the FIP accomplishments and expenditures from the program inception through 1992. Cumulative U.! 
program accomplishments are summarized in the first two tables in the Appendix. 

The federal govement has distributed approximately $202.8 million in FIP cost-shares to ove 
123,000 landowners through 1992. The program's greatest success rests with planting over 2.95 
million acres of trees (68% of the total acres treated), involving some 78,637 landowners, with a total 
investment of $166.823 million in cost-share dollars (82% of the total program cost). Tsi and site 
preparation for natural regeneration comprised smaller shares of accomplishments. 

We summarized the distribution of FIP activities by USDA Forest Service Region (Figure 2, 
Table 2). Detailed summaries of the annual and cumulative FIP regional accomplishments by number I 

participants, number of acres, and dollars expended are attached in the Appendix. The Forest Service 
Region 9 encompasses the Northeastern Area of State and Private Forestry, and is referred to as NA il 
the Appendix tables and figures. Region 10, Alaska, is not included due to its extremely limited 
participation in the program. 

As indicated in Table 2 and in the detailed breakdowns in the Appendix, a majority of FIP 
accomplishments have occurred in the South (USDA Forest Service Region 8). The 13 southern state 
enrolled almost 3.2 million acres in the program, 73% of the total. In the USDA FS Northeastern Are 
(Region 9), which includes the Northeast and North Central states, 961,828 acres had been enrolled 
through FY 1992,22% of the total (Figure 3). Smaller total FIP activities have occurred in the 
remainder of the nation, but each state has had some activity. 

The Southern Region has led the nation in tree planting under FIP, planting over 2.66 million 
acres, 90% of all tree planting under the program by 1992 (Figure 2). This is not surprising considerir 
that the South holds one-half of the nation's total NIPF land and produces more than 50% of the 
nation's annual timber harvest. Ten southern states have each planted more than 178,000 acres of tree 
under the program (Table 1). North Carolina leads the nation in FIP tree planting accomplishments, 
with over 323,000 acres. 
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Table 1. FIP Accomplishments By State and Pmeticc 1974-1992 (continued) 

FIP Pnu:ticts 

Timber Stand 
Tree Planting Im~rovmmt  Site Maration Total 

New Mtxico 77 7,423 0 7,500 

New York 4,792 68,779 120 73,69 1 

North Carolina 323,4 14 20,84 1 7% 345,051 

North Dakota 280 203 0 483 

Ohio 13,946 80,591 1,171 95,708 

Oklahoma 19,918 37,406 363 57,687 

Oregon 49,779 25,040 0 74,76 1 

Pennsylvania 7,439 40,081 24 1 47,761 

Puerto Rico 1,268 10 0 1,278 

Rhode Island 176 2,602 10 2,788 

South Carolina 246,083 14,850 3 12 261,245 

South Dakota 69 4,761 0 4,830 

Tennessee 30,05 1 18,520 425 48,996 

Texas 178,475 55,192 0 233,667 

Utah 43 52 0 95 

Vmont 417 24,6 1 1 234 25,262 

Viginia 3 16,754 47,933 295 364,982 

Washington 40,786 1 1,942 20 52,748 

West Virginia 8,382 100,140 115 108,637 

Wisconsin 34,370 34,948 3,146 72,464 

Wyoming 47 13,624 0 13,671 

Total 2,953,684 1,383,5 17 26,494 4,363,659 
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Table 2. FP Accomplishments by Practice and Forest Service Region, 1974-1992 

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Ration 4 a t  5 Region 6 Pegion 8 Region 9 

Tree Planting 2,016 1,902 92 569 9,980 90,565 2,660,222 188,338 2,953,684 

TSI 9,081 32346 9,616 108 10,499 36,982 520,914 763,929 42 1,383,517 

Site Prep. for 
Nat. Regen. 139 10 

Total 11,236 34,258 9,708 677 20,479 127,567 3,197,900 %I ,828 42 4,363,695 

% of  Total Acres 4% 4% <I % 4% 4% 3% 73% 22% 4% 
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Virginia, Alabama, and Mississippi have all planted over 300,000 acres each. The only other region 
where IW has made a si cant impact in tree planting has been in the Pacific Northwest. Oregon and 
Washington combined planted slightly over 90,000 acres of trees under FIP. 

As of 1992, timber stand improvement practices have been conducted on 1,383,5 17 acres, 32% 
of the total acres treated (Figure 4). About 55% of all tsi has occurred in the Northeastern Area, with 
3 8% in the South. Arkansas leads the nation in timber stand improvement, having treated 1 16,499 
acres, followed by West Virginia, Missouri, Ohio, and Indiana, each with over 75,000 acres of tsi. 

Site preparation for natural regeneration (Figure 5) has also occurred primarily in the South-- 
16,764 acres (63% of the total)--and in the Northeast, 9,561 acres (36% of the total). The practice, 
however, has been small, constituting less than one percent of the total acres treated. Almost 28% of 
the total acres treated for natural regeneration have occurred in Arkansas (7,361 acres). Wisconsin is 
the second leading state with 3,146 acres. Louisiana, Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio, Mississippi, and 
Georgia each treated over 1,000 acres for natural regeneration. 

Historical Trends 

Tables 3,4, and 5 summarize the annual FIP accomplishments for tree planting, tsi, and site 
preparation for natural regeneration, as well as total expenditures, number of participants, and net 
average cost per acre including the administrative costs. The data and graphs in the Appendix provide 
regional summaries of this data. The dollar figures are in nominal terms, as expended for that given 
year. Accounting for inflation would decrease the effective increases in expenditures. 

Tree planting cost-share expenditures increased from $6.55 million in 1974 to a peak of $14.8 
million in 198 1. Tree planting accomplishments peaked in 1980, at 2 18,960 acres. Only 1979, 1980, 
and 1981 had tree planting totals exceeding 200,000 acres. Recent years have had planting rates of 
150,000 to 175,000 acres. The number of participants has ranged from 3,000 to 4,200 persons since 
1982. The average cost-share expenses per acre increased until 1982, and then actually dropped in the 
early 1980s. This was caused largely by a pervasive decrease in the cost-share rate from 75% to lower 
rates in many states. Since that drop, costs per acre increased over time again, as one would expect. 

Tsi cost-share hnding and acres treated were highest in the initial years of the program, and 
declined fairly consistently until the late 1980s. The participants, acres, and expenditures increased 
slightly in the 1990s. In this case, average cost per acre increased over time, with no perceptible drop 
in the early 1980s. FIP site preparation for natural regeneration just began as a separate practice in 
1982 and its total accomplishments are extremely small. Its costs per acre averaged only about one-half 
those of tree planting. 







Table 3. FIP Tree Planting, 1974-1992 

&a Acres $ Cost-Share Cost-share $ ~ e r  acre # Participants 

1974 168,005 6,548,s 10 38.98 n. a 

1975-76 107,509 5,156,741 48.17 5,769 

1977 152,750 7,145,640 46.78 5,259 

1978 168,814 8,663,349 5 1.32 5,099 

1979 21 1,987 11,537,856 54.43 5,737 

1980 2 18,960 13,356,971 61 .OO 6,091 

1981 211,218 14,794,482 70.04 6,215 

1982 155,181 10,087,195 65.00 4,616 

1983 143,333 8,475,622 59.13 4,253 

1984 129,959 6,85 1,333 52.72 3,486 

1985 167,307 8,694,799 5 1.97 4,358 

1986 189,978 9,983,720 52.55 4,892 

1987 11 8,455 6,429,540 54.28 3,035 

1988 157,410 9,255,538 58.80 4,060 

1989 164,133 9,7 17,160 59.20 4,022 

1990 150,717 9,389,663 62.29 3,670 

1991 176,201 10,651,194 60.45 4,146 

1992 - 161.767 10.083.87 1 62.33 3.929 

Total (Av~.) 2,953,684 166,823,184 56.48 78,637 



Table 4. F P  Timber Stand Improvement, 1974-1 992 

Year Acres $ Cost-Share Cost-share $ per acre # Participants 

1974 125,357 2,559,133 20.4 1 n. a 

1975-76 167,873 2,953,136 17.59 5,124 

1977 155,158 3,168,685 20.42 4,899 

1978 154,082 3,344,141 21.70 4,705 

1979 117,585 2,847,306 24.21 4,239 

1980 122,980 3,228,985 26.26 4,540 

1981 102,602 2,815,462 27.44 3,790 

1982 74,32 1 2,030,3 66 27.32 2,936 

1983 58,353 1,692,628 29.01 2,400 

1984 33,345 1,020,498 30.60 1,369 

1985 37,133 1,240,501 33.41 1,585 

1986 35,830 1,202,082 33.55 1,426 

1987 26,138 917,217 35.09 1,001 

1988 29,389 1,099,669 37.42 1,100 

1989 30,533 1,042,790 34.15 1,012 

1990 33,199 1,154,582 34.78 1,094 

1991 36,447 1,3 18,432 36.17 1,247 

1992 43.192 1.53 1.866 35.47 1.243 

Total (Avg.) 1,383,517 35,167,479 25.42 43,7 10 



Table 5. FIP Site Preparation for Natural Regenera~on, 1982-1 992 

Sear Acres $ Cost-Share Cost-Share $ per acre ## Participants 

1982 57 2,759 48.40 4 

1983 1,485 34,404 23.17 39 

1984 2,326 62,994 27.08 62 

1985 2,592 73,573 28.38 75 

1986 2,776 76,300 27.49 89 

1987 2,514 70,442 28.02 71 

1988 2,455 68,3 14 27.83 67 

1989 3,617 108,879 30.10 78 

1990 2,811 96,822 34.44 72 

1991 2,374 83,309 35.09 81 

1992 3.487 120.349 34.51 - 96 

Total (Avg.) 26,494 798,145 30.13 734 



Total cost-share funding under FIP has varied in nominal dollar terms from 1974 to 1992, with 
a peak of % 17.6 million in 198 1, and has been fairly uniform since 1983 (Table 6,  Figure 6).  Note that 
the total expenditures vary slightly from the uniform appropriations for each year, depending on the 
number of practices enrolled and completed. Thus, total area treated under the program has declined 
somewhat. This is caused by increasing average treatment costs in face of constant nominal dollar 
hnding and by a shift from the cheaper tsi practice to the more expensive planting practice. Real dollar 
expenditures (taking out the effect of inflation) have declined substantially as inflation has eroded the 
purchasing power of the constant appropriation levels from a peak of $10.4 million in 198 1 to about 
$4.3 million in 1992. 

Secondarv Impacts 

Incentive programs such as FIP not only provide direct benefits in the form of cost-shares to 
participants, but they also provide secondary benefits that are difficult to quantify. In 1993, several 
State Foresters were contacted to assess the secondary impacts that have resulted from FIP fbnding in 
their respective states; some comments are paraphrased below. 

Most state foresters support retention of FIP as a supplement to SIP. They note that FIP 
provides increases in timber supply, revenues associated with sustained yield management, and other 
less tangible benefits such as the enhancement of aesthetics, soil and water quality, and wildlife habitat. 
There also has been a correlation between cost-share hnding and the development of private vendors 
providing tree planting senices to landowners. 

In Virginia, the combination of FIP and a state-funded reforestation cost-share program have 
created opportunities for the development of private vendors who provide tree planting and herbicide 
services to private landowners in that state. In addition, the combination of federal and state cost-share 
programs has resulted itl sustaining the pine resource and in the process provided diverse wildlife 
habitat. Because of administrative hnds allocated to the state, four additional forester positions have 
been secured to provide on-the-ground technical assistance to forest landowners. 

In South Carolina, the State Forester noted a strong correlation between a thriving forest 
products industry and NIPF timber growers. Spin-off effects of FIP included sustaining site preparation 
and tree planting vendors, and technical assistance money received by the State Forestry Commission, 
which supports fbnding for two to three foresters to administer the program. 

To improve program effectiveness, Tennessee instituted a practice priority hierarchy to assure 
cost-effectiveness of the FIP fbnds allocated to the state. For instance, bare-land plantings have highest 
priority and are awarded FIP cost-shares before more expensive site preparation plus tree planting 
practices. In addition, the state chose to 



Table 6. Totd FIP Accomplishments, 1 974- 1 992 

Deflated 
Year Acres $ Cost-Share Red Dollars # Participants 

1987 147,107 7,4 17,199 3,329,498 4,107 

1988 189,254 10,423,52 1 4,503,371 5,227 

1989 198,283 10,868,829 4,502,168 5,112 

1990 186,727 10,64 1,067 4,230,157 4,836 

1991 215,022 12,052,935 4,624,92 1 5,474 

1992 208,446 1 1,736,086 4,330,135 5,268 

Total 4,363,695 202,788,808 --- 123,08 1 





discontinue finding of hardwood tree planting and hardwood tsi to increase the program's cost- 
effectiveness. Faced with a lack of forestry vendors at the inception of the program, the Division of 
Forestry recruited forestry students at the University of Tennessee to form their own vendor crews 
during undergraduate summer vacations to make money and gain forestry experience helping 
landowners install FIP prabices. Out of this venture, at least two private forestry consulting firms we 
formed. 

Delaware's State Forestry Office reported that FIP has helped increase tree planting contract01 
from three to five in the past five years, as well as aided expansion of at least one existing contractor's 
business. To accommodate increased demand for tree planting, additional workers have been hired, 
from six per crew just five years ago to twelve in 1993. FIP also encouraged more landowners to pla, 
and improve larger acreages than they would have been willing to undertake without cost-share 
assistance. As a result, whole tree chipping operators and firewood harvesters are now in demand f o ~  
to six months per year, up fiom just one month per year five years ago. 

In evaluating the secondary impacts of Virginia's Reforestation of Timberlands Program, a sta. 
finded tree planting cost-share program, Flick and Horton (1981) found that most of the program's 
vendors were farm laborers who supplemented their incomes during the winter months by planting 
trees. While average earnings were estimated to be about equal with minimum wage, the authors 
suggest that even small amounts of supplemental income can make a big difference to individual 
families, especially in rural counties where the program is most active. 

FIP and other cost-share programs have provided an opportunity for many private vendors to 
form and expand existing businesses. Vendors provide site preparation and tree planting services, 
herbicide treatments, and tsi work on a fee basis for landowners who are not equipped or perhaps dor 
have the time or expertise to perform the work on their own. Vendors ofien offer the only alternative 
landowners have to get trees planted and to perform tsi and other forestry work, even on modest 
acreages. Vendor jobs help to stimulate local economies. In 1974, 59 percent of the planting and 38 
percent of the nonplanting treatments accomplished under FIP were performed by private vendors 
(Mills 1976). Vendor services were used on 80 percent of the tree planting contracts in the South in 
1974, compared with 25 percent in the Lake States. 

PROGRAM EVALUATIONS 

FIP performance was to be evaluated and reported to Congress on a periodic basis to fblfill th 
requirements of the law. The USDA also required early evaluation of FIP, as it does for all new 
programs, and an interagency Program Development Committee established by the department asked 
for a thorough evaluation of FIP. Many forestry analysts have also examined the effects of FIP as pal 
of their individual or cooperative research. Studies have been conducted on the economic efficiency 4 

the program, practice retention rates, capital substitution, equity, NIPF behavior and response, and 
subsidiary effects. 



Economic Eficiencv 

Mills and Cain (1978) analyzed the performance of FIP for 1974, the first year of 
implementation. A total of $8.3 million in federal funds was spent on this initial cost-share. Program 
delivery costs estimated at $3.8 million. Private costs were estimated at $3.0 million. Because the 
primary objective as specified in P.L. 93-86 was for increased timber production, benefits computed in 
benefiucost analysis were calculated from expected increases in timber yield. Mills and Cain used 
marginal analysis to compare the expected timber production returns from implementation of the 
program with expected timber production returns in the absence of the program (current regime). The 
current regime was characteristic of the typical management activities undertaken by landowners not 
receiving assistance funds. Both sequences were assumed to be repeated in perpetuity and discounted 
back to allow comparison of different time horizons inherent in the regimes. Intense regimes were 
assumed to result in sawtimbei rotations with commercial thinnings included when merchantable. 

Taxes were excluded from consideration because they do not affect productivity of investments. 
al management costs were also excluded. Land costs were excluded because the effect would be 

the same in both regimes and thus would cancel out in calculations. It was assumed that practices were 
retained through final harvest, follow up treatment was implemented as needed, and subsequent 
rotations were of the same intensity. Stylized management regimes were developed based on species 
groupings, site index ranges, geographic regions and initial practice category. Yields were computed in 
mean annual increment (MAI) in cubic feet per acre per year. 

Estimates of future stumpage prices were made for 17 softwood, 23 hardwood and 3 pruned 
Eastern species and 10 special Western softwood species. Prices were then varied by region to account 
for logging factors such as accessibility, competition, terrain, and quality. Grade variations for 
hardwood improvement cuts were included. Predicted fkture price increases were applied to the data 
based on trend and regression analysis performed by a variety of sources (Mills and Cain 1978). 

All expenditures were analyzed under four different cost options to determine the internal rate 
of return (IRR), present net worth (PNW), and benefidcost ratio @/C) associated with the expected 
increase in timber yield. These cost options were: 

(1) Direct costs: federal and private direct costs. 
(2) Total costs: the direct cost plus the program delivery cost per case. 
(3) Public costs: federal cost-share plus the program delivery cost per case. 
(4) Private costs: landowner direct cost @fills and Cain 1978). 




































































































