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Abstract

This study to identify existing and potential incentives for practicing sustainable forestry on non-
industrial private forest lands in the U.S. was conducted in four phases. The literature on the tax,
cost-share, and other financial incentive programs currently available to non-industrial private forest
owners was reviewed, to determine its findings on the effectiveness of various types of programs and
their apparent impact on forest owner motivations and practices. Selected management assistance
foresters in state forestry organizations nationwide were surveyed, to ask them to name, describe, and
evaluate the financial incentive programs offered in their states by federal and state agencies, private
entities, and nongovernmental organizations. Focus groups of non-industrial private forest owners
were convened in each national region, to learn what types of incentive programs owners prefer,
what objectives of ownership the programs help them to meet, and what additional program
approaches would appeal to other objectives they have for their land. The findings of the first three
study phases were analyzed, to assess the various programs’ potential for enhancing the practice of
sustainable forestry on non-industrial private lands and to identify program approaches that create
disincentives to sustainable forestry.

One conclusion from the study is that federal and state financial incentive programs currently play a
limited role in promoting sustainable forestry practices on the nation’s non-industrial private forests.
This is not because of any structural disconnect between the incentive programs and the practice of
sustainable forestry, but rather because the programs play only a minor role in forest owners’
decisions regarding the management and use of their land. There were considerable differences
between regions with respect to some study findings; with respect to three findings, however, there
was a consistent message across the four national regions. First, the highest program priority among
forest owners is one-on-one access to a forester or other natural resource professional to “walk the
land” with them and discuss their management alternatives. Second, the most effective way to
increase the impact of financial incentive programs is to ensure adequate funding and stable program
requirements over time. And third, there is a need for some flexibility in financial incentive
programs to address regional differences in forest characteristics and owner objectives.

The study findings and conclusions yielded nine recommendations:

o Increase funding and availability of one-on-one technical assistance from both extension
foresters and state service foresters.

0 Use technical assistance rather than certification to convey sustainability ideas; approach
sustainability through owners’ long-term stewardship and family legacy objectives.

o0 Make a written forest management plan a requirement for all incentive programs.

o Design incentive programs to put forest owners in direct contact with a forester or other natural
resource professional.

o Design some incentive programs to address regional differences in forest characteristics and
forest owner objectives.

o Link incentives directly to stewardship practices instead of general forest management practices.

o Fund cost-share applications according to their expected environmental benefit instead of first-
come-first-served.



0 Make the requirements for owners to participate in incentive programs more uniform and deliver
the programs from a single source in each state.

0 Maintain adequate funding and stable program requirements for financial incentives over the
long term.



Introduction

In broad terms, this study looks at the compatibility between sustainable forestry practices and the
framework of public and private financial incentive programs directed toward non-industrial private
forest owners. The core hypothesis is that there may be a disconnect between the kinds of practices
these programs encourage and the practices associated with sustainable forestry.

The structure of financial incentive programs for forest owners dates to the 1940s and 50s, and was
generally motivated by concern over timber scarcity and recognition that better-managed private
forests could provide a larger share of the nation’s timber supply. Thus, the programs were designed
to help small forest owners be more active timber managers. It would not be surprising if the
incentive programs either ignored sustainable forestry practices or were in conflict with them;
certainly the fact that sustainable forest management arose a full half-century after the prototype
financial incentive programs makes it unrealistic to expect the incentive programs to have anticipated
the concept of sustainability. Perhaps more important, however, is the potential philosophical
difference behind the two institutions — do financial incentive programs focus on timber production
and revenues while sustainable forestry entails an entirely different suite of objectives? And if there
is a disconnect between financial incentive programs and sustainable forestry, where does this leave
forest owners?

The research design and results described below attempt to get at these questions by triangulating
different kinds of data. First, our goal is to tell a national story, but to understand regional variations
as well. That argues for a replicated regional research approach that can be aggregated into a national
picture. We want to understand how the people who deliver these programs feel about their
effectiveness, but also to contrast that with the views of the non-industrial private forest owners the
programs are intended to reach. Furthermore, we want to be able to blend the kinds of rigorous
guantitative results that emerge from survey data with the nuanced understanding that emerges from
qualitative research.



Study Purpose

The purpose of this study is to identify existing and potential incentives for practicing sustainable
forestry on non-industrial private forest lands in the U.S. This overall purpose was broken into four
distinct objectives:

(0]

To identify tax, cost-share, and other types of financial incentive programs with the potential to
enhance the practice of sustainable forestry on non-industrial private lands;

To evaluate the relative effectiveness of different types of programs and of different methods of
administering similar programs;

To provide insight into interactions between different types of programs; and

Through an integrated package of deliverables, to disseminate the study findings to forestry
practitioners and policy-makers.

The scope of the study is all financial incentive programs offered by federal and state agencies,
private entities, and nongovernmental organizations. It includes program ideas that have only been
proposed or implemented on a limited scale as well as established programs. The definition of
sustainable forestry used for the study coincides with that given in USDA Forest Service Publication
FS-766 National Report on Sustainable Forests — 2003, which specifically includes the concept of
biodiversity.

In order to address the first three study objectives, the study was conducted in four parts

(0]

A thoroughgoing review of the literature on the tax, cost-share, and other financial incentives
currently available to non-industrial private forest owners. Priority was given to recent
research, but foundational studies also were identified and summarized. Studies included in the
review were analyzed for their conclusions regarding the effectiveness of the various types of
incentive programs. Emphasis was placed on identifying the apparent impact of the programs
on forest owner motivations and practices.

A survey of key management assistance foresters in state forestry organizations nationwide.
The identified foresters were asked to name and describe the public and private forest incentive
programs available in their state and in neighboring states. They also were asked to evaluate the
effectiveness of the programs in encouraging sustainable forestry on non-industrial private
lands, how forest owners respond to them, and how their administrative efficiency might be
improved.

Focus groups of non-industrial private forest owners. Separate groups of members and non-
members of forest owner organizations were convened in each national region. They were
asked to discuss the types of incentive programs they prefer, what forest ownership objectives
the programs help them to meet, what use of the programs enables them to accomplish, and
what additional program approaches would appeal to other ownership objectives they have for
their holdings.

A comparative analysis of the findings in the first three phases of the study. The findings from
the first three phases were compiled and summarized, and conclusions and recommendations
identified. More rigorous analytical techniques are now being employed for the purpose of




developing refereed publications. This work will yield additional recommendations about how
to most effectively structure financial incentive programs.

The fourth study objective, concerning project deliverables, is addressed in a separate section of the
report.



Summary of Results

Findings from the Review of Literature

From the time U.S. forest owners were first becoming interested in long-term management,
researchers have been suggesting ways to improve the management and sustainability of non-
industrial private forest holdings: technical assistance, perhaps leveraged through coordinated
management of forest ownerships (Stoddard 1942, Cloud 1966); financial incentives to owners who
demonstrate an interest in managing their forest (Folweiler and Vaux 1944); reduced property, estate
and inheritance taxes, more favorable tax credits and deductions, more favorable capital gains
treatment of timber income, and more cost-sharing of forest management expenses (Fecso and others
1982); incentive programs for non-market forest products, such as wildlife and recreation (Greene
and Blatner 1986); assistance to manage forests to maintain and improve standing timber values
(Blatner and Greene 1989); and incentives linked to specific stewardship practices, such as
reforestation (Greene 1998).

Subsequent research has shown that non-industrial private forest owners favor some incentive
approaches over others: only a small percentage of owners would consent to coordinated
management of their land (Klosowski and others 2001); large fractions of owners are unaware that
financial and tax incentive programs exist or don’t know what the programs can do for them (Yoho
and James 1958 ... Greene and others 2004) *; many owners who participate in an incentive would
have done the supported practice anyway (James and others 1951 ... Baughman 2002), although the
incentive enables the owners to treat additional acres (Royer 1987, Bliss and Martin 1990); favorable
property tax and capital gains provisions have little effect on forest owner behavior (Stoddard 1961
... Brockett and Gerhard 1999); and forest property tax programs are only modestly successful in
accomplishing their objectives (Hibbard and others 2003).

Three approaches, however, have consistently been found to lead non-industrial private forest owners
to apply sustainable forest management practices on their land: technical assistance, cost-shares, and
programs — such as the Forest Stewardship Program — that put owners in direct contact with a forester
or other natural resource professional. In a foundational study of forest owners in Mississippi, James
and others (1951) found that owners prefer technical assistance over financial or tax incentives. In
their recent study of policy tools to encourage application of sustainable timber harvesting practices
in the United States and Canada, Kilgore and Blinn (2004) also found technical assistance is the most
effective way to encourage owners to apply sustainable practices, followed by cost-share programs.

In their study of the Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) Esseks and Moulton (2000) found that
getting the required forest management plan provides two-thirds of participating forest owners their
first contact with a professional forester. A like fraction begin managing their land for multiple
purposes and using practices that are new to them. Their participation in FSP prompted the owners
to spend an average of $2,767 of their own funds for forest management activities, although nearly
two-thirds said they would not done have made the expenditure if they had not received a cost-share
(Esseks and Moulton 2000). Both Greene and Blatner (1986) and Baughman (2002) found that
direct contact with a forester or other natural resource professional is associated with owners being
forest managers. And Egan and others (2001) cited the aspects of FSP that involve contact with a

! Citations with an ellipse list only the first and last of several sources for a finding, to save room.



professional — getting a management plan and technical assistance —as the main things owners like
about the program.

Findings from the Survey of State Management Assistance Foresters

Federal Financial Incentive Programs

Selected forest management assistance foresters in each state were asked to describe and rate nine
federal incentive programs: the Forest Stewardship Program (FSP), Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP), Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), Forest Land Enhancement Program
(FLEP), Forest Legacy Program (FLP), Landowner Incentive Program (LIP), Southern Pine Beetle
Prevention and Restoration (SPBPR), Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP), and Wildlife Habitat
Incentives Program (WHIP). The characteristics they rated include forest owner awareness of each
program, its overall appeal among owners aware of it, its success in encouraging sustainable forest
management and enabling owners to meet their objectives of forest ownership, and percentage of
program practices remaining in place and enrolled acres remaining in forest over time. The next
several paragraphs highlight results of the ratings, on a program-by-program basis.

FSP was among the highest-rated programs overall regarding forest owner awareness of the program,
appeal among owners aware of it, encouraging sustainable forest management, enabling owners to
meet their objectives of forest ownership, and percentage of enrolled acres remaining in forest over
time. Comparing results across the four regions, foresters in the Midwest indicated that a lower
percentage of program practices remained in place over time than those in the other regions.

CRP rated third overall in terms of owner awareness of the program. On a regional basis, forester
perceptions of the program’s appeal among owners aware of it and its success in encouraging
sustainable forest management were highest in the South and lowest in the West.

Among the four regions, foresters in the East rated EQIP lowest in terms of appeal among owners
aware of the program, encouraging sustainable forest management, and enabling owners to meet their
objectives of ownership. Foresters in the Midwest rated the program lowest with respect to program
practices remaining in place and enrolled acres remaining in forest over time.

FLEP seemed to be regarded as the “workhorse” of federal forestry incentives, and rated perhaps
highest overall of the nine programs. The foresters placed it among the top-rated programs for owner
awareness, appeal among owners aware of it, encouraging sustainable forest management, enabling
owners to meet their objectives of ownership, and enrolled acres remaining in forest over time.

There was little regional variation in the scores assigned to FLEP, except that foresters in the East
rated it somewhat lower than those in other regions for helping owners meet their objectives.

FLP was among the programs rated highest overall for encouraging sustainable forest management
and enabling owners to meet their objectives of ownership. Management assistance foresters in all
four regions gave FLP high marks for program practices remaining in place and enrolled acres
remaining in forest over time.

LIP and WRP ranked lowest of the nine programs for owner awareness, although the ratings assigned
to them still were quite good. Comparing the results across regions, foresters in the Midwest
considered LIP ineffective in nearly all measures surveyed, while foresters in the East considered the
program quite effective. Ratings for WRP also were mixed. Foresters in all regions except the South
gave the program low ratings for encouraging sustainable forest management, while foresters in all
regions except the Midwest rated the program high for enrolled acres remaining in forest over time.



SPBPRP, available only in the South, was among the top-rated programs for enabling owners to meet
their objectives of ownership. WHIP was among the lowest-ranked programs in terms of owner
awareness and appeal to owners aware of it.

Most of the foresters’ suggestions for improving owner participation in the programs centered around
increased funding and staffing levels, single-agency delivery, and making program rules more
consistent over time. Most of their suggestions for improving administrative efficiency centered
around improving program application and delivery processes, and simplifying paperwork and
reporting requirements.

State and Other Financial Incentive Programs

The management assistance foresters also were asked to name, describe, and rate financial incentive
programs offered to non-industrial private forest owners by their state and by private entities, such as
forest industry firms, forest owner associations, or nongovernmental organizations. All 50 states
have some type of preferential property tax to protect forest land from being fragmented or converted
to other uses. Each state takes its own unique approach, but the foresters rated the programs above
average, overall, for forest owner awareness of them and their appeal among owners aware of them.
They rated the programs only somewhat successful, however, in encouraging sustainable forest
management and enabling owners to meet their objectives of ownership. Many of the foresters did
not suggest improvements to their state property tax. Improvements that were suggested centered on
program administration and objectives, guidelines, eligibility requirements, and valuation methods.

Several states have their own forest cost-share programs, many of which are funded by forest tax
revenues. Some of the programs help fund timber management, while others focus on wildlife,
riparian areas, or conservation easements; one is a state-level forest stewardship program. The
foresters rated these programs above average overall for encouraging sustainable forest management
and enabling owners to meet their objectives of forest ownership. The most frequently mentioned
suggestions for improving the programs include increased funding and simplified eligibility
requirements, administrative procedures, and contracts.

Forest industry programs account for the majority of financial incentives offered by private entities,
although programs by land trusts or conservation organizations also are common. The management
assistance foresters rated these programs somewhat lower than federal or state incentive programs in
terms of forest owner awareness of them and their appeal among owners aware of them. This may be
because of the targeted nature of the programs, which are not of interest to many forest owners. The
foresters gave privately-sponsored programs high ratings, however, for program practices remaining
in place and enrolled acres remaining in forest over time.

Findings from the Non-industrial Private Forest Owner Focus Groups

Focus groups composed of non-industrial private forest owners were asked to discuss their
experience with financial incentive programs, what forest ownership objectives the programs help
them to meet, and what additional program approaches would appeal to other objectives they hold.

The participants expressed a high degree of attachment to their forest lands. Some were managing
land that had been in their families’ hands since the mid-19th century, or lived on roads named for
their families. Others had only owned the land for a few years, perhaps as a retirement home site or
investment. Despite these differences, there was a broadly shared commitment to long-term
stewardship and appropriate management. Land ownership seemed much more tied to self-identity
and lifestyle than to financial return, and in some cases there were clear statements that financial



return was not a driver for their management decisions. The exception was in the South, where
financial return was more important.

Knowledge and use of incentive programs was quite variable between individuals. The most widely
used programs were preferential property tax assessment and capital gains treatment of harvest
returns. Knowledge of other incentive programs was substantially lower. Virtually every program
had been used by someone, but few had been used by many. A substantial majority of non-forestry
association members and a large fraction of association members — as many as half in some regions —
did not have a written forest management plan.

The form of incentive that received the greatest support was technical assistance, and it was clearly
preferred to financial incentives. Across all eight focus groups there was a recurring sentiment that
direct technical assistance — having an extension or service forester to “walk the land” with them —
was the most highly valued. Even among highly experienced landowners with substantial holdings,
technical assistance was strongly supported. The owners clearly want to “do right” by their land, and
sincerely want to know what it requires to do so.

A number of criticisms of incentive programs were voiced: inconsistently administered and
implemented — both between programs and over time — too slow and bureaucratic, inadequately
funded, takes too long for a service forester to visit, some people receiving cost-share do not fully
complete the required activities, etc. These sentiments were shared across the regions, and seemed in
some cases to be linked to a broad anti-government sentiment.

Sustainable forestry resonates with owners at a conceptual level, but the specific tactics being used to
promote sustainability do not have much traction. Because of the long-term orientation that the
owners expressed, sustainable forestry readily appeals to them, although they are likely to describe it
in terms much more like sustained yield. But certification — a primary mechanism designed to
support sustainable forestry — has not made significant inroads among them. Except for those who
were certified through their participation in the Tree Farm program, virtually no owners had pursued
certification or expressed much knowledge about or interest in it. In some cases, there were
statements that certification is an attempt by others (environmentalists were cited in the South and
timber companies in the West) to control the management of private forest land.

If sustainable forestry is going to make inroads among non-industrial private forest owners, the key
will be the extension and service foresters who provide information to them. These owners are not
swayed by arguments that “certified timber gets an x-percent market premium” because rate of return
is not the primary focus of their ownership. Rather it will be necessary to frame sustainable forestry
as representing values that already motivate their landownership, and to have technical assistance
foresters who are able to explain to them how to pursue sustainable forestry through their
management practices.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions

The review of literature, survey of state management assistance foresters, and focus groups of non-
industrial private forest owners yielded three conclusions:

0 Federal and state financial incentive programs currently play a limited role in promoting
sustainable forestry practices on the nation’s non-industrial private forests. There is no
structural disconnect between the incentive programs and the practice of sustainable forestry.
Forest owners sincerely desire to practice sustainable forestry and the incentive programs




promote application of sustainable forestry practices. The programs, however, play only a
minor role in the owners’ decisions regarding management and use of their forest land.

There were considerable differences between the regions with respect to some study findings.
Findings that differed from region to region include forest owner objectives and interests,
consistency between the owner objectives and the available financial incentive programs, how
the programs are administered, and how owners perceive the programs’ effectiveness and
appeal.

With respect to other findings, however, there was a consistent message across all four national
regions. Three findings were key. First, the highest program priority among forest owners is
one-on-one access to a forester or other natural resource professional to walk their land with
them and discuss their management alternatives. Second, there is a need for some flexibility in
financial incentive programs to address regional differences in forest characteristics and owner
objectives. And third, the most effective way to increase the impact of financial incentives
would be to ensure adequate funding and stable program requirements over time.

Recommendations

The study findings and conclusions yielded nine program recommendations:

o

Increase funding and availability of one-on-one technical assistance from both extension
foresters and state service foresters.

Use technical assistance rather than certification to convey sustainability ideas; approach
sustainability through owners’ long-term stewardship and family legacy objectives.

Make a written forest management plan a requirement for all incentive programs.

Design incentive programs to put forest owners in direct contact with a forester or other natural
resource professional.

Design some incentive programs to address regional differences in forest characteristics and
forest owner objectives.

Link incentives directly to stewardship practices instead of general forest management practices.

Fund cost-share applications according to their expected environmental benefit instead of first-
come-first-served.

Make the requirements for owners to participate in incentive programs more uniform and deliver
the programs from a single source in each state.

Maintain adequate funding and stable program requirements for financial incentives over the
long term.
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Approach

As noted in the Study Purpose section, the study was conducted in four phases:

Study Phase 1: Review of Literature

Publications for the literature review phase of the study were identified through searches of databases
including the University of Minnesota Social Sciences in Forestry website and CABI Publishing’s
Forestry Abstracts, as well as the literature reviews and publications resulting from the team
members’ own research. Both foundational and recent studies were identified. The studies were
analyzed for inferences about the effectiveness of the various types of incentive programs and their
apparent impact on forest owner motivations and practices.

Study Phase 2: Survey of State Management Assistance Foresters

This phase consisted of a survey of key management assistance foresters in state forestry
organizations nationwide, to name, describe, and evaluate the public and private forest incentive
programs available in each state. The appropriate management assistance forester in each state to
receive the survey was identified using a networking approach. Each team member was assigned 10
states. Beginning with local contacts, each member identified the management assistance forester to
receive the survey in their own state and neighboring states. Using recommendations from these
contacts, they worked outward until survey recipients were identified in all 50 states.

The survey questionnaire was designed so that each recipient was asked to name and describe the
public and private financial incentive programs available to non-industrial private forest owners in
his or her own state, as well as any private programs in neighboring state that they were aware of. In
follow-up questions the recipients were asked to assess forest owners’ awareness of each program, its
overall appeal among the owners aware of it, and its effectiveness in encouraging sustainable forest
management and enabling owners to meet their objectives of forest ownership. They also were asked
to estimate the percentage of program practices that remained in place and enrolled acres that
remained in forest over time, and to suggest ways to improve owner participation in the program and
its administrative effectiveness.

Greene developed the questionnaire in consultation with the other team members. The draft
instrument was pre-tested and refined in February 2005, using the identified survey recipients in each
of the co-principal investigators’ home states. The final questionnaire consisted of a total of 89
questions on 30 pages. It was sent to the identified recipients in March 2005, using the Dillman
(1999) Tailored Design Method. Follow-up telephone calls and e-mails were used to ensure a 100
percent response.

Study Phase 3: Non-industrial Private Forest Owner Focus Groups

This phase consisted of focus groups with non-industrial private forest owners in each U.S. region —
East, Midwest, South, and West. Two focus groups were conducted in each region, one composed of
members of forest owner associations and the other of non-members. Some prospective group
participants were identified using the member and non-member mailing lists of the state forest owner
association in each co-principal investigator’s home state. Others were identified using a networking
approach similar to that described for Study Phase 2.
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Daniels conducted the focus groups for the eastern region, which the other team members attended as
a demonstration. Daniels drew up guidelines to be used in conducting the remaining focus groups,
following protocols described in Working Through Environmental Conflict: The Collaborative
Learning Approach (Daniels and Walker 2001). Kilgore, Daniels, and Straka then conducted the
focus groups for the Midwest, West, and South, respectively, with Greene attending to ensure
consistency. The number of participants in each group ranged from 7 to 17 and averaged 11. The
study plan anticipated conducting the focus groups in conjunction with meetings of interest to non-
industrial private forest owners in order to minimize travel expenses for the participants, but it did
not prove possible to do so. Refreshments were served during each session, to stimulate discussion.
And as a token of thanks, each of the participants received a small honorarium.

The focus group moderators guided discussion by means of a chart mounted on the meeting room
wall, as well as verbal prompts from the guidelines. Information was collected by recording the
sessions and by taking notes. The recordings and notes for each session were analyzed twice — first
by the regional co-principal investigator and again by Daniels — to ensure that key ideas and
representative quotations were captured and treated similarly.

Study Phase 4: Comparative Analysis of Findings

The findings from the first three study phases were compiled and summarized, and the conclusions
and program recommendations identified. In order to develop professional presentations and
refereed publications, nonparametric statistical techniques — primarily Chi-square and Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests — are being used to test for differences between the focus group responses for each
region and between the responses from forest owner association members and non-members.
Comparative analysis techniques — including multivariate statistics and code mapping — will also be
used to assess the established and potential incentive programs identified in the survey and focus
group phases. The results of these tests will yield additional recommendations about how to most
effectively structure financial incentive programs.

12



Deliverables

The deliverables from this study include:

1. Afinal report in the format specified by the National Commission on Science for Sustainable
Forestry (NCSSF), due no later than October 31, 2005.

2. A presentation of the project’s results at the NCSSF Fall Meeting, November 16, 2005.
3. A website with searchable databases on:

o Provisions of the tax, cost-share, and other financial incentive programs currently offered to
non-industrial private forest owners by federal and state agencies, private entities, and
nongovernmental organizations;

0 Model provisions of other program approaches suggested by the study findings;

o0 Summaries of the study findings on the administrative effectiveness of the relative efficiency
of different methods of administering similar programs; and

o Summaries of the study findings on interactions between different types of programs.

4. Popular summaries of the publications listed in Appendix C: List of Publications and
PowerPoint presentations from the conferences listed in Appendix D: Other Project Outputs,
for inclusion in the project website.

13
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Appendix A: Lists of Participants

Participants in the Survey of State Management Assistance Foresters

Alabama

Daisy Giles

Stewardship Forester

Alabama Forestry Commission
P.O. Box 302550

Montgomery, AL 36130

Phone: (334) 240-9323

e-mail: gilesb@forestry.state.al.us

Alaska

Jeff Graham

Forest Stewardship Coordinator
DNR Division of Forestry

101 Airport Road

Palmer, AK 99645

Phone:

e-mail: Jeffg@dnr.state.ak.us

Arizona

Al Henricks

Forestry Programs

Arizona State Land Department
3650 Lake Mary Road

Flagstaff, AZ 86001

Phone:

e-mail: alhendricks@azstatefire.org

Arkansas

Mike Cagle

Forester

Arkansas Forestry Commission
3821 West Roosevelt Road

Little Rock, AR 72204

Phone: (501) 296-1862

e-mail: mike.o.cagle@arkansas.gov

California

Jeffrey Calvert

Forestry Assistance

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
P.O. Box 944246

Sacramento, CA 94244

Phone: (916) 653-8286.

e-mail: Jeff.calvert@fire.ca.gov

Colorado

Jan Hackett

Forest Stewardship Program Coordinator
Colorado State Forest Service

Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523

Phone: (970) 491-7287

e-mail: jhackett@lamar.colostate.edu

Connecticut

Fred Borman

Program Specialist

Connecticut DEP Division of Forestry
79 Elm Street — 6th Floor

Hartford, CT 06106

Phone: (860) 424-3634

e-mail: fred.borman@po.state.ct.us

Delaware

Jim Olson

Stewardship Coordinator
Delaware DOA Forest Service
18074 Redden Forest Drive
Georgetown, DE 19947

Phone: (302) 856-2893

e-mail: james.olson@state.de.us
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mailto:alhendricks@azstatefire.org
mailto:Jeff.calvert@fire.ca.gov
mailto:fred.borman@po.state.ct.us
mailto:james.olson@state.de.us

Florida

Ruth Cole

Cooperative Forestry Assistance Supervisor
Florida Division of Forestry

3125 Conner Boulevard

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Phone: (850) 414-9912

e-mail: coler@doacs.state.fl.us

Georgia

Bufford Sanders

Stewardship Forester

Georgia Forestry Commission
1055 E. Whitehall Road

Athens, GA 30605

Phone: (706) 542-9939

e-mail: bsanders@gfc.state.ga.us

Hawaii

Sheri Mann

Cooperative Resource Management Forester
Department of Land and Natural Resources
1151 Punchbowl Street, Room 325
Honolulu, HI 96813

Phone: (808) 587-4172

e-mail: Sheri.S.Mann@hawaii.gov

Idaho

Kirk David

Service Forestry Program Manager
Idaho Department of Lands

3780 Industrial Avenue S.

Coeur d’Alene, ID 83815

Phone: (208) 666-8626

e-mail: kdavid@idl.state.id.us

1llinois

Tom Gargrave

Regional Administrator

Division of Forest Resources

2050 W. Stearns Road

Bartlett, IL 60103

Phone: (847) 608-3100

e-mail: tgargrave@dnrmail.state.il.us
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Indiana

Dan Ernst

Forest Legacy Coordinator

Division of Forestry

402 W. Washington Street, Room W296
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Phone: (317) 232-4101

e-mail: dernst@dnr.state.in.us

lowa

Paul Tauke

Stewardship Coordinator

lowa Department of Natural Resources
502 E. 9th Street

Des Moines, IA 50319

Phone: (515) 242-6898

e-mail: paul.tauke@dnr.state.ia.us

Kansas

Robert (Bob) Atchison

Rural Forestry Program Coordinator
Kansas Forest Service

2610 Claflin Road

Manhattan, KS 66502

Phone: (785) 532-3310

e-mail: Atchison@oznet.ksu.edu

Kentucky

Pamela Snyder

Forest Management Chief
Kentucky Division of Forestry
627 Comanche Trail

Frankfort, KY 40601

Phone: (502) 564-4496 Ext. 134
e-mail: pamela.snyder@ky.gov

Louisiana

Louis Heaton

Chief, Forest Management
Louisiana DAF Office of Forestry
5825 Florida Boulevard, Suite 1068
Baton Rouge, LA 70806

Phone: (225) 925-4500

e-mail: louis_h@Idaf.state.la.us


mailto:coler@doacs.state.fl.us
mailto:bsanders@gfc.state.ga.us
mailto:Sheri.S.Mann@hawaii.gov
mailto:kdavid@idl.state.id.us
mailto:tgargrave@dnrmail.state.il.us
mailto:dernst@dnr.state.in.us
mailto:paul.tauke@dnr.state.ia.us
mailto:pamela.snyder@ky.gov
mailto:louis_h@ldaf.state.la.us

Maine

Mort Moesswilde

Water Quality Specialist

Maine Forest Service

22 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333

Phone: (207) 287-8430

e-mail: morten.moesswilde@maine.gov

Maryland

Patrick Meckley

State Stewardship Program
Maryland DNR Forest Service
580 Taylor Avenue, E1
Annapolis, MD 21401

Phone: (410) 260-8508

e-mail: pmeckley@dnr.state.md.us

Massachusetts

Steve Anderson

Forest Stewardship Coordinator
Massachusetts DCR Bureau of Forestry
433 West Street

Ambherst, MA 01002

Phone: (413) 256-1201

e-mail: stevea@crocker.com

Michigan

Kathie Arney
Forest Stewardship State Coordinator

Michigan Department of Natural Resources

P.O. Box 30452

Lansing, M1 48909

Phone: (517) 241-9051
e-mail: arneyk@michigan.gov

Minnesota

Doug Anderson
Supervisor

Minnesota Division of Natural Resources

500 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155

Phone: (651) 297-4467
e-mail:doug.anderson@dnr.state.mn.us
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Mississippi

Ronnie Myers

Private Lands Forester
Mississippi Forestry Commission
301 N. Lamar, Suite 300
Jackson, MS 39201

Phone: (601) 359-2826

e-mail: rmyers@mfc.state.ms.us

Missouri

Brian Brookshire

Forest Field Program Supervisor
Missouri DOC Forestry Division

P.O. Box 180

Jefferson City, MO 65109

Phone: (573) 522-4115 Ext. 3304
e-mail: brian.brookshire@mdc.mo.gov

Montana

Rob Ethridge

Service Forestry Bureau Chief
DNRC Forestry Division
2705 Spurgin Road

Missoula, MT 59804

Phone: (406) 542-4303
e-mail: rethridge@state.mt.us

Nebraska

Dennis Adams

Rural Forestry Program Leader
Nebraska Forest Service

103 Plant Industry, UNL East Campus
Lincoln, NE 68583

Phone: 402-472-1467

e-mail: dadams2@unl.edu

Nevada

Jenny Scanlan

Nevada Division of Forestry
2525 S. Carson

Carson City, NV 89701
Phone:

e-mail: jennys@forestry.nv.gov


mailto:morten.moesswilde@maine.gov
mailto:pmeckley@dnr.state.md.us
mailto:stevea@crocker.com
mailto:arneyk@michigan.gov
mailto:doug.anderson@dnr.state.mn.us
mailto:rmyers@mfc.state.ms.us
mailto:rethridge@state.mt.us
mailto:jennys@forestry.nv.gov

New Hampshire

Karen Bennett

Cooperative Extension Service
University of New Hampshire
131 Main Street, Room 212
Durham, NH 03824

Phone: (603) 862-4861

Email: Karen.Bennett@unh.edu

New Jersey

David Edelman

State and Private Forestry Programs
New Jersey Forest Service

P.O. Box 404

Trenton, NJ 08625

Phone: (609) 984-3860

Email: dedelman@dep.state.nj.us

New Mexico

Todd Haines

State Timber Management Officer
New Mexico State Forestry Division
1220 S. St. Francis Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87505

Phone: (505) 476-3335

e-mail: Todd.Haines@state.nm.us

New York

Jerry Andritz

Stewardship Coordinator

New York DEC Div. of Lands and Forests
625 Broadway

Albany, NY 12233

Phone: (518) 402-9425

e-mail: gjandrit@gw.dec.state.ny.us

North Carolina

Mark Megalos
Stewardship Coordinator

North Carolina Division of Forest Resources

161 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699

Phone: (919) 733-2162 Ext. 254
e-mail: mark.megalos@ncmail.net

North Dakota

Trent Bristol

Stewardship Specialist

North Dakota Forest Service

1511 East Interstate Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58503

Phone: (701) 328-9916

e-mail: Trent.Bristol@ndsu.nodak.edu

Ohio

Kathy Smith

Woodland Stewards Program Coordinator
School of Natural Resources

2021 Coffey Road

Columbus, OH 43210

Phone: (614) 688-3136

e-mail: smith.81@osu.edu

Oklahoma

Kurt Atkinson

Assistant Director

Oklahoma Division of Forestry Services
2800 N. Lincoln Boulevard

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

Phone: (405) 522-6147

e-mail: kurt@oda.state.ok.us

Oregon

Rick Fletcher

Professor

Oregon State University Dept. of Forestry
1849 NW 9th Street

Corvallis, OR 97330-2144

Phone:

e-mail: Rick.Fletcher@oregonstate.edu

Pennsylvania

James F. Stiehler

Stewardship Coordinator

Pennsylvania DCNR Bureau of Forestry
137 Penn Nursery Road

Spring Mills, Pennsylvania 16875
Phone: (814) 364-5157

e-mail: jstiehler@state.pa.us
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mailto:Trent.Bristol@ndsu.nodak.edu
mailto:smith.81@osu.edu
mailto:Rick.Fletcher@oregonstate.edu
mailto:jstiehler@state.pa.us

Rhode Island

Tom Abbott

Senior Forester

Rhode Island Div. of Forest Environment
260 Arcadia Road

Hope Valley, Rl 02892

Phone: (401) 539-2356

e-mail: tabbott@dem.state.ri.us

South Carolina

Ronald K. Ferguson

Stewardship Forester

South Carolina Forestry Commission
39 General Henderson Road
Newberry, SC 29108

Phone: (803) 276-0205

e-mail: rferguson@forestry.state.sc.us

South Dakota

Greg Josten
Special Projects Forester

Resource Conservation & Forestry Division

3305 % West South Street
Rapid City, SD 57702

Phone: (605) 394-2395

e-mail: Greg.josten@state.sd.us

Tennessee

David Arnold

Assistant State Forester
Tennessee DOA Forestry Division
P.O. Box 40627 Melrose Station
Nashville, TN 37204

Phone: (615) 837-5097

e-mail: david.arnold@state.tn.us

Texas

John Norris

State Reforestation Coordinator
Texas Forest Service

1203 West Loop 281 STE B102
Longview, TX 75604

Phone: (903) 297-4396

e-mail: jnorris@tfs.tamu.edu
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Utah

Ron Gropp

Forest Stewardship Coordinator

Division of Forestry, Fire, and State Lands
1594 W. North Temple, Suite 3520

Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Phone:

e-mail: rongropp@utah.gov

Vermont

Brian Stone

Forest Management Director

Vermont Dept. of Forest, Parks, & Recreation
Building 105, 103 South Main Street
Waterbury, VT 05676

Phone: (802) 241-3675

e-mail: brian.stone@anr.state.vt.us

Virginia

Phillip T. Grimm

Virginia Department of Forestry

900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 800
Charlottesville, VA 22903

Phone: (434) 977-6555 Ext. 3362
e-mail: phil.grimm@dof.virginia.gov

Washington

Steve Gibbs

Forest Stewardship Coordinator

Washington Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 40737

Olympia, WA 98504

Phone: 360-902-1706

e-mail: Steve.gibbs@wadnr.gov

West Virginia

Todd A. Groh

Assistant State Forester

West Virginia Division of Forestry
1900 Kanawha Boulevard, E.
Charleston, WV 25305

Phone: (304) 558-2788

e-mail: tgroh@gwmail.state.wv.us
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Wisconsin Wyoming

Nicole Potvin Jim Arnold

Forest Stewardship Coordinator Stewardship Program Coordinator
Wisconsin DNR Bureau of Forestry Wyoming State Forestry Division
101 S. Webster Street 1100 West 22nd Street

Madison, WI 53707 Cheyenne, WY 82002

Phone: (608) 266-2388 Phone:

e-mail: Nicole.Potvin@dnr.state.wi.us e-mail: jarnol@state.wy.us

Participants in the Non-industrial Private Forest Owner Focus Groups

Confidentiality considerations preclude identifying the participants in the non-industrial private
forest owner focus groups. The lists below, however, provide demographic information about those
who participated in each group, including their sex, age, occupation, and home town.

Pennsylvania Focus Group Participants

Non-forest association member focus group:
0 Male, 40s, farmer, Titusville, PA
Male, 40s, photographer, Sharpsville, PA
Male, 40s, produce grower, Stoneboro, PA
Male, 50s, retired, Greenville, PA
Male, 60s, sawmill, sand and gravel, New Castle, PA
Male, 30s, farmer, Villa Maria, PA
Male, 50s, carpenter, Cambridge Springs, PA

o O O o o o o

Male, 70s, farmer, Springboro, PA
o Female, 50s, nurse, Guys Mills, PA

Forest association member focus group:
o0 Male, 50s, federal employee, Sandy Lake, PA
0 Male, 30s, financial planner, Cochranton, PA
0 Male, 70s, retired, Stoneboro, PA

Male, 80s, retired, Mercer, PA

Male, 40s, self-employed, Mercer, PA

Male, 60s, retired, Grove City, PA

Male, 50s, park manager, Carlton, PA

Male, 60s, farmer, Cambridge Mills, PA

Male, 50s, retired, Centerville, PA

0O O O o o o
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o Male, 40s, sawmill owner, Meadville, PA

Minnesota Focus Group Participants

Non-forest association member focus group:
o Male, 40s, teacher, Hill City, MN
Female, 50s, public official, Grand Rapids, MN
Male, 50s, marketing, lowa City, 1A
Male, 50s, university professor, lowa City, 1A
Male 40s, farmer, Grand Rapids, MN
Male, 60s, retired, Grand Rapids, MN
Male, 70s retired, Grand Rapids, MN
Male, 70s, retired, Grand Rapids, MN

0O O O O O o o o

Female, 50s, resort owner, Grand Rapids, MN
Female, 50s, work off-farm, Aitkin, MN

Male, 50s, business consultant, Grand Rapids, MN
Female, 50s, business owner, Hill City, MN

Male, 60s, retired, Hill City, MN

Male, 60s, CEO, Grand Rapids, MN

0 Male, 70s, retired, Grand Rapids, MN

O O O O o©O

Forest association member focus group:

Male, 60s, retired, Woodbury, MN

Male, 60s, retired, Rush City, MN

Male, 40s, self-employed, Mendota Heights, MN
Male, 50s, security management, Minneapolis, MN
Male, 60s, retired, Wabasha, MN

Male, 60s, retired, Andover, MN

Male, 60s, retired, Cottage Grove, MN

Male, 50s, industrial distributor, St. Paul, MN

0O O O O o o o o

Oregon Focus Group Participants

Non-forest association member focus group:

o Male, 60s, forestry contractor/equipment operator, Lebanon, OR
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o Husband, 50s, and wife, 50s, retired, Sweet Home, OR
0 Husband, 40s, and wife, 40s, occupations not specified, Foster, OR
o Male, 40s, occupation not specified, Scio, OR
o Female, 50s, occupation not specified, Brownsville, OR
Forest association member focus group:
0 Husband, 60s, university professor, and wife, 40s, homemaker, Adair OR
0 Male, 70s, retired, Philomath OR
0 Male, 50s, forester, Philomath, OR
(o)

Male, 70s, retired, Corvallis, OR

o

Male 50s, engineer, Corvallis OR

o Male, 60s, farmer/forester, Alsea OR

South Carolina Focus Group Participants

Non-forest association member focus group:

o Female, 60s, homemaker, Anderson, SC
Male, 60s, retired, Greenville, SC
Male, 50s, real estate investor, Simpsonville, SC
Male, 40s, industrial manager, Greenville, SC
Male, 60s, farmer, Pelzer, SC
Male, 70s, retired, Toccoa, GA
Male, 30s, textile plant supervisor, Cleveland, SC
Male, 40s, banker, Spartanburg, SC
Male, 50s, store owner, Greenville, SC
Male, 30s, telephone company repairman, Tryon, NC
Male, 60s, retired, Easley, SC

Male, 20s, teacher, Greenville, SC

0O 0O 0O 0O 0o o o o o o o o

Male, 40s, technical supervisor, Boiling Springs, SC

o

Male, 40s, plant manager, Liberty, SC

o

Male, 40s, machine operator, Six Mile, SC
0 Male, 50s, realtor, Clemson, SC

o0 Male, 30s, university professor, Easley, SC
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Forest association member focus group:

(0]

o 0O O o o o o

o O O O O o o

Female, 30s, teacher, Easley, SC
Male, 50s, farmer, Belton, SC

Male, 50s, real estate investor, Hartwell, GA

Male, 40s, accountant, Pickens, SC
Male, 50s, business owner, Starr, SC
Male, 60s, farmer, Anderson, SC
Male, 60s, veterinarian, Anderson, SC
Male, 40s, banker, Melrose, NC
Male, 30s, plant worker, Easley, SC
Male, 60s, retired, Greenville, SC

Male, 50s, realtor, Greenville, SC

Male, 40s, business owner, Simpsonville, SC

Male, 60s, retired, Fountain Inn, SC

Male, 50s, financial supervisor, Greenville, SC

Male, 50s, logging firm owner, Pelzer, SC
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Appendix B: Links to Project Websites

As noted in the Deliverables section, the project website will include searchable databases of our
findings on:

o Provisions of the tax, cost-share, and other financial incentive programs currently offered to non-
industrial private forest owners by federal and state agencies, private entities, and
nongovernmental organizations;

0 Model provisions of other program approaches suggested by the study findings;

o Summaries of the study findings on the administrative effectiveness of the relative efficiency of
different methods of administering similar programs; and

o Summaries of the study findings on interactions between different types of programs.

As discussed in Appendixes C and D, copies of the PowerPoint files used in presentations of the
study findings and — to the extent that copyright regulations permit — copies of or links to articles
published also will be placed on the project website. As well, organizations that represent the study’s
key user audiences — non-industrial private forest owners, public and private foresters, and other
researchers and policy-makers — will be encouraged to link their websites to the project website.
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Appendix C: List of Publications

Beyond the end of the project, the team members will continue to communicate the study findings
through popular summaries and refereed publications directed toward each of the study’s user
audiences: non-industrial private forest owners, public and private foresters who serve non-industrial
private forest owners, and other researchers and policy-makers.

Publications in the following outlets are specifically planned, to address the needs and interests of
each user audience:

1. Non-industrial private forest owners:
o Forest Landowner
o Tree Farm Magazine
2. Public and private foresters:
0 The Consultant
0 The Northern, Southern, and Western Journals of Applied Forestry
3. Researchers and policy-makers:
o Forest Policy and Economics
0 Resource Management and Optimization or the Journal of Forest Economics

To the extent that copyright regulations permit, electronic copies of or links to the articles will be
placed on the project website. They also will be sent to NCSSF for possible inclusion on its website.
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Appendix D: Other Project Outputs

Beyond the end of the study, the team members will communicate the findings to user audiences
including non-industrial private forest owners, public and private foresters who serve non-industrial
private forest owners, and other researchers and policy-makers in the following ways.

1. Non-industrial private forest owners:

0 By presenting the study findings at the annual meetings of forest owner organizations, such
as Forest Landowners, and state woodland owner associations; and

0 By encouraging forest owner organizations and other organizations that represent or speak
for non-industrial private forest owners to link their websites to the project website.

2. Public and private foresters:

0 By presenting the study findings at the annual meetings of public and consulting forester
organizations, such as the National Association of State Foresters, the Southern Group of
State Foresters, and the Association of Consulting Foresters; and

0 By encouraging public and consulting forester organizations to link their websites to the
project website.

3. Researchers and policy-makers:

0 By presenting the study findings at national and regional conferences for forestry
professionals, such as the Society of American Foresters National Convention, the
International Symposium on Society and Resource Management, the Southern Forest
Economics Workshop, the Western Forest Economics Meeting, and the Midwestern Forest
Economics Meeting; and

0 By presenting the study findings at national and regional conferences for state tax
professionals, such as the Western States Forest Tax Administrator's Conference.

Copies of the PowerPoint files used in the presentations will be placed on the project website. They
also will be sent to NCSSF for possible inclusion on its website.
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