


 Work Order 1 to Sulphur Basin Group (SBG).
 Scope included Appraisal District approach 

for assessing timberland & agricultural land 
i t d b d j timpacted by proposed projects.

 Assessment within defined limits of Wright 
Patman Lake Reallocation (WPLR) of floodPatman Lake Reallocation (WPLR) of flood-
to-water storage and Marvin Nichols 
Reservoir (MNR) project study areas.Reservoir (MNR) project study areas.

 Assessment of Timberland Use Distribution 
in the region.g





 Estimation of the area, volume/value of 
timberlands, and value of agricultural lands 
impacted was within the following study 
boundaries:boundaries:
◦ WPLR: Between elevation  242.5’ NGVD and 

227.5’ NGVD; and;
◦ MNR:  Within elevation 313.5’ NGVD.

 Upper limits selection was based on 
previous studies.



 WPLR
◦ 227.5’ elevation proxy for the existing level;
◦ Area newly impacted by reallocation is 

b t l ti 227 5’ d 242 5’between elevations 227.5’ and 242.5’.
◦ Government & privately owned parcels are 

both wholly or partially within these twoboth wholly or partially within these two 
elevations. 
◦ Private parcels are in Bowie & Cass Counties.
◦ In Morris County only government-owned 

parcels are impacted.



 MNR
◦ Private parcels are both wholly or partially 

within elevation 313.5’.
N l◦ No government parcels.
◦ Private parcels are in Red River, Titus and 

Franklin CountiesFranklin Counties.









 Contacted three major timber users in the region to 
ll dcollect data.

 Users included the International Paper Texarkana 
Mill (Domino, Texas), the Domtar Ashdown Mill ( o o, e as), t e o ta s do
(Ashdown, Arkansas), and the West Fraser New 
Boston Mill (New Boston, Texas).
W t F fid ti ll id d d t West Fraser confidentially provided data.

 All three cited confidentiality and recommended 
the Texas A&M Forest Service document entitled 
“Harvest Trends 2013,” as the best source.



Volume Harvested  (cubic feet)
County Pine Hardwood Total
B i 7 977 449 23 3% 6 612 207 26 5% 14 589 656 24 7%Bowie          7,977,449  23.3%        6,612,207  26.5%      14,589,656  24.7%
Cass        18,477,965  54.0%        9,310,599  37.3%      27,788,564  47.0%
Franklin             326,276  1.0%        1,144,085  4.6%        1,470,361  2.5%
Morris          1,896,567  5.5%        1,160,139  4.7%        3,056,706  5.2%
R d Ri 4 509 199 13 2% 5 140 016 20 6% 9 649 215 16 3%Red River         4,509,199  13.2%        5,140,016  20.6%        9,649,215  16.3%
Titus          1,001,683  2.9%        1,566,883  6.3%        2,568,566  4.3%
Total       34,189,139  100.0%       24,933,929  100.0%       59,123,068  100.0%

Harvest Value (thousand dollars)
County Stumpage Delivered
Bowie                6,181  26.6%             16,175  25.3%
Cass              10,845  46.6%             29,629  46.4%
Franklin                   539  2.3%               1,616  2.5%
Morris                1,078  4.6%               3,182  5.0%
Red River               3,546  15.2%             10,366  16.2%
Titus                1,077  4.6%               2,891  4.5%
Total             23,266  100.0%             63,859  100.0%





 County Appraisal District (CAD) approach was 
very useful in estimating the type/quantity of 
timberland and agricultural land. 

 CAD approach was not a good basis for CAD approach was not a good basis for 
assessing actual “value” of privately owned 
timberland or agricultural land.timberland or agricultural land.

 Impacted areas were generated by 
intersecting parcel and project boundaries, 
providing a database of impacted parcels.







 WPLR
◦ Corps provided GIS shape files for fee-

owned government land, as well as for 
d l d l feasements and land use classifications.

◦ Where there were conflicts the Corps 
shape files were assumed to be correct inshape files were assumed to be correct in 
most cases.
◦ Analysis done such that the Impacted◦ Analysis done such that the Impacted 

Parcel database had complete coverage 
with no gaps.g p





 General land use for each project study area 
boundary derived from this process is below:



 Common 21 Category Schema is as follows:
H d d (H1 H4)◦ Hardwood (H1 – H4)

◦ Mixed pine and hardwood (M1-M4)
◦ Pine (P1-P4)

R l d (R1 R4)◦ Rangeland (R1-R4) 
◦ Tilled cropland (TD) – one category only
◦ Wildlife Reserve (Conservation Easement) further 

subdivided as:subdivided as:
 WLDF-U (unclassified)
 WLDF-R (rangeland)
 WLDF-T (timber) WLDF-T (timber)

◦ Waste  - a category used only by Titus CAD representing 
“unusable” land



 Total area of each classification for WPLR is shown below:



 Total area of each classification for MNR is shown below:





 CAD data substantially informed the 
assessment of the quantity of timber and 
agricultural lands, but not quality/value.
T i t ith th lit / l To assist with the quality/value process, 
SBG employed additional resources 
including:including:
◦ Agricultural Land – American Society of Farm 

Managers & Rural Appraisers (ASFMRA); and
◦ Timberland – Kingwood Forestry Services (KFS).



 Agricultural Land
◦ The valuation process was based on the “lease 

value” approach typically in use by all CADs and 
other agenciesother agencies.
◦ Values used for estimating value of impacted 

agricultural lands were adapted from ASFMRA’s 
bli i “T R l L d V l T dpublication “Texas Rural Land Value Trends 

2013.”
◦ Used a factor of three times the values selected U

for rental/lease value (equivalent to three years of 
rental/lease).



 Timberland
◦ Timber “density” and value of each timber 

classification was based on estimation and visual 
inspection by KFSinspection by KFS.
◦ On the government-owned property, the sites 

inspected represented 94% of the classification 
types. 
◦ Privately-held property was inspected where 

public access was available; this work was p ;
augmented with inspection of aerial imagery to 
assess parcel similarities. 



 Timberland (continued)
◦ Although not as much of impacted timber 

could be inspected in MNR, as a rule, 
d b h l dimpacted timber within WPLR is larger and 

of better quality.
The estimated volumes of timber are◦ The estimated volumes of timber are 
expressed in tons and classified as 
Hardwood Sawtimber (HST) HardwoodHardwood Sawtimber (HST), Hardwood 
Pulpwood (HPW), Pine Sawtimber (PST) & 
Pine Pulpwood (PPW).p







 Estimated value for each land cover 
classification was based on 
“Stumpage” ($/ton) and estimated 
density in tons per acre.  

 Density values differ for each project y p j
site based on the inspection effort.  

 Estimates provided in the following Estimates provided in the following 
tables:







 On the basis of these land cover unit values, a 
f h ll i d l fsummary of the overall estimated value of 

hardwood and pine sawtimber and pulpwood 
within the WPLR & MNR study areas are below:within the WPLR & MNR study areas are below:





 WPLR comprises about 35,200 acres of 
impacted timberlands (between 242.5’ & 
227.5’ elevations; 

 MNR comprises about 26 200 acres of MNR comprises about 26,200 acres of 
impacted timberlands beneath the 313.5’ 
elevation; andelevation; and  

 The total value of both timberland and 
agricultural land resources for each project is 
shown by County or Government in the 
following tables:







 Combining
B i /C H d d 66 7%◦ Bowie/Cass Hardwood:  66.7%

◦ Bowie/Cass Pine: 84.7%




