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Summary 

 

Landscape planning models range from those that focus on land management to those 

that focus on ecological functions, and they can be relatively simplistic or relatively 

complex to construct and operate. We have chosen here to focus on forest landscape 

planning models and the components that are typical of today’s contemporary models. 

We assume that landscape planning models have a time horizon and recognize a number 

of individual planning periods. We also assume that models involve the scheduling of 

activities across the landscape and perhaps assessments of the value of other resources 

such as wildlife habitat, aesthetics, and water quality. Natural disturbances could have 

been incorporated into the models we considered, as long as the focus of the model was 
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on the planning and assessment of land management activities. Finally, although forest 

harvest scheduling models are indeed landscape models, they generally focus on one 

landowner. Landscape planning models are conventionally assumed to encompass an 

entire landscape (all ownership groups), and to emulate the behavior of each group. 

 

There are a number of common elements or components among forest landscape 

planning models, and these inform the development of new models. A direct 

comparison of landscape planning models is difficult due to continuous changes in 

politics, research agendas, and funding situations. We describe here the essential 

components of forest landscape planning models, and illustrate a number of ways in 

which they may differ. The conceptual comparisons of landscape planning model 

components should be of value to those considering landscape management efforts. 

 

1. Introduction 
 

Landscape planning involves modeling individual components of a larger system in a 

manner that recognizes that the components interact and function as a whole. Forest 

landscape planning simulates spatial-temporal characteristics of one or more processes 

at a large scale and over a long period of time (He 2008), and may emphasize land 

management or natural processes. Since the 1990s years a number of landscape 

planning models designed for natural resource management purposes have been 

developed, aided by advances in computer technology and scientific theory (He 2008). 

For example, Turner et al. (2002) describe a case in Australia where the goal of the 

landscape planning effort was to assess economic and ecological goals as reflected by 

potential timber production, biodiversity, aquatic habitat impacts, and revenues and 

costs of management. These assessments are made of the entire land base within a 

defined area, and include all of the different landowner groups. Areas of concern 

illustrated in Turner et al. (2002) could be evaluated at a smaller scale, and thus smaller 

components of a landscape may be well-suited to address several of these. However, 

other goals ultimately require taking a broader view of the landscape, thus hierarchical 

scales and modeling efforts are often used in forest landscape planning efforts. 

 

Although not the focus of this work, one could extend the methods and models 

described here to the management of other ecosystems such as grasslands or shrublands. 

Grasslands, for example, would be composed of herbaceous plant species that may be 

either natural or managed, and would have a rate of growth determined by management 

practices, soil conditions, and other variables. If managed, grasslands may be applied in 

a range of management practices suitable for the objectives of the farmer. In either case, 

managed or natural, the contribution of grasslands to economic, ecological (species 

richness perhaps), and social goals would likely need to be evaluated in conjunction 

with agricultural land use options (Gibon 2005). Since land conservation efforts can be 

strongly constrained by economic realities, the trade-offs between the goals need to be 

adequately assessed, perhaps with an integrated landscape model (Schröder et al. 2008). 

 

This work represents a summary of the typical components of forest landscape planning 

models, and describes how some of the more frequently referenced models address the 

model components. A point-by-point analysis of the differences between models is 

difficult to make given that the developmental stages of each are constantly changing, 
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and a summary today may not be valid one year or more from now. For example, the 

works of Mowrer (1997), Barrett (2001), and He (2008) are extensive and provide 

significant depth in comparing models. Yet while the general concepts presented are of 

value, at some point the comparisons become a historical record, and very few of the 

direct comparisons of models will continue to be of significance. Further, some 

landscape planning models operate differently at various levels of planning, making 

direct comparisons difficult. Therefore, we take a different approach and describe the 

components that ideally would be contained within a forest landscape planning model, 

and how these components would ideally work. We then relate these ideal components 

and their function to contemporary models. As a result, we concentrate on landscape 

planning models that have the following characteristics: 

 They recognize land units and the characteristics of vegetation found inside 

 They recognize land ownership boundaries 

 They facilitate modeling the management behavior of landowners 

 They model common practices at a reasonably small scale as to provide sufficient 

detail for assessments of the quality and value forests and other resources 

 They account for economic, ecological, and social outcomes of management 

activities 

 

Along these lines, some of the more recent landscape planning models developed, such 

as PANDORA (Gobattoni et al. 2011), are not explored in much detail here since they 

lack one or more these characteristics. Other more seasoned models (those that have 

been used widely for a decade or more), such as the economic model IMPLAN are also 

not explored, because a spatial representation of the landscape is either too aggregated 

(perhaps at the county level) or lacking completely. 

 

Conventionally, there are three levels of forest planning: strategic, tactical, and 

operational. Strategic planning examines long periods of time and uses broad 

descriptions of the landscape and management actions. Assessments of resource 

sustainability are generally best performed at this level. Tactical planning examines the 

spatial relationships between proposed activities and resource outcomes, and assesses 

management efficiency and impacts over shorter periods of time (5 to 20 years, for 

example). Operational planning involves the very specific measures necessary to meet 

weekly, monthly, and annual goals. The level of detail required to perform each type of 

planning process increases as one moves from the strategic to tactical levels, and then to 

operational planning. However, in many cases these three are not necessarily distinct 

phases of planning any longer. In the past, limitations related to computer technology 

caused distinctly different models to be developed to address the different types of 

questions posed. However, with contemporary computer technology, the distinction, for 

example, between strategic and tactical planning has become vague. In essence, modern 

methods can be developed to examine sustainability of a large area over a long period of 

time while also recognizing the level of spatial detail (and associated processes used to 

schedule specific activities) that was once typical of a tactical planning model. A 

number of contemporary forest landscape planning models therefore include aspects of 

strategic and tactical planning processes.  

 

Planning for the management of landscapes also usually involves acknowledging and 

recognizing conflicting objectives of a variety of land management entities, and this 
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often presents challenges to planning teams as they seek solutions meant to guarantee 

the long-term vitality of ecosystems (Turner et al. 2002). Landscape planning efforts 

that recognize and evaluate realistic economic, ecological, and social objectives can 

have a significant role in decision-making processes (Jørgensen 2000). Advances in 

landscape planning models naturally follow advances in computer hardware systems, 

software, geographic information systems, and optimization and simulation 

methodology. In fact, the incorporation of spatially-related goals into planning efforts 

has only been actively pursued since the 1990s (Bettinger and Chung 2004, Shan et al. 

2009). While vegetative natural resources (i.e., forests) can address the provisional, 

regulatory, and cultural ecosystem values desired by humans today, other societal 

concerns of land management are also commonly addressed. These concerns center on 

issues such as the cumulative effects of human activities, the maximum size 

management actions, and habitat fragmentation (Bettinger and Sessions 2003). Since the 

1990s, this has resulted in a new planning environment that is focusing on broad 

landscapes, rather than individual properties or individual land management area. 

Increasingly, we are finding that landscape management planning focuses on the 

development and maintenance of resource goals other than those specifically related to 

commodity production. For example, regional and national entities in Europe have 

begun to examine public policies in the urban-rural interface, and these involve 

examinations of patterns and trends in the spatial development of the landscape (Dühr et 

al. 2010). One of the most problematic aspects of landscape planning, however, is that 

there may be more than one landowner within the landscape; another involves 

emulating or predicting their land management behavior. In areas where most of the 

land is controlled by a single entity (e.g., the state or federal government), the 

development and implementation of plans across a broad landscape may be easier to 

both develop and accept. However, in areas where there is a heterogeneous mixture of 

land ownership (Figure 1), landscape plans may be both difficult to develop and to 

accept, and only serve to describe the effects of potential policy scenarios. 

 

Embarking on landscape planning can represent a significant technological challenge 

for an organization or agency. In order to be successful, four areas of concern need to be 

addressed sufficiently. These include (1) employing a sufficient staff with the 

appropriate skills, (2) having access to databases that can accommodate the types of 

analyses that are desired, and (3) having access to the appropriate technology for 

managing data, developing scenarios, and creating output products of value to the 

decision-makers and stakeholders. Perhaps the most important area of concern is the 

fourth, which involves obtaining the commitment of one or more organizations to 

support the project (with funds and other positive endeavors) for the period of time 

necessary to completely meet the expectations of the planning process. If any of these 

four areas of concern are absent or provided at a level less than desirable, the effort will 

likely fail (Bettinger 1999). It is not uncommon for developers to experience challenges 

unlike other previous efforts, and it is not uncommon for planning team members to 

continuously offer new ideas. Further, landscape planning not only involves developing 

scenarios for landscapes, but also involves a complex system of data development, 

management, and analysis. When deadlines are identified for the production or reports 

or other outputs, a system such as this is usually stressed, the competence and 

professionalism of groups of people are tested, and compromises are made. 

Understanding how planning systems may operate when deadlines loom will lead to a 
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more effective work environment (Bettinger and Boston 2001) and increase the 

probability of attaining the goals of the landscape planning effort. 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Mixed-ownership character of a landscape (Mendocino County) in California. 

 

2. Common Components of Forest Landscape Planning Models 

 

Landscape planning, for the purpose of this work, involves developing alternative 

scenarios for an entire, complete landscape. This includes all of the forest holdings or 

ownership groups contained therein. It involves the assessment and valuation of 

management activities over time for every action conceivable (within reason, to make 

the modeling effort tractable) in this defined area. Although the modeling approaches 

are similar, landscape planning differs from forest harvest scheduling in that the latter 

usually only involves a single land owning entity, and usually focuses mainly on 

commodity production goals. Of course, it is possible that large expanses of land, such 

as Forest Enterprise Offices in Turkey, are all owned and managed by a single entity 

(the state, in this case). However, in areas of the world where land tenure programs 

allow private ownership of land, multi-owner analyses of alternative futures within a 

defined landscape are fairly rare. In regions like the southern United States, it is not 

uncommon to find that there are hundred or thousands of individual landowners within 

a landscape, or that a single large landowner owns parcels that are scattered and 

interspersed with many other landowners. In these cases, planning usually is performed 

separately for each landowner, and a coordinated effort for a landscape is generally 

lacking. In fact, activities may be planned without regard to the status or condition of 
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resources outside of an ownership boundary. Therefore, there are distinct challenges to 

landscape planning in some areas of the world that are much more complex than simply 

developing a harvest schedule for a specific landowner. 

 

Landscape planning models vary from one form to another based on a wide variety of 

driving influences (funding, expertise, management problems). However, the ideal 

model should include a number of basic components (Figure 2). For example, inputs 

into a landscape planning model should include a description of the landscape, as 

expressed through forest (or other resource) inventories and geographic information 

system (GIS) databases. The latter of these is often called the spatial data, while the 

former is often non-spatial in nature. The planning group would also need to decide 

upon the set of management intentions that it proposes to model. These will not only 

affect how the inventories are projected into the future, but also how the landscape 

planning model itself will operate in emulating landowner behavior. Prices and costs of 

forest management actions, products, and resources are necessary requirements if 

economic analyses are to be performed on the alternative plans that are developed. 

Guidance from policies is critical if one were to simulate the current management 

environment of a landscape. This guidance can arise from federal, state, local, or 

organizational policies. The extent that these are recognized will likely represent the 

result of trade-offs considered in the ability of the planning model to recognize and 

accommodate each policy. Land use patterns and projections of land use changes can be 

difficult to develop. However, if one were projecting landscape changes many decades 

into the future, and these projections involved land areas containing significant urban 

and sub-urban growth, land use change projections may also be necessary. 

 

 
 

Figure 2. One representation of data and knowledge flow through a landscape planning 

process. 

 

Outputs from landscape planning models also vary from one form to another based on 

the variety of driving influences in model development. In some cases, these are directly 
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developed by the landscape planning model itself, through graphs, tables, or geographic 

representations of activities and resource quality through time. In other cases these are 

accommodated by the landscape planning model through data developed from model 

projections, and passed electronically to another model for a posteriori analysis. Timber 

volume and value projected from harvest schedules are basic outcomes of forestry-

related landscape planning models. Changes in vegetation, habitat condition, 

recreational opportunities, and employment and income are others that are 

representative of environmental and social concerns.  

 

The typical components of contemporary landscape planning models are described in 

more detail in Section 3 of this report. The remainder of Section 2 addresses the 

common inputs into a landscape planning model. Section 4 addresses in more detail 

some of the outcomes from a landscape planning model. 

 

2.1. Forest Inventory 

 

Current and future descriptions of vegetative resources across a landscape are usually 

described as (or by) inventories of the resources. In a more complete sense, an inventory 

would list on a per-unit area basis the number of trees (or more widely, plants) of a 

given size (diameter, height) and species, and perhaps would note whether they are alive 

or dead. This type of information is expensive to measure across large landscapes, and 

may be estimated or imputed using techniques such as nearest-neighbor classification 

processes. The attributes chosen to represent the current and future vegetation need to 

be obtained from both the current inventory data and from the growth and yield process 

used to project vegetative condition into the future. The attributes chosen must also be 

able to accommodate other resource assessment models that either are embedded within 

the landscape planning model, or are used on an a posteriori basis to assess, like habitat 

conditions (Chew et al. 2004). For example, in order to estimate the value of different 

forest products produced, an inventory must contain sufficient information (tree heights, 

diameters, species, etc.) to arrive at estimates of volume. Further, if habitat suitability 

for a woodpecker (for example) is to be assessed, it is likely that the number of snags 

(dead trees) present during each period of the time horizon is needed. This requires 

knowing how many snags were present initially (in the current landscape), how these 

will decay and eventually fall, and how many will be produced over time through 

natural tree mortality processes. 

 

The current and future vegetation could be described as simply as the major species 

group and the density (basal area or trees per unit area). This level of representation of 

forest inventory is perhaps too coarse to accommodate a reasonable projection of 

potential timber harvests volumes, and perhaps too course to accommodate further 

analyses of habitat condition (for example). On the other end of the spectrum, the 

LAMPS model (Bettinger and Lennette 2004) requires detailed tree record information 

to emulate the growth and development of forests when forest policies required leaving 

a certain number of trees within final harvest areas. Further, subsequent wildlife and 

aquatic habitat models required detailed information on the type and quantity of dead 

and down wood, which was partially obtained from the mortality predictions of growth 

and yield models (see Section 3.1). This amount of data for landscapes over 400,000 ha 

in size created a significant computational load on the modeling system. LANDIS, on 
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the other hand, uses 10-year age classes (cohorts) of tree species to represent forest 

structure. This is an aggregate of sorts of tree-level or tree record inventory data, which 

does reduce the computational load on the modeling system (He et al. 2005). 

 

- 

- 

 

 

TO ACCESS ALL THE 31 PAGES OF THIS CHAPTER, 

Visit: http://www.eolss.net/Eolss-sampleAllChapter.aspx 

 

 
Bibliography 

 
Barlow, R.J., and M.R. Dubois. (2011). Cost & cost trends for forestry practices in the South. Forest 

Landowner. 14-24. [The information in this article is published once every two years in this journal] 

Barrett, T.M. (2001). Models of vegetative change for landscape planning: A comparison of FETM, 

LANDSUM, SIMPPLLE, and VDDT. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain 

Research Station, Ft. Collins, CO. General Technical Report RMRS-76-WWW. 14 p. [This report 

compares forest landscape planning models as of 2000]  

Baskent, E.Z., and S. Keles. (2005). Spatial forest planning: A review. Ecological Modelling. 188: 145-

173. [This article is a good review of spatial forest planning methodology] 

Başkent, E.Z., and H.A. Yolasiğmaz. (2000). Exploring the concept of a forest landscape management 

paradigm. Turkish Journal of Agriculture and Forestry. 24: 433-451. [This article is a good review of 

landscape planning methodology] 

Bettinger, P. (1999). Distributing geographic information systems capabilities to field offices: benefits 

and challenges. Journal of Forestry. 97(6):22-26. [This article describes the challenges faced when 

implementing new technology into an organization] 

Bettinger, P. (2001). Challenges and opportunities for linking the modeling of forest vegetation dynamics 

with landscape planning models. Landscape and Urban Planning. 56:107-124. [This article describes the 

challenges faced when data must be transferred among landscape planning team members] 

Bettinger, P. (2009). A prototype method for integrating spatially-referenced wildfires into a tactical 

forest planning model. Research Journal of Forestry. 3(1): 8-22. [This article describes a prototype 

wildfire model integrated into a forest planning system] 

Bettinger, P. (2010). An overview of methods for incorporating wildfires into forest planning models. 

Mathematical and Computational Forestry & Natural-Resource Sciences. 2(1): 43-52. [This article 

reviews how wildfires are incorporated into forest planning efforts] 

Bettinger, P. (2011). Forest management in a climate change era: Options for planning. Journal of Forest 

Planning. 16: 57-66. [This article describes the challenges faced when incorporating climate change into 

forest planning efforts] 

Bettinger, P. and K. Boston. (2001). A conceptual model for describing decision-making situations in 

integrated natural resource planning and modeling projects. Environmental Management. 28:1-7. [This 

article describes the challenges faced when developing landscape plans] 

Bettinger, P., and K. Boston. (2008). Habitat and commodity production trade-offs in Coastal Oregon. 

Socio-Economic Planning Sciences. 42(2): 112-128. [This article describes the development of a 

landscape plan with both commodity production and wildlife goals] 

https://www.eolss.net/ebooklib/sc_cart.aspx?File=E1-18-45


HUMAN SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT - Comparison of Landscape Planning Models - Pete Bettinger, Krista L. Merry, Kevin 
Boston 

©Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS) 

Bettinger, P., K. Boston, J.P. Siry, and D.L. Grebner. (2009a). Forest management and planning. 

Academic Press, New York. 331 p. [This book is covers basic and advanced topics of forest planning and 

management] 

Bettinger, P., and W. Chung. (2004). The key literature of, and trends in, forest-level management 

planning in North America, 1950-2001. The International Forestry Review. 6: 40-50. [This article 

reviews how forest planning had changed between 1950 and 2001] 

Bettinger, P., and M. Lennette. (2004). LAndscape Management Policy Simulator (LAMPS), Version 1.1 

User’s Guide. Forest Research Laboratory, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR. Research 

Contribution 43. 117 p. [This report describes the components of the LAMPS model] 

Bettinger, P., and M. Lennette. (2005). Extreme policies modeled within the LAndscape Management 

Policy Simulator (LAMPS). In Systems Analysis in Forest Resources: Proceedings of the 2003 

Symposium, Bevers, M., and T.M. Barrett (Comps.). USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research 

Station, Portland, OR. General Technical Report PNW-GTR-656. p. 291-297. [This report describes how 

the LAMPS model was used to simulate some extreme policies] 

Bettinger, P., M. Lennette, K.N. Johnson, and T.A. Spies. (2005). A hierarchical spatial framework for 

forest landscape planning. Ecological Modelling. 182: 25-48. [This article describes the development of 

the LAMPS model] 

Bettinger, P., and J. Sessions. (2003). Spatial forest planning: to adopt, or not to adopt? Journal of 

Forestry. 101(2):24-29. [This article describes the challenges faced when considering spatial forest 

planning in an organization] 

Bettinger, P., J. Sessions, and K. Boston. (2009b). A review of the status and use of validation procedures 

for heuristics used in forest planning. Mathematical and Computational Forestry & Natural-Resource 

Sciences. 1(1): 26-37. [This article describes six levels of validation for models that are either heuristic or 

simulation in nature] 

Beukema, S.J., W.A. Kurz, W. Klenner, J. Merzenich, and M. Arbough. (2003). Applying TELSA to 

assess alternative management scenarios. In Systems analysis in forest resources, Arthaud, G.J., and T.M. 

Barrett (eds). Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands. pp. 144-154. [This report 

describes the TELSA model] 

Bevers, M. (2007). A chance constraint estimation approach to optimizing resource management under 

uncertainty. Canadian Journal of Forest Research. 37: 2270-2280. [This article describes a heuristic 

approximation method for use as a substitute for stochastic chance constraints in forest planning ] 

Binkley, C.S., and G.C. Van Kooten. (1994). Integrating climate change and forests: Economic and 

ecologic assessments. Climatic Change. 28: 91110.  [This article describes the challenges faced when 

implementing climate change into planning] 

Burkhart, H.E., R.L. Amateis, J.A. Westfall, and R.F. Daniels. (2008). PTAEDA 4.0: Simulation of 

individual tree growth, stand development and economic evaluation in loblolly pine plantations. 

Department of Forestry, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA. [This bulletin describes the PTAEDA tree 

growth modeling system] 

Carmel, Y., and C.H. Flather. (2006). Constrained range expansion and climate change assessments. 

Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment. 4: 178-179. [This article describes some of the issues faced 

with climate change] 

Chew, J.D., C. Stalling, and K. Moeller. (2004. Integrating knowledge for simulating vegetation change at 

landscape scales. Western Journal of Applied Forestry. 19(2): 102-108. [This article describes the 

challenges faced when modeling vegetative change across a landscape] 

Covington, W.W., D.B. Wood, D.L. Young, D.P. Dykstra, and L.D. Garrett. (1988). TEAMS: A decision 

support system for multiresource management. Journal of Forestry. 86(8): 25-33. [This article describes 

the development of the TEAMS modeling system] 

Crookston, N.L., and G.E. Dixon. (2005). The forest vegetation simulator: A review of its structure, 

content, and applications. Computers and Electronics in Agriculture. 49: 60-80. [This article describes the 

development of the FVS stand-level model] 



HUMAN SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT - Comparison of Landscape Planning Models - Pete Bettinger, Krista L. Merry, Kevin 
Boston 

©Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS) 

Crookston, N.L., G.E. Rehfeldt, D.E. Ferguson, and M. Warwell. (2008). FVS and global warming: A 

prospectus for future development. In: Third forest vegetation simulator conference, Havis, R.N., and 

N.L. Crookston (comps.). USDA Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Fort Collins, CO. 

Proceedings RMRS-P-54. pp. 7-16. [This report describes the use of FVS to address climate change] 

Dühr, S., C. Colomb, and V. Nadin. (2010). European spatial planning and territorial cooperation. 

Routledge, New York. [This article describes spatial planning in Europe] 

Dyer, J.M. (1994). Land use pattern, forest migration, and global warming. Landscape and Urban 

Planning. 29: 77-83.  [This article describes modeling issues related to climate change] 

Eamus, D. (1996). Tree responses to CO2 enrichment: CO2 and temperature interactions, biomass 

allocation and stand-scale modeling. Tree Physiology. 16: 4347. [This article describes the vegetation 

issues related to climate change] 

Gärtner, S., K.M. Reynolds, P.F. Hessburg, S. Hummel, and M. Twery. (2008). Decision support for 

evaluating landscape departure and prioritizing forest management activities in a changing environment. 

Forest Ecology and Management. 256: 1666-1676. [This article describes landscape planning issues 

related to climate change] 

Gibon, A. (2005). Managing grassland for production, the environment and the landscape. Challenges at 

the farm and the landscape level. Livestock Production Science. 96: 11-31. [This article presents a review 

of the challenges facing the management of grasslands at the landscape level] 

Gobattoni, F., R. Pelorosso, G. Lauro, A. Leone, and R. Monaco. (2011). A procedure for mathematical 

analysis of landscape evolution and equilibrium scenarios assessment. Landscape and Urban Planning. 

103: 289-302. [This article describes the PANDORA system] 

Greer, K., and B. Meneghin. (2000). Spectrum: An analytical tool for building natural resource 

management models. In Seventh symposium on systems analysis in forest resources, Vasievich, J.M., J.S. 

Fried, and L.A. Leefers (eds.). U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, North Central Forest 

Experiment Station, St. Paul, MN. General Technical Report NC-205. pp. 174-178. [This report describes 

the SPECTRUM model] 

Gustafson, E.J., and T.R. Crow. (1999). HARVEST: Linking timber harvesting strategies to landscape 

patterns. In Spatial modeling of forest landscape change, Mladenoff, D.J., and W.L. Baker (eds.). 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK. pp. 309-332. [This report describes the HARVEST model] 

Huang, G.H., S.J. Cohen, Y.Y. Yin, and B. Bass. (1998). Land resources adaptation planning under 

changing climate - a study for the Mackenzie Basin. Resources, Conservation and Recycling. 24: 95-119. 

[This article describes a case study of landscape planning and climate change] 

He, H.S. (2008). Forest landscape models: Definitions, characterization, and classification. Forest 

Ecology and Management. 254: 484-198. [This article is a review of landscape planning models] 

He, H.S., W. Li, B.R. Sturtevant, J. Yang, B.Z. Shang, E.J. Gustafson, and D.J. Mladenoff. (2005). 

LANDIS 4.0 users guide. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, North Central Research Station, 

St. Paul, MN. General Technical Report NC-263. 93 p. [This report describes the development of the 

LANDIS model] 

He, H.S., J. Yang, S.R. Shifley, and F.R. Thompson. (2011). Challenges of forest landscape modelling - 

Simulating large landscapes and validating results. Landscape and Urban Planning. 100: 400-402. [This 

article describes challenges faced when using landscape modeling, and focuses on LANDIS] 

Hennigar, C.R. (2008). Spruce budworm DSS application and projected spruce-fir volume impacts for 

two forest townships in Maine from 2010 to 2050. University of New Brunswick, Faculty of Forestry and 

Environmental Management, Frederickton, NB. 32 p. [This article describes a landscape planning issue 

where wind and disease affect forests] 

Higgins, A.J., and S. Hajkowicz. (2008). A model for landscape planning under complex spatial 

conditions. Environmental Modeling & Assessment. 13: 459-471. [This article describes the development 

of the GRASP model] 

Innes, J., L.A. Joyce, S. Kellomäki, B. Louman, A. Ogden, J. Parrotta, I. Thompson, M. Ayers, C. Ong, 

H. Santoso, B. Sohngen, and A. Wreford. (2009). Management for adaptation. In: Adaptation of forests 



HUMAN SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT - Comparison of Landscape Planning Models - Pete Bettinger, Krista L. Merry, Kevin 
Boston 

©Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS) 

and people to climate change - a global assessment report, Seppälä, R., A. Buck, and P. Katila (eds.). 

International Union of Forest Research Organizations, Vienna, Austria. IUFRO World Series Vol. 22. pp. 

135-169. [This report describes challenges by landscape planning due to climate change] 

Johnson, K.N., P. Bettinger, J.D. Kline, T.A. Spies, M. Lennette, G. Lettman, B. Garber-Yonts, and T. 

Larsen. (2007). Simulating forest structure, timber production, and socioeconomic effects in a multi-

owner province. Ecological Applications. 17:34-47. [This article describes the use of the LAMPS model] 

Jørgensen, S.E., (2000). Editorial: 25 years of ecological modelling by Ecological Modelling. Ecological 

Modelling. 126: 95-99. [This article describes challenges faced by landscape modeling] 

Keane, R.E., G.J. Cary, I.D. Davies, M.D. Flannigan, R.H. Gardner, S. Lavorel, J.M. Lenihan, C. Li, and 

T.S. Rupp, (2004). A classification of landscape fire succession models: spatial simulations of fire and 

vegetation dynamics. Ecological Modelling. 179: 3-27. [This article describes fire models] 

Leefers, L.A., E.J. Gustafson, and P. Freeman. (2003). Linking temporal-optimization and spatial-

simulation models for forest planning. In Systems analysis in forest resources, Arthaud, G.J., and T.M. 

Barrett (eds.). Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, The Netherlands. pp. 165-173. [This report 

describes the use of the SPECTRUM model] 

Li, H., D.I. Gartner, P. Mou, and C.C. Trettin. (2000). A landscape model (LEEMATH) to evaluate 

effects of management impacts on timber and wildlife habitat. Computers and Electronics in Agriculture. 

27: 263-292. [This article describes the development of the LEEMATH model] 

Martin, P.H. (1996). Climate change, water stress, and fast forest response: A sensitivity study. Climatic 

Change. 34: 223230. [This article describes challenges faced due to climate change] 

McCarter, J.B., J.S. Wilson, P.J. Baker, J.L. Moffett, and C.D. Oliver. (1998). Landscape management 

through integration of existing tools and merging technologies. Journal of Forestry. 96(6):17-23. [This 

article describes the use of the LMS model] 

Merzenich, J., and M. Hemstrom. (2000). Ecosystem modeling using spectrum and RELMDSS: 

Analyzing vegetative succession for forest plan revisions. In Seventh symposium on systems analysis in 

forest resources, Vasievich, J.M., J.S. Fried, and L.A. Leefers (eds.). U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Forest Service, North Central Forest Experiment Station, St. Paul, MN. General Technical Report NC-

205. pp. 22-26. [This article describes the use of SPECTRUM and RELMDss models] 

Mladenoff, D.J. (2004). LANDIS and forest landscape models. Ecological Modelling. 180: 7-19. [This 

article describes the development of LANDIS] 

Mowrer, H.T. (comp.). (1997). Decision support systems for ecosystem management: An evaluation of 

existing systems. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range 

Experiment Station, Ft. Collins, CO. General Technical Report RM-296. 154 p. [This report reviews 

landscape planning models] 

Pykäläinen, J., T. Pukkala, and J. Kangas. (2001). Alternative priority models for forest planning on the 

landscape level involving multiple ownership. Forest Policy and Economics. 2: 293-306. [This article 

describes the development and use of the HERO model] 

Ritchie, M.W. (1999). A compendium of forest growth and yield simulators for the Pacific Coast states. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station, Albany, CA. 

General Technical Report PSW-174. 59 p. [This report describes various forest growth and yield models 

developed for the western United States] 

Scheller, R.M., and D.J. Mladenoff. (2004). A forest growth and biomass module for a landscape 

simulation mode, LANDIS: design, validation, and application. Ecological Modelling. 180: 211-229. 

[This article describes forest growth within LANDIS] 

Schröder, B, M. Rudner, R. Biedermann, H. Kögl, and M. Kleyer. (2008). A landscape model for 

quantifying the trade-off between conservation needs and economic constraints in the management of 

semi-natural grassland community. Biological Conservation. 141: 719-732. [This article describes the 

INGRID landscape model for grassland communities] 



HUMAN SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT - Comparison of Landscape Planning Models - Pete Bettinger, Krista L. Merry, Kevin 
Boston 

©Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS) 

Shan, Y., P. Bettinger, C.J. Cieszewski, and R.T. Li. (2009). Trends in spatial forest planning. 

Mathematical and Computational Forestry & Natural-Resource Sciences. 1(2): 86-112. [This article 

reviews trends in spatial forest planning from 1989 to 2007] 

Sleavin, K.E., and D. Camenson. (1994). SPECTRUM. In Proceedings of the 1994 Symposium on 

Systems Analysis in Forest Resources, Sessions, J., and J.D. Brodie (eds). Society of American Foresters, 

Bethesda, MD. pp. 73-77. [This report describes the SPECTRUM model] 

Turner, B.J., O. Chikumbo, and S.M. Davey. (2002). Optimisation modelling of sustainable forest 

management at the regional level: An Australian example. Ecological Modelling. 153: 157-179. [This 

article describes the use of SPECTRUM in a planning situation in Australia] 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (2003). Recovery plan for the red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides 

borealis). U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C. 

http://www.fws.gov/rcwrecovery/finalrecoveryplan.pdf (accessed January 8, 2012). [This report describes 

the habitat requirements of an endangered species] 

Wigley, T.B., M.S. Mitchell, P.C. Van Deusen, and R.A. Lancia. (2001). Tools for blending economic 

and ecological objectives on private forestlands. In Transactions of the 66
th

 North American Wildlife and 

Natural Resources Conference. Wildlife Management Institute, Washington, D.C. pp. 68-83. [This report 

describes the Habplan model] 

Yanchuk, A., and G. Allard. (2009). Tree improvement programmes for forest health - can they keep pace 

with climate changes? Unasylva. 60(1/2): 50-56. [This article describes challenges faced when modeling 

the growth of forests during periods of climate change] 

Yang, J., H. He, S. Hong, S. Shifley, F.R. Thompson, and Y. Zhang. (2011). An innovative computer 

design for modeling forest landscape change in very large spatial extents with fine resolutions. Ecological 

Modelling. 222(15): 2623-2630. [This article describes the use of LANDIS] 

Zapatero, E.G., C.H. Smith, and H.R. Weistroffer. (1997). Evaluating multiple-attribute decision support 

systems. Journal of Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis. 6: 201-214. [This article describes challenges faced 

by decision support systems] 

Zuuring, H.R., J.M. Troutwine, G. Jones, and J. Sullivan. (2005). Decision support models for 

economically efficient integrated forest management. In 2005 ESRI International User Conference 

Proceedings [electronic resource]. ESRI, Redlands, CA. 25 p. [This report describes the development of 

the MAGIS model] 

 

Biographical Sketches 

 

Pete Bettinger received his PhD in forestry in 1996 from Oregon State University in Corvallis, Oregon 

(U.S.A.). In 1996 he moved to the State of Washington to work for two years as research forester and 

geographic information systems manager for Champion Pacific Timberlands. In 1998 he was appointed 

Assistant Professor - Senior Research at Oregon State University in Corvallis, Oregon. In 2002 he was 

appointed Associate Professor of forest landscape planning and harvest scheduling at the University of 

Georgia. He was promoted to professor in 2009. He is a member of several professional societies that 

include the Society of American Foresters and the Japan Society of Forest Planning. His main research 

interests are focused on the study of new methods for harvest scheduling and landscape planning, 

advances in forest management and economics, geographic information systems, and global navigation 

satellite systems. He has published a number of scientific articles in these research areas, along with five 

books. His teaching duties include Field Orientation and Measurements, Forest Planning, and Aerial 

Photogrammetry. He recently served as Chair of the 8
th

 Southern Forestry and Natural Resource 

Management GIS Conference. 

 

Krista L. Merry received her MS in Geography in 2003 from the University of Georgia, Athens Georgia 

(U.S.A.). Between 2003 and 2005 she worked for the University of Georgia as a Project Coordinator in 

the Department of Environmental Health Sciences on wood smoke monitoring projects. In 2005, she 

began working for the Warnell School of Forestry and Natural Resources at the University of Georgia as 

a Research Coordinator providing spatial analytical support for projects as diverse as forest fragmentation 

visualization, hurricane risk assessments, and urban carbon estimation. Her main research interests are in 

GIS, spatial analysis, cartography, and remote sensing. She has published a number of scientific articles 



HUMAN SETTLEMENT DEVELOPMENT - Comparison of Landscape Planning Models - Pete Bettinger, Krista L. Merry, Kevin 
Boston 

©Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (EOLSS) 

in these areas, along with one book. She has served as editor of the proceedings of the 7
th

 and 8
th

 Southern 

Forestry and Natural Resource Management GIS Conferences. 

 

Kevin Boston received his PhD in forestry engineering in 1996 from Oregon State University in 

Corvallis, Oregon (U.S.A.). Upon completion, he moved to New Zealand and accepted a position with the 

New Zealand School of Forestry at the University of Canterbury. In 1998, He accepted a position with the 

Center Forest Business as the University of Georgia where he developed spatial harvesting scheduling 

system to meet the Sustainable Forestry Initiative green-up constraints. In 2000, he returned to New 

Zealand and held several positions with Carter Holt Harvey, Inc., He returned to Oregon State University 

in 2002 and was appointed as Assistant Professor in Forest Engineering. He was promoted to Associate 

Professor in 2010. He is a member of several professional societies that include the Society of American 

Foresters and the California License Foresters Association. He holds licenses as a Registered Professional 

Forester and as a Professional Forest Engineer. He has been an associate editor of the Western Journal of 

Applied Forestry since 2008. In 2009, he began studying environmental law at the Northwest School of 

Law at Lewis and Clark College. He has published numerous scientific articles and has coauthored three 

books. His research area is spatial harvest scheduling, forest policy and law, and forest transportation. 

 

 


