	CODE BOOK

	Topic 	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: I don’t see any codes for the introductory questions. I think we need one for the organizations forest management history and operations (PC), and for primary forest management goals. 
I think we may also want a general one called something like “land ownership” that codes for their landholdings and how they are distributed by ecoregion, which we generally talk about at the start of interview. So I’d add an Introduction section here with codes for some of the intro material.
I think we also need in intro or forest management section a code for forest type.
	Code	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: A lot of codes in this section start with “percent”. I’m ok with that, just recognizing that they may talk about other stuff in relation to the percent that gets coded under these categories – ie under % even aged management there may be general stuff about even aged management, or characterizing the forests where they do it, etc. 
	Description

	Intro.
	Land Ownership
	References to distribution of landholdings within WA, OR, and/or CA, especially across ecoregions in the study area

	
	Company history and operations
	For private owners: References to general organizational history and operations (e.g., TIMO, REIT, company history)

	
	Management Goals
	Stated goals/objectives for forest management in the ecoregion of focus

	Even-aged management
	Dominant forest type
	Description of dominant forest type in ecoregion of focus

	
	Percent even-aged management
	Percent of forests under even-aged management and/or related commentary

	
	Even-aged rotation age
	Age or range of ages that forests under even-aged management are typically harvested 

	
	Percent even-aged pre-commercial thin
	Percent of forests under even-aged management that receive a pre-commercial thin and/or related commentary

	
	Percent even-aged commercial thin
	Percent of forests under even-aged management that receive a commercial thin and/or related commentary

	
	Even-aged commercial thin age
	Stand age or range of ages that forests under even-aged management are typically commercially thinned

	
	Percent even-aged additional commercial thin
	Percent of forests under even-aged management that receive more than one commercial thin and/or related commentary

	
	Even-aged additional commercial thin age
	Stand age or range of ages that forests under even-aged management are typically commercially thinned, after initial commercial thinning

	
	Insert additional codes for prescriptions and targets for thinning operations in even-aged forests	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: Yes, need a code for Even-aged Prescriptions. One could split or lump here, my tendency would be just to lump and have on Prescriptions code that covers the stuff under question i, i-v
	

	Uneven-aged management
	Percent uneven-aged management
	Percent of forests under uneven-aged management

	
	Insert additional codes for common prescriptions and cutting cycles in uneven-aged forests	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: Again I’d just have one code for Uneven-aged prescriptions that would include cutting cycles, common presccriptions, etc.
	

	Harvest systems
	Percent log-length vs whole tree harvest
	Percent of harvested acres that use log-length harvest systems versus whole-tree harvest systems

	
	Logging Slash
	Treatment of logging slash in forests under even and/or uneven-aged management

	Fuels Treatments
	Surface-fuels-only treatments
	Surface-fuels-only treatments applied to address wildfire hazard (e.g., prescribed burning, mastication)

	
	Percent surface-fuels-only treatments	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: I would combine this with the preceding category and just have one code for Surface-fuels only treatments
	Percent of forested acres on which surface-fuels-only treatments are applied each decade

	
	Sub-merchantable tree cut	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: Similarly I’d combine this and the next code to make one, and I’d call it something like Ladder fuels which is more comprehensible to me!
	Sub-merchantable-sized trees cut to reduce ladder fuels and what is done with such trees

	
	Percent sub-merchantable tree cut
	Percent of forested acres on which sub-merchantable-sized trees are cut to reduce ladder fuels

	Fuel Breaks
	Fuel breaks
	References to fuel breaks, including those created along roads and/or within forests, and comments about why fuel breaks have not been created

	Comparing Management 
	Forest management comparisons
	Comparisons of forest management to management on lands outside ecoregion of focus	Comment by Engbring, Gretchen - FS, Corvallis: I can’t recall – is there a reason we have management comparison questions for silvicultural prescriptions and carbon, but not for fire?	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: No I think this is an oversight! But don’t know if it’s too late to add such a question. I think it would be good. Or maybe this is the comparison question for fire since the actual management activities they do here are describing their fire management activities. So maybe we include this topic in the question. Or add to the fire section – whatever is best. Not sure how you’ve been handling this in interviews.


	

	Fire Management
	Fire history
	References to last fire that burned on respondent’s property, including approximate year, acres burned, and other impacts 

	
	Fire frequency
	Number of times/frequency with which fire burned on respondent’s property over past 10 years

	
	Fire concern
	Level of concern over wildfires burning on respondent’s forestlands over next 20 years (from 1, not concerned, to 4, extremely concerned) and explanation/justification for ranking as well as other references to concerns over wildfire

	
	Fire suppression decisions
	Factors that influence whether new fire start is suppressed on respondent’s property

	
	Fire-oriented management activities
	Management activities identified by respondent as undertaken specifically to address wildfire

	
	Forest management with fire benefits	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: Will be interesting to see if we can distinguish this easily from the preceding one with separate codes, am guessing we may end up combining, but we can keep as is for now
	Management activities identified by respondent as having ancillary benefits for wildfire (e.g., reducing risk/unwanted impacts), but undertaken primarily for other purposes

	
	Fire – management effectiveness
	Level of effectiveness respondent ascribes to current forest management practices in terms of their ability to enhance fire resistance and reduce unwanted impacts when wildfire occurs (from 1, not effective to 4, extremely effective) and explanation/justification for rating

	
	Fire – most effective management practices
	Management practices (potential or already implemented) respondent identifies as being the most effective at minimizing the unwanted impacts of future wildfires on their lands

	
	Fire – barriers to management
	Barriers/challenge respondent identifies as preventing or hindering their efforts to implement effective management practices or otherwise address wildfire

	
	Fire – opportunities for improvement
	Opportunities/solutions (including potential policies and programs) respondent identifies to improve existing or adopt new management practices that address wildfire

	
	Fire management tradeoffs 
	References to how adopting fire-oriented management practices has impacted (or could impact) attainment of other forest management goals (i.e., trade-offs between managing to address wildfire and other goals); may also include statements that imply synchronicities between goals rather than trade-offs

	Carbon and Climate
	Drought concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over increased frequency or length of drought periods and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Disease concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over increased frequency or intensity of disease outbreaks and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Insect concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over increased disturbance from insects and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Flooding concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over increased frequency or magnitude of flooding and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Landslide concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over increased frequency or magnitude of landslides and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Seedling survival/growth concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over decreased seedling survival and growth and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Temperature concern
	Level of concern respondent identifies over rising temperatures and explanation/justification for level of concern

	
	Carbon impacts of current management 
	Current forest management activities identified by respondent as having ancillary benefits for carbon (e.g., increasing carbon sequestration and/or storage), but undertaken primarily for other purposes	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: I know that my edits may blend with the next item but I think we can separate. I just didn’t want this to be described as a general question about management activities w ancillary C benefits; I wanted to root it I what they are doing currently

	
	Carbon-oriented management activities
	Management activities identified by respondent as undertaken specifically to address forest carbon sequestration and storage

	
	Carbon-oriented management motivation
	Stated motivations for undertaking management activities that specifically address forest carbon sequestration and storage

	
	Carbon program participation
	References to participation in carbon-related assistance or incentive programs, including carbon markets

	
	Carbon – impacts to operations/organization
	Impacts to forest management, operations, and/organization as a result of undertaking activities specifically to address forest carbon sequestration and storage

	
	Carbon – potential management practices
	Carbon-oriented management practices respondent identifies as wanting to adopt or increase (beyond current management)

	
	Carbon – barriers to management
	Barriers/challenge respondent identifies as preventing or hindering their efforts to address forest carbon sequestration and storage through their forest management

	
	Carbon – opportunities for management
	Opportunities/solutions (including potential policies and programs) respondent identifies to improve existing or adopt new management practices that address forest carbon sequestration and storage

	
	Carbon management tradeoffs
	References to how adopting carbon-oriented management practices has impacted (or could impact) attainment of other forest management goals (i.e., trade-offs between managing to address carbon and other goals); may also include statements that imply synchronicities between goals rather than trade-offs

	
	Carbon-oriented management comparisons
	Comparisons of carbon-oriented forest management (past or potential) to carbon-oriented management on lands outside ecoregion of focus

	Cross-Boundary Management
	Neighbors	Comment by Engbring, Gretchen - FS, Corvallis: I think maybe we can just remove this one…
	Instances where the interviewee states what types of lands (federal, state, tribal, private etc.) border theirs.

	
	Private corporate collaboration	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: I think we might add a code at the top here called something like “Neighbors” that we can use for when they describe who their neighbors are (or aren’t)
	Examples of cross-boundary forest management/collaborative efforts between respondent and neighboring private corporate landowners/managers

	
	Private corporate – reasons for NO cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has not engaged in cross-boundary management with private corporate landowners/managers

	
	Private corporate – motivation for cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has engaged in cross-boundary management with private corporate landowners/managers (i.e., purpose/motivation for collaboration)

	
	Private corporate – outcomes of cross-boundary management
	Outcomes/impacts of respondent’s organization engaging in cross-boundary management with private corporate landowners/managers

	
	Private non-corporate collaboration
	Examples of cross-boundary forest management/collaborative efforts between respondent and neighboring private non-corporate landowners/managers

	
	Private non-corporate – reasons for NO cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has not engaged in cross-boundary management with private non-corporate landowners/managers

	
	Private non-corporate – motivation for cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has engaged in cross-boundary management with private non-corporate landowners/managers (i.e., purpose/motivation for collaboration)

	
	Private non-corporate – outcomes of cross-boundary management
	Outcomes/impacts of respondent’s organization engaging in cross-boundary management with private non-corporate landowners/managers

	
	USFS collaboration
	Examples of cross-boundary forest management/collaborative efforts between respondent and USFS

	
	USFS – reasons for NO cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has not engaged in cross-boundary management with USFS 

	
	USFS – motivation for cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has engaged in cross-boundary management with USFS (i.e., purpose/motivation for collaboration)

	
	USFS – outcomes of cross-boundary management
	Outcomes/impacts of respondent’s organization engaging in cross-boundary management with USFS

	
	Other federal collaboration
	Examples of cross-boundary forest management/collaborative efforts between respondent and other federal (non-USFS) managers

	
	Other federal – reasons for NO cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has not engaged in cross-boundary management with other federal (non-USFS) managers

	
	Other federal – motivation for cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has engaged in cross-boundary management with other federal (non-USFS) managers (i.e., purpose/motivation for collaboration)

	
	Other federal – outcomes of cross-boundary management
	Outcomes/impacts of respondent’s organization engaging in cross-boundary management with other federal (non-USFS) managers

	
	Tribal collaboration
	Examples of cross-boundary forest management/collaborative efforts between respondent and Tribal landowners/managers

	
	Tribal – reasons for NO cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has not engaged in cross-boundary management with Tribal landowners/managers

	
	Tribal – motivation for cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has engaged in cross-boundary management with Tribal landowners/managers (i.e., purpose/motivation for collaboration)

	
	Tribal – outcomes of cross-boundary management
	Outcomes/impacts of respondent’s organization engaging in cross-boundary management with Tribal landowners/managers

	
	State collaboration
	Examples of cross-boundary forest management/collaborative efforts between respondent and state managers

	
	State – reasons for NO cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has not engaged in cross-boundary management with state managers

	
	State – motivation for cross-boundary management
	Explanation for why respondent’s organization has engaged in cross-boundary management with state managers (i.e., purpose/motivation for collaboration)

	
	State – outcomes of cross-boundary management
	Outcomes/impacts of respondent’s organization engaging in cross-boundary management with state managers

	
	Cross-boundary management impacts on fire
	References to how cross-boundary management could help reduce the impact of wildfire on respondent’s property

	
	Cross-boundary management impacts on carbon and climate
	References to how cross-boundary management could help respondent’s organization manage their forests for carbon and climate benefits

	
	Cross-boundary management opportunities	Comment by Charnley, Susan -FS: Might want to have one last category for grab bag stuff, other stuff that may come out that’s worth noting that they say at the end that isn’t necessarily in any of the other categories. But is interesting and sheds some interesting light on something related to our study!
	Opportunities (including potential policies and programs) respondent identifies to increase cross-boundary management



