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Editor’s Note: The following is a voluntary paper proposed for the X1I World Forestry Congress, Quebec, Canada,
September 21-28, 2003. This segment is Part 11 of & two part sevies. Part I defined sustainable forestry and discussed
sustoinable forestry management as a spectrum of management intensities (volume 9, number 1).
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FOREST PLANTATIONS AS
[NTEGRAL TO BIODIVERSITY
CONSERVATION

]I eading conservation organiza-
tions are beginning to recog-
nize that intensive forest

management on portions of the land-

scape well suited to this use can serve
to reduce development pressures on
other forest areas, and create new op-
portunities—both practical and polit-
ical—to provide greater protection to
areas of globally- or regionally-signif-
icant biodiversity value (Sedjo and

Botkin 1997; Hunter and Seymour

1999). A recent report by the World

Wildlife Fund suggests that a signifi-

cant expansion of the area of inten-

sively-managed forest plantations
could allow the world’s major forest
products companies to meet a sub-
stantial share of the global demand for
industrial roundwood from a relative-
ly small proportion of the world’s for-
est area, and open up new
opportunities to provide outright
protection to high conservation value
forests, particularly those with global-
ly-significant biodiversity values
(Howard and Stead 2001). So con-
vinced is WWF of the value of this ap-
proach that they have called upon the
world’s ten largest forest products
companies to collectively increase the
area of intensively-managed forest
plantations by 5 million hectares per
year—for the next 50 years (World
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Wildlife Fund 2001). With this level
of investment, WWF estimates that as
much as 80 percent of the world de-
mand for industrial roundwood in
2050 can be met from less than 20
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percent of the world’s forests. Fur-
thermore, WWEF asserts this can all be
done consistent with the Forest Stew-
ardship Council (FSC) criteria for
green certification, meaning that
much of that 20 percent will be new
planted forests on retired marginal
crop and pasture land, rather than
plantations created by converting nat-
ural forests.

This is appealing at a global theo-
retical level, but there is a need to
demonstrate the efficacy of this
approach in practical application in

different regions of the world, repre-
senting various biophysical, economic
and social contexts (Hunter and Sey-
mour, 2000). It has been argued that,
in the United States, this is essentially
the pattern of forest land allocation
that has already emerged, at least
when viewed at the national level.
Wood production has shifted largely
to industrial timberlands and other
private forests on about one-fifth of
US forest land; biodiversity conserva-
tion is becoming a primary manage-
ment goal in many public forests and
forests managed by conservation
NGOs, making up another one-fifth;
and multiple-use management is still
the de facto approach on both public
and private forests that constitute the
remaining three-fifths. Generally
speaking, the most productive forest
lands, especially those close to labor
and markets, have found their way
into ownership by forest industry or
other private owners for whom wood
production is a leading objective.
Large, contiguous and often remote
forest areas, comprising a wide variety
of landforms and habitat types, are
generally in public ownership.

This pattern breaks down, how-
ever, when US forest lands are viewed
at the regional or local level. West of
the Great Plains, less than 40 percent
of forest land is privately owned; in the
East, private forests constitute nearly
90 percent of the total (Powell et al.
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1993). It has been estimated that
habitat for nearly three-quarters of the
Federally-list threatened and endan-
gered species in the US is found exclu-
sively on private lands, much of it in
the East (Natural Heritage Data Net-
work 1993). Conversely, some of the
most productive forests, characterized
by fast-growing commercially desir-
able native tree species, are found on
public lands on the Pacific coast. A
large-scale reallocation of public and
private forest land aimed at placing
important conservation lands in pub-
lic ownership and highly productive
forest lands in private hands would be
operationally impractical, and politi-
cally infeasible. Some other mecha-
nism is needed for aligning the
management of forest lands with the
uses to which they are naturally suited.

There have been several intensive
efforts to identify forests of high con-
servation value, rank them in order of
importance, and prioritize them in
terms of degree of threat and need for
immediate action to conserve biodi-
versity and other environmental val-
ues (Ricketts et al., 2000). A parallel
process is needed to identify forest
arcas well-suited to intensive forest
management, starting with a consen-
sus approach to specifying a set of cri-
teria and attributes for differentiating
lands of relatively high value for sus-
tainable wood production and rela-
tively low value for biodiversity
conservation. Preliminary efforts to
accomplish this have met with public
concerns that identifying and priori-
tizing such areas would be tanta-
mount to declaring “sacrifice zones”
in which there would be no attempt
whatsoever to conserve biodiversity
or protect other environmental values
(Heaton 2003). Existing require-
ments of federal and state law in the
US already generally preclude such an
approach. Nevertheless, voluntary
efforts such as the recent Forest Stew-
ardship Council certification of a
hybrid poplar plantation in Oregon
(Forest Stewardship Council 2002)
will provide additional public assur-

ance that environmental values,
including biodiversity conservation,
can be protected in different ways at
every point in the spectrum of forest
management intensities. Conversely,
continued efforts such as this could
result in constructive modifications in
guidelines for independent certifica-
tion of forest plantations to comprise
a set of “best practices” for intensive
forest management.

TowaRD A NEw CONSENSUS
ON SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY

We are perhaps within reach of a
new political consensus—one in
which both the forestry community
and the environmental community
actively support the idea that inten-
sively-managed forest plantations and
protected areas in high conservation
value forests have an essential place in
a comprehensive strategy for sustain-
able forest management (Sample
2003). It has been suggested (Binkley
2003) that a consensus agreement
might include considerations such as:

# devoting 20-30 percent of the
landbase of plantation projects to
ecological services

# strict control of offsite impacts of
plantation-based timber produc-
tion, especially the movement of
silt, fertilizer or herbicides into
waterways or groundwater

# agreed upon limits on the use of
yield-enhancing chemicals such as
fertilizers and herbicides, focused
on minimizing use and maximiz-
ing impact

# agreed upon limits on the use of
genetically modified organisms
(GMOs) to instances in which it
can be demonstrated that gene
flow out of the plantation is not
possible

# a commitment not to log old
growth forests

Developed, temperate-forest
countries with high per-capita con-
sumption of wood products have a
dual conservation responsibility to
fulfill. First, there is an obligation to
protect their remaining “hot spots” of
biological diversity—and bear their
share of the local, short-term eco-
nomic effects of doing so. Second,
there is an obligation to meet their
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share of the demand for renewable
wood and fiber that they themselves
generate, without shifting an undue
burden onto biologically rich forests
in other regions of the world. Taking
a more specialized approach to forest
management, and further developing
the policies and institutional frame-
works that make it possible to do so,
create significant potential for improv-
ing both biodiversity conservation
and sustainable wood production.
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Pinchot Institute on your
CEC pledge card. With
over 6,000 nonprofits participating
annually in the CFC campaign, we
want to ensure that we continually
fund our efforts—work that directly
supports yours and the values that
you hold as a steward of the land.
Only by working together can we
spread the roots of forest conserva-
tion. We have affiliated ourselves
with the Conservation and Preserva-
tion Charities of America, a federa-
tion of national organizations
working to protect and restore the
Earth’s natural environment and his-
toric treasures through workplace
giving campaigns.

)on’t forget to designate the

SUPPORT FOREST CONSERVATION THROUGH THE CFC

The Combined Federal Cam-
paign (CFC) is the largest workplace-
giving program in the world — for
employees of the federal govern-
ment, the postal service, and the uni-
form services. If you are a federal
government or military employee
and would like to support the Pin-
chot Institute through the CFC,
please enter CFC code #2396 on
your pledge card during the next
campaign. Please check your guide
for our CFC number for local,
municipal and state campaigns.

Dollars can also be donated to
the Pinchot Institute through other
workplace charitable campaigns such
through the CEC.

For more information on how to
contribute through the CFC or to set
up an independent, workplace giving
campaign at your corporation, please
call (202) 797-6580 or pinchor@pin-
chot.ory.

Pinchot Institute for Conserva-
tion: a member of the Conserva-
tion and Preservation Charities of
America federation.
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