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Abstract
A survey was developed for the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to
collect information about non-regulatory fish and wildlife habitat programs in
nine states (Alaska, California, florida, Maine, Minnesota, Montana,
Pennsylvania, Texas and Vennont). Non-regulatory programs are voluntary and
offer incentives to landowners who are interested in protecting or enhancing fish
and wildlife habitat on their property. These programs are classified here into
seven general categories based on the incentive mechanism used (conservation
easement, hunting on private lands, recognition education, planning, tax benefits,
and management agreement). Seventy programs were reported by thirty
respondents from private conservation groups and public agencies. There is
evidence of greater diversity among the publicly administered programs, in terms
of incentive mechanisms used, focus landowner types, focus habitat types, and
funding sources, than among the privately administered programs. There appears
to be an emphasis on protecting game species, wetlands and npanan habitats.

Many of the programs are designed for agriculturists or rural residential
landowners.

Introduction
The increasing friction over environmental restrictions on private lands is leading

natural resource managers and planners to look for alternatives to a strictly regulatory

approach to environmental protection. With greater awareness of the need to look at
ecosystems as whole units, there is also a growing realization that conservation efforts
must actively include privately owned lands in order to successfully preserve fish and

wildlife habitat (Cocklin and Doorman, 1994). The decreased use of eminent domain has
also made governmental purchase of individual parcels a less effective tool for protection

of fish and wildlife habitat than in the past (Endicott, 1993). This results in apparently
conflicting forces, with some demanding a reduction in external authority in private land

management and others requiring greater cross-ownership influences. Within this context
of changing land management relations, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

(ODFW) recognized their need to have a working understanding of the non-regulatory
options available.

A survey was developed to compile information on non-regulatory programs
which assist private landowners who are interested in land use practices that improve fish

and wildlife habitat. The goal was to produce a list of primarily state level, non-regulatory

programs cunently in use in other states. Although not designed as an exhaustive
inventory of any one state's programs, the information provided by the survey offers
insights into practical issues in the inipleinentation of non-regulatory programs in general.

Alternatives to environmental regulation and land acquisition
Non-regulatory programs are of particular interest, because they leave the land
management in the hands of private landowners (Mime, 1984). Unlike regulation and
acquisition, non-regulatory programs are offered to landowners as useful options from
which both the landowner and conservation organization can benefit, possibly for the life

of the landowner. Since they are based on incentives rather than restrictions, many
recommend non-regulatory programs for fostering a cooperative relationship between
landowners and agency personnel, providing opportunities for creative resource
management, and promoting the long-term protection of critical habitats (Binghain,, 1990,

Diehi and Barrett, 1988, Greenleaf 1990, Heasly, 1994, Mime, 1984, Oregon Wetland
Conservation Alliance, 1995)
The various mechanisms used in non-regulatory programs are defined by what they

offer landowners and what they require in return. The non-regulatory approaches of the
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programs can be placed into one (or more) of these seven categories of incentive
mechanism:

Conservation easement

Education

Hunting on private lands

Planning

Recognition

Tax benefits

Management agreements (financial and
technical assistance)

Management agreements are classified further in some cases, because many programs
offer either only financial assistance or technical assistance.

Description of non-regulatory tools: incentive mechanisms
A description of some of the advantages and problems with each category of nonregulatory tools helps clari1,' the role non-regulatory programs have in habitat protection.

Conservation easements
A conservation easement transfers certain property rights to an agency or a nonprofit conservation organization but leaves the title with the landowner. Ownership

remains private, not public, possibly reducing the social andeconomic impacts on a
community (Greenleaf 1990). Easements are legal agreements which formalize the
landowner's commitment to voluntarily restrict the type and amount of development on all

or part of his/her land. An easement also requires a land trust organization to ensure that
restrictions are upheld. Easements can be donated to or purchased by land conservation

organizations. The recipient organizations have the right and the obligation to regularly
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monitor the land for the duration of the easement, possibly in perpetuity. This requires
sufficient, long-term funding (Tiedt, 1982).

A significant advantage of conservation easements is that each agreement can be

designed to meet the needs of specific landowners and the characteristics of the land. This

means that any habitat type can be protected and any landowner can participate. This
customization of conservation easement also means that extensive personal attention is
required for each agreement, potentially drawing heavily on an organization's resources.
Landowners may receive property tax benefits for the change in value of the land
after the easement has been placed, and income tax benefits if the easement is donated in

perpetuity. Estate taxes may also be reduced if the fair market value of the land is lowered
by the easement (Mime, 1984). While easements can significantly reduce property and
estate taxes for landowners who would otherwise be financially forced to develop (Tiedt,

1982), tax benefits from easements are often not sufficient incentives for conservation of

lands already receiving deferrals for agricultural zoning (Greenleaf 1990). A conservation
easement affects the market value of property (Mime, 1984), but what effect it will have
and what the tax benefits for a landowner will be are not necessarily predictable (Tiedt,
1982). There can inconsistencies in valuation by local assessors which result in little tax

savings for landowners. Also, it is important to consider the possibility of property tax
reductions resulting from easements negatively influencing local municipalities (Greenleaf
1990).

4

Educational programs
The education category includes non-regulatory programs which communicate
habitat protection or enhancement information (not necessarily with direct management

implications for a landowner) to a relatively wide audience. This often takes the form of
brochures or workshops, with the cost of programs varying widely depending on the
media used. Education can be a powerful tool even when used alone, because it relies on
the assumption that many landowners will protect habitat on their property if they are

confident that they are using the appropriate techniques. Literature distribution and
outreach programs are often part of the mandate for natural resource agencies and non-

profit interest groups. Many habitat conservation programs include some form of
education with the other incentive mechanisms. However, there is no commitment from

participating landowners to protect habitat and no way to monitor the progress of
landowner projects. This leaves administering agencies unable to monitor the effectiveness
of even the most expensive educational programs.

Without adequate coordination among agencies, landowners can be confused by

conflicting information (Greenleaf 1990). Ideally, educational materials can be shared

among agencies, reducing costs and integrating technical outreach programs. Ifthey are
successful educational programs can not only improve fish and wildlife habitat, but can
also generate public support for habitat protection efforts, including bond issue passage
(WWF, 1992).

hi

Hunting on private lands
Programs that encourage landowners to benefit from hunting on their lands are
another category of non-regulatory habitat enhancement techniques. Although these
programs do not directly protect habitat, they can provide incentives for landowners to
practice wildlife-friendly management. In theory, these programs expand the stewardship

demands on the landowner proportionally to the public demand for habitat protection. It
is important to bear in mind that the emphasis on game habitat that these programs require

does not necessarily provide protection for other fish or wildlife habitat. However, these
programs can be used to encourage access for non-hunting activities, such as bird
watching.

Most of these programs provide landowners some flexibility in where and when
hunting is allowed and provide some fmancial or technical support to the landowner for

allowing public access. There is rarely a commitment from the landowner to practice any

specific management techniques. However, once a cooperative relationship is established
among landowners, agencies, and fish and wildlife enthusiasts, it can be used as a building

block for other programs.

Planning
The role of planning in habitat protection is as important in non-regulatory
programs as in acquisition or regulation. Planning is considered an incentive mechanism

here, because it is a tool which organizations and landowners can use to protect or
enhance habitat without regulation. Planning can ensure that critical habitats are properly

identified and made the focus of protection efforts. The incentive for landowners to

participate in planning is often the avoidance of future regulation or the opportunity to
help steer the direction of regional management decisions.
To achieve real conservation, planning can sometimes involve the use of extensive

resources such as maps, environmental data, and staff (WWF, 1992). If included in
comprehensive planning, habitat protection and enhancement can be placed in the context

of other issues, such as economic development or transportation. This can also provide an
opportunity for conflict resolution in situations where communication has been limited or

unsuccessful (WWF, 1992). However, the long-term success of planning is not assured,
even if the process itself is a positive experience. Also, planning itself can generate

controversy if not handled well (WWF, 1992). As with many non-regulatory approaches,
landowners may fear impending regulation. They can be reluctant to participate in
planning if it suggests relinquishing any management control, particularly to government

agencies (Greenleaf 1990).

Recognition
Formal recognition of a landowner's good stewardship practices is a service that
some organizations provide as an incentive for habitat protection or enhancement on

private lands. The recognition can be personal, such as the issuance of a signed certificate,
or public, such as the listing of names in an agency newsletter. Recognition can be more

powerful than financial incentives for some landowners. These programs build community

pride and can improve relations between landowners and agency personnel. Creative
recognition of good land stewards can serve as positive public relations for the
administering agency, but recognition alone can rarely be relied upon to protect a critical

7

habitat. Limited time commitments, if any, are associated with most recognition programs
so they are easily incorporated into other programs. Unfortunately, if the property is sold,

the new landowner is not obligated to maintain projects that resulted in the recognition.

Tax benefits
This categoly of incentive types includes a variety of mechanisms for landowners
to benefit financially from habitat protection on their land. Reduction in income, estate,

and property taxes can be used as incentives for habitat protection on private lands
(Browne, 1982). Reduced taxes can allow financially pressured landowners to resist

development oflands that they want to protect. Income and estate tax breaks are often
associated with the donation of easements or full title to conservation organizations

(Hutton, 1982). Reductions in property taxes are often linked to programs that allow
lands to be assessed based on the present land use rather than the highest and best use.
This distinction is not universal,, though. A full discussion of tax incentives for habitat

protection is beyond the scope of this paper.
There is typically public support for non-regulatory techniques involving tax

benefits (WWF, 1992). As with conservation easements, there can be valuation problems
with local assessors which result in little tax savings for landowners and tax benefits are
often not sufficient incentives for landowners already receiving deferrals for agricultural

zoning (Greenleaf 1990).

Financial and/or technical assistance (management agreements)
Many programs focus on the development of a formalized management agreement

between the landowner and one or several conservation agencies. With financial and/or
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technical assistance from the conservation agency, the landowner commits to a plan of

action that will enhance or protect habitat. This can provide at least partial protection for
any type of habitat without the transfer of ownership (Oregon Wetland Alliance, 1995).
Successful management agreements can act as positive publicity for the agency and can

lead to greater interest in habitat protection in a community while building trust between
landowners and agency personnel.

Each agreement can be designed to meet the needs

of the landowners and the characteristics of the land. Many management plans can benefit

the landowner as well as protecting habitat (Heasly, 1994). However, limited time
commitments, if any, are associated with most agreements. Even when agreements are
long term, if the property is sold, the new landowner is rarely obligated to maintain
projects.

Methods
The nine focus states, Alaska, California, Florida, Maine, Minnesota, Montana,
Pennsylvania, Texas, and Vermont, were selected for their relatively well developed land
use andlor fish and

1dlife programs. The organizations and agencies most likely to be

involved in administering non-regulatory habitat protection programs (such as the
Vermont Timberland Owners Association and the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries
and Wildlife) were identified. Then, a list of contacts for each administering organization

was collected. The National Wildlife Federation's

Conservation Directory

was a useful

resource for this compilation.

A questionnaire was then designed to collect information about the administration

of non-regulatory programs. The first section was intended to be returned immediately by

respondents. It asked respondents to either commit themselves to filling out the survey or
identify their reasons for not completing the survey. This allowed people who belong to
organizations with no connection to non-regulatory programs to easily and quickly make

this clear. This prevented unnecessary follow-up contacts and helped focus efforts on
people with relevant information.
The second section requested that respondents identify the names, administering
agencies, and main incentive mechanisms for all of the non-regulatory programs with

which they are familiar. They were asked to include, for each program, the person or

agency to contact for further information. The third section was to be completed for
programs with which the respondents are directly involved. The information collected in
this more detailed questionnaire was: the habitat type and species the program was

designed to protect, the requirements of the landowner for participation, the benefits to

the landowner, the statutory basis, whether more than one agency worked together on the
program (the partnership status), the age of the program, the funding source, the type of
landholder and size of holding involved in the program, and the contact for further
information.

This questionnaire, with cover letter, was sent to an initial list of 61 contacts.
Respondents were encouraged to send existing information on programs in addition to or
instead of completed surveys. The sequence of follow-up contact was based on Dillman's
"Total Design Method" (Dillman, 1978) for mail surveys. One week after the first mailing,

a postcard was sent, thanking early respondents and reminding others to return the

questionnaire. Three weeks later, those who had not yet replied were contacted again
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with a new letter and questionnaire. The first set of contacts provided another list of
people with potentially helpful information.

The original questionnaire was scripted for telephone surveying, and twelve of the
recommended contacts and ten of the initial contacts who had not replied were called.

Not every person who was sent a questionnaire or was listed as a possible contact
received a follow-up call. A review of the information already received from his/her state
and the likelihood of the person providing further information determined whether he/she
was called.

Responses, including brochures, booklets, and returned surveys, were entered into
a database to facilitate analysis. This standardization reduced some of the detail in survey

responses but allowed for subsequent sorting and examination.

Results
Thirty respondents from agencies and organizations in the nine focus states

provided information on seventy programs. Ten of these programs (fourteen percent of
the total programs reported) are administered by private organizations. The remaining
sixty (eighty-six percent of the total programs reported) are publicly administered, by state
agencies, local offices of federal agencies, or partnerships of governmental and/or private

organizations. For many of these programs there are gaps in the information, because not
every question on the survey was applicable to or answerable for every prograni
However, there is sufficient common information on the incentive mechanism, the habitat

type, the landowner type, the funding source, the partnership status, the date of
implementation, and the landowner benefits and requirements to make generalized
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statements about the results of the survey. The distinction between publicly and privately
administered programs is fundamental in the analysis of the survey results. The
characteristics and administrative limitations are significantly different for publicly and

privately administered programs.

Incentive mechanism
Three of the seven incentive mechanisms (discussed above) are utilized by the

privately administered programs reported in the survey responses. Educational programs,
conservation easements, and management agreements are used with approximately equal
frequency among these programs (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Incentive mechanisms for privately administered
programs as identified in survey responses

Conservation
Easements
30%

Management
Agreements
4c

Educational
Programs
30%

Responses indicate that the land trusts, such as the Brandywine Conservancy,

primarily offer conservation easements and associated services. Professional management
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associations, such as the Maine Tree Farm Committee, and non-profit, specialized interest
groups, like Pheasants Forever, offer both relatively focused technical and financial

assistance and landowner education for particular types of habitats and species.
All seven of the incentive mechanisms are utilized by publicly administered

programs reported in the responses (see Figure 2). As with privately administered
programs, management agreements, conservation easements, and educational programs
are the most common, but there is greater diversity among publicly administered

programs.

Figure 2: Incentive mechanisms for publicly administered
programs as identified in survey responses

Hunting on Tax Benefits
10%
Private Lands
6%

Planning
4%

Conservation
Easements
19%

Technical
Assistance

Educational
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17%

15%

Financial
Assistance
4%

Management
Agreements
25%

The state natural resource agencies surveyed typically administer several programs.

It appears that they utilize an array of techniques and offer all seven of the non-regulatory
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techniques either through several distinct programs or through a few, complex programs

that focus on geographic regions (such as watersheds or river basins). All of the federal
programs examined have some local element to their administration, either through a local

office (as with the Water Bank Program administered by the USDA Natural Resource
Conservation Service) or through a partnership with a local agency (as in the case of the
Forest Stewardship Programs administered by both the USDA Forest Service and Texas

Forest Service). Responses indicate that federal and local programs focus on issues and
habitats of local, national, or international priority, depending on the program's design.

Figure 3: Habitat types as identified in survey responses for pnvately
administered programs

Forest Lands

Wetlands

Riparian Zies
25%

Habitat type

Almost half of the forty-nine programs with a reported habitat focus are designed
to protect or enhance game habitat. Non-game habitats identified in the responses include
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sensitive or unique habitats such as native prairie or urban wildlife areas. Twenty-one

programs were reported as or assumed to be designed for all habitat types.
Some of the programs with limited funding rank eligible lands based on proximity

to other protected areas, use of the land as a comdor by wildlife, uniqueness of the
habitat, and consequences of the loss of the habitat. Ten percent of the respondents noted
that, when it is necessaiy to limit participation, programs should have clear guidelines for

prioritizing the landoiers who wish to be involved.
Seven of the ten privately administered programs focus on wetlands, ripaiian
zones, or forest lands, with an approximately equal distribution among the three habitat

types (see Figure 3). The remaining three privately administered programs are assumed to

id1ified in nspooses for publicly
adninistend pmgzan

Hguie 4: Habitat types

Fa
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be available for all habitat types. Seventy-five percent of the publicly administered

programs reportedly focus on the same three habitat types (see Figure 4). However, there
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are also publicly administered programs designed for grasslands, urban wildlife areas, and

other habitat types, including offhore islands and aquatic habitats. Overall, more than
twenty programs are identified as addressing wetland or riparian habitat protection.

Landowner type
Fifty of the programs reported in returned surveys were identified as targeting a

specific landowner type. The question on the survey regarding landowner type listed five
choices: agriculturists, forest owners, rural residential homeowners, suburban homeowners

and other. Many respondents who identified agriculturists as the target group also
identified rural residential homeowners. Classit,'ing these two types together, they make

Hgure 5: Landowner types as identified in responses for both
privately and publicly administered programs
Sulurban/Urban

}hneoww
AgriculturistlRural
Residential
54%

8%

Forest Onen
38%

up more than half ofthe programs identifying a target landowner type (see Figure 5).
More than one third of the programs with a landowner type focus were designed for forest
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oiers. The remaining eight percent are primarily educational programs that target urban
or suburban landowners.

FundIng sources

For privately administered programs, membership dues, donations, and participant

fees are reported as the main sources of funds. Ten percent of the privately administered

programs are reportedly supported by private industry or corporate donations. Survey
results for public programs list several sources of support including legislative
appropriations, bonds, wildlife stamps and fees, grants (sometimes matching), donations,

and program participants. Many respondents wrote that the funding sources for publicly

administered programs are the general departmental fund (e.g., fish and game funds). In
these cases, it can be assumed that this general fund is supported by a combination of the
above means.

Partnership status

Respondents identified twenty of seventy programs as partnerships. These
partnerships took several forms including federal/state, state/county, and public/private

relationships. Partnerships between governmental and private, non-profit organizations
and among governmental agencies have become an important part of habitat conservation

(Endicott, 1993). Since "partnership" was not explicitly defined in the survey, it is likely

that there was not a common perception of what level of cooperation it implies. Many
other programs may have some informal arrangement with local organizations, both public
and private. Thus, it is difficult to assess many clear survey results on partnership status.
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Date of implementation
Program implementation dates were reported for sixty-three percent of the

programs surveyed (see Figure 6). Ten programs were established before 1980, with the

Figure 6: Date of program implementation and associated
incentive mechanisms
for both privately and publicly administered programs
20
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Conservation Easement
0 Education
0 Hunting on Private Lands
MuItiple (focusing on a particular region)

0 Management Agreement
0 Tax Benefits
0 Planning

earliest implementation date listed as 1950. These older programs use tax benefits,
education, conservation easements, and management agreements as incentive mechanisms.
Six programs, two each offering hunting facilitation, conservation easements and

management agreements, were enacted between 1980 and 1985. Eighteen programs were
implemented between 1986 and 1990. The majority of these are management agreement
programs legislated by the federal Food, Agriculture and Trade Act (Farm Bill) of 1990.
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Of programs for which these data are available, there have been ten programs
implemented since 1991, including some that are currently being developed. Half of these
newer programs utilize multiple incentive mechanisms while focusing on a particular

geographic region. Hunting on private lands, education, and management agreements are
the incentive mechanisms used by the other five programs.

Landowner benefits and requirements
The type of incentive mechanism a program utilizes dictates what benefits a
landowner will receive and what requirements will be associated with those benefits.

However, each of the seventy programs has different specific landowner benefits and

requirements. A list of examples from survey responses (see Table 1) shows that
landowners can receive tax credits or reductions, fee payments for services or easements,

materials and equipment for projects, and technical advice. In addition, landowners can
gain public recognition, greater flexibility and efficiency in dealing with permits or

regulations, and influence over the development of plans in their region. The requirements
of landowners are equally diverse, including maintenance of projects on their property,

forfeiture of development rights on all or part of their lands, provision of public access on
all or part of their property, and cooperative development of a land management plan
which enhances fish and wildlife habitat on their property. Landowners can also
participate in some of the programs simply by attending free workshops and/or
demonstrating their interest in habitat enhancement.
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Discussion
The results of this survey can best be understood by looking at the relationships

among various elements of non-regulatory programs. It has been suggested that benefits
to landowners should be "commensurate with the landowner's commitment" (Green1ea1
1990) to habitat protection either in significance or duration of a project. This balance is

found in many of the programs reported here (see Table 1). For example, participation in

Table 1: Examples of Landowner Benefits and Associated Requirements
Benefits to Landowner

Requirements of Landowner

1. education

1. attend

2. tax reductions for easement

2. pay for land survey and environmental site
analysis
3. complete an approved project

3. tax credit for cost of project

4. payment for easement, reduced estate and
income taxes
5. reduced property taxes

rkshop

4. forfeit development rights

6. extended hunting season

5. operate and maintain project, match financial
contribution
6. develop management plan

7. avoid regulation, influence planning

7. attend meetings and attempt restoration

8. technical assistance, equipment, materials

8. complete approved project

9. payment for time spent managing lands

9. provide free public access to land

10. buffer fencing installation

10. maintain fence for ten years

11. reduced "red tape," assistance with permit
process
12. signed certificate

11. match labor and materials cost for approved
project
12. carzy out specified enhancement plan

educational programs require little from the landowner, but to receive certification and
recognition requires the landowner to use verifiable management practices. Technical and
financial assistance for a habitat protection project are often provided on the condition Of

20

maintenance by the landowner for a given time. Those projects that offer tax benefits in
addition to cost-sharing and expert guidance are also often those which have restricted

enrollments or focus on unique habitat types. The programs which provide the
opportunity for landowner involvement in the planning process and the avoidance of
fliture regulations require landowners to attend meetings and commit to the collaborative
process.
The capacity and focus of the administering organization also influence what it is

able to offer landowners and dictates the duration of the assistance it can provide. The
survey responses support a connection between the incentive mechanism used and the type
of the administering organization. For example, conservation easements are offered by
land tmsts and programs encouraging hunting on private lands are typically administered

by those state agencies responsible for enforcing fish and game regulations. The emphasis
on game habitat protection is also related to the administering organizations. Many of the
programs reported in the survey responses are administered by either government agencies
responsible for fish and game management or private groups with an interest in ensuring
future hunting opportunities. Similarly, many programs have elements of technical

assistance or education, because most natural resource organizations encourage any
opportunity for public outreach.

There appears to be greater specialization among the private organizations than the
public agencies (see Figures 1 and 2). The variety of the programs offered by state
agencies reflect their range of responsibilities for wildlife conservation and management.

Conversely, the limited scope of the private groups could be because many have been
created expressly in order to offer specific programs.

21

There are additional administrative differences between publicly and privately

administered programs. Private organizations can often be more specific in the eligibility

requirements for participation in their programs. A program supported by forest products
industry donations can have specific limitations on who will receive funding, whereas a

program supported by tax dollars may be required to be available to a wide range of
landowners.

The predominance of programs focusing on wetlands and riparum zones may
indicate that these habitats are of particular concern to organizations dealing with habitat

protection, and/or that these habitat types are well-suited to non-regulatory programs.
Wetlands and iiparian zones are logical places for agencies to concentrate conservation
efforts, because they are not only rich in biodiversity, but also important for other

environmental factors such as water quality (WWF, 1992). Wetlands and ripanan zones
may also be appropriate habitats for a non-regulatory approach, because many individual
landowners are needed to achieve significant conservation. Protection of riparian zones,
linear features which often cross many ownership boundaries, requires cooperative efforts
which can perhaps best be achieved within the context of non-regulatory programs.

When developing a non-regulatory program, it is important to consider what
incentive mechanisms are most often offered for the different types of habitats. All of the
programs that reportedly focus on a particular habitat type rely heavily on management
agreements as an incentive mechanism (see Figure 7). All five of the incentive mechanism
categories are found among the programs focusing on rip arian zones, but

only

three of the

mechanisms are used among urban habitat protection programs. There are no tax benefit
programs reported for urban wildlife areas; no planning programs for forest lands,
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wetlands, or grasslands; and there are no conservation easement programs for urban areas.
Without further study, generalizations about the availability of programs are impossible.

However, among the seventy programs reported in survey responses, there appear to be
Figure 7: Incentive mechanism and corresponding habitat types
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some gaps in the types of programs offered for certain habitat types. For example, there
are no planning programs reported as focusing on wetlands, grasslands, or forest lands.
This could indicate either that such programs have been unsuccessfiul in the past and are

discontinued, or that there has not been a systematic investigation of the non-regulatory
offerings.

Conclusions
The three interrelated elements which can affect the performance of non-regulatory
programs are the characteristics of the administering organization, the participating

landowners, and the resource to be protected. The nature of the administering
organization (whether private or public, local or national, etc.) can dictate a non-
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regulatory program's goals, funding sources and, ultimately, its longevity. Stable funding
is a necessity for any effective program, particularly because many projects require the

trust and long-term commitment of landowners. Licensing fees, legislative appropriations
and private donations can be variable over time. The issue of funding requires further

research and discussion (Greenleaf 1990) within the context of an organization's specific
political and economic limitations.

A non-regulatory program's success also depends on its ability to meet the needs
of the participating landowners. This demands a balance between what is offered and

what is required of a landowner (Greenleaf 1990). The conditions placed on landowners'
management practices are necessarily related to the attributes of the targeted resource.
Land use activities that are not compatible with protection of the resource must be

restricted. Also, the motivations for private landowners to utilize non-regulatory
programs are linked with the type of resource being protected. The social, political, and
economic incentives for a landowner to enhance a game species' habitats could be
significantly different from those to protect a non-game species' habitat.

It is important to consider the geographic and ecological characteristics of the

habitats of concern when considering a non-regulatory approach. Habitats which cross
many ownership boundaries or fall primarily under private ownership are well-suited for

some non-regulatory programs. Although it is not obvious from these survey results,
further investigation may show that certain non-regulatory techniques are more successful
at protecting certain habitat types.

A compilation of the non-regulatory habitat protection programs currently active

in Oregon should be the next step in this project. Each program offered can be viewed as
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one element in a matrix. One axis would be the type of habitat, and the other would be
the type of landowner. Not every habitat/landowner combination needs to have a nonregulatory program designed for it. Some combinations may not exist (such as urban
landowner trying to protect dense forest habitat), and some have regulations or ownership

patterns which adequately provide for their protection. There are some combinations,
however, which can be identified as inadequately protected by the existing regulatory and

non-regulatory approaches. These gaps should guide ftirther research.
Since the incentive mechanism and finding source are related to the nature of the
administering agency, an organization can learn the most about program design from

analogous agencies in other states. With a clear concept of the habitat andlor landowner
type that needs greater attention, research can focus on the particular programs that meet
the social and environmental needs of an organization's area of interest.
While conflicts over private land rights can not be resolved simply by offering

more non-regulatory programs, it is possible that alternatives to environmental regulations

can improve the communication among the stakeholders. Many non-regulatory fish and
wildlife habitat protection programs make it possible for landowners and organizations to
combine their expertise and resources in creative and productive ways.
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