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• Loggers are key players.

• Evaluate potential impact of parcelization.
– How is the logging sector coping with 

parcelization?
– What is the role of 'economies of scale'?
– Building on past work, is mechanization a 

factor?

Study rationale Methods

• Mail survey of 921 logging firms based in 
northern WI and UP

• Responses
– Total: 513 (56%)
– Useable for this analysis: 417 (45%)

• Questionnaire covered nearly every facet 
of 2003 production.

Measuring ownership 'dependency'

NIPF dependency = 
(portion of supply from NIPFs)
(portion of NIPF ownership) 

• NIPF dependent when ratio > 1.33 (median)
• 201/417 firms were dependent.
• Why? Useful in understanding the structure 

of the logging sector

Findings

1. Production differences (and 
similarities)
a. Ownership
b. Timber sale size
c. Average volume per acre
d. Products harvested

2. Explaining NIPF dependency 
with firm characteristics
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1.a. Ownership of harvested timber
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1.b. Timber sale size
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1.c. Average volume per acre
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1.d. Products harvested
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2. Explaining NIPF dependency

Model summary: N=406, c2=75, df=9, p<0.0001

YES-UP

YES+Total employment*Forester

YES-Total employment

YES-Timberland area

YES+Owner's age

no(-)Harvest system (5 levels)

Significant?SignPredictor

Dependency to specialization

• Dependency connotes no 
choice in the decision to 
harvest primarily from 
NIPFs.

• Specialization suggests a more 
intentional selection.
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Specialization argument

• Based on other data we collected, NIPF dependent 
firms are not marginalized. 

• Firm size and production may reflect the right scale.
• Anecdotal data suggests that some firms do 

specialize (even mechanized ones).

Implications

• Who will log small 
parcels?

• Aggregation effects?

• Little systematic 
understanding of 
loggers, logging firms, 
and the sector.


