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Abstract

This sudy identifies Louisana nortindudtria private forest landowner attitudes toward forestry
certification. Thirty-nine percent of respondents believe certification is necessary on private land, but
nearly 60 percent believe dtate, federd and tropica forests should be certified. Respondents believe
that certification is being promulgated primarily from non-governmenta environmental organizations
(NGOs) with consumer demand ranked last. With regard to trust to certify, the only entity that
respondents trust to conduct forest certification is certified foresters. Respondents are generdly not
averse to having certifiers check their forestry operations, but only 2.5 percent of respondents said they
would pay for the cost to certify their forestland. The number one suggested dternative to third-party
certification isto have the sate forestry department be the certifying agency.

Environmentd certification of forest products and forestry practicesis fast becoming an
important issue facing the forest productsindustry. In response to environmenta concerns, some
environmenta organizations, retailers and wood products companies are encouraging consumers to
purchase wood originating from certified sustainable forests. These efforts are intended to counter an
often-common perception by the generd public that most forest practicesinvolving the harvesting of
wood do irreversible damage to the environment (Petersen 1994). The basisfor certificationisa
perceived need for consumers to be assured by neutral third-party organizations that the forest industry
isemploying sound practices that will ensure a sustainable forest. Many groups have a stake in forest
certification. This paper examines the perceptions of one important stakeholder group, the non-indudtriad
private forestland owner.

Non-Industrial Private Forestland Owners

The USDA Forest Service estimates that 736.7 million acres of forest exist nationwide,
representing 33 percent of the total land area (Powell et d. 1994). Two-thirds of the nation's forests are
classfied astimberland (490 million acres) (Birch 1996). Of this, 358 million acres arein private
ownership both industria and non-industrid. Non-Industria Private Forestland (NIPF) owners are
defined as private forest owners who do not own or operate wood processing facilities, and include
farmers, miscdlaneous individuas and non-forest industry corporations, such as banks, insurance
companies and the like (Bliss et a. 1997). According to Powell et d. (1994), private individuas or
groups own 59 percent of our nation'stimberland. In some regions of the country NIPF owners own
the mgjority of the forest. For example, more than 75 percent of southern New England is owned by
individuas (Brooks et a. 1993) while regions of the Northeast and the South have smilar ownership
patterns (Rickenbach et a. 1998).

Indugtria forestlands, held by firms which often own wood processing facilities, are managed
amost exclusvdy for timber production. On NIPF land, however, the production of nontimber benefits
may be of equa or greater importance than the production of timber (Binkley 1981, Boyd 1984).
Although production islower on non-industria private forests (NIPFS), they are the principle source of
raw materias for the forest productsindustry (Henry and Bliss 1994).

While NIPF owners own from one to thousands of acres of forest, in the southern United
States, nearly two-thirds own fewer than 10 acres (Birch 1996). With regard to production patternsin
the South, alarge share of the region's softwood timber production (35 percent) comes from the
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relatively smdl share of forested acreage (23 percent) owned by forest industries. A much larger share
of the region's forest lands (67 percent) is held by NIPF owners, but they produce asmaller share of
the region's softwood timber products (58 percent) from their lands (Newman and Wear 1993). The
differences in relative output reflect differences in management gpproach between the two ownerships.

This research study had the objectives of better understanding NIPF perceptions about
certification in generd, gauging the potentia for their participation in certification and to solicit their
opinions on potentia dternatives to third-party certification. The setting for the Sudy isLouidang, a
state where forestry rdlated industries, second only to the chemicd industry in size, account for over $5
billion in vaue added to the state’' s economy (Vlosky et d. 1997).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY & DESIGN

The sample frame for this study is 6,660 non+indudtrid private timberland ownersin Louisana
This sample was extracted from alist of over 41,000 timberland ownersin the state of Louisana
provided by the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. In addition, directories of forest landowners
and dtate association membership listsswere used. Mailing lists, key informants and selected
demographic and industry data were compiled using these sources.

Pre-testing of draft survey instruments and telephone administered questionnaires were
conducted using 25 randomly sdlected individuas from the sample population. In addition, input was
solicited from the Louisana Department of Agriculture and Forestry and the Louisana Forestry
Association. Pre-tegting included follow-up interviews. Based on pre-testing, the survey insrument was
refined before find distribution.

Nortresponse bias is a common concern in survey research. Bias caused by non-response can
be evduated by comparing those who responded to a survey with those who did not respond. In this
study, information regarding acres of forestland owned and geographic location of sample members
were known. By examining differences between respondents and nonrespondents using two-tall t-tests,
no satigicaly sgnificant differences were found with regard to acres of forestland owned or geographic
digtribution (at ? =.05). Thislack of differences reduced the concern about nonresponse bias.

Although Totd Design Method (TDM ) procedures call for two mailings, due to cost
congraints, the survey process included one mailing in addition to TDM-recommended pre-natification
and reminder postcards (Dillman 1978).

For respondent frame-of- reference consa stency, environmenta certification was defined in the
cover letter and in the survey. In addition, it was clearly communicated to respondents that
questionnaires were confidentia, an gpproach that has historicaly been attributable to increased
response rates. Study respondents were promised, and received, a copy of summary study results for

participating in the study.

RESULTS
Response Rate
Of the 6,660 surveys that were mailed to forestland ownersin Louisiana, 1,176 were either
undeliverable or inappropriate because the respondent was deceased or no longer owned forestland.
One thousand eighty-nine surveys were returned as useable, for an adjusted response rate of 20
percent. Industrid timberland owners comprised 16 percent of the respondents (171 respondents),



while 981 respondents were nortindudtrid private forestland owners. This article pertains only to the
981 non-industria respondents.

Respondent Profile

Over 50 percent of respondents are 65 years or older and earn over $75,000 annudly, while
77 percent are married and 63 percent have a college degree or advanced degree. Average forestland
ownership for al respondentsis 760 acres. Asseenin Figure 1, over 50 percent of respondents own
less than 200 acres while only 15 percent own 1,000 acres or more. On average, respondents acquired
112 acres over the past 10 years and sold an average of 33 acres over the sametime period. This
equals atotal acquisition of 103,094 acres and 29,157 acres sold by respondents.

Eighty-9x percent of respondents have harvested timber from their lands with 80 percent stating
that the harvest was to produce wood products for sale. The mgority of respondents said the number
one reason to own forestland is for timber production. Thisis followed by the desire for afuture etate
for ther families, as aland investment, and for recreationd purposes (e.g. hunting, fishing, hiking).

Figurel.
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Nearly thirty percent of respondents (262 respondents) said they had awritten forestry
management plan for the property. Of this group, 87.4 percent said that the plan was prepared by
consulting foresters or other forestry professonas. Of the total 889 respondents that responded to this
question, two-thirds said that they have sought forestry management advice or assstance in the past.
For the 85.5 percent of respondents that said they have harvested timber from their land, the primary
products sold are sawlogs (667 responses), pulpwood (593 responses), fuelwood for their own use
(153 responses) and posts and poles (114 responses). An “Other Products’ category includes fence
posts, lumber, etc. (41 responses).

Certification | ssues
Certification of Public and Private Forestland

Respondents were asked about their perceptions of environmenta certification with regard to
different forestland ownerships. Asseenin Table 1, respondents, on average, moderately agree that
certification is necessary on federd, state and tropical forests. The lowest level of agreement iswith
certification on private forestland, the ownership of respondents.

In addition to the overadl need for certification on tropicd, Sate, federa and private forestland
ownerships, respondents were asked to evauate whether certification can hep sustain the hedth of
forests (Table 2). The pattern of responsesis amost identica to the responses on the need for
catification. Agan, the lowest level of agreement iswith regard to the ability of certification to sustain
forest hedlth on private forestland and highest for federd, state and tropical foredts.

Table 1. Rating of the Need for Certification of Timber Harvesting & Management for
Different Owner ships

5-Point Scale Key
1=Strongly Disagree; 3=Neither Disagree Nor Agree; 5= Strongly Agree

Per cent of Responses
Owner ship Type 1 2 3 4 5 M ean

U.S. public forests

(National Forests, BLM) (n=874) 10.6% | 6.2% 23.7% | 20.6% | 38.9% 3.7
State forests (n=878) 9.3% 72% | 23.3% | 221% | 38.0% 3.7
U.S. private forests (n=870) 209% | 10.6% | 29.4% | 17.7% | 21.4% 3.1
Tropica forests (n=859) 9.0% 56% | 26.7% | 19.0% | 39.8% 3.8




Table 2. Rating of the Perception that Certification Can Sustain the Health of Different Ownerships

5-Point Scale K ey

1=Strongly Disagree; 3=Neither Disagree Nor Agree; 5= Strongly Agree

Per cent of Responses

M ean

Ownership Type 1 2 3 4
U.S. public forests
(National Forests, BLM) (n=862) 9.4% | 6.0% 26.9% | 22.7% | 34.9% 3.7
State forests (n=862) 8.8% 6.3% | 280% | 234% | 335% 3.7
U.S. private forests (n=860) 145% | 71% | 321% | 20.1% | 26.0% 31
Tropicd forests (n=846) 8.5% 50% | 29.8% | 21.6% | 35.1% 3.7

Perceived Impetus for Certification

It is often difficult to discern what the motivetion isfor certification. Isit being driven from the

marketplace from consumer demand or is it from the certifiers themsalves? Asseenin Figure 2,
respondents believe that certification is promulgated primarily from non-governmental environmental

organizations (NGOs). This group isfollowed by the third-party certifiers themselves and consultants
who stand to benefit from certification activities. Consumer demand ranked last and is the only choice

ranked below neutral or 3.0 on a 5-point scale of agreement.

Figure 2. What Respondents Believe to be the Impetusfor Certification in the United States

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree
(n=822)
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Leve of Trus to Certify Forest Management and Harvesting

One issue specific to environmentd certification is to discern which organization respondents
would trust to certify forest management and harvesting. Respondents were asked to evauate their
levels of trust in anumber of entities including the federd government, self-regulation by the forest
products industry, non-government environmental organizations (NGOs) and third-party certifiers. As
seenin Figure 3, the only entity that respondents trust is certified foresters (rated 3.7 on a 5-point scale
of trust). The only other entity rated above neutra (3.0 on a 5-point scae) are forest-related
associations, so-caled second-party certifiers. Ranked last isthe federal government.

Figure 3. Leve of Trust to Implement and Monitor Certification

Scale: 1=Trust Least to 5=Trust Most
(n=832)
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Certification Issues

Questions were asked reating to desired and actud levels of involvement of the forestry
community in the certification process. Resultsindicate that there is awide perception gap between the
need to be involved and actud involvement. For example, 56 percent of respondents somewhat agree
or strongly agree that such involvement should take place while only 16 percent agree or strongly agree
that the forestry community has been adequately involved in the certification discussion. A second
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question posed was whether certification is a potentidly viable mechanism to aid in promoting
sustainable forestry in the U.S. Forty-one percent of respondents somewhat agree or strongly agree that
thisisthe case.

Willingnessto Pay for Certified Wood Products

A driver for suppliersto produce or distribute environmentaly certified wood productsis the
willingness of customers to pay a premium to offset implementation costs. Similarly, the ability to
receive an upcharge from downstream customers, primarily consumers, is another driver of certification
involvement. In this study, respondents were asked if they believed consumerswould, in fact, pay a
premium for certified forest products. Only 13.5 percent strongly agreed this would be the case, with
17 percent somewhat agreeing. Thirty-seven percent somewhat or strongly disagreed.

Respondents are generaly not averse to having certifiers check their forestry operations.
Twenty-three percent said they would alow such monitoring; 33 percent said no and 43 percent said
maybe. Overdl, thereisahigh level of sdlf-confidence that they are doing the right thing and have
nothing to hide. However, awillingness to pay for certification is glaringly lacking. Only 2.5 percent of
respondents said they would pay for the cost to certify their forestland, and 71 percent said they would
not pay anything. The balance of respondents (27 percent) said they might pay for certification.

Suggested Alternatives to Third-Party Certification

The last question posed to respondents was an open-ended question and asked if they had
suggestions as to what might be viable dternatives to third-party certification of non-indudtrid private
forestlands. There were 320 responses, of which 198 said certification was not necessary in any form,
16 said they were not informed enough to discuss dternatives and 104 offered comments regarding
dternatives. Figur e 4 summarizes the frequency of the 104 responses.

Three suggestions comprise 75 percent of the suggested aterndtives. Thefirg ishaving the
Louisana Department of Agriculture and Forestry (LDAF) be the certifying agency. The point hereis
that respondents felt that adherence to Sate guiddines is sufficient and that monitoring by the LDAF
would be useful. The second dternative isto better educate the NIPF owner on management and
harvesting practices. Thethird Sgnificant suggested dternative isto have professond foresters certify
NIPF lands. Thisis consstent with the high level of trust respondents have in professiona foresters.

Figure 4. Suggested Alternativesto Third-Party Certification
Number of Responses
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Implications

Nortindugtrid private forestland (NIPF) owners comprise asignificant part of forest ownership
in the United States. Studies have shown that NIPF gods and objectives for ther forestland are
diverse. Inthe context of forest certification, initiatives are being developed by certifiersto
accommodate the unique ownership characteristics of NIPFs.

To date, there has been scant research on United States NIPF reactions to certification. This
research partidly fills that gap by identifying Louisana NIPF attitudes toward certification, looking at
their potentid for participation and discussing their suggested dternatives to third-party certification.
Thisinformation may help in the development of viable dterndtive Srategies to third-party certificationin
Louisanaas wdl as help landowners develop certification planning and marketing tools for those who
wish to participate in the third- party certification process. In addition, thisinformation could be the
garting point of examining NIPF attitudes towards certification in other satesin the southern U.S. as
well asin other regionsin the country.
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