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Coordination of Forest Resource 
Policies and Programs 

Evaluation of Administrative Mechanisms Used by 
State Governments 

Alichae/A. Kilgore 
Paul V. Ellefson 

INTRODUCTION 

Public policies and programs directed at associated with policy and program 
managing and protecting natural environments coordination. Ultimately, organizational 
are rarely the responsibility of a single unit or involvement in coordinating activities can only 
level of government Policy and program be sustained if those involved in such activities 
development and implementation is often perceive the benefits of doing so to be greater 
delegated across a number of different units than the costs that result from their participation. 
within government and between governments. Among the commonly perceived benefits of 
In such situations, policy and program policy and program coordination are broadened 
coordination can be especially important to the support for common interests, improvements in 
accomplishment of sOcially desirable objectives. the effectiveness with which information is 

exchanged and services delivered, increased 
communication among organizations sharing 
common goals, and greater continuity in the 

COORDINATION DEFINED delivery of services and administration of 
programs.

From an organizational perspective, 
coordination can be defined a number of ways. Although coordination can produce tangible 
Some suggest coordination is the process benefits, it can also result in significant costs. 
whereby two or more organizations create or These include increased levels of conflict among 
use existing decision rules for dealing organizations, loss of organizational autonomy 
collectively with a shared task (Rogers and and power, greater potential for compromised
Whetten 1982). Others propose coordination be unworkable policies, and growth in the 
defined in terms of the networks and techniques administrative costs necessary to support 
by which organizations interact with one coordination efforts. 
another: the process by which they work toward 
jointly making decisions that will impact all 
participating parties (Warren et al. 1974 and 
Mott 1968). As used here, coordination is COORDINATION METHODS 
defined as the process by which two or more 
organizations arrange, match or harmonize Governments have developed a variety of 
policies and programs to achieve shared goals approaches for bringing together major actors 
and objectives. having a common interest in and influenced 

collectively by various public policies and 
There are often multiple benefits and costs programs. Although specific coordinating 
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Coordlnetlon of Forest Resource Policies end Progrems 

mechanisms vary considerably according to 
purpose and level of government involvement, 
six major types of coordinating mechanisms can 
be identified: 

• 	 Informal communication links between 
agencies pursuing mutually beneficial 
activities (e.g., periodic joint meetings of the 
staff of different government units). 

• 	 Memorandums of agreement between 
agencies (e.g., written statements attesting to 
state and federal government responsibility 
for water pollution control). 

• 	 Information management systems designed 
to encourage uniformity in type, 
organization, and presentation of information 
(e.g., forest inventory systems). 

• 	 Programs and processes responsible for 
strategic planning of multiple subject areas 
(e.g., statewide forest resource planning 
programs). 

• 	 Formal administrative mechanisms charged 
with broad policy development and program 
coordination responsibilities (e.g., boards, 
councils, commissions). 

• 	 Agency reorganization designed to 
encourage more integrated planning and 
management (e.g., pollution control and 
natural resource management agencies 
merged to form a single department). 

FORESTRY AND NATURAL RESOURCE 
PERSPECTIVE 

Specific coordination arrangements can take a 
variety of shapes and forms, serve a variety of 
functions, and establish various levels of 
authority over policy development and program 
bnplementation. There are common 
circumstances that often support the need for 
coordination activities. From a forest and natural 
resource perspective, coordination may be 
warranted for these reasons: 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs are 
typically broad in scope and pervasive to the 
interests of numerous public agencies. They 
are not always amenable to neat packaging 
into a single administrative unit of 
government. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs are 
typically addressed by a variety of units 
within government and by different levels of 
government.They are dealt with by multiple 

units and multiple layers of government 
agencies. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs often 
suffer from the lack of a unified voice, with 
standing, in government. They are often 
advocated in a conflicting manner by various 
units of government and various 
governments. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs are often 
addressed by conflicting and contradictory 
policies and programs which often result 
from the conflicting and contradictory 
missions of various units of government. 
They suffer in implementation because of 
opposing responsibilities of different units of 
government. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs are often 
addressed by policies and programs that are 
the result of inefficient policy development 
processes involving overlapping 
responsibilities of agencies and types of 
government. Uncoordinated multi-agency 
involvement in policy development leads to 
inefficient policy development, irrespective 
of the substance of a policy or programs. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs are 
frequently addressed by policies and 
programs that lack the benefit of multiple 
interest involvement in their development. 
They are void of benefits that can result from 
the focused efforts of a variety of individuals 
and units of government that have special 
concerns or expertise. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs often 
suffer from the lack of unified executive 
agency postures vis-a-vis other segments of 
government, such as the state legislative or 
independent agencies and commissions. 
They lack respect in the eyes of others 
because of the narrowness of a single 
agency's policy concerns. 

• 	 Forest and natural resource affairs often lack 
the focused attention that can result from 
strategic comprehensive planning. They are 
often addressed by conflicting plans 
mandated by planning programs carrieoout 
by multiple units of governments, each of 
which has responsibility for a narrow set of 
natural resources. 

Natural resource programs implemented by 
government are often organized according to 
natural resource categories. At the state level, 
for example, there often exists separate 
organizational units for forestry, wildlife, 
fisheries, minerals, water and recreation. 

Minnesota Agriculture' Experiment Station 2 



Coordination of Fore.t Resource Pollcle. and Program. 

Environmental protection agencies are often 
similarly organized by resources. This is 
evidenced by the vast number of states that 
treat air and water quality programs separately 
(Council of State Governments 1975 and 1988, 
Rabe, 1986). Even within a particular 
environmental program area, activities relating 
to environmental protection (e.g., monitoring, 
permitting, and environmental review) are 
typically organized and operated separate from 
one another with little or no recognition of the 
need to coordinate activities (Council of State 
Governments 1988). 

Administration of forest and natural resource 
policies and programs by partitioning 
government agencies into a series of 
independent, divisible, largely unrelated units 
presumes that doing so results in certain 
government efficiencies (Rabe, 1986). Such 
approaches assume that narrowly defined 
subject areas can be more readily 
conceptualized, understood and managed than 
can larger, amorphous subject areas involving 
complex interactions across many different 
disciplines. 

Fragmenting forest and natural resource 
programs along many lines unfortunately often 
creates problems when attempts are made to 
assess and understand their cumulative 
effectiveness. 

The importance of addressing these difficulties 
via various coordinating mechanisms is 
increasingly acknowledged, especially by state 
governments (Council of State Government 

1975 and 1989, Rabe 1986). State governments 
are recognizing that natural resource policies 
and programs are often targeted to very 
narrowly defined subject areas, when natural 
resource and environmental protection 
problems in fact extend into a variety of topical 
areas and involve many levels of government. 

STUDY OBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURES 

Mechanisms used by state governments for 
coordinating the development and 
implementation of environmental and natural 
resource policies and programs were of major 
interest to the study. State forest resource 
programs were its focal point. 

All of the nation's 50 state foresters responded 
to a mailed questionnaire seeking to determine 
the type and frequency of administrative 
mechanisms used to coordinate forest resource 
policies and programs within their respective 
states. The questionnaire also sought to 
determine the state foresters' perception of the 
effectiveness of such mechanisms. 

In addition to the nationwide survey, case 
studies were carried out for California, Georgia, 
Florida, and Wisconsin. These case studies were 
designed to provide detailed information on 
specific mechanisms used to coordinate the 
development and implementation of forest 
resources policies and programs within state 
governments. 

NATIONWIDE PERSPECTIVE ON COORDINATION __ 


PROGRAM TYPES AND FREQUENCY 

Many factors influence coordination needs 
among public agencies operating within a state's 
forestry sector. Of special importance are the 
type and number of programs implemented by 
state government, and the number and nature of 
agencies responsible for their implementation. 

Ranging from as few as five to as many as 18, 
the agency within a state that has primary 
responsibility for forestry (i.e., lead forestry 
agency), administers an average of 12 major 
program types. Nationwide, 11 states have a 

lead forestry agency that administers five to ten 
different programs, 25 have an agency 
responsible for 11 to 14 forestry programs, and 
13 states have an agency responsible for 15 to 
18 major forestry programs. Information for one 
state was not available. 

The types of programs administered by a state's 
lead forestry agency are also quite variable. 
While nearly all such agencies (96 percent) 
implement programs that provide technical 
assistance to nonindustrial private forest. 
landowners (NIPF), only five states administer 
programs designed to provide continuing 
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education for forestry professionals (Table 1). 

In addition to forestry programs viewed as 
traditional to state forestry agencies (e.g., 
wildfire prevention and suppression), two-thirds 
of the agencies have also assumed responsibility 
for programs not typically associated With 
traditional forest management and protection 
activities (e.g., economic development and law 
enforcement). 

rable 1. 	 Programa admln/atered by a,.t.toreatry organ/zatlona, 
by type .nd frequency ofprogram. 1989. 

Number Proportion 
Program Type of States (perc.nt) 

Nonlndu.trlal Private Fora.try A..lstance 48 96 
Wildfire Supp .....lon 48 82 
Insect and 01..... Control 45 90 
Forest Planning 44 88 
Urban For ••try 44 88 
R.forestatlon Program. 43 86 
TImber Sal. Programs 43 88 
Tree Nursery Program. 41 82 
Prescribed Burning 39 78 
For••t R.source A•••••m.nt 36 72 
Fore.t Watershed Manag.m.nt 23 48 
Fora.t Land Acqul.ltion 20 40 
Forest Road D.v.lopm.nt 20 40 
Forest Tax Law Admlnl.tratlon 19 38 
Envlronm.ntal Education 18 36 
Privata Forest Regulation 17 34 
Fore.t Recrestlon Development and 

Administration 13 26 
Environmental R.vl.w 12 24 
Forestry R ....rch 12 24 
Fore.t Wlldlif. Manag.m.nt 7 14 
R.source Information Sy.t.m. 7 14 
Profe••lonal Continuing Education 5 10 

While a state's lead forestry agency administers 
forestry programs legally assigned to it, 
frequently there are additional government 
agencies that have responsibility for forestry 
programs of importance to a state (e.g., 
USDA-Forest Service, USDI-Bureau of Land 
Management, federal and state fish and wildlife 
departments, and county land departments). 

States typically average having four government 
agencies (federal, state or local) administering 
forestry programs within state boundaries. The 
range is framed by four states whose foresters 
indicate their lead forestry agency as being 

solely responsible for administering forestry 
programs within their state, to one state forester 
who identified ten different public agencies as 
having major involvement in forestry affairs 
within his state. 

Nineteen states have one to three agencies so 
involved, another 19 states have four to six 
agencies involved, and seven states have seven 
to ten agencies administering forestry programs 
within their state boundaries. Information was 
not available from five states. 

EXTENT AND NATURE OF 
COORDINATION 

State foresters perceive their forestry programs 
and activities to be fairly well coordinated with 
other organizations having similar forestry 
responsibilities. More than 90 percent (47 states) 
indicate their forestry programs as being either 
moderately or closely coordinated with the 
forestry programs of other organizations (ten 
states closely coordinated; 37 state moderately 
coordinated). Only three state foresters indicate 
that very little coordination occurred within their 
state; No state forester indicates the complete 
absence of forestry coordination activities. 

While most state foresters agree that 
coordination of forestry activities is common 
within their state, the methods by which such 
coordination is accomplished varies 
considerably: 

e 	 Informal task forces (information 
sharing) ............................................... 44 states 

• 	 Formal forestry coordinating 
mechanisms ...................................... 37 states 

• 	 State planning agency or finance 
department .......................................... 5 states 

e 	 Governor's Office .............................. 5 states 


• 	 Organizational consolidation •....•..•. 3 states 

As to perceived importance of each 
coordinating mechanism, informal task forces 
and formal coordinating mechanisms were, by 
far, the most important-more than 90 percent 
of responding state foresters indicated so. The 
three state foresters indicating that coordination 
had been achieved, in part, by organizational 
consolidation also ranked consolidation as the 
most important means of achieving coordination 
of forest management and planning activities 
within their state. 
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CONDITIONS FACILITATING 
COORDINATION 

State foresters suggest that a number of factors 
influence successful policy and program 
coordination (Table 2). Human propensity to 
communicate and cooperate informally was by 
far perceived as the most important factor. This 
was the only factor identified as having a 
medium to high degree of influence on 
coordination of state forestry programs and 
policies. 

Of the remaining factors, those deemed to have 
the greatest influence on the overall success of 
coordination efforts were: techniques used to 
implement forestry programs; organizational 
s.tructure of state government; and agency 
emphasis on integrated planning and 
management The influence of state legal 
requirements was only slightly less. 

The governor, the legislature, and public 
pressure are all perceived to have little impact 
on forestry program coordination within a state, 
while the design of natural resource information 
systems is viewed as being the least influential 
factor. 

NEED VERSUS OCCURRENCE OF 
COORDINATION 

State foresters indicated that wildfire 
suppression programs require the highest 
degree of coordination with other organizations 
(Table 3). Similarly high in perceived need for 
coordination are insect and disease 
management programs, forest planning 
programs, and environmental education 
programs. 

Although forest roads often cross many forest 
ownerships, the need for coordinating forest 
road programs was viewed by state foresters as 
an activity of low priority. Also perceived low in 
coordination need were forest tax programs, 
continuing education programs for forestry 
professionals, and timber sale administration 
programs. 

State foresters generally cite state forestry 
programs as being coordinated at less than 
desirable levels. In all 22 state forestry program 
areas examined, the amount of coordination 
that actually occurs is less than the perceived 
need for such coordination (Table 3). 
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Coordination of Forast Resourc. Policies and Programs 

The greatest disparity between actual and 
needed coordination was for programs involving 
resource information systems. Substantial gaps 
also existed for watershed management 
programs in forested areas and regulatory 
programs focused on private forestry practices. 

Table 2. 	 Factor. Inlluenclng coordination of .tate fore.try 
prOfiram. and activitie •• 1989. 

Degraeof 
Factor. Influ.nc. • 

Propen.lty to Informally Cooperate and Communicate 3.29 
Techniques U.ed to Impl.m.nt Fora.try Program. 2.77 
Organizational Structura of Stele Government 2.85 
Empha.l. on Integrated P18nnlng and Manag.m.nt 2.58 
Stet. L.gal Requlram.nta (legIslation) 2.52 
Governor'. L.ad.rahlp 2.26 
Public Pra ••ura for Gr.at.r Coordination 2.20 
Legl.....ve Lead.rahlp 2.18 
Natural R ••ourca Information Sy.t.m DesIgn 1.60 

• Scale: 4-hlgh, 3-medlum, 2-low, and 1-110118. 

Table 3. 	 Need lorand actual occurrenca of coordination of .tata 
fore.t pollc/a. and progrem •• 1989. 

Composlta Rating • 
Activity Need Occurranca 

Wlldflr. Suppres.lon 3.68 3.46 
Insect and Di.ease Control 3.50 3.25 
Forest Planning 3.40 3.08 
Envlronm.ntal Education 3.39 3.09 
Fore.t Water.hed Management 3.29 2.62 
NIPF A••I.tanc. 3.23 2.91 
For••t R.sourc. A•••••m.nt 3.20 2.8$ 
Urban Forestry 3.15 2.82 
Prascrlbed Burning 3.13 2.71 
Environm.ntal R.vl.w 3.07 2.66 
R••ourca Information Sy.t.m. 3.04 2.38 
For.st Wlldllf. Manag.m.nt 3.00 2.73 
Forest Land Acqul.ltion 2.93 2.58 
Forestry R ••••rch 2.93 2.75 
Prlv.te Fora.t Practice Regulation 2.87 2.29 
Forest Recr ••tlon D.velopm.nt 

and Manag.m.nt 2.84 2.46 
R.for••tation Program. 2.83 2.59 
Trae Nurs.ry Program. 2.82 2.65 
nmb.r Sal. Program. 2.75 2.34 
Prof...lonal Continuing Education 2.72 2.40 
For... Property Tax L.w Administration 2.71 2.27 
For••t Road Dev.lopm.nt 2.46 2.08 

• Scale: 4-strong. 3-medium, 2-lItUe, and 1-none. 
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Coordination of Forest Resource Policies and Programs 

While the discrepancy between the need for 
and the actual occurrence of coordination 
activities was often viewed as substantial, for 
some programs areas the difference was slight. 
For example, wildfire suppression programs, 
which state foresters acknowledge as needing 
the greatest level of coordination of the 22 
forestry programs or activities examined, also 
had the highest rating in terms of the amount of 
coordination that actually occurs. In fact, the 
leading two program areas for which state 

Tabl.4. 	 Ob."'c/•• to achieving .ffactlve coordination of .",t. 
tore.t pollc/•• and progtam•• 1919. 

Obstacl.. to Coordination 	 Composite Rating· 

Lack of Forestry Information 
(e.g., resource trends, social and economic 
trends, program trends) 2.32 

Administrative Resistance to Change 	 2.30 
Lack of Intragovernmental Communication 

(e.g., between forestry, wildlife, recreation, and 
water units within a department) 2.29 

Failure to Translata Statewide Policies and 
Objectives Into Plans 2.27 

Absence of Statewide Fornt Policy Statements 2.26 
Lack of Intargovemmental CommunlcaUon 

(e.g., between units of state, regional, and 
federal govemments) 2.20 

Lack of Executive Leadership 2.20 
Poor Forestry Program and Plan Implementation 2.12 
Fragmented Forestry R"ponslbllitles Among 

Many Agencies 	 1.87 

• Scale: +-very significant, 3-somewhat significant, 2-llttIe slgnlllcanc:e, 

and 1-no significance. 


foresters indicated the greatest need for 
coordination (i,e., wildfire suppression, insect 
and disease control) also lead in terms of actual 
coordination. Similarly, forest road programs 
and forest tax law programs, which received the 
lowest rating of coordination need, were also 
viewed by state foresters as having the least 
amount of actual coordination. 

OBSTACLES TO COORDINATION 

Lack of information about trends in status of 
forest resources and of forestry programs 
generally was viewed by state foresters as the 
greatest obstacle to achieving greater 
coordination among forest policies and 
programs (Table 4). Other cited obstacles were 
administrative resistance to changing political, 
institutional and administrative environments, 
and the lack of communication within and 
between state government agencies generally. 

Lack of intragovernmental communication is 
perceived to be a greater obstacle to achieving 
coordination of forestry policies and programs 
than is a lack of intergovernmental 
communication (contact with forestry interests 
in other units of government such as county and 
federal units). Ironically, the fragmentation of 
forestry responsibilities among different 
organizations within a state is perceived as least 
obstructive to achieving coordinated state forest 
policies and programs. This is despite most 
states having a number of organizations (an 
average of four) responsible for forestry 
administering state forestry programs. 

COORDINATION BY FORMAL MECHANISMS 


FREQUENCY AND ESTABLISHMENT 

Formal mechanisms for coordinating forest 
policies and programs are fairly common 
occurrences in state governments (Table 5). 
Thirty-one states (62 percent) have a board, 
council, commission, committee or similar 
mechanism that is authorized to coordinate the 
development and implementation of forest 
resource policies and programs. 

Size of state, in terms of either forest land area 
or number of organizations responsible for 
forestry programs, is apparently not a factor in 

determining whether a state chooses to establish 
a formal coordinating mechanism. For example, 
Rhode Island (368,000 acres of forest land) has 
established a state forestry planning committee 
responsible for developing and coordinating 
statewide forest policies and plans. By contrast, 
Alaska, with 129 million acres of forest land, 
reports no formal mechanism for coordinating 
forest policies and programs. Additionally, there 
are states that have a single lead forestry agency 
and also have a formal coordinating mechanism, 
while other states with as many as seven major 
forestry agencies lack any formal coordinating 
mechanism what-so-ever. 
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Tabl. 5. 	 Formal mechanisms used by stat. 
gov.rnments to coordinat. for.st 
pollc/e. and programs. 1989. 

Stat. Coordinating Mechanl.m 

Alabama Alabama For ••try Planning 
Commltt•• 

Arkan.a. Arkan..s For ••try Commis
sion Board of Forestry 

Florida Florida Fore.try Council 

G.orgla Georgia Fore.try Commls· 
.Ion 

Idaho Fore.t Practice. Act 
AdVisory Com mitt .. 

Illinois Forestry Council 

Indiana Stata For.stry Planning 
Commltt.. 

K.ntucky (Nam. not assigned) 

louisiana Louisiana Forestry Commls
• Ion 

Main. Cltlz.n's Forest Advisory 
Council 

Massachusetts Ma.sachu..tt. Stat. 
Forestry Commltt .. 

Michigan Michigan Council on Fore.t 
Product Indu.trlal Dev.lop
m.nt 

Mlnne.ota Mlnn.sota Forestry 
Coordinating Commltt .. 

MI••lsslppl Mlssl••lppl Fore.try 
Commls.lon 

Missouri Missouri Forest R ••ource 
Planning Commltt .. 

Montana Land Board 

Nevada Board of Fore.try 

North Carolina North Carolina Fore.try 
Advisory Council 

North Dakota Fore.try Planning Commit· 
t.. 

Ohio Fore.try Advl.ory Council 

Oregon State Board of For••try 

Rhode 1.land Stat. Fore.try Planning 
Commltt.e 

South Carolina South Carolina For ••try 
Commls.lon 

T.nn..... T.nne.... Forestry 
Commission 

Utah Board of State Land. and 
Forestry 

Vermont Forest R ••ource. Advi.ory 
Council 

Virginia Fore.try Board 

Wa.hlngton Board of Natural R ••ource. 

w •• t Virginia Fore.t Manag.ment R.vl.w 
Commls.lon 

Wiscon.ln Naturel R.sources Board 

Coordination of For••t R.source Policies and Program. 

All 31 states reporting the existence of a formal 
forestry coordinating mechanism established the 
mechanism by one of two means: state law or 
informal agreements among forestry agencies. 
The former was the most common means, 
accounting for 77 percent of all forestry 
coordinating mechanisms. Only seven state 
foresters cited informal agreements as a means 
of establishing a formal coordinating 
mechanism. 

States established formal coordinating entities 
for a variety of reasons. The major categories 
into which these reasons mostly fell were: to 
provide a means of responding to an especially 
important environmental or natural resource 
issue (eight states); as the result of 
recommendations contained in a legislative 
study report (seven states); or following 
recommendations of an independent study 
commission (one state) . 

Ten state foresters presented reasons that did 
not fit these major categories (e.g., 
recommendations of the USDA·Forest Service). 
In five states, no singly important event was 
cited as leading to the establishment of a formal 
coordinating mechanism. 

Among the important environmental or natural 
resource issues that led eight states to establish 
a formal coordinating mechanism were: 
clearcutting and silvicultural practices, fire 
protection and reforestation, water quality 
management in forested areas, forest protection 
and reforestation, poor economic climate within 
a state, and the zoning of forest lands for 
nontimber values. 

MfMBfRSHWANDFUNCTIONS 

Formal coordinating mechanisms for forestry 
programs within states have an average 
membership of 11 persons, but range from five 
to 30 individuals. The average is, however, 
inflated by mechanisms in two states having 25 
members 30 members respectively. Over one
half of all formal mechanisms to coordinate state 
forestry activities limit membership to ten or less. 

Interest representation on formal coordinating 
mechanisms is very diverse. As a group, forest 
industry is represented more frequently than any 
other interest, being present on 18 coordinating 
mechanisms established for forestry. This 
represents 58 percent of all such entities. 
Following industry representation closely are 
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public agency interests (e.g., USDA-Forest 
Service, state forestry departments) which 
formally participate in 52 percent of all such 
coordinating mechanisms (Table 6). 

Table 6. 	 Repre.entatlon on formel fore.try coordinating 
mechanl.m. of .tate government., by frequency and 
average number per mechanl.m. 1989. 

Composite 
- Represented  Index of 
Percent Average Repre-

Affiliation ofnme Number sentetlon 

Public Fo ....t Managers 52 3.88 1.00 
Forest Industry 58 2.72 0.82 
Citizen Members 39 3.41 0.69 
Academic and Research 

Personnel 42 1.84 0.40 
Fish and Wildlife Managers 45 1.35 0.32 
Local Elected Officials 10 5.33 0.28 
Agricultural Agencies 35 1.36 0.25 
Legislators 10 4.66 0.24 
Landowner Associations 26 1.37 0.19 
Envlronmentel Groups 29 1.11 0.17 
Trade Associations 19 1.50 0.15 
Soil and Water Dlstrleta 26 1.12 0.15 
Fore.. Land Management 

Agencies 13 2.00 0.14 
Private Fore .. Owners 6 2.00 0.06 
Sporting Groups 10 1.00 0.05 
Stete Conservation Agencies 6 1.50 0.05 
Llveatock Industry 6 1.50 0.05 
Pollution Control Agencies 6 1.00 0.03 
Society of American Foresters 6 1.00 0.03 
Departments of EducaUon 6 1.00 0.03 
Office of the Governor 6 1.00 0.03 
Forestry Consultents 6 1.00 0.03 
Stete Planning Agencies 3 1.00 0.02 

Publicly employed fish and wildlife managers 
and persons from academic and research 
organizations are common to 45 and 42 percent 
of all forestry coordinating entities, respectively. 

Interest representation assessed via a composite 
index presents a somewhat different picture. 
Index is the product of the average number of 
individuals representing a particular interest and 
the frequency with which that group exists on a 
forestry coordinating entity, ordinally ranked 
with a maximum value of one (Table 6). 

Public forest managers have the highest indexed 
rating of representation of any group. Forest 
industry representatives and citizen members 

are, respectively, the second and third most 
represented groups. Researchers, scientists and 
other academicians are fourth, although their 
composite rating of representation is only 40 
percent of the value for public forest managers. 
Similarly, fish and wildlife managers (the fifth 
most represented organization) have a rating 
approximately one-third that of public forest 
managers. 

Environmental, sporting and conservation 
groups, often perceived as having more than 
average influence over the use and management 
of forests, are very modestly represented on 
formal forestry coordinating bodies. 

Only two ofthe 31 states having formal forestry 
coordinating mechanisms use public election 
processes for determining membership on their 
board or commission. All others. rely on 
appointment processes typically involving the 
Governor, although a few states delegate 
appointment authority to the state forester or to 
other heads of state natural resource agencies. 
One state entrusts appointment authority to its 
University's Board of Regents. The term of 
individuals appointed to a forestry coordinating 
entity typically is four years, although terms may 
be as short as two years or as long as nine. 

Most state foresters (79 percent) indicate 
satisfaction with the membership composition of 
formal forestry coordinating entities. Of those 
expressing concern, such concern typically is 
with the narrow nature of interest representation 
on the coordinating mechanism. 

This sentiment is not uniformly expressed by all 
state foresters. One suggests that the 
membership of the state's formal coordinating 
mechanism be reduced in size and that special 
interests currently represented be eliminated. 
Another state forester expressed dissatisfaction 
with the level of forestry knowledge of members 
on the state coordinating board, believing that 
future appointments should be individuals that 
have generous knowledge of forestry and forest 
resource issues. 

Formal forestry coordinating mechanisms serve 
a variety of functions within state government, 
the most common of which is coordinating the 
development of statewide forest policies (Table 
7). Seventeen (55 percent) are viewed by state 
foresters as playing a role in oversight and 
evaluation of forestry programs, whereas 
approximately half of the coordinating entities 
are viewed as involved in the development of 

Mlnnesote Agricultural Experiment Stetlon 8 



Coordination of Fore.t Resource Pollcl .. and Program. 

long range or strategic forestry plans for their 
state. 

Four states use their coordinating mechanism to 
guide regulation of forestry practices of private 
forest and owners, while three use such entities 
as a forum from which state forestry officials can 
discuss forestry issues and share information of 
mutual concern. Two states have formal forestry 
coordinating mechanisms that take a major role 
in budget development, and one state uses its 
forestry coordinating mechanism for the 
appointment of the state forester. 

rable 7. 	 Primary tunct/ona ot tormel toreatry 
coordinetillfl mechan/ama of atat. 
governmenta.19B9. 

Function Number Proportion 
of State. (percent) 

Policy and Program 
Development 18 58 

Program Oversight and 
Eveluatlon 17 55 

Long Range and Strategic 
Planning 16 48 

Program Evaluation 10 31 
Regulation of Private 

Forestry 4 14 
Information Sharing 3 10 
Fiscal and Budget 

Development 2 7 
State Fore.ter Appointment 1 3 

Twenty-six of the state foresters involved in 
states with formal forestry coordinating 
mechanism indicated that even if given the 
authority to do so, they would not change the 
major functions and duties of their board or 
commission. Such can be perceived as a 
measure of the success of these coordinating 
mechanisms. 

The means by which a coordinating mechanism 
is created has substantial influence on its 
primary functions. For example, of the 18 formal 
coordinating mechanisms given authority for 
statewide development of forest resources 
policies, all but two are creations resulting from 
legislation enacted by their state legislatures. 
Similarly, all four coordinating entities with 
regulatory responsibilities are a product of 
legislative action. 

When they have been established, however, by 
informal agreements among state forestry 
leaders, only two of the seven formal 
coordinating mechanisms have been assigned 
coordination of state forest policy development 
as a primary responsibility. Alternatively, most 
entities created by informal agreements provide 
coordinating functions that are less visible. These 
functions include program coordination, 
strategic and long range planning, program 
oversight and information sharing. 

ACCOUNTABILITY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Formal forestry coordinating mechanisms are 
accountable to a variety of entities. More than 
one-third of the responding state foresters (12 
states) indicated their coordinating entity 
reported to the director or other administrative 
leader of the state's lead forestry agency, or to 
the head of a state's natural resources 
department. Nine state foresters indicated that 
formal coordinating mechanisms were 
accountable directly to the governor, while 
seven indicated that the state legislature asserted 
such control. In three states, control is shared, 
typically between the governor and the 
legislature. 

Four state foresters indicated that their state's 
respective formal coordinating mechanisms 
were not directly accountable to any particular 
individual or unit of government. Such was 
rather unexpected, since the function of 
coordinating mechanism in these four specific 
states is not just advisory in nature, but rather 
includes coordination of statewide forest policy 
development. 

Twenty-eight of the 31 responding state 
foresters of states with formal coordinating 
mechanisms cited their respective mechanisms 
as being either somewhat effective or very 
effective in coordinating forestry activities in 
their state (split equally between the two 
responses). In two of the states the formal 
forestry coordinating entities were viewed as 

. somewhat ineffective in accomplishing their 
objectives. Only one state forester was of the 
opinion that the state's formal coordinating 
mechanism was very ineffective. 

When asked to judge the usefulness of formal 
coordinating mechanisms to various individuals 
and organizations in a state, the foresters 
identified state forestry officials as receiving 
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Tabl.B. 	 Stat. for••t.r perception of the 
us.fulne•• of formal forestry 
coordinating mecheni.m. to varlou. 
organizations. 1989. 

Degree of 
AHUJatlon U••fuln•••• 

Stata For.stry OHlclals 3.40 
Coordinating Mechanl.m M.mbers 3.13 
Coordinating Mechanl.m StaH 3.05 
State Lagl.lator. 2.96 
Forest Landown.r Associations 2.96 
OffIce of the Gov.rnor 2.96 
For.st Industry 2.90 
Fed.rel Foreetry OHlclels 2.88 
Conaervatlon Organizations 2.69 
Other State Ag.ncl.s 2.5B 
County For.stry OHlclals 2.38 
Environmental Organizations 2.27 

• SC8Ie: 4-very useful. 3-somewhat useful. 2-lImited 
usefulness, and 1-nol useful. 

substantial benefit from a formal coordinating 
mechanism (Table 8). 

Other groups and individuals were also 
perceived as placing relatively high value on the 
existence of formal forestry coordinating 
mechanisms. Those cited included the members 
and the staff of the coordinating entity, forest 
landowner associations, the state legislature and 
the office of the governor. 

Environmental organizations and county forestry 
officials were perceived by state foresters as 
being the most pessimistic about the usefulness 
state forestry coordinating entities. 

Coordinating mechanisms that have as their 
primary function the coordination of policy 
development in a state are perceived by state 
foresters as being more effective in such a role 
than when performing other functions. All but 
four of the 14 state foresters who perceived 
their coordinating mechanisms as being very 
effective had mechanisms with that as their 
primary function. 

There was no equally clear link between 
coordinating entities perceived as very effective 
and the specific individuals or groups that such 
entities report to. However, in all instances 
where forestry coordinating entities were 
perceived as either somewhat or very 

ineffective, the coordinating entity was not 
directly accountable to any particular individual 
or organization. 

IMPACT ON FOREST OWNERSHIPS 

Certain forest ownerships are impacted more by 
the activities and actions of a state's formal 
coordinating entity than others (Table 9). In the 
opinion of state foresters, the use and 
management of state forests is influenced by the 
actions of coordinating bodies more than any 
other ownership category. 

Forest land owned by the federal government 
(National Forest System and other federal 
landowners such as the USDI-Bureau of Land 
Management) were perceived by state foresters 
as being least affected by state coordinating 
entities. Such is partly due to the limited ability 
of state government actions to influence policies 
guiding the use and management of federal 
lands. 

T.bI.9. 	Sta,. Forestry Coordinating 
Mechen/am InRuence on the Forestry 
Actlvlt"s of Forestland Owner. as 
Perc.lved by S,.,. Forest.,., by 
Own.rshlp Category. 1989. 

Degree of 
Ownership Category Influence· 

State Fores .. 3.26 
Prlvete Nonindustrial For.sts 2.84 
Prlvat. Industrial Foreats 2.42 
County/Munlclpal Forests 2.23 
National Foresta 1.84 
Other F.d.ral For.sts 1.63 

• Scale: 4-hlgh, 3-medium, 2-low, 1-none. 

MAJOR FORMAL COORDINATING 
MECHANISMS 

The form and function of formal mechanisms 
used by states to coordinate forest resource 
policies and programs is richly diverse. 
However, four general categories can be 
discerned, namely: forestry boards, forestry 
commissions, forestry councils, and forestry 
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committees (Table 10). General characteristics 
can be commonly associated with each of these 
categories. 

FORESTRY BOARDS 

Of eight states using boards for forestry 
coordination, six are located in western or 
southwestern United States. While forestry is the 
primary focus of such boards, frequently they 
are also responsible for nonforestry activities. 

While half the forestry boards deal exclusively 
with forestry matters, an equal number deal with 
subjects concerning statewide natural resource 
coordination or with matters concerning state 
land use and management interests generally 
(coordinating mechanisms often referred to as 
"land boards"). Three of the boards playa major 
function in regulating the forestry activities of 
private landowners. 

Averaging just under eight persons, the number 
of members serving on boards used to 
coordinate forest programs and policies is the 
smallest of the four general categories of 
coordinating mechanisms. This board type also 
includes both of the state coordinating entities 
to which members may be popularly elected 
rather than appointed. 

All eight of the forestry boards identified were 
created by action of the state legislature. And 
while the reasons for their existence differs, in 
only one state was there apparently no 
particular event or issue that precipitated a 
boards' establishment. In terms of their 
accountability, four state boards report directly 
to the governor, one reports to the state 
legislature, and one reports to the department 
head overseeing state forestry programs. 

All but one of the forestry boards are viewed by 
state foresters as being quite effective in terms 
of developing and coordinating statewide forest 
policies and programs. The two land boards that 
deal with forestry issues as part of a broader 
mandate are perceived as fairly ineffective in 
providing coordination leadership, possibly 
because they are not accountable to any 
particular entity. 

COMMISSIONS 

Seven states have chosen to establish forestry 
commissions. All of these states are located in 
southern and southeastern United States. 
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Table 10. Ma/or Formal Coordinating Mechan/ama for State 

Foreatry Programa and Pollc/ea, by Selected 

Character/at/ca. 1989. 


Characteristic Board Commlulon Council Committee 

Number of States Using 8 7 7 9 
Average Size 7.75 9.43 13.6 14.11 
Method of Selection AlE A A A 
Means of Creation L L L lila 
Predominant Accountability G L C C 
Primary Functions Pd Pd PI PI,D 
Relative Effectiveness 2nd 1st 2nd 3rd 
Influence on Ownerships 2nd 1st 4th 3rd 

Key: A-Appointed, E-Elected, L-Laglslature, la-Informal Agreements, 
G-Governor, C-Oepartment Head, Pel-Policy Development, PI-Long-Range 
and/or StrategiC PIaMIng, and D-Dlscusslon or Forestry Issues. 

The membership of forestry commissions is 
slightly larger than that of forestry boards, 
averaging just over nine members per 
commission. All commission members are 
appointed, their average term being just over six 
years-the longest average term of appointment 
of the major categories of formal coordinating 
mechanism. None of the seven commissions 
have member appointments of less than five 
~ears. The longest appointment, for nine years, 
IS also the longest to any forestry coordinating 
entity. 

As with forestry boards, all forestry commissions 
were created by legislative action. All but one 
were the results of occurrences of a major 
forestry issue. Two forestry commissions report 
to both the governor and the legislature. One 
commission has no direct accountability. 

Functionally, seven of the eight forestry 
commissions have forest policy development 
and long range and strategic planning as a 
primary responsibility. Program evaluation and 
overview is also a significant function for five of 
the commissions. Four commissions focus 
strictly on the coordination of state forestry 
programs. Both formal coordinating mechanisms 
that are involved in fiscal development and 
management of state forest activities are forestry 
commissions. 

Forestry commissions are perceived by state 
foresters to be the most effective of the four 
categories of formal coordinating mechanisms. 
Four of seven state foresters involved with 
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commissions view commissions as a very 
effective means of coordinating the 
development and implementation of forest 
policies in their state. The other three state 
foresters involved with forestry commissions 
view them as somewhat effective. 

COUNCILS 

Seven states, all located in Eastern United States, 
use forestry councils as forestry coordinating 
mechanisms. Their size tends to be substantially 
larger than commissions or boards, averaging 
over 13 members per council. This compares to 
an average 7.75 members for boards and 9.43 
for commissions. Council member numbers are, 
however, quite variable, ranging from five to 25 
members. 

Although states with forestry councils appoint 
council members, not all have designated terms 
for membership. Of those that do, the average 
length of service is just under four years. 

All seven forestry councils were created by 
legislative action. Unlike nearly all forestry 
boards or commissions, however, the enabling 
legislation for three councils was not a response 
to a specific forestry or natural resource issue. 
Only two councils were established in response 
to an important environmental issue. The other 
two were established as a result of legislative 
studies conducted in their respective states. 

The majority of forestry councils are accountable 
to state natural resource department heads, 
although two report to the legislature and one to 
the governor. 

As a group, councils are less involved in 
coordinating the development of statewide 
forest policy than are forestry boards or 
commissions. Only three councils are charged 
with doing so. More typical is a council's role in 
providing program oversight and evaluation-a 
function recognized by five of the seven forestry 
councils. Long range and strategic planning is 
also a major function common to four forestry 
councils. 

Forestry councils are perceived to be equally 
effective as forestry boards in coordinating state 
forest policies and programs. Two state foresters 
indicated that forestry councils are very 
effective, while state foresters in the other five 
states with councils perceive such coordinating 
mechanisms as somewhat effective. However, 

given the often less visible role of forestry 
councils relative to boards in terms of 
accountability and function, perceived 
effectiveness may have more to do with what is 
expected rather than their actual role as a 
coordinator of policies and programs. 

Of the four categories of formal coordinating 
mechanisms, forestry councils are perceived 
least effective in influencing land management 
practices on forest land within a state. 

COMMITTEES 

Nine states have formal forestry committees, 
making that the most common of the four 
categories of formal coordinating mechanisms. 
Forestry committees are also probably the most 
diverse in form and function. 

Membership in formal forestry committees 
averages over 14, making it the largest among 
the four categories. The range in sizes is broad, 
with three states having only eight member 
committees while another has as many as 30 
members. All states appoint members to their 
forestry committee. Few have designated terms. 

In contrast to boards, commissions or councils
all of which were established by state law~nly 
two committees were legislatively established. 
Seven of the nine forestry committees were 
established by informal agreements involving the 
state forester and other forestry leaders within a 
state. 

In part because of the way in which they were 
established, none of the nine forestry 
committees report to the legislature or the 
governor. Nearly all report in an advisory 
capacity to a state environmental or natural 
resources department head. Two forestry 
committees are accountable to no particular 
entity. Also in contrast to boards, commissions 
or councils, forestry committees typically lack 
any specific or significant event that resulted in 
their establishment. 

Forestry committees vary considerably in terms 
of functions, ranging from being responsible for 
development of forest policies to being simply a 
forum within which important forestry issues can 
be discussed. 

Forestry committees generally deal less with 
policy development than boards, commissions 
or councils. They tend to serve as a means of 

Mlnne.ota Agricultural Experiment Station 12 



Coordination of FOrMt Resource Policies and Programs 

bringing various forestry interests within a state 
together to discuss forestry matters of mutual 
concern. 

Interestingly, each of the three state foresters 
expressing a desire to modify the function and 
expand the authority oftheir coordinating 
bodies utilize forestry committees. They cite an 

interest in enhancing committee ability to 
influence the coordination of statewide forest 
policies and programs. In part, this desire reflects 
state forester attitude toward the effectiveness 
of forestry committees-they were rated the least 
effective formal mechanism for coordinating 
forest policies and programs. 

COORDINATION BY POLICY STATEMENTS, PLANNING 
PROGRAMS, INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND RELATED 
MECHAN~MS____________________________ 

Formal mechanisms are by no means the only 
manner in which state governments attempt to 
coordinate the development and 
implementation of forest policies and programs. 
States also use formal policy statements, 
statewide forest planning programs, resource 
information systems, interagency agreements, 
agency reorganization, and informal 
communication. Consider the nature and 
effectiveness of these approaches. 

FORMAL POLICY STATEMENTS 

Formal statements of policy are often used by 
states to focus an agency's mission or activities. 
These statements typically lack the specificity 
associated with more detailed program 
documents. They focus instead on large 
concepts and visionary direction. 

Policy statements affecting forestry programs at 
the statewide level originate from a variety of 
sources within state government. In addition to 
the state forester, policy statements frequently 
emanate from the governor, the legislature, and 
the heads of state agencies that are responsible 
for environmental and natural resources policy 
generally. 

Formal policy statements are commonly used to 
provide direction and coordination for state 
forestry programs, and all but two states have 
such statementS. There are 22 states with 
statements that originate from more than one 
source (Table 10). 

By far, statewide forest management plans are 
the most common source of policy statements 

used to guide the direction of state forestry 
programs. Although statewide in nature, these 
plans often include both comprehensive 
strategic direction for forestry as well as more 
detailed programmatic direction. Formal 
statements issued by the head of a state's 
natural resource department are the second 
most common type of formal policy statement 
used to coordinate and direct forestry programs. 

STATEWIDE FOREST PLANNING 

Statewide forest planning activities can be an 
important means of coordinating forest policies 
and programs both within and among various 

Table 10. Frequency 01 formal policy 
statement. used to coordinate state 
fo,..st policies and pmgrems, by tvI» 
of statement. 1989. 

Number of 
Type of Policy Statement Stat.. 

Statewide Forest Management Plan 22 
Departmental-Level Statement 17 
State In State bw· 11 
Governor's Office Statement 4 
Depertment-Level Strategic Plan 2 
Statewide Comprehensive Resource Plan 1 
Lack of Clearly Identifiable Formal Policy 

Statements 2 

• Seven states carry out coordination activities In 
concert with a policy statement contained In a state 
environmental policy act. 
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levels of government (pearsall 1984). Gray and 
Ellefson (1987) found that such activities 
frequently were a major reason for improved 
coordination and communication among various 
forestry organizations operating within a state. 

Every state coordinates state forestry programs 
with plans established for other purposes, 
although in general the degree of coordination 
is viewed as quite modest by state foresters 
(Table 11). State foresters agree that only when 
considering matters of surface water quality are 
state forestry programs coordinated more than 
moderately with broader nonforestry programs. 
Coordination with state population and growth 
plans are viewed as subject areas to which forest 
policies and programs are least coordinated. 

rable 11. CoordlMUon of statewide economic and environmental 
plans with stat. forastry programs, by type of economic 
and environmental plan. 1989. 

Stete. Degree of 
Indicating Fore.try Program 

Statewide Plan for Coordination with Coordination with· 

Surface Water Quality 45 2.11 
Fish and Wildlife 45 1.67 
Outdoor Recraatlon 45 1.14 
Air Quality 39 1.62 
Land Use 27 1.52 
Groundwata, Quality 39 1.51 
Stetawlde Environmental 22 1.50 
Economic Development 41 1.49 
Population and Growth 20 1.10 

• Key: 3-hlgh, 2-rnoderate, end 1-low. 

RESOURCE INFORM AT/ON SYSTEMS 

Information management systems are an 
increasingly popular method of enhancing 
coordination among and within organizations. 
Forty-three state foresters indicated that their 
organizations either maintain or participate in a 
forest resource information system. Information 
included in such systems is diverse: statewide 
forest inventory (included 95 percent of time), 
forest products production data (70 percent), 
forest utilization inventory (63 percent), forest 
soils and erosion data (30 percent), forest 
wildlife and habitat data (26 percent), forest 
recreation data (23 percent), and forest road 
inventories (16 percent). 

While most states maintain a forest resource 
information system, slightly fewer than three out 
of every ten (14 states) link such systems to a 
larger statewide natural resource or 
environmental information system. Of those 
that do, the majority (10 states) consider the link 
to be at least somewhat or very important as a 
means of encouraging coordination among 
programs and organizations. 

Four state foresters were not enamored with 
information systems as a means of fostering 
coordination. One indicated that such linkages 
were of little or no benefit to resource 
management and planning activities. 

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS 

Interagency agreements are also a method of 
facilitating coordination. They usually specify 
detailed organizational responsibly for a 
particular task (e.g., fire prevention and 
protection). All but one state forester indicated 
use of interagency agreements to formalize 
responsibilities and coordination among 
organizations commonly dealt with. Twenty , 
state foresters indicated such agreements to be 
very effective; and 25 others viewed then as at 
least somewhat effective in accomplishing 
programs and policy coordination goals. In only 
3 states were they perceived as being somewhat 
ineffective. No state considered them to be very 
ineffective. 

State foresters were asked to identify the three 
organizations or programs areas with which their 
organization has the most interagency 
agreements (Table 12). Of those specified, the 
USDA-Forest Service was by far the most 
frequently mentioned, identified by 44 state 
foresters. 

Other federal agencies, such as the USDI-Bureau 
of Land Management, the USDI-National Park 
Service, and the u.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, were the second most commonly 
mentioned group. A relatively small number of 
states (22 states) acknowledged coordination 
agreements with state fish and wildlife 
organizations. 

AGENCY RfORGANIZAT/ON 

Nineteen state foresters indicated that resource 
or environmental agencies had been 
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rable 12. Frequency of formal Interagency 
agre.ment. entered Into by state 
toreatry organization., by ty". of 
program or orr/an/zatlan. 1989. 

Number of 
Organization or Program Type Stat.s· 

Fed.ral Ag.ncles 
USDA-Forest S.rvlce 44 
USDI-Flsh .nd Wildlife S.rvlc. 5 
Oth.r Fed.ral Agencl.s 26 

State Fish .nd Wildlife 22 
Surfac. Water Qu.llty 14 
Local Forastry Agencl.s 7 
P.rks .nd Tr.lIs 6 
Education and R ....rch 5 
SoIl Conaervatlon Org.nlzatlona 4 
State .nd Loc.1 Org.nlzatlona 4 
Air Qu.llty 4 
Ground W.ter Qu.llty 3 
Mln.rala 1 
Prlvat. Con..rv.tlon Groups 1 
Rur.1 Fire Protection Departments 1 

• Each state listed Ihree program areBS or 
organlzaUons. 

reorganized in their states within the past ten 
years. Of those indicating so, the majority (14 
states) were of the opinion that reorganization 

Coordination of For.st R••ource Pollcl.s and Programs 

was only somewhat effective as a means of 
achieving better coordination of forest policies 
and programs. One state forester judged 
reorganization to have been a very effective 
means of promoting coordination, while four 
were of the opinion that reorganization was an 
ineffective tool for doing so. 

INFORMAL COMMUNICATION 

Coordination is not always an activity exclusive 
to formal administrative mechanisms. In fact, 
informal communication can be a significant, if 
not the dominant, means by which organizations 
coordinate programs and policies in which they 
have a mutual interest. Examples are agency 
newsletters, shared staff meetings, and informal 
discussion amongst the staffs of organizations 
having a common interest in a policy or 
program. 

Of the 50 state foresters, 44 indicated that 
informal communication is either the primary 
means (or a significant component) of 
coordinating state forest policies and programs. 
Thirteen of these 44 indicated informal 
communication to be the primary means of 
achieving forestry coordination in their state. 
Only five state foresters (10 percent) indicated 
that informal communication had little or no 
influence on program coordination efforts. 

COORDINATING MECHANISMS: CASE EXAMPLES 


The role of coordination in the administration of 
state forest resource policies and programs can 
be better understood by reviewingcoordinating 
mechanisms in specific states. Case studies of 
formal coordinating mechanisms in four states 
were undertaken. These covered the California 
State Board of Forestry, Georgia Forestry 
Commission Board, Florida Forestry Council, 
and Wisconsin Board of Natural Resources. 

Among the criteria used to select the subjects 
for these case studies were: their coordinating 
mechanism is perceived as effectively 
accomplishing objectives as they relate to 
coordination of forest policies and programs of 
state governments; the mechanism involves 
multiple policy areas (e.g., forestry, water quality, 
environmental policy); the mechanism serves 
multiple functions (e.g., budget development, 

policy development) and involves multiple 
agency responsibilities; and the mechanism is 
unique in organization and in responsibilities 
and has potential to offer experiences that can 
be applied elsewhere. 

CALIFORNIA STATE BOARD OF 
FORESTRY 

Established by state law in response to concerns 
over timber harvesting, the California State 
Board of Forestry is California's primary 
mechanism for coordinating the development 
and implementation of state administered forest 
policies and programs. 

Since its establishment more than 100 years ago, 
the Board's coordinating responsibilities have 
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expanded tremendously. It now plays a major 
policy role in activities such as licensing 
professional foresters, regulating privately 
prescribed forestry practices, forestry research 
coordination, forest resource planning and 
assessment, urban forestry program 
development, and general public education on 
matters concerning forest resources (California 
State Board of Forestry 1990). 

MEMBERSHIP 

Nine individuals compose the California Sate 
Board of Forestry. Three are required to be 
representatives of the forest products industry 
and one a representative of the range livestock 
industry. The other five members represent the 
public at large, and they cannot represent a 
particular interest or constituency in California, 
nor can they have any direct financial interest in 
the state's timberlands. 

The Board's two officers, the chair and vice 
chair, are appointed by the governor and fellow 
board members, respectively. All members of 
the Board are appointed by the Governor to 
serve for four years, subject to confirmation by 
the state Senate. The appointments are 
expected to be based on an individual's 
educational and professional qualifications as 
well as on general knowledge of, interest in, and 
experience with problems relating to watershed 
management, forest management practices, fish, 
wildlife and range management, forest 
economics and land use planning. 

The board members' terms are staggered to 
protect against a one-time complete change in 
the board's membership. Either two or three 
new members are appointed in any given year. 
While no individual term can last longer than 
four years, board members can be reappointed. 
Geographic balance among board members is 
not required by law, nor is it typically a 
significant consideration when making board 
member appointments (California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection 1988, California 
State Board of Forestry 1990, Cromwell 1990). 

ADMINISTRATION 

The California State Board of Forestry carries out 
its responsibilities via the state's Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (Figure 1). The latter 
is the state's lead state agency for forestry 
programs, and its director is responsible for 

implementing policies and programs established 
by the Board. 

The Board employs both an executive officer 
and full-time support staff (Figure 2). Prior to 
1977, the director of the Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection served as administrator for 
the Board. As an employee of the Board, the 
executive officer now serves as the Board's chief 
administrator and is responsible for overall 
operation and execution of all Board activities, 
including the administration of a $400,000 
annual operating budget. 

Although no longer having direct administrative 
responsibility for the Board, the state forester, 
who is the director of the Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection, serves an important 
liaison function between the Board and the 
Department. The state forester also attends all 
Board meetings, serving in an ex officio capacity 
(Cromwell 1990). 

Assisting the executive officer in carrying out 
Board of Forestry responsibilities is a full-time 
assistant executive officer, a governmental 
program analyst, a management services 
technician, clerical support, and a number of 
student interns. Though supporting the Board in 
a variety of capacities, the primary focus of the 
staff is administration of the Board's fire 
protection, forest practice, forest assessment, 
and professional forester licensing 
responsibilities. 

The Board also receives direct staff support from 
the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, 
especially on matters concerning Board 
regulatory and policy development activities 
(California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection 1988, Cromwell 1990). 

California state law does not require the Board 
to meet at specified intervals, relying instead on 
the Board's discretion to determine how often it 
should convene. On average, the Board meets 
monthly for two-day sessions, 11 months of the 
year. Approximately half of its meetings occurr 
at its headquarters in Sacramento, California. 

The remaining meeting are held at outstate 
locations. Because the Board often conducts five 
to six field trips per year in conjunction with its 
meetings, outstate meetings are often held at 
the Department's regional forestry operation 
centers. State officials indicate that because all 
state Forestry Board meetings are open to the 
public, accessibility is a primary consideration in 
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determining the location of meetings (State of 	 generate public interest and support on matters 
California 1988, Cromwell 1990). 	 considered important to the future of the state's 

forests and rangelands, especially with regards 
to their long term sustainability. To accomplish 

OPERATION this, the State Board of Forestry is charged with 
executing the following responsibilities 

The California State Board of Forestry was (California Department of Forestry and Fire 
established to provide policy leadership and to Protection 1988): 

Figure 1. Ce/iforn/a Depattment of Forestry end Fire Protection (Source: Celifom/a Department of Forestry and Fire Protection). 
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Rgure 2. California State Board of Forestry (Source: Califomia State Board of Forestry). 
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• 	 Represent the state's interest in the 
acquisition and management of state forests. 

• 	 Manage all state interests in federal land 
matters pertaining to forestry. 

• 	 Protect the interests of California's private 
forest lands. 

• 	 Establish and maintain adequate forest policy 
for the state. 

In addition to these broad charges, the Board 
also has authority over the development of 
policies that guide management and operation 
of the Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection. This responsibility is exercised over 
the following Departmental program areas: 
regulation of private and state forestry practices, 
licensing of professional foresters, wildfire 
prevention and control, forest improvement, 
vegetative management, forest pest and disease 
control, hardwood management and protection, 
research planning and evaluation, resource 
assessment and policy analysis, urban forestry, 
and public education. For each of these program 
areas, the Board develops general policies and 

guidelines that, in turn, are implemented via 
specific programs administered by the 
Department (Paulus 1990, California State Board 
of Forestry 1990). 

The Board of Forestry relies on committees to 
accomplish its responsibilities. These include 
three working committees established by the 
Board and composed of Board members, and 
five citizen advisory committees established by 
state law to advise the Board. Committee 
responsibilities include the licensing of 
professional foresters, development of statewide 
wildfire protection policies, promulgation and 
enforcement of rules concerning forestry 
practices on privately owned forest lands, 
development of range management policies, 
and review and coordination of state interest in 
proposed forestry and forestry related laws. 

Of the five statutory advisory committees, the 
Board's three district technical advisory 
committees (coastal, northern, and southern) 
play an especially important role in coordinating 
forestry interests important to state government. 
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Established by state law and charged with 
presenting coordinated local interests in forestry 
issues to the California Board of Forestry, each 
district advisory committee has nine members. 
The composition mimics the Board's 
membership (i.e., three from the forestry 
products industry, one the from range and 
livestock industry and five from the general 
public). The Board appoints those members after 
considering each candidate's knowledge of 
forestry and related natural resource issues. Each 
Committee is staffed by the Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection, and meets 
approximately six times per year (State of 
California 1983, Cromwell 1990). 

District technical advisory committees often 
serve as regional forest practice extensions of 
the California State Board of Forestry. Their 
insights are often reflected in statewide policies 
adopted by the Board. For example, advisory 
committees play an important role in the 
development of forest practice regulations 
which ultimately become part of a statewide 
system of regulations managed by the Board 
(Henly and Ellefson 1986). 

By focusing on regional forest practice interests 
and concerns, district technical committees 
provide the Board with unique regional 
perspectives they might otherwise not receive. 
Although serving strictly in an advisory capacity, 
district technical advisory committees can playa 
key role in developing state forest policy (State 
of California 1983, Cromwell 1990). 

The California State Board of Forestry also plays 
a major role in setting strategic direction for the 
use and management of forests within the state. 
This is accomplished via the Board's periodic 
development of a policy statement, required by 
the California Forest and Rangeland Resources 
Assessment and Policy Act of 1977. The Act 
requires that the Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection periodically assess trends in the 
condition of the state's forests and rangeland 
resources, and identify current and potential 
issues concerning their use and management. 

Based on the Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection assessment, the Board develops a 
policy statement that specifies actions needed to 
address such issues (California Board of Forestry 
1990). Via the policy statement, the Board 
provides a major policy focus for the strategic 
management of the state's forest resources. 

The California State Board of Forestry also serves 

Coordination of Forest Re.ource Pollcle. and Program. 

important direct and indirect roles in the 
development and maintenance of state forestry 
programs. By periodically reviewing selected 
state forestry programs, the Board carries out 
active oversight of the effectiveness and 
efficiency of Department initiatives. The Board 
also reviews and provides input on all fiscal 
matters related to state forestry operations, 
including current and new Department budget 
initiatives. 

One of the Board's more important functions is 
coordinating, and at times providing support for, 
forest policies proposed to the state legislature. 
Although its influence is felt via the review of all 
forestry related legislative initiatives, the Board's 
major impact on proposed forestry laws often 
occurs through informal networking among key 
policy makers within the state. This networking 
is not a highly visible activity, but it is a 
significant means by which the Board influences 
the nature of laws directed to the use and 
management of forests (Cromwell 1990). 

The California State Board of Forestry also plays 
an active role in coordinating the activities of 
other state agencies that have an interest in 
forest land and range resources. This is 
especially evident in the area of forestry 
research, where state law explicitly designates 
the Board .as the lead organization responsible 
for reviewing and coordinating forestry research 
within the state. 

All state agencies are required to submit to the 
Board any plans for research dealing with 
forestry. Once such research is completed, the 
responsible agencies must report their research 
results back to the Board (California Department 
of Forestry and Fire Protection 1988). 

EFFECTIVENESS 

The executive director of the board and the 
director of the Department of Forestry and Fire 
protection generally view the State Board of 
Forestry as a very effective mechanism, both for 
coordinating the development of state forest 
policies and for the implementation of forestry 
programs which result from them. These officials 
believe this view is shared by a number of other 
officials that are closely associated with the work 
ofthe Board (Table 13). 

Despite their fairly high regard for the Board's 
coordinating activities, state forestry officials are 
of the opinion that the range of activities 
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addressed by the Board is not well known to the 
citizens of California. 

Because of its visible role in wildfire suppression, 
citizens often perceive the Board as exclusively 
involved in wildfire prevention and suppression. 
Similarly, even within the Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection and certain other state 
natural resource or environmental agencies, 
officials are of the opinion that the Board is 
often mistakenly perceived as only promulgating 
rules that regulate forestry practices on privately 
owned timberlands (Cromwell 1990). 

Table 13. EffecUvene•• ofcoordinating funcUon ofcalifornia'. 
.tate board of fora.try, a. pelce/ved to be viewed by 
vetlou • • tata off/c/a'., 0lflanlzaUon. and Int.,..t•• 191'. 

Organizational Affiliation Degree of Useful....-

Stata Legl.latora Somewhat U.eful 
OffIce of the Governor Very U.eful 
S.... Fore.try Official. VeryU.eful 
Federal Fore.try OffIcial. Very Useful 
County Fore.try Official. Limited Uufulne•• 
Fore.t Indu.try Very U.eful 
Fornt Landowner Association. Somewhat Useful 
Conurvatlon Organization. Somewhat U.eful 
Environmental Organization. Limited Uufulne•• 
Other State Agencle. Somewhat U.eful 
State Board of Fore.try Member. VeryU.eful 
State Board of Fore.try Staff VeryU.eful 

• Perceptions of the Chair, California State Board of Forestry, and Director, 
Department of Forestry and Are Protection. 

Perceptions by state forestry officials of Board 
effectiveness in coordinating forest use and 
management across different ownerships varies 
considerably. State, private industrial and 
nonindustrial forests are perceived by state 
forestry officials as being the most responsive to 
coordinating efforts of the State Board of 
Forestry. The Board is thought to have only a 
moderate degree of influence over forest land 
administered by the USDA-Forest Service, and a 
low degree of influence over other federally 
owned forest land (i.e., USDI-Bureau of Land 
Management, USDI-National Park Service). 

Although the California State Board of Forestry's 
role and authority over forest and range policy 
issues has broadened considerably in recent 

years, so to has the natural resource 
responsibilities of other boards, commissions 
and departments within California state 
government. In its recent policy statement, the 
Board of Forestry acknowledges the complex 
network of public agencies having responsibility 
for natural resources, including forest resources, 
within the state. As such, the Board concedes it 
cannot maintain direct control over all forest 
resource issues. 

Board policy statement also emphasizes that 
cooperative arrangements and relationships 
need to be developed and maintained to ensure 
that common concerns over forest resource 
management are appropriately addressed. 
Increased organizational coordination is viewed 
as playing an even greater future role in 
managing California's natural resources 
(California State Board of Forestry 1990). 

GEORGIA FORESTRY COMMISSION 
BOARD 

Development and coordination of state forest 
policies and programs in Georgia is the 
responsibility of the Georgia Forestry 
Commission. With a 1990 contingent of 890 
employees and a $40 million annual operating 
budget, the Commission manages and protects 
Georgia's state-owned forest lands; provides 
rural fire protection throughout the state; 
encourages proper management of Georgia's 
private forest lands; and develops and conducts 
forestry research (Georgia Forestry Commission 
1986 and 1989).1 

Established in 1949 by the Georgia State 
Legislature, the Forestry Commission represents 
the culmination of a number of administrative 
and organizational modifications designed to 
more effectively manage and protect Georgia's 
forests. 

Forestry management and protection was 
initially vested in a State Board of Forestry by the 
1925 Georgia legislature. Within six years, 
however, state government reorganization 
transferred the powers and duties of the board 

, In 1991, the Governor and General Assembly of Georgia 
redirected the efforts of the Forest Research and Wood 
Energy Unit of the Commission. The unit Is now identified as 
the UtIlization, Marketing and Economic Development 
Program. 
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to the Department of Forestry and Geological 
Development. 

In 1937, state forestry responsibilities were again 
transferred, this time to a newly created Division 
of Forestry within the Georgia Department of 
Natural Resources. Six years later, the Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources was 
reorganized into the Division of Conservation, 
containing a Department of Forestry granted all 
powers and duties formerly given the Division of 
Forestry. 

The last major change in responsibility for state 
forest resource management was the 1949 
establishment of the Forestry Commission. It 
assumed all duties of the Department of 
Forestry. For its first six years, operation of the 
Commission was overseen by the governor. In 
1955, the legislature established a governing 
board to provide policy direction and 
coordination for the Commission 
(Westmoreland 1990, Georgia Forestry 
Commission 1983). 

MEMBERSHIP 

The governing board of the Georgia Forestry 
Commission's consists of five persons appointed 
by the governor, subject to confirmation by the 
state senate. Members serve seven year terms, 
and can be reappointed to the Board by the 
governor under the same procedures used for 
the initial appointment (Westmoreland 1990). 
Each year, a chair of the Board is elected by its 
members. 

While Board members are not required by law 
to represent specific geographic regions of the 
state, all five members must have an affiliation 
with forestry. Three of the five are required to be 
owners (or representitives of owners) of at least 
50 acres of forest land within the state. The 
other two must represent the forest products 
manufacturing or processing sectors. 

Once appointed, all members are required to 
actively participate in the Board's activities. A 
member failing to attend three consecutive 
Board meetings without a valid excuse is 
removed from the Board by the chair (Georgia 
Forestry Commission 1983). 

ADMINISTRATION 

In most states, the entity responsible for 
coordinating state forest policies and programs 

CoordllUltlon of Fo....t Resource Pollcl .. and Prognams 

is separate from the state forestry organization 
responsible for carrying out state forest policies. 
This usually takes the form of an independent 
board, commission or council providing policy 
input to the administering forestry agency. 
Georgia is an exception. 

The Board of Commissioners and the Georgia 
Forestry Commission combine to serve as the 
coordinating body for developing statewide 
forest policies, and as the forestry organization 
responsible for implementing those policies 
(Figure 3). The Board of Commissioners serves 
as the coordinating body for the development of 
statewide forest policies, while implementation 
of those policies is accomplished by the 
Commission's director and staff. 

Appointed by the Board, the director of the 
Georgia Forestry Commission serves as 
executive secretary and administrative officer of 
the Board and the Commission. By state law, the 
Commission director, who is also the state 
forester, must hold at least a Bachelor of Science 
degree in forestry. 

The director's chief function is carrying out the 
policies and related responsibilities of the Board 
through the development and implementation 
of state forestry programs. Thus, the director 
serves as the liaison between the Board and the 
staff of the Commission. No other Commission 
staff are designated to work exclusively with the 
Board, although the director may request 
additional staff support when needed. 

Funding for the Board is limited. It consists only 
of board member per diem expenses, which are 
appropriated through the Commission's travel 
budget. 

State law does not require the Commission's 
Board to convene at a specified frequency, but 
the Board usually meets quarterly. The official 
headquarters of the Commission is in Macon, 
but Board meetings are frequently held at 
various locations throughout the state. In fact, 
the Board often meets at locations where its 
members can visit state forestry field operations 
(e.g., tree nurseries) (Westmoreland 1990). 

OPERATION 

The five member board of the Georgia Forestry 
Commission plays an important leadership role 
in the state's forestry community. It does so by 
assuming five primary responsibilities: 
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Figure 3. Georgia Forestry Commission (Source: Georgia Forestry Commission). 

GovernorI 	 I 

Board of CommissionersI 	 J 

DirectorI 	 I 

Deputy Dnc:tor--------1 	 J 

Forest Administration 	 Forest ProtectionI I 	 I I 

Reforestation 	 Forest ManagementI I 	 I II 	 I 

Information &Education 	 FIeld ServicesI I 	 I I 

IForest Research &Wood Energy • J 

.• Retitled to the Utilization, Marketing and Economic Development Program In 1991. 

• 	 Coordinate state forestry programs among the state. 

the various organizations involved in forestry 
 • 	 Produce and distribute, approximately at 
within Georgia. cost, sufficient quantities of high quality 

• 	 Develop and manage fiscal resources forest tree seedlings to meet reforestation 
necessary to carry out policies of the needs of landowners and others in the state. 
Commission. • 	 Provide technical assistance to timberland 

• Oversee and evaluate state forestry programs owners in multiple use forest land 
used to implement established policies. management and other forest management 

practices.• 	 Conduct long-range and strategic planning 
activities as related to forestry in Georgia. • Administer an urban forestry program 

promoting maintenance and expansion of• 	 Administer Georgia's forestry laws. 
trees in the urban environment. 

These general responsibilities are articulated • Promote wood as an alternative energy 
through ten major objectives of the Georgia source in the state. 
Forestry Commission: • 	 Provide for applied research related to the 

growth and utilization of forest products. 
• 	 Promote the state's forest economy by 

• 	 Conduct educational programs in all media conducting a coordinated forestry program 
areas to promote a better understanding ofdesigned to perpetuate and increase forest 
forest activities, values and benefits received resources in a manner that is environmentally 
from forests by the citizens of the state. compatible. 

• 	 Obtain and make available information • 	 Provide adequate forest protection for all 
concerning the state's forest resources. state and privately owned forest land within 
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• 	 Provide services or conduct any function of 
forest resources as provided by law. 

The primary role of the Commission's Board is 
to coordinate and develop major statewide 
forest policies (set forth in resolutions). The 
Board does not typically become involved in 
routine administrative matters. Exceptions are, 
for example, the sale of state-owned forest land 
which the Board must approve. 

The Commission's Board does not become 
involved in the detailed development of state 
forestry budgets, delegating to the director both 
that responsibility and its coordination with the 
executive branch. Budgets proposed by the 
director must, however, be approved by the 
Board. 

Because Georgia's Department of Natural 
Resources has a separate governing board, the 
Commission does not assume responsibility for 
coordination of other natural resource policies 
and programs (e.g., fisheries, wildlife, parks, 
recreation) unless such policies and programs 
are directly related to forestry (Westmoreland 
1990, Council of State Governments 1988). 

To better achieve its forestry objectives, the 
Georgia Forestry Commission has created a 
number of committees and councils advisory to 
either the Board or its director. While many in 
number, the principal councils and committees 
that provide direction and coordination on 
specific forestry issues are the Georgia Forestry 
Development Committee, the Georgia Forest 
Research Council, and the Urban Forestry 
Council. 

The Georgia Forestry Development Committee 
was established by the Commission's director to 
assist the Commission in identifying emerging 
forestry issues and to review the operation of 
Commission forestry programs. This 22 person 
committee represents a broad cross section of 
Georgia forestry interests, including public and 
private organizations that have interest in the 
state's forest policies and programs 
(Westmoreland 1990). 

The Committee serves two especially important 
purposes. It serves as a forum from which 
forestry interests can discuss the implementation 
of existing forestry programs, proposals for new 
forestry laws, and major social and 
environmental issues of potential concern to the 
state's forestry community. It also secures (via 
committee members) support for current or 
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proposed forest policies and programs. In the 
context of securing support, an outreach 
network has been developed by which local 
policy makers and other key interests are 
informed of Commission activities, and by which 
expanded support is secured for such activities 
(Westmoreland 1990). 

The Georgia Forestry Research Council was 
established by the state legislature in 1978. The 
Council serves as an adViSOry body to the 
Commission on the broad matters relating to 
forestry research, especially as they pertain to 
the Commission's research mandate to conduct, 
coordinate and promote forestry research; and 
to designate forestry research responsibilities to 
specific organizations. 

The Forestry Research Council has seven 
members appointed by the Governor and 
confirmed by the state Senate. Members serve 
terms ranging from one to seven years. State law 
requires the Council to meet with the director of 
the Commission twice annually (Georgia 
Forestry Commission 1983). 

In concert with the Commission's urban forestry 
program (established in 1967), the Georgia 
Forestry Commission created the Urban Forestry 
Council to promote the health of Georgia's 
urban forests (Georgia Forestry Commission 
1986, 1989). 

The Council uses techniques such as policy 
development, education, and technical support 
to promote and improve the quality of life in the 
state's urban areas. Council activities have 
included sponsorship of urban forestry 
conferences; awards to individuals, 
organizations and communities for work in 
urban forestry; assistance to local governments 
in establishing tree protection and land 
development ordinances; and certifying and 
providing continuing education of urban 
foresters and arborists. 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Both the Chair of the Commission's Board and 
the Commission's Director say that the 
governing board of the Georgia Forestry 
Commission is a very effective means of 
coordinating the development and 
implementation of state initiated forest policies 
and programs. When asked if modifications 
were needed in the way the Board or the 
Commission is currently structured or in the 
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nature of the duties they perform, these officials 
were of the opinion that changes were not 
necessary. 

As perceived by the Board's Chair and the 
Commission's Director, most other individuals or 
organizations within the Georgia forestry 
community also have a very positive attitude 
toward the Board's activities (Table 14). The 
governor, legislature and other state forestry 
officials were perceived as viewing the Board to 
be very effective in accomplishing stated 
objectives. 

Tabla 14. Effectlvena•• 01 coon:llnatlng function of tha gaorg/a 
to,..try comm'••/on board, a. ".rca/vad '0 be vlawad by 
varlou••"'a official., organization. and Inta,..t•• 1989. 

Organizational Afftllatlon Degree of U.efulna ..• 

Stata Legl.lator. VaryU.eful 
OffIce of tha Govarnor VeryU.eful 
State Forestry Official. Vary Useful 
fedaral fore.try Official. Somawhat U.eful 
County Forestry OffIcial. Vary Useful 
fore.t Industry Somawhat Useful 
Fore.t Landowner Aaaoclatlon. Somewhat Useful 
Con.ervatlon Orga.,lzatlon. Somawhat U.eful 
Environmental Organization. Limited U.efulne •• 
Othar State Agencla. Somawhat U.eful 

• Perceptions 0/ Chair, Georgia Forestry Commission Board, and Director, 
Georgia Forestry Commission. 

Only environmental organizations were 
perceived as viewing the Board to be of limited 
usefulness, possibly due to their lack of 
representation on the Board. While the 
governing Board of the Commission is well 
known within the state's forestry community, it 
is relatively unknown to the general public 
(Westmoreland 1990). 

In terms of the effectiveness of the 
Commission's Board in coordinating forest 
policies and programs emanating from various 
forest landowners, the Chair of the 
Commission's Board and the Director of the 
Commission view the Board as having 
considerable coordinating influence over most 
forest ownerships. The actions of the 
Commission are specifically perceived to have a 
high degree of coordinating influence over state, 

county and private nonindustrial forests (forest 
ownerships to which the Commission's policies 
are often targeted). 

The same officials view the Board as having only 
moderate coordinating influence over forest 
land that is owned and managed by the federal 
government (i.e., USDA-Forest Service) and by 
the state's wood-based industries. 

FLORIDA FORESTRY COUNCIL 

The Florida Forestry Council was established in 
1969. It has major responsibility for coordinating 
Florida's forest policies and programs. 

Prior to 1969, forest policy and program 
coordination was the responsibility of the Florida 
Board of Forestry, a coordinating entity that 
consisted of five governor-appointed members. 
It's major charge was to develop statewide 
policies for forestry. Policies and programs 
established by the Board were carried out by the 
state forester. Since the latter was an employee 
of the Board, the Board had direct authority over 
operation of all state forestry activities (Mikell 
1990). 

In 1969, the Florida electorate endorsed a new 
constitution that significantly changed the 
organization of state government. These 
changes included the administrative structure 
governing the development and implementation 
of state forest policies and programs. 

In the process of consolidating and restructuring, 
considerable debate emerged over the 
appropriate administrative location for the 
state's forestry programs. A resulting 
compromise created a new Division of Forestry 
within the Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services (latter being administered by 
one of seven elected, cabinet-level positions) 
(Mikell 1990). 

All policy making authority within the 
Department, including that of the Division of 
Forestry, was transferred to the Commissioner of 
Agriculture, eliminating need for the Florida 
Board of Forestry. However, with general 
agreement that communication and 
coordination between the Division and the 
state's forestry interests was important, in 1969 
the legislature created the Florida Forestry 
Council. The Council does not have the former 
Board of Forestry's policy making authority. 

Mlnnasota Agricultural Experiment Station 24 



Instead, its mission is to provide advice and 
counsel to the Division (Florida Statutes 1989, 
Mikell 1990). 

MEMBERSHIP 

The Florida Forestry Council has five members, 
each representing a specific forestry interests 
within the state. By law, the Council must 
include one member from each of the following: 
pulp and paper manufacturing industry, forest 
products industry, timber or timber products 
dealer, an individual forest landowner, and a 
statewide conservation organization whose 
interests lie in conservation and development of 
Florida's forest resources. 

Florida's Commissioner of Agriculture oversees 
administration of the state's Division of Forestry, 
and appoints Council members. When a Council 
vacancy occurs, the Commissioner appoints a 
new council member based on nominations 
submitted by any statewide organization whose 
interests include forestry. State law requires the 
Commissioner to consider at least two, but no 
more than three, nominations to each Council 
seat. Geographical representation is not 
required, but Council officials indicate that 
consideration is given to that factor. 

Council member terms are four years, with no 
limit on the number of times a member can be 
reappointed. State forestry officials indicate that 
most Council members are reappointed to 
several consecutive terms. In fact, one member 
has served on the Forestry Council since its 
inception 21 years ago (Florida Statutes 1989, 
Mikell 1990). 

ADMINISTRATION 

The Florida Forestry Council is one of 22 
advisory councils to the Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services (Figure 4). 
Organizationally, each of these councils is a 
separate advisory body that provides input to a 
specific program area within the Department. 
Although the Forestry Council technically 
interacts through the Commissioner's office, 
advice on state forestry matters is typically 
focused directly on the Division of Forestry. 

State law requires the Florida Forestry Council to 
meet annually. This meeting occurs on the first 
Monday in October, at which time council 
members elect a chair, vice chair and secretary 
for the coming year. In practice, however, the 

Coordination of Forest Resource Policies and Programs 

Council typically meets three to four times per 
year. 

All Council meetings, in addition to the annual 
October meeting, are classified "special~ and 
can be called at any time by the Council chair or 
upon written request by the majority of its 
members. While the official headquarters for the 
Florida Forestry Council is Tallahassee, the 
Council can choose to meet anywhere within 
the state. The Director of the Division of 
Forestry (state forester), in consultation with the 
Council chair, is responsible for establishing all 
meeting agendas. Proceedings of all meetings 
are maintained as public record by the Division 
of Forestry (Florida Statutes 1989, Mikell 1990). 

The Forestry Council does not have a separate 
budget to support its activities. All direct 
expenses associated with Council activities are 
appropriated from the Division of Forestry's 
annual operating budget (e.g., indirect expenses 
for special studies and reports, per diem and 
travel expenses for Council members up to a 
legislatively established maximum of $2,500 per 
year per member, and indirect expenses). 

The Council does not have a permanent staff. It 
relies on the Division Director to serve as liaison 
between the Council and the Division of 
Forestry. On an ad hoc basis, additional Division 
of Forestry staff may be requested by the 
Director to provide assistance to the Forestry 
Council (Florida Statutes 1989, Mikell 1990). 

OPERATION 

The Florida Forestry Council was established to 
coordinate policy and program advice to the 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Service's Forestry Division from various interests 
within Florida's forestry community. There are 
three specific components to its legislatively 
mandated mission: 

• 	 Advise, counsel and consult with the 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services, and with the director of the Forestry 
Division, on the promulgation, administration 
and enforcement of its laws and rules relating 
to forestry. 

• 	 Consider all matters submitted to it by the 
Department of Agriculture or the Division of 
Forestry. 

• 	 Offer suggestions and recommendations to 
the Department or to the Division of Forestry 
relating to changes in forestry laws or rules to 
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enhance their administrative or enforcement coordination of legislative proposals or with the 
effectiveness. coordination of Division's programs within or 

between departments. Such coordinating 
In addition to these primary responsibilities, the functions are deferred to the Department of 
Council can be asked, by the Department or the Agriculture and Consumer Affairs or to the 
Division of Forestry, to examine specific issues Division of Forestry. Similarly, the Council 
that affect the management or use of the state's typically does not become involved in 
forest resources (Florida Statutes 1989). coordinating policies to address natural resource 

issues that encompass other disciplines (e.g., 
The Forestry Council is not involved with the fisheries and wildlife management, parks and 

Figure 4. Rorlda Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (Source: Florida DIvision of Forestry). 
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recreation), except when an issue directly 
impacts forest resource management within the 
state. The Council also refrains from monitoring 
or evaluating day-to-day operation of the 
Division's programs. 

Only when a policy or program of the 
Department or the Division becomes particularly 
visible or controversial does the Forestry Council 
play an active role in providing advice to the 
Department (Mikell 1990). 

Minutes of recent Florida Forestry Council 
meetings indicate that the focus of the Council's 
activities is, indeed, on Division of Forestry 
policies and programs, and that the Council 
does serve primarily in an advisory capacity. 
Within this context, however, issues appearing 
on the Council's agenda vary tremendously. 

The Council plays an active role in discussing 
broad Division policies, and in reviewing and 
providing input to the Division on proposed 
legislation and forestry budgets. The Forestry 
Council also takes an active role in advising the 
Division on very specific issues such as types 
and prices of seedlings produced at the state 
owned tree nurseries; user fees for various 
activities on state forest lands; and Departmental 
use and management of specific capital 
equipment for forest management purposes 
(Florida Forestry Council 1988 and 1989). 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Florida's Forestry Council is generally perceived 
as an extremely effective mechanism for 
developing and implementing forestry programs 
and policies (Table 15). Forestry Division 
leadership expresses the opinion that if given the 
opportunity to change either the membership of 
the Councilor its major functions and duties, no 
changes would be made. 

The high level of regard for the Florida Forestry 
Council is held not only by the state's forestry 
officials, but is also perceived by those same 
officials as being the opinion of the state's major 
forestry interests. However, as is often the case 
with many formal coordinating mechanisms for 
state forestry, environmental organizations are 
viewed as seeing only limited usefulness for the 
Council in coordinating the forest policies and 
programs of state government. 

Unsurprisingly, officials within the state's 
Division of Forestry perceive the Council's 
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Table 15. Effectlvene•• ofcoordinating function of "orlde'. 
tore.try council, a. perceived to'" viewed by ver/oue 
etet. offlc/a/e, organiZlltione and Intere.,.. 1989. 

OrgenlZlltlonal Affiliation Degree of Usefulne..

State Leglsletors Unknown 
Ollice of the Governor Unknown 
S.... Forestry OffIclels VeryU..ful 
Federsl Forestry Ollicial. Unknown 
County Fore.try OffIcIal. Unknown 
Fore.t Industry VeryU..ful 
Foreat Landowner Auoclallons VeryU..ful 
Con..rvatlon Organization. Somewhat Useful 
Environmental Organization. Limited Useful .... 
Other S .... Agencies Unknown 
Fore.try Council Members Very Useful 
Foreetry Council Stell VeryU..ful 

• Percepllons of leadership with \he Florida Civilian of FOf8StIy. 

greatest coordinating influence to be over forest 
land that is owned and managed by the 
Division. Those officials believe the Council's 
actions impact the management and use of 
nonindustrial private forest lands to only a 
moderate degree. They see the Council as 
having virtually no impact on other forest 
ownerships (e.g., National Forests, and county 
and municipal forests). 

WISCONSIN NATURAL RESOURCES 
BOARD 

Coordination of state forest resource policies in 
Wisconsin is accomplished via the state's 
Natural Resources Board. Unlike most formal 
state forestry coordinating entities whose 
primary, if not exclusive, focus is state forestry 
matters, the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board 
serves as the policy coordinator for a number of 
resource and environmental areas in addition to 
forestry. 

In response to recommendations of an 
independent study commission regarding the 
organization of state government, the Board was 
established in 1967. As a state coordinating 
entity, the Board plays an important role in 
developing environmental protection and 
natural resource management policies for the 
state of Wisconsin (Christenson 1990, 
Wisconsin Statutes 1988). 
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MEMBERSHIP 

The Wisconsin Natural Resources Board has 
seven citizen memhers, none of which formally 
represent a particular interest or constituency. 
All members are appointed by the Governor for 
six year terms, with the advice and consent of 
the state Senate. Members are usually selected 
because of their knowledge of state 
environmental or natural resource issues, or 
because of their affiliation with a particular 
resource related organization that has an 
interest in such issues. 

To avoid wholesale turnover of the Board's 
membership in any given year, member terms 
are staggered, with either two or three members 
appointed every odd year. At its first meeting of 
each calendar year, the Board elects a chair, 
vice-chair and a Board secretary (Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources 1989, 
Wisconsin Statutes 1988, Christenson 1990). 

State law requires that at least three members of 
the Board represent the northern part of the 
state, and three members represent southern 
Wisconsin. The remaining Board member is 
appointed from the state at large. 

Wrnle there are no additional prerequisites for 
appointment to the Board, appointments are 
limited to citizens who are not holders of 
permits (e.g., water appropriation, pollution 
discharge) issued by the Department of Natural 
Resources. Persons who have within the past 
two years received a significant portion of their 
income, either directly or indirectly, from a 
Department permit holder or an applicant for 
such permits are also not eligible for 
appointment to the Board. Members are not 
compensated for serving on the Board, except 
for necessary travel expenses (Christenson 1990, 
Wisconsin Statutes 1988). 

ADMINISTRATION 

The Natural Resources Board is the coordinating 
arm for the development of state environmental 
and natural resources pqlicies in Wisconsin 
(Figure 5). As such, it is charged with providing 
direction to and supervision over the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources, the state 
organization responsible for implementing all 
Board policies. Nearly all state environmental 
and natural resource planning, management and 
regulatory functions are incorporated within the 
Department's four divisions (Figure 5). 

The Secretary of the Wisconsin Department of 
Natural Resources (chief Departmental 
Administrator; not the Natural Resources Board 
secretary) serves as liaison between the Natural 
Resources Board and the Department. 
Appointed by the Board, the Secretary is 
granted all administrative powers necessary to 
implement Board policies. The Secretary is also 
responsible for representing the Department in 
its relations with all other individuals or 
organizations, whether they be private, substate, 
state or federal agencies. 

The Secretary functions as the head of the 
Natural Resources Department between Board 
meetings, but without the Board's authority to 
develop administrative rules regarding the 
operation of its natural resource and 
environmental programs (Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources 1989). The Board does not 
employ a staff, instead relying on the 
Department to keep complete records of Board 
meetings and provide staff support for special 
reports or studies (Christenson 1990). 

The Natural Resources Board generally meets 
once per month. While the official headquarters 
of the Natural Resources Board is Madison, 
the Board regularly holds meetings in outstate 
Wisconsin. In addition to monthly meetings, 
special meetings can be called by the chair 
of the Board or by at least three of its members 
(Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
1989). The agenda for Board meetings is 
established by the Secretary in consultation 
with the chair of the Board. All meetings are 
conducted according to Robert's Rules of 
Order and in compliance with Wisconsin's 
open meeting laws (Wisconsin Statutes 
1988). 

OPERATION 

The Wisconsin Natural Resources Board has 
broad powers and responsibilities for the 
management and use of the state's natural 
resources. Because of the extensive powers and 
responsibilities, the Board organizes itself into 
three principal committees, namely: 

• 	 Committee of the Whole-Addresses the use 
and management of natural and 
environmental resources generally. For 
example, review and approval of Department 
budgets, and teview of natural resource or 
environmental issues that are of special 
statewide significance. 
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• Resource Management-Business Committee
Responsible for programs involving state 
natural resource management. For example, 
forestry, fisheries, wildlife, parks, recreation 
and related resource topics. 

• Environmental Quality-Enforcement 
Committee-Responsible for environmental 
protection programs. For example, air and 
water pollution control, solid and hazardous 
waste disposal, shore land and floodplain 
zoning, water supply and distribution, and 
water resource planning. 

Committee appointments and selection of 
committee chairs is the responsibility of the chair 
of the Natural Resources Board. Committee 
appointments last one year and are made at the 
Board's second regularly scheduled meeting of 
the year. With the exception of the Chair, all 
Board members are assigned to either the 
resources or the environmental committees. 

In addition to the Board's standing committees, 

the Chair of the Board can appoint special ad 
hoc committees to address important issues or 
problems that cannot be handled by existing 
committees (Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources 1989). 

The Wisconsin Natural Resources Board 
typically adopts natural resource and 
environmental policies via administrative rule 
making procedures (Christenson 1990). In 
general, the Board does not become actively 
involved in the initial stages of any proposed 
rule change; much of this responsibility is 
delegated to one of the Board's committees. 
While the actions of the latter are unofficial and 
without authority, rules governing the Natural 
Resources Board allow such committees to 
conduct meetings and public hearings on the 
proposed rule changes. 

The intent of empowering committees in the 
initial stages of a proposed rule change is to 
encourage interested parties to attend the public 

Figure 5. Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (Source: WitlCOllsin Department of Natural Resourcea). 
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hearings and to provide comments at an 
appropriate time in the rule making process. 
Only after rules are ready for final adoption will 
the Natural Resources Board become actively 
involved in a proposed rule change. 

Beyond developing statewide environmental 
and natural resource policies, the Natural 
Resources Board serves a number of other 
important roles. For example, the Board 
facilitates development of Department of 
Natural Resource's budgets. While responsibility 
for preparing such budgets falls to the 
Department, the Board must give the budget 
final approval. The Natural Resources Board 
does not, however, take an active role in 
lobbying for approval of Departmental budgets 
(Christenson 1990). 

Table 16. Effectlvene.s of the coordinating function of the 
wisconsin natural ra.ource. board, a. ".rcelved to be 
viewed by various state officials, ol'fl8n/zatlons and 
Interests. 1989. 

Organizational Affiliation Degree of U...uln...• 

Stat. Legl.lator. Som.what Useful 
Office of the Gov.rnor Som.what Useful 
State Fore.try Official. Som.what U••ful 
Fed.ral Fore.try Official. Som.what U••ful 
County Forestry Officials Limited U ••fulne.s 
Forest Industry Limited Usefuln ... 
Fore.t Landowner A.soclatlons Limited Usefuln ••• 
Cons.rvatlon Organizations Somewhat U ••ful 
Envlronm.ntal Organization. Limited Us.fuln••• 
Other Stat. Agencl•• Limited Usefuln ••• 
Natural R ••ource. Board M.mbers Som.what Useful 
Natural R.sourc •• Board Staff Som.what U.eful 

• Perceptions of leadership within the Wisconsin Bureau of Forestry. 

The Wisconsin Natural Resources Board also 
reviews implementation of Department 
programs. While refraining from involvement 
in reviews of day-to-day program operations, 
the Board regularly oversees program 
compliance with administrative rules previously 
adopted by the Board. The Board also plays an 
important role in federal, regional and local 
natural resource and environmental issues of 
importance to the state. While not able to 
exert the level of influence afforded to state 
issues, the Board attempts to persuade 
interested parties to adopt certain policies via 

positions and resolutions adopted by the Board 
(Christenson 1990). 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Wisconsin state forestry officials indicate that the 
Natural Resources Board is very visible and well 
known by Wisconsin citizens. Additionally, many 
of the state's private environmental and natural 
resource organizations are viewed as being 
supportive of the Board because of the citizen 
nature of its membership and because the terms 
of its members extend beyond the terms of 
those who appoint them. 

Though the Board has broad responsibility for 
state natural resources and environmental policy 
development, the state's Director of the Bureau 
of Forestry perceives the Board to be a very 
effective mechanism for coordinating the 
development and implementation of state forest 
policies, and suggests that no organizational 
changes are needed. 

In the Bureau of Forestry Director's and other 
forestry officials' perceptions of how others view 
the forestry coordinating effectiveness of the 
Board, most individuals or organizations 
impacted by the Board's actions are viewed as 
believing the Board is at least somewhat useful 
in acting as a coordinator of state forestry 
policies and programs (Table 16). County 
forestry officials, the state's forest industry, forest 
landowners, and environmental organizations 
and state agencies not directly involved in 
forestry activities are judged as seeing the 
Board's usefulness in coordinating forestry 
matters as limited. 

The Bureau Director and related state agency 
officials perceive the Board as having significant 
coordinating influence on the management of 
forest land owned by the state of Wisconsin. 
Through its strong policy development role for 
state administered programs and activities, the 
Board is thought to exert a high degree of 
influence over the use and management of state 
administered forest lands. 

The Board is perceived to have only a moderate 
degree of influence over forest management 
activities occurring on county forest lands and 
on all categor.ies of private forest ownerships 
(industrial and nonindustrial). Common to most 
state coordinating entities, the Board's influence 
on federally owned forest land is considered to 
be quite low. 

Mlnne.ota Agricultural Experiment Station 30 



Coordination of Fore.t Reaource Pollcle. and Program. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS______ 


ORGANIZATIONAL AND 
ADM/N/STRAT/ON CONTEXT 

While many variables affect the coordination of 
policies and programs within and between 
organizations, probably none are more 
influential than an organization's administrative 
attributes (e.g., organization structure, program 
responsibilities, available resources, clients 
served). Such characteristics not only have a 
major influence on the need for coordination, 
but also have great influence on the manner in 
which coordination occurs and its ultimate 
effectiveness. There is considerable diversity 
among lead forestry organizations of state 
government in the context of policy and 
program coordination. 

Size and Budget. Lead forestry organizations of 
state governments range in size from 17 
employees with an $800,000 annual operating 
budget to over 3,650 employees with an annual 
operating budget in excess of $400 million 
(Fagunes 1990). On average, state forestry 
organizations employ 354 people and are 
supported with an annual operating budget of 
approximately $20 million. 

Range of Prog,ams. Forestry programs (e.g., 
road programs, wildlife programs, urban forestry 
programs) administered by a state's lead forestry 
organization ranges from five to 18, with an 
average of 12 per forestry organization. 

Ove,/aping Responsibility. Lead forestry 
organizations of nearly all state governments 
share responsibility for managing state forest 
resources with other public organizations. On 
average, four public organizations in each state 
have management and planning responsibility 
for forestry. While the lead forestry agency is the 
sole public organization with forestry 
responsibilities in four states, one state has ten 
different government organizations 
implementing major programs involving forest 
resource planning and management. 

Non-t,aditional Activities. Lead forestry 
organizations of state governments are often 
also responsible for administering programs not 
typically identified with traditional forest 
planning al')d management activities (e.g., 
economic development programs). Two-thirds of 
all lead state forestry agencies have established 
such programs. 
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While no state is completely absent of 
coordination among its forestry programs and 
organizations, the intensity with which 
coordination occurs within state government 
varies considerably among states. Furthermore, 
states have developed a variety of methods by 
which to encourage coordination. 

• 	 Forest policies and programs of state 
governments are either moderately or closely 
coordinated with other organizations in nine 
of every ten states. 

• 	 In states in which coordination of forestry 
programs occurs, nine of ten achieve 
coordination objectives via informal staff 
communication and temporary task forces. 

• 	 In states in which coordination of forestry 
programs occurs, three-quarters also achieve 
coordination objectives via formalized 
mechanisms such as boards, commissions 
and councils. 

• 	 Although infrequendy used, reorganization 
and consolidation are perceived by states as 
having limited effectiveness for improving the 
coordination of forest policies and programs. 

• 	 Obstacles to successful coordination of 
forest policies and programs by state 
governments are many, of which the lack of 
adequate information on program and 
resource trends is a major one. 

• 	 Poor communication is always viewed as an 
obstacle to effective coordination. Lack of 
communication within an organization is 
viewed as a more Significant barrier than is 
the inability of different (between) 
organizations to communicate with one 
another. 

• 	 States distinguish between coordination of 
program implementation (coordination 
required to effectively deliver specific 
services or programs), and coordination of 
policy development (coordination of different 
organizations [public and private] having an 
interest in the development of state forest 
policies). States tend to develop different 
strategies and tactics for these coordination 
needs. 

State government experiences with the 
coordination of forestry activities generally 
represents a rich source of information from 
which can be drawn a number of observations 
and recommendations. The latter can be useful 
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to individual states as they seek to better 
achieve their interests in the coordination of 
statewide forest policies and programs. 

COORDINATlON OF POLICY 
DEVELOPMENT 

STATUS AND EFFECTIVENESS 

In contrast to coordination of policy and 
program implementation, where focus is on 
delivery of specific services, coordination of 
policy development focuses on organizing 
advice and information deemed necessary for 
the establishment of forest resource policies. 
Also in contrast to coordination of program 
implementation, which often involves numerous 
mechanisms for linking common agency 
interests, nearly all coordination of forest policy 
development, where such occurs, employs the 
single approach of a formal coordinating 
mechanism (e.g., board, commission, council). 

Thirty-one states have formal coordinating 
mechanisms for policy development. As might 
be expected, the specific nature of such 
mechanisms varies considerably in form and 
function. 

Membership. Formal coordinating mechanisms 
average 11 members, although some have as 
few as five while others have as many as 30. 
More than half of all formal forestry coordinating 
mechanisms have ten or fewer members. 

Interest Representation. In all but two states, 
members are appointed to serve on formal 
coordinating mechanisms. Terms vary from two 
to nine years, the average being four years. 

Only one state's formal coordinating mechanism 
is composed entirely of citizen members. A 
state's forest products industry is most 
frequently represented group (present on 58 
percent of all formal coordinating mechanisms). 
Environmental, sporting and conservation 
groups generally have only modest 
representation. 

State foresters are generally satisfied with the 
membership composition of formal forestry 
coordinating mechanisms. Some suggest 
membership should be broadened to include 
other interests in a state's forest resources. 

Function. Coordination of the development of 

state forest policies is the most common 
function of formal coordinating mechanisms. 
Other responsibilities include providing a forum 
for oversight and evaluation of existing forestry 
programs, developing strategic directions for 
state forestry activities, and serving as a vehicle 
by which information flows among state forestry 
officials is facilitated. 

Accountability. Formal coordinating 
mechanisms are typically accountable to either 
the legi.slature (three out of ten states), governor 
(two out of ten) or the head of a forestry or 
natural resource agency (four out of ten). The 
formal coordinating mechanisms in four states 
are not accountable to any particular entity or 
organization. 

Effectiveness of formal coordinating mechanisms 
used for policy development purposes depends 
on a number of factors including: the visibility of 
forestry activities within a state, the power 
vested in the formal coordinating mechanism, 
organizational structure of state government, 
and specific state needs for coordination of 
policy development. 

Although nine of 10 state foresters involved with 
a formal coordinating mechanism view their 
formal mechanism as effective, such a general 
affirmation masks the many reasons for such 
effectiveness. For example, those formal 
coordinating mechanisms legitimized specifically 
by state law are viewed as more effective than 
those created by informal agreements among 
forestry leaders in a state. All but two of the 18 
formal coordinating mechanisms created by 
action of a state legislature have authority for 
development of statewide forest policies. 
However, when formal coordinating 
mechanisms are established by informal 
agreement, only two of the seven such entities 
identified have policy making authority. 

The means by which formal coordinating bodies 
are empowered for policy development is also 
critical to their effectiveness. In most states, the 
ability to develop policy occurs through the 
promulgation of administrative rules. Those 
formal coordinating bodies that have such 
power are usually perceived to be more 
effective than those that lack such authority. 
When policy development occurs through 
formal coordinating mechanisms that lack any 
means of legitimizing their decisions, adhfarence 
to agreed upon policy decisions occurs only to 
the extent that individuals represented on the 
formal coordinating mechanism are willing to 
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comply with such decisions. 

State foresters perceive that natural resource 
managers and administrators regard 
coordination of forest policy development as the 
most useful and important role of formal 
coordinating mechanisms. Environmental 
organizations, however, are perceived by state 
foresters as viewing such policy coordinating 
mechanisms as being of limited use to the 
accomplishment of objectives espoused by 
environmental organizations. 

From a forest land ownership perspective, state 
owned forests are perceived by state foresters as 
being the forest land ownership category most 
heavily influenced by the actions of formal 
coordinating mechanisms; federally 
administered forest land is viewed as the least 
affected. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mechanisms for the coordination of policy 
development should acknowledge and, where 
applicable, incorporate clear definitions of 
coordination needs, recognition of interests to 
be affected by policy development, definitions 
of authority of the coordinating mechanism, and 
definitions of the coordinating mechanism's 
interface with other government organizations 
responsible for policy coordination. 

Clearly define coordination needs. State 
governments have diverse reasons for 
coordinating the development of forest and 
related natural resource polices. Failure to link 
diverse coordination needs to an appropriate 
coordinating mechanism can severely diminish 
the ability of a particular mechanism to achieve 
desired objectives. Such is especially critical with 
regard to the coordination of existing versus 
proposed policies. 

With existing policies, coordinating mechanisms 
should be composed of high-level administrators 
of responsible agencies. With proposed new 
policies, such mechanisms should reflect the 
many interests that could be affected by the 
policy (e.g., industrial, environmental, 
government). 

Recognize interests to be affected by policy 
development. Natural resource and 
environmental policies can impact a number of 
individuals and organizations. The concerns and 
interests of such individuals and groups should 
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be explicitly acknowledged by the structure of a 
formal coordinating mechanism. Further, such 
mechanisms should acknowledge the variable 
influence its policy actions can have on 
individuals and organizations (e.g., different 
forest land owner categories). Failure to do sO 
will deter from the mechanism's effectiveness. 

Define authority ofcoordinating mechanism. 
Improving coordination of policy development 
via formal mechanisms should clearly define the 
appropriate level of authority needed by such 
mechanisms in order to accomplish their 
objectives. For example, those mechanisms 
whose primary purpose is to provide overall 
coordination of existing policies typically do not 
require a great deal of empowerment; their 
primary focus is to provide a forum from which 
to exchange information. 

Where substantial authority is necessary in order 
for formal mechanisms to be effective, such 
authority should be legitimized by state law and 
should probably include rule-making as the 
primary means of empowerment 

Define coordinating mechanism's interface 
other government organizations responsible for 
policy coordination. State governments employ 
a variety of coordinating mechanisms and 
processes that either directly or indirectly affect 
the development of forest resource polices. The 
establishment of additional mechanisms to 
improve the coordination of forest policy 
development should be compatible with and 
strengthen existing coordinating bodies. 

COORDINATION OF PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION 

STATUS AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Coordination required to implement specific 
programs or to deliver specific forestry services 
is viewed by state forestry officials as the type of 
coordination that demands the greatest 
involvement of individuals directly associated 
with or responsible for a particular program or 
service. Because the results of program 
implementation are typically more direct and 
tangible than the results of policy development, 
the exact timing of coordinated efforts is also of 
critical importance. 

Generally, state perception of the need for 
program coordination, as well as the actual 
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occurrence ofprogram coordination, varies 
considerably according to the nature of the 
forestry programs being implemented. Without 
exception, the level of actual coordination 
occurring within or between a forestry program 
is less than the state perceived need for such 
coordination. 

The effectiveness of various techniques used to 
coordinate program implementation varies 
considerably among states. Certain approaches, 
however, are more effective than others. For 
example, informal communication links 
developed among staff of different organizations 
is perceived as not only the most common 
means of encouraging coordination of program 
implementation, but overall, the most effective 
technique. Although less so, written interagency 
agreements and resource information systems 
are also viewed as effective mechanisms for 
coordinating the implementation of programs. 

State foresters suggest that statewide forest 
planning programs are only modestly effective 
as a means of coordinating the latter. While 
every state coordinates programs, to some 
degree, with other nonforestry statewide 
planning programs, the actual level at which 
such coordination occurs is fairly modest. 
Similarly, reorganization of state government is 
seen as having but limited success in enhancing 
the coordinated implementation of forestry, 
natural resource, and environmental programs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mechanisms for coordinating policy and 
program implementation should acknowledge 
and, where applicable, emphasize informal 
communication, focus coordination at the task 
level, use written agreements, identify and 
monitor program trends in related organizations, 
maintain broadly linked resource information 
data bases, and review agency administrative 
structures. 

Emphasize informal communication. Informal 
communication links between staff of affected 
organizations should be encouraged as a major 
means of coordinating the implementation of 
programs (e.g., joint temporary task forces, joint 
staff meetings, news letters). Although more 
structured mechanisms can be employed to 
coordinate program implementation, their 
usefulness is typically limited to specific and 
unique administrative circumstances. 

Focus coordination at the tasle level. Activities 
to coordinate the implementation of programs 
should be linked directly to a program's 
outcome and the persons responsible for such 
programs. Program coordination activities linked 
directly to specific and measurable performance 
standards establishes better accountability for 
the coordination activities undertaken. 

Additionally, coordination of program 
implementation should include participation by 
managers and staff that are directly responsible 
for a program's implementation. Their 
administrative insights and technical 
competence can often prove invaluable to the 
structuring of program coordination efforts. 

Use written agreements. Written interagency 
agreements can be especially useful for 
achieving effective coordination of program 
implementation. Such is especially true for 
programs that are extremely complex, programs 
that involve a number of different organizations, 
and programs that require explicit performance 
at specified periods. 

Written agreement can also be essential when 
there is substantial risk that an organization will 
fail to satisfy its portion of a multi-party program 
agreement, especially if legal challenges may 
occur, or when an agency's actions can directly 
and adversely impact the ability of other 
organizations to fulfill their responsibilities 
related to an implementation agreement 

Identify and monitor program trends in related 
organizations. Access to information about 
programmatic trends in other organizations and 
other resource areas is critical to identifying 
situations in which additional coordination may 
be necessary. Such information access enhances 
an organization's ability to anticipate 
circumstances in need of greater coordination 
and to suggest appropriate coordination 
mechanisms to meet such circumstances. 

Maintain broadly-linleed resource information 
data bases. Critical to encouraging coordination 
of program implementation among 
organizations is the maintenance of program 
and resource information data bases and, as 
appropriate, the linking of those data bases'to 
larger information repositories accessible to 
others pursuing similar resource management 
objectives. 

Review agency administrative structures. 
Organizations dependent on the successful 
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implementation of programs by related 
organizations should continually monitor and, as 
appropriate, consider changes in their 
organizational linkages. However, reorganizing 
state forestry organizations to improve 
interorganizational coordination should be done 
only after careful examination of other 
mechanisms for achieving coordination of 
program implementation. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH 

The forestry community's understanding of 
policy and program coordination is extremely 
limited. This is especially ironic given the 
number of governments and governmental 
levels involved in the use and management of 
forest resources, the administrative complexity 
of government organizations that develop and 
implement forest policies and programs, and the 
multiple outputs of forest resources that are the 
focus of government resource agencies (e.g., 
recreation, timber, water, wildlife, range forage, 
aesthetic beauty). 

The information within this publication presents 
but a glimpse of a very complex administrative 
world that would benefit from additional 
research. The data does also suggest several 
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avenues for future research. 

Identify specific costs and benefits of 
coordination. The intensity of coordination 
needed for state forestry programs is 
consistently perceived as less than the level of 
coordination actually occurring. While this 
suggests that greater coordination may be 
needed, there may be circumstances where 
coordination hinders an organization's ability to 
accomplish desired objectives. In such 
situations, the cost of coordinating various 
interests and activities may exceed the benefits 
to be derived from such efforts-the desirable 
level of services provided may be less than if 
coordination did not occur. Needed are careful 
evaluations designed to explore whether 
marginal changes in coordination intensity 
actually produce a net gain in total program 
benefits. 

Secure more in-rJepth understanding 
alternative means ofaccomplishing 
coordination. While a number of mechanisms 
are available for coordinating policies and 
programs, the assessment conducted here 
represents but a modest effort to research the 
subject area from a forestry perspective. 
Needed is a more intense effort to assess the 
effectiveness of different coordinating 
techniques and the consequences of their 
application under different organizational, 
administrative, and political circumstances. 
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APPfNDIX_______________________________ 


Text of cover letter and survey instrument used to compile information evaluated in 
this study. Responses were received from the "leading State forestry officials" ofall 
50 states. 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 

Slate Planning Agency 


300 CcnIounIoIlIuIIdInt 

658 Cedou: SIrecI 


St....uI.~"I" 
(612) 296-3985 

December 8. 1989 

Dear 

The Minnesota State Planning Agency and the University of Minnesota's 
Department of Forest Resources are undertaking a study concerning the 
coordination of fOIest policies and programs of state goveInments. For 
purposes of this study. we define coordination as -the pIocess by which 
two or mOIe oIganizations arrange. match OI harmonize policies and 
programs to achieve shaIed goals. 

Of special interest to us is how the forestry Iesponsibilities and 
activities of vaIious state departments, agencies and divisions aIe 
coordinated so as to achieve common interests in a state's overall 
fOIestIY goals. Very little is known about coordination processes 
and theiI effectiveness. 

As the state's leading fOIestry official, we are interested in your 
perception of how forest policies and pIograms are coordinated in 
yOUI state, and the confidence you have in the mechanisms used to 
achieve such coordination. We would like you to complete the 
enclosed questionnaire and return it to us by January 12 1990. The 
questionnaire should be returned in the enclosed stamped and 
self-addressed envelop. 

If you should have questions about our study or the questionnaire we 
are asking you to complete, do not hesitate to call us. A summary of 
the study's Iesults will be sent to you if you check the appIopriate 
box at the end of the questionnaire. 

Thank you in advance for yOUI coopeIation. 

Sincerely, 

Michael A. Kilgore Paul V. Ellefson 
(612 -297 -2607) (612-624 -3735) 
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COORDINATING STATE FOREST RESOURCE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

A SURVEY TO DETERMINE THE VARIOUS APPROACHES STATES USE TO COORDINATE 

FORESTRY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS. 


SPONSORED BY: UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF FOREST RESOURCES, 

AND THE MINNESOTA STATE PLANNING AGENCY 


A. Current Structure/Organization of Forestry Activities B. General Character of Coordination 

Q-1 Which of the following program areas does your forestry Q-4 Listed below are a number of speCific program or activities 

orpnization have primary responsibility forf (Please circle all areas which are common to most state forestry programs. 

hat apply.) for each area that you have primary responsibility for, how 


much .as:aI, if any, do you feel there is for coordination (i.e., 

1 Wildfire Suppression arranJin,. matching or harmonizing programs) with other 

2 Prescribed Buming orpnlzatlonl responsible for similar areasl (Please circle the 

3 State Timber Sale Operations appropriate number.) 

4 Forest Road Design and Construction 

5 Forest land Acquisition, Exchange, Sales and Leases Need for Coordination 

6 Reforestation of State lands &1imx Stmoi Moderate LiIl&: ~ 

7 Forest Insect and Disease Management 


16 Statewide Natural Resource Information Systems 9 Forest Recreation Development 


8 Forest Wildlife Management 1 Wildfire Suppression 4 3 2 

9 Forest Recreation Development and Management 2 Prescribed Buming 4 3 2 


10 Watershed Management 3 Timber Sale Operations 4 3 2 

11 Forestry Research 4 Forest Road Development 4 3 2 

12 Environmental Education 5 Forest Land Acquisition 4 3 2 

13 Professional Continuing Education 6 Reforestation Activities 4 3 2 

14 Forest Planning 7 Insect And Disease Control 4 3 2 

15 Forest Resource Inventory and Assessment 8 Forest Wildlife Management 4 3 2 


17 Enviromnental Review (e.g., EIS) & Management 4 3 2 

18 Private Forest landowner Assistance 10 Forest Watershed Management 4 3 2 

19 Regulation of Private Forest Land Activities 11 Forestry Research 4 3 2 

20 Forest Property Tax law Administration 12 Environmental Education 4 3 2 

21 Urban Forestry 13 Professional Continuing Ed. 4 3 2 

22 Tree Nursery Operations 14 Forest Planning 4 3 2
23 Other _________________ 15 Forest Resource Assessment 4 3 2 


16 Resource information Systems 4 3 2 

17 Environmental Review 4 3 2 


Q-2 (a) Does your forestry orpnization also have other 18 NIPF Assistance 4 3 2 

responsibilities not typically associated with forest 19 Forest Property Tax Admin. 4 3 2 

management and planningl (e.g., economic development) 20 Private Forest Regulation 4 3 2 


21 Urban Forestry 4 3 2 

1 Yes 22 Tree Nursery Operations 4 3 2 

2 No 23 Other 4 3 2 


(b) If YES, please list these program responsibilities. 

Q-3 	 Which of the following public organizations are principally 
involved in forest resources manalement and/or planning in 
your ltatel (Please circle all that apply.) 

1 Forest Service USDA 
2 Bureau of Land Management, USDI 
3 County or Municipal Forest Agencies 
4 State Department of Agriculture 
5 Soil Conservation Service, USDA 
6 Local Soil and Water conservation Districts 
7 State Planning Agency 
8 State Fish and Wildlife Department 
9 State Economic Development Office 

10 Other ____~~-----------
11 No other agencies have forestry responsibilities 
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Q-5 For the followinl prolram and activity areas, indicate the 
decree of coordination that actyally occyrs with other Q-8 To the extent that coordination occurs, how much influence 
organizations responsible for similar programs and 
activitiell (Please circle the appropriate number.) 

have the folio wing fadors had on successful coordination of 
forestry programs and activities in your state' (Please circle 
the appropriate number.) 

Actual Coordination 

~ .stmn& Moderate J.i11k ~ Degree of Influence 

1 Wildfire Suppression 4 3 2 
Hi&h Ms:diIuD I.IDl ~ 

2 Prescribed Burning 4 3 2 Organization of State 
3 Timber Sale Operations 4 3 2 Government 4 3 2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Forest Road Development 
Forest Land Acquisition 
Reforestation Activities 
Insect and Disease Control 
Forest Wildlife Management 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
3 

4 

Actual Legislation 
Implementation Techniques 
for Forestry Programs 
Emphasis on Integrated 
Playing and Management 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 
9 Forest Recreation Dev. & Mgmt. 4 3 2 5 Informallntel'8ovemmental 

10 
11 

Forest Watershed Management 
Forestry Research 

4 
4 

3 
3 

2 
2 6 

Cooperation 
Governor's Leadership 

4 
4 

3 
3 

2 
2 

12 Environmental Education 4 3 2 7 Legislative Leadership 4 3 2 
13 ProfessionaVcontinuing Ed. 4 3 2 8 Public Pressure for 
14 Forest Planning 4 3 2 Greater Coordination 4 3 2 
15 Forest Resource Assessment 4 3 2 9 Natural Resource Information 
16 Resource Information Systems 4 3 2 System Design 4 3 2 
17 Enviromnental Review 4 3 2 10 Other 4 3 2 
18 NIPF Assistance 4 3 2 
19 Forest Property Tax Admix. 4 3 2 
20 Private Forest Regulation 4 3 2 Q-9 On the basis of your organization's experience, how 
21 
22 

Urban Forestry 
Tree Nursery Operations 

4 
4 

3 
3 

2 
2 

significant are the following as obstacles to achieving 
coordination of forest policies and programs In your state' 

23 Other 4 3 2 (Please circle the appropriate number.) 

Very Somewhat Little No 
Q-6 In leneral, how well do you feel forestry prolrams and Significant Significant Significance Significance 

activities in your organization are coordinated with those of 4 3 2 1 
the principal organizations.in your state with Forestry 
responsibilities' Forestry responsibilities are fragmented 

among many agencies. 4 3 2 
1 Closely Coordinated 2 Absence of any statewide policy statements. 4 3 2 
2 Moderately Coordinated 3 Administrative resistance to change. 4 3 2 
3 little Coordination 4 Lack of executive leadership. 4 3 2 
4 No Coordination 5 Failure to translate statewide policies and 

objectives into specific plans. 4 3 2 
6 Poor implementation of forestry Programs 

Q-7 which of the following best describes the manner in which 
gys:aJJ coordination of forest management and planning is 7 

and plans. 
Lack of effective intergovernmental 

4 3 2 

achieved in your state' (Please circle all that apply.) communication (federal, regional, state). 4 3 2 
8 Lack of effective communication within 

Some coordination occurs through informal task forces and different parts of the Organization 
information shaHng. (forestry, wildlife, recreation, water, etc.). 4 3 2 

2 Coordination occurs through formal forestry coordinating 9 Lack of information on forest resource trends, 
mechanisms (e.g., Councils, Commissions, Boards). and trends in other activities affecting forestry. 4 3 2 

3 Coordination occurs primarily through organizational 10 Other 4 3 2 
consolidation. 

4 Coordination occurs Primarily through the State Planning 
Agency and/or Finance Department. 

5 Coordination occurs primarily through direction from the 
Governor's Office. 

6 Very little coordination occurs. C. Coordination By Formal Interagency Mechanisms 

Please rank the two most important responses you circled. 
1st 2nd Q-l0 Does your state have a board, council, commission, 

committee or other similar formal mechanism that develops 
and/or coordinates forest policies and/or programs' 

1 Yes, Official Name: ______________ 

2 No 

If NO, please go to question '21. 

40 Minnesota Agrlculturel Experiment Station 



Coordination of Forest R.source Pollcl .. and Programs 

Q-ll 	Please indicate the number of individuals represented on Q-15 Who is this coordinatinl body directly accountable to' 
this forest policy and program coordinating body for each 
category listed below. 1 Governor 

2 Legislature 
Number Represented 3 Agency Head or Director (specify ________________

4 Other ____________________________ 
OIXtMUQ ~ fs:dm1 IWiIa 

1 Forestry Q-16 Which of the followinl are primary fundions of this 
2 Fish and Wildlife coordinatinl mechanism' (Please circle all that apply.) 
3 land Management 
4 Pollution Control 1 Policy Development 
5 Agriculture 2 Program Coordination 
6 Forest Industry 3 Fiscal Development and Management 
7 Soil and Water Districts 4 Regulatory 
8 Governor's Office S Program Oversight and Evaluation 
9 Stale Planning Agency 6 Long Range and/or Strategic Planning 

7 Other _______________________
10 Legislature 
11 Academic research 
12 Sporting Groups Q-17 Please indicate the depee of influence you believe the 
13 landowner Associations .dioos and adiviti.. of this coordinatina mechanism have 
14 Environmental Groups on the foUowinl forest ownenhips. (Please circle the 
15 Trade Associations appropriate number.) 
16 labor 
17 Citizen Members 
18 Other ______________ 1 National Forests 4 3 2 

2 Other Federal Forest Ownerships 4 3 2 
Q-12 (a) Are the memben of this forest policy and program 3 State Forests 4 3 2 

coordinatinl body eleded or appointedl 4 County/Municipal Forests 4 3 2 
5 Private Industrial Forests 4 3 2 

1 Elected 6 Private Nonindustrial Forests 4 3 2 
2 AppOinted 

(b) Do they have designated termsl 	 Q-18 In leneral, how would you rank the overall effectiveness of 
this mechanism in Coordinating forest policy development 

1 Yes and program implementation in your stater 
2 No 

1 Very Effective 
(c) If yes, how lonl are their terms' 2 Somewhat Effective 

3 Somewhat Ineffective 
(d) If they are appointed, who makes the appointments' 4 Very Ineffective 

Q-19 Based on your observations, how do think each of the 
Q-13 How was this forest policy and program coordination following individuals or orsanization. perceives the 

mechanism createdl usefulness of this forest policy and program coordinating 
mechanism in accomplishinl its slated objedives' (Please 

1 State Legislation circle the appropriate number.) 
2 Executive Order 
3 Administrative Rules Very Somewhat Limited Not Don't 
4
S 

Informal Agreements Among Forestry Leaden 
Other __________________________________ Useful 

S 
Useful 

4 
Usefulness 

3 
Useful 

2 
Know 

1 

1 State Legislators 5 4 3 2 
Q-14 What was the event that resulted in the creation of this 2 Govemor's Office 5 4 3 2 

coordinating mechanism for forest policies and prolrams in 3 State Forestry Officials 5 4 3 2 
your statel 4 Federal Forestry Officials S 4 3 2 

S County Forestry Officials S 4 3 2 
1 Legislative Study 6 Forest Industry 5 4 3 2 
2 Key Environmental/Natural Resource Issue 

(identify issue) _________________ 
7 
8 

Forest Landowner Associations 
Conservation Organizations 

5 
S 

4 
4 

3 
3 

2 
2 

3 Independent Commission Study Recommendations 9 Environmental Organizations S 4 3 2 
4 No significant event precipitated establishment of this 10 Other State Agencies S 4 3 2 

S 
Coordinating mechanism. 
Other ___________________________ 

11 
12 

Coordinating Mechanism Memben 
Coordinating Mechanism Staff 

S 
5 

4 
4 

3 
3 

2 
2 
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Q-20 	(a) If you were given the authority to modify this coordinat
ing body, would you change its membership compositionI 

1 Yes 
2 No 

(b) If YES, what changes would you proposel 

(c) If you were given authority to modify this coordinating 
body, would you change its major functions and dutied 

1 Yes 
2 No 

(d) If YES, what changes would you proposeI 

D.Coordination by Other Mechanisms 

Q-21 	 Which of these formal policy statements does your state 
have to guide forestry program officials in your organiza
tionl (Please circle all that apply.) 

1 Adopted Statewide Forest Management Plan 
2 Adopted Statewide Enviromnental Policy Act 
3 Formal Policy Statement by Governor 
4 Comprehensive Statewide Forest Management Plan 
5 Formal Policy Statement by Director or Commissioner of the 

Natural Resources Organization 
6 Other ---:-_~_______~______ 

7 None of the Above 

Q-22 	To what extent are the following statewide puns (if any) 
coordinated with forestry programs in your statel (Please 
circle the appropriate number.) 

Degree of Coordination 
No 

Plan 
Ui&h Made@te JJM bim 

1 Statewide Enviromnental Plan 4 3 2 
2 Surface Water Quality Plan 4 3 2 
3 Ground Water Quality Plan 4 3 2 
4 Fish and Wildlife Plan 4 3 2 
5 Outdoor Recreation Plan 4 3 2 
6 Air Quality Plan 4 3 2 
7 land Use Plan 4 3 2 
8 Population and Growth Plan 4 3 2 
9 Economic Development Plan 4 3 2 

10 Other 4 3 2 

Q-23 (a) Does your agency maintain or participate in maintaining 
a forest resource data information systeml 

1 Yes 
2 No 

(b) If YES, which of the followin, information is included in 
the forestry information systeml (Please circle as many as are 
applicable.) 

1 Statewide Forest Inventory 
2 Forest Utilization Inventory 
3 Statewide Forest Road Inventory 
4 Forest products Production Data 
5 Forest Wildlife and/or Habitat Data 
6 Forest Soils sod Erosion Data 
7 Forest Recreation Resources Data 
8 Other _________________ 

Q-24 (a) Is this forest resource formation system part of a larger 
statewide natural resource or environmental data base 
systeml 

1 Yes 
2 No 

(b) If YES, how important i. this link in encourapng more 
integrated forest management and Planning' 

1 Very Important 
2 Somewhat Important 
3 Somewhat Unimportant 
4 Very Unimportant 

Q-25 (a) Does your forestry organization have fw:miI (written) 
intc@uncy agreements (e.g., memorandums of agreement) 
with other organizationsl 

1 Yes 
2 No 

(b) If YES, please indicate the tree program areas in which 
you have the greatest number of interagency agreements. 
(Please circle the top three) 

1 Fish And Wildlife (Federal) 
2 Fish And Wildlife (State) 
3 Minerals 
4 Surface Water Quality 
5 Ground Water Quality 
6 Air Quality 
7 Parks sod Trails 
8 Solid Waste Management 
9 U.S. Forest Service 

10 Other Federal Agencies 
11 Local Forestry Agencies 
12 Other ___________________ 

(c) If YES, how would you rank the effectiveness of formal 
(written) interagency agreements in actually achieving better 
coordination of state forestry programs and policiesl 

1 Very Effective 
2 Somewhat Effective 
3 Somewhat Ineffective 
4 Very Ineffective 
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Q-26 (a) Has there been a major reorpnization of natural Name of Survey Respondent _____________ 
resource or environmental agencies in your state within the 
past 10 yearsl 

1 Ves 
2 No 

(b) If YES, how would you rank the effecliveness of the 
reorpnization in achieving better coordination of forestry 
policies and programs with other state agenciesf 

1 Very Effeclive 

2 Somewhat Effective 

3 Somewhat Ineffective 

4 Very Ineffective 


Q-27 	Which of the following best describes the use of informal 
communication techniques (e.g., correspondence, newsletter, 
joint stuff meetings, etc.) to achieve coordinated forest 
policies and programs in your ltatel 

Informal communication is the primary means of achieving 
coordinated forest policies and programs. 

2 Informal communication is a Significant component to 
achieving coordinated forest policies and programs. 

3 Informal communication has little influence on achieving 
coordinated forest policies and programs. 

4 Informal communication has no inRuence on achieving 
coordinated forest policies and programs. 

Q-28 	 In terms of employees and budget, how large is the forestry 
organization for which you are responsible: 

Numbers of employees _____________ 

Most recent annual operating budget ________ 

Q-29 Are there any additional observations you would care to 
make about coordination of forestry programs and aclivities 
in your statel 

Slate 

Agency/Department _______________ 

Official ntle __________________ 

Telephone Number _______________ 


Cl 	 Pleale check this box if you would like a copy of the study 
results. 

Please return the survey in the stamped, self-addressed 
envelope by January 12, 1990 

If you have any questions, please contact: 


Michael A. Kilpre 

University of Minnesota 


Department of Forest Resources 

Box 48, 115 Green Hall 


1530 North Cleveland Ave. 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 


(612) 297-2607 


Thank You for Your Cooperation! 
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