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Partners in Forestry: 
What’s the Value?

That is a question I was asked recently.

Back in late May, I had a call from Kevin Edberg of the Cooperative Development 
Services.  Like E. G. Nadeau before him, Kevin is always willing to help.  I shared 
some concerns with Kevin, many of the same concerns Rod has expressed elsewhere 
in this issue.  We want  to make PIF sustainable going into the future and we need to 
balance some new and younger members with the aging membership which we are 
losing to attrition.  So, of course, I feel a little responsibility and I try to promote this 
organization whenever I can.  While promoting, I was asked the above question.  
However, before I get to the answers, I will express that, with Kevin’s help, the 
University of Wisconsin Center for Cooperatives believed in us; enough that they 
granted us $4950 to make PIF a sustainable organization, and assisting with our 
education efforts and attempting to attract new folks. 

Dick Steffes recently traveled to D.C. to promote the LWCF.  We have hammered on 
the LWCF (and the Stewardship Fund) in past issues.  Dick’s trip to D.C. was a result 
of a PIF effort. Read about Dick’s trip in this issue.

The Pilgrim River Watershed Project  in the UP is set  to celebrate a major 
accomplishment in coming weeks, as 276 acres will go into a Community Forest: a 
parcel of beautiful and diverse forest  land set to become public all within a few miles 
of Michigan Tech.  Yes, PIF had something to do with this effort as well.  

Dozens of people are now comfortable with sustainable timber management  as a 
result of PIF educational efforts. This is ongoing!

Many members and others interested in our cause have been able to identify and treat 
terrestrial invasive species on their woodlands because of PIF efforts. Ongoing effort.

As of this writing, Wildcat  Falls is still part  of public domain, after an irrational 
decision by the Ottawa National Forest  to trade it  away.  A PIF lawsuit  has held 
ground now for over 2 years and is still ongoing.  In the meantime, you can continue 
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to visit  the area and its splendor, because PIF had the spine to act  in a manner that 
most groups only talk about.

There are several thousand acres in permanent land protection because of PIF.  
Much of this is in the border lakes region and most  of these lands are now fully 
open for public enjoyment.  I am very proud of this effort.

There are hundreds of small sawmill operators who are certified under the 
Wisconsin Act  207, signed into law by Governor Doyle in 2008.  This is what is 
referred to as the Local Lumber Use Law.  This would not have happened without 
PIF.  Read the comments from former State Sen. Roger Breske (http://
www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners
%20News.pdf).

I could go on, but if any one knows an organization more frugal, more passionate 
and eager to help, and more capable than this one….for a measly $25 annual dues, 
please let me know.

Have you checked out 
PIF’s website?

www.partnersinforestry.com 

The website is for members to expose your 
business, service or tree farm, share 
thoughts, ideas, articles, photos, and links.

This is your COOP, we need your input as 
much or more than your dues.

FUTURE ARTICLES
If you have questions that you 

would like to see addressed in 

the newsletter, suggestions for, 
or  have articles for, future 

newsletters, please contact us  at 
partnersinforestry@gmail .com 

or by mail:
Partners In Forestry
6063 Baker Lake Rd
Conover, WI 54519

A s	   a	   s e r v i c e	   t o	   P I F	  
members,	   contact	   Joe 	   for	  
special	   pricing	   in	   your	  
needs	  for:

• Napoleon	  wood	  stoves
• wood	  finishes	  and	  

preservaAves

• garden	  and	  tree	  
amendments

• grass	  seed	  for	  trails

http://www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners%20News.pdf
http://www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners%20News.pdf
http://www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners%20News.pdf
http://www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners%20News.pdf
http://www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners%20News.pdf
http://www.partnersinforestry.com/News%20Letters/Issue%201%202008%20Partners%20News.pdf
mailto:logcabin@nnex.net
mailto:logcabin@nnex.net
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A BIG THANK YOU TO THE UNIVERSITY 
OF WISCONSIN CENTER for 

COOPERATIVES

The University of Wisconsin Center for Cooperatives has awarded PIF a grant to be 
used in the fiscal year July 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015.  The PIF board has been very 
concerned about  the long term future of PIF in a great  part  because of the aging 
demographics of our membership and our disappointing record at  connecting to the 
offspring or heirs of the land.  We were awarded $4950 to improve the long term 
future of PIF and to continue our advocacy for sustainable forestry and 
conservation.  We intend to use these funds in several different categories.  First off 
we are introducing our ‘peer’ project, in an attempt to retain heirs and attract new 
members.  Secondly we are past  due for an annual meeting, and hope to create a 
vibrant  network for a successful meeting focusing on sustainable forest 
management and conservation.  Next, we hope to offer more workshops in this 
fiscal year, following up on the success of our May 17, 2014 field day 
concentrating on tree measuring.  Finally, we have some funds to increase 
newsletter circulation for an issue or two, hoping to attract some new members.

Also we give a special thank you to Kevin Edberg of Cooperative Development 
Services for his help in securing this grant. We much appreciate the faith both these 
organizations have placed in PIF, and we are proud they have recognized our 
record of accomplishments.

PIF Landowner Advocate Peer Project
Are you rather new to forest management?  Do you have questions about your 
woods that  perhaps another passionate landowner can help you with?  Are you 
uncertain as to if you should involve a professional forester, or if you need a 
management plan?  Are you considering conservation options you wish to discuss 
with another landowner?  Are you worried about  invasive species control?  Are you 
pondering a possible timber sale?

PIF will be happy to send a peer to visit  you and your woodlands.  The first  phase 
of this project is directed toward Wisconsin landowners, but no matter where your 
lands are, we want to hear from you. 

2014 Annual Meeting
WE need to plan a 2014 annual meeting and wonder if you can help.  Please let us 
know if you can be part of the meeting planning or specifics.  We need to settle on 
a date soon, so please respond if you can help.  We wish to make this meeting 
memorable, with information for everyone on forestry, forest economics and 
conservation, but  also we want it  to be fun.  Suggestions for specific topics or 
speakers are very welcome.

Thank you from your PIF Board!
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Northwoods Wildlife 
Habitat and Northern 
Hardwoods
Ron Eckstein, wildlife biologist volunteer, retired in December 2010 after 36 years as 
DNR Wildlife Biologist at Rhinelander working on forest ecology, wild rice, eagles, and 
ospreys.

Wildlife in the Northwoods

There are about 350 species of terrestrial vertebrates that live in 
Wisconsin’s Northwoods.  The terrestrial vertebrates include birds, 
mammals, reptiles, and amphibians.  We have a few very common 
wildlife species like deer, robins, and chick-a-dees; but the majority of 
these 350 wildlife species in the Northwoods exist as rare species…not 
threatened or endangered…just naturally rare.  Consequently, 
management of forests in the Northwoods must take into account the 
habitat needs of all kinds of wildlife including all those rare species and 
all their varied habitats.

What is the key to wildlife abundance?  Habitat is the key.  Habitat is the 
food, cover, water, and space that wildlife needs to survive.  All habitats 
are not the same.  Forests can be young or old, conifer or deciduous, 
mixed or homogeneous.  Each different forest habitat has an ability or 

capacity to hold a population of animals.  This ability to hold a population of animals is called the “carrying capacity” 
and it is the quality, quantity, and distribution of food, cover, water and space in the particular habitat.  The answer to all 
the questions about why wildlife species are either common or rare, or whether they are present or absent from an area 
is…habitat.

Individual wild animals live in habitats but groups of animals live in populations.  All wildlife species exist in breeding 
populations.  A population is a group of breeding animals of the same species living in a given area.   A rate of birth and 
a rate of death can be assigned to each population.  In good habitats with a high carrying capacity a particular wildlife 
population will have a rate of birth that exceeds the rate of death and the population thrives.   This is called a source 
habitat.  In poor habitats the rate of death exceeds the rate of birth and the population declines. This is called a sink 
habitat.

When we look across larger landscapes we can identify habitat sources 
and sinks for various wildlife populations.  If the Northwoods has more 
source habitats than sink habitats then the regional wildlife population of 
a given species will increase up to the carrying capacity.  Wildlife 
populations with few breeding individuals and isolated from other similar 
small populations are vulnerable to decline and extinction.  Very small, 
isolated populations are subject to random disasters,  inbreeding 
depression, and genetic drift.  The key is to have robust populations that 
intermix across wide areas.

Since the answer to all the questions about wildlife abundance is habitat, 
the answer to the conservation of all the 350 species of terrestrial 
vertebrates is maintenance of the full spectrum of habitats in the 

Northwoods.  Each species has a particular habitat that it likes best.  Some wildlife species like open, shrubby habitats 
(barrens); some like young early successional forests; some like middle-aged forests; some like mature forests; and 

All photos in this article contributed by Ron Eckstein

Chickadee

Northern hardwoods
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some like very old forests.  In today’s Northwoods we have young forests (mostly aspen); middle-aged forests (aspen 
and northern hardwood stands); and some maturing forests (mostly northern hardwoods) but we lack the shrubby 
barrens on one end of the habitat spectrum and the old growth forests on the other end of the habitat spectrum.

After the devastating unsustainable cutting and wildfires of 100+ years ago, the Northwoods began to grow back. 
Today, in the Northwoods, the forest is composed of: 30% forested wetlands; 30% northern hardwoods; 25% aspen/
birch; and 15% everything else (pine, hemlock, and oak).  Through forest management we have successfully moved the 
two large upland components, northern hardwoods and aspen, in two different directions.   The aspen forest has been 
clearcut so it is relatively young while the northern hardwood forest has been selectively cut so it is maturing.

Those wildlife species that like young forests can find suitable habitat in the relatively young aspen forests and those 
species that like maturing forests can find suitable habitat in the northern hardwoods.  We have a lot of work to do to 
restore the barrens habitats (mostly a state and federal wildlife management job on specified public lands) and to 
restore forests with old growth characteristics. 

With so many wildlife species to consider and so many different habitats, how can you best manage the relatively small 
forested property that you own?  Most often the existing forest stands on your property will determine your 
management direction.  Wildlife habitat will be improved by applying sustainable silviculture, with some 
modifications, to existing forest stands.

Northern Hardwood Management and Wildlife Habitat

The northern hardwood type is defined as poletimber and sawtimber stands where at least 50% of the basal area 
includes any combination of sugar maple, beech, basswood, white ash,  and yellow birch. Common associated species 
include red maple, eastern hemlock, red oak, white pine, and balsam fir.  Sugar maple is the common dominant tree 
with basswood very common in some stands.  Northern hardwoods occupy about 30% of the Northwoods landscape; 
average about 90 years old; and are commonly managed through a single tree selection system with canopy gaps.  Most 
stands have one dominant age class but some managed stands have second understory age class. 

Northern hardwood forests can be managed for mature forest habitats through the single tree selection system.  Many 
northern hardwood stands are currently 70 to 90 years old.  These stands can be managed to conserve wildlife species 
that require mature forests and forests with old growth characteristics.

The wildlife habitat recommendations for northern hardwoods fall into two simple categories:
• Manage for Tree Species Diversity (Composition)
• Manage for Complex Forest Stand Features (Structure) 

Tree Species Diversity (Composition)

• We have only 33 tree species in the Northwoods but most timber stands have only 4 or 5 species of trees and 
some timber stands only 2 or 3 species.  Contrast this with southern Illinois which hosts close to 100 tree 
species.

• In forests, wildlife diversity is directly related to tree species diversity.  A mix of deciduous and conifer trees 
increase wildlife diversity as well as maintaining those uncommon trees such red oak, white pine, eastern 
hemlock, white spruce, and yellow birch. 

• Whenever possible manage to maintain the greatest number of tree species.  
• Use canopy gap management to maintain and increase tree species diversity.

Complex Forest Stand Features (Structure)

Stand structure refers to the complexity of features found in northern hardwood stands.   Some even-aged northern 
hardwood stands have a very simple structure with only a ground layer and a canopy layer.  Other stands are much 
more complex with many layers of vegetation, many tree sizes and ages, and a component of den trees, snags, and large 
logs on the forest floor.  The complex northern hardwood stands offer much more wildlife habitat and contain many 
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more wildlife species.   For example, in the Northwoods there are over 70 
species of birds,  mammals, amphibians, and reptiles that require snags, 
cavity trees, very large trees,  and large fallen logs.  We can add to this 
total the wide variety of invertebrates that use these features.  

Stand structure starts at the soil level.  Many species of wildlife live within 
the first 36 inches above the soil.  Salamanders, snakes, frogs, and most 
small mammals live in the duff layer or under large logs on the forest 
floor.  Many wildlife species such as black bears, wild turkeys, and 
weasels forage in this layer.  Coarse woody debris, such as large downed 
tree trunks and branches, is important habitat for a wide variety of plants 
and animals. 

The next vegetation layer is the seedling, shrub and sapling layer.  This 
layer needs sunlight to reach the forest floor (sometimes filtered through the forest canopy and sometimes full sun in 40 
to 60 foot wide canopy gaps).  This layer is critical habitat for a large group of forest birds including songbirds and 
ruffed grouse.

The next layer is composed of the dominant and co-dominant canopy trees.   This is the realm of woodpeckers, forest-
dwelling hawks, owls, wood ducks, tree squirrels, American martens, and the wide variety of canopy songbirds.  To 
maximize wildlife diversity, maximize tree species diversity. 

Finally, there are the supercanopy trees (very tall trees like white pine that reach above the dominant trees in the forest 
canopy).  Supercanopy trees provide nest and perch sites for bald eagles, ospreys, ravens, and Great blue herons.   These 
very large, tall trees often contain cavity and den sites in their massive trunks.

Management to develop and conserve all these layers in northern hardwood stands will provide habitat for a wide 
variety of wildlife in northern hardwood forests.

Snags and Cavity Trees

Large diameter snags (dead trees) and large diameter cavity trees (live trees) are very important elements of wildlife 
habitat.  Snags and cavity trees provide nest and den sites, foraging sites, and winter roost sites for 61 species of 
Northwoods birds and mammals.   These include all the species of woodpeckers and all the forest bats as well as wood 
ducks, common mergansers, American martens, fishers, barred owls, saw-whet owls, chick-a-dees, and nut-hatches.   

A pair of pileated woodpecker may have a territory of 150 acres and 
require 1 or 2 nest cavities per year and a variety of snags or rotten trees to 
forage for carpenter ants.  In Wisconsin the average dbh of a pileated’s 
nest tree is 20”.  Wood ducks, barred owls, common mergansers, 
American martens, and fisher also require at least a 20”+ dbh tree in order 
to find a suitable nest or den site.   

Here in the Upper Midwest snags are relatively short-lived.  There is a lot 
of moisture in northern hardwood habitats and this moisture causes 
accelerated decay so most snags remain upright for less than one thinning 
cycle.  Most small snags fall over within a few years.  

Yellow birch is a great cavity tree.   It readily forms cavities, is a rare tree 
(composition goal), is long-lived, and grows to a large size.  Large, old 
sugar maple and red maple (and beech in eastern Wisconsin) are also long-
lived trees that are excellent cavity trees. Throughout Wisconsin’s forests 
the very best cavity trees are old aspens and a few old aspens can be 
maintained in northern hardwood stands.

Pileated woodpecker

Course woody debris
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Large diameter snags and cavity trees conserve the largest array of 
wildlife.  In most forest stands snags are not a threat to forest health.  A 
healthy forest with all its diversity has a compliment of snags.  However, 
if there is a tree disease outbreak, then dead and dying trees must be 
removed to control the disease and prevent the disease from spreading.    

How many cavity trees per acre?   The wildlife literature recommends 4 to 
5 large cavity trees per acre to maximize wildlife habitat.  A good 
recommendation for cavity trees is to follow the 30” stocking guide in the 
WDNR Northern Hardwoods Chapter.  The 30” stocking guide translates 
to four of the largest trees per acre that we allow to live out their lives; 
eventually die and become large snags; and end up as coarse woody debris 
on the forest floor.  Note: these are not the crop trees which will be 
managed for harvest.  

Forest Research Scientist Carl Tubbs (Tubbs et al. 1987) calculated the 
loss to gross timber yields from leaving some trees for wildlife. 

“Generally, leaving trees that would increase the total residual stand 
by 10 to 15 square feet will not have a measurable effect on gross 
timber yields.   In even-aged stands,  leaving 20% more basal area in 
any one size class (poles, small,  medium, and large sawlogs), so long 
as the total does not exceed 10 or 15 square feet per acre for the stand, 
also will not affect gross timber yields.” 

Tubbs et al. 1987 also document two other important relationships.  

1. When northern hardwood cutting cycles go from 20 to 15 to 10 years, 
the natural number of snags and cavity trees decreases.  So, when 
managing at short cutting cycles,  it is important to maintain snags and 
cavity trees.

2. When the residual basal area in northern hardwoods goes from 90 to 80 
to 70 square feet, the number of snags and cavity trees decreases.   So, 
when managing at lower residual basal areas, it is important to maintain 
snags and cavity trees.  

Conclusion

By working with a northern hardwood stand’s composition and structure, 
landowners can maintain and develop important habitat features.  These 
features will benefit wild animals that find mature northern hardwood 
forest their preferred habitat.

References

Tubbs, Carl H., DeGraaf, Richard M., Yamasaki, Mariko, and William M. 
Healy. 1987. Guide to Wildlife Tree Management in New England 
Northern Hardwoods. USDA Forest Service. Northeastern Forest 
Experiment Station, Gen. Tech. report NE-118.

For additional information see the Northern hardwood Chapter in 
WDNR’s Silviculture Handbook. This handbook is available on the 
Wisconsin DNR’s Division of Forestry website:   http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/ForestManagement/silviculture.html.   

Yellow birch on Lake Superior, WI

Snag tree on shoreline

http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/ForestManagement/silviculture.html
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/ForestManagement/silviculture.html
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A conversation with Joe

 about 

his family woodlands

Prefix  from Joe: Back 
on June 24, I had the 
pleasure of a rather 
e x t e n s i v e v e r b a l 
interview which was 
conducted as part of an 
educational series by the 
W D N R D i v i s i o n o f 
Forestry. We spent several 
hours back in the woods 
overlooking Nudist Lake 
on a beautiful morning, 
with the film background 
a testimony to sustainable 
forestry. Kirsten Held 
supplied me the following 
questions, as a primer for 
the interview. I had made 
some simple reminder 
notes to these questions in 
p r e p a r a t i o n o f t h e 
interview, and later on I 
typed my notes into 
s e n t e n c e s . I a s k e d 
permission to use these 
questions among our PIF 
network, as it is my hope 
that some of you will also 
be happy to also answer 
these questions and share 
with readers.

So, please, read my 
answers if you wish, ask 
me questions or throw a 
comment if you will, but 
more importantly please 
give us the answers to 
questions like this. We 
want to cover you, the 
members of this COOP, 
we need you engaged, we 
want to hear from you.

1. How	  long	  have	  you	  owned	  the	  property	  and	  why/how	  did	  you	  get	  started	  as	  a	  
woodland	  owner?	  	  

We	   purchased	   our	   first	   woodland	   property	   in	   central	  Wisconsin	   in	   1970	   as	  
young	  adults,	  recently	  married.	   	  Added	  several	  other	  parcels	  over	  the	  next	  10	  
years,	  some	  of	  which	  we	  s@ll	  manage	  today.	   	   I	  connected	  to	  the	  woods	   as	  a	  
child	   on	  my	  granddad’s	   farm	   in	   southern	  Wisconsin	  with	  a	   variety	  of	   large	  
hardwoods	   in	   his	   wood	   lot.	   	   We	   bought	   the	   first	   part	   of	   this,	   our	   home	  
property,	   property	   in	  1983	   because	   we	  were	   looking	  to	   relocate	   out	   of	   the	  
central	   sands	   region,	   where	   we	   had	   become	   disgruntled	   with	   increasing	  
pes@cide	   use	   in	   the	   region,	   and	   the	   clearing	   of	   farm	   woodlots	   for	   massive	  
irriga@on	  fields.

2. What	  is	  the	  history	  of	  this	  property?	  

Our	  ownership	   of	   this	   property	   is	   a	   long	   story,	   and	  one	   that	   I	   will	   save	   for	  
future	  conversa@on.

3. What	  does	  sustainable	  forestry	  mean	  to	  you	   as	  a	  private	  woodland	  owner?	  
(how	  do	  you	  define	  it)	  

My	  defini@on	  of	  sustainable	   forestry	  on	  these	   lands	  would	  men@on	  a	  healthy	  
and	   growing	  mul@	  age	   forest	  providing	  mul@ple	   benefits	   now	  and	  to	   future	  
genera@ons.	   	   We	   treat	   our	   forestry	   economics	   as	   a	   business	   but	   as	   forest	  
owners	  our	  real	  business	  is	  to	  safeguard	  the	  interests	  of	  future	  genera@ons	  so	  
others	  may	  be	  able	   to	  experience	   the	  wonders	   of	  the	  forest	  and	  benefit	  from	  
the	   resources.	   	  Although	  the	  mul@	  age	  term	  is	   likely	  not	  a	  solid	  defini@on,	  to	  
me	   in	  signifies	   that	   there	   is	   always	   some	   @mber	  value	   available	   and	  makes	  
management	   of	   a	   home	   property	   more	   rewarding.	   	   Of	   course	   sustainable	  
forestry	  does	  not	  require	  mul@	  age,	  but	  it	  certainly	  is	  my	  preference.

4. What	  influences	  how	  you	  pracDce	  sustainable	  forestry	  on	  your	  property?	  

Of	   course	   our	  ethics	   play	   a	   big	   role,	   but	  we	  must	  also	   be	   cognizant	   of	   the	  
dynamics	  of	  growth,	  disease,	  extreme	  weather	  events	  as	  well	  as	  changing	  site	  
specifics.	   	   These	   influences	   may	   change	   as	   @me	   goes	   on	   as	   we	   adapt	   to	  
changes,	  but	  ones	  ethics,	  his/her	  moral	  compass	   if	   you	  will,	   should	   be	  more	  
consistent.
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5. What	  does	  sustainable	  forestry	   “look	   like”	   on	  your	  property?	   (what	  are	  the	  
basic	  elements	  and	  how	  do	  you	  know	  when	  you’ve	  achieved	  it)	  

We	  strive	   for	  a	  diversity	  of	  age,	  species	  and	  size.	   	  Areas	  of	  large	  trees	  is	  what	  
we	   truly	   appreciate	   and	   I	   have	   a	   personal	   interest	   in	   extended	   rota@on	   to	  
accomplish	   this.	   	   But,	   equally	   important	   are	   areas	   of	   regenera@on	   and	  
considera@on	  of	  wildlife	  habitat	  as	  well 	  as	  watershed	  protec@on.	  	  Habitat	  for	  
non	  forest	  product	  plants	  is	  also	  very	  vital.	  	  A	  property	  we	  own	  in	  the	  U	  P	  has	  
the	   nicest	   stand	   of	   Canada	  Yew	   I	   know	   of,	   and	   protec@ng	   the	   yew	   was	   a	  
mo@va@ng	  factor	  in	  the	  purchase	  of	  that	  stand.

6. What	  forestry	  pracDces	  have	  been	  implemented	  here	  on	  your	  property?	  

Within	  our	  management	  plan,	  we	  have	  harvested	  all	  old	  aspen,	  white	   birch,	  
balsam	  fir	  and	  jack	  pine	   (a	  very	  minor	  component)	   and	  done	   some	   plan@ng.	  
We	  would	  like	  to	  con@nue	  to	  do	  more	  scarifica@on	  to	  encourage	  regenera@on.	  
Notably	  we	  have	  harvested	  lots	  of	  fuel	  wood	  from	  poor	  quality	  red	  maple	  and	  
failing	   oak	   through	  the	   years,	  which	  has	   been	   a	   tremendous	   benefit	  to	   our	  
family.

7. What	  do	  you	  see	  as	  the	  biggest	  obstacles	  to	  pracDcing	  sustainable	  forestry	  in	  
Wisconsin?	  	  

Perhaps	   taxa@on	   will	   become	   the	   overlaying	   issue,	   as	   for	   many	   years	   I	  
considered	   conversion-‐-‐-‐fragmenta@on	   as	   most	   serious	   by	   far.	   	   If	   taxa@on	  
(property	  tax	  and	  possible	  estate	   tax	  concerns)	   con@nues	   to	  be	  an	  obstacle	   in	  
future	   years,	   it	   will	   lead	   to	   more	   fragmenta@on	   and	   more	   short	   sighted	  
prac@ces.	   	  Many	  family	  owned	  woodlots	  are	   lost	  to	  conversion	  because	  of	   a	  
death	  or	  poor	  health	  of	  the	  owner,	  as	  families	  try	  to	  readjust.	  	  Climate	  change	  
may	  also	  become	  a	  big	  factor,	  a	  warming	  climate	  likely	  will	  lead	  to	  more	  deer	  
and	  more	   invasives	   and	  more	   drought	   along	  with	  extreme	   weather	   events,	  
with	  the	  long	  term	  consequences	  uncertain.

8. What	   challenges	   have	   you	   encountered	   when	   implemenDng	   your	   forest	  
management	  plan?	  	  (Deer,	  regeneraDon,	  other?)

Excessive	   deer	   browse	   has	   become	   a	   very	   serious	   concern,	   especially	  
damaging	   to	  white	   pine,	   but	   also	   hampering	   oak	   and	   other	   species.	   	   Our	  
plan@ng	   prac@ce	   is	   ‘on	  hold’	   un@l	  we	   can	   some	   how	  get	  a	  handle	   on	   deer	  
numbers.	  	  I	  am	  also	  very	  concerned	  with	  the	  growing	  abundance	  of	  red	  maple	  
on	  the	  soils	  it	  does	  not	  do	  well	  on.	  	  The	  red	  maple	  has	  become	  almost	  invasive,	  
grows	   extremely	   fast	  when	  young,	  but	  on	  much	   of	   this	   property	   it	  does	   not	  
develop	  well.	  	  The	  long	  drought,	  in	  especially	  2006-‐2009,	  was	  very	  detrimental	  
to	  our	  goals.	   	  We	   have	   some	   stands	   that	  we	   have	   significantly	  delayed	  the	  
mandatory	  thinning	  prac@ces	  because	  of	  slower	  than	  an@cipated	  growth.



	

                                                   

  Page 10

9. Is	  your	  woodland	  property	   in	  a	  cerDficaDon	  program	  and	  what	  influence	  has	  
that	  had,	  if	  any?	  

We	   have	   the	   Managed	   Forest	   Law	   cer@fica@on	   on	   all	   our	   Wisconsin	  
proper@es.	   	  Our	   larger	  holding	   in	  the	  U	  P	   is	   FSC	  cer@fied.	   	   I	  remain	  a	  strong	  
advocate	  and	  believe	  cer@fica@on	   is	   important,	  but	  the	  benefits	   remain	  very	  
grey	  to	  most	   land	  owners.	   	   I	  also	  worry	  that	  cer@fica@on	  can	  be	   twisted	  and	  
become	  corrupted	  and	  in	  turn	  used	  as	  an	  excuse	  to	  carry	  out	  another	  unwise	  
poor	  prac@ce.

10. What	  do	  you	  feel	  are	  the	  most	  common	  mispercepDons	  the	  public	  has	  about	  
forestry?	  	  

I	   think	   the	   general	   public	   is	   largely	   uneducated	   and	   has	   a	   serious	  
misunderstanding	  of	  the	   life	   span	  of	  different	  species	  and	  how	  management	  
requirements	   can	  vary,	  some	  species	   requiring	  clear	  cuts	  for	  example.	   	  There	  
remains	   a	   strong	   public	   distaste	   for	   clear	   cuts	   but	   bad	   logging	   prac@ces	  
through	   the	   years	   have	   created	   some	   of	   the	   distaste	   and	   distrust	   of	   the	  
general	  public.	  	  Educa@ng	  the	  public	  is	  very	  important,	  but	  we	  must	  be	  careful	  
to	  avoid	  accusa@ons	  of	  ‘green	  washing’.

11. What	  are	  your	  biggest	  concerns	  /	   issues	  regarding	  the	  pracDce	  of	  sustainable	  
forestry	  in	  the	  future?

Taxa@on-‐	   fragmenta@on,	   climate	   change,	   deer	   and	   invasive	   species	   and	  
maintaining	  markets	   for	   lower	   value	   wood	   come	   to	  mind.	   	  On	   the	   greater	  
landscape	   I	  am	  very	  concerned	  about	   the	   short	  sighted	  management	  of	   the	  
investment	  fund	  owners.	  	  Owning	  forest	  land	  for	  its	  short	  term	  benefits	  is	  truly	  
a	  misguided	  approach,	  and	  these	   TIMO	  and	  REIT	  owners	  have	  a	  @me	  limit	  to	  
their	  fund	  ownership,	  crea@ng	  conflicts	  among	  what	  prac@ces	  are	  acceptable.	  
I	  feel	  that	  many	  of	  these	  large	  owners	  have	  pushed	  the	  bar	  to	  excess,	  as	  they	  
struggle	   to	   sa@sfy	   investor’s	   demands	   and	   the	   manager’s	   costs	   of	   doing	  
business.

12. How	  can	  sustainable	  forestry	  help	  us	  adapt	  and	  prepare	  for	  future	  changes?

It	   is	   crucial	   to	   embrace	   the	   intrinsic	   values	   of	   our	   forests,	   and	  con@nuously	  
appreciate	   all	   the	   benefits	   of	   the	   forest,	   not	   only	   the	   economics.	   	   While	  
prac@cing	  forestry,	  with	  sustainability	  as	  the	  guide,	  we	  remain	  open	  to	  adapt	  
to	  future	  challenges	  as	  they	  arrive.	  I	  suspect	  most	  of	  these	  challenges	  are	  not	  
understood	  un@l	  they	  are	  upon	  us,	  but	  careful	  management	  can	  at	  least	  give	  
us	  a	  basis	  to	  work	  from.

13. What	  are	  the	  most	  important	  values,	  services	  and	  products	  from	  your	   forest	  
lands?	  	  From	  private,	  non-‐industrial	  forestland	  in	  general?	  
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As	  I	  just	  men@oned	  I	  believe	  the	  intrinsic	  values	  are	  paramount.	  	  	  Of	  course	  the	  
economics,	   and	   the	   important	   resource	   benefits	   to	   man,	   including	   wood	  
products	  from	  fuel	  to	  fiber	  to	  lumber	  to	  veneer	  are	  cri@cal.	  	  	  The	  social	  benefits	  
largely	  @ed	  to	  recrea@on	  are	  always	   very	  important.	   	  The	  intrinsic	  values	  are	  
above	  any	  price,	  meaning	  the	  wildlife	   habitat	  and	  watershed	  protec@on,	  but	  
especially	  spiritual……..there	  is	   truly	  something	  very	  therapeu@c	  about	  a	  large	  
36	  inch	  diameter	  white	  pine	  towering	  over	  the	  canopy.

14. How	  do	  your	  landowner	  objecDves	  influence	  how	  you	  manage	  the	  property?	  

I	  favor	  the	  growth	  of	   large	  trees;	  we	  like	  to	  extend	  the	  rota@on	  of	  the	  long	  live	  
species	  to	  grow	  trees	  to	  their	  poten@al.	  	  But	  we	  also	  realize	   the	  limita@ons	   to	  
this	  prac@ce	  with	  many	  species	  being	  mature	   economically	  and	  aesthe@cally	  
together.	  	  Oden	  management	  is	  a	  balancing	  act.

15. What	  are	  some	  of	  the	  tools	  and	  techniques	  used	  to	  manage	  your	  woodlands?

Hope	  to	  do	  more	  release	  of	  desirable	  species;	  I	  hope	  to	  be	  able	  to	  spend	  more	  
@me	  releasing	  oak	  saplings	  from	  the	  dense	  red	  maple.	  	  I	  also	  wish	  to	  do	  more	  
scarifica@on	   to	  encourage	   pine	   regenera@on.	   	   Scarifica@on	   has	   been	   a	   big	  
benefit	  here,	  even	  though	  it	  is	  a	  liele	  slow	  in	  proving	  itself.	  	  Further	  plan@ng	  is	  
on	  hold	  un@l	  deer	   numbers	  are	   controlled.	   	  Our	  own	  ‘value	   added’	  business	  
has	  been	  a	  big	  help,	  as	  we	  are	  able	  to	  u@lize	  even	  a	  single	  dead	  or	  fallen	  tree	  
in	  to	  a	  good	  use.

16. Why	  is	  it	  important	  for	  students	  to	  learn	  about	  our	  forest	  resources?

To	  protect	  these	  working	  forests,	  we	  must	  first	  care	   for	  them	  and	  love	   them.	  
We	  must	  reconnect	  our	  young	  people	   to	  the	  natural	  world	  so	  they	  grow	  up	  to	  
respect	  the	  resources	  necessary	  to	  sustain	  a	  quality	  of	  life……..for	  far	  too	  many	  
young	  people,	  their	  biggest	  outdoor	  experience	   is	   a	  bus	  ride	   to	  a	  neighboring	  
town	  to	  play	  soccer	  on	  a	  field	  recently	  sprayed	  with	  herbicides	  or	  other	  toxic	  
concoc@ons.	   	   Young	   people	   must	   learn	   that	   lumber	   does	   not	   come	   from	   a	  
lumber	  yard	  any	  more	  than	  food	  comes	  from	  a	  grocery	  store.	  	  Working	  forests	  
are	   a	   longer	   term	   crop,	   but	   a	   crop	   none	   the	   less,	   and	   conserving	  working	  
lands,	  both	  farm	  and	  forest,	  is	  crucial	  to	  future	  genera@ons	  and	  must	  become	  
a	  part	  of	  our	  moral	  code.	  	  Failure	  to	  recognize	  this	  will	  be	  very	  detrimental	  to	  
future	  genera@ons.
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Hypoxylon Canker of Aspen
Contributed by: 
John Schwarzmann, Forest Supervisor 
Board of  Commissioners of  Public Lands

Hypoxylon canker, caused by the fungus Hypoxylon mammatum is one of the most important 
killing diseases of aspen in eastern North America. In Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, the 
total impact of Hypoxylon canker has been estimated to be 30 percent of the annual net growth of 
aspen.
Range
The disease is present throughout the range of aspen in North America, except Alaska. It occurs 
in the Eastern United States and adjacent Canada west into British Columbia and south through 
the Rocky Mountains into Arizona. The disease has also been found on European aspen in 
Russia, Czechoslovakia, and France.
Hosts
The fungus is primarily a pathogen of quaking aspen, Populus tremuloides Michx. Infection 
levels in that species average 12 percent, but susceptibility of aspen to Hypoxylon canker varies 
by clone. Clones have been found where 100 percent of the trees were infected; other clones have 
been found with less than 1 percent of the trees infected. Bigtooth aspen, P. 
grandidentata Michx.,  is occasionally infected. Infection of balsam poplar, P. balsamifera L.,  is 
rare.  European aspen (P. tremula L.),  Chinese aspen (P. adenopoda Maxim.), and Bolleana poplar 
(P. alba var.pyramidalis) are additional hosts for the fungus. Hybrids of white poplars 
(section Leuce), where P. tremuloides is one of the parents, are also hosts of the fungus.
Symptoms
Young cankers first appear on aspen bark as slightly sunken, yellowish-orange areas with 
irregular margins (Figure 1). As infection progresses, the outer bark is raised in blisterlike patches 
and sloughs off, exposing the blackened crumbling cortex (Figure 2).  Old cankers, which may be 
several feet long,  are rough and blackened at the center and yellowish-orange at the newly 
invaded margins (Figure 3).
Although callus may develop occasionally at the margin of a canker, the fungus usually invades 
new tissue so rapidly that callus has no time to form. Many trees infected on the lower bole are 
girdled and killed within 5 years. An infection on the upper bole may cause only part of the 
crown to die, after which a lower branch may become the growing tip of the tree, but the entire 
tree may then die from suppression. Some trees are so weaken\ed by decay in the cankered zone 
that wind breaks the stems before girdling is complete (Figure 4).
The most reliable field symptom for identifying young Hypoxylon cankers is the laminated or 
mottled black and yellowish-white cortex, which can be exposed by cutting into young cankers or 
cutting near the margins of older cankers. Removing the bark exposes white mycelial fans in the 
zone (Figure 5).
Description and Life History of the Fungus
How the Hypoxylon canker fungus infects aspen is not definitely known. Most cankers originate 
in the immediate area of a dead branch stub or break in the bark. Recent evidence suggests 
strongly that insects, especially gall insects such as Saperda inornata and the periodical cicada 
(Magicicada septendecim L.), are involved, but whether these insects actually inoculate aspen or 
merely provide wounds for infection courts has not been proven. About 3 years after infection, 
spores are produced in fruiting bodies called perithecia on the older portions of the canker. The 
fruiting bodies are small crustlike growths ranging from a few to several millimeters in diameter 

Figure 1 - A young 
canker 
of Hypoxy1on 
mammatum on 
quaking aspen. Note 
the irregular margin 
and the yellowish-
orange color of the 
canker.

Figure 2 - 
Blistered bark on 
a H. mammatum 
canker that is just 
over 1 year old. 
Beneath the 
blisters, which are 
loosened periderm, 
are the conidial 
pillars.



	

  ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !       Page 13

(Figure 6). When young, they are covered with a grayish bloom, which soon disappears. As the 
fruiting bodies age, they turn black and appear carbonaceous. When the fruiting bodies get wet, 
the spores are forcibly discharged.
Sporulation can continue for several years after the host tree dies.
Prevalence of the disease varies from one geographical area to another for reasons not known at 
present. For example, Hypoxylon canker is a major problem of aspen in the Lake States, but only a 
minor problem of aspen in the Rocky Mountains. It also varies within a single area, with high 
levels of infection occurring in occasional "wave years." Susceptibility of aspen to Hypoxylon is 
apparently greater on poor sites. Poor stocking, stand openings, and edges in aspen stands seem to 
create conditions favorable to the fungus. Cankers cause only about half as many stem losses in 
well-stocked stands as in poorly stocked ones, and about two to three times as many trees are 
infected near exposed stand edges as in well-stocked parts of the same stand.
Susceptibility of aspen to Hypoxylon canker does not seem to change as trees age. The disease 
does the most damage to juvenile trees because they are often cankered low on the bole where 
cankers usually are lethal. Large trees are attacked on the upper bole; the top of the tree is killed 
and a new leader often takes over. Appreciable losses from the disease can occur in older stands. 
Vigorous dominant trees and weak suppressed trees are both susceptible to infection.
Control
While Hypoxylon canker cannot be prevented, certain silvicultural techniques can minimize its 
impact. All aspen stands should be checked routinely for the amount of disease present. If 15 to 25 
percent of the aspen trees are infected with Hypoxylon canker,  the stand should be harvested early 
and the site treated to encourage good aspen reproduction. If more than 25 percent of the trees are 

infected, the stand should be harvested as soon as the trees are large enough, 
and then the site should be converted to other species (susceptibility varies by 
clone and very susceptible clones should not be perpetuated).  Lightly infected 
stands can be managed on rotations longer than 40 years.
Because thinning has been shown to favor Hypoxylon infection in some stands, 
thinning of aspen stands cannot be recommended as a management tool unless 
care is taken. If thinning is done, only fully stocked aspen stands with very low 
levels of the disease should be treated,  and all infected trees should be 
removed, because they will die within 3 to 5 years anyway.
In established stands, there is little opportunity to eliminate exposed stand 
edges or to increase stocking to prevent infection. In future stands, however, 
losses would be reduced by obtaining full stocking. A uniform well-stocked 
stand is a general management objective for all forest types. 

Information from USFS Insect and 
Disease control Leaflet

Figure 4 - Quaking aspen tree broken 
during a windstorm at the point of 
Hypoxylon canker infection.

Figure 5 - Mycelial fan beneath the 
bark on a quaking aspen tree 
infected with Hypoxylon canker.

Figure 3   An 
older H. 
mammatum canke
r with an orange 
margin and darker 
central area that 
contains the 
conidial pillars 
and sexual stroma.

Figure 6 – Spores of H. 
mammatum.These are formed in 
portions of Hypoxylon cankers that 
are between 2 and 3 years old.
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Basal Area Workshop Report
by	  Rod	  Sharka

	   What	   a	  great	   day. 	   	   The	  weather	  
was	   beau1ful,	   the	   bugs	   weren't	   out	   yet,	  
and	   the	   imparted	   knowledge	   was	  
awesome.	  	  Although	  the	  plan	  was	  to	  begin	  
by	   having	   everyone	   make	   their	   own	  
Biltmore	  Cruising	  s1ck,	  since	  we	  only	  had	  
11	   par1cipants, 	   and	   had	   previously	  
prepared	  enough	  samples,	  all	  par1cipants	  
were	  presented	   with	   a	  pre-‐made	   s1ck	   to	  
use	   and	   keep.	   	   These	   s1cks	   were	  
constructed	   from	   locally	   harvested	   hard	  
maple	   (see	  photos),	  and	  we	   learned	   that	  
they	   have	   three	   func1onal	   uses.	   	   First,	  
they	   have	   a	   scale	   that	   can	   be	   used	   to	  
quickly	  determine	  a	  tree's	  diameter	  (dbh).	  	  
Second, 	   they	   have	   a	   hypsometer	   scale	  
used	  for	  es1ma1ng	  the	  number	  of	  16	  foot	  
logs	  in	  a	  standing	  tree	  (or	   for	  es1ma1ng	  a	  
tree's	  height). 	   	  And	  finally,	  the	  s1ck	  width	  
is	  a	  precise	  size	  that	   can	  be	  used	  to	  make	  
a	  point	  sampling	  of	  trees	  to	  determine	  the	  
basal	  area	  of	  a	  1mber	  stand.	  

	   AKer	   being	   instructed	   on	   the	  
proper	   use	   of	   the	   cruise	   s1cks	   and	  
allowed	   to	   prac1ce	  our	   new	   skills	   in	   two	  
different	   forest	   stands,	   we	   were	   further	  
instructed	   on	   how	   to	   apply	   our	  
measurements	   to	   various	   tables	   and	  
g r aph s	   p rov i ded	   i n	   ou r	   T imbe r	  
Management	   Field	   Book	   to	   determine	   a	  
whole	   host	   of	   values	   to	   es1ma1ng	   basal	  
area,	  number	   of	  logs,	  cordage,	  board	   feet	  
of	   lumber	   in	   a	   standing	   tree,	   and	   much	  
more.	   	   There	   were	   numerous	   ques1ons	  
asked,	   and	   abundant	   discussion	   about	  
modern,	   sustainable	   forest	   management	  

philosophies	   regarding	   when	   and	   how	  
different	   stands	  should	  be	   thinned	  and	   to	  
what	  degree,	  and	  the	  benefits	  of	  doing	  so	  
in	   terms	   of	   long	   term	   forest	   health	   for	  
differing	  objec1ves.	  	  There	  was	  also	  much	  
discussion	   about	   current	   1mber	   prices	  
and	   various	   considera1ons	   in	   working	  
with	   loggers	   and	   mills	   to	   get	   the	   best	  
outcome	  from	  a	  harvest.
	   Following	   the	   outdoor	   session, 	  
par1cipants	   returned	   to	   Joe	   and	   Mary's	  
guest	   house	   to	   con1nue	   conversa1ons	  
during	  lunch.	  	  I	  think	  it	  was	  the	  unanimous	  
opinion	   that	   this	   was	   a	   very	   informa1ve	  
and	   valuable	   workshop.	   	   The	   only	  
disappoin1ng	   issue	   was	   that	   so	   very	   few	  
PIF	   members	   took	   advantage	   of	   the	  
opportunity	   to	   aRend	   and	   support	   their	  
organiza1on.	   	   There	  were	   only	  three	   PIF	  
members	   (not	   coun1ng	   the	   organizers	  
and	   presenters)	   in	   aRendance.	   	   The	  
majority	   of	   aRendees	   were	   from	   the	  
community, 	   and	   this	   was	   their	   first	  
exposure	   to	   PIF.	   	   An	   indica1on	   of	   the	  
quality	  of	   the	   instruc1on	  given	   is	  that	   we	  
gained	   three	   new	   family	   memberships	  
from	   the	   event.	   	   PIF	   welcomes	   Lorin	  
Johnson	   and	  family	  from	  Phelps,	  Bob	   and	  
Janet	   Bailey	   from	   Lac	   du	   Flambeau,	   and	  
Cheryl	  and	   Jeff	  Pytlarz	   from	  Watersmeet,	  
MI	  to	  our	  Coop.	  

	   Because	   of	   the	   value	   of	   this	  
workshop,	   and	   since	   several	   members	  
expressed	   regrets	   for	   not	   being	   able	   to	  
aRend,	   your	   board	   of	   directors	   are	  
considering	  repea1ng	  this	  workshop	  again	  

 At the May 17th 
workshop we measured 
a red pine with in a 
heavy pine stand.  
Using the cruise stick, 
we determined this 
particular tree was 
22” dbh, and estimated 
that to a 9” top there 
was 31/2 16’ logs.  We 
then referred to table 
1:16 in the Timber 
Management Field 
Book to learn that this 
tree displayed 549 BF.
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Hypsometer Scale

Point sampling for basal area

Using Hypsometer Scale Measuring DBH 2

All photographs provided by Rod Sharka

this	   fall.	   	   If	   you	   did	   not	   aRend,	   but	   would	   have	   an	  
interested	  in	  doing	  so	   if	  another	  opportunity	  is	  offered	  
this	  fall,	  please	  contact	  Joe	  Hovel	  or	  Rod	  Sharka	  now	  so	  
we	  can	  determine	  the	  degree	  of	   interest.	  	  As	  Joe	  and	   I	  
have	  said	  many	  1mes	  before,	  we	  need	  to	  hear	  from	  our	  
membership	  to	  know	  what	  you	  would	  like	  us	  to	  do.	  

	   As	   a	   side	   note,	   many	   thanks	   go	   to	   John	  
Schwarzmann	   for	   his	   excellent	   instruc1on	   and	   for	  
sharing	   his	   exper1se	   on	   a	   variety	   of	   	   forest	  
management	  topics.	  	  Many	  thanks	  also	  to	  Joe	  and	  Mary	  
Hovel	   for	   hos1ng	   the	   workshop	   at	   their	   beau1ful	  
Conover	  property.
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Land and Water Conservation Fund LWCF)

an old friend we desperately need to maintain

More about the LWCF!
Fifty years ago, President John F. Kennedy proposed the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
legislation  to Congress.  LWCF has proven to be one of the most important tools we  have to protect  
parks, forests and wildlife  habitat at the federal, state and local level.  LWCF is taking a portion of 
revenues from offshore oil  and gas leasing and reinvesting them in onshore conservation.  It has  been 
a major source  of funding for federal and state acquisitions of land and easements, including the 
Forest Legacy program.

The LWCF has been active since 1965, and as stated above, is NOT funded via taxpayer revenues; rather it 
is composed of a fraction of off shore oil and gas leasing proceeds. Very simply, LWCF is a mitigation fund, 
designed to protect  resources on shore, to balance losses from off shore extraction.  LWCF was likely used 
to protect or create some of your favorite public places.  This Fund is responsible for immeasurable 
economic and environmental benefits, not  only important to recreation and forestry but  also to the future of 
clean water and clean air.

Although LWCF is authorized at  $900 million per year, that level has been met  only once during the 
program's history.  LWCF is divided into two distinct  funding areas: State grants and Federal funds for 
acquisition.  The State fund of LWCF is divided to all 50 states, DC, and the territories by a formula based 
on population as well as other factors. State grant  funds can be used by state and local governments for park 
development and for acquisition of lands and easements.

The Federal side of LWCF provides for national park, forest  and wildlife refuge area fee and easement 
acquisitions.  Each year, based on recommendations from the federal land management agencies (NPS, 
USFS, FWS, BLM), the President can forward these recommendations to Congress requesting funding for 
specific LWCF projects.  Once received by Congress, these projects go through a rigorous Appropriations 
Committee review process with much scrutiny from Representatives and Senators representing project 
areas.  LWCF has traditionally been a bipartisan effort with support from all parts of the country.  Forest 
Legacy alone has protected 2,236,271 acres across the country as of January 2012.

But, our nation’s best  tool to protect  national and local parks, wildlife refuges, and working forests and even 
range lands in the west, is set to sunset — or expire — in 2015 unless Congress renews it.

The conservation community is steadfast in that  we cannot let this program fade away. Many communities 
still lack access to near by outdoor recreation, climate changes threaten access to national parks and the 
preservation of treasured landscapes, and working lands risk being lost to incompatible development; LWCF 
funds are needed across the nation to fulfill these needs.

Recently Dick Steffes traveled to Washington, DC to represent Wisconsin, as part of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Coalition lobby efforts, during the great  Outdoor Week.  Dick and PIF Director Joe 
Hovel had talked before and after Dick’s lobby effort and here we catch up with Dick about his experience.

PIF: First off, I want  to thank you for your lobby efforts on behalf of LWCF. I am sure no one in Wisconsin 
could appreciate the value of the fund any more than do you, with your history of land protection with 
Wisconsin DNR.  Can you tell us a little bit  about the organized lobby effort the coalition formed and what 
the objectives of the effort were?

PIF Interview with Dick Steffes
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Have you paid your PIF dues?

I felt honored to be able to visit my legislative offices and advocate for Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF).  Thank you, Joe, for your part in making that possible.  My trip  to Washington, DC was 
from June 23rd through June 25, 2014.  The primary goals were to encourage congressional support 
for the FY15 LWCF appropriation at 900 million dollars (or at least a sufficient level), and to 
encourage renewal of this critical conservation program, entering its final year of a 50-year era.

In an effort to have a positive impact and be successful, I continue to ponder the thinking, not of the 
supporters of LWCF in Congress, but of the others who seem more focused on overall spending and 
on social issues.  We should be very grateful for the supporters like Tammy Baldwin but need to win 
over the others less enthusiastic.  Constituents, the media and advocates hopefully will help  raise 
LWCF onto the radar screen of enough members of Congress to get it funded and reauthorized.

To me, the need for LWCF is obvious, with 7 billion people in the world, mankind easily could alter 
and transform every usable acre to agriculture or development.  We need to keep a few special wild 
places.  Even before the advent of modern power equipment, loggers over harvested, in some 30 
years, the extensive white pine forests in the upper midwest.  So we need to save out some special 
places and manage them sustainably for the kids and grandkids.

Now, is this line of thinking relevant to the folks in Congress today?  Certainly yes with some but we’d 
help ourselves if we can raise conservation awareness with many other members.  Sportsmen, 
forestry interests, environmentalists and outdoor enthusiasts vote and have influence, and they need 
to express to their elected officials that LWCF is important to them.

The folks behind the advocacy effort I was involved in are with the LWCF Coalition.  The Coalition 
came together in recent years and consists of many different conservation and outdoor recreational 
organizations spread across the entire country.  While I was tasked with meeting Wisconsin’s 
Congressional Delegation (which turned out to be primarily staff of our Senators and 
Representatives), others from elsewhere met with their states’ elected officials.  The blitz of meetings 
was mostly June 24th and 25th.  Some of the other states involved besides Wisconsin were 
Wyoming, Colorado, Montana, Idaho, the Dakotas, Minnesota, Oregon, Washington State, 
Pennsylvania, California, and Georgia.

The Wilderness Society, located on M Street, northwest of the Capitol, and the Trust for Public Land, 
provide focus, staff and resources for the LWCF Coalition.  Without these two groups and their 
associates, I fear LWCF would be forgotten in the maze of competing issues Congress has to wrestle 
with.  The individuals I met associated with from the LWCF Coalition, the Wilderness Society and 
Trust for Public Land are just outstanding conservationists, committed and savvy.

PIF: Did you set  up your own meeting schedule with the Wisconsin congressional staffers, or did the 
coalition set the meeting agenda for you?  Which representatives did you visit them self and which was it 
only staff you met with?

I wrote to several Wisconsin Congress persons requesting meetings.  Actual scheduling was done 
mostly by LWCF Coalition Coordinator, Brandon Helm (a young man from Wisconsin), Assistant 
Elena Noyes (what can I say, also Wisconsin), and Hannah Clark, Michigan native now doing 
conservation work in Washington State.  Each of us “advocates” had a DC staffer with us at our 
meetings.  We provided the local stories about LWCF and reasons why its important to our state 
while they kept the focus on the overall goals of the Coalition.
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Wisconsin has the two Senators and eight Congress persons, I met with six of the ten offices.  Ron 
Carlton of the Trust for Public Land helped me around and attended the meetings with me.  It was 
interesting to see how he interacted with the elected officials and staff, clearly polished and very 
effective.  My meetings on June 24th were:

Jacob Peterson (Sensenbrenner)
Allison Steil (Ryan)
Natalie Mamerow (Kind - we also spoke with Representative Kind)
Bobby Hamill (Duffy)
Paul Bleiberg (Ribble)
Tom Petri (Johnson)

We were not able to get with staff from Senator Baldwin’s office, nor with those of Representatives 
Pocan, Moore, and Petri, although I hope to do so in the future.  Just a short note - there are two 
Tom Petris - the Congressman from Fond du Lac, not visited, and the Chief of Staff for Ron Johnson, 
who we did see.  The congressional staffers we talked with are very sharp  and capable people. They 
had solid knowledge of the LWCF background and history, although I think we added to their 
knowledge about specific projects LWCF has impacted here.

PIF: Who did you find the most  passionate about  the benefits of LWCF?  Did you meet  any resistance from 
the Wisconsin delegation?  Did you need to charm anyone with your stories to get their attention?

Visiting six offices in one day is a handful.  We ran out of daylight, but three of the four we did not 
visit had previously signed on to a support letter for LWCF’s FY15 appropriation.  So passionate 
support is, to me, very evident with Tammy Baldwin, Mark Pocan and Gwen Moore, even though I 
didn’t get a chance to see them.  Ron Kind and his staffer, Natalie Mamerow, are solidly supportive of 
LWCF and conservation values.  Representative Kind did indicate that the House leadership, fiscally 
conservative as you are well aware, would be looking for a “pay for.”  I think he recognizes battles 
ahead wherein a cut somewhere else in the overall budget would “pay for” LWCF.  I was trying to 
pick up, not only on the DC jargon, but on the mechanics of law making, appropriations and the 
underlying views and issues these folks have as relates to conservation.

I heard from a few congressional staffers that they thought not much would get done before the 
November elections.  They envision passage of a continuing resolution - thus avoiding another very 
damaging and unpopular government shutdown.  The Senate has proposed a 900 million dollar 
LWCF appropriation for FY15.  The House majority leadership  proposes zero.  A view seems to be 
that, after elections, the lame duck Congress will re-convene in December and compromise 
somewhere in the middle.  This will be done, with leadership’s blessing, via work of the 
Appropriations Committees, somewhere behind the scenes.  It’s not real assuring to hear how things 
get done in D.C.  The Department of the Interior budget, of which LWCF is a part, figures to be one 
of the last of the twelve appropriations bills for action at the end of 2014.  Thus it becomes quite 
important for those who value conservation, to contact their Senators and Congress persons and let 
them know LWCF should be on their radar, that it is very important to their constituents.  I would 
emphasize contacting Representative Ryan due to his prominence with the House Budget, and 
Congressman Duffy who relates to the forest legacy/working forest easements and the benefits for 
recreation, habitat and Wisconsin’s forest economy.  If these two Congressmen support LWCF, it 
would help a great deal, possibly having a national impact.

I did not feel outright resistance to LWCF.  I did feel a lack of enthusiasm from one staffer.  In 
general, the staff I talked with understood LWCF fairly well; we reinforced that it was not taxpayer 
funded, but rather a mitigation fund of sorts arising from offshore oil extraction.



	

  ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !       Page 19

I felt we had informed and lively discussions with Bobby Hamill (Duffy), Jacob  Peterson 
(Sensenbrenner) and one, of course, with Natalie Mamerow and her boss Ron Kind.  When we 
discussed reauthorization of the program, Bobby Hamill intimated that one of the issues which may 
come up is an overall acreage cap on federal ownership.  Another idea would be to divert some 
funds to maintenance of national parks and forests.  There was some frustration expressed about 
limited timber harvest on the national forests.  While we countered these ideas at least we were 
having good frank discussion with folks well aware of the issues.  Our talk with Allision Steil (Ryan’s 
Legislative Director), I felt, lacked something.  In fairness, these folks continually hear form 
advocates for one position to another – they are uniformly polite and attentive but one wonders if 
we’re getting through to them.  Given Ryan’s importance in House budget matters and her 
importance as his Legislative Director, I pulled a maneuver, the success of which is as yet unknown.  
Wanting Allison to remember us and the LWCF message, I told her a story entitled “How Much is a 
Muskrat Worth?”  It goes like this:

“In 2009, Wisconsin DNR was a year into complicated and different negotiations with 
Wisconsin Timber Associates for an 18,000 acre working forest easement.  The land is well 
managed with yellow birch, hemlock and mixed hardwoods in Forest County.  Concurrently, 
the Nature Conservancy was trying to buy from WTA the remaining privately owned 
frontage on Wabikon Lake in fee title.  The rest of the lake was already in the 
Chequamegon-Nicolet National Forest.  Terms were agreed to but a price gap remained.

About the time things were getting testy, George Meyer, former DNR secretary and now ED 
with the Wisconsin Wildlife Federation, caught me in the hall at a NRB meeting.  He said he 
knew DNR was not getting trapping rights with our big easements.  The easements signed 
earlier covered hunting, fishing, and hiking rights and basically mimicked the rights afforded 
the public via the Managed Forest Law.  Trapping wasn’t covered.  Mr. Meyer was doing 
some arm twisting and perhaps he was right.  A day or two later, I called the gentleman I 
negotiated with at WTA and said we needed three things to make a deal - 1) sell an 
easement to DNR for $425 per acre, 2) sell the lake front to TNC as part of a total 
conservation benefit and 3) add the trapping rights to the easement.  Of course he shot 
back that the price was too low.  So I said, “Gordon, how much is a muskrat worth?”  To this 
he had a hearty laugh and we concluded it was worth $25 per acre.  DNR closed on the 
easement at $450 per acre, TNC acquired the lake.  The National Forest acquired the lake 
frontage later with LWCF so that lake is now protected permanently as part of the National; 
Forest.” 

Some of the take aways I wanted Allison to hear was that LWCF was important as a critical part of 
the transaction.  Also, the transaction helped this landowner maintain his hardwood mill, an important 
employer in Laona.  And lastly, that the working forest under easement remains privately and 
permanently managed for forestry (and open for public outdoor recreation).  All tied together by a 
muskrat.

PIF: Like Stewardship, LWCF has traditionally been bi-partisan.  Is it still that  way or has this era of 
polarization put blinders on some representatives as to the benefits of LWCF?

It was interesting to see, in our orientation meeting at the Wilderness Society, who in Congress 
signed on their LWCF support letter and who didn’t.  Each state advocate got a list of his or her 
Congressional Delegation indicating who signed on.  In Wisconsin, all the Democrats signed in 
support and none of the Republicans did.  In Wyoming, for example, some Republicans signed in 
support and some didn’t (well, they don’t have any Democrats in Wyoming).  It was mixed or bi-
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partisan in several states.  I’m not sure what this tells us, perhaps it has something to do with tactics 
and negotiations between the parties on totally unrelated issues. My observation is that this doesn’t 
tell us the true position of those not signing, rather its sort of a tactical indicator for negotiations on 
the many issues before Congress.

In talking with the staffers for Wisconsin’s elected officials, I did get the sense that there was support 
for LWCF even though five out of my six office visits were with non-signers.  I think there is just such 
a rough ongoing battle between the parties where folks are reluctant to admit they share a position 
with someone on the other side of the aisle.  Will this mean the end to bi-partisan support for LWCF 
and conservation?  I don’t believe that.  I think the support is there and will come out in the future.  
But it won’t be easy and might be linked to negotiations on other issues.

PIF: In your 40 years with DNR, Forest Legacy has only been around for about  30% of your career.  I wrote 
extensively about Forest  Legacy in Wisconsin back in September of 2012.  Without LWCF there is no Forest 
Legacy federal money.  Besides Legacy what other federal money from LWCF was helpful to the people of 
Wisconsin during your career?   Any idea what percentage of your overall conservation and stewardship 
expenditures were help from the federal side?  Besides our National Forests in Wisconsin, any thoughts on 
where else we have benefited from LWCF in Wisconsin?

Wisconsin DNR used LWCF way back in the 1980’s on fee title land for a variety of projects.  For 
example, several parks, Devil’s Lake, High Cliff (on Lake Winnebago); it helped with a few tracts for 
the Northern Highland-American Legion State Forest and supported land protection for some fish 
and wildlife projects.  When its amount decreased, DNR switched to using it for some park 
development as development funds were short.  This improved the experience our campers and trail 
users have had.  A portion of LWCF also is available for local park acquisition, examples would be 
Pine Point Park in Chippewa County on Lake Holcombe or Bairds Creek Park in the city of Green 
Bay.  $500,000 per year is currently available for local parks in Wisconsin.  That’s a pretty small 
amount for a state the size of Wisconsin and there is a robust competition each year for that funding.

It is estimated LWCF has been used in 98% of the counties in the country, an astounding figure 
generated over that 50 year history.  In recent years, with a strong state Stewardship  and a 
somewhat underfunded LWCF, the federal portion of the Wisconsin DNR’s acquisition budget has 
declined to about 10%.  Personally, I think the federal share will be more important in future years.

Another program funded with LWCF is the Section 6 Critical Habitat Protection (HCP) effort through 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Places Wisconsin DNR has used these funds include Karner Blue 
Butterfly (KBB)habitat in Waupaca County near Emmons Creek Fishing Area. There also is a HCP 
supported working forest easement in Adams County, unfortunately not closed before Plum Creek’s 
recent sale to a new TIMO.  The hope is the new owners will follow up  with that. Species to be 
benefited are the KBB and the Kirtland Warbler, known to nest there.

PIF: I recall a decade ago when some folks in the Town of Boulder Junction wanted to put a golf course on 
the state forest, but apparently it  was the fact  that LWCF was involved at purchase time that ruled out golf as 
the criteria were ‘traditional forest uses’.  To me, of course, this was a blessing but some may chide that 
reasoning.  Can you think of any drawbacks to states receiving LWCF funds?

Basically, the federal agencies through which LWCF flows to the states, feel a promise has been 
made when the funds are accepted and used for a project.  We see the same thing with Wisconsin’s 
use of federal Pittman Robertson and Sport Fishing Restoration.  When someone goes about 
converting those protected lands to a non public use, there is a day of reckoning.
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The benefit may largely be that folks are forced to slow down hasty decisions.  If the conversion of 
federally assisted conservation land truly is necessary, for example, a highway project that improves 
safety, there is a legitimate process.  Staff at Wisconsin DNR contact the National Park Service in 
Omaha and explain the proposed conversion of public land to private use or non conservation use.  
A replacement tract then needs to be acquired for conservation and the federal restrictions are 
transferred over.  It’s a difficult process and there are no guarantees it will be approved by the federal 
folks.  But the process is there to help  protect conservation land from some ephemeral “bright” idea 
that may need more thought and local discussion anyway.

PIF: Last, and most  important, what can readers do to ensure that  LWCF will be around for a long time to 
come?

Tell your Representative that you’d appreciate it if he or she reach out to their leadership  in the 
House and let them know LWCF is a priority in their district.  This includes both committee 
leadership, if they are on the Natural Resources Committee or their party leadership. House 
members should reach out to the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee and the Interior 
Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman urging them to fund LWCF at the highest possible level in 
the FY15 appropriation process. Raise the need for renewal of this important program.  Mention its 
just “honest budgeting” to fund LWCF with the share of the off shore oil and gas lease revenue 
promised to America many year ago.

I think most of us are firm believers in individual property rights as well as supporters of public land 
protection of our special places.  It is only fair that private landowners receive just compensation if 
they choose to sell land or land rights for the public good.  So it follows that land protection requires  
adequate funding.  Land protection via fee title or easement purchase follow basically the same real 
estate practices as in the private sector.  After a lot of years working with real estate, I can say that 
virtually nothing gets done in real estate without money.  That’s why the LWCF is so important to our 
society.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my experience in Washington, DC with you.

Forest Legacy   Did you Know?

 (for more on Forest Legacy in Wisconsin see September 2012 Partners News)

The federal Forest Legacy program is funded by the Land and Water Conservation Fund!

Although Forest Legacy money is sometimes used to fund fee title purchases, and occasionally legacy funds go to 
a state for a forest preserve, by far the primary use of legacy funds have been the purchase of conservation 
easements to protect working forest lands.

Forest Legacy helps states and regions identify important forested areas to target for protection.  Under the 
conservation easement the land remains privately owned with a Stewardship plan in place requiring sustainable 
management in perpetuity.
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No One Ever Washed a Rental Car

 Well known local naturalist, author, and personal friend John Bates, recently wrote the following essay 
in his bi-monthly Northwoods Almanac column in the Lakeland Times newspaper.  I felt that John's valuable 
message was very apropos and well worth repeating, so I asked him for permission to reprint it here.

No One Ever Washed a Rental Car
by	  John	  Bates

	   Harvard's	  president,	  Lawrence	  Summers, 	  once	   said,	  "In	   the	  history	  of	   the	  world,	  no	   one	  has	  
ever	  washed	  a	  rented	  car."

	   I'm	  taken	  by	  this	  statement,	  because	  it	  so	  clearly	  shows	  the	  need	  for	  ownership	  to	  help	  people	  

act	  with	  conserva1on	  in	  mind.	  	  A	  person	  who	  owns	  something	  has	  a	  strong	  incen1ve	  to	  take	  care	  of	  it.
	   But	   what	   happens	  when	   there's	   no	   ownership	   and	   you're	   responsible	   only	   for	   some	   small	  

aspect	  of	  the	  company	  you	  work	  for,	  or	   the	  property	  you're	  camping	  on,	  or	   the	  two	  square	  feet	  of	  the	  
right	  wing	  of	  a	  plane	  you	  helped	  build?	  	  The	  issue	  is	  that	  only	  whole	  planes	  fly,	  companies	  succeed	  best	  

when	   everyone	   buys	   in,	   and	   public	   lands	   are	   treated	   with	   the	   most	   care	   when	   everyone	   assumes	  

ownership.
	   It's	  worth	   no1ng,	  however,	  that	   ownership	   creates	  a	   "what's	  mine	  is	  mine"	  cavalier	  aZtude	  

that	  one	  can	  do	  whatever	  one	  wants	  and	  no	  one	  can	  say	  otherwise.	  Ownership	  can	  lead	  to	  the	  aZtude	  
that	   my	  liRle	   piece	   of	   the	  pie	   is	  more	  important	   than	  all	   others,	  whatever	   the	  impact	  on	  anyone	   or	  

anything	  else.

	   We've	   got	   lots	   of	   important	   issues	   in	   the	   Northwoods	   that	   require	   all	   of	   us	   to	   assume	  
ownership,	  but	  an	  ownership	  that	  assumes	  no	  privilege	  over	  any	  other	  owners.	  We	  can't	  be	  renters	  who	  

assume	  no	  responsibility,	  but	  we	  also	  can't	  be	  owners	  that	  grab	  on	  to	  their	  piece	  and	  growl.
	   Whatever	  the	  cause,	  whatever	   the	  issue,	  we're	  called	  upon	  to	  honor	   the	  whole,	  all	  of	  its	  parts, 	  

and	  all	  of	  its	  processes.	  Un1l	  then,	  we're	  s1ll	  just	  ren1ng	  the	  car.

As I stated earlier, I felt that this message was worth repeating here due to its relevance to our PIF organization.  
Remember folks, that Partners in Forestry is registered as a Cooperative.  A recent search of a definition of the 
word cooperative produced the following: 

co·∙op·∙er·∙a·∙(ve	   	   (noun)	   	  a	  farm,	  business,	  or	   other	  organiza1on	  that	   is	  owned	  and	   run	   jointly	  by	  its	  members,	  
who	  share	  the	  profits	  or	  benefits.

Another definition states:  

A	   coopera(ve	   ("coop")	   or	   co-‐opera(ve	   ("co-‐op")	   is	   an	   autonomous	   associa1on	   of	   persons	  

who	  voluntarily	  cooperate	  for	  their	  mutual	  social,	  economic,	  and	  cultural	  benefit.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voluntary_association
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Voluntary_association
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How is all of this relevant?  One frustration shared by your dedicated, hard working board members (both 
past and present) is how little participation, or sharing there seems to be among our membership.  We 
currently have a significant number of members on the rolls (including about a dozen who have not paid 
their dues in 2 or more years).  Yet, in spite of numerous written pleas from Joe and myself in past 
newsletter articles, we never hear from most of our membership regarding issues of interest or information 
or talents our members have and are willing to share for the benefit of our organization. 

I know Joe has received enough compliments about the quality of our newsletters, and encouragements to 
"keep up the good work" that keep us going, but without mutual  cooperation and participation, I fear that the 
depth and breadth of our efforts will  not be sustainable.  A few members have questioned why we have not 
had an annual  dinner meeting or more workshops the last few years.  Valid questions indeed, but the fact is 
that these activities take time and effort to plan.  Given the lack of participation and support from much of 
our membership in the recent May 17th workshop we offered, it makes us question what we are doing 
wrong.  Currently, we have only 5 active board members (Joe, John Schwarzmann, Margo Popovich, Jim 
Joyce, and myself) who are voluntarily doing it all.  We definitely could use a few more participants to come 
up with ideas for newsletter articles or future workshops, and to help plan events.  Even some response and 
suggestions from the membership would be encouraging.  

We realize that a good many of our loyal members are enjoying their twilight years and are not able to 
participate as much as they used to, and we can appreciate that.  Some of us are not spring chickens 
ourselves.  We also realize that much of our membership is scattered over a large area and many absentee.  
However, one thing you as a member can do is to encourage other land owners to consider joining PIF.  
What we really need are new, younger members to carry on your legacy of loving and caring for your land 
the way you have.  We absolutely MUST engage today's youth to become as passionate as we have been 
about caring for our forest land.  Otherwise, the northwoods will simply become an extended suburb of the 
nearest big city.

As Joe indicated in his remarks found elsewhere in this issue, we have procured a grant to help fund some 
future workshops, etc., in order to help sustain the future of PIF.  The University of Wisconsin Center for 
Cooperatives believed in us, we hope that can grow.  We would also like to have an annual meeting again 
this fall.  Please consider contacting Joe or any board member if you have ideas for an annual meeting topic 
or speaker, suggestions for future workshops or newsletter articles, or would like to become more involved 
in planning or organizing future events.  Please consider getting more involved in any small  way. In short, as 
we have said many times before, this is YOUR Coop.  Are you a renter or an owner?

Rod Sharka, Treasurer



	

                                                    

! "This institution is an equal opportunity provider." 

Protecting your wooded land for the future is essential to clean water, clean air, wildlife habitat, sustainable wood supply…all things that are 
necessary to society and health, and that are gone forever if the land is developed. 

PARTNERS IN FORESTRY
6063 Baker Lake Road
Conover, WI 54519


