























Book Review

There’s a Fox in Pinchot’s Forest
By Robert LaBar, Chair-elect, PA SAF

There’s a Fox in Pinchot’s Forest, a current (April 1996)
soft cover book by Aileen Sallmon Freeman, is a refreshing
look at the individuals and events that shaped the early
conservation movement — both regionally and nationally.

Ms. Freeman, an author who lives almost in the shadow
of Gifford Pinchot’s Grey Towers home near Milford, PA,
provides some unique insights concerning Teddy Roosevelt,
William McKinley, Grover Cleveland, Carl Schurz, Gifford
Pinchot, Mark Hanna, Franklin Hough, Sir Dietrich Brandis,
Bernard Fernow, John D. Rockefeller, Rev. MacArthur and
the Fox family to name a few.

Allegheny SAF members will recognize and relate to
many familiar local places mentioned in the book, including
such Pennsylvania locations as the Pocono Mountains,
Titusville, Blossburg and Gettysburg. In Maryland there is
Antietam; in New York, Cornell, Gen Cove, Gangs Mills and
the Adirondack Preserve. Curious places for foresters, yet
they are all interwoven in this conservation story. As to how
and to what degree they may have a bearing, you have to read
the story and come to your own conclusions.

The author admits starting out studying only Colonel
William F. Fox, New York’s early Superintendent of State
Parks, and in the process becoming intrigued by “others in the
wings,” so to speak. She thus expanded her research to paint a
fascinating picture of select men dedicated to Conservation.

According to Ms. Freeman, President Teddy Roosevelt, in
1913, forever bound together his work with that of Pinchot,
Newell, and the State of New York and the Conservation
movement in the U.S. by the following words: “All that I later
strove for in the Nation in connection with Conservation was
foreshadowed by what I strove to obtain for New York when I
was Governor; and I was already working in connection with
Gifford Pinchot and Newell.”

Why New York and Newell? Without giving away the
story and some interesting reading, it appears that the Fox
family of five brothers shared a common interest in the lumber
industry. Several were also Baptist pastors, and all served
together in the Civil War. They learned the hard way, as did
Teddy Roosevelt, that if not managed properly, our forested
resources were not inexhaustible. Roosevelt attempted to
experiment with forestry in the Adirondacks of New York and
turned his attention to the national level when the preservation
movement took hold. Interesting details of the men, whom we
as foresters have come to know so well, and their
accomplishments in the early conservation movement, are
revealed in this easy-to-read account.

This book is a great companion to the recently published
The Legacy of Penns Woods, both of which we hope to have
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for sale at the Allegheny SAF Winter Meeting, February
12-14, 1997. If I've whet your appetite, and you can’t wait to

read There's a Fox in Pinchot’s Forest, it is available for

$14.95 from FOSI, Ltd., Paupack, PA 18451-0184. A
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SAF and RNRF Letter Exchange

The following letters are being printed in this issue of the Allegheny News for the membership to read and be informed of a %
recent Renewable Natural Resources Foundation (RNRF) events letter sent to SAF leaders, and the Society of American
Foresters (SAF) response. Ed.

Renewable Natural Resources Foundation
5430 Grosvenor Lane
Bethesda, MD 20814-2193

April 25, 1996

Timothy A. Kaden
724 Green Winged Trail
Camden, DE 19934

Dear Mr. Kaden:

I take the liberty of contacting you out of frustration over the ongoing disagreement between the Society of
American Foresters (SAF) and the Renewable Natural Resources Foundation (RNRF). As you may know, I represent
RNREF in that disagreement.

A chronology of events in the conflict between the two organizations is enclosed. It records the exchanges between
the two organizations since late 1993, | hope that you will give the chronology enough attention to verify that RNRF
offered SAF fairly substantial sums of money in August and October of 1994, in hopes of meeting SAF’s need for a
financial return on its holdings in Bethesda.

The chronology tells only part of the story, however. It omits what the continuing dispute has cost both
organizations in legal fees. RNRF's legal costs since 1993 now exceeds $50,000. SAF'’s legal fees can be little less than ..
RNRF's, and may well be greater. Both RNRF and SAF have much better uses for the funds they have spent on
litigation.

Although those of us associated with the foundation deeply regret the waste of resources that has occurred already
and that seems unlikely to diminish, SAF s position and its recent legal attempts to overturn the special zoning of the
entire property leave RNRF no choice but to defend its interests to the limit of its resources. SAF formally challenged

SAF's current attack on the special exception zoning is an unequivocal breach of the Settlement A greement SAF
signed on December 30, 1983. It follows a long series of violations of that agreement over dates for which the statute of
limitations for recovery has expired. Given the expenses it has now incurred, RNRF will be considerably less tolerant of
these renewed violations than it was of the previous infractions.

Are you satisfied with the way SAF is being represented in this matter? Is it in SAF's interest to continue its
assault on the zoning exception under which both RNRF and SAF occupy the Grosvenor estate? SAF has lost its
previous challenges to the special zoning exception. What is the likelihood it will prevail this time? More broadly,
RNRF and SAF are both obligated to advance the sciences of natural fesource management and preservation. They have
now diverted at least $100,000 from those goals, with no end in sight. Should not both organizations be about their
business instead of squandering funds collected for their missions on endless legal fees?

Sincerely,

Ronald F. Abler, Chair, A
Committee on Ten-Year Review of Center Development @;
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SAF and RNRF Letter Exchange

Society of American Foresters
5400 Grosvenor Lane
Bethesda, MD 20814-2198

MEMORANDUM
TO: SAF Leadership
FROM: Robert W. Bosworth, President William C. Siegel, Immediate Past President
Harry V. Wiant, Jr., Vice-President John W. Moser, Jr., Past President

William H. Banzhaf, Executive Vice-President
DATE: May 13, 1996

A recent letter to SAF s leadership and others, from Mr. Ron Abler, representing the Renewable Natural Resources
Foundation (RNRF), asks SAF members to question the manner in which they are being represented in the review of
development matters associated with the RNRF Center. We wish to assure the SAF s membership that on matters of SAF/
RNREF negotiations, Council has long maintained an explicit goal — to obtain a win/win situation for both organizations while
being ever mindful of its fiduciary responsibilities to protect financial assets of SAF's membership in the substantial
investment in the RNRF Center. That investment is no insignificant amount! The SAF possesses development rights for
179,500 square feet in Phases I and II of the Center. Depending upon Washington area commercial real estate values, SAF has
a potential capital asset between 2.7 and 5.4 million dollars.

The 1983 SAF/RNRF Settlement Agreement grew out of litigation over complex conflicts of financial interests and rights
with respect to the Wild Acres property; it mandates a 10-year review in 1994 to ascertain (1) if RNRF has exercised due
diligence in Center development and (2) if further physical Center development is viable. The agreement is acutely void of
criteria and procedures to ascertain and evaluate both “due diligence” and “further viability.” Those shortcomings became
abundantly clear when SAF reviewed RNRF Chairman Hendee’s 10 December 1993 and 9 March 1994 letters to assess the
status of future viability. He wrote:

“As I wrote in my letter of December 10 to Jane Difley, we are experiencing a significant change in the market. Early last
year we were receiving less that 10 follow-ups to our promotional mailings. A mailing in Novermber yielded more than 30
inquiries, and several are still being pursued. One prospective member organization currently is exploring the feasibility of
locating to the Center but is not ready to announce its plans until a final decision is made. Also, one of RNRF's current
members is considering new locations and the Center is an option.” ... “We are poised for development.”... “the future
viability of the Center has never been greater than it is today.”

In view of the fact that, under RNRF s development plan, Phases I and II should have been completed in 1978 and 1983,
respectiveliy, and that SAF should have received substantial payment for a portion of its development rights, Council’s
position is that an acceptable statement of future Center viability must contain significantly greater detail on market and client
potential, developer plans of action, and anticipated financial return to SAF which is the major holder of development rights.
Chairman Hendee's above words were written more than two years ago — still no additional progress on Center development
has occurred!

The RNREF letter stated that, in the course of negotiations, they offered SAF “substantial sums of money” in August and
October,1994. In reality, RNRF offered at that time $137,500 to purchase 10,000 square feet of future development rights and
to purchase in 1998 an additional 30,000 square feet at a price to be determined at the time of purchase, if and only if, RNRF
had developed that amount of space by 1998. While $137,500 represented an extremely small return on SAF s actual property
investment, we agreed to accept RNRF's proposal if they would agree to an interim Center development viability review in
1999. In view of RNRF s development history, SAF remained strongly concerned that future income would not materialize.
RNREF rejected SAF s counter proposal. One must ask why RNRF is intent on eliminating the review process. On the basis of
RNRF's inability to provide a continuous income on our investment and the complete lack of positive development prospects,
SAF chose to pursue the panel review process specified by the settlement agreement.

The setdement agreement specifies a three-person panel consisting of a SAF representative, a RNRF representative and a
joindy selected third member — there are no guidelines or procedures specified for panel operation. Since the agreement’s
purpose was to provide an amicable and cooperative framework for both organizations to succeed in their goals and prosper in
a mutually beneficial coexistence, one could assume that both parties would desire to jointly pursue an open and independent
process that is free of any real or perceived bias. That has not been the case. RNRF would not agree to a process that would
jointly seek and review a list of qualified potential candidates for the third panel member. Their only interest was to name one
individual — retired judge James Miller. SAF Council did not concur that that represented a process which would be equitable
to both organizations. Therefore as 1994 neared a close, in order to break the impasse and assure that the review specified in
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A Landowner’s Look At Foresters

By Al and Eleanor Maass*

The first individual of the species
“forester” that we met, shortly after we
purchased our original 170 acres in
1962, was the then Pennsylvania state
Service Forester. He appeared on his
first visit to us wearing high-top laced
boots, and carrying a .38 in a holster on
his hip — because of rattlesnakes
common in the area, he said. Not a
reassuring statement to parents of three
small boys. In spite of his fears, we
have yet to discover a venomous species
on the farm.

However, even though he was
mistaken about snakes, he gave us
invaluable advice which we still use as
a practical guide for our forest
management activities: 1) determine
your boundaries and mark them;

2) improve your young stands by
selecting the best trees of the most
valuable species and designating them
as crop trees; and 3) give them more
room to grow by removing defective
trees and low value species around
them.

Since our first forester, we have
met many, enjoyed their company in the
woods, shared a few cups of coffee and
afew beers with them, listened to their
words of advice, made good friends
among them and even nurtured one of
our own in our family. We have yet to
meet one that doesn’t share our love of
the forest and our desire to leave it in
better shape than it was before we came.

But since we met our first forester,
many changes in the economy, in social
attitudes and in demographics have
occurred in many parts of Pennsylvania,
and for that matter, all across the
country. When we bought our farm, our
neighbors were dairy farmers; the area’s
towns existed to serve the farm
economy. Logging or fuelwood cutting
or maple syrup production were winter
chores, a minor contribution to farm ,
income. Forest management in the
1960s was mostly practiced on state
lands and a few large private preserves.
Now, urbanites and suburbanites own
most of the land in our county, either as
in-comers or as absentee landowners.
Land is being divided into smaller

parcels, some of it changing hands
every few years as developers move in.
On the other hand, forest products have
become an important part of the
economy. Hardwood lumber prices
have risen, creating a demand for
quality logs, which increasingly must
come from private non-industrial lands,
as harvesting limits are reached on state
and federal lands.

How does this affect the forester’s
relationship with the private landowner?
To generalize broadly, the present day
landowner is likely to be well educated,
frequently with a college degree, and
probably additional professional
education. Considering today’s land
prices, he or she is likely to be relatively
affluent. Hence his/her reasons for
ownership of wooded acres cover a
wide range of values, but in most cases
a financial return on his woodlot is not
an important consideration. Many of
these recent private land owners have
only the vaguest notion of forest
management, sometimes based on TV
documentaries about the spotted owl, or
horror stories about clear-cutting in the
northwest. Recreational use of the land
for hunting, fishing or just relaxation
from city stress is in our experience the
primary motivation for buying those
10 or 20 acres with a “trout stream”
and a view.

It seems to us, therefore, that the
forester’s first and most monumental
task is education, followed or preceded
by some form of persuasion. How do
you persuade this new style landowner
to undertake some form of stewardship
of his acres? The best technical advice
is wasted if the landowner is indifferent
or resistant to “being told what I can do
on my property.”

In dealing with these recent
landowners, the forester's expertise in
silvicultural matters may be of little
significance. What counts is his/her
ability to gell forest management to the
landowner. He needs all the aids to
persuasion he can muster — good
publications calculated to appeal to the
landowner’s way of thinking (for
example, the Pennsylvania Stewardship

Quarterly) as well as a way of
establishing a continuing relationship
and an ability to sense the landowner’s
feelings about his land and play up to
them. He also has to find ways to
establish contact in the first place. This
calls for diplomatic and public relations
skills probably not featured in the
present forestry curriculum. I repeat, it
is a very difficult task.

What practical form should this
salesmanship take? And I use the word
deliberately. Again, some general
observations:

Leadership in this effort of first
contact should really come from the
landowners themselves. The forester’s
role, then, as we see it, is to find and
nurture leaders to organize land owner
associations, conservancies, cooperative
efforts, whatever form a campaign to
enlist support for good forestry may
take. Sawmill owners and loggers
should be encouraged to join in these
cooperatives enterprises. Not only do
they have local knowledge of forest
problems, their presence as supporters
of good forest stewardship will be
reassuring to the landowner exposed to
negative propaganda about the forest
industry.

Some forest products industries
(Glatfelter in Pennsylvania, for
example) have built continuing
relationships with landowners in their
wood source areas. This is a definite
plus, as far as private landowners are
concerned, if the forestry advice offered
is reliable and sincere and is mindful of
the welfare of the landowner's woods in
equal measure to the procurement needs
of the company. There is a history in
our area (now happily corrected, we
believe) of a company who abused this
relationship to the extent of Creating
forest wastelands and thereby really
cheating the landowner. Word of this
mismanagement got around among
landowners in a hurry.

There are other issues which vex
private landowners today about which a
forester can do little except sympathize
and offer what advice he/she can, but
which the forester may be able to use as
an entry point for contact with private
landowners. For example: taxes, real
estate and inheritance.

%z
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Even affluent landowners are
interested in reducing their taxes, which
are a constant drain on their resources
and which may bear only a slight
relationship to the purchase price of the
land. Act319, the “Clean and Green”
act in Pennsylvania, is a way that
private landowners can in most cases
decrease their real estate taxes; assisting
the new private landowner to bring his
land into compliance with the act is a
very practical approach for the forester.

Some landowners would like to
keep their land in the family and
therefore are interested in any tax break
that would make it less burdensome to
pass their land on to their heirs.
Inheritance taxes are a very complex
area, but a forester can refer landowners
to publications and appropriate people
who can deal with this problem.

Landowner organizations can be
effective in lobbying legislatures for
better tax incentives for timber growth;
foresters can play a role in this effort.

Shifting my point of view, let me
mention a problem that has bothered us
over the years in our relationships with
some foresters and other natural

resource professionals. We have owned
our land for 33 years and have been
working with it enough to be intimately
familiar with each stand — its
topography, the soil, the moisture
condition, etc. We have educated
ourselves through reading, meetings,
workshops and talks with other
landowners. We know what
improvement techniques have or have
not worked in each stand. We are aware
of priorities and have a well-developed
sense of what we can accomplish with
our own work and those outside
resources available to us. We then tend
not to appreciate gratuitous advice on
forest practices given us by
professionals, either forestry or
extension, who come to us, new to the
scene, with cut and dried solutions to
our problems. Talking to other
experienced landowners and tree
farmers, we know this to be a common
problem. We all would like to be given
credit for common sense and for
experience painfully acquired over the
years. Where we really need help is in
the areas that we don’t know much
about, such as marking timber, who are

reliable loggers in the area, what state
and local regulations apply, and similar
problems with which we have had litde
experience.

Some foresters we have met seem
to feel that this education-persuasion
role is not for them — they became
foresters because they liked the
outdoors and the woods and they would
rather deal with the technical aspects of
forestry, not the human problem. So be
it, there are challenges in the forest
industry and in the various state and
federal forest agencies. But the real
challenge in forestry today, it seems to
us, is to overcome the indifference and
ignorance of the private landowner. We
have come to understand, as our
interests in forests and forestry have
developed over the years, that the best
relationship between private landowners
and foresters must be based most of all
on a joint love of forests and the eco-
systems they represent, but it must also
be based on a willingness to work
together as equals and to persuade and
to educate other landowners to join in
the crusade to conserve this vital
resource for the future. A

*Presented at the 1995 Winter Meeting of the Allegheny SAF by Al Maass, 9 February, 1995.

SAF Supports Timber Management on Public Lands

The Sierra Club recently announced
their position in favor of banning
logging on all publicly-owned
timberlands in the United States. With
respect to statements in the
announcement about logging being a
single dominant use on public lands,
quite the opposite is true. For example,
National Forest Lands total 191 million
acres, which includes lands and
resources of all types. Of this amount,
only 49.5 million acres (25.9 percent)
are commercial forest land suitable and
available for harvest.

When informed of the Sierra Club’s
announcement, SAF Executive
Vice-President Bill Banzhaf said he
“deeply regretted this action by the
Sierra Club because it ignores the
benefits that appropriate timber
management activities can provide to
the forest, such as improved forest
health and wildlife habitat for certain

species; to our local forest communities;
and, to the American people.
Furthermore, this action is out of sync
with the spirit and deliberations of the
1,500 participants in the recent 7th
American Forest Congress, where 91
percent of the participants disapproved
of an identical statement.”

Banzhaf continued, saying “the
Society of American Foresters reaffirms
its commitment to multiple-use
management of public forest lands for a
variety of activities for all Americans.
The Society, which speaks for the
forestry profession in the United States,
believes that public forest lands can,
and should, be available to produce a
variety of benefits — wilderness,
wildlife, recreation, water, and other
goods and services, including timber.
Publicly-owned commercial forest land
(capable of producing 20 cubic.feet of
wood per acre per year) in the United

States totals 131 million acres, or about
27 percent of the Nation’s total
commercial forest land. Excluding
opportunities for timber management on
these lands will shift imber and wood
fiber production to other land
ownerships in the U.S. and other
countries with, perhaps, more damaging
environmental impacts.”

Concluding, Banzhaf states,
“Timber harvesting is a complex issue.
Simple solutions don’t always make
sense and seldom work — they usually
wind up shifting the problem
somewhere else with more damaging
effects. The recent announcement by
the Sierra Club was a disappointment,
and [ hope they haven’t removed
themselves from effective participation
in the collaborative planing process.”

For more information on this
subject, contact Jim Canavan at
(301) 897-8720, extension 117. A
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Anditing*
Ronald J. Sheay
1628 Prospect Street
Trenton, NJ 08638
(h) 609-771-8301

Awards*
Robert Shipman
209 Twigs Lane
State College, PA 16801
(h) 814-466-6511

Commanications*
Charles J. Newlon
2 Irving Lane
Wallingford, PA 19086
(0) 302-739-5195
(h) 610-872-6019

Continoing Forestry
Education Coordinator*
William Kidd, Jr.

104 Jackson Avenue
Morgantown, WV 26505
(h) 304-296-8198

Forest Health
and Productivity (ad hoc)
Kurt W. Gottschalk
USDA Forest Service Lab
180 Canfield Street
Morgantown, WV 26505
(0) 304-285-1598
(h) 412-627-4161

Forest History (ad hoc)
Ronald J. Sheay
1628 Prospect Street
Trenton, NJ 08638
(h) 609-771-8301

Foresters Fund (ad hoc)
Mike Brown
PO Box 273
Clayton, DE 19938
(0) 302-7394811
(h) 302-653-4218

*Standing Committees

Allegheny Society of
American Foresters
Committee Chairs

Forest Science Coordinator*
Mike Lester
RR 1, Box 268
Springville, PA 18844-9552
(o) 717-833-3194
(h) 717-965-2752

Membership*
Mark R. Webb
11021 US Route 6
Union City, PA 16438
814-663-5393

Nominations*
Mark Vodak
PO Box 231, Cook College
Rutgers University
New Brunswick, NJ 08903
(o) 908-932-8993
(h) 609-758-9449

Policy & Legislative (PLAN)*
Timothy A. Kaden
724 Green Winged Trail
Camden, DE 19934
(0) 302-739-4811
(h) 302-697-7066

Program*
Stephen Jones
110 Ferguson Building
Penn State University
University Park, PA 16802
(o) 814-863-0401
(h) 814-867-6884

Stodent Coordinating (ad hoc)
Kim C. Steiner
Forest Resources Lab
Penn State University
University Park, PA 16802
(o) 814-865-9351
(h) 814-234-8754

Tellers*
Kenneth W. Jolly
1398 Primrose Road
Annapolis, MD 21403
(0) 301-464-3065
(h) 410-626-2845
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Allegheny Society of American Foresters

Officers
Chairman Chairman-Elect Secretary/Treasurer Past Chairman
Timothy A. Kaden Mark R. Webb Susan E. Lacy Mark C. Vodak
724 Green Winged Trail 11021 US Route 6 1713 Kings Highway Dept. Natural Resources

Camden, DE 19934 Union City, PA 16438 Coatesville, PA 19320 PO Box 231 Cook College

(0) 302-739-3423 814-663-5393 (0) 610-975-4134 Rutgers University
(h) 302-697-7066 (h) 610-383-7144 New Brunswick, NJ 08903

FAX 302-739-3817 (o) 908-932-8993

(h) 609-758-9449

Executive Committee

Kenneth W. Jolly Kim C. Steiner Roy A. Siefert Kurt W. Gottschalk
1398 Primrose Road PO Box 70 RD 1, Box 56 USDA Forest Service
Annapolis, MD 21403 Lemont, PA 16851 Austin, PA 16720 Forestry Science Lab
(0) 301-464-3065 (o) 814-865-9351 (o) 814-274-8474 180 Canfield Street
(h) 410-626-2845 (h) 814-234-8754 (h) 814-647-8525 Morgantown, WV 26505

(0) 304-285-1598
(h) 412-627-4161

Council Representative

E. Dwight Fielder
1050 N. Stuart Street, #201
Arlington, VA 22201

Executive Director

Jack Winieski
P.O. Box 699

(0) 202452-7758 Dillsburg, PA 17019-0699
(h) 703-908-9488 717-432-3646; FAX 717-432-3646 !a‘/
t
i ? é
Division Chairs 1 ‘
U
Maryland/Delaware New Jersey Pennsylvania West Virginia
Anthony DiPaolo Craig Kane Kenneth C. Kane Daniel Parker
623 Snow Hill Road 310 Earnest Garton Road 103 Tionesta Avenue P.O. Box 289
Stockton, MD 21864 Brigeton, NJ 08302 Kane, PA 16735-1236 Danville, WV 25053
(0) 410-632-1955 609-453-8696 (0) 814-837-9391 @(;(1304-369-6030
(h) 410-632-0843 (h) 814-837-8357 3&‘{ 636 (
@ Bo‘-\\.'
Chapter Chairs
Keystone Northern Hardwood Pinchot : .
Mer Waltz Dennis F. Ringling Mike Lester Doug Ostergard .
2923 Roosevelt Drive 210 Quarry Road RR 1, Box 268 International Paper Co.
Chambersburg, PA 17201 Muncy, PA 17756 Springville, PA 18844-9552 PO Box 72
(0) 717-485-3148 (0) 717-547-1661 (0) 717-833-31%4 Grand Valley, PA 16420
(h) 717-263-2681 (h) 717-546-2194 (b) 717-965-2752 (0) 814-484-7575
(h) 814-589-7143
AN
Rothrock Valley Forge Western Gate%\?\ S
James C. Finley Billy J. Terry Pat T. Hill
130 Harvard Road 32 Kimberwyck Lane R.D. #1, Box 357 g 1.
Port Matilda, PA 16870 Exton, PA 19341 Champion, PA 15622 CHKISTOPHER Ao ‘”’1_“
(0) 814-863-0401 (0) 610-975-4145 (0) 4124553401 ForesTy Stieaces L4B..
(h) 814-234-9028 (h) 610-524-9373 (h) 412-455-7232 - ovalovy
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