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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Forestry Title of the 1990 Farm Bill, signed into law on November 28,
1990, provided a comprehensive national policy for the management, protection,
and enhancement of the nation’s 353 million acres of privately owned nonindustrial
forest land. Two new USDA Forest Service programs were authorized under the
legislation, the Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) and the Stewardship Incentive
Program (SIP).

The USDA Forest Service operates the FSP in cooperation with State
Forestry agencies and newly created State Forest Stewardship Coordinating
Committees to deliver management planning assistance to landowners who have an
interest in enhancing and protecting multiple forest values on their land.
Comprehensive management plans are prepared for qualifying landowners by
foresters and, in many cases, by teams of natural resource specialists. Plans are
tailored to meet the specific objectives of each landowner and specifically address
environmental, economic, and social values.

An approved Forest Stewardship management plan is a prerequisite to
obtaining cost-share assistance under SIP. There are even funds under SIP to help
landowners with the cost of hiring private consultants to develop the stewardship
plan. While all federal forestry cost-share programs provide technical assistance for
practice design and installation, along with standards for compliance before
payments are made to landowners, SIP goes a step further because of its direct link
to comprehensive whole property planning provided by the FSP. The emphasis
placed on managing all forest-related resources, coupled with the synthesis of
comprehensive technical assistance tied to financial incentives, makes the Forest
Stewardship Program and the Stewardship Incentive Program a unique
combination that will likely impact the direction of forest policy in the years to
come.

The Forestry Incentives Program (FIP), which also provides financial
incentives for forestry practices on nonindustrial private forest land, was scheduled
to terminate on December 31, 1995, under provisions of the 1990 Farm Bill.
Originally, Congress had intended that SIP would replace FIP after its sunset date.
The 1996 Farm Bill, however, extended FIP to the year 2002.

Accomplishments

From 1992 through 1994, SIP cost-shares of approximately $20.5 million
have funded over 1.2 million acres of forest-related resource enhancements and
long-range multiple-use planning on NIPF lands enrolled in the Forest Stewardship
Program. The majority of acres enrolled have been for the development of
landowner forest stewardship management plans (62%), while the majority of cost-

i



share funding has been spent on tree planting activities (40%). Of the eight
practices that fund on-the-ground accomplishments, forest recreation enhancement
has been the leading practice, enrolling 41 percent of the acres under this
designation, while tree planting and forest improvement acres account for roughly
21 percent each. The remaining practices, although significant on a state-wide or
regional basis, have accounted for less than 12 percent of all acres treated.

SIP has been most active in the Northeast and North Central states,
accounting for 48 percent of all acres enrolled, followed by the Southern states with
37 percent. Leading states have been Georgia with 135,658 acres enrolled; New
York (93,840 acres); and Oregon, Massachusetts, Vermont, Pennsylvania,
Mississippi, Michigan, and New Hampshire with over 50,000 acres each.

In comparing tree planting accomplishments under SIP and the Forestry
Incentives Program (FIP) for 1992 through 1994, over five times as many acres
have been planted under FIP. SIP tree planting cost-shares paid to landowners
have averaged $85.09 per acre, while under FIP they have averaged only $59.90 per
acre.
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THE STEWARDSHIP INCENTIVE PROGJ&lM,  1992-1994:
AN ACCOMPLISHMENT AND PROGRAlvL  REVIEW

Barry D. New, Frederick W. Cubbage and Robert J. Moulton

INTRODUCTION

The Stewardship Incentive Program (SIP) is a federal financial cost-share
assistance program designed to encourage private landowners throughout the U.S.
to manage their forest lands for economic, environmental, and social benefits. Nine
cost-sharing practices offer the landowner a broad spectrum of financial assistance
options to accomplish stewardship objectives. SIP is authorized in the Forestry
Title of the 1990 Farm Bill. It is a companion program to the Forest Stewardship
Program, also authorized by the 1990 Farm Bill.

The Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) focuses on technical assistance to
nonindustrial private forest (NIPF) landowners who are not currently managing
their forest land according to a plan that embodies multi-resource stewardship
principles. Through the FSP, landowners receive a comprehensive written
management plan prepared by a forester or other resource specialist that addresses
specific objectives of the individual landowner, including recommendations for
protecting and improving soil and water resources, fish and wildlife habitats,
recreation and aesthetic values, and timber and other forest products.

The relationship between SIP and the FSP is unique, in that a landowner
must meet requirements of and participate in the FSP in order to qualify for
financial assistance under SIP. Other forestry cost-share programs do not require
this level of total resource planning as a provision of receiving financial assistance.

SIP cost-shares of over $20.5 million have funded improvements on over 1.2
million acres of private forest land through 1994. Over 14,000 landowners have
participated in the program. Overall, 83,000 landowners are managing over 10
million acres for multiple uses under the Forest Stewardship Program.



PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The Forest Stewardship Program and the Stewardship Incentive Program
are authorized by Congress in the Forestry Title of the Food, Agriculture,
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990, commonly referred to as the 1990 Farm Bill
(P.L. 101-624, Title XII, Section 6). The primary intent of SIP is to provide technical
assistance and financial incentives to implement forest and related resource
enhancements prescribed in approved forest stewardship management plans. It is
a companion program under the broader umbrella of the Forest Stewardship
Program (FSP). FSP participants may use SIP cost-shares to help achieve their
management objectives, or they may apply for assistance under other federal cost-
share programs, such as the Forestry Incentives Program (FIP); Environmental
Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), formerly Agricultural Conservation Program
(ACP); Conservation Reserve Program (CRP); and Wetlands Reserve Program
(WRP), among others. Many states also have financial assistance programs that
can be utilized to implement stewardship goals.

SIP is a program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service.
State level leadership for SIP is provided by the State Foresters. Administrative
assistance for SIP at the national, state, and local levels is provided by the USDA
Farm Services Agency (FSA, formerly Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service, ASCS) under an interagency agreement with the Forest Service. FSA
provides assistance by accepting landowner applications and arranging for
payments to be disbursed. Each State Forester, in consultation with the State
Forest Stewardship Coordinating Committee, determines cost-share levels, practice
priorities, practice specifications and minimum acreage eligibility requirements.
SIP is available in all states and territories, including American Samoa, Guam,
Northern Mariana Islands, and Puerto Rico.

location  0. f SIP Funds

In allocating SIP funds to the states, Congress charged the Secretary of
Agriculture to assess the public benefit to be derived from the distribution and to
consider the following six criteria (16 USCS 2103b (e)):

I

1) the total acreage of nonindustrial private forest land in.each  state;

2) the potential productivity of the land;

3) the number of owners eligible for cost-sharing in each state;

4) the need for reforestation in each state;

5) the opportunities to enhance nontimber resources on such forest lands; and
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6) the anticipated demand for timber and nontimber resources in each state.

Annual appropriations are allocated by the Forest Service to three geographic
areas, consisting of one or more USFS Regions: the North (Northeastern Area State
and Private Forestry), the South (Region S), and the West (Regions 1 through 6 and
Region 10). Three Regional SIP Coordinators then distribute funds to the states
within their region based on the criteria outlined by Congress. Since 1992, the
North and South have each received approximately 40 percent of the annual
appropriations, with the West receiving roughly 20 percent (Baldwin 1995).

Although most of the funding for SIP goes directly to landowners, a portion of
each year’s appropriation is retained to cover administrative and technical
assistance costs incurred by the US Forest Service, FSA, and the State Foresters.
State Foresters may hold no more than 10 percent of their annual appropriation for
costs incurred for program administration and the preparation of required practice
project outlines (Hoge 1995b).

Table 1 shows annual appropriations for the FSP, SIP, and FIP for federal
fiscal years 1990 through 1995. For the start-up years of 1990 and 1991, all FSP
funding was distributed to the states. Although SIP was authorized in 1990 and
funds were first appropriated in FY 1991, landowner applications were not accepted
until February of 1992 with the first payments also being made during FY 1992.
Actual appropriations for both FSP and SIP have fallen below appropriations
authorized by Congress for fiscal years 1991 through 1995 ($25 million for FSP and
$100 million for SIP). In 1995, FIP appropriations fell to about half of the amount
allocated in previous years and was roughly one-third of SIP’s 1995 appropriation.

Table 1. Program Appropriations (dollars in thousands)
1990 1991 1 9 9 2 1993 1994 1995

FSP 5,900 11,83111,831 1 3 , 3 3 31 3 , 3 3 3 1 4 , 8 7 31 4 , 8 7 3 1 5 , 8 6 21 5 , 8 6 2 1 5 , 5 5 21 5 , 5 5 2
SIP 7 5 17 5 1 1 7 , 8 4 71 7 , 8 4 7 1 7 , 9 3 21 7 , 9 3 2 1 8 , 2 3 81 8 , 2 3 8
FIP 12,446 12,44612,446 12,446 1 2 , 4 4 61 2 , 4 4 6 1 2 , 4 4 61 2 , 4 4 6 1 2 , 8 2 01 2 , 8 2 0 6 , 6 2 56 , 6 2 5
Source: Baldwin 1995.

Available Practices

Nine SIP practices where authorized at the national level at the program’s
inception. Each State Forester in consultation with the State Stewardship
Committee is responsible for deciding which practices will be available in that state.
State Foresters also have the authority to customize technical specifications for
each practice as long as they meet or exceed national specifications. The following
is a brief explanation of the nine available SIP practices (USDA, ASCS 1994a).
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SIP-1 Landowner Forest Stewardship Plan Development. SIP-l funds
are available to prepare a new forest stewardship management plan or revise an
existing land management plan to meet certain standards set for the Forest
Stewardship Program at the state level. Each plan is intended to be action
oriented, multi-disciplinary in scope, responsive to the landowner’s objectives, and
must provide recommendations for the long-term management of the total forest
resource. The plan must specifically address the following, as appropriate: forest
health, fire hazard, timber and wood products, soil and water quality, riparian
areas and wetlands, wildlife and fish habitat, outdoor recreation and aesthetics, and
threatened and endangered species. The plan must emphasize biological,
environmental, and economic management principles. All forest land under
contiguous ownership must be included in the plan. Early on, landowners were
required to sign a pledge of intent to abide by the plan for a period of ten years,
however, that requirement has been dropped. The plan may be prepared by the
State Forester or his local representative, usually a service forester; an approved
agency service representative, such as employees from cooperating state natural
resource agencies; or other approved resource management professional, such as
private consultants. Ultimately, all plans must meet approval of the State
Forester.

SIP-2 Reforestation and Afforestation. Cost-share is available to
establish and maintain a stand of trees for conservation purposes and timber
production. This may involve tree planting, site preparation, controlled burning,
competition control, fertilizing, and fencing. Beginning in 1994, this practice was
designated as a vehicle to achieve accelerated tree planting goals outlined in the
President’s Climate Change Action Plan.

SIP-3 Forest Improvement. This practice was renamed in 1994 and was
previously called “Forest and Agroforest Improvement.” The agroforest
improvement component has been incorporated into the SIP-4 practice. The SIP-3
practice involves release and noncommercial thinning, vine control, prescribed
burning, pruning, fertilizing, and fencing to improve existing stands of trees.

SIP-4 Agroforestry Establishment, Maintenance, and Renovation.
This practice, also renamed in 1994, was previously called “Windbreak and
Hedgerow Establishment, Maintenance, and Renovation.” This practice cost-shares
the establishment, maintenance, and renovation of new and existing windbreaks,
hedgerows, living snow fences, tree and shrub livestock shelters, and alley cropping
systems.

SIP-5 Soil and Water Protection and Improvement. The purpose of
this practice is to maintain or improve water quality, soil productivity, and prevent
soil erosion on forest lands. This may be accomplished by establishing a permanent
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vegetative cover on critical areas and through proper design and layout of forest
roads, stream crossings, drainage systems, and water diversions.

SIP-6 Riparian and Wetland Protection and Improvement. This
practice is designed to protect, restore, and improve wetlands and rip&an  areas;

reduce sedimentation and streambank degradation; improve water quality;  and

restore productivity to these sites. Authorized activities include establishing  forest
buffers, restoring areas to their original hydrology, streambank stabilization, and
establishing a permanent vegetative cover.

SIP-7 Fisheries Habitat Enhancement.The intent of this practice is to
enhance in-stream habitat for native aquatic species including resident and
anadromous fish. Habitat enhancements and modifications to lakes, ponds,
wetlands, rivers, and streams associated with forestlands may be cost-shared. A
ratings system was developed to ensure that higher priority would be given to
species listed as threatened or endangered.

SIP-8 Wildlife Habitat Enhancement. Included in this practice are
measures to restore, improve, or establish permanent upland or wetland wildlife
habitat as well as activities to restore, protect, and improve threatened or
endangered plant species and their unique habitats and communities. As with SIP-
7, this practice places a higher priority on endangered, threatened, or rare species
and their habitats. Components include: permanent wildlife plantings, creating
forest openings, control of undesirable plant species, wildlife thinnings, wildlife
water facilities, wildlife corridors, artificial cavities and nest boxes, creating snags,
developing springs and green tree reservoirs.

SIP-9 Forest Recreation Enhancement. This practice is designed to
improve forest lands for outdoor recreation, enhance aesthetic benefits, and identify
and protect sites of historic or cultural value. Authorized component activities
include establishing paths and trails, reducing stand densities, establishing
permanent vegetative cover, pruning, and fencing.

Cost-Share Ra..t.~

National guidelines for SIP allow cost-share rates of up to 75 percent of the
total cost of implementing the practice. State Foresters are responsible for
establishing rates for each practice adopted. States have the option of basing
landowner payments for each practice and its components on either a flat rate or on
a percentage of actual cost not to exceed certain established limits. Flat rates are
based on a reasonable estimation of state or local average costs of eligible materials,
services, and labor necessary to perform the practice. Percentage rates must be set
at or below the 75 percent maximum level. Reasonable estimates of the maximum
cost to implement the component along with the percentage are used in determining
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the “not to exceed” limits for percentage rates. In no instance may a landowner
receive more than 100 percent of his out-of-pocket expenses incurred. The
maximum cost-share payment a landowner may receive in any given year is
$10,000. SIP practices are to be completed within 18 months of contract approval,
however, additional 6-month extensions are possible upon approval.

Eli@ility  Reqmreme. nts

SIP cost-share assistance is available to all NIPF landowners including
individuals, groups, associations, American Indian tribes, corporat,ions  without
publicly traded stocks, and other private legal entities, provided that no more than
50 percent of their gross income is derived from primary processing of forest
products or from hunting, fishing, camping, or other similar outdoor recreation
activities. The program is limited to ownerships of 1,000 acres of NIPF land,
including non-forested land scheduled for conversion to a SIP practice. In certain
instances, ownerships of up to 5,000 acres may be awarded a waiver, subject to an
assessment of the property’s unique environmental attributes, social benefits and
economic contributions.

The basic requirement for receiving cost-share assistance under SIP is an
approved forest stewardship management plan, and thus a landowner must be a
participant in the FSP. The exception is for funds requested under SIP-l,
Landowner Forest Stewardship Management Plan Development. In addition, the
practice being applied for must be recommended in the landowner’s forest
stewardship plan. In some cases, landowners applying for SIP already have an
approved stewardship plan that has been developed without cost-share as part of
the technical assistance provisions of the FSP. Forest stewardship plans may be
developed by the State forestry agency or other cooperating natural resource
agency, or by a private resource consultant. In other cases, landowners will apply
for SIP cost-shares to offset the cost of developing the plan, usually prepared by a
private consultant. After the plan is approved, the landowner is eligible for SIP and
may apply for assistance under any of the eight remaining practices.

There is no national minimum acreage requirement for SIP practices as there
is for FIP. State Foresters, however, have the option of requiring a minimum of up
to 25 acres of contiguous forestland for participation in the Forest Stewardship
Program.

General Requreme. nts Common To All SIP Particitxds

Landowners must maintain and protect SIP funded practices for at least 10
years after establishment. All or part of the cost-share funds paid to the landowner
are subject to repayment if during the practice lifespan, the land is sold and the
new owner does not agree to assume responsibility for the contract, the landowner
destroys the practice, or fails to maintain and protect the practice. All practice
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areas must be protected from destructive fire and grazing. Any chemicals used
must be appropriately registered and legally applied. All prescribed burning must
conform to state and local laws and regulations,

Landowner mation  Procedure

In some cases, landowners will have an approved forest stewardship
management plan prepared either by the local service forester, an appointed service
representative from a partner agency, or from a private consultant or contractor
prior to applying for SIP. In other cases, landowners may apply for SIP-l, which
pays a portion of the cost of developing a management plan.

Landowners apply for SIP cost-share at the local FSA office, where
appropriate eligibility information is gathered. FSA then sends the applicants’
paperwork to the service forester who determines applicant eligibility. The service
forester or designated service representative must determine if the practice
requested is needed, is practical, and is consistent with recommendations in the
landowner’s forest stewardship management plan. In some states, interagency
agreements have been established between the State Forester and other natural
resource agencies which have agreed to provide technical assistance for certain SIP
practices as “service representatives”. It is common in some states to have
agreements with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, Cooperative
Extension Service, and the State wildlife and fish agency.

The service forester then forwards forms approving the practice back to FSA.
The service forester also completes a practice project outline and sends it to the
landowner. The practice project outline, prepared by either the service forester or
service representative, provides specific requirements for implementing the
practice. Once the landowner receives the practice project outline and written
notice from FSA that the practice requested has been approved, the landowner may
begin implementing the practice. In cases where landowners have established
records at FSA, service foresters may have the authority to sign up landowners in
the field. Landowners are normally given 18 months to complete the practice, but
may request an additional 6 month extension if practice completion was delayed
due to conditions beyond their control. Once the practice is complete, the landowner
notifies the service forester, who will visit the site to verify completion, certify that
the practice meets minimum specifications, and make any necessary adjustments in
acres completed and cost-shares earned. The landowner must provide the service
forester with appropriate documentation of expenses incurred. Once the service
forester notifies FSA of project completion, FSA processes payment to the
landowner. Periodic spot checks are to be conducted by the service forester
throughout the contract period to determine whether practices are being properly
maintained and protected.
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BROGRAM[  ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Rectional  Distribution

The distribution of SIP activities by USDA Forest Service Region are shown
in Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2. Unlike FIP, which has been most active in the
South, SIP accomplishments have been greatest in the Northeast. The
Northeastern Area, which includes 20 Northeast and North Central states, has
enrolled over 48 percent of all SIP acres to date (600,596 acres) compared with 37
percent (465,324 acres) in the 13 states comprising the South (Region 8).
Participation in the West has been considerably more limited, and is at least
partially attributable to the fact that there are relatively few NIPF owners and
acres in the West. Regions 1 through 6 and Region 10 combined have enrolled
about 179,000 acres, 14 percent of the program total.

Accomplishments By Practice

Table 3 and Figures 3 through 6 summarize the number of participants,
acres enrolled, cost-shares paid, and average cost-shares per acre for each SIP
practice from 1992 through 1994.

Sixty-two percent of the program’s total acreage has been enrolled in the SIP-
1 practice, which cost-shares the development of long-term multi-resource forest
stewardship management plans. Almost 5,000 participants have placed 776,626
acres under stewardship management. SIP-l has been the leading practice in all
but two regions, Regions 4 and 10. The SIP-l practice has been the least costly,
with an average cost-share rate of only $3.65 per acre, the lowest of any practice.
Overall, $2.8 million in cost-shares have been paid for plan development.

Table 4 shows the number, acreage, and average tract size for forest
stewardship management plans prepared in each Forest Service Region. The
Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) plans include all landowner forest stewardship
management plans prepared as part of the program’s technical assistance efforts as
well as all plans cost-shared under the SIP-l practice. Of the 83,329 plans prepared
to date, 4,965 (6%) were cost-shared under the SIP-l practice (Figure 7). Only 8
percent of the total acres enrolled under the Forest Stewardship Program were a
result of plans cost-shared under SIP-l.
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Region
Region 1

A c r e sA c r e s
1 SIP-1 SIP-2 SIP-3 SIP-4 SIP-5 SIP-6 SIP-7 SIP-8 SIP-

I d a h o  1 2 , 2 6 7I d a h o  1 2 , 2 6 7
M o n t a n aM o n t a n a 00

North DakotaNorth Dakota 00
T o t a lT o t a l
RReeag iioonn 2

11 1 2 , 2 6 7 1 2 , 2 6 7

1 , 0 5 61 , 0 5 6 359 97 0 0 0 5 3 !3 !
6 16 1 2 7 02 7 0 0 1 3 41 3 4 4 14 1 00 00 ((
9 29 2 99 7 1 67 1 6 00 00 00 2 9 92 9 9 ((

1 , 2 0 91 , 2 0 9 6 3 86 3 8 8 1 38 1 3 1 3 41 3 4 4 14 1 00 3 0 43 0 4 3!3!

6 56 5 2 7 62 7 6 2 , 2 3 02 , 2 3 0 5 25 2 3 03 0 11 2 1 62 1 6 tt
00 3 93 9 5 0 05 0 0 00 1 9 81 9 8 00 4 34 3 ((

7 07 0 2 6 32 6 3 2 , 1 6 82 , 1 6 8 00 4 34 3 00 1 9 11 9 1 ((
1 01 0 1 7 71 7 7 1 , 4 3 21 , 4 3 2 00 00 66 2 5 22 5 2 ((
2 12 1 5 2 25 2 2 8 3 68 3 6 00 6 8 46 8 4 00 5 45 4 ll

1 6 61 6 6 1 , 2 7 71 , 2 7 7 7 , 1 6 67 , 1 6 6 5 25 2 9 5 59 5 5 77 7 5 67 5 6 1;1;
Reaion

A r i z o n aA r i z o n a 6 2 26 2 2 1 81 8
N e w  M e x i c oN e w  M e x i c o 8 , 7 2 88 , 7 2 8 3 03 0

T o t a lT o t a l 9 , 3 5 09 , 3 5 0 4 84 8
\o\o R e a i o nR e g i o n 4

N e v a d aN e v a d a 5 85 8 22
U t a hU t a h 00 55

T o t a lT o t a l 5 85 8 77
R e a i o nR e g i o n 5

C a l i f o r n i aC a l i f o r n i a 1 1 , 3 0 71 1 , 3 0 7 2 9 22 9 2
H a w a i iH a w a i i 3 43 4 3 83 8

79
1 5 21 5 2
2 3 12 3 1

0
55
55

9 19 1
00

11
11--

11
rr

8 78 7 00 00 00 8 98 9 ((
, 6 9 2, 6 9 2 00 00 2 32 3 4 24 2 ((
, 7 7 9, 7 7 9 00 00 2 32 3 1 3 11 3 1 CC

6 06 0 00 1 01 0 00 22 CC
, 0 1 5, 0 1 5 00 2 0 12 0 1 00 2 , 1 4 42 , 1 4 4 CC
, 0 7 5, 0 7 5 00 2 1 12 1 1 00 2 , 1 4 62 , 1 4 6 CC

1 3 91 3 9 9 19 1 6 5 06 5 0 00 8 2 38 2 3 1,45E1,45E
00 00 00 00 1 5 21 5 2 55

T o t a lT o t a l 11,34111,341 3 3 03 3 0 9 19 1 1 3 91 3 9 9 19 1 6 5 06 5 0 00 9 7 59 7 5 1 , 4 6 11 , 4 6 1
R e a i o nR e g i o n 6

O r e g o nO r e g o n 6 7 , 1 5 06 7 , 1 5 0 4 , 6 1 54 , 6 1 5 2 , 9 6 92 , 9 6 9 00 1 , 4 7 51 , 4 7 5 2 12 1 6 36 3 1 , 1 1 91 , 1 1 9 11
W a s h i n g t o nW a s h i n g t o n 2 3 , 0 4 12 3 , 0 4 1 2 8 72 8 7 9 9 19 9 1 2 02 0 1 51 5 1 3 51 3 5 4 3 24 3 2 1 , 9 7 61 , 9 7 6 6 36 3

T o t a lT o t a l 9 0 , 1 9 19 0 , 1 9 1 4 , 9 0 24 , 9 0 2 3 , 9 6 03 , 9 6 0 2 02 0 1 , 4 9 01 , 4 9 0 1 5 61 5 6 4 9 54 9 5 3 , 0 9 53 , 0 9 5 6 46 4
R e a i o nR e g i o n 8

A l a b a m aA l a b a m a 9 09 0 8 , 8 8 28 , 8 8 2 4 , 8 8 14 , 8 8 1 2 0 32 0 3 3 5 33 5 3 1 81 8 00 2 , 5 6 02 , 5 6 0 11
A r k a n s a sA r k a n s a s 00 3 , 5 7 63 , 5 7 6 5 , 1 8 25 , 1 8 2 00 00 6 46 4 00 1 , 3 1 71 , 3 1 7 7 17 1

F l o r i d aF l o r i d a 2 8 , 3 1 32 8 , 3 1 3 4 , 8 3 64 , 8 3 6 4 9 64 9 6 00 00 00 2 02 0 1 , 9 9 11 , 9 9 1 3 , 4 6 63 , 4 6 6
G e o r g i aG e o r g i a 1 1 4 , 4 5 41 1 4 , 4 5 4 13,83113,831 3 , 4 5 83 , 4 5 8 00 5 95 9 00 00 1 , 1 5 81 , 1 5 8 2 , 6 9 82 , 6 9 8

K e n t u c k yK e n t u c k y 00 4 , 4 5 84 , 4 5 8 3 , 8 1 43 , 8 1 4 00 7 67 6 1 51 5 00 4 , 4 5 84 , 4 5 8 1 , 4 7 81 , 4 7 8
LouisianaLouisiana 2 2 , 8 7 82 2 , 8 7 8 4 , 1 6 74 , 1 6 7 3 , 3 2 13 , 3 2 1 00 2 02 0 00 00 1 9 31 9 3 9 89 8

M i s s i s s i p p iM i s s i s s i p p i 4 3 , 3 4 54 3 , 3 4 5 1 3 , 0 9 01 3 , 0 9 0 3 , 2 5 83 , 2 5 8 00 2 0 82 0 8 00 00 1 , 9 2 41 , 9 2 4 00

Totals Participants Cost-Share $

1 3 , 8 1 91 3 , 8 1 9 1 4 11 4 1 2 3 9 , 6 0 22 3 9 , 6 0 2
5 0 65 0 6 3 03 0 2 2 , 9 3 72 2 , 9 3 7

1 , 1 1 61 , 1 1 6 8 98 9 1 0 8 , 5 9 61 0 8 , 5 9 6
15,44115,441 2 6 02 6 0 3 7 1 , 1 3 53 7 1 , 1 3 5

2 1 , 2 5 82 1 , 2 5 8 4 6 54 6 5 5 6 9 , 8 1 25 6 9 , 8 1 2
7 8 07 8 0 9 29 2 1 4 6 , 3 0 41 4 6 , 3 0 4

2 , 7 5 92 , 7 5 9 1 8 71 8 7 2 3 9 , 0 0 22 3 9 , 0 0 2
3 , 1 7 33 , 1 7 3 3 4 43 4 4 1 8 2 , 2 1 21 8 2 , 2 1 2
2 , 4 0 42 , 4 0 4 1 6 61 6 6 2 7 5 , 9 3 92 7 5 , 9 3 9

3 0 , 3 7 43 0 , 3 7 4 1 , 2 5 41 , 2 5 4 1,413,2691,413,269

8 9 58 9 5 2 22 2 5 0 , 1 2 95 0 , 1 2 9
1 0 , 6 6 71 0 , 6 6 7 7 77 7 2 8 8 , 1 3 12 8 8 , 1 3 1
1 1 , 5 6 21 1 , 5 6 2 9 99 9 3 3 8 , 2 6 03 3 8 , 2 6 0

1 3 21 3 2 77 1 5 , 8 2 51 5 , 8 2 5
3 , 3 7 03 , 3 7 0 3 73 7 1 0 3 , 6 2 91 0 3 , 6 2 9
3 , 5 0 23 , 5 0 2 4 44 4 1 1 9 , 4 5 41 1 9 , 4 5 4

1 4 , 8 4 91 4 , 8 4 9 1 2 61 2 6 4 6 4 , 5 5 64 6 4 , 5 5 6
2 2 92 2 9 1 31 3 4 5 , 0 2 64 5 , 0 2 6

1 5 , 0 7 81 5 , 0 7 8 1 3 91 3 9 5 0 9 , 5 8 25 0 9 , 5 8 2

7 7 , 4 1 37 7 , 4 1 3 5 1 35 1 3 1,057,5991,057,599
2 8 , 9 6 02 8 , 9 6 0 3 1 53 1 5 4 6 1 , 4 8 24 6 1 , 4 8 2

1 0 4 , 3 7 31 0 4 , 3 7 3 8 2 88 2 8 1,519,0811,519,081

1 6 , 9 8 81 6 , 9 8 8 3 2 13 2 1 8 5 8 , 7 3 48 5 8 , 7 3 4
1 0 , 2 1 01 0 , 2 1 0 1 2 81 2 8 3 4 7 , 4 6 33 4 7 , 4 6 3
3 9 , 1 2 23 9 , 1 2 2 2 4 62 4 6 6 6 7 , 7 8 66 6 7 , 7 8 6

1 3 5 , 6 5 81 3 5 , 6 5 8 7 4 07 4 0 1,465,6291,465,629
1 4 , 2 9 91 4 , 2 9 9 6 2 56 2 5 1,210,9701,210,970
3 0 , 6 7 73 0 , 6 7 7 1 9 91 9 9 3 5 1 , 0 0 83 5 1 , 0 0 8
6 1 , 8 2 56 1 , 8 2 5 4 9 24 9 2 1,161,5251,161,525



A c r e sA c r e s
Region 8 1 SIP-1 SIP-2 SIP-3 SIP-4 SIP-5 SIP-6 SIP-7 SIP-8 SIP-!

N o r t hN o r t h C a r o l i n a 1C a r o l i n a 1 2 , 3 6 52 , 3 6 5 4 0 64 0 6 1 , 9 2 51 , 9 2 5 00 3 33 3 00 00 1 1 , 7 0 51 1 , 7 0 5 3 0 , 5 5 43 0 , 5 5 4
O k l a h o m aO k l a h o m a 3 , 2 3 33 , 2 3 3 8 3 98 3 9 6 1 06 1 0 1 3 21 3 2 33 00 00 6 4 06 4 0 aa 5 , 4 5 75 , 4 5 7 6 56 5

South CarolinaSouth Carolina
1 6 3 , 5 9 81 6 3 , 5 9 8

00 3 , 1 4 63 , 1 4 6 1 , 4 1 91 , 4 1 9 00 8 2 88 2 8 55 00 3 , 0 3 43 , 0 3 4 1 2 31 2 3 8 , 5 5 58 , 5 5 5 2 0 22 0 2
T e n n e s s e eT e n n e s s e e

5 4 4 , 8 2 75 4 4 , 8 2 7
00 5 , 5 7 45 , 5 7 4 9 5 79 5 7 00 2 22 2 00 00 3 2 13 2 1 3 0 , 5 4 83 0 , 5 4 8 3 7 , 4 2 23 7 , 4 2 2 1 9 01 9 0 6 3 9 , 6 6 26 3 9 , 6 6 2

T e x a sT e x a s 3 , 5 7 73 , 5 7 7 6 , 2 1 46 , 2 1 4 6 9 76 9 7 7 67 6 2 62 6 44 1 1 51 1 5 7 3 67 3 6 2 2 12 2 1 1 1 , 6 6 61 1 , 6 6 6 1 7 71 7 7 4 9 2 , 4 4 54 9 2 , 4 4 5
V i r g i n i aV i r g i n i a 00 6 , 2 7 66 , 2 7 6 2 , 8 4 02 , 8 4 0 1 21 2 2 1 62 1 6 7 87 8 22 2 , 3 6 72 , 3 6 7 3 4 , 6 6 63 4 , 6 6 6 4 6 , 4 5 74 6 , 4 5 7 5 2 65 2 6

T o t a lT o t a l
6 3 2 , 5 3 06 3 2 , 5 3 0

2 1 8 , 2 5 52 1 8 , 2 5 5 7 5 , 2 9 57 5 , 2 9 5 3 2 , 8 5 83 2 , 8 5 8 4 2 34 2 3 1 , 8 4 41 , 8 4 4 1 8 41 8 4 1 3 71 3 7 3 2 , 4 0 43 2 , 4 0 4 1 0 3 , 9 2 41 0 3 , 9 2 4 4 6 5 , 3 2 44 6 5 , 3 2 4 4 , 0 2 04 , 0 2 0 8,712,1418,712,141
Northeast Area

ConnecticutConnecticut 5 , 9 7 75 , 9 7 7
D e l a w a r eD e l a w a r e 00

I l l i n o i sI l l i n o i s 5 , 1 0 65 , 1 0 6
I n d i a n aI n d i a n a 2 , 3 2 12 , 3 2 1

I o w aI o w a 1 2 71 2 7
M a i n eM a i n e 2 4 , 3 3 12 4 , 3 3 1

M a r y l a n dM a r y l a n d 1 , 3 2 91 , 3 2 9
M a s s a c h u s e t t sM a s s a c h u s e t t s 3 3 , 2 6 53 3 , 2 6 5

M i c h i g a nM i c h i g a n 5 0 , 7 1 85 0 , 7 1 8
M i n n e s o t aM i n n e s o t a 2 1 , 8 4 62 1 , 8 4 6

M i s s o u r iM i s s o u r i 8 , 4 2 48 , 4 2 4
N e w  H a m p s h i r eN e w  H a m p s h i r e 3 5 , 5 9 73 5 , 5 9 7

N e w  J e r s e yN e w  J e r s e y 1 , 7 5 61 , 7 5 6
N e w  Y o r kN e w  Y o r k 6 2 , 6 3 36 2 , 6 3 3

O h i oO h i o 1 51 5
P e n n s y l v a n i aP e n n s y l v a n i a 5 9 , 5 3 75 9 , 5 3 7
Rhode IslandRhode Island 1 , 4 2 51 , 4 2 5

V e r m o n tV e r m o n t 4 6 , 1 4 24 6 , 1 4 2
W e s t  V i r g i n i aW e s t  V i r g i n i a 3 4 , 2 4 53 4 , 2 4 5

W i s c o n s i nW i s c o n s i n 2 0 , 3 4 82 0 , 3 4 8

66 1 1 11 1 1 0 10 1 33 0 1 6 51 6 5
1 4 41 4 4 4 24 2 21 121 1 33 00 4 94 9

1 , 9 3 61 , 9 3 6 3 , 1 7 73 , 1 7 7 128 110128 110 77 00 4 3 74 3 7
1 , 1 6 21 , 1 6 2 6 , 1 5 96 , 1 5 9 12 512 5 00 00 1 3 01 3 0
1 , 0 6 51 , 0 6 5 2 , 4 3 92 , 4 3 9 1 61 6 00 00 7 97 9

1 2 31 2 3 5 8 85 8 8 13 6313 63 4 04 0 00 4 1 14 1 1
9 7 89 7 8 8 6 18 6 1 33 6 96 9 44 00 3 7 13 7 1
3 0 13 0 1 4 1 14 1 1 0 2600 260 00 00 2 3 42 3 4
6 4 36 4 3 8 08 0 1 2 01 2 0 1 0 91 0 9 2 32 3 4 2,6074 2,607

1 , 5 8 31 , 5 8 3 2 , 9 5 42 , 9 5 4 14 49814 498 55 4 8 5  2 , 0 7 44 8 5  2 , 0 7 4
2 4 42 4 4 6 7 36 7 3 13 55513 555 11 11 1 4 01 4 0
8 18 1 1 4 , 4 7 31 4 , 4 7 3 0 7720 772 00 00 1 0 81 0 8

6 1 76 1 7 7 37 3 0 40 4 1 61 6 00 2 6 52 6 5
1 , 9 8 21 , 9 8 2 6 , 1 4 16 , 1 4 1 83 58383 583 1 2 21 2 2 0 3,0820 3,082

5 2 95 2 9 1 5 , 4 5 21 5 , 4 5 2 2,240 342,240 34 2 2 92 2 9 00 3 2 73 2 7
5 2 65 2 6 7 6 07 6 0 00 3 43 4 2 92 9 44 4 5 34 5 3
1 41 4 2 92 9 0 00 0 00 00 99

1 2 31 2 3 1 , 2 7 61 , 2 7 6 0 1,3220 1,322 00 0 1,7970 1,797
2 4 22 4 2 3 , 3 6 63 , 3 6 6 0 1410 141 4 44 4 00 6 7 16 7 1

2 , 5 8 92 , 5 8 9 2 , 7 5 02 , 7 5 0 49 22649 226 1 2 61 2 6 1  1 , 2 3 01  1 , 2 3 0
T o t a lT o t a l 4 1 5 , 1 4 24 1 5 , 1 4 2 1 4 , 8 8 81 4 , 8 8 8 6 1 , 8 1 56 1 , 8 1 5 2 , 6 9 72 , 6 9 7 4 , 7 9 34 , 7 9 3 6 5 26 5 2 4 9 54 9 5 1 4 , 6 3 91 4 , 6 3 9 8 5 , 4 7 58 5 , 4 7 5
ReaionReaion

A l a s k aA l a s k a 4 04 0 88 9 09 0 00 00 00 00 11 00
Totals 7 7 6 , 6 2 67 7 6 , 6 2 6 9 6 , 8 5 39 6 , 8 5 3 1 0 0 , 9 6 51 0 0 , 9 6 5 1 4 , 1 1 21 4 , 1 1 2 8 , 4 0 48 , 4 0 4 2 , 8 4 92 , 8 4 9 1 , 1 5 71 , 1 5 7 5 4 , 4 5 15 4 , 4 5 1 1 9 0 , 9 7 21 9 0 , 9 7 2

0
1

2,595
0
0

2 , 5 5 22 , 5 5 2
3 53 5

3 9 , 5 3 73 9 , 5 3 7
00

2 , 1 5 42 , 1 5 4
00

2 , 3 6 72 , 3 6 7
4 74 7

1 9 , 2 1 41 9 , 2 1 4
00

7 1 07 1 0
4 14 1

1 2 , 6 6 31 2 , 6 6 3
1 , 7 5 61 , 7 5 6
1 , 8 0 31 , 8 0 3

Totals Participants Cost-Share $
46,988 1 0 91 0 9 1 7 5 , 9 6 41 7 5 , 9 6 4

6 , 2 6 36 , 2 6 3 3 43 4 49,933
2 6 12 6 1 1 71 7 39,136

1 3 , 4 9 61 3 , 4 9 6 3 2 73 2 7 429,047
9 , 7 8 99 , 7 8 9 2 9 82 9 8 3 6 2 , 0 1 23 6 2 , 0 1 2
3 , 7 1 73 , 7 1 7 1 5 31 5 3 3 5 8 , 8 6 13 5 8 , 8 6 1

2 8 , 1 2 12 8 , 1 2 1 3 1 33 1 3 3 8 9 , 8 5 23 8 9 , 8 5 2
3 , 6 5 03 , 6 5 0 1 6 91 6 9 1 9 1 , 8 1 51 9 1 , 8 1 5

7 4 , 0 0 87 4 , 0 0 8 4 4 64 4 6 3 9 8 , 2 8 83 9 8 , 2 8 8
5 4 , 3 0 45 4 , 3 0 4 6 0 46 0 4 3 7 4 , 2 0 93 7 4 , 2 0 9
3 1 , 6 1 33 1 , 6 1 3 4 4 34 4 3 5 9 5 , 9 5 05 9 5 , 9 5 0
10,05110,051 8 78 7 1 1 3 , 6 9 61 1 3 , 6 9 6
5 3 , 3 9 85 3 , 3 9 8 3 3 83 3 8 3 6 9 , 5 4 03 6 9 , 5 4 0
2 , 7 7 82 , 7 7 8 4 24 2 3 5 , 7 4 43 5 , 7 4 4

9 3 , 8 4 09 3 , 8 4 0 1 , 6 6 81 , 6 6 8 1,650,9781,650,978
1 8 , 8 2 61 8 , 8 2 6 4 0 24 0 2 5 1 8 , 3 2 95 1 8 , 3 2 9
6 2 , 0 5 36 2 , 0 5 3 6 3 76 3 7 4 0 5 , 4 6 64 0 5 , 4 6 6
1 , 5 1 81 , 5 1 8 2 72 7 1 5 , 0 5 81 5 , 0 5 8

6 3 , 3 2 36 3 , 3 2 3 5 3 55 3 5 3 6 4 , 0 8 13 6 4 , 0 8 1
4 0 , 4 6 54 0 , 4 6 5 3 7 13 7 1 3 2 6 , 5 0 23 2 6 , 5 0 2
2 9 , 1 2 22 9 , 1 2 2 6 3 06 3 0 5 4 7 , 0 7 65 4 7 , 0 7 6

6 0 0 , 5 9 66 0 0 , 5 9 6 7 , 5 4 17 , 5 4 1 7,535,5737,535,573

139 1 31 3 1 8 , 4 2 81 8 , 4 2 8
1,246,3891,246,389 1 4 , 1 9 21 4 , 1 9 2 20,536,92320,536,923



Figure 1. Stewardship Incentive Program
Accomplishments by FS Region, 1992-I 994
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Figure 2. Map of USFS Regions
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Table 3. SIP Accomplishments by Practice 1992-l 994

Practice
SIP-l Landowner Forest Stewardship Plan Development
SIP-2 Reforestation and Afforestation
SIP-3 Forest Improvement

Participants Acres Cost-Share $ Avg. per Acrr
4,960 776,626 2,837,730 3.65

SIP-4 Agroforestry Establishment, Maintenance, and Renovation
SIP-5 Soil and Water Protection and Improvement
SIP-6 Riparian and Wetland Protection and improvement
SIP-7 Fisheries Habitat Enhancement
SIP-8 Wildlife Habitat Enhancement
SIP-9 Forest Recreation Enhancement

3,736 96,853 8,240,647 85.09
2,687 100,965 3,272,600 32.41
1,236 14,112 1,631,813 115.63

433 8,404 359,459 42.77
200 2,849 410,040 143.92

43 1,157 112,757 97.46
2,632 54,451 2,651,964 48.70

707 190,972 1 ,019,913 5.34
rotaIs 14,192 1,246,389 20,536,923 16.48

Cost-Share 

Note: One person may have participated in more than one year,
reflecting a lower participant total.

Note: SIP-4 acres reflect acres served, all others are acres treated.
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Figure 3. Stewardship Incentive Program
Accomplishments by Practice, 1992-l 994
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Figure 4. Stewardship Incentive Program
Number of Participants, 1992-l 994

SIP-1 SIP-2 SIP-3 SIP-4 SIP-5
Practice

SIP-6 SIP-7 SIP-8 SIP-9



1 6



3

s100.00

S80.00

$60.00

$40.00

$20.00

$0.00

:- -- 11:- Z’- -

,-5--,

5120

- -- -
~tii~tii

.OQ.OQ

-

i

SIP-1 SIP-2 SIP-3 SIP-4 SIP-5
Practice

SIP-6 SIP-7 SIP-8 SIP-9



-1aDle  4.4. Forest Stewardship Plans and Acres, 1990-1994.
Esp 5%lJF!d

Region
Region 1
Region 2
Region 3
Region 4
Region 5
Region 6
Region 8
NE Area
Region 10
Totals

# Plans Acres AdPlan # Plans Acres AcJPlar
1 , 6 8 31 , 6 8 3 3 2 2 , 0 6 53 2 2 , 0 6 5 1 9 11 9 1 6 66 6 1 2 , 2 6 71 2 , 2 6 7 1 8 61 8 6
3 , 7 0 33 , 7 0 3 4 2 1 , 7 5 14 2 1 , 7 5 1 1 1 41 1 4 1 5 71 5 7 1 9 , 9 8 21 9 , 9 8 2 1 2 71 2 7

1 9 01 9 0 3 9 6 , 5 0 43 9 6 , 5 0 4 2 , 0 8 72 , 0 8 7 2 52 5 9 , 3 5 09 , 3 5 0 3 7 43 7 4
2 0 12 0 1 1 0 9 , 2 2 61 0 9 , 2 2 6 5 4 35 4 3 11 5 85 8 5 85 8
3 9 43 9 4 1 9 4 , 5 8 81 9 4 , 5 8 8 4 9 44 9 4 6 26 2 11,34111,341 l a 3l a 3

1 , 6 6 01 , 6 6 0 2 0 7 , 5 4 52 0 7 , 5 4 5 1 2 51 2 5 5 3 85 3 8 9 0 , 1 9 19 0 , 1 9 1 1 6 81 6 8
1 3 , 0 4 61 3 , 0 4 6 2,542,3492,542,349 1 9 51 9 5 a 7 3a 7 3 2 1 8 , 2 5 52 1 8 , 2 5 5 2 5 02 5 0
6 2 , 3 8 86 2 , 3 8 8 4,080,5194,080,519 6 56 5 3 , 2 4 23 , 2 4 2 4 1 5 , 1 4 24 1 5 , 1 4 2 1 2 81 2 8

6 46 4 1,767,7451,767,745 2 7 , 6 2 12 7 , 6 2 1 11 4 04 0 4 04 0
8 3 , 3 2 98 3 , 3 2 9 io,o42,292io,o42,292 1 2 11 2 1 4 , 9 6 54 , 9 6 5 7 7 6 , 6 2 67 7 6 , 6 2 6 1 5 61 5 6

Sources: (Hoge 1995a,  USDA Forest Service 1995,1994,  1993)

A number of methods are used to develop and fund landowner forest
stewardship plans, with each state taking a somewhat different approach. Listed
below are four approaches that have been utilized:

1) State forestry and cooperating natural resource agencies may prepare
plans for landowners at no cost to the landowner. Plans are prepared by
government agency employees, usually state service foresters and other state and
federal natural resource agency employees. Funding for this type of arrangement
usually comes from the state’s yearly FSP allocation from the Forest Service.

2) Rather than use government foresters to prepare the plans, some states
have opted to contract directly with private forestry and natural resource
consultants to prepare forest stewardship plans. One advantage to this
arrangement is that additional state supported positions are not needed, nor are
existing programs jeopardized by assigning additional stewardship responsibilities
to existing staff.

3) States may also opt to include SIP-l as an available practice. A few states
have excluded SIP-l as an option. As mentioned previously, landowners may apply
for cost-sharing funds under the SIP-l practice to help offset the cost incurred in
hiring a private forestry or natural resource consultant to prepare a forest
stewardship management plan.

4) Montana has developed a unique approach which involves training and
educating forest landowners who in turn develop a forest stewardship plan for their
own property. Participating landowners learn to how to conduct an inventory of
their property, set goals and priorities for their lands, analyze trade-offs and
environmental consequences of various management decisions and ultimately
develop and implement their own plan (Logan 1994).
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In some states, industry foresters, usually those associated with forest
industry landowner assistance programs, have prepared stewardship plans for their
cooperators, which are then submitted to the State forester for approval. Plans
prepared by industry foresters may or may not be contracted or cost-shared,
depending on state policy.

Considerable variability exists among states and regions in the availability of
funding for SIP-l and the use of SIP-l cost-shares to encourage forest stewardship
plan development. As a percentage of total forest stewardship management plans
prepared, Region 6 (Washington and Oregon) has used SIP-l funded plans more
than any other region. Over 32 percent of all forest stewardship plans written in
that region have been funded through SIP-l, indicating a large reliance on private
consultants.

Several states have relied on the SIP-l practice to fund a significant portion
of their stewardship plans. In Pennsylvania, 97 percent of all stewardship plans
prepared (523 total) have been cost-shared under SIP-l. Similarly, over half of
Oregon’s 621 stewardship plans have been funded under SIP-l. Other states with
significant percentages of SIP-l plans to total stewardship plans include: Michigan
(42%), Mississippi (40%), Georgia (39%), Vermont (35%), and Arizona (31%).

Other states that apparently have either chosen not to include SIP-l as a
practice option or do not have the demand for or the availability of private
consultants to write cost-shared stewardship plans include Arkansas, Delaware,
Kansas, Kentucky, Montana, North Dakota, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, and
Virginia. To date, none of these states has used SIP-l cost-shares for plan
development.

The average tract size for all forest stewardship plans prepared under all
three options is 121 acres. The average tract size increases to 156 acres for those
stewardship plans cost-shared under SIP-l. This is reasonable, since private
consultants and industry foresters may find it more efficient to plan larger acreages
than small acreages.

Forty percent of all SIP cost-shares distributed have gone to the SIP-2 tree
planting practice, which also includes site preparation and follow-up maintenance
costs. Over 96,000 acres were reforested under SIP-2 between 1992 and 1994.
Following the trend of other federal cost-share programs such as the Forestry
Incentives Program, Conservation Reserve Program, Agricultural Conservation
Program, and Soil Bank Program, most of the tree planting accomplished under SIP
has occurred in the South (75,000 acres, 78 percent of the program’s total tree
planting acreage). As expected, cost-shares paid per acre in the South averaged
below that of any other region ($69.18 compared with the national average of
$85.08). One reason for the South’s efficiency in tree planting can be attributed to
economies of scale. The average tract size planted in the South was 42 acres,
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considerably larger than the national average of 26 acres. Leading states include
Georgia and Mississippi, each planting over 13,000 acres. The only state outside
the South with significant tree planting accomplishments was Oregon, with 4,615
acres.

In the Northeastern Area, which planted almost 15,000 acres of trees,
average tract size was only 9 acres, costing the federal government $138.01 per acre
in cost-shares. The highest per acre cost-shares paid were in Region 3, averaging
$466.69, primarily due to 18 acres planted in Arizona in 1994 at a cost of $959.94
per acre. In all regions except the South, tree planting cost-shares averaged over
$100 per acre.

Almost 101,000 acres of forestland has been improved under the SIP-3
practice at an average cost of $32.41 per acre. Sixty-one percent of all SIP-3 acres
have been enrolled in the Northeast, while 33 percent have been in the South.
Average tract size enrolled nation-wide is 38 acres. This regional distribution is
consistent with historical FIP timber stand improvement (tsi) trends. From 1974 to
1992, the Northeast enrolled 55 percent and the South 38 percent of all FIP tsi
acres (Gaddis et al.).

As expected, the agroforestry/windbreak  practice, SIP-4, has been most
heavily used throughout the plains states, comprised primarily of states in Region
2. Over 14,000 acres were enrolled at an average cost-share of $115.63 per acre.
This practice accounts for only 1 percent of the total enrollment nation-wide, but
amounts to 23 percent of enrolled acres in Region 2. There were, however,
significant accomplishments outside this region, most notably Ohio, which enrolled
2,240 acres, the leading state for SIP-4, and New Mexico, which enrolled 1,692
acres.

The Northeast has led the nation in acres treated under the soil and water
conservation practice, SIP-5, accounting for 57 percent of the 8,404 acres enrolled
nationally. The leading state, however was Oregon, treating 1,475 acres. Average
cost-share for this practice was $42.77 per acre.

The protection and improvement of riparian and wetland areas under SIP-6
was led by the states of Wyoming and California, each treating over 600 acres.
Total practice enrollment of 2,849 acres accounted for only 0.2 percent of the
program’s total, however. SIP-6 was the most costly practice, averaging $143.92 in
cost-shares paid per acre.

The least used practice was SIP-7, enhancement of fisheries habitats. A total
of only 1,157 acres have been enrolled to date by 43 participants. Cost-shares have
averaged $97.46 per acre. The leading states have been Minnesota with 495 acres,
and Washington with 432 acres.
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The wildlife habitat enhancement practice, SIP-8, has been the most widely
distributed practice among the states. Every state except Montana reported
accomplishments. Over 54,000 acres have been treated to date, 4 percent of the
program total. The practice has been most heavily used in the South (32,404 acres)
and the Northeast (14,639 acres). Leading well above all other states was North
Carolina, which enrolled 11,705 acres, 21 percent of the total acres enrolled under
this practice. In the West, significant accomplishments occurred in Utah (2,144
acres) and Washington (1,976 acres). Cost-shares averaged $48.70 per acre.

Second only to the cost-sharing of forest stewardship management plans in
acres enrolled was the forest recreation practice, SIP-g. Almost 191,000 acres have
been treated to date, 15 percent of the total SIP enrollment. Fifty-four percent of
the recreation enrollment has been in the South. Leading states include
Massachusetts, Virginia, North Carolina, and Tennessee, all reporting over 30,000
acres treated. Cost-shares paid under this practice have been quite low, averaging
only $5.34 per acre.

nual Accomplishments

Landowners were first allowed to apply for SIP cost-shares during the first of
several “batch periods” , beginning in February of 1992. By this time, almost half of
fiscal year 1992 had passed. Additionally, the late signup left many states too little
time to develop practice project outlines for work to be done that year, especially
spring site preparation and tree planting. As a result, only 109,026 acres were
enrolled in 1992. Six states showed no enrollment for the entire year. Participation
increased five-fold in 1993, with over 563,000 acres enrolled. Enrollment steadily
increased to 574,240 acres in 1994 (Table 5, Figure 8).

Table 5. SIP Enrollment by Year
1992 1993 1994 1 Totals1

Acres 109,026 5 6 3 , 1 2 35 6 3 , 1 2 3 5 7 4 , 2 4 05 7 4 , 2 4 0 1,246,3891,246,389
# Participants 1 , 5 3 21 , 5 3 2 5 , 4 0 65 , 4 0 6 7 , 2 5 47 , 2 5 4 1 4 , 1 9 21 4 , 1 9 2
$ Cost-Share 1,759,9661,759,966 7,834,0227,834,022 10,942,93510,942,935 20,536,92320,536,923
Sources: (USDA Forest Service 1995,1994,1993)

Relationship to the Forestry Incentives Program

The Forestry Incentives Program (FIP), which has been available since 1974
was designed with a much narrower focus than that of SIP. FIP is also a federal
financial cost-share assistance program, however, its principal purpose is to
increase the nation’s supply of timber on NIPF lands. FIP offers incentives to plant
trees, improve timber stands, and prepare sites for natural regeneration of trees.
FIP, however, is not directly linked to a technical assistance program in the same
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way SIP and the FSP are linked. A forest management plan is required for
participation in FIP, however, the plan need not address the total resource as with
SIP.

Although the two programs share many common goals, two additional areas
of distinction between SIP and FIP are worth noting. FIP practices must be at least
10 acres in size, unlike SIP which carries no nationally designated minimum. FIP
also requires that the land meet a minimum productivity standard (capable of
producing at least 50 cubic feet of wood per acre annually). SIP does not carry a
minimum productivity standard, however, states may impose site specific
requirements for tree planting, forest improvement and other practices.

Under the provisions of the Forestry Title of the 1990 Farm Bill, FIP was
reauthorized for an additional five years, but was scheduled to sunset (terminate)
on December 31, 1995. This was a compromise by the members of Congress, some
of whom favored continuing with both FIP, as a targeted program to increase
timber production on NIPF lands, and SIP for its multi-resource dimensions, and
those members who favored the immediate replacement of FIP by SIP because SIP
also includes timber production practice (tree planting and timber stand
improvement). In this compromise, the pro-FIP members gained the 5-year
extension of FIP, but gave up the protection of permanent authorizing legislation
under which FIP had operated since 1974, and indeed, assumed the more difficult
position of getting FIP reauthorized in the next Farm Bill or in other legislation
prior to the December 31, 1995 expiration date. Ultimately, Congress decided to
extend FIP to the year 2002 in the 1996 Farm Bill.

The legislative connection between FIP and SIP invites further consideration
of the overlap and differences between these two programs, and the experience of
concurrent operation of the two programs over the past five years provides a basis
for empirical observations.

Tree Plantin@ .Compmsons

Tree planting has historically been the most widely cost-shared forestry
practice among federal incentive programs, with the exception of SIP. Part of this
can be attributed to the multiple-use/total resource management intent of the
Forest Stewardship Program and SIP. In contrast, practices cost-shared under FIP
must be designed with timber production as the primary intent. Since participation
in the Forest Stewardship Program is a prerequisite to obtaining cost-share funding
under SIP, many landowners who are primarily interested in reforesting, without
committing all their land under stewardship management, are opting to obtain
financial assistance- under FIP rather than SIP.
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In comparing tree planting under SIP (SIP-2 practice only) and FIP (FP-1
practice) for years 1992-1994 (Table 6, Figure 9),  it is apparent that FIP has
planted over five times as many acres (525,375) as SIP (96,853). Cost-shares paid
per acre were also considerably less under FIP ($59.93), compared with $85.09
under SIP. The average acreage planted per participant was considerably more
under FIP (41 acres), compared with 26 acres under SIP. SIP tree planting has
been more widely distributed than FIP. Ninety-three percent of all FIP tree
planting occurred in the South, while under SIP, only 78 percent was in the South.

In analyzing tree planting data for both programs in the South, the average
tract size planted was almost identical, 42 acres under SIP and 43 acres under FIP.
Average cost-shares paid in the South were lower under FIP, $56.03 per acre

compared with $69.18 under SIP.

The data suggest that tree planting under SIP is more costly than tree
planting under FIP both in the South and nation-wide. Economies of scale may also
play a part since it is generally more efficient to plant larger tracts. The average
FIP planting was 63 percent larger than the average SIP planting nation-wide.
Additionally, a larger percentage of FIP tree planting occurred in the South, which
has generally enjoyed lower tree planting costs due to a number of factors including:
the availability of low cost Southern pine seedlings; the availability of site prep and
tree planting contractors; more gentle terrain; more favorable growing conditions;
and longer planting seasons than many other regions of the country.

CONCLUSIONS

In its first three years, the Stewardship Incentive Program has been
responsible for cost-sharing a variety of natural resource enhancements on
1,246,389  acres of stewardship forests. Most of the acreage enrolled (62%) has been
for the development of landowner forest stewardship management plans under the
SIP-l practice. The remaining eight practices (SIP-2 through SIP-g) have
accounted for 469,763 acres of actual on-the-ground improvements, including:
Forest Recreation Enhancement (190,972 acres); Forest Improvement (100,965
acres) ;  Reforestation and Afforestation  (96,853 acres) ;  Wildl i fe  Habitat
Enhancement (54,451 acres); Agroforestry Establishment, Maintenance, and
Renovation (14,112 acres); Soil and Water Protection and Improvement (8,404
acres); Riparian and Wetland Protection and Improvement (2,849 acres); and
Fisheries Habitat Enhancement (1,157 acres). A total of $20,536,923 in cost-share
funds have been paid to approximately 14,000 qualifying private forest landowners.

On a regional basis, the Northeast and North Central states have enrolled
more acres under SIP than any other region (600,596 acres), followed by the South,
with 465,323 acres. SIP has been more limited in the West, where only 180,469
acres have been enrolled.
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Table 6. SIP/FIP  Tree Planting Comparison, 1992-l 994

Cost-Share $ I

Region 1
Region 2
Region 3
Region 4
Region 5
Region 6
Region 8
NE Area

Sources: USDA ASCS, CFSA, Forest Service, Annual Reports for FIP and SIP, 1992-l 994.
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Figure 9. SIP/FIP Tree Planting
1992-I 994
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Both SIP and FIP contain practices that cost-share tree planting and timber
stand improvement. This paper attempted to compare raw accomplishment and
average cost data for the tree planting components of each program. FIP has been
much more effective in encouraging tree planting on NIPF land, planting over five
times as many acres as SIP from 1992 through 1994. Over $8 million in SIP cost-
shares funded almost 97,000 acres of tree planting, while over 525,000 acres were
planted under FIP at a cost of approximately $31.5 million. SIP cost-shares paid for
tree planting averaged 42 percent higher than for FIP.

It is apparent that the stewardship approach of multiple-use management
has had a profound impact on the landowners and forestlands it has reached.
Never before has there been such a coordinated effort to bring together the
management of all forest resources under a single consolidated plan. Before the
Forest Stewardship Program was developed, landowners wanting to manage for
such values as timber, wildlife, recreation, aesthetics, soil and water were faced
with obtaining advice, management planning assistance, and financial incentives, if
available, from a number of different federal and state agencies. The Forest
Stewardship Program and SIP have made it possible to synthesize all these
landowner objectives under one program, and from agencies committed to
coordinating their efforts for the benefit of the landowner. SIP has ensured that
amenity values as well as commodity benefits are treated equitably.

Over the long term, as more owners develop forest stewardship plans, it
would, indeed, make sense to fold FIP into SIP, as this would help to integrate
planning through forest stewardship plans with execution through cost-share
incentive programs, and would put the focus on opportunities rather than on
correcting mistakes--such as timber harvesting without provisions for stand
regeneration--after they occur. The USDA Forest Service also has the authority
under present law, should it so elect, to impose national requirements for minimum
site productivity, minimum tract size and economic efficiency similar to those for
FIP on SIP tree planting.

The downside of combining FIP into SIP is that without FIP as a dedicated
timber program there very well could be increased pressure to plant more trees
through SIP to meet the Nation’s ever increasing appetite for timber and declining
timber supplies from public lands. This pressure could cause SIP to become
essentially a tree planting program with a loss of its multi-resource focus.
Furthermore, SIP is only available to owners with approved forest stewardship
plans, and only five percent of NIPF acres have such plans. This would concentrate
a large amount of effort (plans and programs) on a comparatively small number of
owners, while excluding owners of 95 percent of NIPF acres from participating.

This paper has attempted to explain the intent and administration of the
Stewardship Incentive Program along with an examination of  program
accomplishments during its first three years. Comparisons were made between SIP
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and the Forestry Incentives Program (FIP) in an effort to reveal the contributions
each program has made toward improving and sustaining the nonindustrial private
forest resource.
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APPENDIX

SIP- 1 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992- 1994

SIP-2 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992- 1994

SIP-3 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992-1994

SIP-4 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992-1994

SIP-5 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992-1994

SIP-6 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992- 1994

SIP-7 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992- 1994

SIP-8 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992-1994

SIP-9 Accomplishments by USFS Region, 1992-1994

USFS Region 1 SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

USFS Region 2 SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

USFS Region 3 SIP Accomplishments, 1992- 1994

USFS Region 4 SIP Accomplishments, 1992- 1994

USFS Region 5 SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

USFS Region 6 SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

USFS Region 8 SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

USFS Northeastern Area SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

USFS Region 10 SIP Accomplishments, 1992-1994

Sources: USDA CFSA 1995, USDA Forest Service 1994, USDA Forest Service 1993.
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Forest Recreation Enhancement
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SIP Accomplishments. 199%1984

3ca.cm
A
c
r
e
s

200.530

low4l

0
SIP-1 SIP-2 SIP-3 SIP-4 SIP-5 SIP.6 SIP-7 SIP-3 SIP-9

USFS Region 10
SIP Accomplishments. 1992-WS4

-, -


