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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The findings of this study are based on the responses to a questionnaire 

mailed to Departments of Natural Resources(or equtvalent organization); the 

Director of the State Geological Survey and the State Conservationist(SCS) 

in each of the states and Puerto Rico. The study considers four major 

substantive areas related peat land management: 1) peatland policies, 

2) peat production, 3) future of peatlands and, 4) peatland information 

and committee activity. 

The two major considerations regarding policy are the legal 

status of peatlands and the mechanisms for regulating peatlands. When given 

a specific and separate legal status, peat is mqst often considered a mineral. 

The regulation of peatlands is based on a wide variety of legislative acts 

including surface mining laws, mining acts, wet land laws, mined land 

reclamation acts, environmental quality acts and local zoning ordinances. 

In addition to many states not having a specific legal status defined 

for peat, many states do not have policies for the regulation of the utiliza­

tion of peatlands. Of those that do have regulations of the utilization, 

application fees, rent per acre and royalties are the most often used. 

The extraction of peat is regulated by leqse~ permit and outright sale. 

Approximately one-third of the states use one or more of the~e three 

mechanisms for regulating extraction of peat. 

When considering rehabilitation of protection of lands disturbed by 

peat extraction, 22 of the states ~ave rehabilitation policies, 17 have 

bonding requirements, 22 have environmental protection regulations and 13 

require environmental impact statements. 

The most common distribution of revenue generated by the extraction 

of peat is to a special fund -- generally at the state level. 
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The commercial operations producing peat are for the most part on 

private land. It should be noted that this is generally not the case in 

Minnesota. The peat that is extracted commercially in the peat production 

states includes peat of the major types: Sphagnum, reed sedge and peat 

humus. 

As might be expected, the majority of states indicated that the 

primary use of the extracted peat was horticultural/agricultural purposes 

with some commercial use Commercial use means the use of peat for packing 

material, litter, etc. None of the states indicated that peat was being 

extracted primarily for fuel or chemical uses. 

When considering the significance of the resource, only eight (8) 

states indicated that peat was a significant resource in that state. The 

states are: Michigan, Florida, North Carolina, California, Indiana, 

New Jersey, South Carolina and Minnesota. 

The direction of the future of peatlands is evidenced by the indication 

that eight states responded that there was pressure for preserving the 

peatlands. Six of those states indicated that there was pressure for 

developing the peatlands. Seven states currently have applications 

pending or anticipated related to the development of peatlands. Maine, 

North Carolina and Minnesota have applications pending (either officially 

or unofficially) for uses other than horticultural or commercial (packing 

or litter) uses such as peat for fuel. 

A majority of the states responded that t~ere was not an official 

preferred use of the peatlands. Similarly, none of the states indicated 

that there existed a strategy for the management of peat as a resource. 

3 



Only 19 of the states indicated that work haq been done developing a 

description of the peat resource. Most of the states that did have peat 

inventory work done or in the process were states that had current commercial 

peat production operations. 

Only four states; Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota and South Carolina had 

committees which were specifically working or ctoing research on the use 

and/or regulation of peat. 

The major conclusion of the study is that peat management policy is 

in what might be called the "early stages 11 of ct~velopment. Minnesota is 

on the "cutting edge, 11 however, dull it might pe) of the movement to more 

advanced states of peatland policy development. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The management of natural resources has become an increasingly difficult 

task. The difficulty has resulted from many factors, not the least of which 

are the increasing demands and the diminishing resource bases. As high 

technology is applied to the development of the resources the management 

problems generally become more acute. The diminishing resource base has 

led to the search for alternative resources. The application of technology 

has led to the development of the alternatives and to the extraction or 

ha rves ting of hitherto 11 uneconomi ca 111 resource supp 1 i es. 

One of the resources that fits the pattern described above is peat. 

There is currently an increasing interest in peat as an alternate resource 

base for fuel and chemicals. This increase in interest is in addition to 

the interest in the more 11 traditional 11 horticultural and agricultural uses 

of peat, which in all likelihood will also increase in the future. 

Given the present conflict of interests over conservancy and development, 

the peat management problem is based on a twofold question: Management for 

what ends and how? The problems posed by these questions have been consi­

dered and dealt with to varying degrees. A number of techniques have been 

used as means for solving the peat management problems. Even as this 

report is published, units of government, federal, state, provincial, and 

local are wrestling with the development and implementation of policies 

and regulations governing the management of peatlands within their respective 

jurisdictions. 

Generally speaking, the activity involved in the development of policy 

is stimulated by the identification of problems with existing policies or 

by the lack of formalized policy. This study exemplifies the existence of 

5 



such 11 stimuli11 in the State of Minnesota. More specifically, requests 

for the use of peatlands for new development and the expansion of 

existing operations and holdings have served as the impetus for the 

consideration of the current policies, regulations and practices regarding 

the management of the vast and varied peat re$ources in Minnesota. 
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STUDY OBJECTIVES 

It is apparent that at least in the United States, peat is coming 

to the attention of a larger number of people than during the past. The 

attributes and uses of peat have been studied and extolled over a long 

period in history. The use of peat in the Soviet Union, the Scandinavian 

countries and Ireland is well documented and in many cases even legendary. 

Peat in the United States has a less clear and obviously shorter historical 

documentation. The lack of comparable history and use of peat in the 

United States does not mean that it is a resource with little or no sig-

nificance. In fact, one of the documents encouraging immigrants to settle 

in Minnesota makes reference to the availability of peat in Minnesota. 

In the section on Peat for Fuel Girart Hewitt states: ------

In a northern country a ready and cheap supply of fuel is of 
the first importance. If any have imagines Minnesota to be 
a cold, timberless region, let them be at once undeceived. 
Our pineries are sufficient to supply the whole country with 
lumber, while throughout the State, the proportion of timbered 
lands and prairies is about what it should be to make it a good 
farming and stock growing country. Besides nature has made up 
whatever deficiency there may be of wood and coal with immense 
and inexhaustible deposits of Peat. a cheap, excellent substitute 
for both, for ordinary use and manufacturing purposes. Peat is 
a deposit of vegetable matter, principally from a kind of moss, 
which has collected for ages in fens and bogs. Vast beds of this 
material, from twenty to fifty feet deep exists all over the 
State, requiring only to be cut out in square lumps with a light 
spade and dried. It burns slowly, and gives off a great quantity 
of heat. It is identical with the 11 turf 11 taken from the peat 
bogs of Ireland and Scotland, and so extensively used in those 
countries. For ordinary heating and cooking purposes, it is 
simply cut out in brick-shaped pieces, of any size desired, and 
spread around to dry. When dried, it is carted and piled up under 
a shed so as to keep dry for use. 1 

In more recent times, peat has been viewed as a resource for primarily 

horticultural and agricultural purposes. The peatlands have also been 

11867 Hewitt, Girart, Minnesota: Its Advantages to Settlers. Press 
Printing Company, Book and Job Printers and Bookbinders, St. Paul, MN., 
p. 13. 
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utilized for logging. They also serve as natural areas which are to a 

large extent undisturbed due primarily to· the physical features of the 

bogs themselves. These patterns are changing. The increasing recognition 

of the diminishing supply of crude oil and natural gas focused attention 

on resources that serve as functional alternatives by alJowing substitution 

for the petroleum based products. 

In operational terms, peat has certain characteristics that allow 

it to be used as a source of energy or as a chemical feed stock. As such, 

peat can serve as an alternative to crude oil and natural gas. Along with 

the substitutibility of peat goes the commercialization and the available 

technology for the processing of peat. 

Implicit in the discussion of the potential for utilizing peat as a 

source of energy or as a chemical feed stock is the point that there is 

associated with its potential a possibility of chqnge in the peat land 

and the places adjacent to the areas that might be extracted and/or used 

for processing. Two of the major proposals for the utilization of peat 

lands are in different stages of development. Those proposals are in 

Minnesota and North Carolina. Both proposals represent situations that 

are dramatic changes from the patterns of utilizing peat lands that were 

envisioned with the enactment of the existing policies and/or management 

practices related to peat lands. Consequently, questions are being raised 

regarding the nature of existing policies and management practices. More 

specifically, the proposals for the development qf peat lands have resulted 

in a considerable effort which focuses on the evaluation of the resources 

as well as the implications of alternative uses of the resource. In addition, 

the peat land related policies and management practices, where they exist, 
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are also being considered in light of the recent proposals. 

There are two basic approaches to the process of policy evaluation and 

development. The first approach, and the least informed of the two, is to 

consider the problem as a unique problem and restrict one's considerations 

exclLsively to the immediate problem and situation. The second approach is 

facilitated if information is available which identifies the sources of the 

other efforts. More specifically, it is useful to know which other states 

are or have wrestled with the policy problem. Contacts can then be made 

regarding the details of the efforts. It is toward these ends that this 

project was developed. It may be possible to transfer the knowledge gained 

in one situation to the current pol icy development efforts. Before such 

transfers can take place the sources of the information need to be identified. 

This study is directed toward meeting objectives related to information 

that might be useful to those interested in peatland management and policy 

development. This report presents a broad overview of existing peat 

management practices and policies. In addition, information is included 

which provides a basis for a comparative description of the peat resources. 

The study is intended to provide: (a) a point of departure for development 

and/or modification of peat land management policies, (b) a reference source 

for those interested in peat management. Because of the combination of the 

two objectives, the report follows a format which presents a narrative 

describing the findings and an appendix which contains the raw data and a 

set of references if the reader wishes to pursue the data further. It is 

anticipated that the report will not provide answers to all or even most of the 

questions that the reader might desire to have answered. Certainly, the 

reader is encouraged to use the appendices to continue the process of exploring 

further those areas that require additional information. 
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POLICY 

The objectives of this study pertain to the problem of developing a 

peatland management policy. As indicated the study reports the findings of 

research focusing on the current peatland management policies of states in 

the United States. The development of peatland management policies and the 

description of existing policies can be most informative if the nature of 

policy is understood. 

Policy is a term that has a history of havirig a number of different meanings 

associated with it. This fact contributes to the problem of establishing a 

peatland management policy, or any policy for that matter. One of the general 

definitions of policy is offered by J.A. Ponsioen. He defines policy as 

"a continuous and deliberate activity aimed at a remote purpose or 
ideal which becomes realized progressively according to circumstances, 
possibilities, resistance, stimulating forces and counter-forces. 11 2 

While Ponsioen presents a general definition of policy it is apparent that 

although the definition is brief it is also complex. The complexity of the 

problem of defining policy is evidenced in a discussion by Freeman and Sherwood. 

While their discussion focuses on "social pql icy 11
, the definition is instructive 

and useful for researching policy related to the management of peatlands. More 

specifically, their definition considers policy ~s a philosophical concept, 

a product, a process, and a framework for action The authors indicate it 

is possible to distinguish between four different uses or definitions of policy: 

2,J.A. Ponsieon, 11 General Theory of Social Welfare Policy, 11 in J.A. Ponsieon 
ed., Social Welfare Policy--Contributions to Theor , The Hague, The Netherlands; 
Mounton and Company Publishers, 1962 Vol. III, Seiner Maior, Publications 
of the Institute of Social Studies} p. 18. 
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(1) 11 Social pol icy as a philosophical concept. In an abstract sense, 
social policy is the principle whereby members of large organizations 
and political entities collectively seek enduring solutions to the 
problems that affect them--almost the opposite, that is, of rugged 
individualism. 

(2) Social policy as a product. Viewed as a product, social policy 
consists of the conclusions reached by persons concerned with the 
betterment of community conditions and social life, and with the 
amelioration of deviance and social disorganization. Often the 
product is a document--what the British call a 'white paper'-­
which lays out the intended policy for an organization or political 
unit. 

(3) Social policy as a process. Here social policy is the fundamental 
process by which enduring organizations maintain an element of 
stability and at the same time seek to improve conditions for their 
members. Existing social policies are usually never fully developed. 
They are continually modified in the face of changing conditions and 
values. 

(4) Social policy as a framework for action. As a framework for action, 
social policy is both product and process. It assumes the availability 
of a well-delineated policy which is to be implemented within the 
context of potential changes in the values, structure and conditions 
of the groups affected. 11 3 

3Freeman, Howard E. and Clarence C. Sherwood. 
Policy. Englewood Cliffs, N.J. Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

11 
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When policy is used in the sense of philosophical concept it is often 

in terms that are appealing but are often platitudes. In the area of natural 

resources policy area the use of policy as a philosophical concept is represented 

in a statement 1 ike: managdng the environment for i:he benefit of all 11 or "manage 

peatlands so as to bring development and environmental interests in harmony." 

There is an apparent commitment to do something (manage) and all will benefit 

similarily or at least satisfactorily. The latter condition is unlikely to 

be reached, if not impossible. 

When conceived as a product, policy is viewed as a specific issue or 

problem to be dealt with or resolved. The resolution or end is the focus 

of the "pol icy". In the area of peat management this might include "increasing 

employment", preserving environmental quality, etc. When this is contrasted 

to po 1 icy as process or what might be ca 11 ed pro(:edµre, rather than product, 

the emphasis is on how something is to be done, not the results that are to 

obtain. In the area of peat land management this might include emphasis on the 

procedures for application for permits, the amount of land under lease, and 

classification of ownership of the resource. lmplicit in the procedures is 

some rationale for implementation. When policy is used as "process" the 

rationale is at best implicit. 

When the process and product definitions of policy are combined the 

result is a "framework". That is,the specification$ of outcome or at least 

desired as expected outcomes are related to the methods, practices and/or 

procedures for attaining the 11 product 11
• 

The policies related to peatland management that are currently in effect 

represent to varying degrees all forms of the definitions of policy. Ideally, 

the po 1 i ci es for the management of peatl ands would a 11 ow the "po 1 icy as 

framework" definition. 
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It has been pointed out earlier that peat is a resource 

which has recently come to be a focal point for management 

policy discussions. As a resource, peat is of interest because 

people are able to use it to satisfy some need or desire. The 

value of all resources is determined by its use or potential use 

by people and by the effect that the resource has on people. 

The development of management policy for a resource is 

confounded by the fact that the resource and its use affects 

people in different ways. Thus, management of a resource includes 

processes or "management practices" often referred to as the 

"management pol icy" which involves the control of the resource 

and/or the resource setting. The relationship between the 

procedures and the product or outcome of the management as inter­

preted by people is the nexus problematic to the development of 

policy as a framework . 

As applied to peatland management, the existence of this 

type of pol icy "the framework type", requires a high degree of 

knowledge and technological sophistication regarding the procedures 

for managing the resource and a clear and intelligent articulation 

of the products that the processes or procedures should be directed 

toward attaining. While this study does not attempt to specifically 

assess the quality of the management DOlicies in these terms, 

it is clear that such an assessment is an appropriate next step 

in the process of reviewing and possibly revising existinq peatland 

management policy. 
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METHODOLOGY 

As d~atGral re~o~rce the ownership of the peatlands falls in a number of 

categories. Thepeat may be on privately owned land or on land owned by a 

unit of government. ' The governmental uni ts owning land with deposits of peat 

ranges from local to federal ownership. In addition, the governmental units that 

have responsibi~itfes f6r ~siablishing and administering policies related to the 

management'of peatland~ also varies. 

This study· is concerned primarily with peatlands that are under state or 

local level Jurisdiction for policy development and/or management plan implemen­

tation. The state leve1 agency in most states. which is responsible for.the 

management'of Tand, including wetlands, is the Department of Natural Resources 

or an equivalent agency with a different name. In addition, the Office of 

the , State Geologist '( l.is'Gs) in e'ach state al so serves as a useful source of 

i nformatiOn regarding 'peat and the management of the peatl ands. The Office of 

the State Conservationist (SCS) is responsible for soil classificaiton and 

as a ~~sult c~n provid~ peat related informaiion. 

'A qUestionnaire4 was designed which incorporated the questions that the 

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) WilS using to obtain data from 

rnajor peat states for use in their study related to peat as a source of fuel 

for poWef generators:5 As a result, some of the data presented in this report 

tan also be found in the '1Peatas a Power Plant Fuel" report. 

4see appendix for a copy of the.questionnaire. 
5The data collected by MDNR are included in the report: "Potential'of Peat 

As A Power Plant Fuel Part I - Present Perspectives for Peat Decision Making". 
Prepared by Philip Pippo, Department of Natural Resources, Division of Minerals, 
St. Paul, Minnesota. November, 1977. 
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The focus of this study is oriented primarily toward the utilization of 

peat for commercial purposes. Commercial as used in the generic sense in this 

study pertains to the use of peat for the following purposes: agriculture and 

horticulture uses, as a chemical feedstock, as a fuel, and for other commercial 

purposes such as packing material, litter, etc. 

Four major conceptual areas are covered by the study in order to focus on 

the commercial use of peatland. First, an attempt was made to determine the 

existence and nature of current peatland management policies. Second, the 

study focuses on the nature and extent of the commercialization of peat. More 

specifically the research focuses on commercialization as it relates to the 

extraction of peat. The future of peat in the states provides the third major 

area of four for the study. The fourth and final area covered is concerned 

with the availability of information about peat as a resource and the existence 

and level of activity focusing on peat policy development. 

A questionnaire was developed and was mailed to the following types of 

agencies in each of the fifty states and Puerto Rico. 6 

1. Department of Natural Resources or equivalent 
agency. 

2. State Geologist - (Director of the State 
Geological Survey). 

3. State Conservationist (State representative 
of the Soil Conservation Service). 

These three agencies were thought to be the ones most consistently 

involved and knowledgeable about peat in each of the states. Responses were 

obtained from all fifty stcttes and Puerto Rico. It should be noted that not all 

three agencies responded from each state. In some cases questionnaires were 

forwarded to other agencies for response. 

6see Appendix for agency listings and addresses. 

15 



The reader should note that there are two sources of bias that should be 

considered as having possible effects on the data. First, the study is oriented 

primarily to the commercialization of peat. It is not designed to address 

specific questions regarding the use of peat lands for non-commercial purposes 

such as natural/wildlife areas or recreation areas. This bias is by design. 

Second, there may be inadequacies in the data due to the nature of the questions 

and the extent to which the responding agencies had complete knowledge about 

peatlands, peatland management policies and practices, and commercial peat 

operations. 

It is expected that although these biases exist, the error has been 

minimized by checking inconsistencies with other data such as those provided 

~ the Bureau of Mines and with persons knowledgable about peat in the United 

States. 

A final note regarding the nature of the data concerns the fact that the 

decision was made early in the study to limit the study in such a way so as to 

not go beyond state level policy. The study of Federal management policies and 

practices regarding peatlands are beyond the scope of this study. This should 

not be interpreted to mean that the peatland relat~d policy at the federal level 

does not merit study. The magnitude of the research problem which combined both 

state and federal peat related policy is so large ~s to exceed the preview 

of this study. 
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FINDINGS 

The four conceptual areas which provide the basis for the study -

policy, peat production, future of peat lands, and research and committee activity 

in policy development-represent the structure of the discussion of the findings. 

The findings are presented by first providing an overview using data from 

all of the states. Second, the findings are presented for those states with 

75 ,000 acres or more of "peat 1 and". Finally, the findings are presented for 

those states with commercial peat production. The three-part format provides 

the opportunity to present the data in a manner that facilitates the comparative 

analysis of the findings. It provides an overall picture of peatland management 

policy, the policy in the 11 large 11 peat states and the policy in ''peat producing" 

states. 

It should be noted that no attempt has been made to develop complete 

interpretations of the findings. Such interpretations are left to the reader. 

The data in Table 3A through 20 represents the frequency of responses 

to the questionnaire (See Appendix D). Tables 3A through 19A represent the 

total for all states including Puerto Rico. Tables 38 through 198 present 

the total for the 21 states producing peat in 1977 and Tables 3C through 19C 

present the data for the states with at least 75,000 acres of peatland. 

The data for each state for all of the questions on the questionnaire 

are presented in Appendix A. The data for the peat producing states on selected 

questions are presented in Appendix 8 and the data for related questions for 

the "large peatland 11 states are in Appendix C. In all cases the data in the 

appendices represent those summarized on the tables. 
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The nature of a resource is represented by its qualitative attributes. 

In addition,the amount or quantity of the resource is also an important 

variable. The data in Table 1 represents the number of acres of peat (organic 

soils) for each of the states and Puerto Rico. It should be noted that the 
' 

data represents surface measurements and not volumetric measures. The data 

in Table 1 are also represented in Figure 1 in order to provide a sense of the 

geographical distribution of peat. The first 26 states as inqicated by rank 

of acres of peat are those defined as the "large peat acreage states 11
• 

For the purpose of this report the decision on "large acreage" was made 

to include states with 75,000 or more acres of organic soils. This cut-off 

point, although somewhat arbitrary, is used since it also includes all of the 

"peat producing states". 

The second categorization used for presenting the data is the ''production 

states''. The data in Table 2 represents the rank of peat producing states 

according to 1976 and 1977 production data (in short tons). In addition, the 

data for the 1977 production ranks are presented in Figure 2. 
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ACREAGE OF ORGANIC SOILS IN THE UNITED STATES 7 
(Rank order of States including Puerto Rico) 

1. Alaska 27 000 000 
2. Minnesota 7 200 000 8 
3. Michigan 4 530 000 
4. Florida 3 000 000 
5. Wisconsin 2 830 000 
6. Louisiana 1 800 000 
7. North Carolina 1 200 000 
8. Maine 772 000 
9. New York 648 000 

10. Hawaii 486 000 
11. Georgia 430 000 
12. Indiana 375 000 
13. Massachusetts 347 000 
14. Virginia 312 000 
15. Washington 200 000 
16. California 166 000 
17. New Hampshire 151 000 
18. Ohio 122 000 
19. Iowa 118 000 
20. Alabama 115 000 
21. New Jersey 113 000 
22: Montana 110 000 
23. Illinois 104 000 
24. Connecticut 100 000 
25. Mississippi 75 000 
26. South Carolina 75 000 
27. Oregon 67 000 
28. Vermont 60 000 
29. Pennsylvania 39 071 
30. Rhode Island 23 700 
31. Puerto Rico 22 208 
32. Maryland 21 547 
33. Idaho 13 600 
34. Colorado 10 000 
35. Texas 10 000 
36. Wyoming 5 500 
37. Utah 4 500 
38. Missouri 4 000 
39. Delaware 3 890 
40. Nevada 2 000 
41. West Virginia 1 500 
42. Nebraska 1 000 
43. North Dakota 1 000 
44. Arizona -0-
45. Arkansas -0-
46. Kansas -0-
47. Kentucky -0-
48. New Mexico -0-
49. Oklahoma -0-
50. South Dakota -0-
51. Tennessee -0-

Total 52,666,000 

?Acreage of organic soils obtained from Regional Technical 
Service Center 2nd compiled by William E. HcKinzie, 
Assistant Principal Soil Correlator Hidwest Region, Soil 
Conservation Service. 

8 Minn;;.sota acreage provided by Professor Rouse Farham, 
Department of Soil Science, University of Minnesota. 
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'.!'ABLE 2 

RANK OF PEAT PRODUCTION FOR PEAT PRODUCING STATES 

PRODUCTION RANK 1976 9 PRODUCTION RANK 1977 10 
(SHORT TONS) '(SHORT TONS) 

1. Michigan 1. Michigan 

2. Indiana 2. Florida 

3. Illinois 3. Illinois 

4. Florida 4. Colorado 

5. New York 5. Indiana 

6. Colorado 6. New York 

7. Minnesota 7. New Jersey 

8. New Jersey 8. Minnesota 

9. South Carolina 9. Iowa 

10. Washington 10. Pennsylvania 

11. Wisconsin 11. South Carolina 

12. Maine 12. Wisconsin 

13. Ohio 13. Ohio 

14. Maryland 14. Washington 

15. Maine 

16. Maryland 

17. Massachusetts 

18. New Mexico 

19. North Dakota 

9 ·Advance Data on Peat in 1976, U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines, 
Washington, D.C., November 1977. Includes the states with producers allowing 
production data to be released by U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines 
(California, Georgia, Iowa, Massachusetts, Montana, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, 
requested this production data not be released.) 

IO.Advance data on Peat 1977 U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Mines, 
Washington, D.C., September, 1977. California, Georgia and Montana data 
withheld by request. 
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Peat Land Policies 

Legal Status of Peat 

One of the considerations in developing peat land policy which has implications 

for other po 1 i ci es concerns th1~ 11 1 ega l status" of peat. Leg a 1 status does not 

in this case refer to a court tested determination of the legal classification 

of peat lands. Rather, it refers to the generic legal classification applied 

to peat lands in each state. 

Mineral is the most common category used to classify peat. This is true 

for all states (Table 3A), for the peat producing states Table 3B, and for the 

large acreage states, Table 3C. THe data show that 14 states do not have a 

"legal status" for peat. Nine (9) of those states are in the large states 

category and five (5) are peat producing states. The next most common category 

used to cl ass i fy the 11 lega1 status" of peat is the 11 Horti cul tu re category. 11 

Mechanisms for Regulation 

A number of types of mechanisms are used to regulate peat land use. The 

data in Table 4A summarizing the six major categories of regulatory mechanism. 

Mining related regulations are the most common titles given for the peat land 

regulations. This is not different than what might be expected given that the 

most common "legal status" for peat is mineral category. 

The reader is referred to Appendix A for a listing of the titles of regulating 

mechanisms and the agencies responsible for regulating peat lands. The agencies 

were asked to indicate the title and number of the statute(s) used to regulated 

peat lands. To the extent that they were given, the titles and numbers and the 

regulating agencies are presented in Appendix A, Table A-1. 
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TABLE 3A: LEGAL STATUS OF PEAT (ALL STATES) 

LEGAL STATUS If OF STATES 

MINERAL 14 MINNESOTA: 

FUEL 0 

HORTICULTURE 7 

OTHER 2 

NO LEGAL STATUS 14 

NOT GIVEN 6 

NOT PEAT 8 

51 

TABLE 3B: LEGAL STATUS OF PEAT (PEAT PRODUCING STATES) 

LEGAL STATUS If QF STATES 

MINERAL lO 

FUEL 0 

HORTICULTURAL/AGRICULTURAL 4 

OTHER 4 

NO LEGAL STATUS 5 

21 

TABLE 3C: LEGAL STATUS OF PEAT (LARGE PEAT ACREAOE STATES) 

LEGAL STATUS If OF STATES 

MINERAL 10 

FUEL 0 

HORTICULTURAL/AGRICULTURAL 3 

OTHER (SURFACE) 2 

NO LEGAL STATUS 9 

NOT GIVEN 2 

26 

24 
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TABLE 4A: TYPE OF MECHANISMS USED FOR REGULATION OF PEATLAND MANAGEMENT 

SURFACE MINING ACTS 

MINING ACTS 

WETLAND LAWS 

MINEDLAND RECLAMATION ACTS 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACTS 

LOCAL ZONING REGULATIONS 

25 

MINNESOTA: STATUTE DNR COMMISSIONER 
RE: SALE OR LEASE 



Regulation of Extraction and Utilization 

The agencies were asked to indicate specific mechanisms that allowed 

the extraction of peat (Tables 5A through 5C) and the utilization of peat 

generally (Tables 6A through 6C). The most common mechanism for regulating the 

extraction of peat is the outright sale of the land. The next most common 

mechanism when considering 11 all states" is the use of a permit. The lease is 

the second most common mechanism for the "large acreage" states. A permit is 

the second most common extraction mechanism for the peat producing states. 

Lease is the third most common mechanism for peat producing states. While permit 

is the third most common extraction mechanism when considering a 11 states and 

also for the "large acreage" states. 

The utilization of peat land is regulated most commonly by Royalties, 

Rent Per Acre and Application Fees. In addition to being the most common 

three categories of utilization mechanism for "all states" they are the most 

common mechanism for "peat producing states" and the "large acreage" states. 

Rehabilitation and Bonding 

A topic of much concern, debate and legislative action involving the extractive 

industries relates to the rehabilitation of the area from which a material has 

been removed. Whether it is called reclamation or rehabilitation, the concept 

involves purposive action on the part of some one or some agency or business 

to attempt to convert the mined or extracted area to a condition that allows for 

future uses that meet some acceptable definition. The agencies were asked to 

indicate if rehabilitation (reclamation) of harvested or mineq peat lands was 

required. The data in Tables 7A, 78, and 7C in~icated that a total of 22 states 

require rehabilitation. A majority of both the 11 peat producing states 11 and the 

"large acreage 11 states require rehabilitation on harvested mined peat lands. 
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TABLE SA: MECHANISMS USED FOR THE REGULATION OF EXTRACTION OF PEAT (ALL STATES) 

LEASE 

PERMIT 

OUTRIGHT SALE 

LAND EXCHANGE 

OTHER 

II OF STATES* 

19 

18 

22 

s 

s 
(51) 

MINNESOTA: LEASE/ 
OUTRIGHT SALE 

*TOTAL NUMBER OF STATES IS LARGER THAN Sl SINCE STATES CAN USE 
MORE THAN ONE METHOD FOR REGULATING EXTRACTION OF PEAT. 

TABLE SB: MECHANISMS USED FOR THE REGULATION OF EXTRACTION OF PEAT (PEAT 
PRODUCING STATES) 

METHOD OF REGULATION II OF STATES* 

LEASE 10 

PERMIT 11 

OUTRIGHT SALE lS 

LAND EXHANGE 2 

OTHER 2 

NOT GIVEN 1 

*TOTAL NUMBER OF STATES IS LARGER THAN 21 SINCE STATES CAN USE 
MORE THAN ONE METHOD FOR REGULATING EXTRACTION OF PEAT. 

TABLE SC: REGULATION OF EXTRACTION OF PEAT (LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

METHOD OF REGULATION II OF STATES* 

LEASE 14 

PERMIT 9 

OUTRIGHT SALE 16 

LAND EXCHANGE 2 

OTHER 2 

NOT GIVEN 3 

NONE 1 
(26) 

*TOTAL NUMBER OF STATES IS LARGER THAN 26 SINCE STATES CAN USE 
MORE THAN ONE METHOD FOR REGULATING EXTRACTION OF PEAT. 
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TABLE 6A: MECHANISMS USED FOR THE REGULATION OF UTILIZATION OF THE PEATLAND 
(ALL STATES) 

METHOD OF REGULATION II OF STATES* 

APPLICATION 10 

RENT/ACRE 11 

ROYALTIES 12 

SIZE LIMIT 5 

TERMS 6 

VARIES 2 

NOT ESTABLISHED 12 

*TOTAL NUMBER STATES IS LARGER THAN 51 SINCE STATES CAN USE MORE 
THAN ONE METHOD FOR REGULATING UTILIZATION OF PEATLANDS. 

TABLE 6B: MECHANISMS USED FOR THE REGULATION OF UTILIZATION OF PEATLAND 
(PEAT PRODUCING STATES) 

METHOD OF REGULATION II OF STATES* 

APPLICATION 7· 

RENT/ACRE 6 

ROYALTIES 7 

SIZE LIMIT 2 

TERMS OF APPLICATION 2 

VARIES WITH DEPOSIT 2 

NOT GIVEN 6 

*TOTAL NUMBER STATES IS LARGER THAN 21 SINCE STATES CAN USE MORE 
THAN ONE METHOD FOR REGULATING UTILIZATION OF fEATLANDS. 

TABLE 6C: MECHANISMS USED FOR THE REGULATION OF UTILIZATION OF PEATLAND 
(LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

METHOD OF REGULATION It OF STATES* 

APPLICATION 6 

RENT/ACRE 8 

ROYALTIES 8 

SIZE LIMIT 3 

TERMS OF APPLICATION 2 

VARIES WITH DEPOSIT 1 

NOT GIVEN 8 

NONE 2 

*TOTAL NUMBER STATES IS LARGER THAN 2~ SINCE STATES CAN USE MORE 
THAN ONE METHOD FOR REGULATING UTILIZATION OF PEATLANDS. 
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TABLE 7A: REHABILITATION OF MINED PEATLANDS REQUIRED (ALL STATES) 

YES 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

NO PEAT 

ii OF STATES 

22 

10 

11 

8 

51 

MINNESOTA: NO 

TABLE 7B: REHABILITATION OF MINED PEATLANDS REQUIRED (PEAT PRODUCING STATES) 

YES 

NO 

ti OF STATES 

13 

8 

21 

TABLE 7C: REHABILITATION OF MINED PEATLANDS REQUIRED (LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

YES 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

29 

ti OF STATES 

15 

7 

4 

26 
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TABLE SA: BONDING REQUIRED FOR THE EXTRACTION OF PEAT (ALL STATES) 

If OF STATES 

YES 17 

NO 18 
MINNESOTA: NO 

NOT GIVEN 8 

NO PEAT 8 

51 

TABLE 8B: BONDING POLICY REQUIRED FOR THE EXTRACT(ION OF PEAT (PEAT PRODUCING 
STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 11 

NO 10 

21 

TABLE ac: BONDING POLICY REQUIRED FOR THE EXTRACTJON OF PEAT (LARGE PEAT 
ACREAGE STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 12 

' NO 10 

NOT GIVEN 4 

26 
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Bonding is a technique that is used to assure that there will be 

funds to cover the rehabilitation or reclamation of peat lands should the 

operator fail to follow through. A total of 17 states require bonding 

related to rehabilitation (Table 8A). E'even (11) ~eat 11 producing states'' and 12 

of the 11 large acreage states 11 require bonding to assure that rehabilitation is 

cover 1~d financially. These data are presented on Tables 88 and 8C respectively. 

Environmental Protection 

While the rehabilitation and bonding requirements relate primarily 

to the extracted peat lands, the environmental protection regulation generally 

relate to the harvesting or extraction of peat. The use of environmental impact 

statements if required are usually part of the process of applications for the 

use of peat lands. 

The data in Table 9A indicate that twenty-two states have some type 

of environmental constraints placed on the harvesting or mining of p~at resources. 

Over half (13) of the 21 producing states (Table 98) indicated that there were 

environmental protection constraints related to peat extraction. Similarly, 

over one half of-the 11 large acreage 11 states have environmental protection 

constraints related to peat extraction (Table 9C). 

When considering the requirement for environmental impact statements 

(EIS) on new operations or applications, only 13 of the states indicjted an 

EIS requirement. (Table lOA). The data in Tables 108 and lOC indicited that 

10 of the peat producing states and 12 of the 11 large acreage" states respectively 

require an EIS to be written on new applications or operations. 

Peat Production 

In order to provide a sense of the relevance of the peat land !Jolicy 

problem, the study was designed to collect data on the production of peat. 

The data pertaining to peat production are presented on Tables 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15A through C. 
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TABLE 9A: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION REGULATIONS ON EXTRACTION OF PEAT (ALL STATES) 

ti OF STATES 

YES 22 

NO 9 MINNESOTA: NOT SPECIAL 

NOT GIVEN 12 

NO PEAT 8 

51 

TABLE 9B: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION REGULATIOWS REL.A.TED TO PEAT EXTRACTION 
(PEAT PRODUCING STATES) 

fl OF Sl'AT:ES 

YES 13 

NO 7 

NOT GIVEN 1 

21 

TABLE 9C: ENVIRONMENTAL PRODUCTION REGULATIONS RELATED TO PEAT EXTRACTION 
(LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

YES 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

32 

If OF STA':I'ES 

lp 

6 

4 

26 
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TABV~ lOA: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REQUIRED ON NEW OPERATIONS 
(ALL STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 13 MINNESOTA: YES 

NO 17 

NOT GIVEN 13 

NO PEAT 8 

51 

TABLE lOB: ENVIROfil/'iENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REQUIRED FOR PEAT EXTRACTION 
(PEAT PRODUCTION STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 10 

NO 10 

NOT GIVEN 1 

21 

TABLE lOC: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REQUIRED FOR PEAT EXTRACTION 
(LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 12 

NO 10 

NOT GIVEN 4 

26 
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It has been pointed out previously that during 1977, twenty-one states 

were producing and selling peat. Only four of these states iridicated that at 

the time of the survey, there were active producing operations on state owned 

land. Those states are: Alaska, Louisiana, Minnesota and Montana. California 

had a peat operation on some type of government land other than state owned. The 

data in Table 11 indicate that a total of eight (8) peat operations are on 

state lands and the remaining 113 are on private lands. 

When considering only those states with 75,000 acres or more of peat 

land, 18 have commercial peat operations. These oata are presented in Table 12. 

All three types of peat - moss peat, reed sedge, and pe-at humus - are 

extracted in 18 of the 21 peat producing states (Table 13). It should be 

noted that more than one type of peat may be extracted in a state and therefore 

the total number of states would exceed the number of peat producing states. 

The data in Table 14 reveal that the 23 of the states have indicated the 

primary use of the extracted peat for horticulture/agricultural purposes. 

Commercial use of peat (packing, 1 i tter, etc. ) has only three ( 3) of the 

states indicating it as a primary use of the extracted peat. No states indicated 

extracted peat being used for chemical or fuel purposes. 

The discussion of peat policy and the producti·on of peat would not 

be complete without some indication of the significance of peat as a resource 

for the state. The data in Table 15A indicate that only eight (8) states 

had indicated that peat was a significant resoµrce. 

When considered by production rank (Table l5B) seven of the states 

have indicated that peat is a significant resource. Eight (8) of the states that 

have indicated that peat is a significant resource are in the group of states 

with 75,000 or more acres of peat (Table 15C). 
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TABLE 11: NUMBER OF COMMERSIAL PEAT OPERATIONS 

# OF OPERATIONS 

II ON STATE LAND 

# ON PRIVATE LAND 

TOTAL 

8 

11 3 

121 

MINNESOTA: 3 STATE 
3 PRIVATE 

TABLE 12: NUMBER OF STATES WITH COMMERCIAL PEAT OPERATIONS (LARGE PEAT 
ACREAGE STATES) 

NUMBER WITH 

NUMBER WITHOUT 

NOT GIVEN 

TABLE 13: TYPE OF PEAT EXTRACTED 

SPHAGNUM 

REED SEDGE 

PEAT HUMUS 

# OF STATES 

18 

6 

2 

26 

# OF STATES* 

18 

18 

18 

54 
*TOTAL NUMBER OF STATES GREATER THAN 21/SOME STATES EXTRACT MORE TRAN ONE 

TYPE OF PEAT. 

TABLE 14: PRIMARY USE OF EXTRACTED PEAT 

CHEMICAL 

COMMERCIAL (litter, packing 
material, etc.) 

FUEL 

HORTICULTURAL/AGRICULTURAL 

OTHER 

NOT GIVEN 

# OF STATES* 

0 

3 

0 

23"~* 

2 

1 

29 

MINNESOTA: HORTICULTURE/ 
AGRICULTURE 

*TOTAL NUMBER IS GREATER THAN 21, SOME STATES REPORTED MORE THAN ONE 
USE OF EXTRACTED PEAT. 

*~·~ALASKA AND IDAHO REPORTED PEAT EXTRACTED 
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TABLE 15A: SIGNIFICANCE OF PEAT AS A RESOURCE (ALL STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 8 MINNESOTA: ·YES 

NO 43 

51 
(2) MINNESOTA, (3) MICHIGAN, (4) FLORIDA, (9) NORTH CAROLINA, (12) INDIANA, 

(16) CALIFORNIA, (21) NEW JERSEY, (26) SOUTH CAROLINA 

NOTE: NUMBER IN PARENTHESIS ( ) INDICATES RAN~ OF ACREAGE OF PEAT LAND 

TABLE 15B: PEAT CONSIDERED A SIGNIFICANT RESOURCE (PEAT PRO:OUCING STATES) 

fl O~ STATES 

YES 7 

NO 14 

21 

TABLE 15C: PEAT CONSIDERED A SIGNIFICANT RESOURCE (LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

If OF STATES 

YES 8 

NO 16 

NOT GIVEN 2 

26 
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It is interesting to note that apparently only 5 of the 14 states 

with 250,000 or more acres of peat consider peat a significant resource. 

Similarly, only 5 of the top ten "peat producing states" responded that peat 

is a significant resource. 

Future of Peat Lands 

The review and development of peat land management policy requires not 

only data on current policy but also data pertaining to the future of the 

peat lands. Insights pertaining to future of peat lands can be learned from 

current activities and preferences related to the peat lands. Data were 

obtained which indicates the existence of pressure and activities related to 

the preservation and/or development of peat larids. 

The data in Tables 16A through 16C indicate that eight (8) states have 

pressure for preserving peat lands. Six of the states with pressure for 

preserving peat lands are peat producing states (Table 168). Seven of the 

states are in the group of states with 75,000 or more areas of peat land. 

It should be noted that these data do not reflect a 11 pub 1 i c opinion poll 1
1 

but rather the responses of governmental agencies to a question which attempted 

to determine if there was actually pressure for preserving the peat resource. 

In addition to pressure for preservation, it is important to know if 

there is pressure for developing the peat resource. The 'data in Tables 17A 

through 17C indicate that eight (8) states have pressure for developing the peat 

resource. 

Seven (7) of the states which indicated that there was pressure for 

developing the peat resource are currently peat producing states (Table 178). 
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TABLE 16A: PRESSURE FOR PRESERVING PEATLAND 

YES 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

NOT PEAT 

If OF STATES 

8 

25 

10 

8 

51 

STATES WITH PRESSURE FOR PRESERVING PEATLANDS; 

ILLINOIS MICHIGAN MONTANA NEW JERSEY 

NORTH CAROLINA WEST VIRGINIA WI$CONSIN 

MINNESOTA: YES 

MINNESOTA 

TABLE 16B: PRESSURE FOR PRESERVING PEATLANDS (PEAT PRODUCING STATES) 

11 OF STATES 

YES 6 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

14 

1 

21 

TABLE 16C: PRESSURE FOR PRESERVING PEATLANDS (LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 7 

NO 15 

NOT GIVEN 4 

26 

38 
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TABLE 17 A:. PRESSURE FOR DEVELOPIJ JG PEATJ ,AND 

ti OF STATES 

YES 8 MINNESOTA: YES 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

NO PEAT 

27 

8 

8 

51 

STATES WITH PRESSURE FOR DEVELOPING PEATLANDS: 

COLORADO ILLINOIS MAINE MICHIGAN 

NORTH CAROLINA MINNESOTA 

MONTANA 

TABLE 17B: PRESSURE FOR DEVELOPING PEATLANDS (PEAT PRODUCING STATES) 

ti OF STATES 

YES 

NO 

7 

14 

21 

:NEW JERSEY 

TABLE 17C: PRESSURE FOR DEVELOPING PEAT LANDS (LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

II OF STATES 

YES 

NO 

NOT GIVEN 

39 

7 

16 

3 

26 



The twq non-producing states with pressure for developing the peat resources 

are West Virginia and ~orth Carolina. North Carolina at this time has a 

large scale peat development effort underway in the state. 

When considering the 11 large acreage" peat states (Table 17C) seven (7) 

states expressed the existence of pressure for the development of the peat 

resource. 

One way of operationalizing pressure for development of the peat 

resource into clear behavior terms is to determine if there are applications for 

the development of peat lands. The data in Table 18 indicate that 7 states 

had at least one application pending for the development of peat resource. 

TABLE 18 APPLICATIONS PENDING FOR DEVELOPMENT OF PEATLANDS 

STATE # OF APPLICATIONS PURPOSE OF APPLICATION 

LOUISIANA .. 1 HORTICULTURE 

MAINE 3 HORTICULTURE.& PROCESS & FUEL 

MICHIGAN 2 HORTICULTURE & PROCESS 

NORTH CAROLINA 1 MUVI'IPLE 

OHIO 2 NOT GIVEN 

PENNSYLVANIA 2 HORTICULTURE 

MINNESOTA 5 MULTIPLE 

Two of the states, Pennsylvania and Louisiana are states with less 

than 75,000 acres of peat land. All of the states, except North Carolina, were 

commercially extracting and se 11 i ng peat in 1977 

There are a number of uses for peat and for peat lands. The agencies 

were asked to indicate if the state had a preferred use of the peat resource, 

horticultural and agricultural uses and use as a natural wildlife area were 
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the most often mentioned areas of preferred use. When considering the peat 

producing states, the data in Table 19B reveal that the majority of the states 

have no preferred use. The same is true for the states with 75,000 or more 

acres of peat land (Table 19C). As is the case with the 11 all states 11 data, 

the next most preferred uses for the "producing states 11 and the u-large acreage 11 

states are the horticulture/agriculture and natural wildlife categories. 

One of the major considerations for the future of peat lands or any 

resource that is to be managed is the existence of a long range strategy for 

the development or non-development of the resource. The agencies were asked 

to r~spond to the question, "does your state have a long-range strategy for 

the development (or ncn-development) of the peat resource?" The data in Table 

20 show that none of the responding agencies for any of the states had indicated 

. that such a strategy existed in their respective states. That is, apparently, 

none of the states have a long-range peat development strategy or at least none 

of the states indicated that there is some type of long-term plan or strategy 

to be used for making decisions regarding the management of the peat resource. 

Peat Land Information and Committee Activity 

It has been pointed out earlier that there is an increasing interest in 

peat as a resource. With the increase in interest, has come an increase in 

activity both in the realm of policy review and development as well as in the 

area of research. The Minnesota Peat Project, of which this report is a part, 

exemplifies the increasing interest and activity. The increase in interest and 

activity has increased the feasibility and the necessity for sharing i nforma ti on. 

The survey attempted to obtain data on two types of activities related to additional 

info~mation about peat lands in the states. The two types of informations are: 

1) p~at inventory, and 2) committee activity related to use and/or regulation of 

peat. The state by state data are presented in Appendix A, Table A-5. 
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TABLE 19A: PREFERRED USE OF PEAT AS A RESOURCE 

PREFERRED USES 

CHEMICAL' 

COMMERCIAL 

FUEL 

HORTICULTURAL & AGRICULTURAL 

NATURAL WILDLIFE AREA 

NO PREFERRED USE 

NOT GIVEN 

NO PEAT 

If OF STATES 

0 

0 

0 

6 

5 

24 
10 

8 

TABLE 19B: PREFERRED USE OF STATE PEATLANDS (fEAT fRODUCING STATES) 

PREFERRED USES 

CHEMICAL 

tt OF STATES 

0 

COMMERCIAL <litter' packing' 
etc.) 

0 

FUEL 

HORTICULTURAL/AGRICULTURAL 

NATURAL/WILDLIFE 

OTHER 

NO PREFERRED USE 

0 

4 

2 

1 

15 

TABLE 19c: PREFERRED USE OF STATE PEATLANDS (LARGE PEAT ACREAGE STATES) 

PREFERRED USES 

CHEMICAL 

ti OF STATES 

0 

COMMERCIAL (litter' packing' 
etc.) 

0 

FUEL 

HORTICULTURi.L/ AGRICULTURAL 

NATURE/WILDLIFE 

OTHER 

NO PREFERRED USE 
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TABLE 20: LONG RANGE STRATEGY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF PEAT AS A RESOURCE 

I If· OF~ STATES 

I 
i. /. 

I 

I 
,,. -·'' 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 43 

I 



The agencies were asked to respond to a set of questions which asked if 

a peat inventory had been done, who had done the inventory and which method(s) 

was used. The term peat inventory was defined as a description of the peat 

resource in terms of location, amount, type, etc. Nineteen (19) states 

indicated that some type of peat inventory has been done. 

Some type of peat inventory has been done in eight (8) of the 15 states 

with the 50,000 or more acres of peat and in 12 of the 26 states with 75,000 

or more acres of peat. When considering those states producing peat in 1977 

the data show that 14 of the 21 peat producing states have had some type of 

peat inventory done. 

The peat inventories were generally done by a state agency and the most 

frequently employed method was field mapping of the resource. Nine of the 

states: California, Florida, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, 

Pennsylvania, Washington, indicated that at least one technique in addition 

to field mapping has been used in the peat inventory. 

In addition to peat inventory activity, the survey also attempted to 

determine whether or not legislative and/or administrative committees which 

have done or are currently doing research regarding the use and/or 

regulation of peat. Only four states indicated that such committees 

had existed .or currently are in existence. Those states with suth 

committees are Iowa, Michigan, Minnssota and South Carolina. 

A 1 l fo u r -s ta t e s -; n ~ i c a t e d a d m i n i s t r a ti v e l e v e l c om rn i. t t e e s . 

Only Minnesota indicated a legislative committee. 
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SUMMARY 

One of the major problems facing the State of Minnesota in the area of 

peatlands is the refinement of the current laws and policies related to the 

management of the peatlands. This peatlands policy study is directed toward 

the objective of providing an overview of the peatlands policies in other 

states. The rationale for the study is based on the premise that it is useful 

to know the "state of the art 11 regarding current peatland policies and practices 

in order to place the Minnesota policy review and development in a proper 

perspective. 

The complete detailing of all of the policies in all of the states is not 

the orientation of the study. Rather a questionnaire was mailed to the 

Departments of Natural Resources (or equivalent agency), the Director of the 

State Geological Survey, and the State Conservationist (SCS) of all of the states 

and Puerto Rico. The questionnaire was designed to determine (1) the existence 

of management policies and the general nature of the regulating mechanisms, 

(2) the nature of commercial operations and uses of the extracted peat, (3) 

future of the peatlands and strategies for managing those lands, (4) existence 

of peatland surveys and research on use and regulations. 

ln developing a theoretical framework for the study a brief discussion of 

the use of the concept policy is presented. Generally, policy can be and has 

been used to mean (1) a philosophical concept, (2) a product, (3) a process, and 

(4) a framework for action. It is apparent from the research that peatlands 

management pol icy, as it presently exists in the United States is generally of 

the process type--that is, it is generally comprised of activities, requirements, 

legislation and procedures. Some evidence was found to indicate that objectives 

are stated specifically along with the processes. The "framework for action"--
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which includes both product and process--is yet to be realized to an appreciable 

extent in current peatlands policies. 

The findings of the study are presented in four sections: Peatland Policies, 

Peat Production, Future of Peatlands, and Peatland Information and Committee 

Activity. 

Policy 

The two major considerations regarding policy are first the legal status 

of peatlands and the mechanisms for regulating peatlands. When given a 

specific and separate legal status, peat is most often consiqered a mineral. 

The regulation of peatlands is based on a wide variety of legislative acts 

including surface mining laws, mining acts, wet land laws, mined land recJamation 

acts, environmental quality acts and local zoning ordinances. 

In addition to many states not having a specific legal status defined 

for peat, many states do not have policies for the regulation of the utilization 

of peatlands. Of those that do have regulations of the utilization, application 

fees, rent per acre and royalties are the most often used. 

The extraction of peat is regulated by lease, permit and outright sale. 

Approximately one-third of the states use one or more of these three mechanisms 

for regulating extraction of peat. 

When considering rehabilitation or protection of lands disturbed by 

peat extraction, 22 of the states have rehabilitation policies, 17 have 

bonding requirements, 22 have environmental protection regul~tions and 13 

require environmental impact statements. 

The most common distribution of revenue generated by the extraction of 

peat is to a special fund--generally at the state level. 
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Production 

The commercial operations producing peat are for the most 

part on private land. It should be noted that this is generally 

not the case in Minnesota. The peat that is extracted commercially 

in l he peat producing states includes all of the major types of 

peat: Sphagnum, reed sedge and peat humus. 

As might be expected the majority of states indicated that 

the primary use of the extracted peat was for horticultural/ 

agricultural purposes with some additional commercial use. The 

additional commercial use means the,use of peat for packing 

material, litter, etc. None of the states indicated that peat was 

being extracted primarily for fuel or chemical uses. 

When considering the significance of the resource, only 

eight (8) states indicated that peat was a significant resource in 

that state. The states are: Michigan, Florida, North Carolina, 

California, Indiana, New Jersey, South Carolina and Minnesota. 

Future of Peatlands 

The direction of the future of peatlands is evidenced by the 

indication that eight states responded that there was pressure 

for preserving the peatlands. Six of those states indicated that 

there was pressure for developing the peatlands. Seven states 

currently have applications pending or anticipated related to the 

development of peatlands. Maine, North Carolina and Minnesota 

have applications pending (either officially or unofficially) 

for uses other than horticultural or commercial (packing or litter) 

uses such as peat for fuel. 

A majority of the states responded that there was not an 

official preferred use of the peatlands. Similarly, none of the 

states indicated that there existed a strategy for the management 

of peat as a resource. 
47 
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Conclusions 

In conclusion, it appears that peatland management policy in the 
l 

United States is not well developed. Those policies which are in existence 

tend to specify procedures and regulations, or what might be called process 

policy. Little exists, or at least is apparent from this research, to suggest 

that there is anything in the way of well~defined framework for action which 

links the regulations and procedures with goals and objectives. 

Minnesota is definitely on the 11 leading edge 11 of the peat poHcy de­

velopment problem. Unfortunately, that edge is presently quite 11 dull 11 and 

is in need of a great deal of care as the 11 honing process 11 begins and continues. 

Further, states should be aware of the pitfalls of attempting to do a ''direct 

transfer" of policy from some other state to their particular situation. 

Most policies appear to be process policies in which the goals and objectives 

are not included or not stated, or even worse, not known. A state, by attempting 

to 11 borrow" one of the existing 11 policies", in all likelihood may adopt a 

set of procedures which are oriented toward a set of goals and objectives 

quite unlike those that are the primary goals and objectives toward which 

its efforts are to be directed. Much can be lea.rned from the policies of 

other states but the ownership of the resource and the purposes for managing 

the resource must be understood and clarified pefore uadoption" or 11 transfer 11 

of policies should be attempted. 
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APPENDIX A 

State by State 
Questionnaire Responses 

TABLE Al through A5 
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TABLE Poli~icA Related to the 
Regulation of Pcntlnnds 

Mechanisms tor the 
Regulation of Peat 

,_.bl_r1ds ____ 
I 

Alabama Numerous (None specifically 
mentioned) 

No laws _relating 
Alaska specifically to peat 

Arizona No Peat 

Arkansas No Peat 

Not regulated specifically 

California Local ordinance 
Senate Bill 756 

Not regulated specifically 

Colorado 

Inland & Tidal Wetlands 
Connecticut Acts 

Delaware No Commercial Production 

Fl id ~ineral Lease on State 
or a Lands/P.eclamation 

-------
Georgia Georgia Surface Mining Act 

of 1968 

Hawaii Not regulated 

Idaho Surf ace Mining Act 
Idaho (Title L17 Chapter 15 Idaho 

Code) 

Surf ace-Mining Land 
Illinois Conservation & Reclamation 

Act 

Indiana None specifically 

Iowa None specified 

Kansas No Peat 

Kentucky No Peat 
-----·-

Not Given 
Louisiana 

----------
The Maine Mining Law for 

Maine state owned land/Title 
10 Chapt. 4()1, Revist'd 
Statutes, 1964/Chapt 339 

Marylan<i 
Maryland Commercial 
Fertiliz<:r Lm• 

--

Regulating Agency 

-

None specifically - those empowere<l 
with controlling water & air 
pollution & reclamation 

DNR - Division of Lands 

No Peat 

No Peat 

State Division of Mines and Geology 
and County 

I 

Mine Land Reclamation Board 
Division of Mines, EPA 
Dept. of Health, County Planning 

Local municipality 
State 

Not Given 

Florida Department of Natural 
Resources/Div. of Resource Mgmnt. 

Not Given 

None 

Idaho Department of Land 

Department of Mines & Minerals & 
Illinois EPA 

Local or county zoning boards 

None specified 

No Peat 

No Peat 

Coastal Zone Management 
U.S. Corps of Engineers 

Maine Geological Survey 
Bure~u of Public L.-mds 

Maryland Dept of Agdcult4re 

!'---------

Legal Status Mechanisms for 
of .Peat the Extraction 

of Peat 

Ill 
:I 

.-t ... QI QI 

l~ 
."l .-t ~o 

"' i:: 
tl'l C/l c:! 
,...; ..... 'ti 

,...; :I «I .c: >: 

"' CJ ()() ... ()() i'.<l ,.. 
::! QI QI •.-1 .,... ,.. 

QI .-t .-l (/) e ,.. "O <!) 
i:: Q) ,.. Cll 8 c .c: 
~ ::I 0 0 Q) Q) :3 ..... 

pr., :-.t: z .-l i:i.. 0 

x x x 

x x 

x x x x 

x x x 

x I 

x i one 

---. 

x x x 

x x x x 

x rone 

x x 

l 
x xi 

i 

x x x 

x x x x 

x x x 

x x x 
·-

x x 
>---- --·-1--

~'""'h==loal wnfog 11"'"""''' ~~ None specified 

_J ___ or·dinJnce1;, permits x x x 
-t---- ------+-··--,'. --- -- --- ---·- --

!Sect 404 Pl 92-50 U.S. IU.~. Corps of Englnc~rs 

i''"' 
Michtgan Corps of EngincPrs, D.A. :'-Heh DNR - Water Manag<!menc 

xi 
I I I )45 1972 Inland Lake;i & 1Divislu11 

I Streams A.:-t Mlcn DNll I x x ! x( 
--------- -----··~--------- -·---- ! - ----·----------- ___ , __ J --

• • 
I 
I 

• 
I 

• 
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TABLE Al (CONT) 

~ ';;1 ~ ,_J ~ 8 .t -g Ji M M QJ QJ •M '-' I M ~ ~~ I : j....~ I~ If~ 
__________ .... i!_ -~ ~_.i .g - _A ~- trj . -~ 

State Statute Chapter 92.461 Dep<irtme·~-~Afural-Resources/ 
Subdivisions 1 & 2/ Chapter County Auditor Otl er "' 

Minnesota 282. 04 Subdivision 1 

Mlssi8s1ppi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

Uouse Bill 606 (1977) 

No Commercial Production 

Hardrock Mining Law Title 
50 Chapter 12 RCM 1947/ 
Title 81 Chapt 7 RCM 1947 

No hat 

No Peat 
---------!----------------· 
New Hampshire Incomplete Data 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

Local Zoning Ordinances 

No Peat 

t-1.ineral Resources (Mined 
Land Reclamation) Part 
/~20/Environmental Conserva­
tion Law 23,2903, etc.) 

Mining Act of 1971 
North Carolina G.S. 74-46 thru 74-68 

G.S. 1~3-350 thru 359 

P2.rth Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Not given 

Ohio Revised Code Chapter 
1514/Surface Mine Law 

No Peat 

Missi~sippi Geological Survey 

Dept of State Lands, U.S. Forest 
Service, Bureau of Land Management 

No Peat 

No Peat 

Not Given 

Local zoning boards 

NY Dept of Environment~l Conservation 
Bureau of Mineral Resources 

Dept of Natural Resources & Community 
Development 

Not given 

Ohio Dept of Natural Resources -
Division of Reclamation 

No Peat 

Sui fac 

x 

x 

x 

x x 

x x x x 

x x 

x x x x x 

x x 

x x 

x x x x 

x x 
x 

x 

- ---· -- - -- ------·--------·- --------------------t-+--t--t--1----11---+-t-+--l 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

Incomplete Data 

Surface Non-coal Mining 
Operations Subchapter E 

No Commercial. 

South Carolina Mining Act 
South Carolina 1973 (58) 314 Code 63-711 

thru 63-733 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

No Peat 

No Peat 

Texas Surface Minjng and 
Reclamation Act 

Not given 

Act 250 Title 10 Part 5 
Chapter 151 

Wetlands Act 

Rew 79-·01. 124 
79-01. 132 
79-01.17t. 
79-01. l 68 

79-01. 176 
79-01. 201 
For State 
owned land 

Not Given 

Bureau of Surface Mine Reclamation 

Not Given 

South Carolina Land Resources 
Conservation Corrnnission 

No Peat 

No Peat 

Surface Mining & Reclamation 
Division of the Railroad Commission 

Utah Oil & Gas & Mining Commission 

Dept of Environmental Conservation 

Marine Resources Commission 

Department uf Natural Resources 

':d 

x x x 

x x 

x x x x x 

x x x 

x x 

x x 



TABLE !!:!___ Policies Related to the Manaqement of Peatlands* 

Mechanisms for 
the Regulation of the / 

Utilization of 
Peat Lands 

None 

x 

Rehabilitation 
of Mineral 
Peat Land 

Required 

yes no 

x 

x 

. ~~vironmental 
Bonding Required I E Protection 
For Extraciton Constraints on 

of Extraction of 
Peat Peat 

yes no no 

x 

x 

x x 

x x 

Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Required on 
New Operation 

yes no 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Distribution of 
Revenue 

Generated by 
Extraction of 

Peat 

Royalties paid 
to land owner 

Special Funds 

Land Owner 

ldahcol.__::X:__J __ x::_-i-__:_X::_-i-_:x:__-1-...:.:.x~-l--~~--l~-=x~~-l--~~~-+-~_.:;_x~-+~--~-+-~-x~~t-~~~-t-~~x~-tE_n_d_o_wm~e-n_t~F·-u-n_d1 

X X X X X X X Special Fund; 
MainEeL__:.:_-1-~.:__j_~.:_+-~~+-~~-l-__.::__~+-~~~-+~....::.:~~+-~~~-+~....:...~-t~~~--j!--~~~-r~~~-t~Re~v-e1~~u-e--:f~r-o-n:7·---J 

x 

* States with no orqanic soils omitted from ~able. 
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Sales Tax 
General Fund 

Land Aquisitiori 
Trust Fund 

I 
I 
I 

• • 
I 
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TABLE .Al...__ Commercial Peat Operations • Rank of Production 
Number of Commercial Type of Peat Primary Use of Peat 

Peat Operati<Jns Extractions Extractions Rank of Access • - Peat a 
tll "" Significant 
i::: 
0 oo,-. Resource 

.-t i:l H ... ..... Ill 
Cl! .l&! .µ 

'ti I.; () .µ 
'ti 3 Ill 111....i .....,, 

"i::I "i::l 8' ..e:P'i .-1 llJ 

! i::: \'il.-1 .... 
~ '"'<ll Ill 

II.I ..... Ill ; """ :::i I-> (!) 
.w 0 00 

.-I 
co ... ::i e Ill ~ .. ~ 

..,, ..... :l .:: ... ()) 'I;, Q) Cl! () ~ !ti .-t ,i:: i:: Ul ::i:: u 1-1 (.) ;j ... 1-1 .w .-1 bO -g Ill ..-i (.) H 
Q) Cl'l p., 0 ro l1 '"Cl ... ~ .-1 +J.,., ()) ... Cl.I Cl! ()) Cl.I lo< H ii l:l 

5 l5 8 0 i::i.. Cl.I Q) a 0 ::I ~~ ~ Yes No E-t Cl) p:: p., (.) r.r., 0 

• • 
Alabama 0 x 20 x 

-
Alaska 3 3 x x l x • Arizona - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x 

Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x 

California 3 3 x x x x c 16 x 

Colorado 9 x x x x 4 34 x 

Connecticut 24 x 

Delaware 39 x 

Florida 9 9 x x x x 2 4 x 

Georgia 2 2 x x x c 11 x 
I 

Hawaii 10 x 

Idaho x 33 x 

Illinois Not g ven x x x x 3 23 x I 
Indiana 18 18 x x x 5 12 x 

Iowa 4 4 x x x x 9 19. x 

Kan$as - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x 

Kentucky - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x 

Louisiana x 6 x 

Maine 4 x x x x x 15 8 x 

Marv land 1 1 x x 16 32 x I 
Massachusetts 3 3 x x x x 17 13 x 

Michigan 16 16 x x x x l 3 x 

Minnesota 3 3 6 x x x 8 2 x 

Mississippi 25 x • Missouri 38 x 

Montana 2 4 6 x x x x c 22 x 

Nebraska 1 1 x x 42 x 

Nevada 40 x •• New Hampshire 17 - -
New Jersev 6 6 x x x x 7 21 x 

New Mexico - - - - - - - - - - - - - 18 - - x • New York 9 9 x x x x 6 9 x 

North Carolina 7 x 

North Dakota 1 x I x 19 43 x 

Ohio 6 x x x x 13 18 x I 
Oklahoma - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x 

Oregon 2 27 - -
Pennsylvania 13 13 x x x x 10 29 x I 
Rhode Island 30 - -
South Carolina 1 l x x x ll 26 x 

South Dakota - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x 

Tennessee - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - x • Texas 35 x 

Utah 37 x 

Vermont: 28 - - I 
Virl<inia 14 - -
Washington 10 10 x x x x 14 15 x 

West Virginia 41 x 

Wisconsin 4 4 x x x 12 5 x I 
Wyoming 36 x 

Puerto Rico 31 - -
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1'AflLF. _11_4.__ Policy Conshlerrttions 11nd the Future 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Pressure For 
Preserving 
Peat lands 
Yes No 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Pressure For 
Developing 
Peat lands 

Yes No 

x 

x 

x 

x 

r---------. 
Pn~ferred Use 

Of Stace 
Peat lands 

-~-~<U--:--7 

~ '.::: ;g 
<U.-1 ..... 
1-<<U "CJ "CJ 

70 B~:;:: ~ 
.-!•.-< H..o::< ,_. 

Application Pending ~ ~ G'°;j .-1 ~ 
For Developing ·g ~ .-1 ;j~ ~ ~ ~ 

Strategy For 
Mami.ging 
Peatlands 

Peat lands w S Cll,...,... .;:i ..c: P... 

Yes No Uses G 8 ~::E!f ~ b a Yes No 
·--.1----+---1-------1--1--1-1---µZ~~+--l-"'z-+---r----+------1 

x x 

x 0 x x 

x 

x x 
·-~--1---- --+--11--+----1----1-----~ 

_C_o_n __ n_e_c_t_i_c_u_t ____ --1!----+---+--N-~£~_i_v_e_n_r--+----+---'---+--1------+-1--~1---+--1----1--1----1---+--x---1 
Delaware Not given x 

Florida x x x 0 x x 

Georgia x x x 0 x x I I 
. ' x 

Hawaii x x x 0 x Ii 

Idaho x x x 0 flat given x 

Illinois x x x x x 

Indiana x x x x 

Iowa x x x x 

Kansas 

Kentuckv 

Louisiana x x x 1-lorticult. x x 

x _Ma_i_n_e ________ ·-'----_._----+---+--x- _ ,___ ~--.. - ___ x ____ ~---1-H.-·o_r_t_/_P_ro_/F_u-1~-·I, x 

____ L------- __ 1---- _ +-·-+--+--lr-x--+ ___ _t __ _,,___x_---i ""'Ma,~ry""'l:::.;a:::.;nc:.:d:.__ _______ .1-__ -+--__ x __________ ..____:<·-}----11--- ~--

Mas!'<lchusetts 

Michis?.an 

Minnesota 

Mississioo{ 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersev 

New Mexico 

New York 

x 

x 

x 

:x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x x x x 

x x Processed x x 

x x x x 

x x 0 x x 

Not given i 
x x 0 x x 

x x 0 x x 

x x 0 x x 

Not given 
---t---1---+----+---+---l------l--!---+--+--+-~+--l----i----l------I 

x x 0 x 

x x x 

_N_o_r_t_h_Ca_r_o_l~i~n~a:;_ __ -+-__ x_+----lf----t--x--+--+---4--x-~--~--~~-u_l_t_1~·p_l_e_+-~~b_t+..::;g~iv_e4h_+-+--+---1----t--x---l­
North Dakota x x x x 

Ohio x x x Not given x x 

Oklahoma 

Oregon Not given 

~P~e~n~n~s.;._;;;,yl~v~an~i~a=-~---+~-"""'1--'x:.:.....-+---l----+--x~-----1~~x:__-1----l-~~H::.::..:or_t_i_c_u_l_t_.+-+-+-le-x--1-+--+--+---+---+--x---+ 
_Rh"--'-o~d~e......::.Is~l~a~n~d=--~---+-----+-~-+---'N~o~t~given 

_S_o_1t_th __ C_a_r_1~>1~.1~1_1a,'----~----+-x_·_,.__~~---~---1------+~x--+-_O-+------+--+--+..+---t-+-+-x-+---l----+--x--~ 
South Dakota __ ,_ __ ___. ___ __,_ __ ....__ _ _,____., ______ ~--=+~ -~ _:-_ :_ ---1-----l----~----

-) - -

55 



TABLE AS Peat Lands Infonnation and Pol icy Development Activity 
I 
I ' 

Methods Used In Survey Committee on Research 
I--

i:: and the use/regulation 
0 

M of Pn"r 'rl Ul .... M p 
~ I p.. Cll i:: •rl <lJ 

.-Inventory 
-·--- ;! .... •r-1 i rl'! 

Cll > 
Who Did Survey co H H <lJ 'rl (1) co 

I-< 0 ... Q) w Q) <11 
'O 0 p.. pO oj ror Ul ,_, ro..., J.J 

:>... .-1 w i-< (I).;:;: -r-1 .w rl .w J.J 

(\) QJ <lJ 0 <lJ .µ H i:: -rt Ul 'rl •r-1 
.µ 

I'.: 
'rl ..c: .u Ul ..><: s~ Q) ~ ~ ~ bli ~ ~ ro rx. P-< i:: Q) rl Q) ..c: 

Yes No scs .u 0 ;:l H E-< ;:l ..c: w "d -r-1 0 Q) 0 0 0 
C1) ZCll i:Q u 0 <..., u ...:l u zu 

• • Alabama x x x 

Alaska x x [Not giver x 

Arizona - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Arkansas - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

California x x x x x 

Colorado x x x 

Connecticut Not giv{n 

Delaware Not givEn 

Florida x x x x x x x 

Georgia x x ' Hawaii x x x x 

ld"!_hO Not giwn x 

Illinois x x x • Indiana x x x x x x x x 

Iowa x x x x 

Kansas - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Kentucky - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' Louisiana x x x 

Main.e x x x x x x x 

Marv land x x x x x x • Massachusetts x x 

Michigan. x x x x x x 

Minnesota x x x x x x x x x 

Mississippi x x x • Missouri Not give1 

Montana x x x 

Nebraska x x I x • Nevada x x x 

New Hampshire Not give1 

New Jersev x x x 

New Mexico - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • New York x x x 

North Carolina Not give 

North Dakota x x x ' Ohio x x x 
--

Oklahoma - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Oregon Not give 

Pennsvlvania x x x x x ' Rhode Island Not gi_~ 

South Carolina x x x 

South Dakota - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' Tennessee - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Texas x x x x 

Utah x x x • Vermont Not give1~ 

Virginia Not givc1 

Washington x x x J x x 

West Virginia Not give1~ I 

+- - _..,___, 
Wisconsin Not givcu 

~!PJL___ x 1-t 
x -t x 

1-----____ .___ -- --- - -xr· 
Puerto Rtco }; ___ , ___ 2 __ !___ ·---'--- ~----t---L~- x )( -· -

' 
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APPENDIX B 

Responses to Selected 
Questions for Peat Producing States 

TABLE Bl 
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Table B-1 Responses to Selected Questions for Peat Producing States 

PEAT PRODUCTION 76 77 LEGAL STATUS MECHANISMS FOR REGULATION MECHANISMS FOR REGULATION 
STATES OF PEAT OF EXTRACTION OF PEAT OF UTILIZATION OF PEATLAND 

~ z p ::::i H 
H r-1 

~ 
Cf.I H s ~ E-1 ~ E-1 f&l ~ 

~ r5 0 t3 H 
u C!> Cf.I E-1 

d 
Cf.I < H ...:I 

...:i ~en:: ~ H H ~ H - ~ Cf.I 
i;;a tf.I ~ ~ r:xJ ~ ...:! H ~ ~ :z; ~ ~ 0 ti ~ ~~ ~ P-i z ~ N 
H ~ e;:i ga H ~ 
~ ~ ::c: z ti'.> ...:I P.; 0 tf.I 0 ~ tf.I E-1 

MICHIGAN 1 1 0 x x x x x x x 
FLORIDA 4 2 x x x NOT 1 GIVE~ 

I I 
ILLINOIS 3 3 N x NOT GIVEN 

I 
COLORADO 6 4 x x x VARIES 

INDIANA 2 5 N x x x 
NEW YORK 5 6 x x x x x x x 
NEW.JERSEY 8 7 x x NOT GIVEN 

MINNESOTA 7 8 0 x x x 
I 

IOWA c 9 N x x x x 
PENNSYLVANIA 1.0 x x x x x 
SOUTH CAROLINA 9. 11_ x x x x 
WISCONSIN 11 12 x x x NOT GIVEN 

ORIO 13 13 x x x 
WASHINGTON 10 14 x x x x x 
MAINE 12 15 x x x x x x 
MARYLAND 14 16 x x x 
MASSACHUSETTS 17 N x NOT GIVEN 

NEW MEXICO* 18 

NORTH DAKOTA c 19 N NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEk 
l I 

CALIFORNIA c c x x x x VARIES WITH DEPOSIT 

GEORGIA c c x x x x x 
MONTANA c c x x x x x x 

REHABILITATION OF BONDING REQUIRED 
MINED PEATLAND FOR EXTRACTION 

REQUIRED OF PEAT 

YES NO YES NO 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

.• 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 

••••••••••••••••••• 
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.0 

.. I - - - -/ - - - - - - - - - - - - •• -
Table B-1 (Cont.) 

PEAT PROCUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL E. I. S. NUMBER OF PRIMARY USE OF PEAT A PRESSURE FOR PRESSURE FOR PREFERRED USE OF 
STATES PROTECTION REQUIRED ON COMMERCIAL EXTRACTED PEAT SIGNIFICANT PRESR..~VATION DEVELOPMENT STATE PEATLANDS 

CONSTRAINTS ON NEW OPERATION OPERATIONS RESOURCE OF PE.A.TLANDS OF PEATLANDS 
EXTRACTION OF 

PEAT gj ::i· ~ 
~ ~~ ~...:I Q 

H~ ~~ H ~~ ~ 
H;:s7 ~~ 

1 H;:s ~~ W ~ 
~ cJ ~ t5 B s cJ ~ B s Hr:: µ., 

fl;l < ~ H H i:::J ·'lj HU~ H ~ HU ;2,_:i ~ ~ 
H ::> W < ::<::: ~ :0,., ~ H H W ::<::; ~ ...:I E-t H ~Cl ~ c:i.. 

~ ~ ~ ~ g3 0 ~ !:; ~ t§ ~ g3 t5 w ~ ~ ~~ ~ 0 ~ 
YES NO YES NO Cll p.., o H u u P-< ~ ::i: < o YES NO YES NO YES NO u u ~ ::i:: < z:::: o z ~ 

MICHIGAN X X 16 16 X X X X X __ 

'Jl.ORIDA X X 9 9 X X X X X 

ILLINOIS X X NC T GIVEN X X _ X X X 

COLORADO X X 1 8 9 X X X X X 

INDIANA X X 18 18 NOT GIVEN X X X X 

NEW YORK X X 9 9 X X X X X 

NEW JERSEY X X 6 6 X X X X X X 

Jli_NNESOTA X X 4 2 6 X X X X X 

lOHA X X 4 4 X X X X X 

PENNSYLVANIA X X 13 13 X X X X X 

SOUTH CAROLI-::-IA X X 1 1 X X X X X X 

WISCONSIN X X 4 4 X X X X X 

OHIO NOT GIVEN X NOT GIVEN6 X X X X X 

WASHINGTON X X 10 10 X X X X X 
I 

MAINE X X NOT GIVEN4 X X X NOT GIVEN X X 

MA~YLAND X X 1 1 X X X X X 

MASSACHUSETTS X X 3 3 X X X X X X 

NEW MEXICO* 

NORTH DAKOTA X NOT GIVEN NOT GIVENl X X X X X 

CALIFORNIA X X 3 3 X X X X X 

GEORGIA X X 2 2 X X X X X X X 

MONTANA X X 2 4 6 X X X X X 
*No peat production during the period immediately prior to the survey. Data specify no peat extracted-only humates. 



APPENDIX C 

Responses to Selected 
Questions for States 

with 75,000 or more acres 
of organic soils (Large acreage Peat States) 

TABLE Cl 
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TABLE Cl RESPONSES TO SELECTED ITEMS FOR LARGE ACREAGE PEAT STATES 

RANK OF ACREAGE ACRES OF LEGAL STATUS !MECHANISMS FOR REGULA7ION 
PFATLAND OF PEAT OF EXTRACTION OF PEAT 

H l';tl 

~ 0 

~ :::> 
H 
H <1 H u 

~ 
;::i s ~ 
u 0 Ul H l';tl ti) 

H l';tl ;::i l';tl 

~ 
H IZ 

H H H~ ti) IZ r.xl i=i l';tl 
z l';tl IZ <t1 ~-~ j ::i:: 
H ~ 0 OH l';tl l';tl H ;:.: ::i:: z Cl) H p.; 0 ti) 0 

ALASKA 27,000,000 x x 
MINNESOTA 7,200,000 SURFACE x x 
HI CHI GAN 4,530,400 SURFACE x x x x 
FLORIDA 3,000,000 x x 
WISCONSIN 2,830,000 x x x 
LOUISIANNA l__i_ 800. 000 x x x -NORTH CAROLINA 1,200.000 x x 
~JAINE 772. 000 x x x 
NEW YORK 648,000 x x x x x 
HAWAII 486,000 x NONE 

GEORGIA 430,000 x x x x 
-INDIANA 375,000 x x x 
MASSACHUSETTS 347 000 x x x 
VIRGINIA 312,000 NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN 
'1JAS~IINGTON 200.000 x x 
CALIFORNIA 166,000 x x x x 
NEW HANPSHIRE 151,00 NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN 
OHIO 122,00 x x 
IOWA 118,000 x x x x 
ALABAMA 115,000 x x x 
NEW JERSEY 113,000 x 
MONTANA 110,000 x x x 
ILLINOIS 104,000 x x 
CONNECTICUT 100.000 x N01 GIV EN 
MISSISSIPPI 75,000 x x x x 
SOUTH CAROLINA 75.000 x x I 

t .o 

' MECHANISMS FOR REGULATION I OF UTILIZATION OF PEATLAND 
I 

z 
0 H 
H ~ ti) H 
H l';tl ;:.: 
l) u H H 

<t1 H H 
H ........ 

<1 tr.I 
H H l';tl ~ p., z >< N 

~ ~ 0 H l::tl p:: ti) H 

x 
x 

x x x 
NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN 
NOT ESTABLISHED 
x x x 
x x 
NONE 

x 
x 

NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN 
x x x x x 
VARIES WITH DEPOSIT 
NOT GIVEN 
x 

x 
x 

NOT GIVEN 
x I x x 
NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN 

x x 
x x 

- - - - - -
REHABILITATION OF BONDING REQUIRED 

MINED PEATLAND FOR EXTRACTION 
REQUIRED OF PEA'r 

YES NO YES HO 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 

NOT GIVE:J NOT G1Vt:N 

x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN __ 
x I x 
x x 
NOT GIVK~ NOT GIVEN 
x x 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
NOT GIVE~ 'NOT GIVEN 
x I x 
x x 
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N 
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TABLE Cl (CONT) 

RANK OF ACREAGE 

AT ASR'A 
MINNESOTA 
MICHIGAN 
FLORIDA 
WISCONSIN 
LOUISIANA 
NORTH CAROLINA 
MAINE 

,__N-EW YORK 
HAWAII 
GEORGIA 
INDIANA 
MASSACHUSETTS 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
CALIFORNIA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
OHIO 
IOWA 
ALABAMA 
NEW JERSEY 
HONTA.i.~A 

ILLINOIS 
CONNECTICUT 
MISSISSIPPI 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

• ., 

I ENVIRONMENTAL E.I.S. 

'PROTECTION REQUIRED ON 
CONSTRAINTS ON NEW OPERATION 
EXTRACTION OF 

IPRAT 

l 

YES NO YES NO 

x y 

x x 
x x 

x x 
x x 
NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 
NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN 
x x 
x x 
NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN x 

x x 
x x 
x x 
x x 

x x 
x NOT GIVEN 
x x 

x x 

., • • 

NUMBER OF 
COMMERCIAL 
OPERATIONS 

~ 

~ ~ ~ ....:i 

E :> l:il ~ H ::i::: 
~ H 0 

tl'.l p., 0 H 

NO ..., GIVE ~n 

4 2 6 
16 16 
9 9 
4 4 

XI/NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN 
NOT GIVEN4 

9 9 
0 

2 2 
18 18 
3 3 

0 
10 10 

J 3 
0 

Nn r.r.TVF \lk 

x 4 
0 

6 6 
2 4 6 
NOT GIVEN 

0 
0 

l l 

• • 

;!?RI.MARY USE OF PEAT A PRESSURE FOR PRESSURE.F')R PREFERRED USE OF 
EXTRACTED PEAT SIGNIFICANT PRESERVATION DEVELOPMENT STATE PEA"!'LANDS 

RESOURCE OF PEATLANDS OF PEATLANDS 

p:: ..... _ 
'""" w 

~~ ~~ H Q 
H w 

;-.lH ~ ~~ ~ <: ....:i t-i :::i 
.....:lHI ,..:i H ~ t; s5 ...:i ~ l:il 
25 u l:il Bs ~ 
~0 u~ u::: cZ H i:r:: ~ 

~ ~ ;Z 
HU~ 

~i 
H l.: 

.....:l H H l:il ;-J H""" ~5 w 0... 
j'..xJ u ~ r5 fH:l w P:: er ::t: w 
::i:: 0 <: ::i::: 0 ~ Oc.! <: H H 0 VJ 
u up.., µ;::t:<;O YES NO YES NO YES NO uu ::i::: <! z:..: 0 :z; ;::> 

x x x x x 
x x - x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x 

NOT GIVEN x x x x 
NOT GIVEN x x x NOT FORMALIZE ) 

x x x NOT GIVEN x x 
x x x x i x 

NQNE x x x x 
x x x x x x x 

NOT GIVEN x x x x 
NOT GIVEN x x x x 
NONE NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN 

x x x x x 
x x x x x 

NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN NOT GIVEN NOT'. GIVEN NOT GIVEN 
y y v v y: 

x x x x x 
NONE x x x x 

x x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x 

NONE x NOT GIVEN NO'I GIVEN NOT GIVEN 
NONE x x x x 

x x x x x x 

• • • • - • • • - • 
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APPENDIX D 
DATA COLLECTION 

EXHIBIT 1 DNR cover letter which 
accompanied all questionnaires 

EXHIBIT 2 Cover letter to DNR 
or equivalent agencies 

EXHIBIT 3 Cover letter to DNR 
agencies previously contacted 
by Minnesota DNR 

EXHIBIT 4 Cover letter to U.S. 
Geological Survey Directors 
in each state 

EXHIBIT 5 Cover letter to 
State Conservationist. (SCS) 
in each state 

EXHIBIT 6 Questionnaire used to 
collect data for the study 
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ST ATE 0 f EXHIBIT 1. 

~~~© 
E RT S 

CENTENNIAL OFFICE BUILDING '" ST. l 1 MINNES 

August 4, 1977 

TO To Whom It May Concern 

FROM Elwood F. Rafn, Director 
Minerals Division 

s 
• 55155 

DNR INFORMATION 
(612) 296-6157 

Minnesota Department of Natµral Resources 

SUBJECT: Dr. William Fleischman's Peatlands Questionnaire 

Currently Minnesota is studying its peat resources and the 
potential social, economic, and environmental impact of 
developing them. Minnesota has recognized a need in our 
state to formulate a Peatlands Policy to give direction 
to the protection and utilization of peatlands. In order 
to do this many types of information must be gathered and 
assimilated. 

I am requesting your cooperation with Dr. William A. 
Fleischman of the University of Minnesota who is working 
with the Department and has prepared a questionnaire 
concerning peatlands in your state or province. The 
results of the questionnaire will be most helpful to us 
in providing a framework for the formulation of our own 
management strategies. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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EXHIBIT 2. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Lake Superior Basin Studies Center 

Dear : 

DULUTH 413 Administration Building 
Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources is in the process of refining 
its policy and regulations related to the management of the peatlands in 
the state. One part of that process involves obtaining information from 
other states having peat regarding their peatland management policies and 
practices. We feel that there is much to be learned from the experiences 
of others and are therefore contacting all of the states with peat resources. 

In order to systematically obtain the information we have developed a list 
of items that represent the information that we are interested in having you 
provide us. 

We would appreciate your consideration on this request for information. If 
you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me. I will be con­
tacting you in two to three weeks regarding the questionnaire. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

William A. Fleischman, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 

218/726-7528 or 726-7551 



EXHIBIT 3. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Lake Superior Basin Studies Center 

Dear 

DULUTH 413 Administration Building 
Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

Some time ago you received a letter and questioqnaire from Mr. Phillip 
Pippo of the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources regarding peat­
lands in your state. The information that you provided at that time was 
primarily concerned with regulation of peatland development. 

In order to complete the survey of peatlands management policies and practices 
it would be helpful if you could take the time to provide us with some addi­
tional information. I have enclosed a list of the items that represent the 
additional information we would like to have you provide. (PLEASE IGNORE 
PAGE 1 -- you have already provided us with that information.) 

I look forward to the return of the questionnaire. The information that you 
provide will be most useful to the refinement of the management of peatlands 
in Minnesota. If you have any questions regarding the itel]JS on the question­
naire please do not hesitate to call me. 

I will be contacting you within two weeks to see if you have any questions 
regarding the additional information requesteg. 

Feel free to contact me before I call if you prefer. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 

William A. Fleischman, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 

218/726-7528 or 726-8542 

Enclosure 
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EXHIBIT 4. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Lake Superior Basin Studies Center 

Dear : 

DULUTH 413 Administration Bui I ding 
Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

Minnesota is currently in the process of refining its policies and 
regulations related to the management of the peatlands in the state. As 
part of that process we are contacting all of the States and the Canadian 
Provinces that have peat deposits. 

A questionnaire has been developed to obtain the kind of information that 
will be useful for Minnesota's policy n~f inement process. We will be 
sending a questionnaire to each of the Departments of Natural Resources 
or equivalent agencies in each of the States and Provinces and the State 
Conservationist in each State. 

In order to assure that we get the most complete information the Director 
of the Geological Survey in each state is also being contacted. 

It would be appreciated if you or some member of your staff would take the 
time to complete the questionnaire and return it. 

I understand the busy schedule that you folks must have, but the informa­
tion that you can provide us in addition to what we will be receiving from 
the Departments of Natural Resources and the State Conservationist will be 
of extreme value. 

I will be contacting you in two to three weeks to see if there are any 
questions that you have about the questionnaire or the study. Thank you 
for your cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

William A. Fleischman, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 

218/ 726- 7528 or 72 6-2542 



EXHIBIT 5. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Lake Superior Basin Studies Center 

Dear : 

DULUTH 413 Administration Building 
Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

Minnesota is currently in the process of refining its policies and 
regulations related to the management of tpe peatlands in the state. 
As part of that process we are contacting all of the States and the 
Canadian Provinces that have peat deposits. 

A questionnaire has been developed to obtain the kind of information 
that will be useful for Minnesota's policy refinement process. We will 
be sending a questionnaire to each of the Depart111ents of Natural Resources 
or equivalent agencies in each of the States and Provinces and the 
Directors of the Geological Survey of each of the States. 

In order to assure that we get the most complete information the State 
Conservationist in each state is also being contacted. 

It would be appreciated if you or some member of your staff would take 
the time to complete the questionnaire and it. 

I understand the busy schedule that you folks mu.st have, but the informa­
tion that you can provide us in addition to what we will be receiving from 
the Departments of Natural Resources and the Pirectors of the Geological 
Survey will be of extreme value. 

I will be contacting you in two to three weeks t.o see if there are any 
questions that you have about the questionnaire or the study.. Thank you 
for your cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

William A. Fleischman, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 

218/726-7528 or 726-8542 

Enclosures 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

EXHIBIT 6. 

PEATLANDS STUDY UMD 
MDNR 
1977 

How many commercial pea~ operations are ~~?tl.z functioning in your state? 
Number 

Where are the commercial operations located? 
Number on state land ---
Number on private land _____ ~-
Number on other 

-~--------~ 

(please specify, e.g. federal, county, 
etc.) 

What is the legal status of peat in your state? 
(a) mineral 

___ (b) fuel 
(c) horticultural product 
(d) other 

~~-(e) no legal status 

How is peat regulated in your state? 
(a) Agency name: 

(b) Statute (please cite statute title and number--enclose if available); 

(c) Other (e.g. administrative regulation, etc.--please enclose if available)~ 

What mechanism(s) enable(s) peat to be extracted in your state? 
(a) lease 
(b) permit 
(c) outright sale 
(d) land exchange 
(e) other (please specify) 

What are the details of the mechanism(s) employed in the utilization of peat 
in your state? 
~~-(a) application fees 

(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

rent per acre 
royalties 
size limit to area applied for 
terms of mechanism (e.g. renewability) 

7. A. How is the revenue distributed that is generated by the peat harvesting/ 
mining? (e.g. general fund, special funds. etc.) 

B. What percent of the revenue is returned directly to the lo~al area? 
% returned to local area 

8. A. Is rehabilitation (reclamation) of the harvested/mined peatland required? 
Yes No 

B. If so~ is there a bonding requirements? 
Yes No No rehabilitation required 

9. What kinds of administrative sanctions are available for management? (e.g. 
fines, permit extensions, monitoring reports, etc.) 



EXHIBIT 6 (cont) 

-2-

10. Is there pressure for preserving the peat resources? 
Yes No ---

11. Is there pressure for developing the peat resources? 
Yes No 

12. A. Are there applications pending for developing the resource? 
Yes No ---

B. How many applications and for what uses? 
Number of applications~---~~-~­
Uses: 

13. Are there environmental protection constraints placed on the harvesting/ 
mining of the peat resources (e.g. drainage re$trictions, eic.)? 

Yes No ---

UMD 
MDNR 
1977 

14. Is an Environmental Impact Statement required for new operations or applications? 
Yes No ---

15. Does the State/Province have a long-range stra,tegy for the development (or 
non-development) of the peat resource? 

Yes No ---
16. What is the primary use of the peat currently being harvested/mined? 

(1) chemical ---
---(2) commercial (packing material, litter, et~.) 
__ (3) fuel 

---(4) horticultural/agricultural 
(5) other ---
(6) none harvested/mined ---

17. Which of the following types of peat are being harvested/mined in your State/ 
Province? 

---(1) peat moss (sphagnum) 
___ (2) reed-sedge 
____ (3) peat humus 

(4) none harvested/mined ---

18. Does the State/Province have a preferred use for the peat resource? 
___ (l) chemical 
___ (2) commercial 
__ (3) fuel 
___ (4) horticultural/agricultural 
___ (5) natural wildlife area 

(6) other (specify) 
---(7) no preferred us-e--~--~-~--~~-~~ 

19~ Is peat considered a significant resource in your State/Province? 
Yes No ---
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-3-
EXHIBIT 6 (cont) UMD 

MDNR 
1977 

20. Has a peat inventory been done in your state, i.e. to what extent has the re­
source been described (location, amount, type, etc.)? Please reference avail­
able information--send copy if available. Send location map if available. 

Yes No 

21. A. If a survey has been or is being made, who did it? 
(1) Soil Conservation Service (USDA) 

~~-(2) State agency (specify) 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~ 

(3) No survey 

B. What methods were used? 
~~-Field Mapping 
~~-Photo Lnterpretation 

~~-Test Borings 
Bulk Sampling 

Chemical Analysis 
Other (specify)~~~~-

22. Are there any committees or departments either in the legislative branch or in 
the administrative branch of government in your State/Province which have done 
or are currently doing research regarding the use and/or regulation of peat? 

~~-Legislative committee(s) [specify committee(s) and contact person] 

Committee/Department Contact_ Person Phone No. 

1. 1. 1. 

2. 2. 2. 

Administrative committee(s) [specify committee (s) and contact person] 
Committee/Department Contact Person Phone No. 

1. 1. 1. 

2. 2. 2. 

none 

23. A. If someone were to come to your State/Province to observe the various peat 
operations what would be the best place(s) for them to visit? 

B. Who would they talk with about those operations? 

24. Who would they talk with in your agency about the management of the peat 
resource? 

Name 
~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~-

Address 
~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~ 

RETURN TO: 
Professor William Fleischman 
Lake Superior Basin Study Center 
413 Administration Building 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

Phone 

Thank you for your time and assistance. 



APPENDIX E 

REFERENCES 

64 

I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 

• 
I 

•• 
• 
I 

• 
' 
' • ,, 
' 
' • • 



I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

REFERENCES 

A number of studies, reports and statutes were included or 

referred to in the materials returned with the questionnaires. Those references 

have been organized into two categories. First, General--meaning the material 

did not apply to a specific state or applied to more than one state. Second, 

the references are by state. It should be noted that the list should in no 

way be taken as an exhaustive set of reference, pµt rather an information base 

to use and upon which to build additional references. 
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structure, Proceedings of Third Internati Peat Congress, 
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for 1970. Southeastern Section, Geological $ociety of America, p. 199. 

Cameron, C. C., 1970, Peat Resources of the unglaciated uplands along the 
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Pennsylvania, U. S. Geol. Survey Prof. P~p~f 700-D, p. 8. 

Cameron, C. C., 1971, Stratigraphic controls and diagenetic significance 
of Eh and pH variations in peat deposits. Abstracts with Program 
for 1971. Southeastern Section, Geological Society of America, 
v. 3, no. 5, 299-300. 

Cameron, C. C., 1972, Diagenesis and quality of peat deposits in Internat. 
Peat Cong., 4th, Otaniemi, Finland, 1972, Pore. V. 1, p. 233-245. 
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Corgan, J~ A. and Chiriaco, G. V. Peat moss. (A pamphlet distributed by 
Univ. of Calif. College of Agriculture Extension Service. pp. 3. 

Davis, C. A. 1911. Uses of peat: U. S. Bureau of Mines, Bull. 16, pp. 214. 
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of peat: U. S. Bureau of Mines Bull. 253. pp. 160. 

Soper, E. K. and Osbon, C. C. 1922. The occurrence and uses of peat in the 
United States: U. s. Geol. Survey Bull. 72~. pp. 207. · 

U. S. Bureau of Mines. 1949 - 53~ Minerals Yearbook. Chapters on peat. 

U. S. Bureau of Mines. 1955. Lignite and p~at: U. S. Bur. Mines Bull. 
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of California, College of Agriculture 
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Mines & Geology Bulletin 191. 1966. 
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California: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture. 
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ipn Service pp. 3) 

pp. 290-91. Division of 

Joaquin delta area. 
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Good description of peat 
bµtion in the Delat area.) 

Davis, F.F. and Vernon, J.W., 1951, Mines ~nd mineral resources of 
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Jennings, C. W. 1957. PEAT, in Mineral Commqdities of California: 
California Division of Mines Bulletin l76, R· 403-408. 
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State Policy for Surface Mining and Reel 
Division of Mines & Geology Special Publi 
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(The following Soil Survey Reports are r~fFrred to herein: Bishop 
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Water Project Authority of the State of Ca1ifqrnia, May 1, 1956, 
Investigations of the Sacramento-San JOaq~in Delta: Groundwater 
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related organic sediments by an isophacho~s fuap). 
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Colorado 
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Colorado. 

Rules and Regulations: Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Board, May, 1977. 

Mined land Reclamation, 723 Centennial Buildi 
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Florida 

Iowa 

Maine 

Cameron, C. C., and Mory, P. C., 1976, Mineral resources of the Bradwell 
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U. S. Geol. Survey open-file report, 76~299, p. 
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Cameron, C. C., and Wright, N. A., 1974, peat bogs in Washington 
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339 and 373.) 
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Dana, Samuel T., John H. Allison and l N. Cunningham, Minnesota 
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Peatlands'', presented at the 4th International Peat Congress, 
Helsinki, 1972. 

Headwaters Regional Development Commission, Peat Development Report #1, 
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New Jersey 

The Mineral Industry of New Jersey, Bureau of Mines. Mineral Year­
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Wakswan, Silivan A., H. Schulhoff, C. A. Hickman, T. C. Cordon and 
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Dachnowski, Alfred. 
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Reclamation. (Ohio Revised Code, chapter 1514: Surface Mining and 
Reclamation of Mineral Land and Related Provisions). 
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Pennsylvania 

Cameron, C. C., Peat Deposits of Northeastern Pennsylvania, U. S. G. S. 
Bulletin 1317-A, p. 90. 

Cameron, C. C. Peat Resources of the Unglaciated Uplands Along the 
Allegheny Structural Front in West Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, 
U.S.G.S. Professional Paper 700-D. 1970. 

Edgerton, Curtis. Peat Bog Investigations in Northeastern Pennsylvania. 
Pennsylvania Geological Survey Fourth Series Bulletin IC65. 
Harrisburg, PA, 1969. -

Subcharter E. Surface Non-Coal Mining Operations. PL 
1(52 P.S. 1396). Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 5-75. 

77.18. 

(No. 147), 
pp. 77.15 -

Surface Mining Conservation and Reclamati Act. Act of May 31, 1945, 
P.L. 1198, Act. No. 418, and Amendments, ncluding laws of 1971 
(52 P.S. 1396.1 et seq.) Department of Environmental Resources 
Bureau of Land Protection and Reclamation, Division of Mine Reclamation, 
Harrisburg, PA, 1971. 

The Mineral Industry of Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania 1973. Topographic 
and Geologic Survey. Information Circular 81. 1976. 

South Dakota 

Texas 

Peaty Marsh, p. 33 in Soil Survey of Todd County, South Dakota. 
U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service, 1974. 

Mineral Resource Circular No. 16, Peat Deposits of Texas, by F. B. 
Plummer, 10 pages, 1941. 

Mineral Resource Circular No. 36, Progress Report on Peat Deposits 
in Texas, by F. B. Plummer, 8 pages, 1945. 

Mineral Resource Survey Circular No. 34~ Peat Bogs in Gonzales County, 
With Notes on Other Bogs, by Carl Chelf, 12 pages, 194l. 

Mineral Resource Survey Circular No. 38, Peat Deposits in Polk and 
San Jacinto Counties, Texas, 6 pages, 1941. 
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Report of Investigations No. 43, Mineral Resources of South Texas, 
Region Served Through the Port of Corpus Christi, Pages 92-94, 1962. 

Report of Investigations No. 54, Rock and Mineral Resources of East 
Texas, pages 294-299, 1965. 

University of Texas Publication No. 4824, Geological Resources of the 
Trinity River Tributary Area in Oklahoma and Texas, pages 45-46, 1948. 

Washington 

Peat Resources of Washington, Washington Stat~ Bulletin No. 44. 

Wisconsin 

Cameron, C. C., 1976, Peat in Mineral and water resources of Wisconsin: 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U. S. Senate Report, 
p. 5. 

Wyoming 

Environmental Quality Act 35-502.1 - 502.56. 
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APPENDIX F 

AGENCIES CONTACTED WITH 
MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE 

EXHIBIT Fl 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

EXHIBIT F2 
STATE DIRECTORS OF U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

EXHIBIT F3 
STATE CONSERVATIONISTS (SCS) 
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EXHIBIT Fi 

DEPARTMENTS DF:-·NATURAL RESOURCES 

ALABAMA 
Claude D. Kelley, Commissioner 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Administrative Building 
64 N. Union St. 
Montqomery, AL 36130 

(205) 832-6361 

ALASKA 
Guy R. Martin, Commissioner 
Department of Natural Resources 
State Office Building 
Pouch M 
Juneau, AK 99811 

( 907) 465-2400 

ARKANSAS 
S. Ladd Davies, Director 
Department of Pollution Control and Ecology 
8001 National Dr. 
P.O. Box 9583 
Little Rock, AR 72219 

(501) 371-1701 

CALIFORNIA 
Lewis A. Moran, Director 
Department of Conservation 
Resources Bldg. 
1416 9th St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

(916) 445-3976 

CALIFORNIA 
Paul K. Morton 

nerals Officer 
Division of Mines and Geology 
Department of Conservation 
Resources Building 
1416 9th St. 
Sacremento, CA 95814 

COLORADO 
Harris D. Sherman, Executive Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
718 State Centennial Bldq. 
1313 Sherman Street 
Denver, CO 80203 

(303) 892-3311 
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COLORADO 
Merle Morrish, Director 
Division of Inspection and Consumer Services 
Colorado Department of Agriculture 
406 State Service Building 
1525 Sherman St. 
Denver, CO 80203 

CONNECTICUT 
Theodore B. Bampton, Deputy Commissioner 
Division of Preservation and Conservation 
Department of Environmental Protection 
243 State Office Bldg. 
165 Capitol Ave. 
Hartford, CT 06115 

(203) 566-4522 

DELAWARE 
John C. Bryson, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources and 

Environmental Control 
Tatnall Bldg. 
Capitol Complex 
Dover, DE 19901 

(302) 678-4403 

Florida 
Harmon W. Shields, Executive Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
620 Crown Bldq. 
202 Blount Street 
Tallahasses, FL 32304 

(904) 488-1555 

FLORIDA 
Charles M. Sanders, Director 
Division of Resource Management 
Department of Natural Resources 
206 Pennington Buildinq 
202 Blount Street 
Tallahasses, FL 32304 

GEORGIA 
Joe D. Tanner, Commissioner 
Department of Natural Resources 
815 Trinity-Washinqton Bldg. 
270 Washinqton St., S.W. 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

(404) 656-3500 
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HAWAII 
Christopher Cobb, Chairman 
Department of Land and Natural Resources 
Kalanimoku Bldg. 
1151 Punchbowl St. 
P.O. Box 621 (96809) 
Honolulu, HI 96813 

(808) 548-6550 

IDAHO 
Gordon C. Trombley, Director 
Department of Lands 
Capitol Bldg. 
Boise, ID 83720 

(208) 384-3280 

IOWA 
Othie R. McMurry, Director 
Natural Resources Council 
Grimes State Office Bldg. 
E. 14th and Grand Ave. 
Des Moines, IA 50319 

(515) 281-5914 

ILLINOIS 
Anthony T. Dean, Director 
Department of Conservation 
602 State Office Bldg. 
400 S. Spring Street 
Sprinqfield, IL 62706 

(217) 782-6302 

INDIANA 
Joseph D. Cloud, Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
608 State Office Bldg. 
100 N. Senate Ave. 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

( 317) 633-6344 

KANSAS 
Lynn Burris, Jr., Director 
Parks and Resources Authority 
503 Kansas Ave. 
P.O. Box 977 (66601) 
Topeka, KS 66603 

( 913) 296-2281 
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KENTUCKY 
Robert D. Bell, Secretary 
Department for Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Capitol Plaza Tower 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

(502) 564-3350 

LOUISIANA 
Raymond Teer Sutton, Commissioner 
Department of Conservation 
State Land and Natural Resources Bldg. 
P.O. Box 44275 
Baton Rouge, LA 70804 

(504) 389-5161 

MAINE 
Richard Barrinqer, Commissioner 
Department of Conservation 
State Capitol 
Augusta, ME 04333 

( 207) 289-2212 

MAINE 
Lee M. Schepps, Director 
Bureau of Public Lands 
Department of Conservation 
Augusta, Maine 04333 

(207) 289-3061 

MARYLAND 
James B. Coulter, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Bldg. 
580 Taylor Ave. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

(301) 267-1230 

Massachusetts 
Bette Woody, Commissioner 
Department of Environmental Management 
Leverett Saltonstall State Office Bldg. 
100 Cambridge St. 
Boston, MA 02202 

(617) 727-3163 
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MICHIGAN 
Howard A. Tanner, Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
Stevens T. Mason Bldg. 
Lansing, MI 48926 

( 517) 373-2329 

MICHIGAN 
T. R. Tucker, Chief 
Lands Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Stevens T. Mason Bldg. 
Box 30028 
Lansing, MI 48909 

MINNESOTA 
William Nye, Corrmissioner 
Department of Natural Resources 
Centennial Office Bldg. 
658 Cedar St. 
St. Paul, MN 55155 

MISSOURI 
James L. Wilson~ Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
1204 Jefferson State Office Bldg. 
100 E. Capitol Ave. 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 

(314) 751-4422 

MONTANA 
Gary J. Wicks, Director 
Department of Natural Resources and 

Conservation 
32 S. Ewing St. 
Helena, MT 59601 

(406) 449-3712 

MONTANA 
Director 
State Lands 
Ca pi to 1 Station 
Helena, Montana 59601 
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NEBRASKA 
Dayle E. Williamson, Executive Secretary 
Natural Resources Commission 
Terminal Bldg. 7th Fl. 
941 0 Street 
Lincoln, NE 68508 

(402) 471-2081 

NEW JERSEY 
David J. Bardin, Commissioner 
Department of Environmental Protection 
John Fitch Piz. 
P . 0 . Box 13 90 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

(609) 292-2885 

NEW MEXICO 
Thomas B. Keyse, Executive Secretary 
Natural Resources Conservation Commission 
321 W. San Francisco St. 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 

(505) 827-5389 

NEW YORK 
Peter A. A. Berle, Commissioner 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Rd. 
Albany, NY 12233 

(518) 457-3446 

NEW YORK 
Richard A. Areida 
Senior Petroleum Engineer 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
50 Wolf Road 
Albany, NY 12233 

NEVADA 
Elmo J. DeRicco, Director 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
Nye Bldg. 
201 S. Fall Street 
Capitol Complex . 
Carson City, NV 89710 

(702) 885-4360 
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NEW HAMPSH TRE 
Theodore Nattim Director 
Division of Forest and Lands 
Department of Resources and Economic Development 
State House Annex 
Capitol St. 
P.O. Box 1856 
Concord, NH 03301 

( 603) 271-2214 

NORTH CAROLINA 
George W. Little, Secretary 
Department of Natural and Economic Resources 
217 W. Jones St. 
P.O. Box 26787 
Raleigh, NC 27611 

(919) 829-4984 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Arthur A link, Governor and Chairman 
Natural Resources Council 
State Capitol 
Bismarck, ND 58505 

(701) 224-2200 

OHIO 
Robert W. Teater, Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
Fountain Sq. 
Columbus, OH 43224 

(614) 466-3770 

OHIO 
Edward R. White 
Surface Mine Pennit Supervisor 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Reclamation 
Fountain Square 
Columbus, OH 43224 

(614) 466-4850 

OREGON 
Janet Mclennan, Administrative Assistant 
Natural Resources 
Office of the Governor 
State Capitol 
Salem, OR 97310 

(503) 378-3109 
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PENNSYLVANIA 
Maurice K. Goddard, Secretary 
Department of Environmental Resources 
202 Evanqelical Press Bldq. 
3rd and Reily Sts. 
P.O. Box 1467 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 

(717) 787-2814 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Eugene Frund, Chief 
Minerals Section 
Bureau of Forestry 
Department of Environmental Resources 
P. O . Box 1146 7 
Harrisburq, PA 17120 

RHODE ISLAND 
Dennis J. Murp~y, Jr., Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
83 Park St. 
Providence, RI 02908 

( 401) 277-2771 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Robert E. Leak, Director 
State Development Board 
1301 Gervais St. 
P.O. Box 927 
Columbia, SC 29202 

(803) 758-3145 

SOUTH CAROLI NA 
Jack Whismant 
South Carolina Land Resources 
2221 Devine Street 
P.O. Box 11708 
Columbia, SC 27211 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Vern E. Butler, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resource Development 
Joe Foss Bldq. 
Pierre, SD 57501 

(605) 224-3151 

83 



TENNESSEE 
B. R. Allison, Commissioner 
Department of Conservation 
2611 West End Ave. 
Nashville, TN 37203 

UTAH 
Gordon E. Harmston, Executive Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
438 State Capitol 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

. (801) 533-5356 

VERMONT 
Donald W. Webster, Executive Secretary 
Natural Resources Conservation Council 
Barmar Bldg. 
5 Court St. 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

(802) 828-3388 

VIRGINIA 
Marvin M. Sutherland, Director 
Department of Conservation and Economic Development 
1100 State Office Bldg. 
Richmond, VA 23219 

(804) 786-2121 

WASHINGTON 
Bert L. Cole~ Commissioner 
Department of Natural Resources 
Public Lands Bldg. 
Olympia, WA 98504 

(206) 753-5317 

WASHINGTON 
Carl McFarland 
Envrionmental Geoloqist 
Lands Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Olympia, WA 98504 
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WEST VIRGINIA 
Ira S. Latimer, Jr.~ Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
669 State Office Bldq. 3 
1800 Washington St. East 
Charleston, WV 25305 

(304) 348-2754 

WISCONSIN 
Anthony S. Earl, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 
Pyare Square Bldq. 
4610 University Ave. 
P.O. Box 450 
Madison, WI 53701 

(608) 266-2121 

WISCONSIN 
E. J. Faber, Director 
Bureau of Real Estate 
Department of Natural Resources 
Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53707 

WYOMING 
Kenneth Sturman~ Director 
Agriculture Planning and Development Division 
Department of Aqriculture 
2219 Carey Ave. 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 

( 307) 777-7321 

PUERTO RICO 
Redro Negron Ramos, Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 5887, Puerta de Tierra Sta. 
San Juan PR 00906 

(809) 723~3090 
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EXHIBIT F2 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY DIRECTORS 

ALABAMA 
Thomas J. Joiner, Acting State 
Geologist and Oil and Gas Board 
Supervisor, Goelogical Survey of Alabama 
P.O. Drawer 0 
University, AL 35486 

(205) 349-2852 

ALASKA 
Ross G. Schaff, State Geologist 
Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys 
3001 Porcupine Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

( 907) 279-1433 

ARIZONA 
William H. Gresher, Director 
Arizona Bureau of Mines 
University fo Arizona 
Tucson, AZ 85721 

(602) 884-1401 

ARKANSAS 
Norman F. Williams, State Geologist 
Arkansas Geological Commission 
Vardelle Parham Geology Center 
3815 West Roosevelt Road 
Little Rock, AR 72204 

(501) 371-1488 

CALIFORNIA 
Thomas E. Gay, Jr., State Geologist 
Department of Conservation 
California Division of Mines and Geology 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1341 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

(916) 445-1923 

COLORADO 
John W. Rold, Director and State Geologist 
Colorado Geological Survey 
1313 Sherman Street, Room 715 
Denver, CO 80203 

( 303) 892-2611 
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CONNECTICUT 
Hugo F. Thomas, Director and State Geologist 
Natural Resources Center 
Department of Environmental Protection, State 
Office Building, Room 553 

165 Capitol Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06115 

(203) 566-3540 

DELAWARE 
Robert R. Jordan, State Geologist 
Delaware Geological Survey 
University of Delaware 
Newark, DE 19711 

(302) 738-2833 

FLORIDA 
Charles W. Hendry, Jr., Chief, Bureau of Geology 
903 West Tennessee Street · 
Tallahassee, FL 32304 

(904) 488-4191 

GEORGIA 
Sam M. Pickering, Jr., Director 
Earth and Water Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
19 Hunter Street, Room 400 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

(404) 656-3214 

HAWAII 
Robert T. Chuck, Division of Water and Land 
Development 

Department of Land and Natural Resources, 
P.O. Box 373 
Honolulu, HI 96809 

(808) 548-7533 

IDAHO 
Maynard M. Miller, Chief 
Idago Bureau of Mines and Geology 
Moscow, ID 83943 

(208) 885-6785 

ILLINOIS 
Jack A. Simon, Chief 
Illinois State Geological Survey 
121 Natural Resources Building 
Urbana, IL 61801 

(217) 344-1481 
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ILLINOIS 
John M. Masters, Assistant Geologist 
Industrial Minerals Section 
Illinois, State Geological Survey 
Natural Resources Building 
Urbana, IL 61801 

( 217) 344-1481 

INDIANA 
John B. Patton, State Geologist 
Indiana Geological Survey 
Department of Natural Resources 
611 North Walnut Grove 
Bloomington, IN 47401 

(812) 337-2862 

IOWA 
Stanley C. Grant, Director and State Geologist 
Iowa Geological Survey 
123 North Capitol Street 
Iowa City, IA 52242 

(319) 338-1173 

KANSAS 
William W. Hambleton, Director and State Gwologist, 
Kansas Geological Sruvey 
1930 Avenue 11 A11

, Campus West 
The University of Kansas 
Lawrence, KS 66044 

(913) 864-3965 

KENTUCKY 
Wallace W. Hagan, Director and State Geologist 
Kentucky Geological Survey 
307 Mineral Industries Building 
University of Kentucky 
Lexington, KY 40506 

(606) 258-8991 

LOUISIANA 
Leo W. Hough, State Geologist 
Louisiana Geological Survey 
Box G 
University Station 
Baton Rouge, LA 70803 

(504) 389-5812 
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MAINE 
Robert G. Doyle, State Geologist 
Maine Geological Survey 
Department of Conservation 
Outer Hospital Street 
Augusta, ME 04333 

( 207) 289-2801 

MARYLAND 
Kenneth N. Weaver, Director 
Marvland Geological Survey 
Merryman Hall, Johns Hopkins University' 
Baltimore, MD 21218 

(301) 235-0771 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Joseph A. Sinnott, State Geologist 
Department of Public Works 
99 Worcester Street 
We 11 es l e.v Hi 11 s, MA 02181 

(617) 727-4740 

MICHIGAN 
Arthur E. Slaughter, State Geologist 
Geoloqical Survey Division 
Michiqan Department of Natural Resources, Stevens T. Mason Bldg. 
P. 0. Box 30028 
Lansinq, MI 48909 

(517) 373-1256 

MINNESOTA 
Matt Walton, Director 
Minnesota Geological Survey 
1633 Eustis Street 
St. Paul, MN 55108 

MISSISSIPPI 
William H. Moore, Director and State Geologist 
Mississippi Geological Survey 
2525 N. West Street 
P. 0. Box 4915 
Jackson, MS 39216 

(601) 354-6228 
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MISSOURI 
Wallace B. Howe, Division Director and State Geologist 
Department of Geolog.v and Land Survey 
P.O. Box 250 
Ro 11 a, MO 65401 

(314) 364-1752 

MONTANA 
S. L. Groff, Director and State Geologist 
Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology 
Montana College of Mineral Science and Technology 
Butte, MT 59701 

(406) 792-8321, ext. 245 

NEBRASKA 
Vincent H. Dreeszen, Director 
Conservation and Survey Division 
The University of Nebraska 
Lincoln, NE 68588 

(402) 472-3471 

NEVADA 
John H. Schilling, Director 
Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology 
University of Nevada 
Reno, NV 89557 

(702) 784-6691 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Glenn W. Stewart, State Geologist 
Department of Resources .rnd Economic Development 
Office of State Geologist 
James Hall, University of New Hampshire 
Durham, NH 03824 

(603) 862-1216 

NEW JERSEY 
Kemble Widmer, State Geologist 
New Jersey Geological Survey 
P.O. Box 2809 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

(609) 292-2576 
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NEW MEXICO 
Frank E. Kottlowski, Director, and George S. Austin, Deputy Director 
New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources 
Campus Station 
Socorro, NM 

(505) 835-5420 

NEW YORK 
James F. Davis, State Geologist 
New York State Museum and Science Service 
Geological Survey 
New York State Education Building 
Room 973 
Albany, NY 12224 

(518) 474-5816 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Stephen G. Conrad, Director and State Geologist 
Division of Earth Resources 
Department of Natural and Economic Resources 
P.O. Box 27689 
Raleigh, NC 27611 

(919) 733-3833 

NORTH DAKOTA 
E. A. Noble, State Geologist 
North Dakota Geological Survey 
University Station 
Grand Forks, ND 58202 

(701) 777-2231 

OHIO 
Horace R. Collins, Division Chief and State Geologist 
Division of Geological Survey 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Fountain Square 
Columbus~ OH 43224 

(614) 466-5344 

OKLAHOMA 
Charles J. Mankin, Director 
Oklahoma Geological Survey 
The University of Oklahoma 
Norman, OK 73019 

(405) 325-3031 
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OREGON 
Ralph S. Mason, State Geologist 
State of Oreqon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
1069 State Office Buildinq 
1400 SW Fifth Ave. 
Portland, OR 97201 

(503) 229-5580 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Arthur A. Socolow, State Geologist 
Bureau of Topographic and Geologic Survey 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Harrisburq, PA 17120 

(717) 787-2169 

PUERTO RICO 
Carlos M. Cram, Programa De Geologia, 
Departmento De Recurses Naturales 
Apt. 5887 
Puerta de Tierra, San Juan, PR 00906 

( 809) 766-2218 

RHODE ISLAND 
Robert L. McMaster, Associate State Geologist for Marine Affairs 
Graduate School of Oceanography 
University of Rhode Island 
Kingston, RI 02881 

( 401) 792-1000 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Norman K. Olson, State Geologist 
Division of Geology 
S. C. State Development Board 
Harbison Forest Road 
Columbia, SC 29210 

(803) 758-6431 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Duncan J. McGregor, State Geologist 
South Dakota Geological Survey 
Science Center, University of South Dakota 
Vermilion, SD 57069 

(605) 624-4471 
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TENNESSEE 
Robert E. Hershey, State Geologist 
Department of Conservation 
Division of Geology 
G-5 State Office Building 
Nashville, TN 37219 

(615) 741-2726 

TEXAS 
W. L. Fisher, Director, Bureau of Economic Geology 
The University of Texas at Austin 
University Station Box X 
Austin, TX 78712 

(512) 471-1534 

UTAH 
Donald T. McMillan, Director 
Utah Geological and Mineral Survey 
606 Black Hawk Way 
Salt Lake City, UT 84108 

(801) 581-6831 

VERMONT 
Charles A. Rattes, State Geologist 
Aqency of Environmental Conservation 
5 Court Street 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

(802) 828-3357 

VIRGINIA 
James L. Calver, State Geologist 
Virginia Division of Mineral Resources 
P.O. Box 3667 
Charlottesville, VA 22903 

(804) 293-5121 

WASHINGTON 
Vaughn E. Livingston, Jr., State Geologist an~ Supervisor 
Division of Geology and Earth Resources 
Olympia, WA 98504 

(206) 753-6183 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Robert B. Erwin, Director and State Geologist 
West Virginia Geoloqical and Economic Survey 
P.O. Box 879, White Hall 
Morqantown, WV 26505 

(304) 292-6331 
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WISCONSIN 
Meredith E. Ostrom, State Geoloaist and Director 
Wisconsin Geoloaical and Natural Historv Survey 
University of Wisconsin-Extension 
1815 University Avenue 
Madison, WI 53706 

(608) 262-1705 

WYOMING 
Daniel N. Miller~ Jr., State Geoloaist and Executive Director 
Geoloaical Survev of Wyomina 
P.O. Box 3008 University Station 
University of WYomina 
Laramie~ WY 82071 

(307) 742-2054, 766-2286 
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EXHIBIT F3 

STATE CONSERVATIONISTS (SCS) 

ALABAMA 
William B. Linole 
Wrioht Buildino 
138 South Gav Street 
P. 0. Box 311 
Auburnq AL 36830 

(205) 821-8070 

ALASKA 
Wevmeth E. Lano 
Suite 129q Professional Bldo. 
2221 E. Northern Liohts Blvd. 
Anchoraoeq Alaska 99504 

ARKANSAS 
Maurice J. Spears 
Federal Building, Room 5029 
700 West Capitol Street 
P.O. Box 2323 
Little Rock, AR 72203 

(501) 378-5445 

CALIFORNIA 
Francis C. H. Lum 
2828 Chiles Road 
Davis, CA 95616 

(916) 758-2200, ext. 210 

COLORADO 
Robert Halstead 
Room 313 
2490 West 26th Avenue 
P.O. Box 17207 
Denver, CO 80217 

(303) 837-4275 

CONNECTICUT 
John W. Tippie 
Mansfield Professional Park 
Route 44A 
Storrs, Connecticut 06268 

(203) 429-9361,9362 
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DELAWARE 
Otis D. Fincher 
Treadway Towers, Suite 24 
9 East Loockerman Street 
Dover, Delaware 19901 
(302) 678-0750 

FLORIDA 
William E. Austin 
Federal Building 
P.O. Box 1208 
Gainesville, Florida 32601 

(904) 377-8732 

GEORGIA 
Dwight M. Treadway 
Federal Suildinq 
355 E. Hancock Avenue 
P.O. Box 832 
Athens, Georgia 30603 

(404) 546-2274 

HAWAII 
Jack P. Kanalz 
Alexander Young Bldq., Room 440 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
(808) 546-3165 

IDAHO 
Amos I. Garrison, Jr. 
Room 345 
304 North 8th Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 

(208) 284-1601, ext. 1601 

ILLINOIS 
Daniel E. Holmes 
Federal Building 
200 W. Church Street 
P.O. Box 678 
Champaign, Illinois 61820 

(217) 356-3785 



INDIANA 
Buell M. Ferguson 
Atkinson Square West 
Suite 2200 
5610 Crawfordsville Road 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46224 

(317) 269-6515 

IOWA 
WilliamJ. Brune 
823 Federal Buildinq 
210 Walnut Street 
Des Mo.i nes, Iowa 50309 

(515) 862-4260 

KANSAS 
Robert K. Griffin 
760 South Broadway 
P.O. Box 600 
Salina~ Kansas 67401 

(913) 825-9535 

KENTUCKY 
Glen E. Murray 
333 Waller Avenue 
Lexington, Kentucky 40504 

(606) 233-2749, ext. 2749 

LOUISIANA 
Alton Mangum 
3737 Government Street 
P.O. Box 1630 
Alexandria, Louisiana 71301 

(318) 448-3421 

MAINE 
Warwick M. Tinsley, Jr. 
USDA Building 
University of Maine 
Orono, Maine 04473 

(207) 866-2132,2133 

MARYLAND 
Gerald R. Calhoun 
Room 522, Hartwick Building 
4321 Hartwick Road 
Co 11 ege Park, Maryl and 20740 

(301) 344-4180 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
Benjamin Isqur 
29 Cottage Street 
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002 

(413) 549-0650) 

MICHIGAN 
Arthur H. Cratty 
1405 South Harrison Road 
East Lansinq, Michigan 48823 

(517) 372-1910, ext. 242 

MINNESOTA 
Harry M. Major 
200 Federal Bldg. & U. S. Courthouse 
316 North Robert Street 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 

(612) 725-7675 

MISSISSIPPI 
Chester F. Bellard 
Milner Building Room 590 
210 South Lamar Street 
P.O. Box 610 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 

(601) 969-4330 

MISSOURI 
Kenneth G. McManus 
555 Vandiver Drive 
Columbia, Missouri 65201 

(314) 442-2271, ext. 3155 

MONTANA 
Van K. Haderlie 
federal Building 
P.O. Box 970 
Bozeman, Montana 59715 

(406) 587-5271, ext. 4322 

NEBRASKA 
Benny Martin 
Federal Building 
U.S. Courthouse, Room 345 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508 

(402) 471-5301 
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NEVADA 
Gerald C. Thola 
U.S. Post Office Building 
P.O. Box 4850 
Reno, Nevada 89505 

(702) 784-5304 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Donald G. Burbank 
Federal Building 
Durham, New Hamp$hire 03824 

(603) 868-7581 

NEW JERSEY 
Warren J. Fitzgerald 
1370 Hamilton Street 
P.O. Box 219 
Somerset, New Jersey 08873 

(201) 246-1205, ext. 20 

NEW MEXICO 
Albert W. Hamelstrom 
517 Gold Avenue, SW 
P.O. Box 2007 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 

(505) 766-2173 

NEW YORK 
Robert L. Hilliard 
U. S. Courthouse & Federal Bldq. 
100 S. Clinton Street, Room 771 
Syracuse, New York 13202 

(315) 423-5493 

NORTH CAROL INA 
Jesse L. Hicks 
310 New Bern Ave., Federal Bldg. 
Fifth Floor - P.O. Box 27307 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 

(919) 755-4165 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Allen L. Fisk 
Rosser Ave & Third Street 
Federal Building 
P.O. Box 1458 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

(701) 255-4011, ext. 421 
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OHIO 
Robert E. Quilliam 
Room 522 
200 Nothe High Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

(614) 469-6785 

OKLAHOMA 
Roland R .. Willis 
Agriculture Building 
Farm Road & Brumley Street 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074 

(405) 372-7111, ext. 204 

OREGON 
Guy W. Nutt 
federal Office Building 
1220 SW 3rd Avenue 
Portland, Oreqon 97209 

(503) 221-2751 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Graham T. Munkittrick 
Federal Bldg. & Courthouse 
Sox 985 F~qeral Square Station 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108 

(717) 782-4403 

PUERTO PICO 
Angel H. Quintero 
Caribbean Area 
Federal Office Bldg., Rm 633, 6th Floor 
GPO Box 4868 
Hato Rev, Puerto Rico 00936 

(809) 753-4206 

RHODE ISLAND 
Austin L. Patrick, Jr. 
222 QuakerLane 
West Warwick 02893 

(no cml phone listed). 



SOUTH CAROLINA 
George F. Huey 
240 Stoneridqe Drive 
Columbia, South Carolina 29210 

(803) 765-5681 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Robert D. Swanson 
239 Wisconsin Ave., SW 
P.O. Box 1357 

, Huron, South Dakota 57350 
(605) 352-8651 

TENNESSEE 
Donald C. Bivens 
675 U.S. Courthouse 
Nashville, Tennessee 37203 

( 615) 749-5471 

TEXAS 
George C. Marks 
Federal Building 
101 Sa Main Street 
P.O. Box 648 
Temple, Texas 76501 

(817) 773-1711, ext. 331 

UTAH 
George McMi 11 an 
4012 Federal Buildinq 
125 South State Street 
Salt Lake City .. Utah 84138 

(801) 524-5051 

VERMONT 
Robert Shaw 
Burlington Square, Suite 205 
Burlinqton, Vermont 05401 

(802) 862-6501, ext. 6261 

VIRGINIA 
David N. Grimwood 
Federal Bldq., Room 9201 
400 N. 8th Street 
P.O. Box 10026 
Richmond, Virginia 23240 

(804) 782-2457 
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WASHINGTON 
Galen S. Bridqe 
360 U. S. Courthouse 
W. 920 Riverside Avenue 
Spokane, Washington 99201 

( 509) 456-3711 

WEST VIRGIN IA 
Craig M. Riqht 
75 High Street 
P.O. Box 865 
Morgantown, West Virginia 26505 

(304) 599-7151 

WISCONSIN 
Jerome C. Hytry 
4601 Hammersley Road 
Madison, Wisconsin 53711 

(608) 252-5351 

WYOMING 
Blaine 0. Halliday 
Federal Office Building 
P.O. Box 2440 
Casper, Wyoming 82601 

(307) 265-5550, ext. 3217 
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