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orest management in many de-
:]E‘Vdoped countries is character-

ized largely by low- to
moderate-intensity management for a
variety of uses and values. Multiple-
use forest management has proven
enormously durable in many different
circumstances. This flexible, adaptive
approach has, for the most part, al-
lowed forest managers to balance a
wide variety of demands on forests
while keeping within the bounds of
sustainability.

The need to conserve biological
diversity—and especially to protect
habitat for threatened and endan-
gered species—represents a funda-
mental challenge to the multiple-use
model of forest management. Scien-
tific uncertainty as to just where the
limits of sustainability lie, and the
degree of sensitive species’ resilience
to recover should these limits be
exceeded, have resulted in a conserv-
ative approach to biodiversity conser-
vation. In many instances, this
precautionary approach regards even
a modest level of human manipula-
tion in the ecosystem as exceeding the
limits of what can be sustained.

We are now in an era in which the
downward trend in biodiversity, and
the potential of forest protection to
slow that decline, is seen by many as
sufficient reason to cease any and all
forest management activities that
potentially interfere with that objec-
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tive. With the boundaries of sustain-
ability—between the ecologically
acceptable maximum for manage-
ment intensity, and the economically
accepted minimum—thus so tightly
drawn, it is difficult for forest man-
agers to discern a new pathway by
which biological diversity can be con-
served within the context of active
forest management (see Figure 1).

The world’s greatest concentra-
tion of biological diversity in forest
ecosystems—and the greatest threats
to conserving that diversity—is in the
tropics (Raven 1997). These seem-
ingly lush and irrepressible forests are
more vulnerable to ecological damage
than most temperate-zone forests,
and much slower to recover from
deforestation (Wilson 1992). The
continuing losses of forest area in the
tropics are the single-greatest threat
to global biodiversity, a trend that is
exacerbated by population growth
rates in many tropical nations that far
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exceed those in most temperate-zone
nations. “An awful symmetry binds
the rise of humanity to the fall of bio-
diversity: the richest nations preside
over the smallest and least interesting
biotas, while the poorest nations, bur-
dened by exploding populations and
little scientific knowledge, are stew-
ards of the largest.” (Wilson 1992).
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Figure |.Forest management and the changing bounds of sustainability.
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Today, to greatly improve our con-
servation of biological diversity in for-
est ecosystems worldwide, while at the
same time managing these renewable
resources to help meet the material
needs of an expanding human popula-
tion, demands that these needs are
reflected in both policy and practice.
These means should consider that: (1)
all forests are zot equally suited to mul-
tiple-use management, (2) there are
important forest uses and values that
are clearly not compatible with one
another, and cannot be adequately
protected under management aimed at
accommodating a wide range of com-
modity and non-commodity uses, and
(3) a more specialized approach to for-
est management, capitalizing on attrib-
utes that make some areas well suited
to intensive management for particular
uses, can result in significant increases
in both biodiversity conservation and
sustainable wood production.

SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY AS A
SPECTRUM OF MANAGEMENT
[NTENSITIES

The necessity of increasing both
biodiversity conservation and wood
production simultaneously, is accelerat-
ing the evolution toward three separate
and distinct types of forest manage-
ment (Hunter and Calhoun 1996):

#  Commercial forest plantations that
are intensively managed for the
production of wood and wood
fiber-based commodities—what
Aldo Leopold alluded to as
“Group A” forestry (Leopold
1949). Due to their small tract size
and/or history of past land use,
this approach will likely be cen-
tered on highly productive lands
with relatively low actual or poten-
tial value as a habitat for rare or
sensitive species.

# Forests that are managed at a
moderate or low intensity for a
wide variety of goods, services,
and natural values, or Leopold’s
“Group B” forestry. These “work-
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Figure 2. Relative distributions of forest management intensities under two models.

ing forests” would provide habi-
tat primarily as it is being main-
tained in forest land use. These
lands, both public and private,
would encompass the majority of
the forest arca of the U.S., with a
broad diversity of management
approaches on individual tracts of
varying size providing an accom-
panying diversity of habitats in
terms of age, successional stage,
vegetative composition, climate
and landform.

# Native forest reserves that are
managed first and foremost for
conservation and restoration of
biological diversity—what
Leopold might have termed
“Group C” forestry. Management
of these forests would be centered
on identified biodiversity hot
spots of global and national sig-
nificance, and will likely encom-
pass most of the remaining large
tracts of undeveloped native
forests on federal public lands, in
some state parks, and in private
lands where this style of manage-
ment is consistent with the
landowner’s goals and objectives.

In essence, a spectrum approach to

defining “sustainable forestry” must
encompass all three categories—pro-
tected areas and plantations as well as
“working forests” managed for multi-
ple values and purposes (see Figure 2).

Alone, none of these three ele-
ments can be regarded as sustainable
forestry. It is the overall system—with
all its elements represented at the
national, regional, and local levels—
that will constitute “sustainable
forestry” in the future. There is no
single set of standards to define how
forestry should be practiced in every
location and in every circumstance.
Any set of standards purporting to
describe a system of sustainable
forestry must take into account the
need for bioreserves and intensively-
managed forest plantations, as well as
“working forests” managed to pro-
vide an array of forest values, renew-
able resources, and ecological services
(see Figure 2).

In the next segment of this article
(printed in Vol. 9, No. 2 of The Pin-
chot Letter), I will discuss how forest
plantations are integral to the conser-
vation of biodiversity, and will
describe the new, political consensus
on sustainable forestry.

| o



THE PINCHOT LETTER

SPRING 2004

REFERENCES

Hunter, M.L. and R.S. Seymour. 1999.
Muaointaining biodiversity in forest
ecosystems. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Hunter, M.L. and Calhoun, A. 1996. A
triad approach to land-use allocation. In:
Szaro, R.A. and D.W. Johnston, eds.,
Biodiversity in Managed Landscapes.
London: Oxford University Press.

International Union for the
Conservation of Nature (IUCN), 1988.
Plant Conservation Programme. Gland,
Switzerland: TUCN.

Leopold, A. 1949. A Sand County
Almanac, and Sketches Heve and There.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Raup, D.M. and J.J. Sepkoski. 1984.
Periodicity of extinctions in the geologic
past. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 81:801-805.

Raven, P.H. 1987. We’re killing our
world: preservation of biological
diversity. Vital Speeches of the Day, May
15, 1987, pp. 472-478.

Sample, V.A. 1998. Principles of
Sustainable Forest Management:
Examples from Recent US and
International Efforts, Discussion Paper
98-01. Washington, DC: Pinchot
Institute for Conservation.

Szaro, R.C. and B. Shapiro. 1990.
Conserving Our Heritage: America’s
Biodiversity. Arlington, Virginia: The
Nature Conservancy.

Wilson, E.O. 1992. The Diversity of Life.
New York: W.W. Norton and Co.

e

BECOME AN INNOVATOR FOR
FOREST STEWARDSHIP

Concerned about the changing global climate? Not sure if the natural
resources we enjoy today will be here tomorrow for future generations?
Dissatisfied with the quality of your water?

Not sure if you can make a difference? Well, you can. Make today your
first day as an innovator for forest stewardship by becoming a Pinchot
Associate.

As a Pinchot Associate, you will join others across the nation who invest
resources the Institute needs to quickly, yet thoughtfully, respond to
natural resource issues before they become policies that ruin our envi-
ronment, diminish our livelihood or destroy our quality of life. The
flexibility your unrestricted gift provides enables us to collaborate
nationwide with all of America’s people—from rural landowners to fed-
eral policymakers—to sustain natural resources and build economic
capacity through educational programs, research on forest-management
policies, and technical assistance for on-the-ground projects.

As a natural resource steward, becoming a Pinchot Associate will enable
you to feel good about protecting our environment while helping oth-
ers. For your gift of $100 or more, we will:

# Keep you informed of timely natural resource issues through The
Pinchot Letter,

# Send you advanced notification of our workshops, seminars, confer-
ences, and newly released publications;

#  Give you special recognition in our newsletter and annual report;

# Send you invitations to special events we host in your community,
Washington, DC, and at Grey Towers so you can see for yourself
how you are helping to advance forest conservation.

Your gift can be made to the Pinchot Institute through the Combined
Federal Campaign or by returning the enclosed envelope. For informa-
tion on additional tax-advantaged ways to become an innovative con-
servationist and follow in Gifford Pinchot’s footsteps, please contact
Kendra Miller at (202) 797-6580 or kmiller@pinchot.ory.

Pinchot Institute for Conservation is a member of the Conser-
. vation and Preservation Charities of America. Check your guide

for our listing and charity number under this

federation.




