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President’s Message
Perry J. Brown

months, and Executive Committee members
have devoted alot of time and energy to important
issuesfor our membership.

N APFSC has been active over the past severa

We continuetowork with the Society of American
Foresters (SAF) on accreditationissues. Our national and
regional education chairsserved onaspecial joint task force
to examine accreditation financeissues. Theresultsof their
work, and our thoughts about accreditation, will be amajor
topicfor usduring our General Assembly in September.

Additionally, we continueto focus on workforce
planning issueswith the US Forest Service and other
agencies. Onesmall successwastheinclusion of al
NAPFSCinstitutionsin the Forest Service' slist of
workforce partner universities.

National legislative activity hasbeen amagjor focusas
we build on thework of the National Coalition on Sustain-
ing America sNonfederal Forests, and aswelook toward
having anew Farm Bill drafted and ratified. Asof this
writing, it lookslike wewill be able to hold steady on
Mclntire-Stennis, possibly getting atwo-thirdsincreasein
RREA, and obtaining a substantial increasein NRI. We
also have been working to get favorable language into the
2002 Farm Bill.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 6
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President-Elect’s Message
C. P. Patrick Reid, Coalition Chair

The 2000 report by the National Coalition on
Sustaining America sNonfederal Forests appearsto
have someimpact as discussion continues on anew Farm
Bill in2002. Earlier thisyear, NAPFSC used the report
asabasisfor making recommendationsfor Mclntire-
Stennis, RREA, and NRI appropriationsin FY 2002.
Now thereport isbeing used asa starting point for the
forestry community to devel op aconsistent and coordi-
nated message on the needsin a2002 Farm Bill. Asthe
House moves rapidly towards drafting a Farm Bill,
NAPFSC had the opportunity to testify beforethe House
Agriculture Subcommittee on Department Operations,
Oversight, Nutrition and Forestry regarding forestry
education, research, and Extension programsin the new
Farm Bill. Both NAPFSC and the coalition are recom-
mending that there be aforestry titlein the new Farm Bill
with emphasison nonfederal forestlands. Several
groups are preparing, or have prepared, issue papers
concerning Farm Bill needs, including SAF, NASF, US
Forest Service, NRCS, National Council on Private
Forests (NCPF), AF& PA, and both the Board of Agricul-
ture and the Board on Natural Resources of NASULGC.
NAPFSC, in concert with the coalition, submitted aFarm
Bill issue paper to the Board of Natural Resources, a
report later shared withthe Board of Agriculture.
Certainly SAF, NCPF, and AF& PA issue papers reflect
many of therecommendationsin the coalition report.
Both NASF and the Forest Service arewell aware of the
report asthey have prepared their Farm Bill recommen-
dations.

Thefull coalition membership met in Washington,
DC, onJune 27, 2001, to devel op long-term strategy for
thenonfederal forestlandsinitiative. Thecoalition has
offered to testify beforethe Senate A griculture Commit-
teeasthat committee movesforward on the 2002 Farm
Bill. Itisnow very important for grassroots stakehol ders
in each state to embrace the recommendations and have
their voices heard by Congress. The coalition will
emphasize educating Congress, the administration, and
the general public onthe need for attention to nonfederal
forestlands.
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Feature Article - SAF Accreditation

Assessing the Value and Costs of SAF Accreditation
Donald H. DeHayes, Chair, Education Committee

A SAF/NAPFSC Work Group was formed following
our fall 2000 meeting and NAPFSC’ s unanimous support of
aresol ution to place amoratorium on accreditation activi-
tiesand to not participatein SAF snew accreditation fee
structure. Themoratorium and enhanced interest inthe
cost/benefit ratio associated with SAF accreditation was
stimulated by an unexpected increasein SAF sannua
accreditation feefrom $100to $2000. Thework group
agreed to pursuetwo obj ectives: an assessment of the costs
and benefitsof SAF sforestry accreditation program, and
revision and update of theSAF Accreditation Handbook, as
appropriate and necessary. Thework group included me as
NAPFSC' s education chair and the NAPFSC regional
education chairs, including Don Arganbright (West), Dave
Field (Northeast), Dan K eathley (North Central), and
Wayne Smith (South). Other committee memberswere
Scott Beasley, Emily Schultz, Mary (Sam) Matthews, and
Michelle Harvey. Thework group met on May 8-9, 2001,
in Washington, DC, and focused primarily onthefirst
objective, although adesireto streamline accreditation
procedureswas discussed.

After listing the perceived benefits associated with
SAF accreditation, thework group suggested compiling this
informationin ajoint SAF/NAPFSC statement of accredita-
tion benefitsto share with the SAF membership. It was
emphasized that SAF accreditation, and the benefits derived
fromit, reflect the coremission of SAF. It becameevident
that the values of accreditation are broadly distributed
across both SAF and society asawhole. The values of SAF
accreditation areto the profession and SAF membership
rather than only, or even primarily, to universities. There
also was consensusthat SAF accreditation standards define
the profession of forestry. Assuch, itisimperativethat the
standards are progressive and forward-looking if the
professionisto remain vital and dynamic. The apparent
broad-based val ue of accreditation to the profession
indicatesthat SAF should support the accreditation process
morefully.

With respect to costs, Michelle Harvey explained that,
like many of usin universities, SAF hasfaced some
financial challenges and has had to trim positions, leave
anticipated new positionsunfilled, and reduce expenses
associated with consultants.

With respect to the accreditation program, Michelle
reported that the only revenues credited to the accreditation
program have been fees paid by the schools, and that the
program has experienced deficits each of the past several
years. Theincreased accreditation fee structure announced
to the school s abruptly in fall 2000 was an attempt to
stabilize revenue and costs associated with the accreditation
program.

Michelle Harvey kindly shared detail ed expenses and
revenues associated specifically with SAF saccreditation
program. Thetotal expenses have varied widely over the
past four years, ranging from alow of about $68,000 to a
high of about $182,000. Thelatter wasthought to be an
anomaly associated with Michelle' sfirst year asDirector.
Costsare associated primarily with personnel, program
operating expenses, and indirect costs; thelatter iscalcu-
lated as about 80 to 90 percent of total personnel expenses.
Personnel costsrepresent about a30 percent and 20 percent
commitment of thedirector’ sand coordinator’ stime,
respectively. Revenue associated with thevariousfeesfrom
the school s ranged from about $17,000 to $29,000, leaving
asubstantial shortfall for SAF each year. Althoughitisclear
that existing expenses exceed existing revenue sourcesin
the current SAF accreditation program, itisalso clear that
thetotal expense of accreditation (e.g., eventhe $182,000in
expensesfor theanomal ousvery expensiveyear) represents
only aminuscule portion of SAF stotal annual revenues
(about $4.3millionin 1999). Infact, inrelativeterms, the
SAF accreditation processisnot ahugely expensive
program, especially for aprogramthat isat the core of
SAF smission.

Many of usnoted that the schools a so make a substan-
tial investment in the accreditation processbeyond the
annual accreditation fee. Two schoolsthat recently under-
went accreditation reviews estimated direct costsinthe
$8,000 to $10,000 range, not including the direct, indirect,
and opportunity costsof faculty and staff timein preparation
of the self-evaluation critical to the process. Whilethe
schools understand and appreciatethat indirect costsare
real, we also noted that thereis no way for usto recover our
indirect costs associated with the accreditation process.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 18



Dombeck Joins UWSP
College of Natural Resources

Seve Menzel, Development and Public Relations Coordinator
College of Natural Resources, University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point

Former USDA Forest Service Chief Michael Dombeck
has accepted anew position with the College of Natural
Resourcesat hisalmamater, the University of Wiscon-
sin-StevensPoint (UWSP).

Dombeck, wholed the Forest Servicefrom 1997 until
April 2001, has been named Global Environmental
Management (GEM) Pioneer Professor and UW System
Fellow of Global Conservation. Inhisnew full-time
role, hewill help lead the planning and devel opment of
the GEM Education Center, aunifying theme and vision for UWSP' s College of
Natural Resources, according to Dean Victor Phillips.

A native of Stevens Point and recipient of the UWSP 1997 Distinguished
Alumnusaward, Dombeck has professional expertisein watershed restoration,
fisheries, and ecosystem management, in addition to hisobvious connectionsto
forestry. Thisexperienceand expertise makeshimideally suited to spearhead the
GEM Education Center’ s early program themes of watersheds and land use,
according to Dean Phillips.

Asamember of the college’ sadvisory board for several years, Dombeck is
no stranger to GEM. Asenvisioned by Phillips, the GEM Education Center is
being devel oped asthe college’ sintegrating theme, program focus, and world-
classfacility that will serveasaninternational model for training leadersin
natural resourcesand environmental management. A 10-year, $70million
development timeline callsfor additional staffing and a 100,000 square foot
facility equipped with leading-edge tel ecommuni cations and digital technology.
The center will utilize these emerging technol ogical toolsto bring the classroom
tothefield and thefield to the classroom, locally and globally.

AsForest Service Chief, Dombeck was responsible for the management of
191 million acres of land, over 33,000 employees, and a$4 billion budget. He
focused on promoting partnerships, collaborative stewardship, accountability, and
financial health. Histenureis perhapsbest noted for work in watershed health
and restoration, sustai nabl e forest management, sound forest roads, and roadless
areaprotection. Dombeck led reform of the Forest Service’ s386,000-mileroad
system, protection of national treasures such asthe Rocky Mountain Front, and
development of anational fire plan based on protecting communitiesand restoring
the health of fire-dependent land.

After leaving the Forest Servicein March 2001, Dombeck was named a
Senior Fellow to the National Wildlife Federation, the nation’ slargest conserva-
tion organization. InMay, the US Secretary of Agriculture recognized Dombeck’s
contributionsto conservation by naming himto the honorary position of Chief
Emeritusof the USDA Forest Service.

Bosworth Selected as
USDA’s New
Forest Service Chief

Agriculture Secretary Ann M.
V eneman announced the sel ection of
Dale N. Bosworth asthe new Chief of
the Forest Service. Bosworth succeeds
former chief Mike Dombeck, who
retired from federal serviceMarch 31.

“Dale Bosworth isaveteran
forester who hasdevoted hiscareer to
the Forest Service,” said Veneman.
“His background and experience will
make him agreat addition to our
team. | am pleased to announce his
selection asthe 15" chief of USDA’s
Forest Service.”

Bosworth currently servesas
Regional Forester for the Forest
Service' sNorthern Region, which
includes northern Idaho, Montana,
North Dakota, and northwestern
South Dakota. AsForest Service
Chief, Bosworthwill overseemore
than 30,000 employeesand a$4.6
billion budget.

Prior to hiscurrent assignment,
Bosworth wasthe Regiona Forester
in the Intermountain Region and
Deputy Regiona Forester inthe
Pacific Southwest Region of the
Forest Service. He also hasworked as
aforest supervisor and district ranger.

Bosworthisanative of California
and second-generation forester and
Forest Serviceemployee. Hegradu-
ated from the University of Idahoin
1966 withaBSin Forestry.

PROFILES CONTINUED ON PAGE 12



Appropriations Update
C. Randall Nuckolls and Patrick Turner, Long Aldridge and Norman

Prior to the August recess, the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees completed work on the FY 2002
Agriculture and Interior Appropriationshbills. Thanksto the
hard work by individual NAPFSC members, aswell asthe
Executive Committeeleadership, the committees provided
increasesin funding levelsto several NAPFSC-supported
programs. Much remainsto be done by NAPFSC schools
during September, sincethesebillsstill mustgotoa
conference committeeto havetheir differencesresolved, be
voted on again by the full House and Senate, and finally be
sent to the President for hissignature.

The change of control in the Senate has complicated
and delayed the legidlative process, and madeit likely that
many of the 13 appropriationsbillswill not be completed
prior to the beginning of the new fiscal year on October 1.
In past years, the Agriculture and Interior appropriations
bills have been relatively noncontroversial and should be
compl eted before the end of thefiscal year.

Agriculture Appropriations

The House of Representatives approved a$15.7 billion
FY 2002 agriculture spending bill, while the Senate A ppro-
priations Committeeincreased that amount to $16.1 billion.
Asoutlined in the table bel ow, the funding level s stayed the
sameinthe Housefor our various programs, while the
Senate provided much-needed increasesto the Renewable
Research Extension Act (RREA) program, aswell astothe
National Research Initiative (NRI).

The news about the increasesin RREA and NRl is
welcome, and we will need to work hard to ensure that the
conference committeefundsthe programsat the Senate-
passed level.

We cantake credit for hel ping increase RREA from
$3.1to $5 million-thefirst significant RREA increasein
severa years. Special mention goesto Pat Reid, Arnett
Mace, Terri Bates, and otherswho diligently worked on the
National Coalitionfor Sustaining America sNonfederal
Forests. Thecoalition’ srecommendationswerecirculated
throughout the Hill and helped lay the groundwork for many
of our persona meetings. Other NAPFSC Executive
Committee members, led by President Perry Brown and
Research Chair Al Ek, have walked the halls of Congress
thisyear to educate members of the Senate and House
appropriations committees about the need for moreforestry
research and RREA funding. Itisniceto seethismodest
victory. Wewill need to do our utmost to hold the Senate
figurein conference.

The$137 million for NRI inthe Senateisthe highest
ever provided for that program, and we will attempt to
encouragethe confereesto adheretothat figurein confer-
ence.

Theagriculturecommodity groups continueto strongly
favor NRI increases over formula-based funding. The
Senate had a somewhat better allocation for agriculture than
the House Subcommittee and, therefore, decided to put
some of the additional fundingin NRI. Asvarious groups
push to increase research funding at agencies beyond NIH
and NSF—such asUSDA, Energy, and Commerce-it will be
easier tojustify if thefunds are competitivegrants. The
USDA isbecoming thelast bastion of formula-based
funding inthefederal research complex. Aswe can see,
and aswe have been told for the last several years, USDA is
a so under increasing pressureto movetoward competitive
programs.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 13

Proaram FY2001 FY2002 FY2001 FY2002 FY2002
g Funding RGN House Senate Conference
Mclntire-Stennis $21,884,000f $21,884,000| $21,884,000| $21,884,000
RREA $3,185,000 $3,185,000 $3,185,000 $5,000,000

National Research
Initiative

$105,767,000

$105,767,000

$105,767,000

$137,000,000
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PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE CONTINUED
FROM PAGE 1

Whilethereisalong way to goonthe
Farm Bill, theforestry community has
been ableto get into the House
versionaforestry titlethat includes
reauthorization, an increased dollar
authorization for RREA, and a
favorable note of theimportance of
the Mclntire-Stennisprogram.

Other important agendaitems
have been continued support of the
National Coalitionon Sustaining
America sNonfederal Forests, under
theleadership of President-elect Pat
Reid, and visitsto 1890 Historical
Black Ingtitutions Alabama A&M and
Southern University. These schools,
both having four-year forestry degree
programs, will make presentationsto
the NAPFSC Executive Committeein
September. Taks are underway
relativetotheir joining NAPFSC.

While our work is never done,
NAPFSC has made significant
progresson severa fronts. Terri
Bates, Washington ExecutiveLiaison,
Randy Nuckoalls, Washington Coun-
sel, Executive Committee members,
and several leadersacross our
membership havebeen effectivein
placing NAPFSC' sideas beforethose
who need to hear them. Pleasejoin
us at the General Assembly in Denver
in September to talk about these and
otherissues.

Remember. ..

The NAPFSC rRePORT ison line!

Visit theweb siteat

www.napfsc.org '!j

Meeting Dates

NAPFSC 2001
Annual Meeting
Denver, CO

Executive Committee
Holiday Inn Denver
Downtown

Tuesday, September 11
Black Hawk/Idaho Springs Room
1:00 - 5:00

Wednesday, September 12
Black Hawk/Idaho Springs Room
8:00 - 12:00

Reception
Adam’s Mark Hotel

Wednesday, September 12
Governor’s Square Room 15
Plaza Bldg.

6:00 - 7:30 p.m.

General Assembly
Adam’s Mark Hotel

Wednesday, September 12
Governor’s Square Room 14
Plaza Bldg.

1:00 - 5:00

Thursday, September 13
Governor’s Square Room 14
Plaza Bldg.

8:00 - 12:.00

Extension Foresters/

ANREP Meeting
Adam’sMark Hotel, Denver
Thursday, September 13
12:30-4:30p.m.

2001 SAF

National Convention
Forestry at the Great Divide
September 13-17, 2001
Adam’'s Mark Hotel, Denver
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Southern Forest Science
Conference Update

Registration materialsfor the
Southern Forest Science Conference
to be held in Atlanta, GA, November
26-28, 2001, have been placed on the
web at www.souther nfor estscience.
net. An updated program agendais
also on-lineand includesover 80
presentations and posterson avariety
of subjectsarranged around the
conferencethemes. Theconference
objectiveisto celebratethe past
century of successand develop
strategic aliancesfor future scientific
research and development. A limited
number of hard copy registration
brochureswill be mailed out in July
and August. Theregistrationfeeis
$195.00 until October 5, 2001, after
which theregistration feeincreasesto
$235.00. Besureto register by
October 5, 2001 to save $40.00!



Extension Committee
George Hopper, Chair

The Extension Committee on Organization and Policy
(ECOP) established the ECOP Forestry Teaminfall of
1999. Thisteam has been active over thelast two yearsto
increasefederal funding for Extension forestry and natural
resources programs. Theteam ischaired by Nancy Bull,
Extension Director for Connecticut. Other membersof the
team include: Jack Bagent, LA ; Steve Jones, AL ; Tony
Nakazawa, AK; Michagl Heard, MO; Carl O’ Connor, WI;
Bill Harris, TX; Scott Reed, OR; Warren Archey, NASF;
George Hopper, NAPFSC; Eric Norland, CSREES; and
Larry Biles, CSREES.

Themajor charge of the Forestry Liaison Committee
wasto secureincreased funding for Extension forestry and
natural resources programs, with primary focusonincreas-
ing RREA tofull authorization of $15 million. Wewere
pleased that the NASUL GC Board on Agriculture supported
thisrecommendation. We have also networked with various
partnersto assist in forestry education activities. These
partnersincludethe National Association of State Foresters,
USForest Service, Natural Resources Conservation Service,
Forest Landowners Association, American Forest and Paper
Association, and CSREES. The Forestry Team has made
several visitsto the Washington offices of theleaders of
these agencies. Additionally, they have met with their
congressional delegations, written letters, and hosted on-
campusvisitsfor theseleaders.

OnJune 12, Extension forestry wasrepresented at a
House and Senate hearing on private forestry landowners
issues. The National Council on Private Forests, aconsortia
of organizationswithinterestsin privateforestry issues,
supported amajor nationa initiativefor privateforest land
education, research, and technical assistance. The council
requested a$48 million package. On June 28, asimilar
hearing was held for governmental agenciesto testify
regarding private forest lands education and research
assistance. Extension forestry wasrepresented by Eric
Bendfeldt, Extension Agent, Environmental Sciences,
VirginiaCooperative Extension, Rockingham County.
Rockingham County isin thedistrict of Congressman Bob
Goodlatte, chair of the subcommittee. Mr. Bendfeldt did an
excellent job for Extension in histestimony.

The Forestry Team wroteto USDA-CSREES Adminis-
trator Colien Hefferan, soliciting her support for increased
RREA funding. The team has strongly supported the need
for increased formulafundsfor RREA. At therequest of

the administration, theteam also provided strategiesfor a
competitive program and increased participation of the
1890 programs. Additionally, the ECOP Forestry Team
actively solicited support from OMB financial officer Noah
Engleberg, who has oversight on the CSREES budget. Mr.
Englebergissincerely interested in RREA and natura
resources funding. Theteam provided him with materialson
successful forestry Extension programsthroughout the
country, indicating the results and impacts of these pro-
grams. Mr. Engleberg emphasi zed theimportance of
providing solicitorsdetailson program resultsin terms of
immediate aswell aslong-termimpact.

The ECOP Forestry Team worked closaly with
CSREESforestry program leader Larry Biles, and with Eric
Norland, who isworking in Washington, DC, on a short-
term | PA assignment. Their leadershipinthiseffort was
invaluable and greatly appreciated.

Theteam will continueto solicit support from adminis-
tration offices, including CSREES, OMB, NRCS, and US
Forest Service. Wewill continueto provideinformation and
testimony to the House and Senate appropriation commit-
tees, with special interest in theforthcoming Farm Bill
legidation. The ECOP has developed aplanto formalizea
CSREES relationship with the US Forest Service national
office. Michael Raines, Deputy Chief of Stateand Private
Forestry, would liketo strengthen the Extension and Forest
Serviceconnectionsinthisregard.

International Committee
Daniel E. Keathley, Chair

TheUS Agency for International Development (US
AID) isinterested in meeting with NAPFSC representatives
todiscussforestry and natural resourceissuesand programs
in Africa. Jon Anderson, the Natural Resourcesand
Environment Team Leader within the Office of Sustainable
Development in US AID’ s Africa Bureau, has proposed a
meeting to discussinterests between thetwo organizations
with respect to Africa. Themeeting will focusonidentifying
key issues and obstaclesto be addressed at theforumin
2002, andtoimproving collective development effortsin
Africa

| am currently working with Dr. James Johnson from
VirginiaTech, US AID’ smain contact on thisproject, to
establish datesfor the pre-forum meeting this September.



Southern Region
B. Allen Dunn, Chair

The Southern Region held its
annua meeting in Alexandria, VA,
on April 18, 2001, in conjunction
with the Forest Landowners
Association’ sannua mesting.
Discussiontopicsincluded the
Southern Forest Science Conference,
thefederal budget, Southern Forest
Resource Assessment, SAF's
accreditation program, Forest
Servicerecruitment strategy, and
initiatives of USFS' State and
Private Forestry. The completed
southern forestry schoolscompara-
tivedatasurvey resultsfor fiscal
year 2000-2001 weredistributed,
along with the comparative survey
guidelines. The comparative data
showed forestry schoolsin the south
averaged 139 undergraduate majors
inforestry and 96 inwildlife
management. At the graduate level,
theaverageswere 49 for forestry and
38for wildlife management. Credit-
hour production, in semester hours,
averaged 3,839 for undergraduate
and 1,075 for graduate programs.
Averagefaculty FTE sfor southern
schoolswere 11.86inteaching,
14.75inresearch, and 5.75in
Extension.

The Southern Forest Science
Conferencewill be heldin Atlanta,
GA, on November 26-28, 2001. The
collaborative conferencewill
highlight the history and futurerole
of sciencein southernforestry. One
goal of the conferenceisto under-
stand the contributions science
makesto the management of forest
ecosystemsand theresulting social
and economic benefits. The Southern
Regionisasponsor of the confer-
ence.

Federal appropriationsfor
forestry research and educationwere
reviewed and discussed. Funding
levelsfor Mclntire-Stennisand RREA
are below thoserequired to meet
research and landowner assistance
needsin the Southern Region. Letters
werewritten to key congressmen and
committee chairmen, and wewill
continue effortsto influence members
of Congressto support increasesin
these programs.

A draft of the Southern Forest
Resource Assessment will berel eased
thissummer. Thefinal report will be
available this November. The survey,
resulting from concernsover chip mill
constructionin southern states,
addressesproductivity, ecosystem
diversity, biodiversity, and water
quality issues. Southern schoolsare
preparing to address questions about
thiscontroversial report.

MichelleHarvey, SAF Director
of Science and Education, summa-
rized discussionsbetween NAPFSC
and SAF regarding accreditation. An
Accreditation Task Force hasbeen
organized and will work onissues of
disagreement. SAF will account for
fundspaid by forestry schoolsfor
accrediting services. Proceduresfor
conducting reviews, reporting, etc.,
have been revised and no changesin
thisareaare expected. The Southern
Regionstrongly supportsNAPFSC's
position and will work to help resolve
issues.

Southern schoolsare constantly
assessing educational programsto
ensurethat they meet society’ sneeds.
Thisisextremely critical inworking
with the USDA Forest Service

CONTINUED ON PAGE 17

Northeast Region
William C. McComb, Chair

During Northeast NAPFSC' s
annual meeting in January 2001,
we discussed planning aregional
conference on Invasive Plant
Speciesin conjunction with the
USFS Northeast Station and
USGS. Now that several regional
universitiesareinterested, wewill
try to organizethe conference over
the next year. Invasive species
management isahigh priority
topic for many cooperating federal
agencies, aswell as an agenda
item for many state agencies. This
topicisparticularly importantin
the northeast region. Theintent of
the conferencewill beto highlight
what is known about invasive
plant speciesintheregion,
identify current management
strategies, and develop research
prioritiesfor the northeastern
United States. Conference
proceedingswill be prepared and
used to generate attentionto this
issueinthenortheast. Weare
hopeful that thisstrategy will lead
to enhanced collaborative oppor-
tunitiesamong agenciesand
universities.

Additionally, we plan to
submit aUSDA Higher Education
Challenge Grant thisyear to
further our distance education
efforts. Five northeast universities
participated in an interactive
graduate seminar seriesentitled
“The Human Dimensions of
Ecosystem Health.” Thisisthe
second seminar seriesto usereal-

time, compressed video

CONTINUED ON PAGE 17



Western NAPFSC held its summer meeting at Oregon
State University in Corvallison July 12-13, 2001, hosted
by Hal Salwasser and Bart Thielges. The followingisa
summary of that mesting.

Relationship among Western NAPFSC,
USFS-S& PF, and State Forestry

Wemet with Steve Ambrose, Assistant Regional
Forester for Western State and Private Forestry (USFS),
and Jim Lawrence, Executive Director of the Council of
Western State Foresters. Steveand Jim co-direct the
Western Forestry Leadership Coalition (WFL C) out of the
Western Forestry Coordination Center (WFCC) in Lake-
wood, CO. Staffed by both state and federal employees,
the center isdesigned to “ help federal, state, and private
managers better understand and manage the natural
resourcesof thewest.” WNAPFSC agreed to affiliatewith
WFLC inamutually agreeable manner. The affiliation
processisunderway.

Regional Coordination of WNAPFSC Resear ch

Wediscussed waysto assist in coordinating university
researchinforest and related natural resourceswest-wide,
starting with the model used by agricultural programsin
their regional research projects. Wewill correspond with
established, specialty research groupsinthewest, survey-
ing them regarding critical issues, and advocating for them
regarding regional collaboration on research projectsand
proposalsinthecritical areasidentified. Stateand federa
research groupswill beinvolvedinthiseffort.

Possible Subdivision of WNAPFSC

Asafollow-up to an e-mail survey, we discussed the
possibility of subdividing the 18-member Western
NAPFSC into “interior” and “ coastal” regions, thereby
adding aregion to NAPFSC at the national level. After
considerable discussion, we unanimously decided notto
recommend asplit, so that we could continueto capturethe
diversity of ecosystems, ownerships, institutions, and
political philosophiesthat woul d be diminished otherwise.
Moreover, we decided to explorethe possihility of
expanding the geographic region of WNAPFSC to bring it
moreinlinewiththe areasrepresented by the Association
of Western Governorsand the Western Forestry L eadership
Coalition.

- Allestern Region
Terry L. Sharik, Chair

Possible Name Change for NAPFSC

Inafollow-upto an e-mail survey of members, we
discussed the possibility of changing the name of NAPFSC
to better reflect the breadth of forest resourceissuesand
disciplinesthat we represent. It was decided that we will
propose to the NAPFSC membership that the name be
changed to the“National Association of University Forest
Resources Programs’ (NAUFRP). Thischangewasaso
seen asconduciveto closer alignment with similar associa-
tions, such asthe National Association of University
Fisheriesand Wildlife Programs (NAUFWP), with whom
wealready interact considerably.

SAF Accreditation

Wereviewed the status of SAF accreditation based on the
recent efforts of the SAF/NAPFSC Work Group (WG) on
Forestry Accreditation. TheWG met on May 8-9, 2001,
and prepared areport (including recommendationsfor a
revised fee structure) that was sent to SAF Council on May
25,2001, by MichelleHarvey, SAF Director of Scienceand
Education. Inane-mail messageto WG members on June
13, 2001, Michelleannounced that the council had accepted
theten recommendationsinthe WG’ sreport. Thus, SAF
would send out aletter to all forestry program heads
announcing the outcome of the WG and council meetings
andrevisionstothefeestructure. Accreditationinvoices
wereto bemailed on July 1, 2001. We noted that the WG
report had not been sent to the NAPFSC Executive Commit-
teefor review and discussion withitsmember ingtitutions.

In reviewing the WG report, obtained from Don
Arganbright, WNAPFSC Education Chair and our represen-
tative on the WG, we concluded that it does not
address the magjor request that “ SAF provide[ 5] detailed
information about accreditation finances and the specific
program servicesthey are designed to support,” asstatedin
the NAPFSC resolution of November 15, 2001. Wewill
inform the NAPFSC Executive Committee of our viewpoint,
and will continue to honor the moratorium on paying SAF
accreditation feesuntil the matter isresolved to our satisfac-
tion.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 17
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A joint North Central NAPFSC/
NAUFWP meeting was held in
Kansas City, MO, with 11 NAPFSC
administrators, 9NAUFWP adminis-
trators, 2 administrative advisors,
and 2 guests present. The morning
session focused onissues of common
interest to both groups.

Larry Bilesbriefed thegroup on
activitiesunderway at CSREES. He
mentioned that there had been a
“partnership meeting” at which the
university partners had conveyed
their unhappiness with CSREES over
several issues, including:

= assurance of CSREES' support to
push for formulafundingin-
Ccreases,

= the need for amarketing plan for
thefood and agricultural system;

= moreequitabletreatment sought
by 1890 schools;

= morecongressional outreach;

= asimpler, singlereporting system
so that paperwork is proportional
tothe money or issuesinvolved;

= the need to develop a shared
visionfor the system, and

= establishing apriority-setting
process.

Larry indicated that the universities
unhappiness with CSREES came asa
surprisetohim.

RREA has been placed in the
budget at thefull $15million level.
Whilethat might not makeit through
thefinal stages of the budget process,
it has established atarget that might

North Central Region
J. Michael Kelly, Chair

be useful in subsequent budget cycles.
Wehave sincelearned that thislevel
of funding has not survived the budget
process and that level funding isthe
likely prospect.

Larry also pointed out asource of
potential fundsthat may be over-
looked in some states. Heindicated
that countieswith morethan $100,000
infederal timber salereceiptsare
required to spend the equivalent of 15
percent of the proceedson forestry
education and that these funds might
bean opportunity for someuniversi-
ties.

Jim Perry reported that the NC-
230 project (Integrating Biophysical
Functions of Riparian Systemswith
Management Practicesand Policies)
was approved by the North Central
Directors. However, only one
university has provided any direct
funding to support the project. The
group isgearing up to seek funding
from other sourcesinthe coming year.
Officershave been named for the
project: Jim Perry, Chair; Pete
Schagfer, Vice Chair; and Charles
Nyland, Secretary. The participants
will meet annually and arelooking for
funding to cover thethreeemphasis
areasof theproject, which are 1)
biophysical approachestolooking at
thefunctionsof riparian areas, 2)
socio-economicsand benefitsand
costs, and 3) integrationto develop
educational and outreach materials.

LindaDonoghue, Director of the
North Central Forest Experiment
Station, reported that thereislittle
directionyet fromtheadministration
for the Forest Service, althougha
budget cut isanticipated in FY 2002.
They are currently focusing on global

climate change, urban sprawl, state
and private lands, and bio-based
products. They are also emphasizing
forest productivity, but in abroad
sensethat includes more than timber
or water. Fireresearchisalso abig
areain the agency and funds are
availablein the current year to
support cooperative activities. Severa
new fire-rel ated research positions
have beenidentified but thereissome
uncertainty about long-term funding
for the positions. Forest Service State
& Privateisadding adivision to
cover urban forestry and conservation
education, although they might not be
quiteequal administratively to
existing divisions.

The meeting shifted to adiscus-
sion of capstone coursesled by Mike
Kelly. Mike provided adefinition of
capstone coursesand listed expected
outcomesand objectives. Hethen
reviewed information he had gathered
on capstone coursesfrom several
schools. A general discussion ensued
about the mechanismsusedto foster
student participation, faculty involve-
ment, and inclusion of outside
“clients’ inthese courses. Therewas
also discussion of whether schools
weretryingto develop leadership
skillsinthese courses, and there
seemed to be general agreement that
such skillswerefostered through
curricular and extracurricular activi-
tiesrather than being taught ina
single course. M ost schoolsrecog-
nized aswell that students needed to
be prepared for the capstone coursein
advance by including aspects of
teamwork in other coursesto develop
their skills. It was also emphasized
that the main benefit of capstone

CONTINUED ON PAGE 15
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Preliminary Observations on
Survey of Ethics Courses at NAPFSC Schools

Sharon Friedman, Forest Genetics Research National Program Leader
USDA Forest Service

coursework and approach to theteaching of ethics

at the NAPFSC schools. Without delving deeply
into the coursework, topics covered included professional
ethics, environmenta ethics, research ethics, religious
ethics, and general personal ethics. Thefollowing arethe
preliminary findings based on the responsesfrom 22
schools. Thecompletetablesof informationwill be sent out
tothe NAPFSC mailing list.

T his survey wasintended to compare the ethics

Observation 1

Thereisabroad range of topics covered by coursework
at these schools. Thereare standard environmental ethics
coursestaught by philosophy departments. Thereare
professional ethicsfor forestry, wildlifeand fisheries, and
environmental professionals. Therearegeneral ethical
principles such asgeneral plagiarism coveredin afreshman
survey course, and research ethics. Unique coursesare
taught in Religion, Ethics and the Environment, and Ethics
and the Management of Public Lands.

Observation 2

University requirements can affect the devel opment of
specific ethics courses. When there are general education
requirementsin ethics, schoolsmay develop their own
ethicscoursesthat focusonissuesrelated to natural
resourcesand the environment.

Cornell requiresanormative ethics course, and two
coursesin natural resources have been devel oped to satisfy
that requirement (Seminar in Environmental Ethicsand
Religion, Ethics, and the Environment). A 100-level course
on ethicsisrequired for thegeneral, natural resource
ecology, and conservation biology mgjorsat the University
of Idaho. At the University of Maine, a3-credit courseon
ethicsisageneral education requirement. Studentsin
Ecology and Environmental Science (formerly Natural
Resources) must takeeither Principlesof Sustainable
Development or Environmental Ethicsfrom the philosophy
department. University of Montana s course on Ethicsand
Management of Public Landsisoptional, but also taken by
90 percent of forestry majors (aswell asnon-mgjors)
becauseit meetsauniversity upper division genera
education requirement. The University of Wisconsin-

Stevens Point requiresforestry mgjorstotakeacoursein
Environmental Ethics(from the philosophy department),
which also meets 3 credits of the general education require-
ment.

Observation 3

Of the 11 school sthat teach ethicsthroughout the
curriculum, four replied with specific commentson their
forest policy or administration courses. Insome cases,
content focused on professional ethics; in othersthe
treatment of othersand treatment of the environment was
highlighted. At Oklahoma State, 15 percent of the coursein
Administration and Policy was estimated to be ethics.

Questions

= Beyondtherequired professional ethics, what kinds of
ethicstopicsare most valuableto students and their
future employersand colleagues?

= Could or should professional ethicsbe covered more
broadly; e.g., al environmental professionals, including
conservation biologists, fishand wildlife, and forestry
students?

= Could or should ethics courses (perhapsincluding
professional, environmental, and social ethics) providea
foundation for va uing and working with philosophical
differences? If they should, do they? For example, at
some schools, there appear to be philosophical differ-
ences between studentsand faculty relativeto “ conserva-
tion” disciplinesand “ management” disciplines. Would
it be possibleto usejointly conducted ethicscoursesto
develop abetter, mutual understanding of individuas
with these differences?

Next Steps

| planto acquireinformation from those schoolswho
have not responded and to send out the compl ete table of
data. Additionally, | would like to compare the topics and
approachesof different courses-however, thistask would
reguire someassistance. Any interested graduate students
out there?
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Tombaugh Retires, Nielsen Appointed
at NC State
Terri Bates, Executive Liaison

Larry W. Tombaugh retired as Dean of the College of Natural Resources
at North Carolina State University at the end of June 2001. Tombaughwasa
founder of the National Association of Professional Forestry School and
Collegesin 1981 and served asPresident in 1990 and 1991.

Dean of the college at NC State since 1989, Tombaugh oversaw major
growth in private financial support for scholarshipsand an increasein the
amount of research funding from sourcesoutside theuniversity. Also, during
histenure, the college—formerly the College of Forest Resources-wasrenamed
toreflect itsgrowing emphasis on the sustainabl e use and stewardship of
natural resources.

Before coming to NC State, Tombaugh served as chairman and professor
inthe Department of Forestry at Michigan State University from 1978 to 1989.
Heservedin severa senior research management capacitiesat the National
Science Foundation in Washington, DC, from 1971 to 1978, and was an
economist with the US Forest Service' s Southeastern and North Central
research stations.

Tombaughisafellow of the American Association for the Advancement
of Science and the Society of American Foresters, and has earned the silver
medal for meritorious achievement from the National Science Foundation. He
earned hisBSin Forestry from The Pennsylvania State University, hisMSin
Forestry from Colorado State University, and hisPh.D. in Resource Econom-
icsfromtheUniversity of Michigan.

S
Effective August 1, 2001, Larry A. Nielsen was named Dean of the
Collegeof Natural Resourcesat North Carolina State University. Nielsen
comesfrom The Pennsylvania State University’ s School of Forest Resources,
where he has served as Director since 1994.

During histime at Penn State, heraised over $12 millionin funds,
established student and faculty exchange programs, received authorization for
the construction of anew building, and co-created a Center for Watershed
Stewardship.

Nielsen earned hisBSin Biology from the University of Illinois, hisMS
in FisheriesBiology from the University of Missouri, and hisPh.D. in Fisher-
iesBiology from Cornell University. Heisafellow of the American Institute
of Natural FisheriesBiologists, an honorary member of the American Fisheries
Society, and acertified fisheries scientist. From 1977 to 1994, Nielsenwasa
faculty member at VirginiaPolytechnic I nstitute and State University.

PROFILES CONTINUED ON PAGE 14

Changes at the
University of Idaho
Sue McMurray
Communications Specialist
College of Natural Resources
University of Idaho

CharlesR. Hatch isthe Univer-
sity of Idaho’ snew Vice President for
Research and Graduate Studies, after
serving inthat roleon aninterim basis
since December 1999. He hasleft his
position as Dean of the University of
Idaho’ sCollege of Natural Resources.
He became Dean of what was then the
College of Forestry, Wildlifeand
Range Sciencesin 1995. Hatch joined
the Ul faculty in 1973 after serving as
aforester and research forester with
the US Forest Service, and asan
assistant professor at Southernllinois
University-Carbondale. Heearned his
BSdegreein Forest Management at
the University of Montana, an MSin
Forest Mensuration at Oregon State
University, and aPh.D. in Forest
Mensuration/Stetisticsfromthe
University of Minnesota.

Leonard R. Johnson, Associate
Provost at the University of Idaho and
Associate Dean of the College of
Natural Resources (CNR), was
named, for the second time, asInterim
Dean of the college.

Johnson, who served asInterim
Dean from July 1994 to June 1995,
began his new duties June 24, 2001.
Johnsonjoined the Ul faculty in 1974,
served as Associate Dean for Aca
demicsinthe Collegeof Natura
Resourcesin 1989 and 1990, and was
head of the Ul Forest Products
Department from 1990to0 1999. He
also served asInterim Executive
Director for Institutional Planning and
Budget at the university.
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ApPPROPRIATIONS UPDATE CONTINUED FROM PAGE 5
Interior Appropriations

Both the Senate and House have passed the FY 2002
Interior spending bill, and conferees must now work out a
$380 million funding difference between the Houseand
Senate spending levels. Thehill provides about $18.5
billioninthe Senate version and $18.9 hillioninthe House
for Interior and rel ated agencies and programs. Both bills
show increases over the administration’ sbudget request,
whichisabout $18.1 billion.

TheHouseInterior Appropriationsbill includesatotal
of $237 million for Forest and Rangel and Research pro-
grams, anincrease of $7.8 million from what was enacted
last year. The Senate Interior Appropriationshbill provides
nearly $243 million for Forest and Rangeland Research
programs, whichisnearly $8 million more than requested
by President Bush.

TheHouseversion did include report language strongly
supported by NAPFSC that states. “ The committeeisaware
that reduced timber harvesting from public forestshas
greatly increased the demands on the nation’ s private
forestlands asasource of wood and fiber. These same
nonfederal landsare also under increasing pressuresfor
recreation, wildlife, and environmental quality. The
committee encouragesthe Forest Servicetofocusits
research on private land issues aswell as public lands,
including forest productivity, water quality, and sustained
management, and to expand its collaborative effortswith the
nation’ sforestry schools.”

TheHouseincluded $277.8 million for Stateand
Private Forestry Programs. The Senate provided $287.3
million for State and Private Forestry Programs. The Senate
level isanincrease of nearly $16 million over FY 2001, and
anincrease of nearly $50 million over President Bush's
request.

A conference committeewill meet toresolvethe
differences between the House and Senate FY 2002 I nterior
Appropriationsbill in September. Itisvery important for
NAPFSC membersto expresstheir appreciation and support
for thevariousforestry funding increasesto their Members
of Congress, especialy if they are on the appropriations
committee. Further updates on both of these billswill be
provided at the NAPFSC annual meeting in Denver in
September.

Workforce Planning: Helping Federal
Agencies Meet Future Needs

Kerry Bolognese, Assistant Director, Federal Relations
NASULGC

NAPFSC isrepresentedin the National Association of
State Universitiesand Land-Grant Colleges (NASULGC)
by the Forestry Section. The Forestry Sectionisone of five
sectionson the Board on Natural Resources. OnJuly 12,
2001, the board met with leaders of the US Geological
Survey (USGS) to review USGS' workforce planning
processesand to discuss strategiesto addressfuture needs.
The USGS, like many other federal agencies, hasan aging
workforce. Over 50 percent of its scientific workforcewill
beeligibletoretirewithintenyears. Inthegeological
sciences, retirement eligibility isapproaching 75 percent.

Theboard was comprised of two or threeleadersfrom
each section. TheForestry Section included Greg Brown,
Bill McComb, and Al Sullivan. USGS was represented by
Chip Groat, Director; Jeff Armbruster, Senior Policy
Analyst for Workforce Planning; Karen Siderelis, Geo-
graphic Information Officer; Denny Fenn, Associate
Director for Biology; BarbaraRyn, Associate Director for
Geography; Pat Leahy, Associate Director for Geology;
Mary Jo Baedecker, Hydrology Chief Scientist; and Stan
Ponce, Senior Liaison for Interagency Programs.

Each USGS division leader gave an overview of hisor
her vision of future science activitiesand of theworkforce
needed to achieveit; i.e., what kind of skills, technological
capabilities, and scientific knowledgewill future USGS
employees be expected to have? The board will sharethis
information with NASUL GC ingtitutions and provide
feedback to USGS regarding the demographicsand
disciplinary interests of students coming throughthe
system. Then the board will attempt to comparethe
university situation with USGS' s needs, help identify gaps
inthe current and future workforce, and recommend
strategiesfor addressing these needsand actionsthat the
agency can taketo help recruit the “ best and the brightest”
graduates. Thisstrategy will also help NASULGC
universitiesensurethat they are meeting the needs of
society and policymakers by producing students (and skills)
who will bein demand. The board will usethismodel for
other environment and natural resource agenciesfacing
similar workforceissues, including the USForest Service,
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency, and the
Environmental Protection Agency. Future meetingswill be
scheduled with leadersin these agencies.
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CSREES News
Terri Bates, Executive Liaison

Gary L. Cunningham of New
Mexico State University (NMSU) has
accepted the position of CSREES
Associate Administrator. Hewill
assume hisduties at the end of the
summer. Cunningham has been at
NMSU since 1968, starting asan
Assistant Professor in the Department
of Biology. In 1984, he was named
Associate Dean of the College of
Agricultureand Home Economicsand
Director of the Agricultural Experi-
ment Station. Hecurrently servesas
VicePresidentfor Research at
NMSU. Cunningham has served the
university systeminanumber of
western regional and national roles,
including membership on the Experi-
ment Station Committeeon Organiza-
tion and Policy (ESCOP), the ESCOP
liaison to the Extension Committeeon
Organization and Policy, the Hispanic
Collegesand UniversitiesResearch
Association, and other professional
associationsand societies. Heearned
aBSin Secondary Educationin
Biology, an MSin Botany fromthe
University of Arizona, and aPh.D. in
Botany fromthe University of
Cdifornia, LosAngeles.

USDA Personnel Updates
Terri Bates, Executive Liaison

Joseph J. Jenwasswornin as
USDA Undersecretary for Research,
Education and Economicsin late July
after US Senate confirmation. Since
1992, Jen has served asthe Dean of
the Collegeof Agricultureat Califor-
niaPolytechnic State University, San
L uis Obispo, where he oversaw 11
departmentsand a$30 million budget.
Hewasalso on the faculty of three
land-grant ingtitutions. In 2000, he
was appointed by the White House
Officeof Scienceand Technology
Policy and served asamember of the
United Statesdelegation to the United
States-Japan Millennium Study. Jen
received aBSin Agricultural Chemis-
try from National Taiwan University,
an M Sin Food Science from Wash-
ington State University, and aPh.D. in
Comparative Biochemistry fromthe
University of Californiaat California
at Berkeley. Heaso hasan MA in
Businessfrom Southernllinois
University.

Mark E. Rey has been nominated
to be Undersecretary of Agriculture
for Natural Resourcesand Environ-
ment. Upon confirmation by the US

Senate, Rey will assumeresponsibili-
tiesfor the US Department of
Agriculture sForest Serviceand
Natural Resource Conservation
Service. Rey has served asprofes-
sional staff onthe US Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Subcommittee
on Forests and Public and Land
Management since1995. During his
tenurethere, Rey worked onlegisla-
tion designed to bring collaborative
management to national forests. Prior
to hiswork for the Senate, Rey
worked asVice President of Forest
Resourcesfor the American Forest
and Paper Association from 1992
through 1994. Beforethat, hewas
Executive Director of the American
Forest Resource Alliancefrom 1989
t01992 and Vice President of the
Nationa Forestry Products Associa-
tionfrom 1994 t01989. Rey holdsa
BSin Wildlife Management, aFSin
Forestry, and aMSin Natural
Resources Policy and Administration
fromthe University of Michigan
School of Natural Resources. Hewas
elected aFellow of the Society of
American Forestersin 1987.

Day Heads New Urban Forestry Program at Virginia Tech
Lynn Davis, Public Relations Specialist, Virginia Tech

A new Urban Forestry program in Virginia Tech’s Forestry
Department has been started to offer forestry magjors an option in
that discipline. Only begun recently, the option is aready
accredited by the Society of American Foresters. In addition to
the core classes for the forestry mgjor, students in the new option
take urban forestry classes that include arboriculture and a
hands-on, project-driven class for seniors that encompasses
urban forestry policy and management. The option also includes
classes in landscape horticulture, pest management, and urban
planning. Graduates from the new program will be foresters who
will be well prepared to pursue a career in any area of urban

forestry. The Forestry Department, one of three departmentsin

the College of Naturd Resources, had been teaching a popular
junior/senior level urban forestry class for over 20 years, and an
interdepartmenta urban forestry curriculum had been available
to students for the last five years. “The new program builds on
these strengths,” says Forestry Department Head Harold
Burkhart, “by adding more core urban forestry classes and
creting an option within the forestry mgjor.” The department
will add an urban forestry faculty position this year. Currently
the program is headed by Susan D. Day, who specidizes in soil
compaction and construction damage to trees. She has been
teaching urban forestry at Virginia Tech since 1997.
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Historically Black Institutions
and NAPFSC
Susan G. Safford, Diversity Chair

On April 24-26, NAPFSC President Perry Brown and |
visited Alabama A&M University and Southern University,
two of the 1890 Historically Black Institutions. Our focus
wasto learn more about their programs and to inquire about
their interest injoining NAPFSC.

AlabamaA&M (AAMU) offersaBSin Forestry with
concentrationsin Forest Science and Forest Management.
Theforestry program, headed by Dr. George Brown, has
carved anichefor itself in the timber management and
harvesting operationsareas. AAMU istheonly 1890
Historically Black Institutionto offer afour-year forestry
degree. Additionaly, itistheonly Historically Black
Ingtitution to offer both MSand Ph.D. programsin Plant
and Soil Scienceunder the umbrellaof Natural Resource
Sciences. Theuniversity sharesastrong and productive
relationshipwith the USFS, withitsforestry program being
designated asa USDA Center of Excellence. AAMU hasan
active outreach program led by Louise Wyche, whois
committed to theinternship program and has been success-
ful in securing funding ($5K /student) and placing interns
(40 students). The AAMU program will be evaluated for
SAF accreditation thisfall with asitevisitin October 2001.
Securing SAF accreditation isimportant to AAMU, asitis
viewed as akey component of “validating” the integrity and
long-term successof theforestry program.

Southern University isthelargest of theHistorically
Black Ingtitutions. Southern hasthefirst four-year BS
degreeprogramin urban forestry in the nation, established
in1992. The program also offersan MSin urban forestry,
and isin the process of obtaining approval for an urban
forestry Ph.D. program. Dr. Daniel Collins, head of the
forestry program, isan Alabama A& M graduate. Southern
University also hasastrong relationship with the USFS,
having received seed money and afive-year grant to help
build their program. They also have an active outreach
program, under the direction of Rodney Stone, who has
successfully placed 270 studentsin thelast four years. Two
programs, “City asaPark” and “Urban Forestry on the
Road,” have been very successful. Thevisit included some
student presentations. The studentswere articulate, spoke
highly of their internships, and were excellent ambassadors
of the program. Southern University isin apositionto
redefine urban forestry for therest of the nation.

Bothinstitutionsarekeenly interestedinjoining
NAPFSC and accepted Dr. Brown'’ sinvitation to make a
presentation and shareinformation about their programsto
the general NAPFSC membership at the annual meetingin
Denver. Inaddition, bothinstitutionsareinterestedin
strategizing with the NAPFSC leadership to find waysto
increasethetotal Mclntire-Stennisfunding so additional
resourceswill beavailablefor appropriate programs.

NorTH CENTRAL REPORT CONTINUED FROM PAGE 10

coursesisinteaching studentsthe processof problem
solving and planning rather than in the end product.

Thetwo groups reconvened in the afternoon in separate
sessions. During the NAPFSC afternoon session, each
member present provided aspreadsheet summarizing
important ingtitutional parametersand then briefly discussed
program activitiesat their homeinstitutions. Oneimportant
point noted by all institutions present waseither flat or
declining enrollment, with traditional forest management
programs being the most impacted. The University of
Wisconsin-Stevens Point wasthe only institution present to

report substantial growthinenrollment.

Al Sullivan reported that, by virtue of hisposition on
the Board on Agriculture, the Food and Society Initiative
hasan advocatefor aforestry element for thefirst time. Al
reported that theboardistrying toincreaseitsinfluenceand
isseeking astronger relationshipwith USGS. He aso
predicted that wewill seealot of competition among
universities, government agencies, and privateindustry
within the next few yearsfor people with advanced degrees
toreplacethoseretiring. Thismay force usto look seriously
a new partnershipsand delivery options as our programs
broaden and the pool of qualified professorsdeclines.

Themeeting ended with brief reportsfrom theresearch,
legidation, Extension, and international committees, given
by Al EK, John Phelps, Tom Warner, and Pete Schaefer,
respectively, about the future of federal funding for
Mclntire-Stennisand RREA. Ek noted that nominationsfor
FRAC would be needed soon. He also reported that many
1994 land-grant i nstituti ons needed research and teaching
partnersand that theseinstitutions have accessto fundsthat
arenot directly availableto 1860institutions.
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Southern Region - Extension
William G. Hubbard
Southern Regional Extension Forester

Forest Certification Landowner Awareness
Satellite Video Conference Scheduled for December
4,2001. A multi-agency planning committee has been
formed to organize athree-hour satellite video conference
for forest landownerswho want moreinformation on
forest certification. A contentiousissuein much of the
country right now, the program will discussdefinitions,
history, current programs, implicationsfor forest landown-
ers, and sources of additional information. The
videoconference will be uplinked from Auburn University
and whilethefocusaudienceiscurrently scheduled to be
southernforest landowners, much of theinformation will
berelevant to national audiencesaswell. For more
information, contact Bill Hubbard, whubbard@uga.edu or
visit www.sofor ext.net/cer tification on theweb.

Urban and Community Forestry Update. USDA
Forest Service, Southern Group of State Foresters,
Extension, universities, and othersare planning asatellite
video seriesthisfall (October 2, 9, 23) at select locations
around the south. Thethree-session, nine-hour program
will offer participantsthe opportunity to learn more about
the changing role of public servants (stateforestry agency,
Extension, city/county administrators, etc.) and private
individuals and groups in an ever-changing urbanizing
south. For moreinformation on the program, contact Bill
Hubbard, whubbard@ugaedu or visit
www.forestrysatellite.net ontheweb.

Master Tree Farmer Series. Dueto an over-
whelming responsein 14 participating southern states, the
Master Tree Farmer satellite program will be offered asa
taped seriesthisfall beginning October 2, 2001, and
continuing for six weeks. Thesessionswill be planned for
Tuesday evenings at Extension and other downlink sites
throughout the South. Statesinterested in participating
may €lect to participatein the Tuesday night sessions,
having the benefit of communicating with the speakersvia
phone, or they can obtain the taped sessionsfor viewing at
their convenience. To obtain acopy of the tapes, contact
Dr. George Kessler at gkssr@clemson.edu.

Virginia Assistance Finder Debuts. Dylan
Jenkinsat Virginia Tech providesthe following report on a
service now available on their website.

Extension agentsand natural resource managersreceive
numerous questionsfrom landownersregarding who to
contact for different types of management assistance. The
VirginiaTech Department of Forestry, in cooperation with
the Virginia Department of Forestry, has devel oped an on-
line*“assistancefinder” for forest landownersand others
seeking contact information for natural resource agencies
for al countiesin Virginia. Landownerssimply click on
their county from either adropdown menu or Virginiamap.
Contact information, i.e., agent name, address, phone, fax,
email, and website, for major state, federal, and private
natural resource management agencies, isthenlisted for the
desired county.

Linksarealso provided to the state private forest
consultant list (maintained by the Virginia Department of
Forestry) and the Virginia SFl-trained logger list (main-
tained by the Virginia Forestry Association). Inaddition, an
extensivelist of assistance servicesisprovided for each
agency. A printer-friendly listingisalso availablefor
each county. Other private organizations, such asland trusts
and conservation organizations, are being added constantly.

The assistance finder was devel oped as part of the new
web-based Woodland Optionsfor Landowners coursethat
will begin January 15, 2002. The Virginiaassistance finder
islocated onthe Virginia Forest Landowner Update
webpage atwww.cnr .vt.edu/forestupdate. For moreinfor-
mation on the assistance finder or the Woodland Options
web-based course, contact Dylan Jenkins, Extension
Forester, at 540-231-6391, dylan@vt.edu.

ANREP Awards. The Association of Natural
Resource Extension Professionals (ANREP) recently
announced their award recipients. ANREP seeksto develop
multistate, regional, and national relationshipsinthe natural
resources and environmental management arena. The
association beganin 1995 and today consists of approxi-
mately 250 wildlife, environmental education, watershed,
forestry, wood products, community development, and other
related professionals. The 3" National Natural Resources
Extension Conference, sponsored in part by ANREP, will be
heldin Naples, FL, on June 2-5, 2002. For moreinforma:
tion about ANREP, the awards program, or the biannual
conference, seewww.anrep.org.
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because of the high number of retirementsexpectedinthe
next few years. Forestry schoolswill play amajor rolein
filling many of these vacant positions. Concernswere
expressed over theoriginal list of targeted schools, which
would be used for recruitment, and aspectsof theagency’s
recruitment strategy. The Southern Region hasexpressedits
concern about thetargeted schoal list, and changesinthe
list have been made. Now all accredited forestry schools
will beincluded. In addition, the Southern Region has
proposed a partnership with the Forest Serviceto enhance
and expand recruitment activities.

Bruce Jewell, Southern Region Deputy Regional
Forester, discussed USFS' State and Private Forestry
programs. He noted that the goals of State and Private
Forestry include customer service, congressional relations,
and reaching diverse landowners. Two primary initiatives,
for which funding has been allocated, are prescribed fire
and community devel opment. Ideasfor future cooperative
efforts between the Southern Region and State and Private
Forestry were hosting a“ Dean’s Tour” and creating a
cooperative agreement among the Forest Service, state
foresters, and southern forestry schools.

Discussionswere held with thefollowing cooperators:
Steve Newton, Forest Landowners Association; Bill
Hubbard, Regional Extension Forester; Pete Roussopoul os,
Southern Forest Experimental Station; and Larry Biles,
USDA-CSREES. Our talks were informative and included
discussionson federal funding, opportunitiesfor coopera-
tion, the Canadian softwood agreement, 2002 Farm Bill, the
Master Tree Farmer Program, the Nationa Fire Plan, and
personnel changes.

NORTHEAST REPORT CONTINUED FROM PAGE 8

technol ogy to allow studentsfrom the various campusesto
interact with the seminar speaker, aswell asdiscussissues
among campuses. The series has been successful and the
intent of the grant proposal will beto examine opportunities
for coordinating distance education offeringsamong
campuses so that everyone can benefit from expertise on the
collection of northeast campuses.

Finaly, Greg Brown and | participated as NAPFSC
representatives at aNASUL GC Board on Natural Re-
sources meeting in July 2001. The meeting was held with

USGSadministratorsto discuss Workforce Planning—a
popular topic among federal natural resources agencies
thesedays. In what isbecoming afamiliar story, USGS (like
many other federal agencies) predictsahugeturnover in
personnel in the next fiveto ten years. The board agreed to
initiate asurvey of member universitiesto assessthe
potential to meet workforce demandsfor thisand other
agencies. Itisclear that joint agency-university leadershipis
needed to ensurethat high school studentsand their parents
are aware of what islikely animpending crisisin natural
resourcesemployment at all levelsof training. Thisisgood
newsfor placing the students that we have in our programs
now, but it will mean that we should ensure that enough
adequately trained studentsarein the pipelineto meet
agency (stateand federal), NGO, and industry expectations
over the next ten years.

WESTERN REGION REPORT CONTINUED FROM PAGE 9

“Terrorism” of WNAPFSC Programs and Initiatives

Wediscussed the recent experiencesof terrorism of
WNAPFSC programs and initiatives, with the major
incidents, related to biotechnol ogy advances, occurring at
the University of Washington and Oregon State University
(OSU). It was announced that OSU will co-sponsor an
international conference on forest biotechnology, including
presentations on social and ethical concerns, inlate July
2001. Theuniversity will take security precautionsfor the
conference and the various partici pating organizations and
institutions. “Talking points’ and other OSU guidelinesfor
working with the mediaand law enforcement agenciesin
conjunctionwith thisconference, a ong with other experi-
encesinthewest, will be shared with the NAPFSC member-
ship regionally and nationally.

WNAPFSC Annual Survey

Wereviewed our annua survey of WNAPFSC mem-
bersand decided to continue using it in the future with
modest revisions. Accordingly, wewill continueto gather
informati on on student enrollments, credit-hour production,
budgets (for teaching, research, and Extension), graduate
student stipends, FTEs (for teaching, research, and Exten-
sion), and salaries (by rank) of faculty and administrators.
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FEATURE ARTICLE CONTINUED FROM PAGE 3

Michelleinformed thework group that theincreasein
annual feeto $2000 functionsasan all-inclusiveflat fee, in
contrast to the current variablefeein yearsof interim status
and on-sitereviews. Therewere mixed reactionsto aflat
feemodel. Onthe one hand, it was reviewed as predictable
and convenient. However, it also drivesthe annual fee
upwards. Somefeltit would be easier to justify an elevated
fee during an on-site accreditation review year rather than
imposing ahigher annual fee. Finaly, an annua flat fee that
buildsinthe elevated costs associated with the year of
review effectively represents prepaying the cost of review
for nineyearsprior toreview inthetenthyear. Froma
financial management perspective, thismight not bea
desirableapproach for someschools. Similarly, italso
makes sensefor the school sto cover the costs of the on-site
review team directly rather than routing funds through SAF
to cover such costs.

After substantial discussion and analysis, it was evident
that SAF accreditation needsto be viewed as a partnership
between the schoolsand SAF. Clearly, the schoolsneed to
bear some of the cost, but SAF and the membership of SAF
should al so absorb some of the cost for thiscore program
that benefitsthe profession broadly. A generalized model
for how costs might be computed and covered began to
emerge. Because schoolscontribute both their direct and
indirect costs of accreditation and substantial faculty and
staff time, it wasfelt that SAF should not charge an over-
head cost associated with accreditation. Thisalonewould
substantially reduce expenses. For example, in 2000, SAF's
indirect cost of accreditation was about $76,000 on top of
personnel costsof about $84,000. Furthermore, it was
proposed that asmall percentage (perhaps 3to 5 percent) of
SAF dues should be all ocated to accreditation. Thiswould
provide between about $42,000 (3 percent) and $70,000 (5
percent) in revenue. It wasalso recognized that thefeeto
the school s associated with the year of areview and on-site
visit should probably beincreased above the current $1200
level. Given the expectation of six to seven accreditation
visits per year over the next several years, an elevated fee
(perhaps $2500) associated with on-sitereviewswould
serve asasignificant annual source of revenue. These
potential sourcesof revenueinvestment in accreditation,
coupled withthejustified waiver of indirect costsfor
accreditation, would certainly appear to make SAF accredi-
tation amore affordabl e processthat could be supported
with only amodest increasein annual fees.

| believe that an unresolved issueis defining exactly
what the necessary expenses and services associated with

SAF accreditation ought to be. Clearly, the annual SAF
expenses have varied considerably over the past several
years. Considering new initiatives, such astraining pro-
gramsfor visiting team members, development of a
handbook for member programs, and el ectronic databases,
etc., will only add to the expense. Ultimately, SAF and
partnership schools must decide what is needed, valued, and
affordable.

Weareall sensitiveto the challenges of overcoming
budget shortfallsand keeping costsin linewith the benefits
accrued. Assuch, our recommendationsto drop indirect
costsor tap into dues (or other sourcesof SAF revenue) to
support accreditation were not madelightly. Werecognize
that theseinvestments may mean some other dimension of
SAF might be compromised or eliminated or that the
accreditation process might need to becomemuch more
streamlined. Certainly, there hasbeen astrong push for the
|atter among many of the schools. However, if accreditation
isasvaluableto the society, employers, schools, and the
broad membership as stated in our opening discussions,
then it would seem to warrant agreater investment from
SAF sbasefunding. Perhapsthereal test of valueisthe
extent to which any of usarewilling to invest.

Forestry and Natural Resources
Management in IFAFS 2001
Rodney Foil, USDA-CSREES

Of the 758 proposal s submitted for consideration
for funding as part of the 2001 Initiative for Future
Agricultural and Food Systems, 35 were devoted to
forests, wildland management, and rel ated i ssues.
Seven such proposal swere submitted to the plant
genome program, 8to the new usesfor agricultura
cropsprogram, 15to the programin alternative
management of natural resources, 3totheinvasive
species program, and 2 to the program on farm
efficiency and productivity.

The awards process has not been completed, and
no decisionsarefinal at the present. However, review
panels and program management have made initial
recommendationsto fund four of these proposal s, two
in natural resources management and one eachinthe
plant genome and new uses areas.
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NAPFSC
Year-to-date 2001 Financial Summary
(August 1, 2001)
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INCOME

$ 84,363.00

Other Deposits
USFS $15,000.00
AF&PA $ 5,000.00
$ 20,000.00

Dues Outstanding
($16,389.00)

TOTAL INCOME $104,363.00

EXPENSES
Operating Expenses $ 54,695.72
Executive Committee $ 9,742.44

Coalition $ 12,691.09

TOTAL EXPENSES $ 77,129.25

Submitted by G. H. Weaver
Secretary/Treasurer
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