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Definition:

1. No standard definition for non timber forest products (NTFP) currently exists.

2. One simple definition of NTFP is: “Natural products harvested or originating from the forest.  The product list varies, but generally includes mushrooms, berries, natural pharmaceuticals, craft products, seeds, floral greens, medicinal herbs, and landscaping products” (NFDC). 

3. Non timber forest products are defined in Oregon’s First Approximation Report for Forest Sustainability as “plants and fungi used as floral greens, Christmas greens and ornamentals, wild edibles, posts, poles, firewood, medicinal plants, and transplants” (Birch et al 65).  Floral greens include plants such as salal, fern, and moss.  Wild edibles include wild berries and mushrooms.  Medicinal plants include the Pacific Yew, and transplants are those gathered for the nursery business.

4. Sometimes NTFP totals include a wide range of products such as eco-tourism, animal products, and Christmas trees.

Data Availability (other than FIA):

1. Permits and contracts are sold by the USDA Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Oregon Department of Forestry.  Inventory and monitoring of NTFP also occurs on National Forests, but they are mostly “informal, non-scientific forms of data collection” (Lynch, Jones, and McLain 10).
2. Data on NTFP exports (primarily food items) is collected in the United States Harmonized Tariff Code system, and State and Federal game harvest information is also available

3. Vegetation structure data is collected by the Forest Inventory and Analysis program (FIA), allowing for the monitoring of abundance of major visible species 

4. Survey data across the United States on NTFP provide information about the industry, but most are limited to a few species and do not incorporate the entire industry.  The response rate for most surveys are very low (less than 50%), and market estimates do not accurately reflect the total industry.
(a) Best estimate:  Washington DNR, for NTFP sale appraisal purposes estimates $200-400 million total annual wholesale Washington & Oregon NTFP sales, but cautions that this is a gross understatement.

(b) Harvest Estimates:

i. The Bureau of Land Management and the Oregon Department of Agriculture have estimated the current mushroom harvest levels to be between 3 and 10 percent of the total stock (Economic Importance of Wild Mushrooms to the Oregon Economy).

ii. Permit prices usually represent ten percent or less of the shed (the first buying level) value for the product (Alexander).

iii. Peck (1997) suggested that illegal harvest in northwest Oregon was at least twice the legal harvest, and Greenfield and Davis (2003) reported that several moss harvesters and dealers in North Carolina, when interviewed, estimated that only about one out of 10 moss harvesters applies for a permit for moss harvest (Muir 42).

iv. More than half (60%) of the livelihood value of special forest products to Michigan’s Upper Peninsula (UP) households comes from nonmarket uses, including subsistence activities for direct personal consumption and gifts.  Personal consumption and gifts accounts for 60% of all mentions of edibles while sale in both raw and processed forms constitute 62% of crafts/decorative mentions.  By contrast, UP households use medicinals and ceremonials almost exclusively for their nonmarket values (Emery 26).

v. One-hundred species of plants are harvested in the U.S.; most of the value is in mushrooms

(c) Market Estimates:

Note: Most estimates are based on survey responses that do not accurately reflect the entire industry because the survey response rate is less than 50%.

i. In recent years, some segments of the industry have reportedly grown at an annual rate in excess of 20 percent (Chamberlain and Hammett 17).

ii. Large market fluctuations may exist from year to year, making it difficult if not impossible to predict future trends in market conditions

iii. Most NTFP never reach the commercial market, they are used for personal purposes or sold in the unregulated informal economy
iv. The “value added contribution the producer sector of this industry to GNP (of the coastal Pacific Northwest) was estimated at $80.5 million for 1989,” determined from a 47.46% response rate and a 2.10 expansion factor (Schlosser, Blatner, and Chapman 68, 70).

v. The total value of the mushroom industry in Oregon in 1992 was $25.1 million, based on a 7% rate of return.  The estimated contribution to the region was $41.1 million for the mushroom industry and $128.5 million for the floral greens and Christmas ornamentals industry (Schlosser and Blatner 35-36).

FIA Inventory Data:

1. Abundance or change in abundance for major species could be monitored over time.  However, this data cannot be connected directly to sustainable harvest.

2. Data is only collected for presence/absence and % cover on 65 species of vascular plants (shrubs and herbs), and is reliable only for those species that all crews are able to identify (estimated at 20-25 species).

3. Including an inventory on a few more species (ex. moss) is possible, which could form a developmental indicator. 

4. Nan Vance and the Silviculture group in Corvallis collaborated with the FIA on a project on NTFP abundance, using the western Oregon 1995 data.  However, the project is currently on hold.

5. FIA staff or a contractor could put together a research paper on what FIA information is available, what is needed, and how to develop variables to collect and how to gather the needed information.

Socioeconomic factors:

1. Harvesters can be generally classified under six categories – four categories were defined by Carroll, Blatner, and Cohn in 2003 (native people, household harvesters, income supplementers, and full-timers) and two more by Jones and Lynch.  

i. Native People include tribes and tribal bands who harvest plant materials for consumption, spiritual meaning, tradition, and symbolic purposes.

ii. Household Harvesters include non-native people who pick for use in their own households and/or to be shared with friends and relatives.  These people are motivated by the recreational experience, family traditions, and the special significance of foods prepared from those products.

iii. Income Supplementers are people who pick for household use and also harvest for sale as a means of supplementing their income.  Income derived from picking provides an important portion of annual income, particularly in rough times when money is tight.  NTFP pickers usually engage in other occupations such as farming, construction work, logging, or mill work to produce a year-round income.

iv. Full-Timers include people for whom picking, processing, and/or selling NTFP is a more or less full-time occupation during the appropriate season.  Some view it as a way of life (a “religion”), while others enjoy the family time that comes with an intergenerational occupation.

v. Healers are individuals who gather NTFP for the purpose of healing, using plants to cure disease or disorder.

vi. Scientific Harvesters are individuals who collect NTFP or reserve resource areas for scientific observation.

2. NTFP offer livelihood values for many people, contributing to the “livelihood diversity” of rural households, which has four characteristics as defined by Emery (1998).  NTFP provide:

i. Necessary subsistence goods

ii. Cash income for poor households

iii. Cultural and social relationships in structuring and regulating economic activity

iv. Critical advantage of flexibility for surviving economic change

v. A chance of employment for those who otherwise may not be employable

3. NTFP are associated with various household values.

i. Personal consumption and gifts – 60% of all edibles collected in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula fall under this category; medicinals and ceremonials are almost exclusively nonmarket (Emery 26).

ii. Sale of raw products and products processed into crafts or food-stuffs – 62% of crafts/decoratives collected in Michigan fall under this category (Emery 26).

4.  NTFP includes many difficult-to-measure cultural, spiritual, and social values.

Examples of Missing Information:

1. There is no data collected on personal use and removals on private lands.

2. A sustainable harvest level has not been determined.  Inventory or monitoring of a forest product is difficult due to periodicity of some resources and lack of information about growth, harvest, other mortality, and standing inventory 

3. There is little information about production functions relative to other values such as timber.

Examples of Possible Analyses Paths:

1. Permit information is a preliminary indication of resource demand on public lands.

2. Survey data evaluation can provide further insight into the NTFP industry for that particular time (a detailed snapshot of the industry), but the information is subject to survey response accuracy.

3. Accuracy of surveys can be improved through cross-sectional and other methodologies.

4. The state could adapt methodology USFS is developing for NTFP appraisals, which is similar to USFS, BLM, and ODF net-back-to-stumpage timber appraisal systems, to value NTFP harvests.

5. NTFP assessment could be tied to landscape level analysis of trends in forest species, stand structures, and land use change in ODF Forest Assessment.

Economic Realities:  NTFP trade accounts for a significant amount of economic activity in Oregon but will never be a silver bullet that returns rural Oregon to economic prosperity.

1. Much NTFP trade occurs in the largely unregulated informal economy—if you regulate it, it may shrink significantly, causing significant hardship.

2. There is theft and undoubtable nonpayment of taxes relating to timber and wildlife.
3. Increase NTFP demand and the products will be cultivated or synthesized.

4. Increase NTFP supply and labor will shift from local communities to lowest cost sources.

5. Certain products are easily substitutable.

6. NTFP will remain as niche products if economic returns are to go to local communities.

7. There are neither grading standards nor quality control at the government level.  However, most industries have grading standards and quality control systems.
8. Very few products have established industry or marketing associations.

9. There are law enforcement problems.

10. Liability problems exist when landowners allow access to harvesters, though there is a special forest products liability protection law for private landowners.
Sustainable Growth and Harvest:

1. There have been some incidents where trees have been completely stripped of boughs, but this is not widespread.

2. Some products, e.g., salal, in certain locations have been harvested heavily enough in spots to limit growth to below culmination of mean annual increment (like eating one’s seed corn).

3. Often territorial issues can arise among harvesters, for example between huckleberry pickers and Native American Tribes.

Summary:

1. Little reliable inventory, growth and harvest information available

2. Estimates of industry harvest volume and value production are rough due to the volatility of the industry and lack of reporting requirements

3. No coordinated effort to gather and analyze NTFP data

4. No method of determining sustainable NTFP harvest levels, but no evidence that the resource is being permanently damaged by current harvesting

5. Currently, data is insufficient to build an indicator of sustainable harvest and growth

Recommendations:

1. Include NTFPs as a key element in 2010 Assessment of Oregon’s Forests and/or

2. Include NTFPs in bin of “Developmental Indicators”

3. Address regulatory, tribal, and other noneconomic issues in Strategy 1, legal and institutional
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