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Historically, many issues in US
forest policy have involved
heated exchanges between

timber interests and environmental
groups over the future of the nation’s
national forests. Debate about whether
national forests should produce timber
and rural economic opportunities, or
pursue other objectives such as ecolog-
ical restoration and recreation, gener-

ally ignored private lands. However,
nearly three-fifths of the nation’s forests
are privately owned. Private forests also
generate economic value and employ-
ment, and provide nonmarket scenic,
recreation, ecological, and resource
protection benefits. Private forests also
have the potential to eventually be lost
to nonforest, developed uses.

Despite significant population

growth and development in the past
half century, US forestland area has re-
mained relatively stable, declining 1%
from 1953 to 1997 (Smith et al. 2004).
Remaining forestland, however, is
shared among more people. Forestland
per capita has declined by half, from
5.0 ac to less than 2.7 ac per person,
and by as much as two-thirds in spe-
cific regions like the Pacific Northwest
(Figure 1). Almost 1 million ac of pri-
vate forestland were lost to develop-
ment each year from 1992 to 1997,
with many important timber-produc-
ing states—California, Florida, Geor-
gia, North Carolina, and Washing-
ton—experiencing the greatest losses
(Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vice 2001). Projections suggest that an-
other 26 million ac will be lost to de-
velopment by 2030 (Alig and Planti-
nga 2004).
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Concerns have grown about the loss of forestland to development, leading to both public and
private efforts to preserve forestland as open space. These lands comprise social values—eco-
logical, scenic, recreation, and resource protection values—not typically reflected in market
prices for land. When these values are present, it is up to public and private agencies to provide
them in sufficient quantity. We discuss nonmarket social values in the context of forestland
market values, to explain the economic rationale for public and private efforts to protect forest-
land as open space.
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When private forestland is devel-
oped, the market and nonmarket ben-
efits it provides can be reduced or lost
altogether. Market values for forestland
are important to understanding finan-
cial issues affecting forestry, such as re-
turns to timber production and devel-
opment. Nonmarket values are impor-
tant because they benefit society. Be-
cause nonmarket (social) benefits gen-
erally are not accounted for in market
prices for land, it is up to public and
private institutions to ensure that they
are provided in sufficient quantity. We
discuss nonmarket social values in the
context of forestland market values to
explain the economic rationale for
public and private efforts to protect
forestland as open space.

Open Space and Land Markets
Forestland typically is viewed by

timber-producing landowners as a fac-
tor in the production of timber and
nontimber forest products demanded
in markets (for example, Aronow et al.
2004). Forestland market values derive
from land’s rent-earning capacity—its

ability to produce forest commodities
for sale—as well as its speculative value
in other potential uses such as develop-
ment. Forestland owners also may re-
ceive other noncommodity benefits
from their land, such as personal recre-
ation and aesthetic enjoyment, and
these private benefits also can be re-
flected in forestland market values.
With development pressures, such as
increasing demand for residential
housing, development may offer forest-
land owners greater potential returns
than forestry. When the potential rent-
earning capacity of forestland in devel-
oped uses exceeds its potential rent-
earning capacity in timber production,
forestland owners have a financial in-
centive to develop.

The financial incentive to develop is
the differential between the expected
financial returns to forestry versus de-
velopment. It can be quite high. Alig
and Plantinga (2004) estimate the av-
erage present value of future returns of
land in timber production for 473
counties in the southeastern United
States at $415 per acre, compared to its

value in residential housing at
$36,216—land with a developed value
nearly 90 times higher than its forest
value. Developed values in the Pacific
Northwest Westside are estimated at
111 times higher than forest values.
This financial land-use hierarchy
means that private forestry returns
alone are unlikely to keep some land in
forest when development is an option.

Forestland also can involve signifi-
cant nonmarket social benefits—values
that contribute to the welfare of indi-
viduals as members of society. Econo-
mists call these public goods—there
generally is no way of excluding non-
paying beneficiaries. Social benefits as-
sociated with private forestland include
scenery, recreation, wildlife habitat, and
water resource protection, among oth-
ers. The value of these public benefits
generally are not reflected in market
prices of land, and private forestland
owners have no financial incentive to
consider them in their land-use deci-
sions and market transactions. When
forestland is developed, the social values
provided by forestland as open space
can be reduced or lost entirely. More
forestland will be developed than is op-
timal from a social perspective. Some
forms of development also can involve
social values not always reflected in
market prices, such as buildings with
cultural or historic significance, but val-
ues derived from most common forms
of residential, commercial, and indus-
trial development typically are included
in market prices.

Although forestland social values are
not usually known in precise dollars,
their existence is evidenced by their
measurable economic influence.
Forestland and open space can be im-
portant factors in individuals’ residen-
tial location decisions (Kaplan and
Austin 2004, Vogt and Marans 2004).
Studies indicate that forest and open
space amenities attract employment

Figure 1. US forestland area per capita, 1952 to 1997. Area of public and private forestland (Smith et
al. 2001) divided by people (US Bureau of Census 2000) for Pacific Northwest (OR, WA), South (AL,
AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA), North (CT, DE, IA, IL, IN, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO,
NH, NJ, NY, OH, PA, RI, VT, WI, WV), and United States.



and in-migration of working people
and retirees and tend to increase the
value of nearby housing (see Garber-
Yonts 2004 for a review). Property
value effects can be greater when open
space is permanently protected (Ge-
oghegan 2002). Forest and open space
amenities also can be associated with
lower wage rates (Duffy-Deno 1998,
Deller et al. 2001), suggesting that in-
migrants are willing to accept lower in-
comes to live in amenity-rich locations.
Judson et al. (1999) found that among
middle-aged (40-64 years of age) in-
migrants in Oregon, those citing nat-
ural amenities as the reason for moving
experienced annual household income
reductions averaging over $10,000. Ur-

banites are migrating to rural areas
seeking a better quality of life—easy
access to outdoor recreation and forest
and open space amenities (Egan and
Luloff 2000).

The Marginal Value of Open Space
Forestland social values derive from

ecological, recreation, aesthetic, and re-
source protection benefits that con-
tribute to our quality of life. Concep-
tually, many of the marginal values so-
ciety holds for forestland—the social
values held for an additional acre—de-
pend on how much development has
encroached on forest landscapes. All
else being equal, a large undeveloped
forest landscape usually will be per-

ceived as offering better scenery, more
and less crowded recreation opportuni-
ties, and greater habitat and resource
protection benefits than a smaller
more-developed forest landscape. In
rural areas having significant forestland
area, marginal social values are likely
perceived low. Losing some forestland
to development may matter little, be-
cause a lot of other forestland remains.
Development may even be welcomed.
In more populated areas, where devel-
opment is changing forest landscapes,
marginal social values are likely per-
ceived higher—people see that forest-
land is becoming scarce. Losing addi-
tional forestland in more populated
places means more significant marginal
reductions in ecological, recreation,
aesthetic, and resource protection ben-
efits valued by society.

The relationship between diminish-
ing open space and increasing public
demand for its preservation exists with
farmland. Voter support for preserving
farmland has been highest in places ex-
periencing the most rapid increases in
population and decreases in farmland
(Kline and Wichelns 1994). The earli-
est state-level programs tended to be
located in the northeast, in the more
populated and rapidly growing states
of Connecticut, Maryland, Massachu-
setts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and
Rhode Island. Of 22 states with active
programs (American Farmland Trust
1997), those most densely populated
pursue the widest array of rural ameni-
ties—open space, wildlife habitat, nat-
ural areas, scenic beauty, rural charac-
ter—while concerns of less populated
states are narrower (Hellerstein et al.
2002).

Other anecdotal evidence is the fi-
nancial commitment to open space
funding in New Jersey, the most devel-
oped state in the United States in popu-
lation density terms, with 1,134 people
per square mile compared to 95 people
per square mile for the United States ex-
cluding Alaska (US Bureau of Census
2000). Despite its large population and
persistent development pressures, New
Jersey still comprises many heavily
forested landscapes, and residents clearly
want to maintain them. All 21 counties
and 189 municipalities in the state have
dedicated open space taxes, totaling
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Table 1. Value of open space voter approved municipal, county, and
state bond and tax measures, 2001–2003, per capita and
per acre nonfederal land.

Open space funds, Per Per acre 
State 2001–2003 ($) capita ($) nonfederal land ($)

AR 2,000,000 0.75 0.07
AZ 40,194,000 7.83 0.95
CA 3,993,988,000 117.92 75.34
CO 749,905,659 174.35 17.64
CT 36,275,000 10.65 11.89
FL 130,550,000 8.17 4.25
GA 164,300,000 20.07 4.75
HI 25,000,000 20.63 6.68
IA 4,970,000 1.70 0.14
ID 10,000,000 7.73 0.52
IL 151,715,349 12.22 4.35
MA 166,702,967 26.26 34.21
MD 4,525,000 0.85 0.75
ME 5,500,000 4.31 0.28
MI 100,872,500 10.15 3.06
MN 38,135,000 7.75 0.80
MO 18,700,000 3.34 0.45
MT 2,500,000 2.77 0.04
NC 90,700,000 11.27 3.19
NH 40,227,000 32.55 8.14
NJ 1,128,001,291 134.06 248.25
NM 8,039,000 4.42 0.16
NV 89,500,000 44.79 8.56
NY 476,614,614 25.12 15.95
OH 68,687,500 6.05 2.67
OK 3,033,320 0.88 0.07
OR 4,550,000 1.33 0.15
PA 411,433,000 33.50 14.80
RI 3,720,000 3.55 5.65
SC 236,500,000 58.95 13.06
TX 243,289,000 11.67 1.48
UT 5,400,000 2.42 0.30
VA 60,000,000 8.48 2.67
VT 60,000 0.10 0.01
WA 19,000,000 3.22 0.62
WY 8,450,000 17.11 0.25
NOTE: Includes the 36 states in which municipal, county, or state bond and/or tax measures
were approved, 2001–2003. Value of open space funds in nominal dollars and estimated
by Trust for Public Land (2002, 2003, 2004), population data from US Bureau of the
Census (2000), and nonfederal land from Natural Resources Conservation Service (2000).
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more than $200 million in annual local
funding. Also, a 1998 state constitu-
tional amendment allocates $98 million
of annual sales tax revenues to open
space protection for the next 30 years
(Trust for Public Land 2004). This is on
top of millions of dollars already com-
mitted to farmland and open space
preservation in recent decades.

The increasing values society holds
for open space are rooted in many fac-
tors, with some individuals concerned
about ecological protection, others
about protecting environmental
amenities and quality of life, and still
others about conserving natural re-
sources such as timber and clean water
(DeHaven-Smith 1988). Community
identity also can play a role, when
communities worry about the magni-
tude, location, rapidity, and appropri-
ateness of environmental changes
caused by development. Communities
become protective of traditional land-
scapes and places with symbolic or
community connections—stability of
identity in the face of change (Sell and
Zube 1986). Whatever the reasons,
when the marginal social value of un-
developed lands rises above the mar-
ginal social value of land in developed
uses, an economic argument exists for
public and private agencies to protect
open space. From a social perspective,
preservation becomes efficient—its so-
cial benefits exceed its costs.

Open Space Preservation
Both governments and private con-

servation organizations intervene to
correct “market failures” associated
with loss of forestland as open space.
Public policies and programs arise from
the political process when enough vot-
ers become sufficiently concerned
about open space lost to development
(Wolfram 1981). Policies and pro-
grams include, among others, munici-
pal, county, and state land-use regula-
tions, state use-value assessment pro-
grams that reduce property taxes on
forest and farm lands, and programs
that purchase development rights, con-
servation easements, or land in fee (see
Bengston et al. 2004 for a review).
Many federal policies and programs,
such as agricultural programs, also have
land conservation effects. Although the
goals of different policies and programs
vary—some, such as land-use regula-
tions, usually are not enacted solely to
protect open space—they all have open
space implications and often garner
widespread support among voters in
rapidly growing places.

Public support for regulating land
use is evidenced in those places where
land-use planning programs are imple-
mented. Use-value assessment pro-
grams exist in all 50 states. However,
the most direct measure of public sup-
port for protecting open space is voting
on bond and tax referenda used to fi-

nance public open space programs.
Since 2001, voters in 36 states have ap-
proved municipal, county, and state
open space bond and tax measures to-
taling $8.5 billion. The geographic dis-
tribution of funding per capita shows
relatively broad support nationally,
with the exceptions of the Great Plains
and central states (Figure 2). Per acre,
the greatest support exists in many
rapidly urbanizing states—northeast-
ern and Lake states, California,
Florida, Texas, and Appalachian states
(Hellerstein et al. 2002). California
and New Jersey, portions of which
comprise some of the most densely
populated landscapes in the United
States, fund open space into the bil-
lions of dollars (Table 1).

Private open space preservation usu-
ally involves purchasing land in fee or
conservation easements restricting de-
velopment. Donations of land and
easements to qualified conservation or-
ganizations are eligible as charitable
contribution deductions for federal in-
come tax purposes. The Internal Rev-
enue Service defines “conservation pur-
poses” as preserving land for outdoor
recreation, protection of natural habitat
and ecosystems, or preserving open
space for scenic enjoyment or historic
preservation, or any other objective
consistent with federal, state, or local
conservation policy (Land Trust Al-
liance 1990). Easements also may spec-
ify additional directives, such as limits
on certain forestry practices or guaran-
tees of public access for certain types of
recreation (Land Trust Alliance 2001b).

Recent noteworthy examples
abound. In 1998, The Nature Conser-
vancy purchased 185,000 ac of forest-
land in fee from International Paper
Company for $35 million. In 2001,
the New England Forestry Foundation
purchased a conservation easement on
762,192 ac of private-owned forestland
in northern Maine for $28,142,316
(Goldberg 2001). A growing trend is
blending public and private participa-
tion. In 1998, the Conservation Fund
purchased 300,000 ac of forestland
from Champion International Com-
pany in a $76 million deal involving
New York, Vermont, and New Hamp-
shire (Revkin 1998). In 2002, The Na-
ture Conservancy partnered with New

Table 2. Conservation easements purchased on forestland under
the Forest Legacy Program, 1992–2001.

Average cost 
State Number Acres per acre ($)

CA 2 3,275 1,481
CT 3 352 1,108
IL 3 143 4,084
MA 9 1,252 4,983
MD 3 668 1,160
ME 5 31,398 232
MN 1 111 2,144
MT 1 13,320 172
NC 1 1,082 2,115
NH 4 4,804 194
NJ 1 700 2,000
NY 2 260 792
RI 5 598 2,140
UT 7 20,514 1,047
VT 9 44,182 126
WA 5 2,504 4,982

NOTE: Includes those states having closed conservation easement transactions (Forest
Legacy Program 2002). Average costs per acre are weighted by easement acres pur-
chased and adjusted for inflation to 2002 dollars using the Consumer Price Index.
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York to purchase conservation ease-
ments and land in fee on 44,650 ac for
a combined $9.1 million (Perez-Pena
2002).

Adding to forestland protection ac-
tivities of large conservation organiza-
tions are many land trusts working at
regional and local levels. Land trusts
are nonprofit organizations working
through voluntary means to protect
land they deem important to the qual-
ity of life and environmental health of
their communities, states, or regions.
There are 1,263 land trusts in the
United States operating in all 50 states.
Their specific goals vary—52% in-
clude wetlands among their conserva-
tion objectives, followed by river corri-
dors (51%), watersheds (47%), farm
and ranchland (46%), nature preserves
(45%), general open space (43%), en-
dangered species habitat (42%), scenic
views (34%), recreational trails (27%),
historic places (24%), coastal resources
(18%), timberland (14%), and urban
open space (10%). Land trusts own
1,247,342 ac of open space in fee, hold
conservation easements on an addi-
tional 2,589,619 ac, and have pre-
served an additional 2,388,264 ac by
other means, often transferring owner-
ship to third parties including states
(Land Trust Alliance 2001a).

Open Space Values and Preservation
Costs

Costs incurred by land trusts and

other conservation organizations to
preserve open space are not systemati-
cally reported. However, forestland
protection activities under the federal
Forest Legacy Program provide some
indication of how much participating
land trusts and other conservation or-
ganizations are willing to pay to pre-
serve forestland. The Forest Legacy
Program was created by the Coopera-
tive Forestry Assistance Act of 1978, as
amended by the 1990 and 1996 Farm
Bills. It is a voluntary private land con-
servation program between the USDA
Forest Service, states, land trusts, and
private landowners, providing federal
financial assistance leveraged by non-
federal cost sharing to protect forest-
land (Forest Legacy Program 2002).

From 1992 through 2001, Forest
Legacy Program funds contributed to
purchasing conservation easements on
125,163 ac of forestland in 16 states,
totaling $68 million or about $546 per
acre. Along with purchasing easements,
the Program has protected an addi-
tional 26,295 ac of forestland through
purchases of land in fee or combina-
tions in fee and conservation easement
purchase, at a cost of $36 million. Av-
erage easement costs in individual
states vary from a low of $126 per acre
in Vermont to $4,983 per acre in
Massachusetts (Table 2). The market
value of a conservation easement re-
flects the development value of land it
encumbers net the residual value of the

land in its preserved state (Land Trust
Alliance 1990). Variations in easement
costs reflect regional differences in the
development value of forestland net its
preserved value, as well as differences in
the characteristics of individual parcels,
transactions, and easement restrictions.

Reasonably, the costs borne by land
trusts and other conservation organiza-
tions to preserve forestland reflect
those organizations’ perception of
value toward meeting their conserva-
tion objectives. If The Nature Conser-
vancy is willing to pay $35 million to
purchase 185,000 ac of northern
Maine woods (Goldberg 2001) “to pre-
serve the plants, animals and natural
communities that represent the diver-
sity of life on Earth” (The Nature Con-
servancy 2004, p. 40), they must per-
ceive that the incremental benefit of
protecting that 185,000 ac from devel-
opment (and perhaps intensive timber
harvesting) is at least equal to $35 mil-
lion. Given that The Nature Conser-
vancy depends on voluntary contribu-
tions, the actual social value likely is
greater. Conversely, if International
Paper Company is willing to sell land
at that price (Goldberg 2001), they
must perceive that the capitalized value
of future timber revenue to be earned
on that land (as well as its potential
value in developed uses) is less than
$35 million.

What is valuable to some may not
be valuable to others. Some rural com-
munities feel such restrictions on de-
velopment and logging curb economic
activity, although empirical evidence
tends to refute such claims (Lewis at al.
2002). Some feel they have plenty of
open space, but too few jobs. Some
worry about losing access to certain
recreation activities, such as hunting or
off-road vehicle use that may be disal-
lowed on protected lands. By reducing
the fair market value of land, conserva-
tion easements can reduce local prop-
erty tax revenue (Wiebe et al. 1996).
These perceptions also can apply to
public protection efforts. Public forest-
land ownership also pulls land from
property tax rolls. Use-value assessment
programs reduce property taxes on
large tracts of private forestland, shift-
ing tax burdens onto landowners un-
able to participate (Newman et al.

Figure 2. Open space funding per capita, 2001-2003. Estimated value of open space funds provided
by voter-approved municipal, county, and state bond and tax measures (Trust for Public Land 2002,
2003, 2004) divided by people (US Bureau of Census 2000). Actual figures provided in Table 1.
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2000). These shifts can be greatest in
rural areas where a greater proportion
of land likely is enrolled. Rural com-
munities may view forestland protec-
tion policies and programs as unfair if
their political support is concentrated
in distant cities with seemingly no day-
to-day connection to rural communi-
ties. In answer, conservation organiza-
tions often say that preserving forest-
land fosters economic development by
increasing recreation and tourism.

This clash of views has no easy solu-
tion. On one side, forestland preserva-
tion by land trusts and other conserva-
tion organizations is an outcome of
free markets, whereby easements and
land are transferred from willing sellers
to willing buyers, to pursue what are
perceived by those organizations as
higher and better uses—that is, conser-
vation. As nonprofits, these organiza-
tions may have an upper hand in land
markets, because landowners can treat
partial donations of easements and
land as charitable contributions for
federal income tax purposes. Pending
federal legislation would even autho-
rize a pilot program allowing Evergreen
Land Trust in Washington State to
raise preservation funds by selling tax-
free bonds (108th Congress, H.R.
1308 2004). However, in our democ-
ratic society we implicitly endorse the
work of land trusts and conservation
organizations through legislation en-
abling their nonprofit status and tax
code defining conservation easements.
On the other side, rural communities
opposed to forestland protection may
question the calculus land trusts and
conservation organizations use in their
perceptions of value. They may feel
that preserving forestland for ecologi-
cal, aesthetic, or recreation purposes is
misguided or inadequately considers
the net effects on society—they may
compute a lower marginal social value.

Some conservation organizations
increasingly recognize the concerns of
rural communities in forestland pro-
tection efforts. Portions of the
300,000-ac multistate Conservation
Fund purchase from Champion Inter-
national Company were to be trans-
ferred to the Forestland Group, a pri-
vate investing group specializing in sus-

tainable forestry, who would continue
limited timber harvesting (Revkin
1998). The 762,192-ac conservation
easement purchased in Maine by the
New England Forestry Foundation
also will allow some logging (Goldberg
2001). The 44,650-ac joint Nature
Conservancy/New York conservation
easement purchase includes funds to
develop a management plan allowing
continued logging and hunting (Perez-
Pena 2002).

Forest Management and Policy
Challenges

The earliest significant open space
preservation efforts in the United
States involved preserving and restor-
ing publicly owned forests and parks at
national and state levels. Inspired by
public concern for rapid loss of forests
to agriculture and logging in the later
19th century, these efforts focused on
protecting timber and water resources
and lands of extraordinary beauty and
uniqueness (Fredrick and Sedjo 1991).
Since then, public concern for land-use
change has evolved to recognize the
contribution of open space to our day-
to-day quality of life—its recreation,
aesthetic, ecological, and resource pro-
tection benefits.

Changing perceptions about forest-
land mirror those in farmland preser-
vation. National interest in preserving
farmland arose in the 1970s from con-
cerns about rapid loss of farmland to
development and the supposed threat
to food security and agricultural viabil-
ity. These concerns led to the gradual
nearly nationwide implementation of
local, state, and federal farmland
preservation programs. More recently,
recognition has grown for the environ-
mental amenities—the social values—
of farmland and the role they play in
motivating public support for preserv-
ing farmland. Research over the past
two decades has sought to identify
these values and incorporate them into
farmland protection policies and pro-
grams, to ensure that the public is get-
ting what it desires from preserved
farmland. Similar efforts may now be
needed in forestry, to ensure that pub-
lic and private open space protection
efforts are appropriately tailored to

provide the social values desired from
forestland.

From a landscape perspective, both
public and private open space preserva-
tion efforts have limitations. Land-use
regulations simply restrict land to
broad use classes and are limited by
what courts will allow under takings
provisions of the US Constitution.
Use-value assessment programs gener-
ally do not differentiate between lands
of significant social value and lands of
little value; society may pay more in
higher property taxes than it receives in
social benefits. Neither land-use regu-
lations nor use-value assessment are
permanent. Purchasing conservation
easements and land in fee is more last-
ing and can be selective in the social
benefits protected. However, these
methods are expensive and limited to
identifying willing sellers, often pro-
ducing at best a spotty patchwork of
protected land. Protecting some lands
into perpetuity may be unnecessary if
they have little development potential
or landowners are unlikely to develop.

To better pursue landscape-level
goals, some conservation organizations
now offer financial incentives to land-
owners who pursue conservation ob-
jectives. For example, The Nature
Conservancy offers annual payments
to forestland owners in Virginia who
curtail logging, with the resulting “for-
est bank” managed using an “ecosys-
tem-based approach” including some
limited timber harvesting (Dedrick et
al. 2000, p. 22). Public agencies have
initiated similar programs. The new
federal Healthy Forests Reserve Pro-
gram will enroll private forestland
under 10-year management agree-
ments to enhance endangered species
habitat and authorizes purchasing 30-
and 99-year conservation easements
(108th Congress, H.R. 1904 2003).
Such programs, along with landowner
education and technical assistance,
may enable organizations and agencies
to pursue landscape-level conservation
objectives at lower cost by changing
landowner behavior versus purchasing
easements and land.

The demand for and supply of mar-
ket and nonmarket forest goods and
services are ever changing. National



timber harvests are becoming more
concentrated geographically, with the
South now harvesting more timber
than other regions and countries (Wear
and Greis 2002). Although regional
and international market forces have a
range of implications for private for-
estry nationwide (Haynes 2003), a
combination of market and nonmarket
factors shape the values society holds
for forestland. Increasing interest in the
social values provided by forestland in
the United States comes from greater
demands for social benefits on public
lands and loss of comparable private
lands to development. Natural resource
management goals at the dawn of the
21st century are diverse—stable timber
supply, watershed protection, biodiver-
sity protection, carbon sequestration,
and open space preservation. Resource
managers and policymakers increas-
ingly will need to find ways to pursue
these goals on a gradually diminishing
forest landscape. This will include con-
sidering how forestland social values
evolve and reflecting them in forest
management and policy.

Literature Cited
108TH CONGRESS, H.R. 1308. 2004. Section 401. Pilot

Project for Forest Conservation Activities. Title IV—
Forest Conservation Activities. Tax Relief, Simplifica-
tion, and Equity Act of 2003.

108TH CONGRESS, H.R. 1904. 2003. Title V—Healthy
Forests Reserve Program. Health Forests Restoration Act
of 2003.

ALIG, R., AND A. PLANTINGA. 2004. Future forestland
area: Impacts from population growth and other fac-
tors that affect land values. Journal of Forestry
102(8):19–24.

AMERICAN FARMLAND TRUST. 1997. Saving American
farmland: What works. American Farmland Trust,
Publications Division, Northhampton, MA. 334 p.

ARONOW, M., C. WASHBURN, AND C. BINKLEY. 2004.
The influence of timber prices and interest rates on
the market value of timberland properties in the
United States. Journal of Forestry 102(8):14–18.

BENGSTON, D.N., J.O. FLETCHER, AND K.C. NELSON.
2004. Public policies for managing urban growth and
protecting open space: Policy instruments and lessons
learned in the United States. Landscape and Urban
Planning 69(2–3):271–286.

DEDRICK, J.P., T.E. HALL, R. B. HULL, AND J.E. JOHN-
SON. 2000. The forest bank: An experiment in man-
aging fragmented forests. Journal of Forestry
98(3):22–25.

DEHAVEN-SMITH, L. 1988. Environmental belief sys-
tems: Public opinion on land use regulation in
Florida. Environment and Behavior 20(3):276–299.

DELLER, S.C., T.H.S. TSAI, D.W. MARCOUILLER, AND

D.B.K. ENGLISH. 2001. The role of amenities and
quality of life in rural economic growth. American
Journal of Agricultural Economics 82(3):352–365.

DUFFY-DENO, K.T. 1998. The effect of federal wilder-
ness on county growth in the intermountain Western
United States. Journal of Regional Science
38(1):109–136.

EGAN, A.F., AND A.E. LULOFF. 2000. The exurbanization
of America’s forests: Research in rural social science.
Journal of Forestry 98(3):26–30.

FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM. 2002. Forest Legacy Program
national report for 2001. Miscellaneous Publication FS-
729. USDA Forest Service, Washington, DC. 92 p.

FREDRICK, K.D. AND R.A. SEDJO. 1991. Overview: Re-
newable resource trends. In America’s renewable re-
sources: Historical trends and current challenges,
Fredrick, K.D., and R.A. Sedjo (eds.). Resources for
the Future, Washington, DC. 312 p.

GARBER-YONTS, B. 2004. The economics of amenities and
migration in the Pacific Northwest: Review of literature
and implications for National Forest management. Gen-
eral Technical Report PNW-GTR-617. USDA Forest
Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Portland,
OR. 48 p.

GEOGHEGAN, J. 2002. The value of open spaces in resi-
dential land use. Land Use Policy 19(1):91–98.

GOLDBERG, C. 2001. Deal in Maine prevents develop-
ment of forestland. New York Times, March 21, page
A2.

HAYNES, R.W. (tech. coord.). 2003. An analysis of the
timber situation in the United States: 1952 to 2050: A
technical document supporting the 2000 USDA Forest
Service RPA Assessment. General Technical Report
PNW-GTR-560. USDA Forest Service, Pacific
Northwest Research Station, Portland, OR. 254 p.

HELLERSTEIN, D., C. NICKERSON, J. COOPER, P.
FEATHER, D. GADSBY, D. MULLARKEY, A. TEGENE,
AND C. BARNARD. 2002. Farmland protection: The role
of public preferences for rural amenities. Agricultural
Economic Report AER-815. USDA Economic Re-
search Service, Washington, DC. 66 p.

JUDSON, D.H., S. REYNOLDS-SCANLON, AND C.L.
POPOFF. 1999. Migrants to Oregon in the 1990’s:
Working age, near-retirees, and retirees make differ-
ent destination choices. Rural Development Perspec-
tives 14:24–31.

KAPLAN, R., AND M.E. AUSTIN. 2004. Out in the coun-
try: Sprawl and the quest for nature nearby. Landscape
and Urban Planning 69(2-3):235–243.

KLINE, J., AND D. WICHELNS. 1994. Using referendum
data to characterize public support for purchasing de-
velopment rights to farmland. Land Economics
70(2):223–233.

LAND TRUST ALLIANCE. 1990. Appraising easements:
Guidelines for valuation of historic preservation and
land conservation easements. Land Trust Alliance,
Washington, DC. 82 p.

LAND TRUST ALLIANCE. 2001A. National land trust census
2000. Available on-line at www.lta.org/newsroom/
census_summary_data.htm; accessed Nov. 5, 2004.
Land Trust Alliance, Washington, DC.

LAND TRUST ALLIANCE. 2001B. Working forest conserva-
tion easements. Land Trust Alliance, Washington, DC.
45 p.

LEWIS, D., G.L. HUNT, AND A.J. PLANTINGA. 2002.
Public conservation land and economic growth in
the northern forest region. Land Economics
78(2):245–259.

NATIONAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE. 2000.
Summary report: 1997 National Resources Inventory.
US Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC. 91
p.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE. 2001.
Natural resource inventory. US Department of Agri-
culture, Washington, DC. 78 p.

NEWMAN, D.H., T.A. BROOKS, AND D.W. DANGER-
FIELD. 2000. Conservation use valuation and land
protection in Georgia. Forest Policy and Economics
1:257–266.

PEREZ-PENA, R. 2002. 44,650-acre deal guards land
without ignoring economics. New York Times, June
10.

REVKIN, A.C. 1998. $76 million deal to save woods and
wetlands. New York Times, December 10, page A1.

SELL, J.L., AND E.H. ZUBE. 1986. Perception of and re-
sponse to environmental change. Journal of Architec-
tural Planning and Research 3:33–54.

SMITH, W., J. VISSAGE, R. SHEFFIELD, AND D. DARR.
2001. Forest Resources of the United States, 1997. Gen-
eral Technical Report NC-219. USDA Forest Service,
North Central Research Station, St. Paul, MN. 190 p.

SMITH, W.B., P.D. MILES, J.S. VISSAGE, AND S.A. PUGH.
2004. Forest resources of the United States, 2002.
General Technical Report NC-241. USDA Forest
Service, North Central Research Station, St. Paul,
MN. 137 p.

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY. 2004. Science, action, hope:
2003 annual report. The Nature Conservancy World-
wide Office, Arlington, VA. 40 p.

TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND. 2002. Land vote 2001: Amer-
icans invest in parks and open space. Trust for Public
Land, Boston, MA. 19 p.

TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND. 2003. Land vote 2002: Amer-
icans invest in parks and open space. Trust for Public
Land, Boston, MA. 19 p.

TRUST FOR PUBLIC LAND. 2004. Land vote 2003: Amer-
icans invest in parks and open space. Trust for Public
Land, Boston, MA. 15 p.

US BUREAU OF THE CENSUS. 2000. Population, housing
units, area, and density: 2000. US Department of
Commerce, Washington, DC. 2 p.

VOGT, C.A., AND R.W. MARANS. 2004. Natural re-
sources and open space in the residential decision
process: A study of recent movers to fringe counties in
southeast Michigan. Landscape and Urban Planning
69(2–3):235–243.

WEAR, D., AND J. GREIS. 2002. Southern forest resource
assessment: Summary of findings. Journal of Forestry
100(7):6–15.

WIEBE, K., A. TEGENE, AND B. KUHN. 1996. Partial in-
terests in land: Policy tools for resource use and conserva-
tion. Agricultural Economics Report AER-744.
USDA Economics Research Service, Washington,
DC. 59 p.

WOLFRAM, G. 1981. The sale of development rights and
zoning in the preservation of open space: Lindahl
equilibrium and a case study. Land Economics
57(3):398–413.

Jeffrey D. Kline (jkline@fs.fed.us) is re-
search forester, Ralph J. Alig (ralig@fs.
fed.us) is research forester, and Brian
Garber-Yonts (byonts@fs.fed.us) is re-
search economist, Pacific Northwest Re-
search Station, 3200 SW Jefferson Way,
Corvallis, OR 97331. Funding: USDA
Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research
Station, Focused Science Delivery Pro-
gram, Portland, OR.

45December 2004 • Journal of Forestry


