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Threats to Western Private Forests 

A Western Forestry Leadership Coalition Strategic Initiative 
 
The Threats to Western Private Forests initiative engages diverse stakeholders to explore 

threats to the health and sustainability of private forests in the western U.S. By having open 

conversations about the long-term prospects for western forests, we will better understand 

our challenges and opportunities. The WFLC hosted five workshops throughout the west. This 
document is a synthesis of the workshop results and an update on the initiative.  

 
 
The business of managing private forestland is changing. 
Globalization of markets, broad economic forces, government 
regulations, and ecological stresses such as fire and climate change 
have completely altered the operating environment for forest 
landowners seeking to manage their land. Large multinational timber 
companies are able to achieve the financial efficiencies to deal with 
global-scale market forces, but smaller operators have few tools to 
help them adjust to the increasing complexity. A new business model 
within a new policy framework is needed to address the needs of 
private forest landowners, as well as those of the local, state and 
federal agencies, and environmental organizations offering financial 
and technical assistance.  
 
The workshops 
In the interest of helping members of the forestry community “retool” to allow them to continue 
managing their forests without relying solely on traditional timber harvest models, the Western 
Forestry Leadership Coalition (WFLC) convened a series of workshops to identify the threats to private 
forests and forestry. In short, why and how are the ecological and social benefits, and the economic 
viability of western private forests at risk? Five workshops were held in different regions around the 
West, and brought together representatives from state forestry and wildlife agencies, Tribes, local 
government, US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, industry, academia, conservation 
organizations, and most importantly, private forest landowners. Additional listening sessions were held 
with foresters from the US affiliated Pacific Islands.  
 
Workshop times and places 
Central Rockies – Lakewood, CO – March 4-5, 2009 
Northern Rockies – Boise, ID – March 18-19, 2009 
Interior Alaska – Anchorage, AK – April 7-8, 2009 
Central Plains – Nebraska City, NE – April 15-16, 2009 
Pacific Northwest & Coastal Forests – Seattle, WA – April 29-30, 2009 
 

“The lack of markets for timber 

makes it difficult for people who 
are not wealthy to manage 

landholdings for conditions they 

consider to be ecologically 
correct.” 

Workshop participant 

 

“Forestry is no longer 
competitive with other uses of 

the land.” 

Workshop participant 
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Identifying values and threats – common themes  
Workshop participants agreed on the need to emphasize the scarcity and value of private forest lands. 
Private forests often provide ecological strongholds, significant islands of biodiversity, and wildlife 
corridors. Their value as recreational areas or access points to public recreation sites is huge. Yet, 
private forests make up a small percentage of the overall western landscape and can be overlooked 
despite their importance.  
 
Commonly discussed ecological threats included uncertainty about climate change and the resilience of 
forest ecosystems to large scale disturbance, fire (including the accumulation of and inability to deal 
with hazardous fuels using prescribed fire, harvest, and other management strategies), invasive 
species, insect outbreaks, and disease. Many of these threats interact in complex ways. 
 
Every workshop discussed economic barriers to maintaining 
traditional or creating new timber-harvest business models—such as 
declining lumber prices, lack of processing infrastructure, prohibitive 
transportation costs, and the lack of markets for ecosystem services. 
Tax issues (especially inheritance taxes affecting the 
intergenerational transfer of land) make it hard to reward long-term 
management of forests, increasing the chance of conversion to other 
uses. Overall, forest landowners are vulnerable to changing economic 
conditions.   
 
Policy concerns also came up frequently and were tightly linked to 
other economic and social considerations. Participants spoke about having to navigate an “unworkable” 
system of regulations and land use laws (NEPA, ESA, state forest practices laws, etc.). A lack of 
integration among federal, state, and county leadership makes it difficult to create structures that 
encourage collaboration, collective decision making, and a shared view of sustainable forestry.   
 
Social concerns included rapid population growth, shifting public values, ownership changes, and an 
increasingly complex wildland urban interface (WUI). Many participants discussed the gap between 
today’s aging private landowners and a younger generation that may not understand the intricacies of 
sustainable forest management and/or be able to afford it. This phenomenon carries into the forestry 
profession as well, since high turnover (in both public and private sectors) prevents the transfer of 
knowledge and expertise. Other concerns dealt with the conflict between public demand for forest 
products and negative attitudes toward the cutting of trees, especially among urbanizing populations.   
 

Identifying values and threats – differences among the regions 
While common themes emerged, important differences across the west deserve note. Central Rockies 
(Wyoming, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah) participants mentioned water as an important 
ecosystem service more than any other region, emphasizing the role of private forest lands in source 
watersheds for major urban and agricultural areas. Threats emphasized were development in the WUI 
and bark beetles, particularly how the scale of the current epidemic precludes corrective management 
activities. 
  

“If the land can’t pay for 
itself, eventually its use will 

change.”  
Workshop participant 

 
“Current economic structures 
do not account for the value 
of ecosystem services that 

private landowners provide.” 
Workshop participant 
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The Northern Rockies (Montana and Idaho) has retained a more robust forest products industry than 
the Central Rockies, but there are still significant threats to both timber and biomass utilization 
including regulatory barriers, high start-up and transportation costs, and a lack of a market for biomass 
energy.  
 
For many reasons, Alaska is unique. Its sheer size – 129 million acres of forest – the dominance of 
native corporations in the private lands picture, subsistence lifestyles are just a few reasons. Low 
species diversity makes Alaska’s forests more vulnerable to insects, disease, and climate change. This 
vulnerability is complicated by a lack of data and understanding of the state’s ecology, as well as a 
tendency to value wildlife above trees/forests. Village subsistence made biomass energy a hot topic. 
 
Participants at the Pacific Northwest (Oregon, Washington, California, and Southeast Alaska) workshop 
emphasized social and economic issues. There is a strong cultural identity with the timber industry, 
and many areas still have valuable, highly productive timber lands. Unlike other parts of the West, 
much of the Pacific Northwest is in private ownership, contributing to greater public expectations of 
private (as opposed to public) forest land. The regulatory environment here is highly complex, and 
carbon markets are on the cusp of influencing policy and practice. Finally, new industrial structures 
(Timber Investment Management Organizations and Real Estate Investment Trusts) are playing a large 
role in forestry; their impact remains to be seen, but could increase conversion of forest to other uses.  
 
One of the comments made at the Central Plains (Nebraska, Kansas, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Colorado, Wyoming) workshop highlighted the region’s uniqueness: “It’s hard to fit forestry into a 
‘cows and plows’ culture.” Emphasis in forestry rests on urban and riparian forests as well as 
agroforestry (windbreaks, shelterbelts, silvopasture, etc.). The lack of large blocks of forests often 
precludes inclusion of the forests and trees that do have value from being counted in federal 
inventories and therefore prioritized for funding and assistance.  
 

Identifying opportunities for success 
Although there are obvious challenges ahead, participants emphasized that this report should not dwell 
on threats, but address the multitude of opportunities for success. Participants were asked to 
brainstorm ideas for improving the outlook for working forests and creating a new business model.  
 
Public understanding - Improve public understanding of the value of maintaining working forests. 
Education is an ongoing task as populations shift and new residents are unfamiliar with the threat of 
conversion or the many needs for forest management. The message that mills, harvesting, wildlife, 
forest health, and community well-being are tied together and can support each other can never be 
oversold. Education campaigns should include local decision makers such as county commissioners as 
well as the insurance industry, developers and others with an interest in and impact on the landscape. 
 
Integration - Create and improve opportunities for partnerships. 
Building capacity to integrate research and practice across scales, disciplines, time frames, and 
government levels – such as through the statewide assessment process – is an important step toward 
developing a sustainable business model for private forest management. 
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Ecosystem services - Establish a currency and markets for ecosystem services. 
This can be accomplished through tax credits (tied to easements and/or forestry districts), long-term 
management incentives, wildlife mitigation banking, open space easements, a carbon cap and trade 
system, or other creative approaches.  
 
Technical assistance - Increase capacity for technical forestry assistance. 
State forestry agencies and other service providers (e.g., NRCS, NACD, extension) provide resources to 
private land owners for the continued management of their forests. Additional funding and improved 
collaboration among federal, state, and local entities are critical.   
 
Biomass energy - Create opportunities for biomass utilization. 
This can be achieved by including woody biomass in renewable energy policy and exploring more 
sophisticated electricity-generating technologies. Conduct feasibility studies on markets for wood as a 
renewable energy source.  
 

Moving forward 
The workshops generated a large body of ideas with regard to both threats and creative remedies.  
From here, a drafting group will build upon these results to create a report published by the WFLC and 
endorsed by workshop participants. The report, along with policy briefs developed by participants and 
partners, will be distributed to key policy makers at all levels of government to facilitate appropriate 
recommendations to address barriers to maintaining private working forests. Congressional testimony, 
memos to agency leadership, and resolutions made at the state and local levels will carry the messages 
towards implementation on the ground.   
 
Change may be inevitable for many working forests, but their continued management offers the 
flexibility to adapt to change in ways that unmanaged and converted lands clearly do not. In the end, 
this flexibility will help private forest landowners continue to provide the many ecological, economic, 
and social benefits expected by their local and global neighbors – including a buffer against potential 
climate change. Just as working lands offer resilience through flexibility, the forestry community has to 
be flexible in adapting to a new business model that will make healthy forest management possible and 
financially sustainable.  
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Identifying values and threats – graphic summary 
The following table outlines, graphically, the values and threats synthesized in the text above. The 
“x”s indicate in which geographic workshop the policy, economic, social, or ecological issue was 
discussed. 
 

Category Threat or issue Central 
Rockies 

Northern 
Rockies Anchorage 

Central 
Plains 

Pacific 
Northwest 

Policy Unworkable government 
regulations at multiple levels X X X X X 

Policy Lack of integration among 
agencies, ownerships  X  X  

Economic/ 
Policy 

Tax codes/policy impede land 
management and/or transfer 

X X  X X 

Economic Lack of timber markets and 
infrastructure; high transportation 
costs 

X X X X X 

Economic Lack of capacity for biomass 
utilization  X X X  

Economic Lack of incentives for managing 
ecosystem services; ecosystem 
service markets 

X X  X X 

Economic Lack of understanding/ capacity 
for carbon markets  X X  X 

Economic TIMOs, REITs  X   X 

Economic/ 
Ecological 

Impact of recreation  X X X  

Ecological Climate change X X X X X 

Ecological Invasive species X X  X  

Ecological/ 
Social 

Overstocking, inability to deal with 
fuels; lack of social license X   X X 

Ecological/ 
Social 

Lack of baseline data   X X  

Social Ownership changes, generational 
shift X X X X X 

Social Population changes, WUI X X X X X 

Social Public expectations X X X X X 

Social Urban decision maker disconnect X X    

Social Intolerance of different values X X   X 

Social/ 
Policy 

Zoning X   X X 

 Most important category of issues Social Economic Economic Social Social 
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Threats to Western Private Forests 

A Western Forestry Leadership Coalition Strategic Initiative 
 
The Threats to Western Private Forests initiative engages diverse stakeholders to explore 

threats to the health and sustainability of private forests in the western U.S. By having open 

conversations about the long-term prospects for western forests, we will better understand 

our challenges and opportunities. This document is a synthesis of feedback from the western 
Pacific Islands, collected in Palau at the annual Pacific Islands Committee meeting held May 

4-8, 2009.  

 
The islands’ ability to sustain forested ecosystems 
and flows of forest products is at risk. Powerful 
ecological, economic, and social factors have made 
forestry challenging for many years. With a renewed 
commitment by the Council of Western State 
foresters to support forestry capacity in the Pacific 
Islands, now is the time to understand and to act on 
the issues of highest priority. Addressing institutional 
capacity and responding to climate change may be 
most important to sustaining island forests.  
 

The islands 
Made up of the State of Hawaii, three US territories, and three freely associated states, the western US 
Pacific Islands are actually a collection of more than 1,000 islands and atolls spread across thousands of 
miles in the Pacific Ocean and home to more than 1.7 million people. The forest resources on these 
islands are valued for the ecosystem services they provide (clean and plentiful drinking water, shelter 
from storms for communities and sensitive coastal ecosystems, etc.), the biological and cultural 
diversity they support, and research opportunities in tropical ecology they offer as self-contained 
laboratories. Many islands are strategic locations for maintaining national security and their ecological 
integrity is critical. 
 

Islands Total Area 
(acres) 

Existing Forest 
(acres) 

Number of Islands Population (2006) 

Hawaii* 4,110,720 1,490,000 8 with numerous atolls 1,275,000  

American Samoa** 49,280 28,686 5 60,000 

Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands** 

113,280 40,000 14 80,000 

Guam** 135,680 65,005 1 170,000 

Republic of the Marshall 
Islands*** 

44,800 not mapped 5 and 29 atolls 60,000 

Federated States of 
Micronesia *** 
(Kosrae, Pohnpei, Chuuk, 
Yap) 

149,804 76,527 607 100,000 

Republic of Palau *** 114,560 77,241 586 20,000 

Totals 4,718,124 153,768+ 1,226 1,765,000 
 

* State  ** U.S. Territory *** Freely Associated State – Compact Agreement with the United States 

US Pacific Islands 
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Identifying values and threats – common 

themes  
Building upon the five regional workshops convened to 
identify the threats to private forests and forestry, WFLC 
held a listening session in Palau at the annual Pacific 
Islands Committee meeting and solicited written 
comments from island foresters. These comments, as well 
as big ideas from a 2007 white paper entitled Tropical 
Forests of the United States - Applying USDA State and 
Private Forestry Programs are synthesized here. 
 
In addition to the values emphasized above, western US 
Pacific Island forests are used to produce forest products, 
both for subsistence lifestyles and for international 
export. They support robust tourism and recreation sectors 
of the economy, as well as the agriculture sector through 
agroforestry practices.  
 
Threats to western US Pacific Island forests are numerous 
and complex, and include development pressure, 
environmental perturbations, economic dependence, lack 
of data and institutional capacity, and insufficient policies 
to support sustainable forestry. Growing populations (both full-time, military, and tourists) on many of 
the islands are creating competition for scarce land resources and pressure to convert forests to 
agricultural or urban uses. Environmental perturbations such as tropical storms and invasive species 
pose short- and long-term threats to forests and are exacerbated by a rapidly changing climate. 
Economic dependence on the mainland US, lack of capacity and data, and insufficient forestry policies 
are related economic, social, and policy concerns for the islands. Physical distance, level of 
development, and access to financial and educational resources all play a role in the lack of capacity in 
forestry institutions. Distance and a lack of understanding of island issues by US policy makers translate 
into insufficient policies and regulations that do not fit well with island climates, ecosystems, cultures, 
and landowner structures.  
 

Identifying values and threats – differences among the islands 
In addition to the concerns held in common across the western US Pacific Islands, island-specific 
threats and details of common threats were raised during the listening session.  
 
American Samoa – With a population of about 69,000 expected to double by 2050, the negative 
impacts of rapid population increase are expected to be decreased water quantity and quality, 
erosion, impaired food security and nutrition, stressed local economics and urban infrastructure, and 
conversion of forest land to meet increased housing and food production demands. Institutional 
capacity amongst forestry and conservation professionals is insufficient to deal with these pressures.  
 

 
PIC members in Palau 

 

Agroforestry in American Samoa 
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Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) – 
The invasion of non-native terrestrial and marine species 
– fueled by lack of awareness and education, as well as 
weak quarantine enforcement –is altering unique and 
fragile forest, coastal, and marine ecosystems. Shorelines 
and shoreline vegetation are at intense risk of erosion as 
sea level continues to rise.  
 
Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) – Threats to private 
forests in FSM are related to one another via socio-
economic pressures. A lack of enforcement of forestry 
laws and regulations allows unsustainable practices (such 
as slash and burn agriculture) to continue on the islands. 
Intra-State migration (from the outlying islands to more 
central islands) is responsible for much of the local 
population growth and land conversion pressure. 
Ownership patterns on the islands are diverse, creating a 
complex environment for conservation. On the islands of 
Yap and Chuuk, all land is privately owned while on Kosrae 
and Pohnpei there is a mix of public and private land. 
 
Guam – Wildfire poses a significant threat to forest 
ecosystems on Guam, creating intense need for restoration 
and reforestation, particularly following large erosion events on fire-weakened slopes, to cope with 
downstream impacts to coastal areas and coral reefs. Population growth and agriculture also put stress 
on forests by leading to conversion of forests to other uses, loss of forest stewardship opportunities, 
and degradation of water quality. The loss of intact primary forests is critical since the supply is so 
limited. 
 
Hawaii – Conversion and degradation (such as during uncharacteristic wildfire) of Hawaii’s upland 
forests negatively impacts near shore marine resources, as well as inland water quality and quantity. 
Invasive species – especially feral ungulates, plant species, non-native insects, and introduced disease – 
are a major threat to native and endemic biodiversity on the Hawaiian islands. Wild, rural, and urban 
forests on each island form a sharp gradient and influence one another, yet many forestry and 
conservation professionals are unable to work across boundaries. A lack of state and federal funding, as 
well as a lack of public understanding and commitment to environmental issues – and their 
relationship to core human needs and values – pose fundamental threats to Hawaii’s forests and 
practice of forestry. 
 
Marshall Islands – Native forests and agroforestry crops are important for the survival of the 
Marshallese population as well as the unique atoll ecosystems, all of which are extremely sensitive to 
climate change. Sea level rise and stronger and more frequent storms (heavy winds and sea spray) 
pose the most significant threat to these systems and could damage basic infrastructure and food 
security. Lack of education and awareness among the growing population of the importance of atoll 

Forest and coastal ecosystems in CNMI 

 

 
Mangrove and coconut landscape 
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forest ecosystems, and the loss of traditional knowledge 
pose threats to the all-privately-owned forestland on these 
islands. At the same time, these private lands are not 
subject to zoning and growth often proceeds unplanned. 
The government and the people lack the political will and 
ability to prioritize on an overwhelming list of problems. 
 
Palau – Extreme weather events, drought, wildfire, floods, 
and landslides pose serious threats to forests and 
communities in Palau and may worsen with climate 
change. Population growth and urban development 
threaten island habitat and biodiversity, as does the 
spread of invasive species. 
 

Identifying opportunities for success 
In addition to identifying threats to private forests in the US Pacific Islands, participants shared many 
positive ideas and potential solutions to the myriad problems. These opportunities for success included: 
landscape scale conservation programs (such as the Micronesian Challenge and the Protected Areas 
Network), Landcare (a community-focused and landowner-based approach to resource management), 
watershed partnerships (such as the Kosrae & Pohnpei Watershed Alliance Partnership and the 
Babeldaob Watershed Alliance in Palau), conservation education programs, and integrated economic 
development and environmental conservation/restoration. Many ideas developed and implemented on 
the US Pacific Islands will also present workable solutions that can be adapted and used on the 
mainland and internationally.  
 
Stronger forest practices policies guiding timber harvest and other management activities would have 
positive impacts on water quality and quantity, carbon sequestration and storage, and coastal and 
marine ecosystems. Stronger building and development or “smart growth” policies that encourage or 
require consultation with a professional forester would create similar benefits. 
 
Use of the islands as a living laboratory for research on valuation of ecosystem services such as 
filtering pollutants from water and air, carbon storage, and biodiversity in forested, coastal, and 
marine ecosystems will increase understanding and can serve to elevate the role of island forests in 
national and international policies and markets. 
 

Moving forward 
The need to build and sustain technical and financial capacity among the US Pacific Islands is critical. 
Education and training for current forestry professionals and agency staff is needed, as well as training 
for the next generation to fill these positions. Sustaining relationships with Region 5 of the US Forest 
Service, the Western Forestry Leadership Coalition, Council of Western State Foresters, and National 
Association of State Foresters will be critical to building and maintaining capacity. Education, both 
formal and informal, for citizens, youth, and decision makers at all levels will create the public 
understanding and political will necessary to maintain the islands’ forest resources.  

Forestry professionals visit a forest in Hawaii 

 

 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Agenda 
Central Rockies 
March 4-5, 2009 

 
 
Western Forestry Leadership Coalition Offices 
BLM CO State Office Building 
2850 Youngfield Street, Lakewood, CO 
 
Objectives: 

• Develop a detailed outline of the threats in the Central Rockies 

• Review major past efforts to describe threats 

• Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be passed on to drafting committee 
 
 
Wednesday, March 4 

 
8:00 a.m.  Opening comments 
 
8:10 a.m.  Agenda review 
 
8:20 a.m.  Introductions 
 
8:35 a.m.  The Western Threats Assessment Process 

A brief explanation of the context for the workshop, how the workshops 
are organized and the expected final outcome. Review of threats that 
describe the challenges for the Central Rockies region. 
 
Description of the process and how we arrived at the themes to be 
discussed for the day. There is also the potential adding of other threats 
to the list.  

 
9:00 a.m.  Briefings on Threats 

Workshop organizers will brief each of the four threats/issues identified as 
challenges for the Central Rockies region by reviewing studies to 
understand the impacts of the threats on forests in the Central Rockies. 
These threats are: 

• Forest Health Challenges 

• Deteriorating Infrastructure 

• Subdivision for second homes, residential, recreation 

• Deteriorating social license 
 
Question and answer will be included as part of the briefing. 

    
9:50 a.m.  Break 
 
10:00 a.m.  Discussion 

The group will be asked to discuss the threats and to work to discuss the 
underlying causes and impacts of the threats to private forestry. How are 
these threats changing the economic and social parameters of private 
forestry? Some potential questions include: 

• Is the threat a symptom of a larger threat or a cause of other 
symptoms or both? 
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• What is the nature of the threat? What is the definition? 

• Is it different in different locations? 

• How is this impacting private forests? 
 
12:15 p.m.  Lunch 
 
1:00 p.m.  Discussion 

How are the threats related to each other? 
What are additional threats and how are they related to the discussion? 
 

2:30 p.m. Review of outline of threats and discussion of how they should be bound 
together/ organized. 

 
4:00 p.m. Adjourn, Day 1 
 
6:00 p.m. Dinner out? 
 
 
Thursday, March 5 

 
8:00 a.m. Discussion of Day 1 
 Any additions or changes from the previous day. 
 
8:30 a.m. Review of outline: Is this the way it should look? What changes are 

necessary? 
 
9:15 a.m. Solutions: Given the outline of threats, how can solutions be 

applied? Solutions that were mentioned during discussion will be 
reviewed and new ideas will be invited. 

 
 How can we overcome barriers to achieving productive private forests in 

the Central Rockies? 
 
11:30 a.m  Next steps, comments on workshop 
 
Noon Adjourn 
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State Name Organization Email Telephone

AZ Al Hendricks AZ State Forestry alhendricks@azstatefire.org 928-774-1425

Ann Walker WGA awalker@westgov.org 303 623-9378 x109

RMRS Brian Kent RMRS bkent@fs.fed.us 970-295-5955

Dana Coelho WFLC dcoelho@fs.fed.us 303-445-4364

Danielle Gaines Consultant dgaines3315@yahoo.com 303-406-3845

R4 Dee Sessions Region 4, S&PF dsessions@fs.fed.us 801-625-5189

SD Frank Cross SD Tree Farm Committee cross@rap.midco.net 605-791-1401

Jamie Barbour PNW jbarbour01@fs.fed.us 503-808-2542

Jay Jensen WFLC jay.jensen@colostate.edu 303-445-4366

CO Jeffrey Kitchens BLM Jeffrey_Kitchens@blm.gov 303-239-3752

Jerry Beatty WWETAC jbeatty@fs.fed.us 541-416-6583

CO Joe Duda CSFS jduda@lamar.colostate.edu 970-222-8690

WY John Crisp Wyoming State Forestry jcrisp@state.wy.us 307-777-6680

NM Kent Reid, PhD ERI Highlands University rkreid@nmhu.edu
505-426-2145
505-771-1136

Kristy Boscheinen WWETAC kboscheinen@fs.fed.us 503-808-2283

SD Leonard Wood Custer County Commissioner oonagh@gwtc.net 605-673-2625

R2 Lindon Wiebe Region 2, S&PF lwiebe@fs.fed.us 303-275-5750

NM Mike DeBonis Forest Guild mike@forestguild.org 505-983-8992 x14

NV Rich Harvey NV Division of Forestry rharvey@forestry.nv.gov 775-684-2507

AZ Rob Davis Future Forests LLC rdavis@forestenergy.com 928-537-1647

R3 Salomon Ramirez Region 3, S&PF seramirez@fs.fed.us 505-842-3240

AZ Steve Gatewood 
Private Consultant, Greater Flagstaff 
Forest Partnership wildwoodvb@earthlink.net

928-600-3858 cell
928-525-9861 home

CO Tim Reader CSFS (utilization/marketing) treader@lamar.colostate.edu
970-247-5250
970-759-2443

NM Todd Haines NM State Forestry todd.haines@state.nm.us 505-867-2334

Will Singleton Facilitator will@singletonstrategies.com 303-895-7570

Central Rockies Workshop Participants
March 4-5, 2009





















Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Northern Rockies 
March 17-18, 2009 

 
 
Natural Resources Conservation Service  
9173 W Barnes Dr, Boise, ID 83709 
 
Objectives: 

• Develop a detailed outline of the threats in the Northern Rockies 

• Review major past efforts to describe threats 

• Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be passed on to drafting committee 
 
 
Tuesday, March 17 

 
8:00 a.m.  Refreshments available 
 
8:30 a.m.  Opening comments 
 
8:40 a.m.  Agenda review 
 
8:50 a.m.  Introductions 
 
9:05 a.m.  The Western Threats Assessment Process 

A brief explanation of the context for the workshop, how the 
workshops are organized and the expected final outcome. Review 
of threats that describe the challenges for the Northern Rockies 
region. 
 
Description of the process and how we arrived at the themes to be 
discussed for the day. There is also the potential adding of other 
threats to the list.  

 
9:30 a.m.  Briefings on Threats 

Workshop organizers will brief each of the four threats/issues 
identified as challenges for the Northern Rockies region by 
reviewing studies to understand the impacts of the threats on 
forests in the Northern Rockies. These threats are: 
 

• Deteriorating infrastructure 

• Forest health challenges 

• Disease and insects 
 
Question and answer will be included as part of the briefing. 

    
10:00 a.m.  Break 
 
10:15 a.m.  Discussion 

The group will be asked to discuss the threats and to work to 
discuss the underlying causes and impacts of the threats to 
private forestry. How are these threats changing the economic 
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Northern Rockies 
March 17-18, 2009 

 
 

and social parameters of private forestry? Some potential 
questions include: 

• Is the threat a symptom of a larger threat or a cause of 
other symptoms or both? 

• What is the nature of the threat? What is the definition? 

• Is it different in different locations? 

• How is this impacting private forests? 
 
12:30 p.m.  Lunch 
 
1:30 p.m.  Discussion 

How are the threats related to each other? 
What are additional threats and how are they related to the 
discussion? 
 

3:00 p.m. Review of outline of threats and discussion of how they should 
be bound together/ organized. 

 
4:30 p.m. Adjourn, Day 1 
 
6:00 p.m. Dinner out? 
 
 
Wednesday, March 18 

 
8:00 a.m.  Refreshments available 
 
8:30 a.m. Discussion of Day 1 
 Any additions or changes from the previous day. 
 
9:00 a.m. Review of outline: Is this the way it should look? What changes 

are necessary? 
 
9:45 a.m. Solutions: Given the outline of threats, how can solutions be 

applied? Solutions that were mentioned during discussion will be 
reviewed and new ideas will be invited. 

 
 How can we overcome barriers to achieving productive private 

forests in the Northern Rockies? 
 
11:30 a.m  Next steps, comments on workshop 
 
Noon Adjourn 
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Name Organization Email Telephone

Dana Coelho WFLC dcoelho@fs.fed.us 303-445-4364

David Torell Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation dtorell@rmef.org 208-286-7689

Gordon Cruickshank Valley County Commissioner glc55@cwomc.com 208-382-7100

Gregg Servheen Idaho Dept of Fish and Game gservheen@idfg.idaho.gov 208-287-2713

Jay Jensen WFLC jay.jensen@colostate.edu 303-445-4366

Jerry Beatty USFS, WWETAC jbeatty@fs.fed.us 541-416-6583

Jim Riley* Intermountain Forest Association jim@intforest.org 208-667-4641

Jonathan Oppenheimer* Idaho Conservation League joppenheimer@wildidaho.org 208-345-6942 x26

Kennon McClintock* Forest Capital Partners kmcclintock@forestcap.com 208-267-1353

Margie Ewing USFS, Region 1/4 S&PF U&CF mewing@fs.fed.us 406-329-3539

Mike DeArmond BLM - Idaho State Office David_DeArmond@blm.gov 208-373-4070

Tim Kennedy IDL tkennedy@id.idaho.gov 208-334-3488

Will Singleton Facilitator will@singletonstrategies.com 303-895-7570

Will Whelan The Nature Conservancy – Boise Office wwhelan@tnc.org 208-350-2202

*Attended first day only.

Northern Rockies Workshop Participants
March 17-18



 1

Western Forestry Leadership Coalition 
Threats to Western Private Forests 
Northern Rockies Workshop Summary 
Boise, ID March 18 – 19, 2009 
 
In Attendance: 
Dana Coelho  David Torell   Gordon Cruickshank 
Gregg Servheen Jay Jensen   Jerry Beatty 
Jim Riley  Jonathan Oppenheimer Kennon McClintock 
Margie Ewing  Mike DeArmond  Tim Kennedy 
Will Whelan  Will Singleton (facilitator) 
 
Workshop Objectives: 
 Develop a detailed outline of the threats to the Northern Rockies 
 Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be passed on to the drafting committee 
 Provide guidance to the drafting committee for the Northern Rockies section of the report 
 
Action Items / Next Steps: 
 WFLC will post the finalized summary on a private website for participants’ reference 
 Flip chart photos will also be posted on the Web 
 Invitees who did not attend may be asked to add their perspectives that will could be an 

appendix to the summary 
 
Process Summary:  
The Western Forestry Leadership Coalition is conducting five workshops throughout the 
western United States to identify threats to maintaining private forests as working lands. This 
workshop was the second of the five. Its focus was on the Northern Rockies region, which is 
principally comprised of Montana and Idaho. The workshop was organized to ask participants to 
delve into the issues in depth. The results of the workshop are going to be incorporated into a 
report to be approved and published by the WFLC board. The major steps of this process are: 
 Workshops held in five regions throughout the West 
 A drafting group is assembled to draft a report 

o The report will summarize the results of the workshops but will also synthesize the 
themes of the workshops to produce a unified report that reflects the entire region 

 The draft report will be reviewed by the WFLC board, changes may be suggested/requested 
 A finalized report will be produced by the drafting committee 
 WFLC expects to print a final report by the early fall of 2009 
 Workshop participants will be asked to review the report and ensure factual accuracy as well 

as determine their willingness to have their names associated with the report as “Workshop 
Participants” 

 Drafting committee members will be asked if they want to sign on to the report 
 The report will be published by WFLC, printed, posted on the Web and distributed to key 

policy makers 
 
The report will be used to inform policy makers at the local, state and federal levels about the 
challenges that private forests face in the West, to establish a policy context for approaches to 
address the challenges, and to make appropriate recommendations to address the barriers to 
maintaining private working forests in the western states. 
 
A general timeline follows (Note: dates are approximate): 
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April  Regional Workshops are conducted  
May  WFLC forms a drafting committee 
June – Aug Drafting committee develops its report 
Aug 15  Draft shared with workshop participants – comments are solicited 
September Drafting committee sends its report to the WFLC Board 
Sept. 15 Drafting committee considers comments and finalizes reports 
  Workshop participants are asked to sign on to report 
 
Workshop Results: 
 
A. Summary of Actions 
Workshop participants engaged in a day and a half of discussions centering on conditions in the 
Northern Rockies. After an initial review of themes that were developed through interviews with 
WFLC members, the participants discussed the nature of barriers to maintaining private working 
forests.  
 
The discussion was framed around three central organizing categories: Ecological, Economic, 
and Social. This framework was used to organize participant described threats and solutions to 
private forests in the Northern Rockies. The participants were asked to draw a Venn diagram 
reflecting the threats in the geographic area in which they work (ie. Valley County, ID or the 
State of Montana). They were asked to draw the diagram to reflect which of the three groupings 
were the most important (Ecological, Economic, or Social) and they were asked to identify their 
three priority threats.  
 
The Venn diagrams showed that economics is that largest overall concern in the area although 
social and environmental issues are closely tied to the challenges that face private forests in the 
region. These diagrams were scanned and are going to be used to inform the drafting 
committee on the variability in the region. 
 
Through the discussion, workshop participants identified threats or vulnerabilities under the 
three categories. The concept of vulnerabilities was introduced as a way to describe the 
interconnectedness of the issues. A threat could also make forests and their productivity 
vulnerable to other factors. These threats/vulnerabilities are included in bullet form at the end of 
this summary. Some participants indicate that “threat” is a poor descriptor because of its 
emotional connotations. 
 
Solutions were discussed on day two and are attached at the end of this summary. They also 
centered around the three large categories of Ecological, Economic, and Social. Solutions were 
given at the local, state and national level.  
 
Finally, as a result of the discussions, an outline was suggested that might be a format for the 
Northern Rockies “chapter” of the eventual region-wide report. Participants stressed the 
importance of establishing the right context, the importance and scarcity of private lands as a 
part of the landscape. They stressed that there are many important opportunities that are 
associated with the threats and barriers.  
 
A description of threats, solutions and a proposed outline follow. The last item is a list of reports, 
examples and initiatives that can be used to inform the writing of the report. 
 
B. Discussion of Threats: 
 



 3

Biophysical/Natural 
 Recreation can bring in invasive plants and pests 
 Changed values/management has brought ecological problems by disrupting the balance of 

naturally occurring events in the forest – such as fire and bug infestation 
o Public lands management impacts the ecology of private lands by providing 

unimpeded spread of fire and insects 
 Climate change is exacerbating natural cycles and degrading forests’ natural resilience 
 Ecological thresholds are being crossed because of natural and man-caused vulnerabilities 

– some systems are reaching a point of no return because management is not being done 
on a system level scale. 

 Fire 
 Insects/Disease 

o Pines are at their natural rotation age and are more susceptible to disease 
o White Pine Rust 
o Pine Beetle – “Bugs aren’t the disease, they are the fever.” 

 Undesirable Plants – Can e caused by lack of diversity in the forest and fragmentation 
o Cheat Grass 

 
Economic/Policy 
Underlying structural problems- “If land can’t pay for itself, its use will change.” 
Ecosystem services are not valued 
 No standardized (commoditized) market for essential ecosystem services: water, wildlife, 

carbon. There is no “currency” for the trading of these economically valuable assets that 
could change the cost/benefit equation of maintaining private forests 

Large log  Small log  Economic distress  Changed land ownership  Changed 
management values 
Decline in Infrastructure – Infrastructure is still there in Northern ID but is declining in Central ID. 
Causes- 
 Decline in harvest from federal lands 
 Decline in lumber prices as international trade has increased 
 Decline in markets for the region’s timber has occurred because of inexpensive foreign 

timber but also because of the cyclical downturn in the US economy and its insipient decline 
in housing construction. 

 Values that are driving management of federal lands are changing to include carbon 
sequestration and water quality. 

 Not attracting new investments – new technology that can more efficiently use forest 
products is not being deployed 

Results- 
 Decline in tax revenues for local and state governments as the market has decreased 
 Tax breaks for previously harvested areas are no longer creating economic activity, local 

government is forced to tax others 
 Decline in land values as infrastructure has left the region – forests near mills tend to be 

more valuable 
 Transportation costs increase because logs need to be sent to OR 
 Hinders fire management 
 This has led to some companies overcutting their parcels to address higher costs 
 State trusts are making less revenue because of a decline in infrastructure. This may make 

them look to other sources of income from the land. State trusts have to look at best 
economic return 
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Small diameter industry not viable? (Biomass) 
 Insufficient capacity for use of biomass 
 Not enough feedstock to provide for a large enough industrial infrastructure 
 Start  up costs are high 
 Transportation costs are high 
 Investment requires a 20yr guarantee of supply but feds can’t provide that long-term of an 

agreement 
 Not enough private land 
 No one entity can finance the creation of the biomass market – it requires integrated 

decisions on supply and use 
 Region has the cheapest power in the region – making other forms of energy more 

competitive against biomass 
 
Poor policy framework – Participants stated that the industry is highly regulated when compared 
with other land uses, this and inconsistency of laws, rules, regs has created a hostile investment 
environment 
 The tax structure and incentives do not reward multigenerational management of forests – 

“kids can’t pay the taxes” 
o Inheritance taxes 

 Power disparity makes working with feds difficult 
 The “Forest Management Practices Act” has increased the costs of management 
 Decision-making is fragmented between the feds, state and county leaders 

o Micro disputes take precedence over big picture 
o Regulations (such as NEPA) focus too much on site specific issues as opposed 

to bigger/landscape issues 
o Permitting often rest with local perceptions. Counties’ zoning decisions can not 

look at a landscape level that better values ecosystem services 
o “Highest and Best Use” means buildings on the land for counties 
o No functioning mechanism for long-term commitment 
o Land owned by TIMOs & REITs tend to focus on core competencies rather than 

on a holistic approach 
 Unworkable processes on land use (NEPA, Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act) 

o Permitting process takes to long 
o The system pays people to combat project planning 
o Investors resist uncertainty  

 Other uses are not encouraged by current policy framework 
o Regulations for other uses of forest lands don’t encourage woody biomass, 

pellets 
o Biomass plants demand huge supply of feedstock that would require harvesting 

in public lands as well. Permitting is difficult on public lands making an uncertain 
investment environment. 

 No way to insure resource. Asset is exposed to threats – such as fire. 
 There are few discussions on how to do things right – such as the benefits of Resource 

Advisory Committees 
 
Social 
Inmigration of new residents 
 Much of society expects ecosystem services as a free benefit from forests of all types 
 Urban flight of wealthy households is changing the demographics of rural forested areas 
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 Economic activity has changed with these new residents. They use information to conduct 
economic activity and this is more difficult for counties to capture through taxes. An end 
result is an increased burden on more “taxable” activities 

 New residents see open lands as a recreational amenity. This has increased conflict on use. 
o These recreational uses do not provide appropriate income for private land 

owners 
 New residents don’t understand/under value the necessity of forest management 

o Some feel that there is so much public land around that private land conversion 
is not a problem 

 Intolerance of different values and approaches 
o Use of science to validate values/views 
o Private right vs. community rights 

Shift from resource economy to service economy in many rural areas 
 Communities lose values for working forestry 
 Kids leave 
 The workforce loses skills and knowledge in forest management. Community loses the 

“values” of sustainably using the forest lands. 
 Recreation and open space becomes a higher value for communities 
 Some communities (such as Ketchum) the recreation economy means that many can no 

longer afford to live and work in the same place 
Current public debate separates a system that needs to be viewed as an integrated whole 
 Mills, harvest, wildlife, forest health all support each other 
 Urban decision-makers do not understand the balance that must be struck in forest 

management 
 
C. Discussion of Solutions 
This brainstorming of potential solutions is intended to inform the drafting committee of some 
ideas that were discussed during the workshop. Ideas presented below do not necessarily 
represent the agreement of all participants. 
 
Biophysical/Natural 
 Climate Change 

 Develop criteria for using forest assets as offsets to carbon emissions 
 What practices promote sequestration? 
 Create a market for specific climate-friendly practices 
 Change the vegetation mix for future climate adaptation 
 Link-in with the Western Climate Initaitive 

Economic/Policy 
 Gain a federal set aside for state/private forestry to enable a cost share to private land 

owners 
 Promote stewardship in management 

o State outreach to non-industrial land owners on practices 
o Incentives should require certification or other stewardship 

 Encourage the right actions by large land owners through incentives 
o Over regulate and land owners will dispose of land for other uses 
o Include tax recapture when landowner sells land for other use 
o Use easements to incentivise specific practices 

 Enhance markets for diversification – renewables 
o Use the energy stimulus package for biomass 
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o Reduce materials onsite to reduce transportation costs 
o Develop markets (ie for pellets) through government use (prisons, schools, 

offices, etc) 
o Include forest products in bioenergy/ethanol policies 

 Establish “currency for ecosystem services including wildlife, carbon, water quality/quantity 
through: 

o Tax credits at the federal (and perhaps state levels) 
o Carbon credits 
o Water credits 
o Long – term management incentives (100 year rotation) 
o Pubic access credits 
o Wildlife mitigation banking with links to state comprehensive strategies (state 

wildlife action plans) 
o Open space easements 
o Utilize a “scarcity cap and trade” for lands that have been pre-ID’ed as critical 

 Integrate differently owned parcels into one working landscape 
 Get other state departments (commerce) to work on barriers that private land owners must 

address to have working forests 
 Provide funding at the state level for easements by establishing a state land legacy trust 

(MN uses cigarette tax, Great Outdoors Colorado) 
 Enable capacity for early planning at the county level – provide service across state so that 

counties with less capacity can benefit from sophisticated planning tools / GIS 
Social 
 Develop community, state vision to describe current values (ie Tongas Futures Forum, 

Community Wildfire Protection Plans, RACs) and processes around specific places 
 Examine NEPA and how it makes decisions more difficult because it balkanizes interests. 

Orient NEPA to restore trust 
 Encourage collaborative processes through incentives from feds 
 Promote collaborative processes (ie Envision Utah) 
 Demonstrate success applications – fund demos 
 
D. Proposed Outline  
Workshop participants agreed to a proposed outline for their section that would establish the 
context for the region, discuss barriers/threats/vulnerabilities, and ways to address underlying 
causes of problems. The discussed outline follows: 
 
I. Introduction 
 
The players  
Participants sought to define who the key players are in the Northern Rockies region by defining 
working lands in the following ways: 
 Working lands- 10+ acres 
 Big Industrial – These could be investor owned lands (such as a tree farm),  
 non investor – in which working forests provide “incidental” income – and family land owners 

that can be more “values driven” in their management of the forests. 
 Major governmental entities include: tribes, states, BLM, US Forest Service. 
 
Context 
 Region still has a viable industry 
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 There is a broad public desire to keep the industry in the region and to keep Natural 
Resource dollars as an important part of the economy 

 There is some significant non-industrial private ownership in some areas 
 The Northern Rockies still has viable wildlife populations (notable carnivores and threatened 

species such as wolverine) 
 There is a base of management laws at the state level 
 Private lands are disproportionately important  

o Private lands provide access to public resources 
o They provide connectivity for wildlife migration 

 Private lands are a small percentage of overall landscape, which means that local officials 
have less options to address their needs 

Growth 
 Refer to the “Code of the New West” – Expectations of services and use of resources 

should be different. Life is different in the rural areas 
 The low percentage of private land is the focus of growth 
 Forests add value to lands 
 Recreational demands will increase on remaining open lands 
Vulnerability/Opportunities 
 Recognize the threats and vulnerabilities and use the opportunities to specifically gird 

against threats 
 Apply a systems approach across boundaries 
 Look at leverage points where solutions can be found 
 Discuss the intensity-based continuum for forestry, at one end of the scale there is very little 

intensity but the forest is not economically viable, at the other end, the forest is economically 
profitable but not sustainable as a natural system. Finding the sweet spot is the goal. 

 
II. Barriers/Threats/Opportunities 
 
 Look at trend analysis/long-term impacts and the loss of opportunities 
 Focus on origins/causes – not symptoms, connect symptoms to underlying causes 
 
III. Recommendations/Solutions/Opportunities 
 
 Scale context for solutions at the right label 
 Enable each actor to act at appropriate level 
 Encourage a systemic approach through recommendations 
 Use specific examples of programs. What has worked? What impacts would they have? 
 Link report with state assessments 
 
E. Workshop Debrief 
 
Good: 
 Diverse interests at the table 
 Good group dynamics. It was a constructive discussion where people listened to each other 
 Venn diagram exercise 
 Nice to get to talk about the issues on a more holistic level 
 WFLC is an appropriately neutral convener 
 
Issues to be changed: 
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 Need to have a more detailed plan/explanation on how report will be used 
o What will be the specific actions of WFLC with the report? 

 It was too bad to have a drop off in attendance on the 2nd day  
 It would be helpful to know more about the process before the meeting 
 Not enough participation from Montana interests 
 WFLC should bring participants back together to discuss report and provide comments to 

the drafting committee. 
 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Interior Alaska 
April 7-8, 2009 

 
 
BLM/GSA Building 
6881 Abbott Loop Road, Anchorage, AK 99507 
 
Objectives: 

• Engage and empower stakeholders throughout the west to raise visibility on threats to 
western private forests  

• Develop a detailed outline of the threats in Interior Alaska  

• Review major past efforts to describe threats  

• Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be passed on to final report drafting 
committee 

 
 
Tuesday, April 7 

 
11:00 a.m.  Opening comments 
 
11:10 a.m.  Agenda review 
 
11:20 a.m.  Introductions 
 
11:35 a.m.  The Western Threats Assessment Process 

A brief explanation of the context for the workshop, how the workshops 
are organized and the expected final outcome. Review of threats that 
describe the challenges for Interior Alaska. 
 
Description of the process and how we arrived at the themes to be 
discussed for the day. There is also the potential adding of other threats 
to the list.  

 
12:00 p.m.  Briefings on Threats 

Workshop organizers will brief each of the four threats/issues identified 
as challenges for Interior Alaska by reviewing studies to understand the 
impacts of the threats on forests in Interior Alaska. These threats are: 

o Climate change and invasive species 
o Insects & disease 
o Continuing sale of in-holdings 

 
Question and answer will be included as part of the briefing. 

    
12:50 p.m.  Break 
 
1:00 p.m.  Discussion 

The group will be asked to discuss the threats and to work to discuss the 
underlying causes and impacts of the threats to private forestry. How are 
these threats changing the economic and social parameters of private 
forestry? Some potential questions include: 

o Is the threat a symptom of a larger threat or a cause of other 
symptoms or both? 

o What is the nature of the threat? What is the definition? 
o Is it different in different locations? 
o How is this impacting private forests? 

 
3:15 p.m.  Break 
 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Interior Alaska 
April 7-8, 2009 

 
 
3:30 p.m.  Discussion 

How are the threats related to each other? 
What are additional threats and how are they related to the discussion? 
 

5:00 p.m. Review of outline of threats and discussion of how they should be 
bound together/ organized. 

 
5:30 p.m. Adjourn, Day 1 
 
7:00 p.m. Dinner out? 
 
 
Wednesday, April 8 

 
8:00 a.m. Discussion of Day 1 
 Any additions or changes from the previous day. 
 
8:30 a.m. Review of outline: Is this the way it should look? What changes are 

necessary? 
 
9:15 a.m. Solutions: Given the outline of threats, how can solutions be 

applied? Solutions that were mentioned during discussion will be 
reviewed and new ideas will be invited. 

 
 How can we overcome barriers to achieving productive private forests in 

Interior Alaska? 
 
11:30 a.m  Next steps, comments on workshop 
 
Noon   Adjourn



Threats to Western Private Forests

State Name Organization Email Telephone

AK Carol Lewis, PhD*

Dean, School of Natural Resources and 

Agricultural Sciences, U. Alaska at Fairbanks ffcel@uaf.edu 907-474-6760

Dana Coelho WFLC dcoelho@fs.fed.us 303-445-4364

AK Gary Lee Doyon Ltd. leeg@doyon.com 907-459-2030

Jamie Barbour PNW jbarbour01@fs.fed.us 503-808-2542

AK Jeff Graham AK Div. of Forestry – Forest Stewardship Jeff.graham@alaska.gov 907-761-6309

AK John Yarie Univ. of Alaska Fairbanks j.yarie@uaf.edu 907-474-5650

AK Marty Freeman*

Marty Freeman, DNR Division of Forestry, 

Forest Resources Program Manager marty.welbourn@alaska.gov

AK Matt Anderson BLM - Alaska State Office Matthew_Anderson@blm.gov

AK Mike Fastabend* Kenai Peninsula Borough mfastabend@borough.kenai.ak.us 907-714-2432

AK Mitch Michaud* NRCS - State Forester mmichaud@ak.usda.gov 907-283-8732

AK Roger Burnside AK Div of Forestry roger.burnside@alaska.gov

AK Steve Patterson USFS – S&PF spatterson@fs.fed.us

907-743-9451

907-748-9877

AK Sue Rodman* Municipality of Anchorage, Forester rodmansu@muni.org 907-267-4902

AK Valerie Connor

Alaska Center for the Environment Forest 

Conservtion, Director valerie@akcenter.org 907-274-3662

AK Will Putman Forestry Director, Tanana Chiefs Conference will.putman@tananachiefs.org 907-452-8251 x3373

Will Singleton Facilitator will@singletonstrategies.com 303-895-7570

*Attended first day only.

Alaska Workshop

April 7-8, 2009
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Western Forestry Leadership Coalition 
Threats to Western Private Forests 
Anchorage Alaska Workshop Summary 
Anchorage April 7-8, 2009 
 
In Attendance: 
Carol Lewis Jeff Graham√ John Yarie√ 
Marty Freeman Matt Anderson√ Mike Fastabend 
Mitch Michaud Roger Burnside√ Steve Patterson√ 
Gary Lee√ Sue Rodman Valerie Connor√ 
Will Putman√ Dana Coelho√ Jamie Barbour√ 
Will Singleton√ - Facilitator  √ = Attended both days 
 
Workshop Objectives: 
 Develop a detailed outline of the barriers to forestry on Alaska’s private lands 
 Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be barriers on to the drafting committee 
 Provide guidance to the drafting committee for the Alaska section of the report 
 
Action Items / Next Steps: 
 WFLC will post the finalized summary on a private website for participants’ reference 
 Flip chart photos will also be posted on the Web 
 Once the summary is finalized, invitees who did not attend will be asked to add their 

perspectives that will be an appendix to the summary 
 
Process Summary:  
The Western Forestry Leadership Coalition is conducting five workshops throughout the 
western United States to identify threats to maintaining private forests as working lands. This 
workshop was the third of the five. Its focus was on the Alaska, specifically, Regions II & III – the 
areas that do not include the moist coastal forests of SE Alaska. SE Alaska will be included in 
the Pacific NW Workshop on April 29-30. The workshop was organized to ask participants to 
delve into the issues in depth. The results of the workshop are going to be incorporated into a 
report to be approved and published by the WFLC board. The major steps of this process are: 
 Workshops held in five regions throughout the West 
 A drafting group is assembled to draft a report 

o The report will summarize the results of the workshops but will also synthesize the 
themes of the workshops to produce a unified report that reflects the entire region 

 The draft report will be reviewed by the WFLC board, changes may be suggested/requested 
 A finalized report will be produced by the drafting committee 
 WFLC expects to print a final report by the early fall of 2009 
 Workshop participants will be asked to review the report and ensure factual accuracy as well 

as determine their willingness to have their names associated with the report as “Workshop 
Participants” 

 Drafting committee members will be asked if they want to sign on to the report 
 The report will be published by WFLC, printed, posted on the Web and distributed to key 

policy makers 
 
The report will be used to inform policy makers at the local, state and federal levels about the 
challenges that private forests face in the West, to establish a policy context for approaches to 
address the challenges, and to make appropriate recommendations to address the barriers to 
maintaining private working forests in the western states. 
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A general timeline follows (Note: dates are approximate): 
April  Regional Workshops are conducted  
May  WFLC forms a drafting committee 
June – Aug Drafting committee develops its report 
Aug 15  Draft shared with workshop participants – comments are solicited  
Sept.   Drafting committee sends its report to the WFLC Board 
Sept. 15 Drafting committee considers comments and finalizes reports 
  Workshop participants are asked to sign on to report  
 
Workshop Results: 
A. Summary of Actions 
Workshop participants engaged in a day and a half of discussions centering on conditions in 
Regions II & III of Alaska. After an initial review of themes that were developed through 
interviews with WFLC members, the participants discussed the unique aspects of conditions in 
Alaska and determined that it was crucial to draw distinctions between Regions II and III. A 
rough map was drawn to distinguish the two areas. In the photo below, Region II is delineated 
with an orange outline (and includes the Kenai Peninsula) and Region III is north of Region II 
with Fairbanks at its center. The 
participants started with a description of 
the special conditions that exist in each 
region. Region III is typified with some of 
the issues related to remote native 
villages. Region II is experiencing some of 
the issues related to multiple use and 
development. Both regions are being 
impacted by climate change. 
 
Issues specific to Region III 
 The region of the state most 

susceptible to fire 
 Limited access except through rivers, a 

few roads and rail. New roads open up 
new opportunities 

 Lack basic data/information/mapping on landscape level conditions. This makes projections 
difficult. It is hard to assess risks and to know what forestry practices are 
renewable/sustainable. This means that there is little understanding of what is sustainable. 

 This lack of understanding means that the natural systems are poorly understood – little 
ability to understand climate impacts. 

 The simplicity (relatively few species of trees) makes it vulnerable to disease and climate 
change.  

 Insufficient regeneration after fires 
 Limited access to markets 
 Little milling infrastructure 
 Local use of timber and forest products only 
 Small communities with limited cash economies 
 Underdevelopment of many areas 
 There is a housing shortage but local lumber is not used because there is no grading 

standard in Alaska. Federal funds requires the use of graded lumber [Will Putnam writes: “It 
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turns out that the largest mill in Fairbanks, although still a modest sized operation 
(~3MMBF/year), does grade their output product.”] 

 Subsistence use of forest resources 
 Desire for development opportunities means that decisions can be opportunity driven 
 
Issues specific to Region II 
 Tax structure for the 1% of land occupied by individual landowners. There is often a borough 

tax on working lands 
 The forestry resource is less valuable / acre 
 Greater urban interface bringing conflict over forest management as well as some issues 

associated with forest conversion 
 Increased land costs has meant competition for forestry from other uses (subdivision, 

recreation, tourism) 
 Tourism has changed the social license for forestry. Wildlife and views have become more 

important. This has also changed because of the increase in small landowners and their 
values that also include fire danger and tree survival. 

 More ANCSA lands being sold off for conversion 
 Conflict over land use – recreation 
 Timber comes from clearing – not sustained forestry practices. There is s an exploitive 

perspective that comes from ready access to what seems like an endless resource 
 Small/little milling infrastructure 
 Everything harvested after 1997 was exempted from reforestation practices 
 Beetle in N. Kenai 
 Grass precludes regeneration. After forest clearing grass invades and prevents new trees 

from regenerating. It can be 40 years before seedlings “retop” 
 Fire regime in transition. The grass is more prevalent because the natural fire regime has 

changed. When fuel is removed, grass becomes more dominant. Climate has also had an 
impact on the fire regime. People are also changing the fire regime with their increased 
forest conversion 

 
The discussion was framed around three central organizing categories: Ecological, Economic, 
and Social. This framework was used to organize participant described threats and solutions to 
private forests in the Alaska. It was repeatedly raised that Alaska has a different set of 
conditions as opposed to the rest of the country related to the state’s enormous scale, the 
ownership of private lands (99% owned by native corporations) and the economic conditions in 
interior Alaska. The summary below reflects the aspects of these special conditions. 
Importantly, some of the barriers to utilizing private forests were deemed to be immutable. 
Others can be addressed through policy change. 
 
The participants were asked to draw a Venn diagram reflecting the threats in the geographic 
area in which they work (i.e. Kenai Penninsula, or Alaska). They were asked to draw the 
diagram to reflect which of the three groupings were the most important (Ecological, Economic, 
or Social) and they were asked to identify their three priority threats. The Venn diagrams 
showed that policy/economics is that largest overall concern. Barriers that were identified 
repeatedly are signified with a . These diagrams were scanned and are going to be used to 
inform the drafting committee on the variability in the region. 
 
Recommendations were discussed on day two and are attached at the end of this summary. 
They focused on the three major actionable barriers identified by the group: addressing energy 
needs of native villages, data, and climate change.  
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Finally, as a result of the discussions, an outline was suggested that might be a format for the 
Alaska “chapter” of the eventual region-wide report. Participants stressed the importance of 
establishing the right context: that Alaska would not fit easily into a report that describes 
conditions in the western lower 48 states.  
 
A description of threats, solutions and a proposed outline follow. The last item is a list of reports, 
examples and initiatives that can be used to inform the writing of the report. 
 
B. Discussion of Threats/Barriers: 
 
Social: 
 Lack of entrepreneurial mindset 
 Clash of traditional mindset with economic values 
 Lack of forestry ethic in Alaska, not “growers” 
 Individual vs. common/joint ownership 
 People want access to timber lands without permits & fees 
 People in AK (and the US as a whole) have a “preservation voyeurism” they want to know 

that unspoiled wilderness is there – even if they don’t live near it or use it 
 Societal values means that moose and fish are more important than trees. Society wants to 

maintain a “pristine” landscape. Trees can tend to be a backdrop – an undervalued asset 
 On the Kenai – there is little history of managing forests for multiple generations – trees are 

a backdrop 
 On native corporation lands, there is a lack of consensus on how to manage parcels 
 There is a generational disconnect that pulls young talented people away from traditional 

villages. There is a rural flight to the cities but also a culture of preservation for villages that 
are no longer economically sustainable. The villages are still “home” for people who have 
lived in the cities 

  
Policy/Economic: 
 Access 
 High cost of replanting is uneconomic, even with cost sharing 
 Costs of forest management are economically prohibitive 
 A lack of markets for timber is compounded by high costs of operations (remote, slow 

regeneration rate) – this leads to limited opportunities for any forest products  
 Land abutting public land is taking on additional economic value because people want the 

solitude, wildlife and just want to have a piece of unspoiled nature 
 Land disposals are based on highest monetary value. Other important assets of the land are 

not included in the calculation 
 Lack of processing infrastructure. There is note enough milling capacity to meet the demand 

of the normal lumber markets in the state.  
 Lack of transportation options for timber  
 AK produced lumber does not have grading standards [This bullet is disputed by another 

workshop participant]; therefore it is unusable in some/many construction projects. It is 
actually cheaper to import lumber from Oregon 

 There is less funding available for rural land owners to utilize their lands because of a 
decline in cost-share funds 

 For native corporation lands, revenue sharing drives incentives down 
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 On allotted native lands, parcels in Region III are scattered (2700) with each parcel 
potentially owned by a number of individuals making cohesive management as an economic 
enterprise difficult 

 Because of huge distances and lack of funding, sufficient technical assistance by the state 
forestry office is not possible 

 Lack of data- On the Kenai Peninsula (as with other parts of AK) there is no good GIS-
based data that could be used to make decisions on what to plant and how to manage 
forests 

 Lack of information about the basic characteristics of the land – Google Earth ends up being 
the information source  

 Past policies and practices have bred vulnerabilities 
 Native corporations and tribes have a development orientation. They are looking for the 

ways to bring basic development to their villages. This drives their actions and can 
sometimes seem like it is grabbing at all opportunities that come along 

 State policy is driven by oil and gas to the detriment of other resources 
 
Biophysical/Natural 
 Fragility of ecosystem to climate change 
 Increase in fire risk with climate change 
 There is a lack of scientific consensus on what constitutes good forest practices 
 Regeneration is very slow  
 Climate change will alter the forest environment and tree mortality 
 Grass precludes regeneration. After forest clearing grass invades and prevents new trees 

from regenerating in some areas. It can be 40 years before seedlings “retop”.  
 Fire regime in transition. The grass is more prevalent because the natural fire regime has 

changed. When fuel is removed, grass becomes more dominant. Climate has also had an 
impact on the fire regime. People are also changing the fire regime with their increased 
forest conversion. 

 
C. Discussion of Recommendations: On day two, participants discussed potential solutions to 
the issues that are faced in Regions II and III. Participants discussed that some barriers are 
simply conditions that exist as opposed to barriers that can be addressed through policy change 
and human effort. As a result, the workshop participants focused on recommendations for three 
broad categories: promoting forests as an energy source; improving data and management; and 
understanding / adapting to climate change. The main points follow.  
 
Promote Forests as a Sustainable, Renewable Energy Source 
 It is possible to go to space heating first and then transition to electrical production. Wood 

pellets can be cleaner than other thermal wood uses. EPA is developing air quality 
standards for pellet use 

 There are hot/clean burning technologies that use water as a heat storage system 
 Use stick fed system or chips 
 Refine and augment stewardship plans to include energy. Determine what the nearby 

resources will support (how many tons of chips / year are needed and what are the costs to 
get them from specifically identified locations); this entails land use planning that will include 
transportation costs. Provide funding for transportation equipment. 

 State and Federal Government should provide funding for stewardship plans to be done by 
the Alaska Division of Forestry which would include a forest inventory 

o The Division has already done 70 feasibility studies on wood fuel technologies 
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 Reorient oil subsidy to villages and refine the funding to promote more efficient energy/wood 
use 

 Power cost equalization – Currently diesel is shipped in to run generators at a highly 
subsidized rate. With the potential phase out of the subsidy associated with investments in 
biofuels and biomass energy, sustainable use of forest resources can be integrated. 

 Engage the Alaska Energy Authority to assist with engineering for the facility. The Authority 
has $250 million for renewable energy. [Will Putnum writes: My understanding is that the State 
legislature specified $50 million/year for 5 years for the State’s renewable energy fund in 2008.  The 
FY2008 amount was bumped up to $100 in a special session, and the FY2010 amount has been 
reduced to $25 million during the 2009 Legislative session, so the actual amount to be appropriated 
over the 5 year period is a bit of a moving target.] 

 Address relationships with utilities 
 
Data Needs 
 Risk map – 2012 
 Obtain higher resolution to attribution to assist in broader decision-making including for 

native corporations to do stewardship plans 
 Forest Inventory Analysis funding could be focused on interior 
 Process imagery into a system that makes sense across landscape. Landsat is not enough. 

The imagery needs regional updates 
 Imagery should be broad scale across the entire interior and fine scale around native 

villages 
 Parcel level land status GIS layer is needed across the state 
 
Climate Change 
 Orient programs towards early detection/rapid response. Early detection of pests and 

determine if and how something should be done 
 Facilitated migration of trees to address mortality 
 Better understand forest composition to identify threatened areas 
 
D. Proposed Outline 
Workshop participants agreed to a proposed outline for their section that would establish the 
context for the region, discuss barriers/threats/vulnerabilities, and ways to address underlying 
causes of problems. The discussed outline follows: 
 
I. Introduction:  
The introduction should give the reader a sense of the scale and differences of Alaska relative 
to the rest of the West. The context should be given to the reader. Some of the challenges 
presented in Alaska are immutable and cannot be changed or addressed by human actions or 
policies. These should not be the focus of the report. Instead, the report should focus on the 
barriers that can be overcome. Immutable challenges should be included as factors in 
describing the conditions of the landscape. 
 
Context:  
Land and land ownership: Scale is different in AK. The same words as applied to AK’s 
landscape means very different things from their meaning in the lower 48. There are 129 M ac 
of boreal forests in Alaska. In holdings in these forests present regulatory challenges because of 
the patchwork nature in an undeveloped landscape. The slow regeneration speeds of AK’s 
forests present challenges. 
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Ownership:  
ANCSA lands are the corporation lands defined and established by the settlement act of 1971, 
and exist as regional and village corporation holdings.  Allotments are parcels of land, up to 160 
acres, applied for and “owned” by individuals, managed as trust lands by the federal 
government, and authorized by congressional legislation in 1906. Trust lands account for 2 
million acres; native allotments account for 99% of private lands and are held by Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act corporations. This is roughly 44 million acres. The other 1% is individual 
owners. These ANCSA lands tend to be scattered along rivers. 
 
Forests play a unique role in community subsistence. The AK Native Claims Settlement Act and 
other legislation bring uncertainty of how statewide forests should be managed. It was oriented 
towards maintaining a traditional way of life. This complicates the investment environment. 
Traditional villages are often without basic services and opportunities – these are lesser-
developed communities. Forests are used for subsistence and energy. The lack of development 
presents additional economic barriers to removing trees to create forest products. Additionally 
there are little commercial markets for wood products. 
 
Natural conditions: Because the scale is so large, there is little understanding of the full 
landscape. It is too large to impact through human forestry practices. Slow tree growth means 
that forestry has been more oriented towards extraction rather than management. 
 
II. Threats/Barriers/Opportunities  
 
(Draw from the points summarized in the Barriers section of this summary) 
 
The increase of attention to more sophisticated electricity generation technologies through 
biomass could bring opportunities to sustainably use the forestry resource as well as meet some 
of the basic development needs of village communities. 
 
Alaska’s forests are important and have many important uses, these include: 
 Subsistence 
 Wildlife habitat 
 Some forests have high economic value, others have importance that is difficult to value 

economically 
 Carbon sequestration 
 Biomass energy 
 Wilderness – areas that remain undisturbed by man 
 Some 3 – 4 million acres could potentially be accessible for timber 
 
Barriers: There are barriers from realizing some of the important opportunities that exist. As 
appropriate, the barriers should be taken from previous sections (Venn Diagram and Issues for 
Regions II and III). Specific to encouraging the use of forests for biomass: 
 Biofuels and Biomass energy would require massive investment.  
 
III. Recommendations/Solutions 
 
(Draw from the recommendations section of this summary)  
Focus on the actions that are doable. Emphasize the development needs of native communities 
and how they might utilize their resource in a sustainable way. 
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E. Resources: 
 
Participants were asked to give examples of reports, studies and papers that could be used by 
the drafting committee in describing conditions and options for private forestry in Alaska. 
 Alaska Spatial Analysis Project - http://www.fs.fed.us/na/sap/products/ak.shtml  
 Alaska’s Forests in the 21st Century - In 2006, the Alaska Division of Forestry published a 

booklet of 7 maps on contemporary statewide forestry topics - 
http://forestry.alaska.gov/posters.htm  

 Annual Condition Report - This USFS report reviews our current knowledge of forest health 
in Alaska. Its purpose is to help resource professionals, land managers, and other decision 
makers identify and monitor existing and potential forest health risks and hazards. 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r10/spf/fhp/condrpt07/for_h_conditions_2007_web.pdf  

 Berg, E.E. and R.S. Anderson. 2006. Fire history of white and Lutz spruce forests on the 
Kenai Peninsula, Alaska, over the last two millennia as determined from soil charcoal. 
Forest Ecology and Management. 227. 275-283. 

 Flint, C.G. 2006. Community perspectives on spruce beetle impacts on the Kenai Peninsula, 
Alaska. Forest Ecology and Management. 227. 207-218. 

 Ross, D.W., G.E. Determan, J.L. Boughton, and T.M. Quigley. 2001. Forest health 
restoration in south-central Alaska: A problem analysis. US Forest Service. General 
Technical Report PNW-GTR-
523.http://academic.evergreen.edu/curricular/envstu01/SEAlaska.pdf  

 Strategic Plan for Forest Health in Alaska (2008-2012) - 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r10/spf/fhp/pubs/R10_FHP_Strategic_Plan_v1.1.pdf  

 Werner, R.A., E.H. Holsten, S.M. Matsuoka, and R.E. Burnside. 2006. Spruce beetles and 
forest ecosystems in south-central Alaska: A review of 30 years of research. Forest Ecology 
and Management. 227. 195-206. 

 
F. Workshop Debrief 
 
Good: 
 Discussion was open to input from all participants 
 
Issues to be changed: 
 Logistics regarding the location 
 Invitation was not clear on the focus of the workshop  
 Threats/barriers definition needs to be clearer  
 Need more representation from native groups 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Central Plains 

April 15-16, 2009 
 

 
Lied Lodge, National Arbor Day Foundation 
2700 Sylvan Rd, Nebraska City, NE 
 
Objectives: 

• Engage and empower stakeholders throughout the west to raise visibility on threats to 
western private forests  

• Develop a detailed outline of the threats in the Central Plains  

• Review major past efforts to describe threats  

• Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be passed on to final report drafting 
committee 

 
Wednesday, April 15 

 
8:00 a.m.  Opening comments 
 
8:10 a.m.  Agenda review 
 
8:20 a.m.  Introductions 
 
8:35 a.m.  The Western Threats Assessment Process 

A brief explanation of the context for the workshop, how the workshops 
are organized and the expected final outcome. Review of threats that 
describe the challenges for the Central Plains region. 
 
Description of the process and how we arrived at the themes to be 
discussed for the day. There is also the potential adding of other threats 
to the list.  

 
9:00 a.m.  Briefings on Threats 

Workshop organizers will brief each of the four threats/issues identified 
as challenges for the Central Plains region by reviewing studies to 
understand the impacts of the threats on forests in the Central Plains. 
These threats are: 

• Urbanization/subdivision of prime forest land 

• Competition for water with agriculture 

• Relatively few commercially valuable woods available 

• Invasive species 
 
Question and answer will be included as part of the briefing. 

    
9:50 a.m.  Break 
 
10:00 a.m.  Discussion 

The group will be asked to discuss the threats and to work to discuss the 
underlying causes and impacts of the threats to private forestry. How are 
these threats changing the economic and social parameters of private 
forestry? Some potential questions include: 

• Is the threat a symptom of a larger threat or a cause of other 
symptoms or both? 

• What is the nature of the threat? What is the definition? 

• Is it different in different locations? 

• How is this impacting private forests? 
 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Central Plains 

April 15-16, 2009 
 

 
12:15 p.m.  Lunch 
 
1:00 p.m.  Discussion 

How are the threats related to each other? 
What are additional threats and how are they related to the discussion? 
 

2:30 p.m. Review of outline of threats and discussion of how they should be 
bound together/ organized. 

 
4:00 p.m. Adjourn, Day 1 
 
6:00 p.m. Dinner out? 
 
 
Thursday, April 16 

 
8:00 a.m. Discussion of Day 1 
 Any additions or changes from the previous day. 
 
8:30 a.m. Review of outline: Is this the way it should look? What changes are 

necessary? 
 
9:15 a.m. Solutions: Given the outline of threats, how can solutions be 

applied? Solutions that were mentioned during discussion will be 
reviewed and new ideas will be invited. 

 
 How can we overcome barriers to achieving productive private forests in 

the Central Plains? 
 
11:30 a.m  Next steps, comments on workshop 
 
Noon Adjourn 



Threats to Western Private Forests

State Name Organization Email Telephone

NE Constance Miller* Nebraska NRCS Forester Constance.Miller@ne.usda.gov 402-437-4102

ND Craig Stange NRCS, Forester Craig.Stange@nd.usda.gov

Dana Coelho WFLC dcoelho@fs.fed.us 303-445-4364

ND Dr. Joseph Zeleznik North Dakota Extension Service ND State University - Extension Forester Joseph.Zeleznik@ndsu.edu (701) 231-8143 

NE Gerry Steinauer Natural Heritage Program botanist, Game and Parks Commission gerry.steinauer@nebraska.gov

CO Greg Sundstrom Colorado State Forest Service greg.sundstrom@colostate.edu 970-491-5342

NE James Luchsinger Middle Niobrara Program Director, The Nature Conservancy jluchsinger@tnc.org 402-376-3621

KS John Strickler Kansas Association for Conservation and Env. Education Jstrickl@ksu.edu 785-565-9731

KS Larry Biles Kansas State Forester lbiles@ksu.edu 913/532-3300

SD Leroy Smith West River Cedar 605-775-2105

SD Les Labahn Randall RC&D leslie@cme.coop

(605) 487-7035 

(605) 481-9929

NE Michele Schoeneberger Rsch Project Leader National Agroforestry Center mschoeneberger@fs.fed.us 402-437-5178

NE Scott Josiah Nebraska Forest Service, State Forester sjosiah2@unl.edu 402/472-2944

KS Tom Jacobs Env. Prog. Mgr., Mid-American Regional Council tjacobs@marc.org 816-474-4240

Will Singleton Facilitator will@singletonstrategies.com 303-895-7570

*Attended first day only.

Central Plains Workshop

April 15-16, 2009
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Western Forestry Leadership Coalition 
Threats to Western Private Forests 
Central Plains Workshop Summary 
Nebraska City, NE April 15-16, 2009 
 
In Attendance: 
Constance Miller Craig Stange√ Gerry Steinauer√ 
Greg Sundstrom√ Jim Luchsinger√ John Strickler√ 
Larry Biles√ LeRoy Smith√ Les Labahn√ 
Michele Schoeneberger√ Scott Josiah√ Tom Jacobs√ 
Dana Coelho√ Will Singleton – Facilitator√ √ = Attended Day Two 
 
Workshop Objectives: 
 Develop a detailed outline of the barriers to forestry on private lands in the Central Plains 
 Articulate potential solutions to overcoming the barriers to the drafting committee 
 Provide guidance to the drafting committee for the Central Plains section of the report 
 
Action Items / Next Steps: 
 Workshop participants are asked to review the draft workshop summary carefully to ensure 

that it is complete and accurate 
 WFLC will post the finalized summary on a private website for participants’ reference 
 Flip chart photos will also be posted on the Web 
 Once the summary is finalized, invitees who did not attend will be asked to add their 

perspectives that will be an appendix to the summary 
 
Process Summary:  
The Western Forestry Leadership Coalition is conducting five workshops throughout the 
western United States to identify threats to maintaining private forests as working lands. This 
workshop was the fourth of the five. Its focus was on the private forests of the western plains 
states including: Nebraska, Kansas, North Dakota, South Dakota, Colorado and Wyoming. The 
workshop was organized to ask participants to delve into the issues in depth. The results of the 
workshop are going to be incorporated into a report to be approved and published by the WFLC 
board. The major steps of this process are: 
 Workshops held in five regions throughout the West 
 A drafting group is assembled to draft a report 

o The report will summarize the results of the workshops but will also synthesize the 
themes of the workshops to produce a unified report that reflects the entire region 

 Workshop participants will be asked to review the report and ensure factual accuracy as well 
as determine their willingness to have their names associated with the report as “Workshop 
Participants” 

 The draft report will be reviewed by the WFLC board, changes may be suggested/requested 
 A finalized report will be produced by the drafting committee 
 Drafting committee members and workshop participants will be asked if they want to sign on 

to the report 
 The report will be published by WFLC, printed, posted on the Web and distributed to key 

policy makers 
 WFLC expects to print a final report by the early fall of 2009 
 
The report will be used to inform policy makers at the local, state and federal levels about the 
challenges that private forests face in the West, to establish a policy context for approaches to 
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address the challenges, and to make appropriate recommendations to address the barriers to 
maintaining private working forests in the western states. 
 
A general timeline follows (Note: dates are approximate): 
April  Regional Workshops are conducted  
May  WFLC forms a drafting committee 
June – Aug Drafting committee develops its report 
Aug 15  Drafting committee sends its report to the workshop participants for comment 
Sept.   Drafting committee sends the report to the WFLC Board for comment 
Sept. 15 Drafting committee considers comments and finalizes reports 
  Workshop participants are asked to sign on to report  
 
Workshop Results: 
A. Summary of Actions 
Workshop participants engaged in a day and a half of discussions centering on conditions in the 
Plains. After an initial review of themes that were developed through interviews with WFLC 
members, the participants discussed the nature of barriers to maintaining private working 
forests.  
 
The discussion was framed around three central organizing categories: Ecological, Economic, 
and Social. This framework was used to organize participant described threats and solutions to 
private forests in the plains states. The participants were asked to draw a Venn diagram 
reflecting the threats in the geographic area in which they work (i.e. Kansas City or North 
Dakota). They were asked to draw the diagram to reflect which of the three groupings were the 
most important (Ecological, Economic, or Social) and they were asked to identify their three 
priority threats.  
 
The Venn diagrams showed that social issues are the largest overall concern. All but two 
participants defined social issues as the biggest set of challenges to forestry in the region. 
These diagrams were scanned and are going to be used to inform the drafting committee on the 
variability in the region. Each participant was asked to give his/her top threats/barriers. Issues 
identified more than once are connoted with a . 
 
Through the discussion, workshop participants identified barriers under the three categories. 
Some participants indicate that “threat” is a poor descriptor because of its emotional 
connotations. In the context of some of the conflict that forestry has with other issues, threat 
may be too loaded of a term to be constructive. 
 
Solutions were discussed on day two and are attached at the end of this summary. They are 
also grouped into the three large categories of Ecological, Economic, and Social.  
 
Finally, as a result of the discussions, an outline was suggested that might be a format for the 
Central Plains “chapter” of the eventual west-wide report. Participants stressed the importance 
of establishing the right context, the importance of private lands as a part of the landscape. 
They stressed that there are many important opportunities that are associated with the threats 
and barriers.  
 
A description of threats, solutions and a proposed outline follow. The last item is a list of reports, 
examples and initiatives that can be used to inform the writing of the report. 
 
B. Discussion of Threats/Barriers 



  
 

3

Ecological 
 Forest health issues such as: 

o Invasive species and growth of other less valuable species 
o Exotic species 
o Climate change 
o Pests 
o Fuel accumulation, fire and need for prescribed fires. Cedar is very flammable 

and severity of fires and mean a conversion back to grasslands. Areas are 
increasingly fire prone with failure of cottonwoods. Ash mortality will also add to 
the fuel mix. Lower waterflows will make the situation worse. 

o Little regeneration 
o Lack of water 

 Fragmentation of linear forests as a result of extreme weather and fire 
 Impacts of herbicide on forests in urban and agricultural areas 
 Difficult climate complicates forest management (i.e. cold winter, high soil Ph, dry 

summers) 
 Hydrology is changing in some areas 
 Cedar impact on landscape with encroachment, increased fire danger and removal of 

rangeland 
Policy/Economics 
� Tax policies have unintended consequences 

o Over reliance on sales taxes as opposed to property tax. This drives urban land 
conversion as counties and municipalities try to attract new residents and 
businesses and interacts with state and local tax policies 

o Land is taxed at agricultural use value 
o Terminology and its use can be a barrier – “culled” materials ends up being a 

deterrence to investment, forested lands are taxed as “wasteland” even though 
they can be high value this leads to misunderstanding between disciplines and 
an undervalued market 

 Federal and State policies lead to poor management practices 
o Working tree practices are not defined in Forest Inventory Assessments 

 Many forests are linear and not 120ft wide 
 This means that many acres of potential feedstock are not counted when 

investment in infrastructure is considered 
 FIA definition of what is commercially valuable leaves out high value 

stock and species (i.e. the size of the log) 
o The Farm Bill leads to incoherent federal policy – the Farm Bill defines practices 

without regard to forests. Drafting of Farm Bill regulations can be untimely. 
 There is not enough capacity to meet forest management needs 

o There is a lack of baseline data 
o Programs are not outcome oriented. Funding is spent but results may not follow 
o Decisions at the local level are made without landscape attributes and forestry 

data  
o NRI does not have benchmark data at the right scale 
o Decreased funding from the federal government for core funds and an increase 

in competitive grants. This means that the state forestry offices are becoming 
more oriented towards getting grants than meeting their core mission 

o Federal budget cycle vagaries create uncertainty when capacity is needed 
o The Central Plains are not at the core mission of the USFS 
o Often forestry expertise is delivered too late to impact decisions 
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o There has been a decline in capacity for developing resistant species 
o There is a lack of knowledge among forestry tree professionals because of high 

turnover 
 Management is not happening for future trends 

o State foresters may be keeping a focus on production and be resistant to 
necessary new roles, biodiversity not a priority 

 Changing demographics and economic factors have meant new competition for forestry as 
an economic land use 

o Land appears to be at a bargain price to outsiders – they do not share values 
with the locals who may have multi-generational stewardship as a priority 

o For the private land owner – active forest management costs money that they 
may not have or do not see the value in spending 

o Riparian buffers and windbreaks are being removed because of perceived profit 
of putting more lands into agricultural production. This conversion is having an 
impact on water quality. It may be that with changed erosion control practices 
(such as no till) some riparian buffers are considered to be unnecessary 

 There are many actors at different levels of government. It can be hard to create institutional 
structures that encourage collaboration and integrate decision-making to take a broader 
view and are cross-sectoral. 

 Agencies lose credibility with conflicting messages [Les Labahn writes: The issue is the 
agencies are not providing landowners and public the complete “picture”. Certain species can be both 
a “wanted” and in other circumstances an “unwanted” tree.  In South Dakota we have private 
landowners who rely strongly on cedar in their windbreaks and insist when putting in new plantings 
that cedar is included.  The same landowners are removing cedar from areas of grasslands and other 
sites where they are not wanted.] 

 There is a lack of economic value given to ecosystem services through monetization. Land 
owners are not compensated for the ecological values that their lands and land 
management provides 

o Land owner does not follow through with tree planting contracts 
o Weed management is landowner’s responsibility when there are much larger 

landscape level hazards at stake 
Social 
 Public perception can undervalue trees 

o Irrigators can see competition from trees 
o Urban areas have a desire for “clean” trees rather than the ones that may be 

most appropriate for the location 
o Hard to fit forestry into a “cows and plows” culture 
o Farmers can be unknowledgeable about forest practices 
o Media coverage highlighting trees as a problem 

 Some trees are considered weeds until land is sold for recreation 
 Forestry, with its 50 – 100 year timeframe can lead to disconnect with more short-term 

oriented land owners 
 Some land is being acquired by recreational users and those who “just want to have it”, this 

has an impact on other parcels in the area 
 Demographics in the region are changing altering the values that drive land use decisions 
 Absentee land owners lead to less active management of forested lands and issues that 

were once manageable are now big such as invasive species and bigger fuel loads 
 The labor force has changed. It is now hard to find labor that is knowledgeable about forest 

management practices 
  
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C. Discussion of Recommendations 
Environmental 
 Recognize savannah as an intermediate system and consider the areas’ active 

management. 
 Move towards biodiversity values in forest management and forestry: 

 Subsidize fuels reductions 
 Take market driven approaches – create markets through installing local facilities 

fore heating and cooling (such as blowers in schools) 
 Target institutions that require lots of energy (such as schools) 
 Provide the feasibility studies 
 Provide capital for equipment 
 Provide increased funding for utilizing wood in energy programs. 

 Develop an inspection program for invasive species 
 Ash seed storage programs should be integrated across the Plains to glean unique 

characteristics 
 Southeast Michigan RC&D has a program to process ash into wood products 

o Establish methodologies to regenerate against brome grass 
Policy/Economics 
 Tree thinning funding could help management through prescribed fire as well. These could 

work together for biomass as well as maintain woodlands 
 Farm Bill Conservation Stewardship Program to compensate landowners for beneficial 

services that they provide. Be at the table to determine the practices that would be 
compensated. 

 Zoning – Leverage resources as planning for development occurs 
 Research – Pull different disciplines together and pull integrated science together for the 

best information within each discipline. 
 RC&Ds can be used to bring together different disciplines through their area plans 

 Capacity – Grow expertise in forestry 
 Train foresters on planning and partnership opportunities 
 Put in positions for partnership and institutional development – look at how 

state/private forestry programs are structured to support such positions at the state 
level (NRCS/USFS) 

 Utilize existing capacity for grant making (i.e. sustainable agricultural research and 
education producer grants) 

 Energy – promote markets for wood as a renewable energy source: 
 Subsidize fuels reductions 
 Take market driven approaches – create markets through installing local facilities 

fore heating and cooling (such as blowers in schools) 
 Target institutions that require lots of energy (such as schools) 
 Provide the feasibility studies 
 Provide capital for equipment 
 Provide increased funding for utilizing wood in energy programs 
 Promote local use at a small scale to overcome transportation cost barriers 
 Build partnerships with municipalities on solid waste 

 Technical Assistance – prevent inappropriate land conversion through onsite technical 
assistance to the land owner 

 Integrate – Seek out opportunities to integrate across scales, disciplines, time frames and 
government levels. Actively engage in other sectors’ meetings/processes. Some of the 
following possibilities were identified: 
 Convening of natural resource societies 
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 National Grazing Lands Conservation Initiative 
 Education for land owners through extension 
 State technical committees 
 RC&Ds 
 Conservation Districts  
 Establish state-wide forestry collaborative 
 Regional Initiatives such as the Colorado Front Range Forest Health Initiative (Plains 

Forestry Conservation Initiative?) 
 Councils of Governments and other regional planning organizations 
 Local comprehensive land use plans and visioning within those plans 
 Agriculture/capitalization/cap and trade discussions 
 25 by 25 

 Monetize Ecosystem Services – Work towards a national policy to establish markets for 
ecosystem services for carbon and water. State foresters could provide landowner 
extension services so that they can take advantage of the new program. Partner with 
agricultural interests and seize opportunities for differential payments. 
 Do a CRP program for forest lands 
 Build and identify national interest in ecosystem services – quantify economic value 

for ecosystem services 
 Tax policy – Tax favorability already exists but naming under tax regulation is wrong. Areas 

defined as “wasteland” need to better reflect the larger societal value of the resource. This is 
state dependent.  In many states, land is taxed at highest use value (recreational values 
versus agricultural).  Generally this is based on comparable sales data. 

 Data – Develop a new model for inventory that would better show linear forests (as opposed 
to FIA) utilizing new mapping technologies (NRCS/USFS) 
 Use the technology to identify invasive species trends 
 Use the technology to delineate quality forests 
 Utilize cumulative effects phenomena to prioritize where services need to be focused 

Social 
 Media – Have a plan for mass media with follow up on importance of riparian areas 

o USFS Resource Center Station have radio ads 
o Focus messages and use marketing principles to reach land owners (this is not 

education – its marketing) 
o Make websites more user friendly 

 Agriculture Outreach – Focus USFS resources on agriculture extension – have a dedicated 
person in each state 

 Establish sustainable forestry programs targeted on riparian forest issues and address 
social-cultural. Economic values. Gather base data and use resources inventories to 
determine compensation for landowners. 

 
D. Proposed Outline 
 
I. Context:  
 
Describe importance of private forests in the region – almost all forested lands are private. 
Forests in the plains include linear rangeland forests. There is a different mentality towards 
forests in the Plains states. (A participant commented in to the draft summary: Need to include 
in this discussion the importance of agro forestry or tree-based plantings (versus what most 
would perceive of as a private forest, forests, rangeland forests etc as stated above). Most 
important in context is recognizing the main matrix for Central Plains is agriculture versus that 
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for much of the other western states/regions being looked at for this report: see map 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/NRI/maps/lgif/m5922l.gif) 
 
(The participant also added: Central Plains is a land of working trees - more often than not, esp. 
 these days - planted.  For the other "forested" regions, discussions are how to protect them 
from threats; In the Plains, the discussion is probably better framed on the potential these 
plantings have to address the multiple demands being made on agricultural lands.) 
 
The forests of the central plains have or are impacted by the following: 
 Tree species that are not very commercially valuable 
 Loss of forest land to urban growth 
 Changing societal values 
 Perceived competition with agriculture for water, land area, grazing, space for food 

production. 
 
The Plains region is unique because of their historic perspective on how trees came to the 
region. One participant said that trees were planted in many areas to make life in a barren 
landscape more livable. They are oases in an otherwise harsh environment.  
 
Interests: Private forests in the central plains can be small landowners (1 – 9 ac), medium 
landowners (in KS, 100,000 owners have parcels averaging 20 ac); forests can be incidental to 
agricultural operations. The region has a unique emphasis on urban forests. The National 
Woodland Owner Data Survey says that owners want to leave the forests as is, use for 
firewood, to preserve the natural and scenic beauty of the land. Some primary concerns are: 
trespassing and misuse, taxation and keeping the land for future generation.  
 
The role of state foresters in the region is to provide technical assistance to land owners and 
local communities; to understand natural systems; to administer federal grant programs; work to 
generate markets for forest products; be advocates for forests and trees on plains; and be a 
coalition organizer of many actors at the local, state and federal levels. 
 
Types of Forests: There were three different types of forests identified in the workshop. They 
are: 
 Windbreak forests: for livestock protection, snow fences, are human planted, can provide 

important wildlife habitat 
 Urban/Community forests: they are planted and maintained for their ecosystem services, 

they tend to be more diverse and resilient by design, and can emphasize riparian areas. 
They are useful for: storm water reduction; flood control/sewer overflow; energy 
conservation; air quality attainment (although Clean Air Act precludes their use as part of 
solutions to AQ problems).  

 Natural and riparian forests: includes upland forests of pine and cedar, are important for 
recreation and tourism, ecosystem services including erosion control, biodiversity and wood 
products (biomass, walnut). These areas provide natural habitat, tend to be more valuable 
than grasslands in taxes because of their wildlife and scenic values. 

 
Opportunities: (This is intended to be the section of the introduction that informs the reader of 
what is at stake, where the opportunities are.) This is a unique moment to seize many 
opportunities that have converged: 
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o Riparian areas are important assets to the Central Plains region. There is now greater 
attention and concern being paid to water quality and flooding and the role that treed areas 
can play in addressing flooding and sedimentation of reservoirs. Forested riparian zones are 
good alternatives to flood/siltation remediation. 

o There is greater understanding of the need for cross-sectoral decision-making. Integrative 
planning can grow respect for forestry as a discipline and give foresters a bigger toolbox. 
This might include planning on invasive species. 

o With the important short and medium term issue of tree mortality, there is an opportunity to 
focus on what can be done with dying trees as well as think about what the right 
replacements might be for these areas – what is the new order? 

o With many federal programs driving funding to the state level, there are resources at the 
state level to act and develop contracts for conservation agreements. 

o Climate change, energy costs, energy security, and the need to address water quality and 
water quantity are all policy imperatives right now. These issues can all be addressed in part 
by utilizing forest resources. 

o The Emerald Ash Bore is an opportunity to prepare permanent programs to plant and 
maintain trees that are resistant to pests.  

 
II. Barriers and Threats – These should be broken up into the three different types of forests 
 
III. Strategies and Recommendations – identify desired outcomes and how to measure those 
achievements. 
 
IV. Glossary – given that definitions are a problem, it would be helpful to include terms and 
definitions in the report. 
 
E. Resources 
 
Allen, S.B.; Dwyer, J.P.; Wallace, D.C.; Cook, E.A. 2003. Missouri River flood of 1993: role of 
woody corridor width in levee protection. Journal of American Water Resources Association. 39: 
923-933. http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/118849561/PDFSTART 
 
Dwyer, J.P.; Wallace, D.C.; Larsen, D.R. 1997. Value of woody river corridors in levee 
protection along the Missouri River in 1993. Journal of the American Water Resources 
Association. 33: 481-489. http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-
bin/fulltext/119177206/PDFSTART 
 
Geyer, W.A.; Neppl, T.; Brooks, K.; Carlisle, J. 2000. Woody vegetation protects streambank 
stability during the 1993 flood in central Kansas. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation. 55: 
483-486. 
 
Green Topeka - The City provides sewage treatment and flood prevention for the community 
and seeks to improve surface and ground water quality by filtering stormwater runoff through 
native plant systems. - http://www.greentopeka.org/  
 
Growth in the Heartland: Challenges and Opportunities for Missouri - This report provides 
the most comprehensive body of research yet assembled on growth and development patterns 
in a bellwether Midwestern state. Overall, the report documents that Missouri's population is 
spreading out to an extreme degree that imposes substantial fiscal, economic, environmental, 
and social costs on communities and taxpayers. - 
http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2002/12metropolitanpolicy_program.aspx  
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Helmers, M.J., T.M. Isenhart, M.G. Dosskey, S.M. Dabney, and J.S. Strock. 2008. Chapter 4: 
Buffers and Vegetative Filter Strips. Pp. 43-58 in Upper Mississippi River Sub-basin Hypoxia 
Nutrient Committee, Final Report: Gulf Hypoxia and Local Water Quality Concerns Workshop. 
Special Publication. American Society of Agricultural and Biological Engineers, St. Joseph, 
Michigan. http://www.unl.edu/nac/research/2008helmerschapter4.pdf 
 
The Kansas Natural Resources Conference focused on Where Do Trees Belong in Kansas - 
The Role of Trees on the Kansas Landscape - http://www.k-state.edu/fisheries/KNRC/  
 
Metro Green - MetroGreen® is a proposed 1,144-mile interconnected system of public and 
private open spaces, greenways and trails designed to link seven counties in the Kansas City 
metropolitan area. - http://www.marc.org/metrogreen/  
 
The Missouri River Ecosystem: Exploring the Prospects for Recovery resulted from a 
study conducted at the request of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. - http://books.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=10277#toc  
 
The Mortensen Ranch in Stanley County, SD has been referenced in a number of news outlets 
and scholarly journals for its approach to riparian restoration and range management. 

 Profiled in “Our Changing Planet” public television episode by the Upper Midwest 
Aerospace Consortium - http://www.umac.org/ocp/videos/mortensonRanch.html  

 Boettcher, S.E. and Johnson, W.C. 2005. Cattle and Wooded Draws: A Second Look. 
Rangelands. 27(4):40-42. 

 
Perry, C.H., C.W. Woodall, G.C. Liknes, and M.M. Schoeneberger. 2008. Filling the gap: 
improving estimates of working tree resources in agricultural landscapes. Agroforestry Systems: 
http://www.unl.edu/nac/research/2008fillingthegap.pdf 
 
Perry, C.H., C.W. Woodall, and M.M. Schoeneberger. 2005. Inventorying trees in agricultural 
landscapes: toward an accounting of working trees. In: Brooks, K.N. and Ffolliot, P.R. (eds). 
Moving Agroforestry into the Mainstream. Proc. 9th N. Am. Agroforestry Conference. Rochester, 
MN. 12-15 June 2005 [CD-ROM]. Dept. of Forest Resources, Univ. Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 
http://www.unl.edu/nac/research/2005aftaperry.pdf 
 
A pilot project funded by the EPA on Plum Creek in the Bad River Watershed (South Dakota) 
reduced sediment by more than 87%.  

 http://www.epa.gov/nps/Section319II/SD.html  
 http://water.usgs.gov/owq/cleanwater/success/bad.html  

 
Schoeneberger, M.M. 2008. Agroforestry: working trees for sequestering carbon. Agroforestry 
Systems: DOI 10.1007/s10457-008-9123-8 
http://www.unl.edu/nac/research/2008sequesteringcarbon.pdf 
 
West, E. and G. Ruark. 2004. A long, long time ago. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 
59:105A-110A. http://www.unl.edu/nac/research/2004riparianhistory.pdf 
 
A General Forest Resource Inventory and Estimated Volumes for Eight Counties Along the 
Missouri River in South Central South Dakota”.  This inventory was a partnership effort between 
Division of Resource Conservation and Forestry, SD Department of Agriculture; Randall 
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Resource Conservation and Development Association, Inc.; and 6 Conservation Districts. Web 
site is www.state.sd.us/doa/Forestry/publications/Final%20Version-
Forest%20Resource%20InventoryReport-Complete.pdf 
 

This inventory documented that there is substantial “re-generation” occurring in our privately owned 
natural forests, except for cottonwood species on the Missouri River bottomlands which no longer 
experience flood events. This inventory provides “benchmark” for assessing in future years health of 
the forestry resource. 

 
F. Workshop Debrief 
 
Good: 
 It was good to have regional planners at the meeting 
 A good mix of interests 
 Good location/facility 

 
Needs improvement: 
 More landowners are needed 
 More conservation districts 
 Better define terminology (i.e. threats, barriers, etc)  
 More senior feds would be useful 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Pacific Northwest and Coastal Forests  

April 29-30, 2009 
 

 
National Archives Research Agency (NARA) 
6125 Sand Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115 
 
Objectives: 

 Develop a detailed outline of the threats in the Pacific Northwest and Coastal Forests 
 Review major past efforts to describe threats 
 Articulate potential solutions to the threats to be passed on to drafting committee 

 
 
Wednesday, April 29 
 
8:00 a.m.  Opening comments 
 
8:10 a.m.  Agenda review 
 
8:20 a.m.  Introductions 
 
8:35 a.m.  The Western Threats Assessment Process 

A brief explanation of the context for the workshop, how the workshops 
are organized and the expected final outcome. Review of threats that 
describe the challenges for the Pacific Northwest and Coastal Forests 
region. 
 
Description of the process and how we arrived at the themes to be 
discussed for the day. There is also the potential adding of other threats 
to the list.  

 
9:00 a.m.  Briefings on Threats 

Workshop organizers will brief each of the threats/issues identified as 
challenges for the Pacific Northwest and Coastal Forests region by 
reviewing studies to understand the impacts of the threats on forests in 
the Pacific Northwest and Coastal Forests. These threats are: 

 ESA and regulatory requirements 
 Forest health challenges 
 Subdivision for recreation 

 
Question and answer will be included as part of the briefing. 

    
9:50 a.m.  Break 
 
10:00 a.m.  Discussion 

The group will be asked to discuss the threats and to work to discuss the 
underlying causes and impacts of the threats to private forestry. How are 
these threats changing the economic and social parameters of private 
forestry? Some potential questions include: 

 Is the threat a symptom of a larger threat or a cause of other 
symptoms or both? 

 What is the nature of the threat? What is the definition? 
 Is it different in different locations? 
 How is this impacting private forests? 

 
12:15 p.m.  Lunch 
 



Threats to Private Forests Workshop Draft Agenda 
Pacific Northwest and Coastal Forests  

April 29-30, 2009 
 

 
1:00 p.m.  Discussion 

How are the threats related to each other? 
What are additional threats and how are they related to the discussion? 
 

2:30 p.m. Review of outline of threats and discussion of how they should be 
bound together/ organized. 

 
4:00 p.m. Adjourn, Day 1 
 
6:00 p.m. Dinner out? 
 
 
Thursday, April 30 
 
8:00 a.m. Discussion of Day 1 
 Any additions or changes from the previous day. 
 
8:30 a.m. Review of outline: Is this the way it should look? What changes are 

necessary? 
 
9:15 a.m. Solutions: Given the outline of threats, how can solutions be 

applied? Solutions that were mentioned during discussion will be 
reviewed and new ideas will be invited. 

 
 How can we overcome barriers to achieving productive private forests in 

the Central Rockies? 
 
11:30 a.m  Next steps, comments on workshop 
 
Noon Adjourn 



Threats to Western Private Forests

State Name Organization Email Telephone

WA Brian Boyle ex-Public Lands commissioner WA bboyle@u.washington.edu 206-616-8140

Dana Coelho WFLC dcoelho@fs.fed.us 303-445-4364

OR Don Motanic ITC - Technical specialist donmo@teleport.com (503) 282-4296

Jamie Barbour PNW jbarbour01@fs.fed.us 503-808-2542

Jerry Beatty WWETAC jbeatty@fs.fed.us 541-416-6583

OR Jim Paul Oregon Department of Forestry, Chief, Private Forests Division jpaul@odf.state.or.us
503 945-7206
503 931-0483

WA John Perez-Garcia University of Washington perjohm@u.washington.edu 206-685-2315

WA Marc Engel Washington Department of Natural Resources marc.engel@dnr.wa.gov 360 902-1390 

WA Michelle Connor Cascade Land Conservancy michellec@cascadeland.org 206 905 6899

CA Sheri Smith USFS-R5 ssmith@fs.fed.us 530-252-6667

OR Steve Calish BLM - Oregon State Office Steve_Calish@blm.gov

WA Steve Stinson Executive Director of the Family Forest Foundation stevestinson@familyforestfoundation.org 360-736-5918

WA Stewart Matthiesen
Northwest Natural Resource Group, Development & Policy 
Director stewart@nnrg.org

Tom Tuchmann US Forest Capital tuchmann@usforestcapital.com 503.220.8103

Will Singleton Facilitator will@singletonstrategies.com 303-895-7570

Seattle Workshop
April 29-30, 2009
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Western Forestry Leadership Coalition 
Threats to Western Private Forests 
Northwest Workshop Summary 
Seattle, WA April 29-30, 2009 
 
In Attendance: 
Brian Boyle   Dan Stonington   Dana Coelho 
Don Motanic   Jamie Barbour    Jerry Beatty 
Jim Paul   John Perez-Garcia   Marc Engel 
Michelle Connor  Sheri Smith    Steve Calish 
Steve Stinson   Stewart Matthiesen    
Will Singleton – Facilitator  = day one only   = day two only 
 
Workshop Objectives: 
 Develop a detailed outline of the threats/barriers to forestry on private lands in the 

Pacific/Northwest Region 
 Articulate potential solutions to overcoming the threats/barriers to the drafting committee 
 Provide guidance to the drafting committee for the Pacific/Northwest section of the report 
 
Action Items / Next Steps: 
 Workshop participants are asked to review the draft workshop summary carefully to ensure 

that it is complete and accurate 
 WFLC will post the finalized summary on a private website for participants’ reference 
 Flip chart photos will also be posted on the Web 
 Once the summary is finalized, invitees who did not attend may be asked to add their 

perspectives that will be an appendix to the summary 
 
Process Summary:  
The Western Forestry Leadership Coalition is conducting five workshops throughout the 
western United States to identify threats to maintaining private forests as working lands. This 
workshop was the last of the five. Its focus was on the private forests the Pacific/Northwest 
region. This was intended to include participants from Washington, Oregon, Northern California 
and Southeast Alaska. While many of the conditions may be similar, this summary does not 
include the participation of individuals from SE Alaska – invitees were not able to attend. The 
workshop was organized to ask participants to delve into the issues in depth. The results of the 
workshop are going to be incorporated into a report to be approved and published by the WFLC 
board. The major steps of this process are: 
 Workshops held in five regions throughout the West 
 A drafting group is assembled to draft a report 

o The report will summarize the results of the workshops but will also synthesize the 
themes of the workshops to produce a unified report that reflects the entire region 

 Workshop participants will be asked to review the report and ensure factual accuracy as well 
as determine their willingness to have their names associated with the report as “Workshop 
Participants” 

 The draft report will be reviewed by the WFLC board, changes may be suggested/requested 
 A finalized report will be produced by the drafting committee 
 Drafting committee members and workshop participants will be asked if they want to sign on 

to the report 
 The report will be published by WFLC, printed, posted on the Web and distributed to key 

policy makers 
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 WFLC expects to print a final report by the early fall of 2009 
 
The report will be used to inform policy makers at the local, state and federal levels about the 
challenges that private forests face in the West, to establish a policy context for approaches to 
address the challenges, and to make appropriate recommendations to address the barriers to 
maintaining private working forests in the western states. 
 
A general timeline follows (Note: dates are approximate): 
April  Regional Workshops are conducted  
May  WFLC forms a drafting committee 
June – Aug Drafting committee develops its report 
Aug 15  Drafting committee sends its report to the workshop participants for comment 
Sept.   Drafting committee sends the report to the WFLC Board for comment 
Sept. 15 Drafting committee considers comments and finalizes reports 
  Workshop participants are asked to sign on to report  
 
Workshop Results: 
A. Summary of Actions 
Workshop participants engaged in a day and a half of discussions centering on conditions in the 
Pacific/Northwest Region. Stemming from the sense of the participants that important work 
similar to the objectives of the workshop had already been done in the Washington, Brian Boyle 
of the Northwest Environmental Forum summarized the process’ results. This as well as a 
WFLC prepared summary of themes established the foundation of the context section of the 
report outline found in this summary. After an initial review of themes that were developed 
through interviews with WFLC members, the participants discussed the nature of barriers to 
maintaining private working forests. It should be noted that participants repeatedly referred to 
stakeholder driven processes in Oregon and Washington as potential sources for the drafting 
committee to glean threats and recommendations. 
 
The discussion was framed around three central organizing categories: Ecological, Economic, 
and Social. This framework was used to organize participant described threats and solutions to 
private forests in the Pacific/Northwest. The participants were asked to draw a Venn diagram 
reflecting the threats in the geographic area in which they work (i.e. a Forest Service region or a 
state). They were asked to draw the diagram to reflect which of the three groupings were the 
most important (Ecological, Economic, or Social) and they were asked to identify their three 
priority threats.  
 
The Venn diagrams showed that social issues are the largest overall concern. All but two 
participants defined social issues as the biggest set of challenges to forestry in the region. 
These diagrams were scanned and are going to be used to inform the drafting committee on the 
variability within the region. Each participant was asked to give his/her top threats/barriers. 
Issues identified more than once are connoted with a . It was pointed out that the ecological 
problems were a circle inside the social and policy circles. Ecological problems could be 
addressed if social will and appropriate resources were applied. Through the discussion, 
workshop participants identified threats/barriers under the three categories. Finally, the group 
was asked to delineate some underlying causes of problems and the symptoms to those 
problems. The table reflects that output. 
 
Solutions were discussed on day two and are attached at the end of this summary. They are 
also grouped into the three large categories of Ecological, Economic, and Social.  
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Finally, as a result of the discussions, an outline was suggested that might be a format for the 
Pacific/Northwest “chapter” of the eventual west-wide report. Participants stressed the 
importance of drawing from existing forums, studies and case studies 
 
A description of threats, solutions and a proposed outline follow. The last item is a list of reports, 
examples and initiatives that can be used to inform the writing of the report. (This section will be 
improved with references for the final summary.) 
 
B. Discussion of Threats/Barriers 
Social 
Public does not understand some of the crucial issues of private forestry 
 Public does not understand slow regeneration rates 
 There is increased demand for wood products from the public at the same time that there 

are heightened expectations from the public for the other values that forests can offer 
(scenery, recreation, wildlife, etc) – the public does not understand the trade off of products 
vs values. 

 Little political will from the politicians to revise resource management plans as science 
evolves 

 Lack of scientific consensus can hold up processes 
 Public expectations of public forests (for scenery and as an amenity) has been extended to 

private forests 
 
 There is a big inter-generational transfer of ownership about to happen, this means that a 

less knowledgeable generation will be taking over. There will be tax implications, this could 
mean a decrease in resources for forest management 

 Rural forest industry-dependent communities are vulnerable to the pressures of subdivision 
and ex-urbanization 

 There is the knowledge of how to address ecological problems that threaten the forests but 
there isn’t the social license from the public or budgetary resources to do appropriate forest 
management. 

 Resource professionals and land managers are good when communicating with each other 
but typically communicate poorly with the public 

Policy/Economics 
 Conflicting uses and expectations of neighbors 
 BMP Regulations prevent the development of markets for ecosystem services. Additionality 

(as in carbon sequestration) requirements also make development difficult. 
 The drive for a rate of return on capital has changed management and status of private 

forests.  
 Homogenization/Commoditization of timber infrastructure – large logs are less valued and 

market vulnerability is greater because of a focus on housing industry (with its ups and 
downs). More and more timber products are reflecting the lowest common denominator. 

 TIMOs look for investment value without harvesting very much. Harvesting of timber has 
become less of a driver for their actions. 

 REITs have tax advantages and have to harvest to provide specific dividend returns – this 
can lead to harvesting that is faster than regeneration rates 

 TIMOs and REITs seem to be more adapted to a new economic conditions where they have 
the ability to get PR and income from management whereas the traditional land owners are 
left managing a resource of diminishing value (fire, forest health, litigation) 

 Regulations prevent small land owners from doing active forest management – “Forest 
Practices Act” 
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 WA- ESA Implementation has prevented decision-makers from acknowledging 
disagreement and moving forward. ESA implementation doesn’t seem to allow action 
without consensus. The processes have been slow and the rules are creating barriers to 
using private forests. 

 WA- NW Forest Plan is not adaptive 
 CA- Sierra Nevada Framework Plans – Some conclusions were not scientifically 

defensible;trade-offs are often made to move processes forward at expense of active forest 
management. 

 Timber is no longer a market commodity – a new focus is on the land’s ability to bring 
income for the shareholders 

On tribal lands:  
 Stewardship contract procurement is a barrier when working with U.S Forest Service on 

adjacent lands 
 Turnover of U.S. Forest Service expertise has made consistent management a challenge on 

adjacent land 
Ecological 
 Tree mortality from native bark beetles and invasives such as sudden oak death, beetle 
 Fire 
 Climate alteration 
East of the Cascades: 
 Overstocking of trees in fire adapted forests 
 Insects 
 Mistletoe 
 Fire danger 
 Drought 
 Bark Beetles 
 
Cause Symptom 
Declining resource values for 
forest productivity at the same 
time that non-resource values 
are going 

 Lack of compensation for ecological values 
 Lack of green infrastructure 

Population growth in region 
and rural areas/urbanization 

 Conversion pressure 
 Demand for water and other resources 
 Local public is increasingly disconnected from forests and 

its necessary functions 
Conflicting policies  NEPA isn’t working (pertaining to federal lands) 

 Litigation drives decisions 
 The supportive local public that should be speaking out is 

silent 
 Pressure for political solutions 
 Collaborative approaches has faded as the old timers have 

retired 
 Fractured TFW communities 
 There are negative consequences to the “no action” 

alternative in federal and state decision-making including 
forest health degeneration and less need for forestry 
infrastructure 

Lack of sustainability policy  Extreme views dominate dialogue 
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 More attention is paid to outlyers 
Externalization of true costs  Forestry is not recognized as the highest and best use for 

the land 
 Rural communities are failing 
 Natural systems are lost to commodity drivers 

How opportunities for “natural 
capital” are created – 
ineconomic returns  

 Less funding for public lands and resources 
 Imposed costs where decisionmakers are not paying 

attention to outcomes 
 Internalization of losses from decreased investment in 

natural capital 
 Passing mandates without considering about costs / 

outcomes 
Capitalization  Short term profiteering – including over harvesting and 

subdivision of parcels 
Reluctance to innovate / 
intolerance of others’ views 

 Failure to achieve stated goals – i.e. Coho salmon – the 
process is not talking to the right land owners 

Climate change  Alterations in vegetation and fire and drought regimes, also 
potential alterations in insect and disease lifecycles, activity 
and function 

 
C. Discussion of Recommendations: 
Social 
Creating a public will to act 
 Governor needs to show leadership (MN Gov lead their effort) 
 TIMOs need to play a role 
 Integrate efforts through transportation planning and utilize some funding 
 Explain costs of not having forests – Puget Sound water quality 
 Many communities are amenable to sustainability – delineate how working forests fit into a 

sustainable landscape 
 Regain trust of communities through certification – it adds a verifiable middle ground 
 The forest message needs to change and connect with the public.  The old message and 

channel doesn’t seem to work.  Even developing a simple message or slogans like “wood is 
good” and develop a mascot: “Checkers” the eagle – would be something different that the 
public could start to notice and reengage with the forest professionals. 

Policy/ Economics 
 Statewide plans on private forest survival include payments for ecosystem services (some 

examples of existing plans are MN and VA) 
 Allow owners to join a taxing district that would tax others to pay landowners for their 

management. Instead of additionality, turn Forest Practices Act on its head – change who 
pays 

 Figure out how to tie value to the appropriate party/user 
 Take away development value of lands through down zoning, transportation planning that 

emphasizes the urban cores, passing of lost ecosystem costs on to the home buyer through 
the contractor 

o Link to transportation dollars –with increased density there is easier access to 
transportation funding 

o Use salmon/sewer funding because of the benefits of forested lands as opposed 
to development for water quality 
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 Draw from MD’s “No Net Loss of Forest Act” – Landowner has to make sure that an 
equivalent number of acres some where else is preserved if land is develop. 

 Incentive funding – Development tax with funding going to compensate working forest land 
owners for management practices that provide ecosystem services 

 Link efforts with state-wide assessments to provide quantitative analysis to proposals 
 Leverage intellectual resources and expertise from the region 
 Work on legislation that would allow states to take a more active role in resource 

management planning – The Healthy Forest Act doesn’t get to tax districts 
 Federal government needs to do a better job explaining what “no action” means to broader 

forest health and economic values 
o Monetize options in terms of income, jobs and communities to determine the true 

costs of actions vs. inaction. 
 Streamline incentives for small private landowners 
 Overcome marginal differences between working forest lands and subdivision through niche 

market development:  
o FSC certified lumber for green building projects 
o Large diameter logs or “charismatic logs” for special purposes 
o Alternative fuel products 

 Use Data/GIS (WA database) to identify priority lands for adding potential needed income or 
easements and use the special localized conditions to implement the appropriate actions 

 Determine the right increment for forest landowners in the highest risk areas. Target areas 
where the marginal compensation can allow possible action (instead of areas where the 
costs would be too high or areas where there is no risk) and offer a portfolio of tools through 
extension efforts. 

 Defer inheritance tax on lands until a conversion to impervious surface or residential 
conversion occurs 

Ecological 
 Tribes are creating coalitions for climate change and are establishing an information 

clearinghouse for climate change because there is so much information. This includes land 
owners, conducts workshops and studies 

 
D. Proposed Outline 
 
I. Context and Opportunities: This workshop covered Washington, Oregon and Northern 
California. SE Alaska was intended to be included in the workshop but no participants from SE 
Alaska attended. Some of the following factors should be considered when establishing the 
context in the introduction of the Pacific/Northwest1 “chapter”. Washington is experiencing more 
rapid land conversion than Oregon.  
P/NW has some of the following conditions: 
 The three states are very different 
 The region has a strong cultural identity with the timber industry, even if there is a smaller 

and smaller portion of the population who work in the industry. Despite the transition from 
logging, nothing has replaced the cultural identity in many communities. 

 Many areas have very valuable growing conditions with rapid regeneration 
o The value of those lands tend to be very high 

 Unlike other parts of the West, much of the P/NW is private 

                                                 
1 One participant objected to the term Pacific/Northwest to describe the region. She said that it 
should either be Pacific Coast or Northwest and Southwest Region. 
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 It is a very productive area – WA alone produces 5.7 million board feet of lumber, 4 million 
board feet was exported out of the state. But the relative importance of the timber industry 
has declined as other industries have become prominent (software, aerospace, shipping) 

 For Oregon, lumber production represents 11% of the GDP, 60,000 jobs and many more 
indirect jobs, 4 million board feet / yr 

 Highly complex regulatory environment that include high compliance costs, uncertainty 
about definitions and perverse outcomes to regulations 

 There are forest health challenges 
 Subdivision and development with potential impacts to ecosystem services provided by 

forest lands, impacts to capacity and markets 
 Carbon markets are on the threshold of becoming a factor in a way that may change the 

proposition for the forest landowner, they may begin to look at the “triple bottom line” where 
they are able to combine income from a number of sources including compensation for 
ecosystem services. 

 In the region, there would be no way to maintain forests without industry and private 
ownership. Income generating forests provide funding to maintain forest health. 

 Puget Sound is an example of the important benefits that forests provide. If converted, costs 
of cleaning storm water would be huge 

 Change may be inevitable for many working landscapes but the working lands offer flexibility 
to adapt to changing conditions. In the end the flexibility will save society money and can 
buffer society from rapid change. Working lands offer resilience and fiscal prudence. 

 
The key players include TIMOs & REITs, tribes, state governments, federal lands/agencies 
particularly with their impacts on forest health issues and declining infrastructure. 
 
Instructions from participants: The introduction should focus on the importance of jobs for the 
region and rural areas. It might highlight the value of the carbon and other ecosystem services 
in the region. Consider governors as a target for the report. 
 
Specific state descriptions included: 
Washington 
Landowners: Up to 1000 acres tend to include residential, recreation and multigenerational 
lands. Major concerns are air and water quality, insects, diseases, legacy taxes and misuse and 
trespassing. Larger parcel (1000+ ac) owners include Timber Investment & Management 
Organizations, Real Estate Investment Trusts and family owners. They tend to produce sawed 
logs and pulp, they focus on investment and production, tend towards intensive management. 
They tend to identify ESA and regulatory issues as major factors. In Washington, designated 
forest lands are county assessed. In Washington, lands are roughly 43% industrial forests and 
49% small landowners.  
 
Washington has an extensive GIS-based layered database that delineates all parcels in the 
state. They database includes value, ownership, use, soil/regeneration capabilities, risk of 
conversion, proximity and impacts to fish habitat.  
 
In Washington, ownership has changed from vertical integration. There is less incentive to 
maintain undivided parcels, which has led to high conversion rates, up to 30% in some areas 
and 61 – 80% in some watershed. Oregon has seen less rapid land conversion. This conversion 
has led to problems with fish habitat and water quality. It is expected to also lead to the decline 
of production of 1 billion board feet by 2080 – along with associated implications on trade and 
competitiveness. 
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The NW Environmental Forum reflects issues that are also very similar for Oregon. Oregon 
sees conversion as a coming trend – it is not at the scale of WA with its 400,000 acres. 
Fragmentation is impacted by OR rules that allow structures on land of certain sizes without 
changing the status of those lands. This policy has raised the question of what is the tipping 
point of density. The Federal Government owns more in OR than in WA. OR has more of a 
checkerboard ownership because OR and CA both revested lands. Big timber companies and 
large forest land owners tend to trade lands with each other, further complicating the ownership 
picture. Eastern Oregon constitutes one third of the forest productivity but federal land 
management has meant a decrease in infrastructure. Overharvesting vs. growth rate is an issue 
in Oregon – this has increased pressure to parcelize and speculation. 
 
California – About one third of the state is forested. Of that ~15% is private, ~30% is non-
industrial, ~34% is federally managed, mostly USFS. CA has also seen closing of mills and loss 
of timber infrastructure. A decrease of supply has happened partly as a result of regulation and 
litigation. The Forest Service is so constrained in some areas that it has been unable to harvest 
even fire-killed trees. Widespread tree mortality in ’03-04 in southern CA and the more recent 
large scale wildfires (e.g. Moonlight Fire ~65,000 and the Angora fire in the Lake Tahoe Basin 
that burned many homes) is leading to changed attitudes about active forest management.  
Tree mortality caused by wildfire, bark beetles, sudden oak death and Goldspotted oak borer 
are ongoing forest management issues.  CAL FIRE, the Fire Safe Councils and Forest Care 
have been active in thinning on private lands to reduce susceptibility to bark beetles and 
wildfire.   
 
CA representative thought the report should be broader to cover all forest lands and had the 
following comments to the draft summary: 
 
Also suggest contacting: http://www.forestlandowners.org/membership.html, (530) 389-2436 
 
They may have a better handle on issues facing private non-industrial forestry land owners in 
CA.  Also suggested contact Bruce Goines with State and Private Forestry in the Region 5 
USFS regional office and Jeff Calvert with CAL FIRE. 
 
Tribes: Tribal forests have also been impacted by the decrease in production from the Forest 
Service. That has made access to infrastructure more difficult.  
 
II. Barriers and Threats – These barriers should be taken from the delineation of threats 
described in Section B of this summary and the work of the WA Working Forest Forum and the 
Oregon Forest Resource Institute. 
 
III. Strategies and Recommendations – identify desired outcomes and how to measure those 
achievements. These should be drawn from Section C of this summary as well as the 
stakeholder driven processes in the three states. 
 
Papers & Resources 
 Washington Working Forest Forum Papers 
 Oregon Forest Resource Institute will have a list of publications including “Threats to Private 

Forests” 
 Links to WA Forum study of actions in every state 
 Tribal Wildfire Guide – produced by the Inter Tribal Timber Council 
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 Land Owner Survey – Compare national to regional statistics 
 
Feedback on Workshop 
 
Good 
 Venn Diagram exercise 
 Facilitation 
 Workshop tackled hard issues 
 
Needs to be changed 
 Discussion tended to rehash old issues 
 Need more private land owners 
 Over representation from WA, not enough CA and OR 
 Logistics clarity 
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