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INTRODUCTION 
 
In 1854 Iowa forests covered almost seven million acres of the state.  By 1974 Iowa’s forests had shrunk 
to 1.6 million acres. Changing land use and agricultural practices along with slumping cattle and corn 
prices allowed Iowa’s forests to expand to over three million acres by 2012. However, by 2017 Iowa 
was again losing forested acres. According the United States Forest Service (USFS), Iowa has lost  
110,500 acres of forest land (nine percent) since 2012 www.fs.fed.us/nrs/pubs/ru/ru_fs145.pdf.  
 
A 2016 United States Department of Agriculture  (USDA) report entitled  “Iowa Forests 2013” indicated 
that almost ninety-five percent of their forest inventory plots in Iowa contained at least one or more 
of fifteen nonnative invasive plant species www.fs.fed.us/nrs/pubs/rb/rb_nrs102.pdf. These invasive 
plant species tend to choke out native plants, inhibit regeneration of desirable trees, destabilize plant 
and wildlife communities, and contribute to increased forest soil erosion. Also, an influx of nonnative 
invasive insect species such as emerald ash borer and gypsy moth began to make their negative impact 
felt on Iowa’s rural and urban forests.  
 
The USDA report indicated that only eleven percent of family forest owners had a written forest 
management plan and only seventeen percent had received forest management advice from a forestry 
professional. The report also expressed concern about the future of oak/hickory forests in Iowa. Oak 
forests are critical for timber and wildlife and young oak forests accounted for less than three percent 
of the oak/hickory forest type in 2013.   
 
By 2017 Iowa’s forests, which are generally located on land unsuited for row-crop production due to 
slope, drainage, or other physical attributes, were under siege. Woodland clearing, nonnative invasive 
species attacks, and landowner neglect were pushing Iowa’s forests towards a condition where they 
would no longer be capable of producing quality timber, wildlife habitat, or water.   
 
Iowa’s forests were in need of assistance -- in fact the Governor and the Iowa State Legislature stepped 
up to invest in Iowa’s forest resources by creating and funding the Iowa Woodland Health Initiative.  
This initiative created a budget line item that directed $500,000 to Iowa’s Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) Forestry Bureau to engage in activities to improve forest health.  Although the funding 
was not sufficient to deal with the magnitude of the issue, it demonstrated an awareness of the 
problem and a concern for the resource. Furthermore, in the spring of 2017 the Iowa Legislature 
introduced and passed a bill to allow the DNR State Forest Nursery to operate in a more businesslike 
manner. The bill was signed into law by the Governor.   
 
Given the apparent support for Iowa’s forests by the Governor and the legislature, the DNR’s decision 
to eliminate the Forestry Bureau in July of 2017 with no analysis of the potential impacts, no 
opportunity for public input or public comment, and absolutely no transparency was mystifying. The 
Forestry Bureau was reduced to a Forestry Section comprised of the State Forest Nursery and program 
specialists. The Forestry Bureau’s private lands foresters were re-assigned to the Wildlife Bureau and 
the Forestry Bureau’s State Forests were re-assigned to the Parks Bureau.   
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This document seeks to explore the veracity of specific claims made by DNR administrators at the time 
immediately following the public announcement of the reorganization and to examine the subsequent 
impacts the reorganization has had on Iowa’s family forest owners, wood industry, and forest 
resources. This paper's purpose is to provide an objective data-driven analysis of the DNR’s decision 
and to determine whether reversal of this decision would be in the best interest of the DNR, the forest 
resource, forest wildlife, wood industry, and the people of Iowa. It will also explore potential economic 
benefits of a reimagined Forestry Bureau.  
 
All information on DNR budgets and accomplishments provided below is from internal and external 
DNR documents, from United States Forest Service documents, or from newspaper articles written 
shortly after the decision to eliminate the Forestry Bureau was made public. Those newspaper articles 
have been added in the appendix and are available online.  All DNR documentation was made available 
through several official Freedom of Information Act requests. The author of this document can and will 
provide this information upon request.  
 
This document was written to assist the Iowa Forestry Advisory Committee in their work to reestablish 
strong forest resource leadership in the Department. The Advisory Committee is an ad hoc committee 
comprised of family forest owners, farmers, wood industry leaders, forestry services providers, and 
concerned citizens.  
 
BUDGET 
 
This section of the report examines DNR budget data to verify the Department’s claim that elimination 
of the Forestry Bureau was budget driven and necessary to save $277,000 in General Fund (GF) dollars. 
 
What DNR Administrators Said: “It’s all about money. We don’t have the dollars we once did. We were 
able to save the state nursery and the district foresters by eliminating positions. It was a tough call but 
it’s what we had to do.” DNR Director Chuck Gipp quoted in the Guttenburg Press 07/18/2017 
 
What DNR Administrators Said: “The change was purely budget-driven, Gipp said, calling the 
department’s budget situation “desperate” after the Legislature de-appropriated $1.2 million from the 
DNR’s fiscal 2018 budget in response to state budget shortfalls.” From Cedar Rapids Gazette article 
dated 07/10/2017 
 
What Happened: The following information comes from the DNR’s fiscal year budget spreadsheets: 
 

DNR FY 2017 Final Budget -  $11,507,987 of General Fund 
DNR FY 2018 Final Budget -  $11,176,438 of General Fund 
DNR FY 2019 Budget -  $11,554,987 of General Fund 

 
The following bullet points outline a movement of funds through the DNR in order to fully utilize state 
General Fund dollars and not “lose” them. Any unspent General Fund dollars would have to be 
returned to the State Enterprise. It should be noted that there is nothing inherently wrong or criminal 
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with the movement of these funds by the DNR. It does, however, call into question the claim that the 
Forestry Bureau had to be reorganized for budgetary reasons.    

 
 FY 2017 

o Budgeted $1,918,388 General Fund to Forestry and spent $2,388,178 of GF on 
Forestry Bureau.  Purposely moved an additional $469,790 to the Forestry GF 
budget line. 

o Left $423,642 of Forestry Bureau Conservation Funds and Enhancement Funds 
receipts (money generated by the Forestry Bureau) unspent so they could 
overspend Forestry Bureau General Fund by $469,790. Conservation Fund and 
Enhancement Fund dollars can be carried forward by the Department into the 
next fiscal year.  Unspent GF dollars must be returned to the State Enterprise. 

o Finished with $213,696 of unspent Woodland Health Initiative money which, 
although it is a different budget line, is General Fund money. This money can be 
spent in the next fiscal year. 

o Brought in an additional $199,584 of Federal Forestry Bureau grant funds above 
what was budgeted to free up General Fund dollars to be spent elsewhere in the 
Department.  These Federal Funds could have been drawn into and utilized by 
the Forestry Bureau in FY 2018. 

o Final FY 2017 budget shows the Forestry Bureau underspent its overall budget 
by $104,564. 

o If there had been significant budget problems, there would have been no 
unspent GF dollars and all Conservation Fund dollars would have needed to be 
spent in FY 2017.  
 

 FY 2018 
o DNR Forestry Bureau Chief submitted a balanced FY 2018 budget to the 

Director’s Office on May 23, 2017.  The submitted budget funded all Forestry 
Bureau positions, including three vacant District Forester positions, and met the 
FY 2018 General Fund targets assigned by the Director’s Office.   

o DNR spent $2,127,957 General Fund on what previously was the Forestry 
Bureau.  This was $209,569 more than $1,918,388 that the Forestry Bureau Chief 
submitted in his rejected budget.  

o  An internal DNR document dated 06/26/2017 entitled “Note to File Bruce 
Trautman” states, “These moves are budget driven, results are projected 
$276,991 General Fund savings”.  Based on what the DNR spent on what was 
the Forestry Bureau in FY 2018, the Forestry Chief’s submitted budget had 
already achieved 76% of the Director’s $277,000 goal and filled three vacant 
field forester positions (these positions remain vacant as of 04/18/2019) 

o DNR finished the FY with $117,285 unspent Woodland Initiative Funding. 
o State Forestry Section finished the FY with $392,180 in unspent General Funds. 
o These two General Fund Accounts had $509,465 unspent at the end of FY 2018. 
o DNR Forestry Bureau Chief submitted a document entitled “Analysis of Federal 

Grant Funding Availability September 30, 2016” to the Deputy Director and 
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Division Administrator in the spring of 2017. This document listed available 
funding from thirty-two separate federal grants on which the Forestry Bureau 
was working.  That analysis made clear that the Forestry Bureau had already 
qualified for $3,149,745 in federal grant funds. These funds were available to 
DNR Forestry for FY 2018, FY 2019, and beyond.    
 

Here are a few key points: 
 

1. The $423,642 in unspent FY 2017 Conservation Funds could have covered the 
Director’s $277,000 FY 2018 GF cut. 

2. Simply drawing down an additional $277,000 of Federal Funds from the $3.1 
million in available federal grant funds would have covered the Director’s 
$277,000 GF cut. 

3.  Simply adhering to the Forestry Chief’s proposed FY 2018 budget would have 
covered 76 percent of the Director’s $277,000 cut.   

4. The salary and benefit packages for the three vacant field forestry positions was 
approximately $315,000.  Those positions remain unfilled to this day and would 
have more than covered the Director’s $277,000 cut. 

 
These options were never explored with the Forestry Bureau Chief.  There is absolutely no evidence 
that any solution other than elimination of the Forestry Bureau was considered by the Director’s Office.   
 
Conclusion: The data clearly demonstrates that there were other viable options available to meet the 
Forestry Bureau’s portion of the DNR’s General Fund cut. These options would have met the short term 
need for budget reduction and allowed time to formulate a well thought out and long term solution to 
the budget problem. 
 
 A budget crisis within the DNR generally and within the Forestry Bureau specifically was greatly 
exaggerated or non-existent. The DNR’s own budget numbers, their budget gymnastics, and the 
availability of non-general fund dollars make it difficult to accept that the decision to eliminate the 
Bureau was “budget-driven” as claimed by the DNR administrators.    
 
The only conclusion that can be drawn is that there was either some other motivation for the Forestry 
Bureau’s elimination or that the DNR Director’s Office was grossly negligent in their understanding of 
internal budget dynamics.   
 
FORESTRY ACCOMPLISHMENTS FOR PRIVATE LANDOWNERS AND FARMERS 
 
This section reviews claims made by DNR officials regarding the quality and quantity of forestry 
technical services available to the public.  It also examines DNR accomplishments on private land prior 
to and after the elimination of the Forestry Bureau.  
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Iowa private landowners and farmers control eighty-seven percent (2,523,000 acres) of Iowa’s 2.9 
million acres www.fs.fed.us/nrs/pubs/rb/rb_nrs102.pdf. If Iowa is going to maximize the potential 
benefit from its forests, it must have strong private landowner technical assistance programs.  
 
What DNR Administration Said: “The quality of services won’t suffer” Bruce Trautman - Cedar Rapids 
Gazette Article 07/10/2017 
 
What the Public Asked: “I think one of the most important things the DNR does for us is educate us on 
how to manage our land ... and I want to make sure that won’t be changed,” Matt Lang private 
landowner at public meeting in Edgewood quoted in Cedar Rapids Gazette 07/10/2017 
 

What DNR Administration Said:  Chuck Gipp’s response to Matt Lang, “Information-sharing resources 
won’t be affected” Cedar Rapids Gazette 07/10/2017. 
 
What DNR Administration Said: “There will be absolutely no impact on the services to the general 
public or any other agencies that they work with – cities and counties and other entities will not see 
any impact of this" Alex Murphy DNR Spokesman - Des Moines Register 07/07/2017 
 
What DNR Administration Said: “All current forestry positions were maintained in order to continue to 
provide needed forestry services.” Director Chuck Gipp’s response in e-mail to Mike Bevins dated July 
23, 2017. 
 
What Happened: Since late 2017 the IDNR has filled 104 permanent full time positions. As of 
4/18/2019, despite the Administration’s promises that all forestry positions were maintained, not one 
of the three District Forester positions vacant since early 2017 has been refilled. To examine the 
impacts of that decision and the decision to eliminate the Forestry Bureau, an understanding of some 
rudimentary forestry concepts is needed. Throughout the remainder of this document, when 
necessary, these concepts will be explained for the reader.  The first such concept is that of the forest 
management plan. 
   
Forest management plans are the product of the forester’s technical expertise wedded to the 
landowner’s goals and objectives. Forest management plans educate landowners on their resource 
and provide a road map to sustainable forest management. Forestry plans motivate landowners to 
complete forest thinning, tree planting, forest regeneration, and timber harvesting projects to improve 
their forest and address their ownership goals and objectives in a sustainable fashion. The data in the 
chart below demonstrates a FY 2018 twenty percent drop in plan numbers when compared to FY 
2016 and a twenty-nine percent drop in plan acres when compared to FY 2014. 
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IDNR forest management plans fall into three broad categories -- project plans, other plans, and forest 
stewardship plans. Forest stewardship plans are a highly detailed and much more comprehensive plan 
than project plans or other plans. The USFS considers these plans to be the highest quality plan that a 
forester can complete for a landowner. These plans review forest, prairie, wildlife, water, and other 
resources present on the property. The data below reflects a fifty percent decline in these high quality 
plans in Federal FY 2018 when compared to the FY 2013 high. It also reflects the DNR’s FY 2019 
projected target of 120 forest stewardship plans. That is an eighty percent decline in stewardship 
plans when compared to FY 2013. 
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Forest management plans motivate landowners to manage and care for their forest resource. The data 
below shows the impact that shrinking plan numbers and the shrinking availability of knowledgeable 
forestry staff have had on private lands accomplishments. Specifically, this data reviews forest stand 
improvement (FSI), tree planting, and timber harvesting accomplishments. 
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In the majority of cases, the forest stand improvement, tree planting, and timber harvesting work 
generated from District Forester site visits and management plans is contracted out to professional 
forestry service providers. According to the DNR’s 2015 report to the Midwest Association of Wildlife 
Agencies (MAFWA), “The total economic impact of DNR private land forester activities is estimated 
to be $3,045,550 and supports almost 60 private sector jobs”.  The report used data from FY 2014 and 
can be viewed at http://www.mafwa.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/ia_rpt15.pdf. Using the same 
criteria utilized in the 2015 MAFWA report, the economic impact of FY 2018 private land forester 
activities was $877,497 and supported only 18 private sector jobs. That is a seventy-one percent 
decrease in economic impact and rural job support from FY 2014. 
 
The financial impact of forest management is further compounded when we review the economics of 
timber harvesting. The dollar values reflected in the timber harvesting chart are the values for the 
uncut trees on the stump. According to Todd Jones the owner of Jones Wood Heating and Logging in 
McGregor, “When we pay fifty cents a board-foot on the stump for trees we plan on turning that into 
lumber that brings $1.25 per foot when it leaves the mill.” Another northeastern Iowa logger and mill 
owner; who wished to remain anonymous, stated that if he paid forty cents a board-foot on the stump 
he planned on making $1.00 a board-foot when the board left the mill.  
 
In both cases we see an increase in value of 2.5 times from field to finished lumber. If a timber buyer 
purchases $10,000 of timber on the stump, they will generally hope to sell that timber for $25,000 
when it leaves the mill as finished boards. The markup allows them to cover their operating expenses 
and generate a profit.   
 
When this principle is applied to the 2015 DNR data on private lands timber harvesting it demonstrates 
an economic impact of $2,899,155 and creation of 58 jobs. When applied to the FY 2018 data the 
economic impact is $625,857 and creation of 12 jobs. That is a seventy-eight percent drop in economic 
impact compared to the previous five years high and a loss of 46 timber industry jobs. The calculated 
economic and employment impact would be substantially greater if processing lumber into secondary 
products such as cabinets, flooring, and furniture were considered. Those calculations are outside the 
scope of this document. 
  
Conclusion: Contrary to what DNR leadership stated publicly, their own metrics clearly illustrate a 
decline in the quantity and quality of service provided to Iowa farmers and family forest owners since 
the elimination of the Forestry Bureau. That decline in service has had a negative effect on private 
lands forestry accomplishments -- accomplishments that benefit Iowa’s forest health, forest wildlife, 
and forest water quality.   
 
Furthermore, there is a clear and demonstrable negative impact on local rural economies as the 
decreasing numbers of forest management plans led to decreasing numbers of sustainably managed 
timber harvests, decreasing economic opportunities for wood industry, and decreasing employment 
opportunities for private sector forestry services providers. However, the negative impacts of this 
reorganization do not end with the private lands forestry program. 
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FORESTRY ACCOMPLISHMENTS ON WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT AREAS 
 
The DNR Wildlife Bureau manages approximately 97,000 acres of woodlands for the people of Iowa. 
In 2004, the Forestry Bureau began a partnership with the Wildlife Bureau to develop forest 
management plans on Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs). As part of this arrangement the Wildlife 
Biologist defines their management goals and the District Forester designs a plan that meets those 
goals in a sustainable fashion.  Prior to this arrangement forest management and on-the-ground forest 
resource accomplishment on WMAs was virtually non-existent and no accomplishment data prior to 
2002 has been located.   
 
In July 2017 the District Foresters were moved from what was the Forestry Bureau to the Wildlife 
Bureau.  One might assume that the inclusion of the District Foresters in the Wildlife Bureau, combined 
with the decline in both quantity and quality of private landowner assistance, resulted in a substantial 
increase in forestry accomplishments on Wildlife Management Areas. The data, however, does not 
support that assumption. The charts below provide data on forest stand improvement (thinning), tree 
planting, timber harvesting acres, and timber harvest revenue on WMAs. 
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Forest stand improvement is any set of practices that eliminates unwanted vegetation from a forest 
site to promote regeneration of desirable species or thins existing forest stands to promote healthy 
and vigorous growth of the residual forest stand. One of the goals of thinning is to grow bigger trees 
faster in order to get them to marketable size sooner. The data above reflects a ninety percent drop 
in acres of forest stand improvement on WMAs in FY 2018 when compared to the FY 2012 high. In FY 
2012 forest stand improvement activities on WMAs supported eleven jobs.  In FY 2018 they supported 
only one job. 
 
The DNR data below shows that zero acres of timber were harvested on WMAs in FY 2018.  Timber 
harvesting numbers have fluctuated with the Wildlife Bureau’s commitment to invest in the necessary 
pre-harvest and post-harvest work needed to ensure sustainability of the forest resource. Income and 
accomplishment on WMAs was high in those years when District Foresters were free to shepherd this 
program. They dealt with forestry services vendors and log buyers and were free to focus on writing 
WMA Management Plans.  However, the Forestry Bureau’s increasing reliance on federal grant dollars 
due to general fund cuts, the unwillingness of the Wildlife Bureau to increase their investment in forest 
management on the public’s property, and a decreasing commitment from the DNR Director’s Office 
in replacing vacant forestry positons led to a precipitous decline in accomplishments over time. 
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Uneven-age forest management creates three or more age classes of trees in a specific forest stand 
and requires entering the forest periodically to harvest and manipulate vegetation. It favors stands 
comprised of shade tolerant species such as maple. Even-age management systems simulate natural 
disturbances such as fire and create forest stands that have predominately one age class of trees.  
Even-age management systems favor shade intolerant species such as oak.  
 
Oak is a keystone species which provides a critical food source for wildlife and a valued raw material 
for wood industry. “Even age management is essential for wildlife species depending on oak/hickory 
forests. Oak acorns (mast) are at the top of the food list for many species of wildlife. In the absence of 
even age management techniques, the oak forests in Iowa will eventually be lost”  
www.iowadnr.gov/portals/idnr/uploads/Forest%20Stewardship%20Plans/plan_upper_iowa.pdf.   
 
Additional Information can be found at www.fs.fed.us/restoration/reforestation/glossary.shtml and 
www.srs.fs.usda.gov/pubs/gtr/gtr_srs073/gtr_srs073-fralish001.pdf . 
 
DNR Wildlife has 97,000 acres of woodlands. If it is assumed that thirty percent of those acres are 
under uneven-age management or are managed as view sheds (areas of limited management due to 
slope, unique view, presence of threatened or endangered plant or animal communities, etc.), the 
remaining 67,900 acres of forest should be managed under an even-age management system.  
 
Most WMA Forest Wildlife Stewardship Plans call for a 125-year rotation for management. The 
allowable cut on DNR WMAs is 543 acres of forest land each year in perpetuity (67,900 acres divided 
by 125 years). That means if 543 acres of forest was cut this year we could return to those harvest sites 
in 125 years and find large healthy 125-year-old trees on those acres that are ready for harvest.   
Reaching the allowable cut diversifies age classes within the entire even age managed forest area and 
ensures the ability to harvest trees in those areas in perpetuity. Diversifying age classes leads to 
healthier forest systems because younger well-managed stands of trees are generally more resistant 
to insect and disease attacks.   
 
Timber sale revenue on WMAs has fluctuated dramatically over the last eleven years. Forest 
management goals that reach and maintain the allowable cut would stabilize annual timber sale 
revenue and budget forecasting. 
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annual allowable cut of 250 acres annually by 2020.  State Forests currently reside in the Parks Bureau 
and at this time it appears that they are no longer on the path towards reaching their allowable cut. 
 
If the DNR was practicing sustainable forest management, reaching its allowable cut, and working with 
wood industry to create rural jobs it could be harvesting 793 acres annually and generating over 
$2,379,000 across all its woodlands.  It could be providing the raw material that parlays almost $2.4 
million into $6 million in lumber. It could be creating or sustaining over 125 jobs.   
 
This analysis is very conservative because it focuses only on the financial impact of even-age 
management and does not consider the value and jobs added when lumber is processed into 
cabinets, flooring, furniture, and other wood products. Also, there are still another 30,000 acres of 
uneven-aged or view shed managed areas that could potentially be harvested at some point in the 
future. Consideration of these acres further increases the economic windfall that sustainable forest 
management could create in rural Iowa and would provide additional evidence to the public and to 
legislators that public land forest ownership can be a value-added proposition.   
 
It is worth mentioning that the forestland in WMAs and State Forests (133,000 acres) represents 
roughly five percent of what is owned by family forest owners (2.5 million acres).  If even half of family 
forest owners were engaged in active forest management the economic and environmental 
implications for Iowa would be staggering.  
 
Questions abound: If the DNR was experiencing budget problems why weren’t administrators 
considering the revenue option of investing in its forestry resources and in the Forestry Bureau?  Why 
weren’t the DNR's top managers discussing possible solutions with Forestry Bureau leadership?   
 
Conclusion:  The data conclusively demonstrates the decreasing level of forestry accomplishments on 
WMAs despite the inclusion of District Foresters in the Wildlife Bureau. The data also demonstrates 
that if the DNR had chosen to embrace and invest in the Forestry Bureau and forest management it 
would have benefited financially.  
 
DNR leadership lacked the vision and knowledge to implement a new forest land management 
paradigm within the Department. They also lacked the management skills to consult their own Bureau 
Chiefs and technical experts to forge such a paradigm. The data conclusively demonstrates the 
potential opportunities that exist for the DNR and for rural Iowa with intensified forest management 
and an attempt to reach its allowable cut.  However, now that the DNR no longer has forestry expertise 
at the Bureau Chief level or above, it is questionable if there is anyone remaining in a leadership 
position who understands the concepts of sustainable forest management and has the skills and ability 
necessary to oversee their implementation.  
 
Demonstrating a staggering lack of vision, the DNR administrators chose to eliminate when they should 
have chosen to innovate. They chose to retreat when they should have chosen to advance. They chose 
timidity when they should have chosen boldness. That lack of innovation and boldness has not only 
impacted private and public land forestry accomplishments; it has impacted federal grant funding as 
well. 
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GRANTS 
 
The Forestry Bureau budget was traditionally a three-legged stool comprised of General Funds, 
Conservation Funds (money generated by the Bureau through timber sales, seedling sales, and 
agricultural leases), and Federal Funds. 
 
Federal funding falls into two categories. These categories are Core Funding and Competitive Funding. 
Core Funding is funding that comes down almost automatically from the US Forest Service (USFS) to 
support core programs and partnerships such as forest health, urban forestry, and rural fire programs. 
Competitive Funding is funding that is competed for primarily through the USFS Landscape Scale 
Restoration Grant Program. Iowa competes for these funds against the twenty other USFS 
Northeastern Area states.   
 
The Forestry Bureau was forced to absorb a $1.4 million budget cut in FY 2010.  In order to ensure that 
all staff within the Bureau remained employed, the Bureau had to substantially increase the 
competitive federal grant funding dollars that it received. The Iowa Forestry Bureau has historically 
outcompeted all other states in its region for these competitive funds. This section of the report 
analyzes the impacts of Forestry Bureau elimination on the DNR’s ability to compete for USFS grant 
funds. 
 
What the Public Asked: “We compete for grants with 20 other ‘big timber’ states, and the last seven 
years we’ve out-competed them,” Beyer said.  “Have you thought about the impact this will have on 
that?” Comments from private forestry consultant Gary Beyer quoted in Guttenberg Press article 
07/18/2017 
 
What DNR Administrators Said: “Trautman addressed Beyer’s concern by saying that the department 
would do its best to compete, even though he wasn’t certain how the grant-awarding process would 
be impacted.”  Quoted in Guttenberg Press article 07/18/2017 
 
What Happened: The first chart below provides information on how many Iowa grant proposals ranked 
within the top twenty of all grant proposals in the USFS Northeastern Area from Federal FY 15 to 
Federal FY 19. The second chart below provides the dollar value of the grants ranked within the top 
twenty.  It is worth noting that in Federal Fiscal Years 16, 17, and 18 all proposals actually ranked in 
the top ten not just the top twenty. 
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Typically, no proposals get funded if they are not at least ranked in the top twenty within the region.  
Competitive Funding has been in existence since 2007. Fiscal year 2019 will be the first year since 2007 
that the Iowa DNR has received no Competitive Funding dollars. These dollars are used to support field 
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staff as they promote forest landowner outreach to farmers, to communities, and to forestry based 
water quality projects.   
 
One might attribute the poor FY 2019 performance to an "off" year. However, it should be kept in mind 
that the downgrading of Iowa’s Forestry Bureau is well known by potential funders and grant 
reviewers. The actions of DNR leadership demonstrate a clear lack of interest and concern for the 
state’s forest resource.  If the agency responsible for caring and stewarding Iowa’s forestry resources 
is not interested in investing in that resource, why would outside entities such as the US Forest Service 
wish to make an investment of their grant dollars in the state?   
 
These grants also require a 50-50 match. Reductions in the number of field staff lead to a reduction in 
the Forestry Section’s capacity to match these grants. A further complication is that the Forestry 
Section Leader has no direct supervisory chain of command to forestry field staff.  That connection was 
severed with the elimination of the Forestry Bureau. In the past the Forestry Bureau Chief could write 
or approve a grant that, if funded, would ultimately direct a specific number of field foresters to work 
on a specific grant project, thus ensuring the agency’s capacity to match the grant. The current Forestry 
Section Leader has no such authority because the staff needed to do the field work reside in other 
Bureaus with a totally separate chain of command.   
 
Conclusion: Deputy Director Trautman was correct that he, “wasn’t certain how the grant-awarding 
process would be impacted”. However, a simple inquiry to the Forestry Bureau Chief would have 
helped him gain a better understanding of the situation. As mentioned in the budget section of this 
document, in the spring of 2017 it was made clear to the Deputy Director that the Forestry Bureau 
had already qualified for $3,149,745 in federal grant funds. Given the ongoing grant writing success 
and the importance of federal funding to the forestry program, a prudent manager would have 
explored the implications of Forestry Bureau elimination with those best suited to provide insights.  
That exploration never occurred.  
 
FINAL CONCLUSION 
 
* Despite the fact that a balanced FY 2018 budget was submitted to the DNR Director’s Office that 
funded vacant field positions and met the Forestry Bureau’s General Fund target -- the Forestry Bureau 
was eliminated. 
 
* Despite the DNRs own internal information on the economic impact of District Foresters to local rural 
economies -- the Forestry Bureau was eliminated. 
 
* Despite the Forestry Bureau’s capacity to generate up to $2.4 million through forest management 
activities on DNR land -- the Forestry Bureau was eliminated. 
 
* Despite the fact that the Forestry Bureau had already qualified for over $3 million in federal grant 
funds for use in upcoming fiscal years -- the Forestry Bureau was eliminated. 
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The decision to eliminate the Forestry Bureau was clearly unnecessary. There is no evidence that any 
thoughtful analysis of the impacts of this action were undertaken by the DNR Director’s Office. There 
is no evidence that the public was consulted or asked for comment regarding this decision. There was 
absolutely no transparency by the DNR in the handling of this issue.    
 
However, a poor decision made by edict can be undone by a good decision made by edict. There is 
absolutely no reason that the incoming DNR Director cannot undo the damage done by the decision 
to eliminate the Forestry Bureau. The impacts of this decision have harmed and will continue to harm 
Iowa’s forest landowners, Iowa’s forest resources, and Iowa’s economy. It is time for this decision to 
be labeled as the failed experiment it is. 
 
A well-funded, strategically-thinking DNR Forestry Bureau that has a commitment from DNR leadership 
to expand forest management activities can provide substantial benefit to wildlife habitat, forest 
health, and local economies. The elimination of the Forestry Bureau is eliminating private sector jobs. 
A re-establishment of the Forestry Bureau and leadership in forest conservation could be creating and 
supporting over 200 jobs in rural Iowa.   
 
However, it is not enough to reestablish the Forestry Bureau.  To achieve the forest management and 
job creation possibilities outlined in this document the Forestry Bureau must have the lead role in 
Department forest management decisions and policy. The Forestry Bureau must be in charge of 
managing all DNR owned forestlands. The data and history firmly supports that anything short of that 
simply will not work.  If it could work, it would have been working ten years ago, and it would be 
working now.   
 
The previous DNR Director eliminated the Forestry Bureau without serious review of the data and 
without an understanding of the impacts of that decision.  The new DNR Director, after review of the 
data, can reestablish, reimagine, and reinvest in the Forestry Bureau and in Iowa’s forest resources.  
The new Director can move DNR land management policy towards a model that better protects the 
forest resource through more active and intense stewardship -- stewardship that balances and 
maximizes forest health, forest wildlife, water quality, and economic prosperity.   
 
It is the sincere hope of this author and the Iowa Forestry Advisory Committee that the new DNR 
Director will have the vision, the courage, and the political skill to do exactly that. Reestablishing, 
reimagining, and reinvesting in the DNR Forestry Bureau is not just smart government its smart 
business.   
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