
Commissioned by the Western Maryland Resource 
Conservation and Development (WMRC&D) Council 
with the Support of the Rural Maryland Council

A SUSTAINABILITY 
RISK ASSESSMENT 
OF MARYLAND 
FORESTS

December 2022

Prepared by: 



Risk Assessment of Maryland Forests Page 2

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Executive Summary..................................................................................................................................... 3

Introduction.............................................................................................................................................. 3
The Risk Assessment............................................................................................................................. 3
Opportunities........................................................................................................................................... 3

Summary of Findings ................................................................................................................................. 4
Project Background.................................................................................................................................... 6

Organization Background and Funding............................................................................................. 6
Selection of Sustainability Criteria for Evaluation................................................................................. 7

Background of Sustainability Criteria Selection................................................................................ 7
How Controversial or Unacceptable Sources are Defined.................................................................. 10
Data Selection and Availability.................................................................................................................. 12
Risk Assignment Methodology.................................................................................................................. 14
Indigenous Land Acknowledgement........................................................................................................ 15
Geographic Scope and Forest Overview................................................................................................. 16
Consultation of Experts and Stakeholders.............................................................................................. 18
Detailed Risk Assessment and Findings.................................................................................................. 21

Legality (including illegal logging, social governance, and corruption)........................................ 21
Biodiversity and High Conservation Values (HCVs).......................................................................... 27
Traditional Communities and Indigenous Peoples........................................................................... 43
Forest Loss and Conversion.................................................................................................................. 49
Sustainable Harvest Levels................................................................................................................... 55
Workers’ Rights....................................................................................................................................... 58
Genetically Modified Trees.......................................................................................................... .......... 61
Conflict Timber.......................................................................................................................................... 65

Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) Framework Discussion............................................ 68
Acknowledgments....................................................................................................................................... 70
Annex 1: Overview of First Stakeholder Consultation Results........................................................... 71
Annex 2: Overview of Second Stakeholder Consultation Results.....................................................  86
Annex 3: Tables............................................................................................................................................ 97



Risk Assessment of Maryland Forests Page 3

INTRODUCTION 
Sustainability is a driving force in both the global marketplace and the management of Maryland’s forests on 
the ground. Yet, there is often a disconnect between these two ends of the supply chain. Companies of all 
sizes are struggling to understand how the products they source perform relative to increasingly important 
and complex environmental, social, and governance (ESG) frameworks. These ESG systems seek evidence 
and analysis that can provide information and assurance that the forest products they source do not pose 
significant sustainability risks. 

This risk assessment, commissioned by the Western Maryland Resource Conservation and Development 
Council (WMRC&D), with grant support from the Rural Maryland Council, is designed to serve as a 
foundational bridge that connects the two ends of the supply chain.

THE RISK ASSESSMENT
This assessment addresses a limited scope of common legality and sustainability risks relative to forest 
products originating in Maryland’s forests. The assessment asks a core question: What is the likelihood that 
wood originating in Maryland’s forests and entering the supply chain is associated with a sustainability risk? 

OPPORTUNITIES 
This risk assessment presents a range of opportunities. It provides a means by which Maryland governments 
and Maryland-based companies may provide assurance of sustainable sourcing to stakeholders and 
customers for products sourced or produced in the state. Additionally, the risk-based approach may offer 
a means by which Maryland could develop or seek endorsement for state-level or sub-state jurisdictional 
sourcing or sustainability certification by one of the major forest certification schemes. As such, this risk 
assessment presents a foundation for innovation in the field of forest sourcing or sustainability certification. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Overall, Maryland’s forests perform very well against a range of common sustainability criteria associated with 
acceptable forest sourcing. 

Across eight sustainability evaluation areas, this analysis finds that there is low or negligible risk that wood originating 
in Maryland’s forests and entering the supply chain is associated with a direct adverse sustainability impact. However, 
the risk is specified in association with the threat of invasive species to biodiversity and high conservation values. Based 
on this analysis, we recommend implementing an overall strategy to mitigate risks associated with invasive species and 
their threat to biodiversity in the state, independent of forest management activities. 

A general summary of the sustainability risks is provided below; detailed analyses are provided for each sustainability 
element. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Sustainability 
Element

Maryland’s 
Risk Rating What it Means

Illegality Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are harvested or produced 
through illegal logging, violations of law, or corrupt means, including bribery. 

Biodiversity and 
High Conservation 
Values 

Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are harvested or produced 
in a manner that threatens high conservation values or biodiversity. 

Rare ecosystems, imperiled species, habitats, and sites of cultural, archaeological, and 
historical significance are identified and protected. The legal framework, in combination 
with an engaged and robust network of conservation partners, supports the ongoing 
protection of biodiversity. 

While the protection of biodiversity and other high conservation values is strong, invasive 
species pose a threat to these critical values. 

Human, 
Traditional, 
and Indigenous 
Peoples' Rights

Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are harvested or produced 
in a manner that threatens human rights or the rights of traditional and Indigenous 
Communities. 

Human rights and the rights of Indigenous Peoples are upheld. Forest activities are 
undertaken in the spirit of the United Nations Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples. 

Forest Loss or 
Conversion

Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are contributing to 
deforestation or the conversion of forests. 

After previous decades of loss, the forest area in Maryland is stabilizing. Maryland 
is curbing deforestation with a robust set of laws and programs and the strong 
commitment of a wide array of partners, community leaders, and citizens. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (CONT’D)
Sustainability 
Element

Maryland’s 
Risk Rating What it Means

Sustainable 
Harvest Levels 

Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are contributing to 
unsustainable harvest levels. 

Data demonstrate that harvesting levels do not exceed growth levels, both annually 
and over time.

Workers’ Rights Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are produced in 
violation of workers’ rights. 

Workers in the forest sector have the freedom to organize and collectively bargain, 
and the workforce is free of child or compulsory labor. 

Genetically 
Modified Trees

Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are produced using 
genetically modified trees. 

Genetically modified organisms (GMOs) are strictly regulated in commercial forestry 
and not approved for use. 

Conflict Timber Low or 
Negligible Risk 

There is a low risk that forest products originating in Maryland are harvested or 
produced in association with armed conflict.
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A FOUNDATIONAL BRIDGE: BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT
Sustainability is a driving force in both the global marketplace and in the management of Maryland’s forests on the 
ground. Yet, there is often a disconnect between these two ends of the supply chain. Companies of all sizes are 
struggling to understand how the products they source perform relative to increasingly important and complex 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) frameworks. These ESG systems seek evidence and analysis that can 
provide information and assurance that the forest products they source and the sectors they engage in do not pose 
significant sustainability risks. 

At the time of this report’s development, there were several ESG frameworks and reporting systems in circulation 
with different metrics and emphases. While ESG frameworks vary and encompass a wide spectrum of considerations, 
including some that are organizationally specific, certain basic elements about forest sourcing can be reported at 
various jurisdictional or geographically similar scales to support corporate and other ESG reporting. 

The aim of this current effort is to provide an assessment of risk associated with products originating in Maryland’s 
forests. The assessment addresses a limited scope of common legality and sustainability risks associated with 
sourcing forest products, as identified by a broad range of sustainability frameworks. The assessment asks a 
core question: What is the likelihood that wood originating in Maryland’s forests and entering the supply chain is 
associated with a sustainability risk?

The assessment is designed to serve as a foundational bridge from which to build a stronger connection between the 
global business community and Maryland’s responsibly managed forests. Furthermore, this assessment is intended 
to inform other, perhaps more sophisticated, and specific future analyses of the Maryland forest resource. 

ORGANIZATION BACKGROUND AND FUNDING 
This risk assessment was commissioned by the Western Maryland Resource Conservation and Development Council 
(WMRC&D), with grant support from the Rural Maryland Council. 

An advisory committee was formed to provide support and guide the development of the assessment. This advisory 
committee includes: 
• Beth Hill, Maryland Forests Association 
• Craig Highfield, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 
• Dan Rider, Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

Project development was led by Sarah Crow, New March Strategies, with essential support from Mike Ferrucci 
of Interforest, as well as Alberto Goetzl of Seneca Creek Associates, LLC and Elizabeth Woodworth of Wood & Co 
Consulting, both Maryland-based firms.

The development of the risk assessment was implemented in tandem with a project to create a certified branding 
program to promote Maryland wood products undertaken by the Greater Cumberland Committee (TGCC). 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

https://newmarchstrategies.com
https://woodcoconsulting.com/
https://woodcoconsulting.com/
https://www.greatercc.org/
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To identify the set of sustainability indicators against which to assess Maryland’s forest resource, several existing 
frameworks and resources were reviewed. A review of existing frameworks was essential for ensuring continuity 
and, as a result, the application of the risk assessment by Maryland’s forest sector to a global market landscape. 
Stakeholders’ input was also gathered during a first consultation period, held December 15, 2021–January 15, 2022, 
and during a charrette convened by the Greater Cumberland Committee in April 2022. 

Based on a review of existing systems and input from stakeholder engagement, we determined that sustainability 
concerns associated with unacceptable or controversial sources identified in forest certification systems is an 
appropriate framework with which to look at forest sustainability risk in Maryland. This limited set of elements was 
selected because of the project’s limited scope and the intent that the assessment form a baseline to inform future 
action and analysis. 

As such, the following general categories of sustainability elements were selected and evaluated in the assessment, 
leveraging definitions provided by Forest Stewardship Council® (FSC®), the Sustainable Forestry Initiative® (SFI®), and 
the Programme for Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) for unacceptable and controversial sources.  

- Legality (including illegal logging, social governance, and corruption) 
- Biodiversity or High Conservation Values 
- Traditional and Indigenous Peoples’ Rights 
- Forest Loss or Conversion 
- Sustainable Harvest Levels
- Workers’ Rights 
- Genetically Modified Trees
- Conflict Timber

BACKGROUND OF SUSTAINABILITY CRITERIA SELECTION 
Given the aim of building a connection to ESG initiatives, frameworks and reporting or disclosure platforms were 
reviewed, including CDP Forests, the Accountability Framework, Science Based Targets, and ESG reporting metrics 
proposed by the US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) in 2022. Given the nascent nature of this field and 
that several of these systems are in developmental stages, no ESG framework was selected as a basis for the analysis. 
However, ESG metrics related to forests were considered, especially as they related to climate, biodiversity, and 
deforestation. 

SELECTION OF SUSTAINABILITY CRITERIA FOR 
EVALUATION 

https://www.cdp.net/en/forests
https://accountability-framework.org/
https://sciencebasedtargets.org/
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Existing risk assessments developed for market actors related to forest resources were also reviewed. These include 
the US American Hardwood Export Council (AHEC) Assessment of Lawful Sourcing and Sustainability: U.S. Hardwood 
Exports Hardwood Legality and Sustainability Report and the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) US Controlled Wood 
National Risk Assessment (FSC US NRA). These risk assessments tend to focus on legality and address a core set of 
sustainability considerations. They are in wide use in various applications and generally have achieved widespread 
support within the forestry community. As such, the precedence of these risk assessments, as well as their methods 
and approaches, were important considerations, along with a need to ensure that the baseline risk assessment for 
Maryland provided continuity with accepted resources and tools. 

Forest certification is the most widely used tool for providing assurance around the sustainability of forest products. 
The three leading three forest certification schemes include the Forest Stewardship Council, the Sustainable 
Forestry Initiative, and the Programme for Endorsement of Forest Certification. These audited third-party schemes 
include several kinds of standards. 

Forest management standards require and verify specific practices in the forests where the products originate. 
Maryland State Forests were an early adopter of forest management certification by a public agency in the United 
States. Maryland state forests have been certified since 2003.

Chain of custody (CoC) standards are requirements that enable tracking of certified forest content originating in 
certified forests through the supply chain to ensure that any sustainability claims are accurate and supported with 
verifiable evidence. Due to the operational inability to physically segregate certified forest content from uncertified 
forest fiber, manufacturers of wood products often mix certified and uncertified materials together. This requires 
the use of specific accounting methodologies to enable them to make certification claims on a volume of their 
outgoing products that is equivalent to the volume of their incoming certified materials after accounting for (i.e., 
deducting) manufacturing losses. 

While there is widespread support for the mixing of materials with various certification claims and the accounting 
methodologies used in CoC systems, stakeholders and customers want assurance that a product with a certification 
label does not contain any material that originates in forest sources associated with the greatest sustainability 
risks or concerns. To provide this assurance, each of the three major forest certification schemes has developed a 
framework for defining unacceptable or controversial wood sources, assessing the risk of their presence in the supply 
chain, and providing options for controlling the wood sourcing process so that sustainability risks are avoided or 
mitigated. Mitigation options vary by the scheme and the kind of risk that is specified. This approach is referred to 
as a due diligence system or DDS. 

In general, formal sustainability claims are not made on finished products made from these controlled sources, 
though many in the sector see value or opportunity for such an application. Rather these claims are transferred 
from primary producers that source directly from the forest to secondary processors in the next link of the supply 
chain. 

While the ultimate role of controlled wood or controlled sources is debated within the certification community, these 
systems are generally supported as providing a basic assurance that materials flowing into supply chains do not 
pose significant sustainability risk. For this reason, and because DDSs generally leverage existing risk assessments 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/kqqavxz3gzgfxfw/Seneca Creek Assessment U.S. Hardwoods.pdf?dl=0
https://us.fsc.org/en-us/certification/controlled-wood/fsc-us-controlled-wood-national-risk-assessment-us-nra
https://fsc.org/en
https://forests.org/
https://forests.org/
https://www.pefc.org/
https://dnr.maryland.gov/forests/Pages/default.aspx
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to support the determination of low or negatable risk, the use of unacceptable or controversial sources as a 
framework is well suited to the evaluation of risk for the Maryland forest base. 

The interests shared by stakeholders in the first consultation generally align with the themes of acceptable and 
noncontroversial sources. Stakeholders’ input tended to highlight market access and the interrelated issues of 
climate change, forest loss, biodiversity, and forest health. Because climate change and forest health are cross-
cutting issues, discrete indicators for them are not generally specified. Rather, these topline issues tend to be 
reflected across a suite of affected areas like biodiversity, forest loss, and other metrics. To this end, the use of the 
framework of the controlled source offers a means of approaching these more complex issues and can set the stage 
for more sophisticated future analyses. 
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Each of the three major certification systems defines controversial or unacceptable sources differently, though 
there is close alignment between the definitions and DDS requirements of the SFI and PEFC schemes. 
 
In the FSC system, there are five categories of what FSC terms unacceptable sources (also referred to as controlled 
wood categories1): 
• Illegally harvested wood
• Wood harvested in violation of traditional and human rights
• Wood from forests in which high conservation values are threatened by management activities
• Wood from forests being converted to plantations or non-forest use 
• Wood from forests in which genetically modified trees are planted

PEFC is a global scheme that also recognizes national-level certification schemes, including SFI. As such, there is a 
strong alignment between the SFI and PEFC definitions for controversial sources. 

In the SFI system, controversial sources2 are defined as the following: 
• Forest activities which are not in compliance with applicable state, provincial, federal, or international laws
• Forest activities which are contributing to regional declines in habitat conservation and species protection 

(including biodiversity and special sites, Alliance for Zero Extinction sites and key Biodiversity Areas, threatened 
and endangered species)

• Conversion sources originating from regions experiencing forest area decline 
• Forest activities where the spirit of the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (1998) is 

not met 
• Forest activities where the spirit of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007) is 

not met 
• Fiber sourced from areas without effective social laws 
• Illegal logging including trade in CITES (The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora) listed species 
• Conflict timber 
• Genetically modified trees via forest tree biotechnology

HOW CONTROVERSIAL OR UNACCEPTABLE 
SOURCES ARE DEFINED 

1Requirements for FSC® Controlled Wood FSC-STD-40-005, V3 EN. Accessible: https://connect.fsc.org/document-centre/
documents/resource/373
2SFI 2022 Standards, SFI Definitions, Section 14. Accessible: https://forests.org/wp-content/uploads/2022_SFI_StandardsandRules_
Definitions.pdf 

https://connect.fsc.org/document-centre/documents/resource/373
https://connect.fsc.org/document-centre/documents/resource/373
https://forests.org/wp-content/uploads/2022_SFI_StandardsandRules_Definitions.pdf
https://forests.org/wp-content/uploads/2022_SFI_StandardsandRules_Definitions.pdf
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In the PEFC system, controversial sources are defined as forest and tree-based material sourced3 from: 
• Activities not complying with applicable local, national or international legislation on forest management, 

including but not limited to forest management practices; nature and environmental protection; protected and 
endangered species; property, tenure, and land-use rights for indigenous peoples, local communities, or other 
affected stakeholders; health, labor, and safety issues; anticorruption and the payment of applicable royalties 
and taxes. 

• Activities where the capability of forests to produce a range of wood and non-wood forest products and services 
on a sustainable basis is not maintained or harvesting levels exceed a rate that can be sustained in the long 
term

• Activities where forest management does not contribute to the maintenance, conservation, or enhancement of 
biodiversity on landscape, ecosystem, species, or genetic levels

• Activities where ecologically important forest areas are not identified, protected, conserved, or set aside
• Activities where forest conversions occur, in other than justified circumstances where the conversion: 

• is in compliance with national and regional policy and legislation applicable for land use and forest 
management, and 

• does not have negative impacts on ecologically important forest areas, culturally and socially significant 
areas, or other protected areas, and 

• does not destroy areas of significantly high carbon stock, and 
• makes a contribution to long-term conservation, economic, and/or social benefits. 

• Activities where the spirit of the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (1998) is not met
• Activities where the spirit of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007) is not 

met
• Conflict timber
• Genetically modified trees

3Chain of Custody of Forest and Tree-Based Products – Requirements, PEFC ST 2002:2020. Accessible: https://cdn.pefc.org/pefc.
org/media/2020-02/66954288-f67f-4297-9912-5a62fcc50ddf/23621b7b-3a5d-55c9-be4d-4e6a5f61c789.pdf 

https://cdn.pefc.org/pefc.org/media/2020-02/66954288-f67f-4297-9912-5a62fcc50ddf/23621b7b-3a5d-55c9-be4d-4e6a5f61c789.pdf 
https://cdn.pefc.org/pefc.org/media/2020-02/66954288-f67f-4297-9912-5a62fcc50ddf/23621b7b-3a5d-55c9-be4d-4e6a5f61c789.pdf 
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Recognizing a wide array of data is available, the following criteria were developed to support the selection of 
sources to be used or consulted in the risk assessment. These criteria were applied with the recognition that there 
is a need to make concessions or find a middle ground in complex analyses. For example, often, a respected, widely 
used source such as the FSC National Risk Assessment was used as the primary document to support a finding of 
relevance to the global system. Similarly, to support credible evaluation across diverse geographies and enable 
“apples to apples” comparisons, the certification systems often cite internationally recognized indices or resources. 
The use of these resources allows for expeditious and effective analysis and risk designations, which may credibly 
apply to Maryland. As a result, not all data sources may meet all the below criteria. However, the best available 
sources were utilized given a range of considerations.  

SELECTION CRITERIA 
• Reference in certification system guidance 
• Precedence and existing use in the forest sector 
• High credibility of source
• Relevance to sustainability element 
• Application to Maryland 
• Cost
• Licensing or use permissions 
• Confidentiality considerations
 
SCALE CONSIDERATIONS IN DATA SELECTION AND RISK ASSIGNMENT 
METHODOLOGY
The intent of this assessment is to provide a characterization of risk that can be used in the context of global 
systems. In general, the guidance and requirements of the DDSs outlined by FSC, PEFC, and SFI specify the use of 
national or regional level data, including specific sources that compile data and generate analyses using consistent 
methods over time, allowing for the tracking of trends and the comparison of geographies. These sources, including 
the FSC National Risk Assessment, recognize the regional or national consistency of legal frameworks and the 
lack of significant regional variation on many key sustainability issues. To promote consistency, this assessment 
of Maryland aligns its analyses with those sources as much as possible, particularly where Maryland-specific data 
are not available. However, this assessment also leverages additional Maryland-specific resources, as well as 
stakeholder and expert input, where they are reasonably available, to corroborate or contextualize national-scale 
findings. 

Unlike many states and geographies, there is a wealth of rich, technically sound data available for Maryland. This is 
especially true for biological and ecosystem data and resources including extensive spatial mapping of ecosystems 

DATA SELECTION AND AVAILABILITY 
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and species. These sources include the Maryland Biodiversity Conservation Network (Bio Net), Maryland’s 
Environmental Resources and Land Information Network (MERLIN), and others. 

In some cases, the available data and methodologies used to analyze Maryland-specific resources align with the 
definitions and requirements set out in the certification systems. In other cases, exceptionally rich, Maryland-
specific data sources diverge from the forest certification frameworks and, as a result, are not leveraged due to the 
limited scope and budget available to undertake this risk assessment. These Maryland-specific data sources present 
opportunities for refined future analyses. 

https://data.imap.maryland.gov/datasets/ef9a46a5798a452b824ad33dcb9d2572/explore?location=38.812957%2C-77.270350%2C8.93
https://gisapps.dnr.state.md.us/coastalatlas2019/MERLIN/index.html
https://gisapps.dnr.state.md.us/coastalatlas2019/MERLIN/index.html
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This risk assessment assigns relative risk to a suite of sustainability elements. For each element, based on the 
analysis provided, a rationale for risk designation is provided. Risk assignment is guided by risk methodologies 
provided in corroborating documents and the certification systems. 

Low or Negligible Risk
A “low risk” or “negligible risk” is identified for a sustainability element when the analysis yields a clear indication 
that a given threshold is met. These designations also reflect consideration of in situ mitigation or supportive 
frameworks. 

Specified Risk
A “specified risk” is identified when an identified threshold is not met. These designations also reflect consideration 
of in situ mitigation or supportive frameworks.

Data and Methodology Sources
Forest Stewardship Council US. 2019. Controlled Wood National Risk Assessment for the Conterminous United 
States of America. Accessed: https://us.fsc.org/en-us/certification/controlled-wood/fsc-us-controlled-wood-national-
risk-assessment-us-nra. 

Sustainable Forestry Initiative. 2022. SFI 2022 Chain of Custody Standard, Section 4. Accessed: https://forests.org/
wp-content/uploads/2022_SFI_StandardsandRules_section4.pdf. 

Programme for Endorsement of Forest Certification. 2020. ST 2002:2020, Chain of Custody of Forest and Tree-
Based Products – Requirements. Accessed: https://cdn.pefc.org/pefc.org/media/2020-02/66954288-f67f-4297-9912-
5a62fcc50ddf/23621b7b-3a5d-55c9-be4d-4e6a5f61c789.pdf. 

RISK ASSIGNMENT METHODOLOGY

https://us.fsc.org/en-us/certification/controlled-wood/fsc-us-controlled-wood-national-risk-assessment-us-nra
https://us.fsc.org/en-us/certification/controlled-wood/fsc-us-controlled-wood-national-risk-assessment-us-nra
https://forests.org/wp-content/uploads/2022_SFI_StandardsandRules_section4.pdf
https://forests.org/wp-content/uploads/2022_SFI_StandardsandRules_section4.pdf
https://cdn.pefc.org/pefc.org/media/2020-02/66954288-f67f-4297-9912-5a62fcc50ddf/23621b7b-3a5d-55c9-be4d-4e6a5f61c789.pdf
https://cdn.pefc.org/pefc.org/media/2020-02/66954288-f67f-4297-9912-5a62fcc50ddf/23621b7b-3a5d-55c9-be4d-4e6a5f61c789.pdf
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The state of Maryland is positioned on the traditional territories of several Indigenous Peoples, including the 
Piscataway, Nacotchtank, Patuxent, Matapeake, Tockwogh, Ozinie, Choptico, Tranquaking, Wicomico, Manokin, 
Annemessex, Chincoteague, Accomack and Occohannock peoples (Native Land Digital, 2022; Newman, 2022). 
This risk assessment was undertaken with respect to these communities and their connection to the land – past, 
present, and future.

Indigenous Land Acknowledgement Sources
Colston, Keith. Director, Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs, Director, Ethnic Commissions, Governor’s Office of 
Community Initiatives. Personal interview: 9/27/2022; Email communication:  11/21/2022. 
 
Frederick Webb Hodge. 1912. Handbook of American Indians North of Mexico. Bureau of American Ethnology 
Bulletin 30. Government Printing Office. 

Maryland Governor’s Office of Community Initiatives, 2022. Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs. Last accessed: 
9/19/2022: https://goci.maryland.gov/maryland-commission-on-indian-affairs/. 

Native Land Digital. 2022. Accessed 11/2/2022: https://native-land.ca/ 

Newman, Rico. Elder’s Council Member, Choptico Band of Piscataway Conoy. Email communication: 11/26/2022.

Pendergast, James F. 1991. The Massawomeck: Raiders and Traders into Chesapeake Bay in the Seventeenth 
Century. Transactions of the American Philosophical Society. 

Silverman, David. 2016. Thundersticks: Firearms and the Violent Transformation of Native America. Belknap Press.

INDIGENOUS LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

https://goci.maryland.gov/maryland-commission-on-indian-affairs/
https://native-land.ca/ 
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GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE 
The geographic scope of this assessment is the footprint of the state of Maryland and the forests within its borders. 
The results of the assessment are intended to apply to Maryland’s forest land base. 

FORESTS OF MARYLAND
Maryland is a landscape characterized by physiographic diversity inclusive of sandy beaches, estuary marshes, 
rolling hills, and rocky cliffs. Forests stretch across the state from the Atlantic coast, through growing cities and 
sprawling suburbs, along the shores of the Chesapeake Bay and up into the Mountains of the Blue Ridge and 
Allegheny Plateau. These forests are valued for a diverse suite of attributes, including recreation, habitats for 
biodiversity and critical species, peace and open space, spiritual and cultural values, family connections, and a wide 
array of forest and non-timber products. 

Maryland comprises five physiographic provinces: the Appalachian Plateau, Ridge and Valley, Blue Ridge, Piedmont, 
and Coastal Plain. Each of these provinces is associated with bands of ecological communities and tree species. 
Oak/hickory is the dominant forest-type group in Maryland, covering 60% of the forest land. This type makes up 
more than 50% of the forest land area in all but the southernmost counties, where the loblolly pine/shortleaf pine 
forest-type group is more prevalent (USDA, 2016).

GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE AND FOREST OVERVIEW

Approximately 73% of Maryland’s forests are privately owned, 
and most of those owners are families and individuals. The 
State or local governments own roughly 24%, and the remaining 
3% is owned by the federal government (USDA, 2019).  

MARYLAND’S FOREST SECTOR AND SUSTAINABILITY ASSURANCE
Maryland currently supports a $3.5 billion forest products industry. With a slow retreat of forest products facilities 
across the state over time and the closure of a major facility affecting Western Maryland more recently, there is 
an emerging awareness of both the opportunities and the threats facing Maryland’s forest sector and the forest 
broadly. The Maryland Economic Adjustment Strategy, published in May 2011, identified key opportunities for 
Maryland’s forest community, including wood pellet manufacturing, cross-laminated timber (CLT), biomass energy/
biochar, and advanced materials (ACDS, 2021). 

24%  
State or local 
governments 

73%  
privately owned

3% federal 
government
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A key to accessing these opportunities and retaining the existing forest industry (which provides economic, social, 
cultural, and ecological maintenance or restoration functions for Maryland communities and forests) is the ability 
to address and communicate assurance of the legality and sustainability associated with the sourcing of wood 
products that originate in the state. 

While forest certification is an important influence and presence in the state, this risk assessment represents a first 
step and a more holistic, jurisdictional approach to understanding and telegraphing the sustainability information 
needed for Maryland products to access and engage in global markets. 

GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE AND FOREST OVERVIEW SOURCES
ACDS. 2021. Maryland Forestry Economic Adjustment Strategy Summary. Accessed: https://extension.umd.edu/
resource/maryland-forestry-economic-adjustment-strategy-summary 

USDA Forest Service. 2016. Forests of Maryland. Accessed: https://dnr.maryland.gov/forests/Documents/
publications/2016-FIA_MDAnnualReport.pdf 

USDA Forest Service. 2019. Forests of Maryland (One Click Factsheet). Accessed: https://public.tableau.com/views/
FIA_OneClick_V1_2/Factsheet?%3AshowVizHome=no 

https://extension.umd.edu/resource/maryland-forestry-economic-adjustment-strategy-summary
https://extension.umd.edu/resource/maryland-forestry-economic-adjustment-strategy-summary
https://dnr.maryland.gov/forests/Documents/publications/2016-FIA_MDAnnualReport.pdf
https://dnr.maryland.gov/forests/Documents/publications/2016-FIA_MDAnnualReport.pdf
https://public.tableau.com/views/FIA_OneClick_V1_2/Factsheet?%3AshowVizHome=no
https://public.tableau.com/views/FIA_OneClick_V1_2/Factsheet?%3AshowVizHome=no
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While there is no formal or legal mechanism in effect requiring stakeholder consultation, the assessment team 
believes the engagement of experts and stakeholders is essential to the development of a robust and credible risk 
assessment. Thus, the process for the development of the risk assessment was designed to gather and incorporate 
stakeholder input at critical junctures in a fair, open, and transparent way. 

To ensure a robust stakeholder engagement process, the assessment team undertook the following elements: 

1. Identification of stakeholders
2. Proactive stakeholder notification 
3. Stakeholder consultation 

a. Initial scope 
b. Draft risk assessment 

4. The compilation, analysis, and incorporation of stakeholder feedback 
5. Consultation with subject matter experts 

STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION
To identify potentially affected stakeholders, New March conducted an analysis of sectors, organizations, and 
individuals that may have a sincere interest in Maryland’s forests/forest sector and/or be affected by the results of 
the risk assessment. Using this process, the following stakeholder groups were identified: 

• Non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
• US State and local governments 
• Local communities 
• Forest landowners
• Forest industry
• Foresters and other natural resource professionals 
• Forest workers, loggers, and/or unions
• Federally and State-recognized Native American Tribes 
• Scientists and/or academia 

In addition, representatives of other communities were welcomed to participate via an open invitation posted on 
the WMRC&D website. 

There are currently no federally recognized native tribes in Maryland. Maryland has three State-recognized tribes: 
the Piscataway Indian Nation, the Piscataway Conoy Tribe, and the Accohannock Indian Tribe. However, it is 
important to note that Indian tribes or people that reside outside of Maryland may perceive the importance of 

CONSULTATION OF EXPERTS AND STAKEHOLDERS
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forests and forest-related activities within the state. Representatives of each tribe, along with other organizations 
and individuals identified in consultation with the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs, were identified for 
engagement in the second public consultation. 

Recognizing that some stakeholders may be best reached through their affiliations, we engaged key organizations 
to further distribute requests for input and feedback. For example, family landowners own a majority of the 
forest land base in Maryland and represent a significant stakeholder group. To communicate with this group, we 
coordinated with the Maryland Forest Service and State Tree Farm leadership to communicate with 280 individual 
tree farmers, as well as the Maryland Forest Association, which distributed information to their membership of 
landowners. The association also circulated information to its forestry industry and logging community list, and the 
Tree Farm Committee contacted 60 foresters, as well.  

PROACTIVE STAKEHOLDER NOTIFICATION + SOLICITATION OF INPUT
Drawing on the stakeholder groups identified in the process outlined above, local partners provided contact lists of 
individuals or organizations representing each category of stakeholder. Using these contact lists, stakeholders were 
notified of the development of the project, the project’s timeline, and opportunities and modes for engagement, 
including specific comment periods. 

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION 
A first 30-day stakeholder consultation was conducted from December 15, 2021, through January 15, 2022, with the 
purpose of gathering input and information on the sustainability elements to be considered in the risk assessment. 
To ensure greater access and multiple modes of engagement, during this consultation, input was solicited in writing 
via a web-based survey and open public forum webinar. Comments and input received during this consultation 
were considered in the development of the risk assessment. The first stakeholder consultation yielded a robust 
response. More than 20 participants actively joined a webinar to gather input, and 100 respondents submitted 
comments in the survey. In both modes of input gathering, stakeholders identified forest loss or land use change, 
climate change, and biodiversity as the most pressing issues facing Maryland’s forests. Similarly, in issue-specific 
questions, stakeholders were most divided on whether these issues are adequately addressed by existing 
frameworks. Notably, a small minority (a single participant or 6.9%) strongly disagreed that there are adequate 
frameworks in place to address all presented dimensions. 

Climate change is a dimension not yet addressed in controlled sourcing systems. As such, this element – although 
identified as important by stakeholders – is not accommodated in the existing frameworks and thus not addressed 
in this analysis. Exploration and evaluation of climate change risk is recommended for future analyses. A summary 
of the first consultation session is in the Appendix. 

Additionally, the Greater Cumberland Committee (TGCC) hosted a charrette in April of 2022. A member of the 
assessment team presented the risk assessment project, the themes of the first stakeholder consultation, and the 
anticipated sustainability elements for analysis, gathering feedback from an array of stakeholders at that event. This 
feedback was also considered in this risk analysis.  

A second 30-day consultation was conducted from October 3, 2022, through November 4, 2022, with the purpose of 
gathering feedback on the draft risk assessment. Again, to ensure multiple ways to participate, feedback was sought 
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in written form using a web-based survey and in an open public forum webinar hosted by the Maryland Sustainable 
Forestry Council. Comments and input received during this consultation were considered and incorporated into the 
finalization of the risk assessment.  

The second stakeholder consultation yielded fewer respondents overall, with 30 providing written comments 
in the survey and 25 registrants to the public webinar. Stakeholders generally supported the results of the risk 
assessment, with a large majority of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing with the draft report’s conclusions 
or providing a neutral response. A small minority (three participants) disagreed with the assessment’s draft results 
on every element, often citing a fundamental disagreement with the harvesting or commodification of trees. 
However, these stakeholders did not provide material evidence to support their disagreement with the conclusions. 
While these perspectives represented a small minority, it is important to acknowledge this input and note sensitivity 
for some stakeholders. A summary of the first consultation session is in the Appendix. 

THE COMPILATION, ANALYSIS, AND SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER FEEDBACK 
Following each public consultation, feedback received was compiled and analyzed to identify and summarize 
key themes for consideration and incorporation, where appropriate, into the risk assessment’s development or 
refinement. In some cases, feedback received was outside of the limited scope of the risk assessment and project. 
In other cases, feedback received related to the thresholds used, which were drawn from the precedence of the 
certification systems and, thus, also outside the scope of this project. Such feedback is noted and is reflected in 
recommendations for future projects.

CONSULTATION WITH SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTS
The sustainability risk assessment requires gathering and reviewing of information from a range of credible sources. 
Subject matter experts, including academics, researchers, program staff, and technical staff with government 
and other organizations, were also contacted directly throughout the development of the risk assessment. Expert 
perspectives were specifically sought in areas where the risk assessment team may not have the specific technical 
expertise, or where there is a lack of published data. 
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The following sections assess risk associated with each of the sustainability elements.
DETAILED RISK ASSESSMENT AND FINDINGS 

SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO LEGALITY
Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled Wood Category 1: Illegally 
harvested wood

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

Indicators 
1.1 Land tenure and management rights
1.2 Concessions on licenses 
1.3 Management and harvesting planning
1.4 Harvesting permits 
1.5 Payment of royalties and harvesting fees 
1.6 Value-added taxes and other sales taxes 
1.7 Income and profit taxes 
1.8 Timber harvesting regulations 
1.9 Protected sites and species
1.10 Environmental requirements 
1.11 Health and Safety 
1.12 Legal employment 
1.13 Customary rights 
1.14 Free prior and informed consent 
1.15 Indigenous Peoples rights
1.16 Classification of species, quantities, qualities 
1.17 Trade and transport
1.18 Offshore trading and transfer pricing 
1.19 Customer regulations 
1.20 CITES
1.21 Legislation requiring due diligence/due care procedures
(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

PEFC

a. 
Activities not complying with applicable 
local, national or international 
legislation on forest management, 
including but not limited to forest 
management practices; nature and 
environmental protection; protected 
and endangered species; property, 
tenure, and land-use rights for 
indigenous peoples, local communities, 
or other affected stakeholders; 
health, labour, and safety issues; 
anticorruption and the payment of 
applicable royalties and taxes.

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

Indicators
i. The latest Transparency International (TI) Corruption 
Perception Index (CPI) score of the country is lower
than 50, or the latest World Justice Project (WJP) Rule of Law 
Index of the country is lower than 0,5. 
ii. The country/region is known as a country with low level of 
forest governance and law enforcement.
iii. Tree species included in the material/product is known as 
species with prevalence of activities covered by
the term controversial sources (a) or (b) in the country/region.
iv. The country is covered by UN, EU, or national government 
sanctions restricting the export/import of such
forest and tree-based products.
(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

LEGALITY (INCLUDING ILLEGAL LOGGING, SOCIAL GOVERNANCE, AND CORRUPTION)
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO LEGALITY
Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

SFI 

a.
Forest activities which are not in 
compliance with applicable state, 
provincial, federal, or international 
laws. 
(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

Guidance 
Forest activities that are not in compliance with applicable state, 
provincial, federal, or international laws — The United States 
and Canada have a strong legal framework by which Certified 
Organizations must abide. Furthermore, SFI has strong existing 
measures in the SFI 2022 Forest Management Standard, the SFI 
2022 Fiber Sourcing Standard, the SFI 2022 Chain-of-Custody 
Standard, the SFI 2022 Certified Sourcing Standard, the SFI Small 
Lands Group Certification Module, and the SFI Small Scale Forest 
Management Module for Indigenous Peoples and Families to 
avoid illegal sources of supply. When sourcing from countries 
outside the US and Canada, certified organizations can refer to 
the latest Transparency International (TI) Corruption Perception 
Index (CPI). A score higher than 50 is considered low risk. 
Certified Organizations shall also refer to SFI’s policy on illegal 
logging in SFI Section 8. This policy is specific to organizations 
that may harvest or trade wood fiber in violation of applicable 
laws and regulations in the country of harvest.
(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

f. 
Fiber sourced from areas without 
effective social laws

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

Guidance 
Fiber sourced from areas without effective social laws — The 
United States and Canada have strong legal frameworks. Fiber 
from countries without effective laws addressing the following 
will need a risk assessment. Certified Organizations can refer to 
the latest Transparency International (TI) Corruption Perception 
Index (CPI). A score higher than 50 is considered low risk. 
(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

g.
Illegal logging, including trade in CITES 
(The Convention on International Trade 
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 
and Flora) listed species.

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

Guidance 
Illegal logging: Harvesting and trading of wood fiber in violation 
of applicable laws and regulations in the country of harvest.
(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 
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NATIONAL OVERVIEW
In the United States, illegal sourcing of timber products is most associated with timber theft or buyer/seller fraud. 
Timber theft occurs when trees are harvested without permission or authorization, and timber trespass occurs 
when logging takes place when boundaries are not well marked and trees are harvested outside of authorized 
areas. The harvesting and theft of trees without the landowner’s consent is a criminal act and subject to penalties 
and/or imprisonment. Local law enforcement typically has jurisdiction over property crimes, including timber theft, 
although, in some states, the authority is specifically mandated to state enforcement agencies. In national forests, 
the Law Enforcement and Investigations Unit (LEI) of the Forest Service investigates and prosecutes incidences of 
timber theft.

Forestry professionals always recommend that forest owners enter into written timber sale agreements with 
specifics about the location and nature of the timber being sold. Contract disputes involving timber sales, when 
they occur, are frequently resolved by the parties or can be litigated as a civil matter. Generally, timber theft in the 
United States, while sometimes highly impactful for the involved parties, involves a very small volume of timber 
relative to the total supply.  While timber theft detection is rare, according to experts consulted, findings at a 
national level can be reasonably applied to the United States broadly (Kazee, 2022).

The Lacey Act, as amended in 2008, specifically prohibits any commercial transactions involving plant material 
(including wood products) that have been sourced in violation of foreign or US laws and either imported or 
transported across state lines. The Lacey Act is multitiered in terms of requirements as well as the severity of 
penalties for violations. The Act has a well-established history of successful enforcement, and nearly 100 years of 
case law of the Act is readily available (World Resources Institute, 2022).

A variety of environmental, worker safety and health, and other laws and regulations that affect forest management 
at the federal, state, and local level are also applicable in the context of illegal sourcing. Illegal harvesting is unlikely 
to occur systematically in areas where there is good forest-related governance and a robust rule of law. Leading 
international indices rank the United States highly in terms of dimensions of governance, rule of law, corruption, 
and related measures. These indices apply to Maryland as to the United States as a whole.

The Transparency International Corruption Perception Index (CPI) was updated in 2021 and measures how corrupt 
a country’s public sector is perceived, according to experts and businesspeople. The CPI addresses public sector 
corruption specifically and speaks to the credibility of the government in implementing and enforcing laws, like the 
Lacey Act. For the US, the CPI score is 67 out of 100, and the US is ranked 27 of 180 nations. Scores above 50 are 
recognized as permissible by PEFC and SFI. 

Similarly, the World Bank provides the Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGIs) to provide rankings related to the 
process by which governments are selected, monitored, and replaced; the capacity of the government to effectively 
formulate and implement sound policies; and the respect of citizens and the state for the institutions that govern 
economic and social interactions among them. In the 2020 reporting, the US performs very well on the important 
indices relative to legality, including the following: 
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Indicator Global Percentile Ranking of the United States

Control of Corruption 82.69

Government Effectiveness 87.02

Regulatory Quality 87.50

Rule of Law 88.46

(World Bank, 2020)

The FSC NRA evaluated the risk of sourcing illegally harvested wood. The FSC NRA provides a low-risk designation 
throughout the conterminous US. The FSC NRA states, “Identified laws are upheld. Cases where law/regulations are 
violated are efficiently followed up via preventive actions taken by the authorities and/or by the relevant entities.” 
The FSC US CW NRA evaluates risk against several indicators relating to upholding applicable laws on forest lands, 
including land tenure rights, permits and licensing, payment of harvest fees, and environmental requirements.

In a study commissioned by the American Hardwood Export Council and updated in 2019, Seneca Creek found, 
“the preponderance of evidence compiled for this update strongly indicates that there is a very low or ‘negligible’ 
risk that US hardwood exports contain wood from illegal and unsustainable sources, based upon programs and 
requirements currently in place” (Seneca Creek Associates, 2019). This supports the conclusion that, on the whole, 
the risk of illegal harvesting is low for the US. 

Forest Trends compiles a list of Known and Reported Forest Product Export Restrictions (FPERs) annually and offers 
an interactive map of log imports with active export restrictions. Following a multiyear global study of these FPERs, 
Forest Trends has identified 143 policies across 72 countries that effectively restrict (or have previously restricted) 
the international export of one or more forest products. As of February 2022, there are no known listed import or 
export restrictions applying to the US or Maryland (Forest Trends, 2022). 

The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) is an international 
agreement between governments to ensure that international trade in specimens of wild animals and plants does 
not threaten the survival of the species. CITES publishes a list of roughly 5,950 species of animals and 32,800 species 
of plants to protect against over-exploitation through international trade (CITES, 2022). None of the species listed 
are known to be grown in Maryland. 

MARYLAND SITUATION
In Maryland, as in the United States as a whole, illegal logging is mainly associated with timber theft and timber 
trespass. Timber ownership rights are well-established, with over 70% of forest land and over 80% of timber land 
privately owned. There are multiple laws in the state related to trespass under Title 6, Crimes Against Property, 
statutes 101-409 (Maryland Courts, 2022). Maryland law allows landowners to recover triple the value of the timber 
damaged or removed, plus legal fees if timber is illegally taken, even if property boundaries are unmarked. 
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Stakeholders participating in the first public consultation overwhelmingly rated frameworks to protect against 
illegal logging in Maryland as adequate (Crow, 2022ii). In order to gather information on illegal logging from experts 
in Maryland, a survey was sent to 23 consulting foresters listed in the University of Maryland Extension directory 
as offering trespass and expert witness service (service #5). Across broad practices, the eight responding foresters 
reported very few cases of illegal logging in the past 10 years, with half of the respondents having not encountered 
a case (Crow, 2022i). Similarly, interviews with experts, including the Acting State Forester, suggested that cases of 
timber theft or illegal harvesting are rare compared with the number of sales and volumes moved in Maryland. 

Maryland enforces strict regulations regarding harvesting and other forestry activities, including operating licenses 
and permitting requirements, standards for erosion and sediment control, and mitigation of forest impacts from 
development, among others. Local jurisdictions (county and municipal) in some areas have ordinances that go 
beyond state requirements. Maryland State Code Title 5, Section 608 requires that any person engaged in a forest 
products business must have a license issued by the Department of Natural Resources. This includes all sawmills, 
pulpwood, logging contractors, and firewood dealers (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022). 

Stakeholder feedback in both consultation periods supported the assertion that illegal harvesting is rare in Maryland, 
with over 80% of respondents agreeing that there are strong frameworks in place to prevent illegal harvesting. One 
stakeholder raised concern about the legality of a specific instance of timber harvesting in Harford county. This 
stakeholder also provided documentation of proceedings of the Court of Appeals of Maryland (Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation, Inc., et al. v. CREG Westport Developers I, LLC, et al., 2022). This documentation supports the conclusion 
that claims of illegal harvesting are subject to enforcement under the law, including adjudication and appeals in the 
courts (Crow, 2022i and Crow, 2022ii).

CONCLUSION
Given well-established laws pertaining to illegal harvesting and trade, favorable international indices related to 
governance and the rule of law, other evidence and analyses, and direct feedback from Maryland stakeholders and 
experts, a conclusion of low or negligible risk from illegal sourcing in the State of Maryland is supported.

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
None. 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO BIODIVERSITY AND  
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES (HCVs)

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled Wood Category 1:  
Wood from forests in which high 
conservation values are threatened by 
management activities

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

Definitions 
HCV1 - Species Diversity. Concentrations of biological diversity 
including endemic species, and rare, threatened or endangered 
species, that are significant at global, regional or
national levels. 
HCV 2 - Landscape-level ecosystems and mosaics. Intact forest 
landscapes and large landscape-level ecosystems and ecosystem 
mosaics that are significant at global, regional, or national levels, 
and that contain
viable populations of the great majority of the naturally occurring 
species in natural patterns of distribution and abundance.
HCV 3 - Ecosystems and habitats. Rare, threatened, or 
endangered ecosystems, habitats, or refugia.
HCV 4 - Critical ecosystem services. Basic ecosystem services in 
critical situations, including protection of water catchments and 
control of erosion of vulnerable soils and slopes.
HCV 5 - Community needs. Sites and resources fundamental 
for satisfying the basic necessities of local communities or 
Indigenous Peoples (for
example for livelihoods, health, nutrition, water), identified 
through engagement with these communities or Indigenous 
Peoples.
HCV 6 - Cultural values. Sites, resources, habitats, and landscapes 
of global or national cultural, archaeological or historical 
significance, and/or of critical cultural, ecological, economic 
or religious/sacred importance for the traditional cultures of 
local communities or Indigenous Peoples, identified through 
engagement with these local communities or Indigenous 
Peoples.
High Conservation Value Areas: Zones and physical spaces which 
possess and/or are needed for the existence and maintenance of 
identified High Conservation Values.
(Source: FSC-STD-01-001 V5-2)

BIODIVERSITY AND HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES (HCVs)
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO BIODIVERSITY AND  
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES (HCVs)

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

SFI 

b. 
Forest activities which are contributing 
to regional declines in habitat 
conservation and species protection 
(including biodiversity and special sites, 
Alliance for Zero Extinction sites and 
key Biodiversity Areas, threatened and 
endangered species).

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 4)  

Forest activities that are contributing to regional declines 
in habitat conservation and species protection (including 
biodiversity and special sites, threatened and endangered 
species) — SFI has strong existing measures in the SFI 2020 
Forest Management Standard and the SFI 2020 Fiber Sourcing 
Standard regarding conservation of biodiversity. The United 
States and Canada also have strong legal frameworks which 
Certified Organizations must abide by. Certified Organizations 
can refer to the latest
Environmental Performance Index (EPI) Score of Biodiversity and 
Habitat of the country. A score higher than 50 is considered low 
risk.
(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; references to the FSC NRA; quantitative and spatial analysis; expert and 
stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low/negligible risk of wood entering the supply chain in direct association with adverse impact to high conservation 
values. 

Specified risk associated with invasive species’ impacts on high conservation values. This risk is unrelated to timber 
harvesting. 

SUGGESTED MITIGATION
Development and implementation of a cohesive, all-lands invasive species strategy, including resource investment 
and assignment of technical staff.

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
To address the SFI and PEFC requirements, per guidance provided by both schemes, the Environmental Performance 
Index (EPI) was consulted for the United States. The EPI is produced jointly by Yale University and Columbia 
University in collaboration with the World Economic Forum. The EPI Biodiversity & Habitat issue category, specifically 
named in the SFI and PEFC schemes, assesses a country’s actions toward retaining natural ecosystems and 
protecting the full range of biodiversity within their borders. The Biodiversity & Habitat issue represents a composite 
score that is inclusive of Terrestrial Biome Protection, National & Global Weights (45% of issue category), Marine 
Protected Areas (22% of issue category), Protected Area Representativeness Index (PARI) (14% of issue category), 
Species Habitat Index (SHI) (8% of issue category), Species Protection Index (SPI) (8% of issue category), and 
Biodiversity Habitat Index (BHI) (3% of issue category). The EPI Biodiversity & Habitats score for the United States is 
60.6, above the threshold of 50 specified for each scheme (Yale, 2022). 
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Indicator Score of the United 
States Threshold for Low Risk 

Environmental Performance Index (EPI) 60.6 50

Transparency International’s Corruption 
Index (CI)

67 50

The assumption is that a country with a sufficiently high EPI score representing action toward retaining and 
protecting biodiversity combined with a sufficiently high CI score representing low levels of corruption provides for 
high degrees of biodiversity protections on the ground. Such is the case for the US. 

MARYLAND SITUATION 
Biodiversity-associated risks specified within the FSC NRA and PEFC and SFI guidance documents were analyzed 
for Maryland. The FSC NRA specifies risk for three western Maryland counties: Washington, Allegany, and Garrett 
counties. The FSC specified risk is that forest management activities may threaten high conservation values (HCVs). 
The HCVs identified for the Maryland region are associated with Mesophytic Cove Sites. 

SFI guidance and definitions related to the conservation of biodiversity focus on sites identified by the Alliance for 
Zero Extinction (AZE) and Key Biodiversity Areas.

FSC NATIONAL RISK ASSESSMENT IN THE MARYLAND CONTEXT
The FSC NRA defines Mesophytic Cove Sites as highly diverse, closed-canopy hardwood forests occurring on 
mesic, sheltered sites (coves) at low to moderate elevation (300–1,100 m/1,000–3,600 ft) and sometimes higher. 
Characterized by high diversity and often great structural complexity, the assessment reports that these forest 
representations tend to occur in large patches (tens to hundreds of acres) on concave slopes that accumulate 
nutrients and moisture. The FSC NRA states that this priority forest type is threatened by forest management 
activities such as conversion to other forest types (white pine) and the introduction of invasive species.

Additionally, both PEFC and SFI cite the Transparency International Corruption Index (CI) score. The US maintains a 
CI score of 67 and is ranked 27 of 180 nations (Transparency International, 2022). Scores above 50 are recognized 
as permissible by PEFC. The inclusion of corruption indices is designed to understand how a country’s actions, as 
noted in the EPI, are enforced within legal systems and the degree of perceived corruption within those systems. 
See sections on Legality for more detail. 
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Based on expert feedback and a review of available data, Mesophytic Cove forests seem less abundant in the 
northern Blue Ridge region of Maryland, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania than in the southern portion of the Blue 
Ridge range, including North Carolina, Virginia, and Tennessee.  

A significant portion of the Maryland counties identified by the FSC NRA for specified risk are in protected status 
and/or in public ownership as state forest. Maryland’s State Forests are certified to both SFI and FSC. To inform 
their management objectives under FSC forest management certification, the Maryland Forest Service conducted 
a representative sample area analysis (RSA) to evaluate the extent of various forest types, including those 
associated with Mesophytic Cove Sites, and the degree to which they are protected on the broader landscape. 
Using the FSC NRA’s guidance, the agency mapped NatureServe’s Ecological Classification Standard for South 
Central Interior Mesophytic Forest (CES 202.887) and Southern and Central Appalachian Cove Forest (CES 
202.373), which includes both “acidic” and “rich” coves. These geospatial layers were overlaid with the Protected 
Areas Database (PAD) and the footprint of Maryland State Forests. The analysis found that roughly 14% and 19% 
of the two NatureServe Classifications are protected, respectively, across the wider range, inclusive of Western 
Maryland, West Virginia, and western Pennsylvania, accounting for a large majority of the land area of specified 
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risk in the wider region (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022iii). Supplemental ad hoc analysis was 
conducted by Maryland DNR for just Washington, Allegany, and Garrett counties in Maryland, excluding West 
Virginia and Pennsylvania. This analysis approximated that 25% of the modeled Mesophytic Cove-associated 
ecosystems in those counties are located within protected areas, as delineated by PAD. Of those acres, 
approximately 43% of the acreage is located within Maryland’s State Forests, which, as noted, are dual-certified 
to SFI and FSC (Arseneault, 2022ii). It is important to note that these analyses are predicated on geospatial 
models and represent approximations. 

In addition, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) recently commissioned a study of ecozones in the Potomac 
Headwaters of West Virginia and Maryland (Stevens, 2022). The study involved modeling and ecological 
departure analysis to better understand how current conditions relate to historic conditions based on a range of 
biophysical elements. The study modeled acidic and rich cove forests ecozones, which characterize Mesophytic 
Cove forests, and provides a finer scale mapping of areas that may support these HCVs, further subdividing the 
broader NatureServe Ecological Classification Standards (see considerations and disclaimers, below) identified 
in the FSC NRA. It is important to note that the mapped ecozones do not represent current conditions on the 
ground, including vegetation and canopy, and stand conditions. Rather, these mapped ecozones represent 
an estimate of where these ecological systems could occur with historical disturbance regimes (Simon, 2002; 
McHale, 2022). 

TNC staff further conducted an ad hoc spatial analysis comparing geographic extents and the overlap of FSC-
specified risk areas for Mesophytic Cove Sites with the Acidic Cove Forests and Rich Cove Forests ecozones 
identified in the TNC commissioned study (Simon, 2022). This analysis suggests that roughly 22% of the areas 
identified for potential Acidic Cove Forests and 23% of the areas identified for potential Rich Cove Forests are 
currently under formal protections (McHale, 2022). 

The FSC NRA notes that Mesophytic Cove forests can be compatibly managed using methods that do not disturb 
soil productivity, hydrology, or the understory; which maintain the diversity of the overstory without losing oak or 
moving toward monocultures of maple or poplar; which limit openings; and which do not result in “high-grading” 
the forest (removing all trees of high commercial value and leaving the remainder) (FSC NRA, 2019). 

In Maryland, Mesophytic Cove forests were a focus for logging historically because of the availability of high-
quality timber. However, the big trees were largely harvested on many of these sites over the course of the 
20th century, and few old-growth Mesophytic Cove forests remain on the landscape (Harrison, 2022). These 
sites can still provide high-quality timber, especially on wetter sites, which may continue to support harvesting 
activity (Keech, 2022; Rider, 2022; Ward, 2022). However, commercial harvesting in these forest types/ecozones 
is limited. Both subclassifications, especially Rich Cove Forests, tend to be associated with drainages and wet 
sites (Simon, 2022). Because of their wet conditions, many are unsuited to operating equipment (Harrison, 
2002; McHale, 2022). Similarly, slope, elevation, and overall positioning on the landscape present operational 
challenges to commercial forest operations on these sites (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Harrison, 2022; Keech, 2022; 
Rider, 2022; Ward, 2022). 

The FSC NRA identifies the introduction of invasive species as a threat to Mesophytic Cove Sites. Indeed, this 
appears to be the primary threat to these forests and to biodiversity, generally, in Maryland. The expansion of 
invasive species in the state is driven by an array of factors several factors. Invasive species are associated with 
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soil disturbance, which can be linked to forest management (Keech, 2022), but also to a wide array of other 
vectors (Harrison, 2022; Rider, 2022). Acidic sites, including Mesophytic forests, seem more resistant to invasive 
species invasion compared with other sites (Eberling, 2022; Harrison, 2022). However, invasive species are a 
driving concern for these and all forest types in Maryland sites (Eberling, 2022; Harrison, 2022). Indeed, the 
comprehensive study of Maryland’s forest cover and tree canopy conducted by the University of Maryland’s 
Harry R. Hughes Center for Agro-Ecology, together with the Chesapeake Conservancy and the University of 
Vermont, released in November of 2022, highlights the current and anticipated impacts of invasive species on 
the state’s forests (Chesapeake Conservancy, 2022). 

There is a wide consensus that invasive species threaten the health of Maryland forests and the issue was raised 
as a concern by stakeholders in the first public consultation (Crow, 2022i), as well as at the charrette convened 
by the Greater Cumberland Committee in Frostburg in April 2022. Experts noted that the scale of the invasive 
species challenge is significant and that Maryland currently lacks a cohesive strategy and adequate resources to 
begin to address the issue (Harrison, 2022; Keech, 2022; Rider, 2022).

Because of the association with water features, these sites are also largely protected by Maryland’s regulated 
Best Management Practices (BMPs), which call for buffering, leaving strips of trees around watercourses. 
With a focus on protecting Maryland’s waterways and the Chesapeake Bay, the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) and the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) have developed a Compliance Agreement 
for the Standard Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for Forest Harvest Operations (also referred to as the 
Standard Plan). The Standard Plan calls for streamside management zones (SMZs), uncut buffer strips on both 
sides of a watercourse, and minimum basal area retention. Additionally, practices must be implemented to avoid 
damage to soils and rutting, which would occur on wet sites (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022iv). 

BMPs have been widely studied and found to be effective in the protection of water quality (Cristan, 2015). The 
National Association of State Foresters (NASF) tracks and reports on BMP implementation nationally. NASF’s 
most recent report states that Maryland’s regulatory compliance rate is 100% for wetlands protection and 96% 
for SMZ implementation, both above the national average for regulatory programs and well above the average 
for non-regulatory or quasi-regulatory programs (NASF, 2019). These compliance rates reflect the frequency with 
which state BMPs are implemented. For NASF’s BMP monitoring, each state forestry agency conducts random 
samples of tracts experiencing timber harvesting activities across all ownership classes on a two-year cycle. BMP 
monitoring evaluates the implementation of each applicable BMP and scores implementation across a range of 
BMP categories, as well as overall BMP implementation for each tract (NASF, 2019).

Conversions to white pine, as noted in the NRA, appear to be uncommon in this part of the range identified by 
the FSC NRA for Mesophytic Cove Sites (Eberling, 2022; Hairston-Strang, 2022; Rider, 2022; Ward, 2022). 

For Mesophytic Cove forests, a consensus of experts suggests that sites with the complex structural and 
understory characteristics specified by FSC are not widely represented on the western Maryland landscape 
(Hairston-Strang, 2022; Harrison, 2022; Keech, 2022; Rider, 2022; Ward, 2022). Additionally, biophysical factors, 
along with BMPs, constitute inherent protection for these sites, limiting the impact on these sites and the 
extent to which any significant volume of wood flows into the supply stream from them (Hairston-Strang, 2022; 
Harrison, 2022; McHale, 2022; Rider, 2022; Ward, 2022).  
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As a result of the risk designation made by the FSC NRA, since 2019 a range of outreach and education activities 
targeting small and family forest landowners has been undertaken across the designated risk geography and in 
the northern portion of the Blue Ridge and Central Appalachian regions, of which western Maryland is a part. 
The Forest Stewards Guild (FSG) developed a set of educational materials which are free and available on their 
website and hosted virtual and in-person workshops in the specified risk area (Forest Stewards Guild, 2022), 
including in the Maryland-West Virginia border town of Bruceton Mills, Maryland, in the fall of 2021 (Forest 
Stewards Guild, 2021). FSG’s work is ongoing. FSG’s 2022 Prospectus includes specific plans for development 
and distribution through an educational pocket guide and in-person outreach events (Forest Stewards Guild, 
2022). Similar activities are planned for 2023 (Evans, 2022). FSG’s efforts focus on the identification of Mesophytic 
Cove Sites and addressing the key threats identified in the FSC NRA, especially invasive species control, as well 
as appropriate harvesting and planning. Similarly, Penn State Extension has developed resources, including an 
identification key with specific management recommendations for use by landowners in the wider region (Penn 
State Extension, 2021). 

The American Forest Foundation (AFF) partnered with FSC to provide initial monitoring support of the FSC NRA, 
and evaluation of the outreach and education measures implemented in the first years of the FSC NRA (FSC, 
2022). This included surveys to evaluate the degree of impact that outreach and educational materials are having 
among family landowners in areas with high concentrations of FSC Controlled Wood certificate holders. While a 
report is not publicly available, engagement with those involved in the project suggests that, while response rates 
were not high enough to achieve statistically valid rates, a large portion of respondents did report taking some 
(unspecified) action after receiving outreach materials around a targeted conservation need (Delfing, 2022). 

Lastly, there is a range of programs targeting private landowners. The Forest Stewardship Program (FSP), 
delivered by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, provides tools and resources to support 
landowners in their stewardship. The program includes forest management planning for diverse forest 
ecosystems (including Mesophytic Coves, if present) and strategies to address invasive species (Rider, 2022). 
Compared to other states, Western Maryland also has relatively high concentrations of private land certification 
to the American Tree Farm System (ATFS), with 5%, 6%, and 10% of the eligible family-owned forest land base 
certified to ATFS for Washington, Garrett and Allegany counties, respectively (American Tree Farm System, 2022; 
FIA, 2022). The ATFS standard does not specifically address Mesophotic Cove Sites. However, these standards do 
require consideration and protection of rare ecosystems and special sites, as well as actions related to invasive 
species (American Forest Foundation, 2021). Management of lands under ATFS certification requires consultation 
and inspection by a professional forester. While certification to ATFS is limited, there is often a “neighbor effect” 
whereby one landowner’s management ethic influences their neighbors’ management decisions and approaches. 
As such, the impact of ATFS and FSP is likely to be greater than merely the enrolled lands. Similar conclusions 
may be made for private ownerships generally, as well as those adjacent to state forest lands under FSC and SFI 
certification. 

Outside of program-enrolled or certified lands and the adjacent lands they may influence, the growing array of 
outreach/education materials and events targeting private landowners to promote conservation, as mitigation 
measures under FSC Controlled Wood standard, is being absorbed by the landowner community in the wider 
region. The long-term impacts of these efforts on the sites are yet to be fully characterized or quantified (Delfing, 
2022). However, it is anticipated that FSC will continue to monitor and eventually report on trends. Suffice it to 
say, it is expected that these mitigation tools and resources targeted at FSC-specified risks, including Mesophytic 
Coves, are having an impact on the conservation of the values (Evans, 2022). 

https://foreststewardsguild.org/mesophytic-cove-sites/
https://foreststewardsguild.org/mesophytic-cove-sites/
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In the first public consultation, most respondents reported that they agreed or strongly agreed that there are 
adequate frameworks in place to protect endangered species and high conservation values (HCVS), with 70% and 
68% responding in agreement on each issue, respectively. Between 13% and 17% neither agreed nor disagreed, 
and between 16% and 21% disagreed or strongly disagreed that there are adequate frameworks in place (Crow, 
2022ii). This suggests a majority of engaged stakeholders believes these resources are well protected but also 
that this is an issue of sensitivity that should be closely monitored and reported with transparency. 

Feedback gathered from stakeholders at the charrette held in Frostburg in April 2022, as well as in dialogue with 
foresters and agency officials familiar with the western region, suggest that Mesophytic Cove Sites are relatively 
rare and enjoy strong levels of protection but also that biodiversity values, as well as invasive species, are an area 
of concern for some stakeholders.  

In summary, forest management appears not to be a primary threat to Mesophytic Cove Sites. These sites are 
relatively sparse on the landscape, and considerable portions of the representative associated ecosystems are 
formally protected. There is a range of inherent mitigating factors, such as operational and access constraints, 
which limit commercial harvesting and the flow of material from Mesophytic Cove Sites into the supply 
chain overall. Because of the associations between Mesophytic Cove Sites and water features and wet sites, 
regulatory BMP implementation likely provides a high level of protection. As such, forest management is likely 
not a dominant threat to these sites. Invasive species, however, have been identified as the primary threat to 
Mesophytic Cove Sites and, indeed, to biodiversity and forests generally in the state. 

There is a range of programs targeting private landowners in Maryland that would support the protection of 
Mesophytic Cove Sites. There is also an array of purposeful mitigation that is being implemented to address 
Mesophytic Cove Sites specifically as a response to the risk designated by the FSC NRA. These programs generally 
include activities related to invasive species control and resistance. These efforts are likely to bolster protections 
and actions to support these sites but cannot currently be quantified. 

With these considerations, this analysis finds low/negligible risk that wood flowing into supply chains is 
negatively impacting Mesophytic Cove Sites. However, the lack of a cohesive and well-funded strategy to address 
invasive species contributes to the risk for these sites and forests in Maryland, generally. 

SFI BIODIVERSITY CONSIDERATIONS IN THE MARYLAND CONTEXT
The Alliance for Zero Extinction (AZE) was consulted per SFI guidance and definitions. The AZE is a joint initiative 
of biodiversity conservation organizations from around the world working to prevent extinctions by promoting 
the identification and ensuring the safeguard and effective conservation of key sites that are the last remaining 
refuges of one or more endangered or critically endangered species. These sites are based on species groups 
that have been globally assessed by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List, including 
amphibians, birds, cacti, cone snails, conifers, corals, cycads, freshwater crabs, freshwater crayfish, freshwater 
shrimps, mammals, mangrove plants, selected marine fish (blennies, groupers, pufferfish, wrasses), selected 
reptiles (chameleons, crocodiles, iguanas, tortoises, turtles), sharks and rays, and selected birches (Alliance for 
Zero Extinction, 2018).
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In 2018, a major reassessment mapped the AZE sites that must be effectively protected if the world’s most 
threatened species are to survive. Sites can be searched by country, taxonomic group, or polygon. As of May 
2022, AZE identified no sites in Maryland. 

The SFI definition also includes reference to Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs). Information about and lists related 
to KBAs are aggregated and published online by a consortium of conservation and environmental NGOs. The 
sites are defined by critical populations of threatened species and their habitats, using a global lens and a set of 
specific criteria. Like AZE, the KBA-listed species at risk include those that are identified as globally threatened 
on the IUCN Red List. Applying the KBA criteria is designed to ensure that the global population of a species is 
assessed and the most important populations for that species are identified, including maintaining the genetic 
variation needed to adapt. These are species with very small, geographically restricted, or rapidly declining 
populations. But the KBA criteria also identify vital sites for species with populations that are confined to small 
areas or form large aggregations at certain times of the year for breeding, feeding, or migrating, since these 
species are dependent on the health of a limited number of key habitats (KBA, 2022). 

The KBA Programme has identified several KBAs in Maryland, along with the “triggering element(s)” associated 
with those areas. All of these sites are triggered by bird species and are generally associated with aquatic 
estuaries or marine habitats. Fortunately, all the identified KBAs are also in some form of land conservation or 
protection. Analytical overviews are provided for each KBA site below. 
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KBA: EASTERN NECK NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
Triggering Element(s) Canvasback; tundra swan 
Eastern Neck National Wildlife Refuge is a 2,285-acre island managed by the US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS). 
While the site includes woodlands, the refuge is primarily focused on providing habitat for thousands of 
wintering waterfowl. Commercial forestry is not a primary activity due to mission, management priorities, 
and access issues (US Fish & Wildlife Service, 2022). Further, the triggering species only use this part of their 
range for wintering and are associated with aquatic habitats, which would be protected by regulatory BMPs 
and operational constraints (Temple, 2022). As such, the site is unlikely to be adversely affected by forest 
management.

KBA: LOWER C&O CANAL 
Triggering Element(s) Rusty blackbird
The Lower Chesapeake and Ohio (C&O) Canal is a National Park Service (NPS) National Historic Park that 
hugs the Potomac River in a narrow band through the District of Columbia, Maryland, and West Virginia. The 
Maryland portion of the park is very narrow. The primary management objective of the park’s management 
is recreation. However, specific monitoring and management plans are in place to support lowland/
floodplain forests (NPS, 2022ii) that provide a habitat for the triggering species, the rusty blackbird. Maryland 
is part of this species’ range for migration (western Maryland) and nonbreeding (eastern Maryland). Habitats 
for the species are wet areas, including flooded woods, swamps, marshes, and the edges of ponds. These 
moist habitats are foraging areas in winter and during migration. Sea level rise is a growing threat to this 
species (Temple, 2022). If forest management activities were to be implemented in this area, regulatory 
BMPs would be required and offer strict protections. Given the mandate of the park and the submerged 
nature of the forested habitat, commercial harvesting is very unlikely, and the site is unlikely to be impacted 
by forest management. 

KBA: CHINO FARMS
Triggering Element(s) Northern bobwhite quail
Chino Farms is a large private farm owned by Dr. Henry Sears on Maryland’s eastern shore. The farm is 
managed for sustainable agriculture and wildlife habitat conservation, including forest restoration and 
explicit management for the bobwhite quail. This site is under an easement held by the state of Maryland, 
which includes specific conservation provisions (Audubon, 2022; Harrison, 2022; The Conservation Fund, 
2022). Thus, the site is not at risk from the impacts of unsustainable harvesting. Further, while bobwhite 
quail does use woodlands, that is not their primary habitat (Audubon, 2022; Temple, 2022). Based on this 
analysis, the site is unlikely to be adversely affected by forest management.
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KBA: SOUTHERN DORCHESTER COUNTY

Triggering Element(s) Saltmarsh sparrow; American black duck; tundra Swan; black rail; 
clapper rail 

This KBA is composed of the southern part of Dorchester County on Maryland’s eastern shore. The area is 
characterized by coastal and estuary habitats, with most of the specified area covered by water. The critical habitats, 
as well as large portions of the land area of the identified region, are under federal, state, or other protections, 
including easements. This includes the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge and Marine Protected Area (US Fish & 
Wildlife Service), the Chesapeake Bay Estuarine Complex (Ramsar Site, Wetland of International Importance, multiple 
authorities and private easements), Savanna Lake and Lodge (State of Maryland), Upper Nanticoke River Macrosite 
(private easement), Robinson Neck (private easement), Chesapeake Bay National Estuarine Research Reserve (jointly 
managed, multiple authorities), Harriet Tubman Underground Railroad National Historical Park (National Park 
Service), and many smaller tracts with private easements and enrollment in the Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) 
under the management authority of the Natural Resources Conservation Service (Esri, 2022). 

The triggering species associated with this KBA are predominantly associated with non-forest habitats including 
coastal marshes and inundated areas. The American black duck does utilize woodlands but not in this part of its 
range, which is used for wintering in tidewaters (Audubon, 2022; Temple, 2022). Similarly, for the other species, 
Southern Dorchester County represents primarily wintering habitat. 

While Dorchester County does produce timber sales, as evidenced by harvest permits issued by the state, the overall 
volume is comparatively low and is likely principally generated in other parts of the county (Rider, 2022). 

In summary, there is a range of factors that lead to the conclusion that forest management is unlikely to impact the  
conservation values associated with these sites. These include the biophysical nature of the land base of Southern 
Dorchester County, which is predominantly non-forest, along with high levels of protection by entities with 
organizational or management foci on conservation or other non-timber-related objectives. Lastly, the triggering 
species are all associated with non-forest habitats in this range and similarly unlikely to be affected by forest 
management, and if management activities were to occur, implementation of regulatory BMPs would provide strict 
protections.

KBA: ASSATEAGUE ISLAND
Triggering Element(s) Saltmarsh sparrow; piping plover
Assateague Island is a 37-mile-long island along the coasts of Maryland and Virginia. Most of the Maryland district 
is managed by the National Park Service as Assateague Island National Seashore. The State of Maryland manages 
two miles of the Maryland district as Assateague State Park. The Virginia district is managed by the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service as Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge (National Park Service, 2022ii). The protected area is characterized 
by sandy beaches, salt marshes, grasslands, dunes, and coastal bays, as well as maritime shrub thickets and forests. 
The primary management objective of the park’s management is recreation but forests are included in the general 
management plan (GMP) for the park (National Park Service, 2022ii). If forest management activities were to be 
implemented in this area, regulatory BMPs would be required and offer strict protections. Given the mandate of 
the park and the submerged nature of the forested habitat, commercial harvesting is very unlikely, and the site is 
unlikely to be impacted by forest management.

The triggering species for this KBA are saltwater-associated species and not forest associated. Maryland is part of 
this species’ range for migration (western Maryland) and nonbreeding (eastern Maryland). Habitats for the species 
are wet areas including swamps, marshes, and the edges of ponds. These moist habitats are foraging areas in winter 
and during migration. Sea level rise is a growing threat to this species (Temple, 2022). 
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During the second stakeholder consultation, 76% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the conclusion 
that there is a low risk related to wood flowing from KBAs/HCVs and into the wood supply stream, particularly 
in significant volumes, but also that invasive species represent the most significant threat to biodiversity in 
the state. Roughly 10% were neutral to this conclusion (neither agreed nor disagreed) and 14% disagreed but 
provided no material evidence to support alternative conclusions. Eighty percent of respondents also supported a 
recommendation that forest leaders in the state develop a cohesive invasive species action strategy, including the 
assignment of technical staff and resource investment (Crow, 2022ii).

CONCLUSION 
KBAs identified in Maryland are triggered by species largely associated with aquatic, non-forest environments, 
are under protected management, and/or would otherwise be protected by regulatory BMPs and operational 
constraints. 

Mesophytic Cove forests, especially those with the structural and understory complexity that constitute the FSC-
specified high conservation values, are relatively rare on the landscape. While their precise locations are not all 
known, a substantial percentage of these sites are under formal protection.   

Outside of formal ownership protections, experts engaged are generally in consensus that geographic and 
biophysical factors, along with regulatory BMPs, constitute inherent protection for the sites and, thus, reduce the 
potential impact of forest management directly. As a result, the extent to which wood flowing from these sites 
and into the supply stream, particularly in significant volume, is naturally limited (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Harrison, 
2022; McHale, 2022; Rider, 2022; Ward, 2022). 

However, invasive species are a prevailing threat to Mesophytic Cove Sites, as well as forest ecosystems in the 
state overall. Concern about invasive species was a theme in the stakeholder consultation, along with mixed 
perspectives about the effectiveness of current frameworks to protect biodiversity and high conservation values in 
the state. 

There is a range of mitigation frameworks in place, including programs targeting private landowners broadly, as 
well as Mesophytic Cove Sites specifically. Many of these include action on invasive species. These interventions 
may lead to additional protections for Mesophytic Cove Sites over time. However, there is consensus that there is 
a need for more robust resources and programming to adequately address invasive species to protect these and 
all forests in the state. 

In conclusion, the risk that wood entering the supply chain has impacted high conservation values is low. However, 
there is a specified risk of invasive species impacting Mesophytic Cove Sites, as identified by the FSC NRA. 

As a mitigation measure, it is recommended that forest leaders in the state develop a cohesive invasive species 
action strategy, including the assignment of technical staff and resource investment. This recommendation is 
further supported by a majority of stakeholder and expert responses. 

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
Both the Maryland DNR and TNC analyses mobilize NatureServe codes used to delineate Mesophytic Cove Sites 
across Western Maryland (Allegany, Garrett, and Washington), as per the 2020 LANDFIRE (LF) Existing Vegetation 
Type (EVT) data. LANDFIRE’s EVT represents the current distribution of the terrestrial ecological systems 
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classification, developed by NatureServe for the western hemisphere through 2016. A terrestrial ecological system 
is defined as a group of plant community types (associations) that tend to co-occur within landscapes with similar 
ecological processes, substrates, and/or environmental gradients. EVT is mapped using decision tree models, field 
data, Landsat imagery, elevation, and biophysical gradient data. These are modeled systems and, thus, are subject 
to error. However, they provide the best available approximations. 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO  
TRADITIONAL COMMUNITIES AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled Wood Category 2: Wood 
harvested in violation of traditional 
and human rights

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

Indicator: 2.3 The rights of Indigenous and Traditional Peoples 
are upheld.
(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3; FSC-NRA-USA V1-0)

Context and Considerations 
Are there Indigenous Peoples and/or traditional peoples present 
in the area under assessment?
Are the provisions of ILO Convention 169 and the United Nations 
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) 
enforced in the area concerned? 
Is there evidence of violations of legal and customary rights of 
indigenous or traditional peoples?
Are there any ‘conflicts of substantial magnitude’ pertaining to 
the rights of indigenous and/or traditional peoples?
Are there any recognized laws and/or regulations and/or 
processes in place to resolve conflicts of substantial magnitude 
pertaining to indigenous or traditional peoples’ rights?
What evidence can demonstrate the enforcement of the laws 
and regulations identified above? (refer to Category 1)
Is conflict resolution broadly accepted by affected stakeholders 
as being fair and equitable? 
(FSC-PRO-60-002a)

PEFC

g) Activities where the spirit of the 
United Nations Declaration on the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007) is 
not met.

(PEFC ST 2002:2020)

Indicator 
i.  
Substantiated studies demonstrate that the spirit of the United 
Nations Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (2007) is not met in the country.
(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

TRADITIONAL COMMUNITIES AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO  
TRADITIONAL COMMUNITIES AND INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

SFI 

g. 
Forest activities where the spirit of 
the United Nations Declaration on the 
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007) is 
not met.

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 4)  

Guidance
i. 
Forest activities where the spirit of the United Nations 
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2007) is not 
met — United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples (UNDRIP) seeks to enhance harmonious and cooperative 
relations between the states and Indigenous Peoples in the spirit 
of partnership and mutual respect. The US can refer to this study 
by Cornell Law School, and Canada can refer to the Canadian 
Constitution Act. Fiber from countries without the following 
regulatory frameworks will require a risk assessment:
i. Domestic legal regimes that consider regional particularities 
pertaining to Indigenous Peoples’ rights, including (a) historical 
and cultural backgrounds of Indigenous Peoples and (b) treaties, 
agreements, and other constructive arrangements between 
Indigenous Peoples and the State;
ii. Political or legal mechanisms for Indigenous Peoples to pursue 
their unique interests and seek just and fair redress based on the 
principles of justice, democracy, respect for human rights, non-
discrimination, and good faith; 

ii.
Right or ability of Indigenous Peoples to organize and advocate 
through self-determined representative institutions.
(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; consultation of the FSC NRA; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
The FSC National Risk Assessment (FSC NRA) reviewed a wide array of resources to evaluate the risk of forest 
management impacts on the rights of Indigenous and Traditional Peoples. This included comprehensive 
consideration of a range of rights and the governance setting in which those rights are considered. The conclusion 
of the FSC NRA is that there is a low risk that the rights of Indigenous and Traditional Peoples are not being upheld 
for the entire assessment area (all conterminous US) and especially the forest sector (Forest Stewardship Council US, 
2019). 

Both SFI and PEFC requirements make direct reference to the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP). UNDRIP was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on September 13, 
2007 (United Nations, 2007). UNDRIP establishes a universal framework of standards for the survival, dignity, and 
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well-being of Indigenous Peoples and elaborates on existing human rights standards and fundamental freedoms as 
they apply to the specific situation of Indigenous Peoples (USAID, 2022). The UNDRIP is a human rights instrument 
designed to carry moral force. 

While UNDRIP is not a legally binding measure, the United States endorsed UNDRIP in 2010 (White House, President 
Barack Obama, 2011) and, later, as a member of the American States, in the wider Americas region, the US adopted 
the American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (ADRIP) with a guiding principle that UNDRIP would 
constitute the minimum standards for the survival, dignity, and well-being of Indigenous Peoples of the Americas 
(Forest Stewardship Council, 2019; United Nations, 2016). As such, this serves as a baseline for respect and 
recognition of the rights of Indigenous Peoples in the US.

MARYLAND SITUATION
We respectfully acknowledge that the State of Maryland sits on the traditional territories of several Indigenous 
Peoples that stewarded this land throughout the generations. These include the Piscataway, Nacotchtank, 
Patuxent, Matapeake, Tockwogh, Ozinie, Choptico, Tranquaking, Wicomico, Manokin, Annemessex, Chincoteague, 
Accomack and Occohannock peoples (Native Land Digital, 2022; Newman, 2022). Also, see the Indigenous land 
acknowledgment section. 

There are currently no federally recognized tribes in Maryland. Maryland has three State-recognized tribes: the 
Piscataway Indian Nation, the Piscataway Conoy Tribe, and the Accohannock Indian Tribe.
However, it is important to note that Indian tribes or people that reside outside of Maryland may perceive the 
importance of forests and forest-related activities within the state. 

The Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs is a focal institution serving the interests of Native American 
communities in Maryland (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Maryland Governor’s Office of Community Initiatives, 2022; 
Perdue, 2022). The key activities of the Commission are aiding in the process of obtaining state and/or federal 
recognition, promoting awareness and a better understanding of the historic and contemporary contributions of 
Native Americans to Maryland, and assisting state, local, and private agencies to provide resources to address the 
educational, social, and economic needs of Native American communities in Maryland. Notably, the work of the 
Commission includes assisting in the protection of Native American burial sites and other culturally significant sites 
(Maryland Governor’s Office of Community Initiatives, 2022). 

The Commission is made up of nine members appointed by the governor of Maryland and confirmed by the 
Maryland State Senate. A majority of the members must be American Indian residents of Maryland, and at least 
three members must be from American Indian groups indigenous to Maryland (Maryland Governor’s Office of 
Community Initiatives, 2022).

The Commission’s annual reports for 2015 through 2020 were reviewed, along with posted meeting agendas for 
the past year. Forest-related issues were not raised in these materials (Maryland Governor’s Office of Community 
Initiatives, 2022). Additionally, 2022 public meeting presentations were posted and reviewed. These materials did, 
however, include discussion around recognition and respect for Indigenous Peoples’ rights associated with land, 
including presentations by the Maryland State Arts Council on Indigenous land acknowledgment (Koons, 2022) and 
Indigenous archaeology, including elements of cross-cultural communication around sites of cultural importance 
(Council for Maryland Archeology Native American Liaison Committee, 2022). These topics suggest ongoing 
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engagement and government action, as supported by the Commission’s position, linked to core tenets of UNDRIP, 
especially as they relate to the management of land. 

Engagement with the leadership of the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs suggested that the Commission 
has not specifically discussed or analyzed the application of UNDRIP to tribal communities in Maryland within the 
Commission and, thus, there is no clear position on how the Commission or represented communities view the 
issue definitively (Colston, 2022). 

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources oversees the implementation of forest-related activities in the 
state, including timber harvest notifications and other matters. The agency publicly states its commitment to 
recognizing and respecting the rights of Indigenous Peoples. This policy is achieved through consultation with 
the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs and by the implementation of the following practices: understanding 
and respecting traditional forest-related knowledge; identifying and protecting spiritually, historically, or culturally 
important sites; addressing the use of non-timber forest products of value to Indigenous Peoples on state forests; 
and responding to Indigenous Peoples’ inquiries and concerns (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, 2022; Perdue, 2022; Rider, 2022).

The department’s policy is further stated in the Sustainable Forest Management Plans for each state forest. 
Additionally, an Indigenous person is represented on the Citizens Advisory Committee for Chesapeake Forest Lands 
(Perdue, 2022).

Based on the consistency of law and implementation within the US (see the Legality section), conclusions at the 
national scale are appropriate to Maryland. 

State officials indicated that no concerns or complaints, substantiated or unsubstantiated, have arisen or been 
formally filed related to respect and recognition of Indigenous Peoples’ rights. The experts were further unaware 
of any evidence to suggest that the spirit of UNDRIP is not met in Maryland (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Perdue, 2022; 
Rider, 2022). 

During the first public consultation, while 40% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed, 45% of respondents 
neither agreed nor disagreed that there are adequate frameworks in place to protect the traditional and customary 
rights of Indigenous and other traditional communities relative to forests, and many commented that they had 
little knowledge about the matter. The three State-recognized tribes were included in outreach associated with 
both public consultation sessions. However, during the first public consultation, only one respondent self-identified 
in the Native American Tribe category (Crow, 2022i). With consideration of these results, a broader set of contacts 
was developed to target in the second public consultation, including members of the Maryland Commission of 
Indian Affairs, as well as American Indian/Indigenous Tribal Organizations in Maryland and Indigenous Tribal 
communities and supporting non-profit organizations. In the second consultation, two respondents self-identified 
in the Native American Tribe category. Roughly 41% of respondents in the second consultation agreed that the 
rights of Indigenous Peoples are upheld in the US and Maryland, per UNDRIP, and 45% were neutral (neither agreed 
nor disagreed). Fourteen percent disagreed or strongly disagreed though provided no evidence to support an 
alternative conclusion (Crow, 2022ii).
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CONCLUSION
The FSC NRA concluded that the rights of Indigenous and Traditional Peoples are upheld. Further, the existence of 
the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs and the scope of its documented activities, and the ongoing policies 
and commitments of the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, along with interviews of agency personnel 
and representatives of the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs, support a conclusion that there is no evidence 
to demonstrate that the spirit of UNDRIP is not met in Maryland. This was further corroborated by stakeholder 
feedback. Based on these analyses, a low or negligible risk is identified.

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
None 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO 
FOREST LOSS AND CONVERSION

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled Wood Category 4: Wood 
harvested from areas being converted 
from forests and other wooded 
ecosystems to plantations or non-
forest uses 

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

Definition 
Forest conversion: Removal of natural forest by human activity, 
without subsequent
regeneration.

(FSC-STD-01-001 V5-2)

Guidance: See FSC National Risk Assessment Annex G
(FSC-NRA-USA V1-0)

PEFC

e.
Activities where forest conversions 
occur, in other than justified 
circumstances where the conversion:
i. is in compliance with national 
and regional policy and legislation 
applicable for land use and forest
management; and
ii. does not have negative impacts on 
ecologically important forest areas, 
culturally and socially
significant areas, or other protected 
areas; and
iii. does not destroy areas of 
significantly high carbon stock; and
iv. makes a contribution to long-term 
conservation, economic, and/or social 
benefits.

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

Indicator 
i. 
The country/region has been identified as having had a net loss 
of forest area >1% over the most recent ten
years of available data, according to publicly available data or 
information, such as provided by the FAO.
ii. In the country/region the net area with conversions from 
forests to forest plantations exceeds the forest
area increase of the country/region, according to publicly 
available data or information, such as provided
by the FAO.

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

SFI 

c.
Conversion sources originating from 
regions experiencing forest area 
decline 

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 4)  

Guidance 
Regions with a net loss of forest area <1% over the most 
recent 10 years of available data are considered low risk. 
Certified Organizations can refer to public data such as FAO, FIA 
ecoregional data, and Statistics Canada, Canadian Forest Service, 
State, provincial, or federal “State of the Forest” reports. 

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)

FOREST LOSS AND CONVERSION 
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ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; consultation of the FSC NRA; quantitative analysis of USDA Forest Service 
Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) forest land data; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
As the FSC NRA acknowledges, there is no legal framework that governs the conversion of forest land to non-forest 
land uses or plantations. However, as FSC NRA notes, as do various other sources, the rate of deforestation is 
relatively low in the United States and is generally driven by urban expansion or development. To identify counties 
of greatest risk, FSC analyzed trends in population growth (threshold of 2%) and building permits (threshold of 
1,500) relative to forested counties between 2015 and 2016 (FSC, 2019). The FSC NRA’s assessment identified no 
counties of specified risk in Maryland. 

Several sources can be referenced to address the SFI and PEFC requirements, per the respective guidance. Overall, 
US forested area has remained stable, if not increased, in recent years. The United Nations Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO) State of the World’s Forests, 2022 edition, and the related Status of, and Trends In, the Global 
Core Set of Forest-Related Indicators (2022) indicate continued forest area growth in North America (including the 
United States) and Europe, although the forest area rate of change is considerably less for the 2010–2020 period 
than for 2000–2010 (FAO, 2022). 

Similarly, using FAO data, the World Bank tracks and publishes forest percentage coverage metrics and notes an 
increase in forest area in the US from 2009 to 2020, the most recent 10-year period available. In 2010, forests 
covered 33.8% of the nation’s land area, and in 2020, the forest coverage was 33.9% (World Bank, 2022). Again, these 
trends indicate stability in forest area. 

Like the FAO findings, according to a comprehensive USDA Forest Service report, forests and woodlands combined 
occupy 822.5 million acres of the US land base. Of those, 93% (765.5 million acres) meet the international definition 
of forest, with the remaining 7% recognized as woodlands. Thus, forests comprise 34% of the American landscape, 
and forests combined with woodlands comprise 36%. Forest area trended upward from 1987 to 2012, but now 
appears to have stabilized (Oswalt et al., 2019).

Analysis at the national level, per SFI and PEFC guidance, yields a conclusion of forest loss that is less than the 
1% threshold and thus low risk. While the certification schemes support national-level analysis to support risk 
designation, Maryland-specific data were reviewed and analyzed, as well. 

MARYLAND SITUATION
The Maryland Forest Action Plan, Part I, Forest Resource Assessment, notes that forest land in the state has been 
decreasing since the 1970s (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2020i). Development replaced harvesting as 
the driver of these forest losses some time ago (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2020ii). Approximately 
39% of the state is forested, down from 41% in 1999 (Frieswyk, 2001). However, importantly, the Plan notes, “Total 
forest area is virtually unchanged from the previous assessment in 2010 and may indicate a tapering-off of forest 
loss in Maryland.” While the FIA data has shown a trend of very slow forest loss (pages 7, 10), the area of Maryland 
forest lands during the past 10 years has remained around 2.6 million acres (Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources, 2020i). 
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To corroborate these conclusions with additional and more recent data, particularly considering stakeholder 
interest, the most recently available USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) data for Maryland were 
analyzed. 

Forest land is defined by FIA as:
 “Land at least 10-percent canopy cover by trees of any size, including land that formerly had such tree cover and 
that will be naturally or artificially regenerated. Forest land includes transition zones, such as areas between heavily 
forested and non-forested lands that are at least 10 percent canopy cover with trees and forest areas adjacent to 
urban and built-up lands. Also included are pinyon-juniper and chaparral areas in the West and afforested areas. The 
minimum area for classification of forest land is 1 acre and 120 feet wide measured stem-to-stem from the outer-most 
edge. Unimproved roads and trails, streams, and clearings in forest areas are classified as forest if less than 120 feet 
wide” (USDA, 2022). 

The FIA data were retrieved and compiled by FIA Southern Research Station staff using the FIA EVALIDator 2.0 
online tool (May 17, 2022). These data have an associated confidence interval of 68%. Maryland’s forest area data 
were extracted at the state level for the most recently completed survey cycle (2019) and the survey cycle closest 
to 10 years previously (2009). The change in forest area and percent change in forest area were computed. A strict 
interpretation of the 1% loss threshold was applied, meaning that no allowance uncertainty was applied. This 
analysis yielded an estimated loss of 0.23% at the state level, falling under the 1% threshold for forest decline over 
the last 10 years. 

Forest Area Change

 2009 2019 Percent Change 

Forested Area 2,453,926 acres 2,448,338 acres -0.23%

A July 2022 memo from staff leadership of the National Council for Air and Stream Improvement (NCASI) to their 
Forestry Program Subcommittees outlined a detailed analysis of FIA data at regional levels, using various statistical 
analytical approaches. Under each of these approaches, for the Northeast region, in which Maryland is embedded, 
a finding of less than 1% loss is similarly reported (Priestly et al., 2022). 

While forest loss is a high priority for stakeholders, the notion that the rate of loss is slowing was supported in 
expert interviews and during the charrette hosted by the Greater Cumberland Committee in April 2022 in Frostburg 
(Hairston-Strang, 2022; Rider, 2022).

While Maryland has lost forest land over the past two decades due primarily to development, in recent years, 
the rate of loss has slowed significantly. A “no net forest loss” goal was embodied in statute in 2013 (Forest 
Preservation Act), and the state has taken steps to achieve that goal. Additionally, legislation in support of planting 
and maintaining 5 million native trees in the state by 2031 was enacted in 2021. This initiative allocates $15 million 
annually to afforestation efforts. While underserved urban areas is a focus issue, the initiative is anticipated to drive 
the expansion of forest area statewide (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022ii; 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022v).
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There is also a wide array of other legislation and programming in place to stem the loss of existing forests and 
promote afforestation. Many of these use the Chesapeake Bay as a central conversation focus, while others are 
more purely oriented around forest land retention or expansion, as well as smart growth and limitation of urban 
sprawl. Among these programs are Program Open Space – Local; the Forest Conservation Act (FCA) (Natural 
Resources Article Section 5-1601 through 5-1613); the Sustainable Growth & Agricultural Preservation Act of 2012 
(also known as the Septics Law); the Management Agreement Program (FCMA); the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) “pollution diet agreement”; and the Smart Growth and Rural Legacy Programs (Hairston-Strang, 
2022; Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022i; Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022ii; 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2022v; Maryland Department of Planning, 2022). All these programs 
include facets to limit development and promote forest retention and conservation. 

Considering the robust suite of frameworks in place, including best management practices, laws and regulations, 
programs, community, and local initiatives, as well as social pressures and other norms, land use change pressure is 
being mitigated. 

As this risk assessment of Maryland’s forests was in the process of finalization, the University of Maryland’s Harry 
R. Hughes Center for Agro-Ecology, together with the Chesapeake Conservancy and the University of Vermont, 
released the results of the most comprehensive study of Maryland’s forest cover and tree canopy ever completed. 
The topline result of the study finds that over time, Maryland’s rate of forest loss has declined, and the state 
is approaching a goal of achieving no net forest loss. Additionally, the study finds forest levels as a whole are 
stabilizing, although continued urbanization is fragmenting forests and encouraging the spread of invasive species. 
Fragmentation and invasive species spread are likely to continue given current patterns of change, especially in 
rapidly growing areas of the state (Chesapeake Conservancy, 2022). While the detailed results of this study could 
not be integrated into this risk assessment, the broad results corroborate the conclusions of this assessment 
regarding forest loss, as well as the risk posed by invasive species, identified in the section on biodiversity. 

In the first public consultation period, stakeholders identified the loss of forests as one of the most pressing issues 
facing the state’s forests. While around 20% of respondents to the stakeholder survey neither agreed nor disagreed 
that frameworks in place were effective, the remaining 80% of respondents were nearly evenly divided on the issue 
(Crow, 2022i). In the second consultation, stakeholders were presented with a rationale for a low-risk designation 
related to forest loss: a summary that review and analysis of forest cover data finds that Maryland has curbed 
forest loss to a rate of less than 1% over the recent 10-year period and that there is robust programming in place to 
address forest loss in the state. Stakeholders remained mixed in their perspectives on forest loss. Fifty-one percent 
of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the conclusions of the risk assessment; 28% were neutral (neither 
agreed nor disagreed); and 24% disagreed or strongly disagreed (Crow, 2022ii). Similarly, during the charrette 
convened by the Greater Cumberland Committee in April of 2022, as well as in the public webinar hosted by the 
Maryland Sustainable Forestry Council in October of 2022, stakeholders reflected on the forest loss trends over time 
and raised concerns about continued land use change. Thus, it is recommended that this is an area of sensitivity 
and interest for stakeholders, offering greater opportunity for engagement and continued action around forest land 
conservation in the state. 

CONCLUSION
The FSC NRA finds no counties at risk of conversion in Maryland. National-level analyses, including those provided 
by cited sources and permissible by SFI and PEFC, provide results below a 1% threshold of loss over the last 10 
years. State-level analyses also yield a loss of less than 1% over the 10-year period, and abundant, multisector, and 



Risk Assessment of Maryland Forests Page 53

robust programming is in place to address forest loss in the state. Based on these analyses, a low or negligible risk 
is identified. 

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
• Additional statistical analyses, including sampling error analyses, were not applied to the FIA dataset and may 

yield differing results. 
• The irregular shape, small area, and land distribution of Maryland may contribute to statistical limitations of the 

FIA dataset and especially analysis at a substate level. 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO 
SUSTAINABLE HARVEST LEVELS

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC NA

PEFC

b. 
Activities where the capability of 
forests to produce a range of wood 
and non-wood forest products and 
services on a sustainable basis is not 
maintained or harvesting levels exceed 
a rate that can be
sustained in the long term.

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

Indicator 
i.
According to publicly available data, such as FAO Forest Resource 
Assessments, the amount of annual harvest of industrial 
roundwood exceeds the amount of annual increment of growing 
stock of the country/region of origin.

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

SFI NA

SUSTAINABLE HARVEST LEVELS

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
The volume of timber on the landscape is influenced by many factors. These include site productivity, species, and 
their physiology, competition for resources, management practices, and external influences on the forest, including 
pests, disease, and natural disasters, among others (Oswalt et al., 2019). 

The forest industry in the United States comprises 17% of global roundwood production and has the highest 
intensity of industrial roundwood consumption per capita (Oswalt et al., 2019). Removal of timber volume in North 
America was reasonably steady through the 2000s but sharply declined in the 2010s due to the global financial 
crisis. Since then, these levels of removal have largely rebounded (FAO, 2020). 

According to the most recent comprehensive USDA Resources Planning Act (RPA) report, the total live-tree volume 
on US timberland exceeds 1 trillion cubic feet. Removals of wood volume from timberland, which includes both 
harvested volume and volume that was “removed” from the timberland base because of reclassification into 
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reserved land or another land use, have declined across the US by 17%, from 16 billion cubic feet since 2006 to 14 
billion cubic feet in 2016. The decline in removals has occurred in every region (Oswalt et al., 2019).

MARYLAND SITUATION 
Stakeholders participating in the first public consultation provided mixed perspectives on the topic of sustainable 
harvest levels. Forty-three percent agreed or strongly agreed that forests in Maryland are replanted, regenerated, or 
restocked at about the same rate as they are harvested, resulting in sustainable harvest levels; 35% neither agreed 
nor disagreed; and 20% disagreed (Crow, 2022i). This suggests a level of sensitivity to this issue, which is potentially 
related to trends in forest loss in Maryland over time (see the section on Forest Loss and Conversion). 

The ownership of the land base limits harvesting to some extent. A quarter of Maryland’s forests are publicly 
owned, and over 41% of that forest is considered reserved from forest harvesting, which accounts for about 10% of 
the total forest area in the state (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2020ii). 

The annual gross and net growth and removals are calculated for Maryland annually and reported. The 2019 
Maryland State factsheet, the most recent, reports annual growth of 217 million cubic feet of live tree biomass and 
removals of 56 million cubic feet of volume, of which presumably a portion is commercial roundwood production 
(USDA, 2019). This provides a positive growth-to-drain ratio of 3.875, which is well above the sustainability 
threshold. 

This ratio is consistent with trends in Maryland forest statistics for several years, as noted in the Maryland Forest 
Assessment, which reports growth rates between double or triple the harvest rates between 2008 and 2018 
(Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2020; Rider, 2022). 

Maryland has laws and programs that require replanting and regeneration on harvested sites and mitigation when 
the forest is converted for development. In the 1970s, the Seed Tree law was established and required replanting 
or leaving seed trees. As development replaced harvesting as the major means of forest loss, laws affecting 
development have expanded. These include a 1:1 replacement for forest acreage cleared for highways, retention 
and mitigation of forests near tidal waters, and partial replacement to limit the loss of trees during development 
through the Forest Conservation Act (applicable outside of the Critical Area to all counties except the two most 
heavily forested counties in Western Maryland). Because counties and municipalities have land use authority in 
Maryland, local jurisdictions often expand on state standards through unique ordinances for zoning, subdivision, 
grading, and other land use activities (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2020ii).

Tree planting programs are widely implemented and successful in Maryland. Between 2006 and 2020, 16.9 million 
trees were planted through 10 planting programs. The Backyard Buffer program has expanded to 20 counties, the 
Marylanders Plant Trees coupons continue to be available, and state funding for residential plantings in priority 
areas has increased (Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 2020ii). 

Responding stakeholders in the first consultation period held mixed perceptions of harvest levels and reforestation 
(Crow, 2022i). Responding stakeholders in the second consultation period overwhelmingly agreed (nearly 80% 
agreed or strongly agreed) with the conclusion that there is a low or negligible risk of unsustainable harvesting 
levels, based on statistics and laws. Twenty percent of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed, though did 
not provide material evidence to support an alternative conclusion (Crow, 2022ii). Nonetheless, this signals ongoing 
sensitivity to the issue of harvesting levels, suggesting opportunities for additional outreach and communication. 
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CONCLUSION
Statistics at the national and state level demonstrate that harvesting levels do not exceed growth levels, both 
annually and over time. Additionally, there is a tranche of state-level laws to support adequate restocking of 
harvested sites. Based on these analyses, a low or negligible risk is identified.

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
None 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO WORKERS’ RIGHTS
Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled wood category 2: Wood 
harvested in violation of traditional 
and human rights. 

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

Context and Considerations 
2.2. Labour rights are respected, including rights as specified in 
ILO Fundamental Principles and Rights at work.
(FSC-NRA-USA V1-0)

PEFC

f. 
Activities where the spirit of the ILO 
Declaration on Fundamental Principles 
and Rights at Work (1998) is not met.

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

i.
Substantiated studies demonstrate that the ILO Declaration on 
Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work
(1998) is not respected in the country.

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

SFI 

d. 
Forest activities where the spirit of the 
International Labour Organization (ILO) 
Declaration on Fundamental Principles 
and Rights at work (1998) are not met.

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 4)  

Guidance 
d. 
Forest activities where the spirit of the ILO Declaration on 
Fundamental Principles and Rights at work (1998) are not met — 
The U.S. and Canada are both members of ILO; by virtue of that 
membership, they commit to promote and realize the principles 
set forth in the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and 
Rights at work (1998) through laws and regulations that include 
support of the basic principles of freedom of association and 
the right to collective bargaining; elimination of child labor and 
forced labor; and elimination of discrimination.

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)  

WORKERS’ RIGHTS

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; consultation of the FSC NRA; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
The International Labour Organization (ILO) is a tripartite United Nations agency focused on promoting social 
justice and internationally recognized human and labor rights, pursuing its founding mission that social justice is 
essential to universal and lasting peace (ILO, 2022i). The ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at 
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Work was adopted in 1998 and amended in 2022. The Declaration is an expression of commitment by governments, 
employers, and workers’ organizations to uphold basic human values that are vital to our social and economic 
lives. It affirms the obligations and commitments that are inherent in membership of the ILO, namely: freedom 
of association and the effective recognition of the right to collective bargaining; the elimination of all forms of 
forced or compulsory labour; the effective abolition of child labour; the elimination of discrimination in respect of 
employment and occupation; and a safe and healthy working environment (ILO, 2022ii). 

The US has been a member of the ILO since 1980, which brings the obligation to follow the spirit of the Declaration. 
The US has not ratified all the ILO conventions. 

The FSC National Risk Assessment (FSC NRA) finds that labor rights are respected, including rights as specified in ILO 
Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work, and designates low risk for the US broadly. This is based on an analysis 
of US membership in the ILO, a review of legislation, and global reports, as well as expert interviews. 

The SFI guidance states that, by virtue of the United States’ membership in the ILO, the nation has made a 
commitment to promote and realize the principles set forth in the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and 
Rights at Work (1998). As such, risk is considered low for the US. 

MARYLAND SITUATION
The Division of Labor and Industry within the Maryland Department of Labor enforces the Labor and Employment 
article for Maryland. While it has no direct interaction with ILO principles or how they apply to Maryland’s forests 
(Helminiak, 2022), a review of Maryland Department of Labor records yielded no reports that the spirit of the 
Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (1998) is not met in the state. Forest sector experts 
indicated no awareness of reports related to the implementation of the ILO Declaration in Maryland (Hairston-
Strang, 2022; Rider, 2022).

In the first stakeholder consultation, 65% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that there are adequate 
frameworks in place to protect the rights, health, and safety of forest and forest-related workers, including loggers, 
foresters, mill employees, and others. Thirty percent neither agreed nor disagreed, and explanations suggest 
that knowledge among stakeholders may be limited on this topic. The remaining 5% disagreed (Crow, 2022i). 
Stakeholders gathered at the charrette hosted by the Greater Cumberland Committee in April 2022 generally 
commented in the open forum that labor rights seem unlikely to be an issue of concern in the state. Stakeholders 
responding in the second consultation generally agreed/strongly agreed (72%) or were neutral (17%) to the 
conclusion that there is a low or negligible risk that wood is produced in violation of workers’ rights in Maryland. 
Again, a minority of 10% disagreed but provided no evidence to support an alternative conclusion (Crow, 2022ii).

CONCLUSION
The FSC NRA finds low risk related to violation of human rights in labor in the US, including implementation in 
the spirit of the ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work (1998). No substantiated reports 
suggesting the spirit of the Declaration is not met in Maryland could be identified. Experts and stakeholders in 
Maryland corroborate these conclusions. Based on these analyses, a low or negligible risk is identified.

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
None. 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO 
GENETICALLY MODIFIED TREES 

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled Wood Category 5: 
Wood from forests in which 
genetically modified trees are 
planted. 

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

Definition 
modified organism (GMO): An organism in which the genetic material 
has been altered in a way that does not occur naturally by mating and/or 
natural recombination.

(FSC-STD-01-002) 

PEFC

i. 
Genetically modified trees 

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

Definition: 
Trees in which the genetic material has been altered in a way that does 
not occur naturally by mating and/or natural recombination, taking into 
account applicable legislation providing a specific definition of genetically
modified organisms.
Note 1: The following techniques are considered as genetic modification 
resulting in genetically modified
trees (EUEU Directive 2001/18/ECEC):
1) Recombinant nucleic acid techniques involving the formation of 
new combinations of genetic material by the insertion of nucleic acid 
molecules produced by whatever means outside an organism, into any 
virus, bacterial plasmid or other vector system and their incorporation 
into a host organism in which they do not naturally occur, but in which 
they are capable of continued propagation.
2) Techniques involving the direct introduction into an organism of 
heritable material prepared outside the organism including micro-
injection, macro-injection, and micro-encapsulation.
3) Cell fusion (including protoplast fusion) or hybridization techniques 
where live cells with new combinations of heritable genetic material are 
formed through the fusion of two or more cells by means of methods that 
do not occur naturally.
Note 2: The following techniques are not considered as genetic 
modification resulting in genetically modified trees (EUEU Directive 
2001/18/ECEC):
1) in vitro fertilisation
2) natural processes such as: conjugation, transduction, transformation
3) polyploidy induction

Note 2 (on 3.7 i): 
The restriction on the usage of genetically modified trees has been 
adopted by the PEFC General Assembly based on the Precautionary 
Principle. Until enough scientific data on genetically modified trees 
indicates that impacts on human and animal health and the environment 
are equivalent to, or more positive than, those presented by trees 
genetically improved by traditional methods, no genetically modified trees 
will be used.

GENETICALLY MODIFIED TREES 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO 
GENETICALLY MODIFIED TREES  

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

SFI 

i. 
Genetically modified trees

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 4)  

Guidance 
i.
According to publicly available data, genetically modified forest 
and tree-based organisms are produced in the country/region 
and placed on the commercial market.

i.
Guidance 
Genetically modified trees via forest tree biotechnology — SFI 
has strong existing measures in the SFI Policy on Forest Tree 
Biotechnology located in SFI Section 8 Policies. SFI’s Policy on 
Forest Tree Biotechnology states, “because genetically modified 
forest trees are not approved for commercial plantings in the 
United States and Canada, and the SFI Forest Management 
Standard is endorsed by the Program for the Endorsement 
of Forest Certification, which has restrictions on the use of 
genetically modified trees, the use of fiber from genetically 
modified trees via forest tree biotechnology is not approved for 
use in SFI-labeled products.
SFI realizes that much research is still being conducted to study 
the ecological cost benefits of genetically modified trees, and 
regulations concerning forest tree biotechnology continue to 
evolve. As such research and regulations develop, SFI Inc. will 
review to understand the impacts of genetically modified trees 
from an ecological perspective, and SFI will proactively review 
and update this policy as necessary.”
(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)  

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; consultation of the FSC NRA; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
All three of the major forest certification systems have prohibited the use of genetically modified organism (GMO) 
trees globally, based on a “precautionary principle” that not enough is known about GMO trees, how they would 
function within a forest system, or their impacts on native genetics and ecosystems. 

The use of GMOs in forestry is strictly regulated by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS), which employs measures that are generally more strident than in Europe or Asia 
(Seneca Creek, 2019). 
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In the United States, there is debate about the use of GMO trees to restore culturally and economically important 
species, especially the American chestnut, as well as wider ecosystems generally and in the context of climate 
change. In August 2022, APHIS invited public comment on a petition from the State University of New York College 
of Environmental Science and Forestry (ESF) seeking the deregulation of an American chestnut variety developed 
using genetic engineering for fungal resistance to chestnut blight. The agency sought comments regarding potential 
environmental and interrelated economic impacts to assist in the assessment of the petition as it relates to the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (APHIS, 2020). This process is ongoing. Nonetheless, given the extensive 
review process required under NEPA, any potential approval of GMO chestnut stock is likely many years in the 
future, if it is approved at all. Environmental activists have developed oppositional campaigns around the American 
chestnut activity, posing potential challenges to approval (EcoWatch, 2021). Further, any approval would very likely 
be for extremely limited research testing in a controlled environment. Thus, these developments pose no additional 
risk. 

The FSC National Risk Assessment (FSC NRA) found that the risk of wood from forests in which genetically modified 
trees are planted is low for the conterminous United States. This conclusion was based on expert engagement, 
literature review, and that there was no commercial use of genetically modified organism (GMO) trees in the 
country, that there are regulations in place to restrict their use, and there is no evidence of unauthorized use in the 
United States (FSC, 2019).  

Similarly, an updated version of the American Hardwood Export Council (AHEC) study conducted by Maryland-based 
Seneca Creek corroborated these findings of low risk for GMO tree use (Seneca Creek, 2019). 

The SFI guidance notes that genetically modified forest trees are not approved for commercial plantings in the 
United States and, thus, the risk is low. 

Maryland Situation
The Maryland Department of Natural Resources John S. Ayton Tree Nursery in Preston is the primary source of tree 
stock in Maryland. It does not produce genetically modified tree seedlings (Garrett, 2022). Experts engaged reported 
no known production or use of GMO trees in the state (Garrett, 2022; Hairston-Strang, 2022; Rider, 2022). 

In the first stakeholder consultation, nearly 60% of respondents neither agreed nor disagreed that genetically 
modified trees are used in Maryland’s forests, while 38% agreed or strongly agreed and 5% disagreed (Crow, 2022i). 
Based on these results and accompanying explanations provided by stakeholders, this is the issue that seems least 
understood by stakeholders in the state. This is likely due to the scientifically complex systems associated with 
genetic modification, as well as the lack of clarity about what genetically modified organisms are and how they 
apply to trees. Stakeholders gathered at the charrette hosted by the Greater Cumberland Committee in April 2022 
generally commented in the open forum that genetically modified trees seem unlikely to be an issue in the state. 
Similarly, in the second consultation, 55% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the conclusion that there 
is low or negligible risk that genetically modified trees are used in forestry in Maryland and flow into supply streams. 
Twenty-eight percent were neutral, and 17% disagreed or strongly disagreed, though no material evidence was 
provided. Additionally, some stakeholders expressed perspectives supporting the use of GMO trees for restoration 
purposes (Crow, 2022ii). 
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CONCLUSION
Based on conclusions of the FSC NRA and other report reviews, as well as expert and stakeholder consultation, a 
low or negligible risk is found. 

CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
USDA approval of genetically modified trees may occur in the future. 
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SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO 
CONFLICT TIMBER

Certification 
Scheme Requirement Applicable Indicators or Guidance

FSC 

Controlled Wood Category 2: 
Wood harvested in violation of 
traditional and human rights

(Source: FSC-STD-40-005, V3)

2.1. The forest sector is not associated with violent armed conflict, 
including that which threatens national or regional security and/or linked 
to military control.

(FSC-NRA-USA V1-0)

Context and Considerations 
• Is the country covered by a UNUN security ban on exporting timber?
• Is the country covered by any other international ban on timber export?
• Are there individuals or entities involved in the forest sector that are 
facing UN sanctions?
• Is the area a source of conflict timber?
• Is the conflict timber related to specific operators? If so, which operators 
or types of operators? 

(FSC-PRO-60-002a)

PEFC

h. 
Conflict Timber 

(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

Indicator 
i. 
The country/region has a prevalence of armed conflict according to 
publicly available data sources such as Fragile State List.
(Source: PEFC ST 2002:2020)

SFI

e. 
Conflict Timber 

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 4)  

Guidance 
h. 
The country/region has been identified as having high-intensity violent 
conflicts according to the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer or the Fragile 
States List.

(Source: SFI 2022, Section 7)  

CONFLICT TIMBER 

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
Qualitative analysis and literature review; consultation of the FSC NRA; expert and stakeholder consultation. 

RISK CONCLUSION
Low or Negligible 

NATIONAL OVERVIEW
 The FSC National Risk Assessment (FSC NRA) reviewed a wide array of resources to evaluate the risk that the US 
forest sector or forest products originating in the US are associated with violent armed conflict. The conclusion of 
the FSC NRA is that the US forest sector is not associated with violent armed conflict, including that which threatens 



Risk Assessment of Maryland Forests Page 66

national or regional security and/or is linked to military control (Forest Stewardship Council, 2019). There are several 
international indices that rate countries on the degree of political and armed conflict. 

The Global Peace Index (GPI) provides a score of 2.440 for the United States, equal to the global average (Institute 
for Economics and Peace, 2022). This is largely due to a large population of incarcerated people, a high degree 
of militarization and spending, nuclear/heavy weapons, and the presence of terrorist activities. Produced by the 
Institute for Economics and Peace (IEP), the GPI is a leading measure of global peacefulness. The GPI rating of the 
United States dropped in key domains in recent years, where civil unrest led to increased perceptions of criminality 
and political instability related to racial injustice and violent demonstrations associated with the January 6, 2021, 
insurrection at the US Capitol. However, the score for 2022 of 2.440 is up from the 2021 score of 2.337 (Institute for 
Economics and Peace, 2021). 

The Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK) publishes an annual Conflict Barometer covering 
political conflicts worldwide. According to HIIK’s most recent Conflict Barometer report, spanning January 1–31, 
2021, the year was marked by an ongoing high number of highly violent conflicts, though no wars were observed 
in the Americas, including the United States (Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research, 2021). Indeed, 
this continues a trend documented by HIIK’s Conflict Barometer reports from 2016 through 2021, as represented in 
the Conflict Barometer static map kits for the years range (Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research, 
2022).

The World Bank Group annually develops a list of fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCS) in an effort to inform 
its operational and strategic decision-making and for monitoring and accountability around its support for the most 
vulnerable and marginalized communities. The FCS report for fiscal year 23 does not include the US (World Bank, 
2022), nor do the FCS lists for fiscal years 2006 through 2022 (World Bank, 2022). 

MARYLAND SITUATION
The application of national-level indices regarding conflict timber is appropriate for Maryland. Conflict timber is not 
a significant issue or factor affecting forest management or the supply of timber in Maryland. Stakeholders engaged 
at the charrette hosted by the Greater Cumberland Committee in April 2022 in Frostburg confirmed no active 
conflicts in the region (Smalls, 2022). A representative of Maryland’s Secretary of State’s Office confirmed that there 
are no active conflicts or history of armed conflict in Maryland generally or in association with the forest sector. To 
further corroborate, experts in the forest sector were interviewed to verify no armed conflict or linkage to the forest 
sector in Maryland (Hairston-Strang, 2022; Rider, 2022). 

In the second consultation, stakeholders responding to the draft risk assessment overwhelmingly agreed or 
strongly agreed (79%) with the conclusion of low/negligible risk associated with armed conflict timber originating in 
Maryland. Ten percent were neutral, and 10% strongly disagreed though provided no material evidence to support 
alternative conclusions (Crow, 2022i). 

CONCLUSION
The FSC NRA finds low risk related to violent armed conflict in the forest sector in the US. A range of respected and 
long-running indices with consistent methods do not identify the US as a region of active, violent conflict or a region 
with a history of such conflict. Experts and stakeholders in Maryland corroborate these conclusions. Based on these 
analyses, a low or negligible risk is identified.
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CONSIDERATIONS AND DISCLAIMERS
None 
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Environmental, social, and governance (ESG) frameworks are emerging as a driving force in the marketplace. 
Increasingly, companies of all sizes across sectors are struggling to understand how the products they source 
perform relative to increasingly important and complex systems. This is especially true for resource-based sectors 
like forestry. 

ESG is a framework originating in the finance sector and is used by investors to understand the risks and 
opportunities influencing a company or sector’s performance and ability to create long-term value. The initial focus 
of ESG-related systems was and remains on the risks and opportunities associated with climate change. However, 
ESG frameworks also address a range of elements and increasingly focus on issues associated with biodiversity and 
deforestation. 

Environmental or “E” elements relate to how a company or sector affects and is affected by the environment, 
including energy, climate, and biodiversity. Social or “S” elements focus on how a company or sector positions 
itself within society, including on key issues such as diversity, labor practices, safety, and vulnerable populations. 
Governance or “G” elements relate to how a company or sector works, including how decisions are made, 
stakeholders are engaged, and the practices or controls in place. 

There is an array of voluntary ESG frameworks that have been developed and implemented over time. These 
include the Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), which has been tested and advanced by 
the United Nations as a means for increasing the stability of the financial system and facilitating the financing of a 
transition to a more sustainable economy in the context of climate change (United Nations, 2022). The Principles 
for Responsible Investment (PRI) is an international network of signatories that commit to the measurement 
and disclosure of ESG within their companies. PRI is also supported by the UN and represents a driver for many 
companies (Principles for Responsible Investment, 2022). 

Governments in Europe and, more recently, in the United States have introduced regulatory measures for 
climate and/or ESG disclosures by various classes of companies. In 2021, the European Commission released its 
proposal for the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), and in 2022, the US Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) released a proposal for climate-related disclosures. Each of these systems is broadly aligned 
with the TCFD and similar frameworks and includes required disclosures of risks and material impacts of changing 
climate on a business and its strategy, as well as its emissions. Finalization of these rules is anticipated for late 2022 
or early 2023. Additional reporting on biodiversity and other impacts are also anticipated. Many companies are now 
scrambling to prepare themselves for the enactment of these regulations. 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL, AND GOVERNANCE 
(ESG) FRAMEWORK DISCUSSION
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Commensurate with this timeline, it is estimated that, by 2026, 21.5% of the assets under management will be 
made up of ESG funds (PwC, 2022). As investors expand their ESG knowledge base, they increasingly recognize that 
companies with good sustainable credentials are more likely to outperform (Ground, 2022).

The forest certification schemes widely used in the forest sector, including FSC, SFI, and PEFC, are actively working 
to better understand their own organizational contributions to ESG while also determining how best to link the 
contributions made via their certifications to the requirements in ESG frameworks. Current versions of forest 
management and, to a lesser degree, sourcing standards address climate elements to some extent. However, in 
all cases, additional metrics and modes of measurement would need to be developed to adequately respond to 
most ESG frameworks. With some exceptions related to Indigenous Peoples, worker safety and rights, and minor 
management elements, these forest certifications generally do not address the social and governance requirements 
contained in ESG frameworks. These schemes undergo periodic revision, generally every five to 10 years. It is 
anticipated that future revisions will seek to align more closely with ESG disclosure needs while balancing issues of 
scope and cost. 

For the Maryland forest sector, the use of the forest certification standards for sourcing represents an initial step in 
understanding performance on baseline sustainability elements. These represent the building blocks for developing 
more complex and targeted metrics and reporting tools, which could be mobilized at the individual company 
level or, potentially, by the State of Maryland or local governments. Finalization of the EU Sustainability Reporting 
Standards (ESRS), which will codify the reporting requirements of the CSR and the US SEC climate disclosures, 
can inform these efforts. In the interim, this risk assessment offers a means by which Maryland governments and 
companies can provide assurance of sustainability to stakeholders and customers for products sourced in the 
state. Additionally, the risk assessment approach may offer a means by which Maryland could develop or seek 
endorsement for state-level certifications by SFI, PEFC, FSC, or another certification scheme. 

ESG SOURCES 
Ground, Jessica. ESG Global Study 2022. June 17, 2022. Harvard Law School Forum on Corporate Governance. Last 
accessed 11/27/2022: https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2022/06/17/esg-global-study-2022/ 

PwC. Asset and wealth management revolution 2022: Exponential expectations for ESG. 2022. Last accessed 
11/27/2022: https://www.pwc.com/gx/en/financial-services/assets/pdf/pwc-awm-revolution-2022.pdf   

Principles for Responsible Investment. 2022. What is the PRI? Last accessed: https://www.unpri.org/about-us/about-
the-pri 

United Nations. TCFD – Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures. 2022. Last accessed 11/27/2022: https://
www.unepfi.org/climate-change/tcfd/ 

https://corpgov.law.harvard.edu/2022/06/17/esg-global-study-2022/
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OVERVIEW OF FIRST STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION RESULTS 
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CONSULTATION FRAMING

Big Picture: Most pressing?

Mitigation: Are there adequate frameworks in 
place to address X risk?
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FRAMEWORKS 
INCLUDE:

Forestry best management practices 
(BMPs)

Laws and regulations, agencies

Programs

Community/environmental 
organizations and initiatives

Other factors
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ROBUST 
RESPONSE

20 Webinar Registrants

100 Survey Respondents 

Stakeholder Group Coverage 

Many Comments
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NGO

Government

Local Community

Landowner

Forest Industry

Forester / 
Resource 

Professional

Indigenous Peoples

Scientist/Academia

SURVEY RESPONDENT STAKEHOLDER GROUPS
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MOST PRESSING SUSTAINABILITY 
ISSUES FACING MARYLAND

Forest Loss / Land Use Change 

Climate Change 

Biodiversity 
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TO PREVENT ILLEGAL HARVESTING 
OF FORESTS IN MARYLAND
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TO PROTECT THE RIGHTS, HEALTH 
AND SAFETY OF FOREST WORKERS
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TO PROTECT THE TRADITIONAL AND CUSTOMARY 
RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS AND OTHER TRADITIONAL 
COMMUNITIES RELATIVE TO FORESTS
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TO PROTECT WATER QUALITY IN MARYLAND INCLUDING 
RIVERS, STREAMS, LAKES, PONDS, DRINKING WATER 
SUPPLIES AND THE CHESAPEAKE BAY
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TO PROTECT ENDANGERED SPECIES AND 
THEIR HABITATS
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TO PROTECT HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 
AREAS FOR IMPERILED ECOSYSTEMS
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PREVENT THE LOSS OF FOREST LAND TO 
OTHER LAND USES INCLUDING 
DEVELOPMENT AND AGRICULTURE
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IN MARYLAND, FORESTS ARE REPLANTED, REGENERATED 
OR RESTOCKED AT ABOUT THE SAME RATE AS THEY ARE 
HARVESTED, RESULTING IN SUSTAINABLE HARVEST LEVELS
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GENETICALLY MODIFIED TREES ARE GENERALLY 
NOT USED IN MARYLAND’S FORESTS



OVERVIEW OF SECOND STAKEHOLDER 
CONSULTATION RESULTS 

 

ANNEX 2
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Q1. WHICH STAKEHOLDER GROUP BEST DESCRIBES YOU?

Forest Landowner - 73.3%

Local Community - 16.7%

Forest Industry- 3.3%

Nongovernmental Organization (NGO) - 6.7%

Native American Tribe- 6.7%

Scientist or Academia- 6.7%

Other - 10%
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Q2. GIVEN WELL-ESTABLISHED LAW PERTAINING TO 
ILLEGAL HARVESTING AND TRADE, FAVORABLE RATINGS 
RELATED TO GOVERNANCE AND RULE OF LAW AND 
OTHER EVIDENCE, AS WELL AS DIRECT FEEDBACK 
FROM MARYLAND STAKEHOLDERS AND EXPERTS, THE 
ASSESSMENT CONCLUDES THAT THERE IS LOW OR 
NEGLIGIBLE RISK OF ILLEGAL SOURCING IN MARYLAND. TO 
WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS CONCLUSION?

Strongly agree- 24.14%

Agree - 58.62%

Neither agree nor 
disagree - 3.45%

Strongly disagree - 13.79%
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Q3. IDENTIFIED KEY BIODIVERSITY AREAS (KBAS) AND HIGH CONSERVATION 

VALUE (HCVS) FOREST AREAS ARE RELATIVELY SPARSE IN MARYLAND. THESE 

SITES ARE OFTEN MANAGED UNDER FORMAL/LEGAL PROTECTIONS, INCLUDING 

IN STATE OR FEDERAL OWNERSHIPS AND PRIVATE CONSERVATION EASEMENTS. 

GEOGRAPHIC AND BIOPHYSICAL FACTORS, ALONG WITH REGULATORY BMPS, 

CONSTITUTE INHERENT PROTECTION FOR THE SITES AND REDUCE THE 

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FOREST MANAGEMENT. ADDITIONALLY, OUTREACH 

PROGRAMS HELP TO SUPPORT LANDOWNERS IN STEWARDSHIP OF THESE 

SITES SPECIFICALLY. AS A RESULT OF THESE FACTORS WORKING TOGETHER, 

THE ASSESSMENT FINDS THAT THE RISK OF WOOD FLOWING FROM KBAS/

HCVS AND INTO THE WOOD SUPPLY STREAM, PARTICULARLY IN SIGNIFICANT 

VOLUMES, IS LOW. HOWEVER, INVASIVE SPECIES ARE A PREVAILING THREAT 

TO THESE SITES, AS WELL AS FOREST ECOSYSTEMS AND BIODIVERSITY IN 

THE STATE OVERALL. AS A RESULT, RISK IS SPECIFIED RELATIVE TO INVASIVE 

SPECIES’ IMPACT ON HCVS/KBAS. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS 

CONCLUSION?

Strongly agree- 31.03%

Agree - 44.83%

Neither agree nor 
disagree - 10.34%

Strongly disagree - 13.79%
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Q4. AS A MITIGATION MEASURE FOR THE RISK POSED BY INVASIVE SPECIES, IT 

IS RECOMMENDED THAT FOREST LEADERS IN THE STATE DEVELOP A COHESIVE 

INVASIVE SPECIES ACTION STRATEGY, INCLUDING ASSIGNMENT OF TECHNICAL 

STAFF AND RESOURCE INVESTMENT. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH 

THIS RECOMENDATION?

Strongly agree- 51.72%

Agree - 27.59%

Neither agree nor 
disagree - 6.90%

Somewhat disagree - 3.45%

Somewhat agree - 27.59%

Disagree - 3.45%

Strongly disagree - 6.90%
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Q5. EXISTING ASSESSMENTS FIND THAT, IN MATTERS RELATED TO FORESTRY, 

THE RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS AND TRADITIONAL PEOPLES ARE UPHELD 

IN THE UNITED STATES. THIS INCLUDES THE US’S ENDORSEMENT OF THE 

UN DECLARATION ON THE RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES (UNDRIP). 

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE AND CONSULTATION OF EXPERTS CORROBORATED 

THESE FINDINGS FOR MARYLAND. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS 

CONCLUSION?

Strongly agree- 13.79%

Agree - 27.59%
Neither agree nor 
disagree - 44.83%

Disagree - 3.45%

Strongly disagree - 10.34%
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Q6. REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF FOREST COVER DATA FINDS THAT MARYLAND 

HAS CURBED FOREST LOSS TO A RATE OF LESS THAN 1% OVER THE 

RECENT 10-YEAR PERIOD, A THRESHOLD USED IN FOREST SUSTAINABILITY 

REQUIREMENTS. ALSO, THERE IS ROBUST PROGRAMMING IN PLACE TO 

ADDRESS FOREST LOSS IN THE STATE. BASED ON THESE ANALYSES, A LOW OR 

NEGLIGIBLE RISK IS IDENTIFIED. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE?

Strongly agree- 10.34%

Agree - 41.38%

Neither agree nor 
disagree - 27.59%

Disagree - 6.90%

Strongly disagree - 17.24%
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Q7. STATISTICS AT THE NATIONAL AND STATE LEVEL DEMONSTRATE THAT 

HARVESTING LEVELS DO NOT EXCEED GROWTH LEVELS, BOTH ANNUALLY 

AND OVERTIME. ADDITIONALLY, THERE IS A TRANCHE OF STATE LEVEL LAWS 

TO SUPPORT ADEQUATE RESTOCKING OF HARVESTED SITES. BASED ON 

THESE ANALYSES, THE ASSESSMENT FINDS A LOW OR NEGLIGIBLE RISK OF 

UNSUSTAINABLE HARVESTING LEVELS. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE OR 

DISAGREE? 

Strongly agree- 24.14%

Agree - 55.17%

Disagree - 6.90%

Strongly disagree - 13.79%
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Q8. EXISTING ANALYSES FIND THAT WORKERS’ RIGHTS ARE UPHELD IN THE 

UNITED STATES. EVIDENCE AND EXPERT CONSULTATION CORROBORATES 

THIS FINDING FOR MARYLAND. AS A RESULT, THE ASSESSMENT FINDS LOW OR 

NEGLIBLE RISK THAT WOOD IS PRODUCED IN VIOLATION OF WORKERS’ RIGHTS 

IN MARYLAND. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE?

Strongly agree- 17.24%

Agree - 55.17%

Neither agree nor 
disagree - 17.24%

Disagree - 3.45%

Strongly disagree - 6.90%
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Q9. EXISTING ANALYSES FIND LOW RISK FOR THE USE OF GENETICALLY 

MODIFIED TREES IN FORESTRY. EVIDENCE GATHERED AND EXPERT 

CONSULTATION SUPPORTS THIS CONCLUSION FOR MARYLAND. THE 

ASSESMENT FINDS LOW OR NEGLIABLE RISK THAT GENETICALLY MODIFIED 

TREES ARE USED IN FORESTRY IN MARYLAND AND FLOW INTO SUPPLY 

STREAMS. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS CONCLUSION?

Strongly agree- 24.14%

Agree - 31.03%Neither agree nor 
disagree - 27.59%

Disagree - 10.34%

Strongly disagree - 6.90%
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Q10. A RANGE OF RESPECTED AND LONG RUNNING INDICES WITH CONSISTENT 

METHODS DO NOT IDENTIFY THE US AS A REGION OF ACTIVE, VIOLENT 

CONFLICT OR A REGION WITH A HISTORY OF SUCH CONFLICT. EXPERTS AND 

STAKEHOLDERS IN MARYLAND CORROBORATE THESE CONCLUSIONS.  THE 

ASSESSMENT FINDS A LOW OR NEGLIGIBLE RISK FOR CONFLICT TIMBER 

ORIGINATING IN MARYLNAD. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS 

CONCLUSION?

Strongly agree- 31.03%

Agree - 48.28%

Neither agree nor 
disagree - 10.34%

Strongly disagree - 10.34%



TABLES
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RELEVANT LEGISLATION

Year Legislation Code/Legislative Reference Description

1989 Reforestation Law
Natural Resources Article, § 5-103, 
Annotated Code of Maryland

Requires replacement of trees removed because 
of state-funded highway development

1991 Forest Conservation Act
Natural Resources Article, § 5-1601--
5-1613, Annotated Code of Maryland

Provides minimum standards for development 
that affects forest land; developed sites must 
retain forest area and offset forest loss elsewhere 
or through payments.

2006
Land Use – Local 
Government Planning

House Bills 1141 and 2
Require all local government comprehensive 
plans to consider forests and forestry during the 
planning.

2009
Sustainable Forestry 
Act

Natural Resources Article, § 5-204, 
Annotated Code of Maryland

Among other provisions, created the Maryland 
Sustainable Forestry Council with members 
to be appointed by the Governor; recognized 
environmental and economic importance of 
sustainable forestry; promotes landowner 
outreach and renewable energy development.

2013 Forest Preservation Act 
Natural Resources Article, § 5-104, 
Annotated Code of Maryland

Establishes a “No Net Loss of Forest Policy” for 
State of Maryland

2019

Technical Study on 
Changes in Forest 
Cover and Tree Canopy 
in Maryland

SB 729
Mandated a study on Maryland trends in forest 
and tree canopy cover.

2021 Tree Solutions Now Act HB 991
Authorizes the planting of 5 million additional 
trees through 2031 (and emphasized the need to 
complete the 2019-authorized forest cover study.

2022 Climate Solutions  
Now Act Maryland SB 0528/CH0038

Sets a state goal to achieve a 60 percent reduction 
in GHG by 2031 and zero emissions by 2045

2022 Conservation Finance 
Act HB 653/S.B.348)

Defines green and blue infrastructure for 
purposes of financing natural-resources and water 
quality-based investments



Risk Assessment of Maryland Forests Page 99

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAM APPLICATION
Entity Program name1 Acres/Number of trees Expenditures Funding sources2

Federal and State- Funded Programs

Federal
CREP3 232 ac (2018)

36 ac (2019) 11,5904 Federal and non-federal

EQIP 25 ac (2018)
23.3 ac (2019) 17,016 Farm Bill 2014 and 2018

State

Backyard Buffers 29,855 trees (2018)
40,835 trees (2019)

30,000 (2018)
$36,000 (2019) State

FCA5 256,050 trees (2018)
158,535 trees (2019) Not known Private

Healthy Forests Healthy 
Waters (non-profit)

227 ac (2020)
(300-400 trees per acre ~1 million (2020) Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal 

Bay Trust Fund

Marylanders Plant Trees 8,915 trees (2018 and 2019) $178,300 (both 2018 and 
2019)

Power generator settlement for 
Clean Air Act Violations

Tree-Mendous 5,072 trees (2018 and 2019) $202,880 (both 2018 and 
2019)

Public land managers purchasing 
volume- discounted trees

Allegany County 
Reforestation  Project 47,145 trees (2020)

$624,260 (2020; includes 
planting, site prep. and 
maintenance costs)

Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal 
Bay Trust Fund

5-103 5,913 trees (2018)
10,697 trees (2019)6 Not reported Restoration Fund

Conservation Buffer Initiative 
(Maryland DoA) 21.6 ac (2021) Not reported State

Counties7

Anne Arundel

Replant Anne Arundel Not reported Not reported Bureau of Watershed
Protection and Restoration

Reforestation Program Not reported Not reported Not reported

Street Tree Program Not reported Not reported Not reported

Baltimore 
City

Tree Baltimore: Giveaway
Program

1,000 trees (2018)
1,000 trees (2019)

$40,000 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local and Fee-in-lieu

Tree Baltimore: Community 
Forestry

2,677 trees (2018)
3,375 trees (2019) ~ 2 million Local and Fee-in-lieu

Baltimore 
County

Baltimore County EPS WIP 
Planting Program

6,215 trees (2018)
7,950 trees (2019)
6,440 trees (2020)

$425,313.22 (2018)
$1,320,680.60 (2019)
$576,507.99 (2020) Local

Carroll The Bureau of Resource 2,822 trees (2018) $92,045.80 (2018)
Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal 
Bay Trust Fund (state) and local 
funds

Charles Watershed Protection and 
Restoration Program 1.6 ac (2019)8 Not reported Stormwater Remediation

Fee

Federick Creek ReLeaf 159 ac (2018 and 2019) (300-350 
trees per acre)

$650,000 (2018 and 2019; 
includes planting and initial 
site maintenance)

Local and Fee-in-lieu

Harford Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
requirements

130 trees and 287 shrubs (2018)
180 trees and 264 shrubs (2019)
208 trees and 402 shrubs (2020)

Not reported Not reported
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FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAM APPLICATION (CONT’D)
Entity Program name1 Acres/Number of trees Expenditures Funding sources2

Counties7

Montgomery

Reforest Montgomery* 1,768 trees (fiscal years 2018 and
2019)

$381,700 (fiscal years 2018 
and 2019 combined) Local and Fee-in-lieu

Tree Montgomery 1,345 trees (2018 and 2019) $598,000 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local

Street Tree Planting 3,600 trees (2018 and 2019) Not reported Local

Federick Creek ReLeaf 159 ac (2018 and 2019) (300-350 
trees per acre)

$650,000 (2018 and 2019; 
includes planting and initial 
site maintenance)

Local and Fee-in-lieu

Harford Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
requirements

130 trees and 287 shrubs (2018)
180 trees and 264 shrubs (2019)
208 trees and 402 shrubs (2020)

Not reported Not reported

Municipalities

Annapolis Street Tree Planting 230 trees (2018 and 2019) $26,450 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local and Fee-in-lieu

Bel Air Street Trees 6 trees (2018 and 2019) $1,800 (both 2018 and
2019 combined) Local and Fee-in-lieu

Brookeville Native Tree Planting Rebate Not reported $120 (2018 and 2019 
combined) Local

Cheverly Town plantings9 76 trees (2018)
94 trees (2019)

$7,097 (2018),
$4,484 (2019) Local

Chevy Chase
Village

Urban Forest Guidelines  
(Chap. 17 of Village Code) 
& Reforestation Incentive 
Program

74 trees (2018 and 2019)
$14,000 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local

College Park Tree Canopy Enhancement
Program

6 trees (2018)
13 trees (2019)

$552 (2018),
$1,263 (2019) Local

Street tree replacements 60 trees (2018)
70 trees (2019)

$12,300 (2018),
$11,297 (2019) Local

Denton Town plantings 765 trees (2018 and 2019) $40,261.21 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local

Easton Town of Easton Street Trees 284 trees (2018 and 2019) $30,000 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local and Fee-in-lieu

Edmonston Town plantings 24 trees (2018)
12 trees (2019) $2,500 per year Local

Frostburg Frostburg Street Trees 69 trees (2018 and $3,137.57 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local

Gaithersburg Community planting event 144 trees (2018 and 2019)
$23,214 (2018 and 2019 
combined), average
$11,000 per year

City’s Forest Conservation
Fund

Greensboro Town plantings 25 trees (2018 and 2019) Not reported Local and private

Hagerstown Street Tree Planting Program 64 trees (2018 and 2019) $29,305 (2018 and
2019 combined) Local and Fee-in-lieu

Havre de 
Grace Street Tree Planting Program Not reported Not reported Local

Landover 
Hills Town plantings 12 trees (2018 and 2019) $800 (Fiscal years 2018 and 

2019 combined State and Local
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1When funding for a program was received from multiple sources, data were categorized by the program (and level of government) that 
administers it.
2 (a) Expenditures reported may be different for each program. One program may have reported just the cost of acquiring the trees, whereas 
another may have reported the tree, installation and maintenance costs. (b) The funding sources for programs at the state and local level 
sometimes come from multiple levels of government. Therefore, some trees may be double-counted. (c) Different programs plant different sizes 
of trees, which cost different amounts of money. Street tree planting programs tend to plant more mature, larger trees, which cost significantly 
more than tree seedlings planted by other programs.
3 CREP reports indicate a subset of actual acres planted.
4 These values only represent the federal cost share for CREP projects, which includes all costs of establishing buffers such as purchasing and 
planting trees, purchasing and applying pesticides and setting up tree shelters. Installation of tree plantings were co-cost shared between federal 
and state funding sources, in addition to a $100 per acre signing bonus provided by the state. Additional federal incentives also apply. In 2018, 10 
projects totaling 32.11 acres enrolled in CREP without using the federal cost share.
5 Trees counted here include those planted to fulfill county and municipal-level Forest Conservation Ordinances under the FCA. These may not be 
reported by the relevant county or municipal entity due to funding source.
6 Mitigation plantings.
7 No voluntary programs were identified in the following counties: Allegany, Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Talbot, Washington and Worcester; and the 
following municipalities: Emmitsburg, Middletown, Myersville, New Market, New Windsor, Preston, Queenstown and Taneytown. (In Cecil County: 
Voluntary plantings are not required by law. Required plantings satisfy FCA, MS4, roadside tree laws and WIP requirements. Required plantings 
are reported under state or federal programmatic numbers.)
8 Planted as part of the County’s Bensville Park Stormwater Retrofit Project.
9 Town and county plantings: Tree plantings undertaken as a result of local government action as opposed to from federal and state funding.

Source: Table is taken from: Technical Study on Changes in Forest Cover and Tree Canopy in Maryland, November 2022, Page 72-73:
https://www.chesapeakeconservancy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/MarylandForestStudy2022.pdf

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAM APPLICATION (CONT’D)
Entity Program name1 Acres/Number of trees Expenditures Funding sources2

Municipalities

Laurel P&R Tree City USA, Tree 
management

141 trees (2018)
101 trees (2019)

P&R and DPW combined 
Tree Maintenance budget:
$42,810 (2018),
$33,845 (2019)

Local

Street tree maintenance and 
replacement Not reported Not reported Not reported

Mount Airy DWP, Beautification
Commission 120 trees (2018 and 2019) $4,500 (2018 and 2019) Town Budget

Salisbury Town plantings 80 trees (2018 and 2019) Not reported Local

University 
Park Town plantings 129 trees (2018 and 2019) $20,125 (2018 and 2019 

combined) Local

Williamsburg Urban Tree Canopy Program Not reported Not reported Not reported

https://www.chesapeakeconservancy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/MarylandForestStudy2022.pdf
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

Program Description

Program Open Space

Since 1969, funding has been made available to acquire outdoor recreation 
and open space areas for public use. In Maryland, more than 6,700 park and 
conservation area projects have been assisted through Program Open Space Local 
grants.

Forest Legacy Program

The Forest Legacy Program provides federal matching fund for the acquisition of 
easements on forestland in designated areas. The Maryland Forest Service has 
acquired easements on 2,014 acres of productive forests in five counties of the 
state.

Environmental Quality Incentive 
Program (EQIP)

Funded through the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, EQIP reimburses landowners up to 50% of a capped amount 
for forestry practices, including tree planting in forest buffers. EQIP can be 
supplemented with state woodland incentive funds to keep final costs as low as 
possible for forest owners.

Conservation Reserve 
Enhancement Program (CREP)

Funded through the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation 
Service (NRCS), CREP provides cost-share payments to landowners for removing 
marginal agricultural land from production and replacing it with best management 
practices for water quality, including riparian buffers, stabilization of highly erodible 
soils, and restoration of wetlands. Landowners enter into 15-year contracts to pant 
and maintain the CREP acreage. Purchase of easements is also possible.

Rural Legacy Program

Maryland’s Rural Legacy Program provides funding to preserve large, contiguous 
tracts of land and to enhance natural resource, agricultural, forestry and 
environmental protection. Maryland’s Rural Legacy Program has conserved more 
than 114,000 acres of land throughout the state. 

Maryland Environmental Trust 
(MET)

Established in 1967 by the Maryland General Assembly as a quasi-independent 
unit of DNR, the Maryland Environmental Trust (MET) works to preserve forests 
and farmland through donated conservation easements. MET holds over 1,080 
conservation easements preserving nearly 140,000 acres statewide. MET also 
accepts easements on urban open spaces that provide significant environmental 
and public health benefits.

Maryland Agricultural Land 
Preservation Foundation (MALPF)

Created by the General Assembly in 1977, MALPF purchases agricultural 
preservation easements that permanently restrict development on prime farmland 
and woodland. Through 2016, MALPF had purchased easements on a cumulative 
total of 2,218 properties, permanently preserving about 122,000 hectares (300,916 
acres). 

Maryland Environmental Trust 
(MET)

Established in 1967 by the Maryland General Assembly as a quasi-independent 
unit of DNR, the Maryland Environmental Trust (MET) works to preserve forests 
and farmland through donated conservation easements. MET holds over 1,080 
conservation easements preserving nearly 140,000 acres statewide. MET also 
accepts easements on urban open spaces that provide significant environmental 
and public health benefits.

Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF)

Revenue from oil and gas leases on the outer continental shelf is used by the US 
Department of the Interior (US DOI), Bureau of Land Management, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and USFS for land conservation. Maryland has received over $200 
million in LWCF funding. Municipalities and counties may apply for up to 50 percent
matching fund assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund through 
DNR. 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS (CONT’D)

Program Description

Backyard Buffers

The Maryland Forest Service and the Potomac Watershed Partnership offer the 
Backyard Buffers program, designed to assist homeowners who have a waterway 
on or adjacent to their property. The program assists in creating a streamside 
buffer of native trees and shrubs.

Forest Conservancy District 
Boards

The Forestry Boards were established in 1943 to assist with the promotion of rural 
forest management on privately owned woodlands. The original goal was to help 
assure a supply of wood fiber products through scientific forest management. 
Today, the role of the Forestry Boards has been expanded to help: restore the 
Chesapeake Bay, improve the environment in urban and suburban areas, and 
educate the general public about the wide range of forest benefits. The 24 boards 
are joined in a State Association of Forest Conservancy District Boards.

Center for Watershed Protection Works on stream restoration projects in the Chesapeake Bay watershed.

Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Serves as a watchdog and seeks to reduce the pollution degrading the Chesapeake 
Bay's six-state, 64,000-square-mile watershed, which is home to more than 18 
million people and 3,000 species of plants and animals.

Chesapeake Bay Trust
The Chesapeake Bay Trust is a nonprofit grant-making organization dedicated to 
improving the watersheds of the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland Coastal Bays, and 
Youghiogheny River. Created in 1985 by the Maryland General Assembly,

The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

The Nature Conservancy is active in Maryland, particularly in the western counties 
where it manages its own holdings but also works with other private landowners 
in forest conservation. TNC has partnered with the American Forest Foundation to 
create the Family Forest Carbon Program (FFCP), an initiative that pays small forest 
holders to implement climate-smart forestry practices that go  beyond business as 
usual to sequester more carbon in forests.

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay

Through various programs, the Alliance works on projects to improve water 
quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. It administers the Forests for the Bay 
program that works with landowners to improve forest and stream. The Healthy 
Forests Healthy Waters program is a collaborative tree planting initiative between 
the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, the Maryland Forest Service, the Maryland 
Forestry Foundation, and private landowners throughout Maryland. The program 
provides participating landowners with a free, turnkey tree planting project of an 
acre or more on open land that they want to convert into a forest and maintain for 
a minimum of ten years.


