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In 1999, Oklahoma Governor Keating and Oklahoma Agriculture Commissioner Howard
convened a conferenceto discuss the future of Oklahoma’s forest ecosystems. This pa-
peris based on apresentation prepared for that conference to (a) describe Oklahoma'’s
forest ecosystems, (b) the environment in which they exist, and (c) their current and po-
tential contributions to the lives of Oklahoma'’s people. Oklahoma'’s forest ecosystems
existin an environment of increasing global demand for forest products. They are part
of aregion of the United States that includes almost athird of the nations forest inven-
tory and 2/3 of the primary processing capacity of the forest products industry. Oklahoma’s
timber resources are underutilized with annual removals and mortality equal to half of
annual growth. Timber ranks third, behind winter wheat and hay, in value of agricul-
tural crops produced in Oklahoma. Timber-based manufacturing contributes 2% of
manufacturing’s contribution to gross state product. Estimates of the value of forage
products and recreational services produced by Oklahoma’s forests are presented. The
contributions of forest ecosystems to wildlife habitat and an array of environmental ele-
ments are noted. These environmental benefits include human habitats in urban envi-
ronments. Opportunities to increase the contributions of the State’s forest ecosystems
are identified. © 2001 Oklahoma Academy of Science

INTRODUCTION

In 1999 Oklahoma Governor Frank Keating
and Oklahoma Agriculture Commissioner
Dennis Howard convened a conference to
discuss the future of Oklahoma's forest eco-
systems (1). This paper is based on a pre-
sentation prepared for that conference to
describe (a) Oklahoma’s forest ecosystems,
(b) the environment in which they exist, (c)
their current and potential contributions to
lives of Oklahoma'’s people. These objectives
will be met by presenting information on (a)
the context within which Oklahoma'’s forest
ecosystems exist, (b) a description of
Oklahoma’s forest resources, (c) the esti-
mated value of the timber harvest, (d) the
contribution of timber-based manufacturing
to Oklahoma'’s economy, (e) descriptions of
non-timber outputs and services, and (f) po-
tential contributions.

Context of Oklahoma’s Forest Resource

Global: The forest and woodland resources
of the world are not distributed equally.

They range from a minimum of 0.2 ha per
capita in Asia to a maximum of 6.8 ha/capita
in Oceania (Table 1; 2). The world average
is 0.7 ha per capita. The United States aver-
age is 1.1 ha/capita. Oklahoma has slightly

TABLE 1. World inventory of forest and wood-

land 1994.
PerCapita
Land Forest& Forest &
Region Population? Area® Woodland® Woodland
(no.x10%  (hax10%) (hax10%) (ha)
Africa 778,484 2,963,468 713,405 09
Europe 729,406 2,260,320 947,761 13
North America 304,078 1,838,009 749,290 25
United States 273,754 915,912 295,990 11
Oklahoma® 3,322 17,788 3,051 09
Central America 130,710 264,835 74,524 06
South America 331,889 1,752,925 934,860 28
Asia 3,588,877 3085414 556,996 0.2
Oceania® 29,460 849,135 200,252 6.8
WORLD 5,929,839 13,048,300 4,177,088 0.7
Developing 4,748,310 7,585,948 2,273,406 05
Developed 1,181,530 5462,356 1,903,683 16

2 From Data Table 7.1, pp. 244-245 (3).

b From Data Table 11.4, pp. 294-295 (3).

¢ Population from (5). Land, forest, and woodland area
from Table 1, pp. 22-23 (4).

9 Australia, New Zealand, and islands of the South Pacific.

Proc. Okla. Acad. Sci. 81:31-40(2001)



32 D. LEWIS

less than the National average area of forest
and woodland at 0.9 ha/capita (3,4).

The average annual consumption of round-
wood forest products from the world’s for-
est and woodland ecosystems for timber, fi-
ber, and fuel also varies greatly. During the
1993-1995 period, per capita consumption of
roundwood forest products ranged from 0.3
m3/yr. in Asia to 2.3 m3/yr. in North
America (Table 2; 2). The world average is
0.6 m3/capitalyear. Fifty six percent (1.9 x
103 m3) of this consumption is used for fuel.
During this period, the United States con-
sumed an average of 1.9 m3/capita/year.

The world’s forest and woodland ecosys-
tems are under increasing pressure as a re-
sult of economic development in addition
to population growth. If developing coun-
tries achieve the current average annual per
capita level of global consumption by the
year 2025, the world’s forests will have to
increase their annual output by 55% (1.8 x
109 m3).

National: Assessments of the United States
forest resource conducted by the U. S. For-
est Service place Oklahoma in the Southern
Region (Fig. 1). Almost 1/3 of the growing
stock inventory of the United States is in this
region. The Southern Region is followed in
order of importance by the Pacific Coast,
North, and Rocky Mountain regions (Table
3;3).

During the period from 1991 to 1998 the
United State’s growing stock inventory was
increasing at a rate of 612 million m3/yr. (3).

Figure 1. U.S. Forest Service assessment re-
gions.

TABLE 2. Average annual global roundwood consumption 1993-1995.

Average® Average®° Average® Average

Annual Annual Net Annual Annual

Roundwood¢ Trade in  Roundwood® Per Capita

Production Roundwood? Consumption Consumption

Population? 1993-1995 1993-1995 1993-1995 1993-1995

Region (no. x 109) (m3x10%) (m3x103%) (m3x109%) (m?3)
Africa 778,484 567,133 -5,717 572,850 0.7
Europe 729,406 484,169 4,096 480,073 0.7
North America 304,078 684,296 -14,397 698,693 2.3
United States 273,754 499,873 -18,059 517,932 19
Central America 130,710 69,766 -251 70,017 05
South America 331,889 382,557 -9,110 391,667 12
Asia 3,588,877 1,137,710 52,720 1,084,990 0.3
Oceania 29,460 48,468 -16,105 64,573 2.2
WORLD 5,929,839 3,374,100 3,374,100 0.6
Developing 4,748,310 2,060,995 -10,284 2,071,279 04
Developed 1,181,530 1,254,267 21,932 1,232,335 10

a From Data Table 7.1, pp. 244-245 (3).
b From Data Table 11.3, pp. 296-295 (3).

¢ Quantity of net trade is defined as the balance of exports minus imports.
d The measurement of round timber or equivalent that assesses the solid
volume (i.e. total wood content) of a stem or log in cubic units.
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OKLAHOMA’S FOREST ECOSYSTEMS

33

TABLE 3. Net volume of growing stock inventory, growth, removals, and
mortality by region in the United States 1991-1998.

Drain as

Net Percent

Inventory?2  Growth? Removals® MortalityP?  Change®  Growth

Region (m3x108) (M3x108) (M3x10%) (M3x10%) (m3x10) (%)
North 5,865 152 79 44 28 812
South 7,096 278 254 63 -38 1135
Rocky Mountains 3,122 62 23 19 19 69.7
Pacific Coast 6,164 121 106 29 -14 1.7
United States 18,711 612 462 155 5 100.8

2 From Table 11, pp. 46-47 (4).
b From Table 35, pp. 108-109 (4).
¢ Net Change = Growth - (Removals + Mortality).

During the same period the drain (mortal-
ity + removals) on this inventory was 617
million m3/yr.

During the same period the primary process-
ing segment of the forest products industry
in the United States had a capacity of 700
million m3/yr. (Table 4) ((Personal commu-
nication from P. J. Ince, USDA, Forest Ser-
vice, Forest Products Laboratory, Madison,
WI, Oct. 1999; 5,6). However, this estimate
of capacity includes facilities whose raw
material needs are met by residuals from
other primary processing facilities.

For the decade of the 90's the U S Forest Ser-
vice adopted a long-term strategic plan for
the United States’ forest and rangeland re-
sources that identified four major goals to
be pursued (7): (a) enhancing the produc-
tion of outdoor recreation, wildlife and fish-

eries outputs, and the value of forest and
range resources; (b) increasing the environ-
mental sensitivity with which commaodities
are produced; (c) expanding the scientific
knowledge that is the basis for management
and protection of forest and range ecosys-
tems; and (d) responding to global resource
issues by expanding scientific exchange and
technology transfer.

Regional: The forestinventory of the South-
ern Region is controlled by non-industrial
private owners (Table 5; 3). These owners
control almost 3/4 of the regions growing
stock inventory.

The Region’s forests grew at an average rate
of 278 million m3/yr. during the period from
1991 to 1998 (3). During this same period
the losses from mortality and removal of
trees from the inventory averaged 317 m3/

yr.

TABLE 4. Industrial roundwood capacity in the United States by region 1997-1998.

Oriented

Lumber2 Strandboard® Plywood® Particleboardd Fiberboard® Pulpf  TOTAL
Region (m3x106) (m3x108)  (m3x106) (m3x108)  (m3x108) (m3x108) (m3x106)
North 27.043 11.286 0.083 0.022
South 104.803 3.798 24.672 0.378 0.107 314.390 448.148
Rocky Mtns 24.457 0.526 2334 0.052 0.009
Pacific Coast 50.387 0479 10.301 0.224 0.021
United States 206.690 16.089 37.307 0.737 0.159 440.068 701.050

From Table 2 (7).

From Table A1 (8).
From Tables A2-A5 (8).
From Table A9 (8).
From Table A11 (8).

DO TY

Oct. 1999.

Personal communication from P. J. Ince, USDA, Forest Service, Forest Products Laboratory, Madison WI.,
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TABLE 5. Net volume of growing stock inventory, growth, removals, and

class in the Southern Region 1991.

Drain as

Inventory&.9 Average Annual Net Percent of

Softwood Hardwood Total Growth? Removals¢ Mortalityd Change® Growth

Ownership Class ~ (m3x10%  (m3x10%) m3x10% (M3x108) (Mm3x10%) (m3x10%) (m3x10%) (%)
National Forest 250 298 548 14 u 6 -3 118.7
Other Public 160 224 384 1 6 3 2 80.3
Forest Industry 681 480 1,161 65 82 10 -27 141.7
Non-industrial Privatef 1,823 3,179 5,003 188 155 4 -10 1054
TOTAL 2915 4,181 7,096 278 254 63 -38 1135

2 From Table 12 & 13, pp. 48-55 (4).

b From Table 33, pp. 102-103 (4).

¢ From Table 34, pp. 106-107 (4).

d From Table 32, pp. 98-99 (4).

€ Net Change = Growth - (Removals + Mortality).

f Includes all private owners of forest land except corporations and individuals operating wood using plants

(either primary or secondary).

g The volume of sound wood in growing-stock trees at least 127 mm in d.b.h. from a 0.3 m stump to a
minimum 102 mm top d.o.b. of the central stem or to the point where the central stem breaks into

limbs.

From 1992 to 1999 the annual roundwood
capacity of the primary processing segment
of the forest industry in the Region averaged
448 million m3 (Table 4) (Personal commu-
nication from P. J. Ince, USDA, Forest Ser-
vice, Forest Products Laboratory, Madison,
WI, Oct. 1999; 5, 6). This represents 64% of
the national capacity of the primary process-
ing segment of the forest products industry.
As is the case for national statistics, some of
the raw material needs for this capacity are
being met by residuals from other primary
processing facilities. The Region’s industrial

capacity is substantially in excess of the an-
nual growth of its forests.

OKLAHOMA’S FOREST RESOURCE
Description

Land use: Forest ecosystems occupy 3.5 mil-
lion ha, one ha in five of the land in Okla-
homa. Three/fourths of this area is classi-
fied as timberland (Table 6; 8,11). The re-
maining 870 thousand ha are classified as
woodland.

TABLE 6. Oklahoma area by land class and region 1989-1993.

Forest Landd

mortality by ownership

All Reserved

LandP Total Timberland®  Woodland?  Timberland

County (hax10%)  (hax109) (hax 103) (hax 103) (hax 103)
Eastern Oklahoma? 4,088.9 2,192.5 1,981.1 193.2 182
Central and West Oklahomac 13,663.6 1,259.1 583.2 675.9 0.0
TOTAL 17,752.5 3,451.6 2,564.3 869.1 18.2

a From Table 1, p. 5 (10).

b County areas from Table 2.07, p. 29 (13)

¢ For Alfalfa, Beaver, Cimarron, Custer, Ellis, Grant, Greer, Harmon, Harper, Jackson, Kiowa, Murray, Texas, Tillman,
Woods, and Woodward Counties estimates of timberland and woodland are derived from (12).

d From Tables C1 and D1, pp. 13 and 26 (11).

e Forest land that is producing, or is capable of producing crops of industrial wood and is not withdrawn from timber
utilization. Timberland is synonymous with commercial forest land and is capable of producing in excess of 1.4 m3/yr of
industrial wood in natural stands. Areas that are currently inaccessible and inoperable are included.

f Forest land incapable of yielding crops of industrial wood because of adverse site conditions.

Proc. Okla. Acad. Sci. 81:31-40(2001)
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Figure 2. Oklahoma regions.

Twol/thirds of Oklahoma’s forest ecosystems
are in the Eastern Region (Fig. 2). Two mil-
lion ha of Oklahoma’s timberlands are part
of the Eastern Region’s forest ecosystems
(8,11).

Inventory: Two/thirds of Oklahoma’s
growing stock inventory is controlled by
non-industrial private owners (Table 7; 8,9).
This landowner class controls a smaller por-
tion of the forest inventory in Oklahoma than
in the Southern Region as a whole. In the
Eastern Region, almost half of the State’s
growing stock inventory is controlled by
non-industrial private owners. An addi-
tional 20% of the State’s growing stock in-
ventory is controlled by forest industry. In
total, private owners control 86% of Okla-
homa'’s growing stock inventory, and 82% of
this inventory is in the Eastern Region (8,9).

During the 1989-1998 period Oklahoma’s
forests grew at the rate of 5.5 million m3/yr.
During the same period drain (the sum of
removals and mortality) averaged 2.8 mil-
lion m3/yr. As a result the forest inventory
of the State increased at an average rate of

2.8 million m3/yr. This resulted in an in-
crease in Oklahoma’s growing stock inven-
tory of 28 million m3 during the 10-yr. pe-
riod (8,9).

During the 1997-1998 period the annual
roundwood capacity of the primary process-
ing segment of the forest products industry
averaged 10 million m3 (Table 8; Personal
communication from P. J. Ince, USDA, For-
est Service, Forest Products Laboratory,
Madison, WI, Oct. 1999; 5,6). As in the cases
of the national and regional estimates of ca-
pacity, this capacity estimate includes facili-
ties whose raw material needs are met by
mill residuals. In this case, the capacity re-
guirements that are being met by mill residu-
als are 8.6 million m3, 86% of total capacity.
The remaining annual capacity, 1.4 million
m3 is 25% of the average annual growth dur-
ing the 1989-1998 period.

In summary, one ha in five in Oklahoma is
occupied by forest ecosystems. Twao/thirds
of the State’s forest inventory is controlled
by non-industrial private landowners. The
current levels of forest growth and drain are
sustainable. Sustaining the raw material re-
qguirements of the existing industry requires
the importation of the equivalent of 4.4 mil-
lion m3/yr. as mill residuals.

Value of Harvest

In 1998, Oklahoma’s timber harvest had a
delivered value of $187 million (Table 9;
12,13). Sixty-six percent of this value was in
sawlogs. Pulpwood was the second most

TABLE 7. Oklahoma timberland growing stock inventory by ownership class and region with

annual changes by region 1989-1998.

Inventory Average Annual Change
Non-

National Other Forest Industrial Net
Forest Public Industry Private Total Growth ~ Removals Mortality Change
Region  (M3x106) (m3x10%) (m3x10%) (m3x10%) (m3x108) (m3x108) (m3x106)  (m3x106) (m3x106)
East® 83 6.4 212 49.1 85.0 50 24 04 22

Central &
West? 188 188 06 00 05
TOTAL 83 6.4 212 68.0 103.8 55 24 04 28

@ From Tables 17-19, and 22 (10)..
b Based on Tables C1, C11, and 17 (11).

Proc. Okla. Acad. Sci. 81:31-40(2001)
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TABLE 8. Oklahoma annual industrial
roundwood capacity 1997-1998.

Capacity
(m3 x 106)
Lumber?@ 1.08
Oriented Strand-
boardP
Plywood® 0.29
Particleboardd
Fiberboard® 0.01
Pulpf 857
TOTAL 9.95

2 From Table 2 (7).

b From Table Al (8).

¢ From Tables A2-A5 (8).

d From Table A9 (8).

€ From Table A1l (8).

f Personal communication from P. J. Ince, USDA,
Forest Service, Forest Products Laboratory,

Madison, WI, Oct. 1999.

tribution to gross state product (Table 10; 15).
During the same period manufacturing
based on agricultural crops contributed 3%
to gross state product. Each dollar of agri-
cultural crop harvested produces $0.43 of
manufacturing value added while $1 of tim-
ber harvest produces $1.63 of manufactur-
ing value added.

Non-Timber Uses and Services

Forage production: The area of forest land
currently under grazing leases is not known.
However, Lewis and Goodier (16) estimated
the 1984 annual rental value of forage pro-
duced on forest land in Oklahoma at $29.9
million.

Recreation: Acurrent estimate of the value
of recreation produced by Oklahoma’s for-
est ecosystems is also not available. How-
ever, Lewis and Goodier (16) reported a
value for outdoor recreation in Oklahoma

TABLE 9. Oklahoma timber production and output value 1998.

Veneer and
Sawlogs Other Industrial Pulpwood TOTAL
Softwood  Hardwood Softwood  Hardwood  Softwood Hardwood
Output (m3 x 108)a 1.297 0.228 0521 0.004 0815 0331 3.19
Delivered Price ($/m3)P 8544 5769 48.89 57.69 34.61 27.98
Output Value ($ x 106) 1108 132 255 02 282 93 1871

2 From Table 1, p. 9 (14).
b From (15).

important element of the timber harvest, ac-
counting for 20% of the harvest value. At
$187 million, timber ranked third, behind
winter wheat and hay in value of agricul-
tural crops grown in Oklahoma and ac-
counted for 16% of the total value of agri-
cultural crops (14).

In 1996 roundwood exports and imports for
the State were almost equal (12). Round-
wood equivalent exports totaled 0.6 million
m?3 while imports totaled 0.5 million m3.

Contribution of Timber-Based
Manufacturing

In 1992 timber-based manufacturing was
responsible for 2% of manufacturing’s con-

Proc. Okla. Acad. Sci. 81:31-40(2001)

for 1985 at $1.5 million. They also reported
that the potential revenue, at that time, to
landowners for hunting leases at $26 mil-
lion/yr.

Additional uses and services: In addition
to the outputs and services that are used by
individuals, there are a number of additional
services provided by forests for all of soci-
ety. These include the maintenance and im-
provement of water quality. The improve-
ment in water quality is largely through the
stabilization of soils and soil nutrients and
the maintenance and enhancement of
aquatic ecosystems.

Forest ecosystems are also major carbon
sinks and play an important role in climate
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TABLE 10. Oklahoma statistics for agricultural-crops and timber based manufacturing 1992.

Value  Value of
SIC Establishments Employees Payroll Added Shipments
Code Industry (no.) (no.x103) ($x10% ($x108)  ($x109)
All Industries 4,064 1559 42633 13,7314 30,1746
Agriculture - Crops
203 Preserved fruits and vegetables 18 15 28.2 1143 272.8
204  Grain mill products a7 15 371 2540 754.9
207  Fats and oils 9 05 13.7 63.0 205.3
Total 74 35 79.0 431.3 1,233.0
Percent of All Industries 18 22 19 31 4.1
Timber
241  Logging 27 0.3 8.7 347 109.3
242  Sawmills and planing mills 24 05 99 282 816
249 Miscellaneous wood products 28 0.3 59 16.1 29.2
2436  Softwood veneer and plywood 1 03 6.5 18.1 386
26 Paper and allied products
2621 Paper mills 3
2631 Paperboard mills 4
Paper and allied products Sub-total 7 0.7 372 207.9 472.4
TOTAL 87 21 68.2 305.0 7311
Percent of All Industries 21 13 16 22 24

aFrom Table 5, pp. 9-15 (17).

regulation. In addition to their role in the
global carbon cycle forest ecosystems play
an important role sequestering a broad ar-
ray of pollutants (17).

Potential Contributions

In 1982, an analysis of the potential of
Oklahoma'’s forests was undertaken as part
of an analysis of the potential of the forests
in the Southern Region (16,18). One element
of this analysis, which was based on Okla-
homa’s 1986 forest inventory, was the esti-
mation of areas of timberland in Eastern
Oklahoma that would benefit from invest-
ments in forest management. This analysis
identified 1.2 million ha of timberland that
would generate an economically attractive
return to investments to improve timber
growth (16).

Lewis and Goodier (16) also identified eco-
nomically attractive opportunities for con-
version of marginal crop and pastureland.
This analysis identified 108 thousand ha for
conversion to forest ecosystems. In addition
to these economic investment opportunities

the analysis examined opportunities to
achieve environmental goals associated with
reduced soil erosion by conversion of highly
erodible cropland into forests. This analy-
sis identified 90 thousand ha that would ben-
efit from conversion to forest.

If implemented, these forest management
investments and land use conversions
would increase the growth of Eastern
Oklahoma'’s forests by 70% (16). Three mil-
lion m3/yr. of timber growth would result
from investments in forest management. An
additional 0.6 and 0.7 million m3 of timber
growth per year would be created by con-
version of marginal crop- and pastureland,
and erodible cropland.

In Central and Western Oklahoma a prelimi-
nary analysis indicates that it would be ben-
eficial to convert 1.1 million ha of marginal
crop and pastureland and highly erodible
cropland to range and forest. These conver-
sions would result in reduced costs and in-
creased margins for agricultural producers,
increased wildlife habitat, and assist in the
maintenance and improvement of water

Proc. Okla. Acad. Sci. 81:31-40(2001)
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quality. Asinthe case of Eastern Oklahoma,
the maintenance and improvement of wa-
ter quality would be achieved through re-
duced soil erosion and enhancement of
aquatic ecosystems. Before land use conver-
sion of this magnitude can be undertaken
there will need to be an examination of the
potential impacts on rural communities in
Central and Western Oklahoma, and if ap-
propriate, programs designed to mitigate the
impacts of changes in land use.

In addition to the opportunities for for-
ests to improve the quality of life for
Oklahoma's people through the improved
management of existing forests and expan-
sion of the forest resource, there is an op-
portunity to improve the habitat in urban
areas. Over two million Oklahoma citizens
live in the standard metropolitan areas de-
fined by the United States Census (19). The
habitat for these people can be improved
through better management and expansion
of State’s urban forests.

SUMMARY
Context

Oklahoma forests will continue to supply an
expanding global demand for the products
and services of forest ecosystems. The cur-
rent emphasis of the Federal Government’s
forest policy is on the output of services. The
forests of Oklahoma are part of the South-
ern Region that is a dominant forest region
in the United States. However, the South-
ern Region cannot sustain its current levels
of growth, drain, and industrial capacity. All
of these conditions indicate an increasing
demand for the products and services pro-
vided by Oklahoma’s forest ecosystems.
These demands will be influenced by con-
ditions beyond the borders of Oklahoma and
the United States.

Oklahoma’s Forest Resource

Twenty percent of Oklahoma is occupied by
forest ecosystems, and two/thirds of the for-
est inventory is controlled by non-industrial
private owners. The current levels of
growth, drain, and harvest are sustainable.

Proc. Okla. Acad. Sci. 81:31-40(2001)

However, the State’s forest products indus-
try requires the importation of mill residu-
als to meet its raw material requirements.
The forest inventory’s level of growth and
drain, with the capacity of the existing in-
dustry are important considerations in the
use of the forest resource in economic de-
velopment.

Timber ranks third in annual value of
agricultural crops produced in Oklahoma.
The primary processing segment of the for-
est products industry contributes 2% of the
manufacturing’s contribution to gross state
product. The harvest from Oklahoma’s for-
ests make a relatively larger contribution to
manufacturing value added than other ag-
ricultural crops.

In addition to timber products the for-
est ecosystems of Oklahoma provide a num-
ber of services that are important to the
State’s economy and the quality of life en-
joyed by its citizens. These include forage
for domestic animals and wildlife. In addi-
tion, forests provide habitat for a number of
game as well as non-game wildlife species.
The State’s forest ecosystems provide a place
to enjoy a number of outdoor recreational
pursuits including hunting. These ecosys-
tems also provide a number of environmen-
tal benefits. The mostimportant of these are;
the maintenance and improvement of wa-
ter quality, acting as sinks for atmospheric
carbon, regulation of climate, and function-
ing as agents in sequestration of pollutants.

Potential: In Eastern Oklahoma the oppor-
tunity exists to substantially increase timber
production. This will provide raw material
for a significant increase in the forest prod-
ucts industry. Through conversion of mar-
ginal crop and pastureland there is an op-
portunity to increase the net income for tra-
ditional agriculture. The conversion of
highly erodible cropland offers an opportu-
nity to reduce soil erosion.

In Central and Western Oklahoma the
conversion of marginal crop and pas-
tureland, and highly erodible cropland to
forest and range is an opportunity to in-
crease the net income for agriculture. The
conversion will also increase the available
wildlife habitat and potential for outdoor
recreation while reducing soil erosion. Im-
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proved management and expansion of
Oklahoma’s urban forests will enhance the
habitat for 60% of the State’s people.

Conclusion

The challenge for the people of Oklahoma,
their political leaders, and forestry profes-
sionals is to develop a vision for the forests
of the State. This vision must recognize the
needs and desires of the world’s people
while it improves the quality of life for the
people of Oklahoma. The people and their
political and professional leaders must also
initiate the processes necessary to achieve
this vision for the State’s forest ecosystems.
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