
This is true. 

This is the utterly silly idea 
that responsible foresters 
clear cut entire forests 
and then walk away. Of 
course modern forestry, the 
product of over a century 
of innovation and 
experience, doesn’t work 
that way at all. The 
reality is that many forest 
biomass studies show a net 
carbon benefit 
immediately, or in as little 
as a few years. 

This is not responsible forest 
management. Trees don’t 
live forever. They catch 
fire, succumb to pests and 
disease, are knocked over 
in storms, or die from other 
natural causes, including 
old age. Decomposing trees 
emit methane, a greenhouse 
gas with a warming effect 
many times worse than 
carbon, that is not emitted 
when trees are sustainably 
harvested and used for 
forest products or energy.

This flunks not only 
Biomass101, but Econ 101 to 

boot. Healthy markets 
sustain healthy forests. 

Strong economic returns 
enable forest owners to 

regrow forests and invest in 
keeping them healthy.

By the way, 
“deforestation” is a word 
that has nothing at all 
to do with the forest 

products industry. 
Deforestation happens 

when forestland is 
permanently converted 
to non-forest uses (like 
condos or strip malls). It 
happens when markets 

for forest products 
shrink. By contrast, the 
forest products industry 

is one of the great 
drivers of maintaining 

our forests and 
preventing deforestation 

in the United States.

By our own admission, the 
contribution is relatively 
small, but biomass can 
still replace fossil fuels 

as part of nation’s 
overall energy supply and 

is a far more reliable  
source of energy than 
wind and solar, which 
depend on weather 
conditions, seasons, 

infrastructure, and time 
of day.

It actually is so! It is also the 
case that 100+ highly 

regarded forest scientists 
representing 80 top research 
universities affirmed this, at 

length and in empirical 
detail, in open letters to the 
EPA. By the way, we provided 
the Washington Post with this 
information two days before 
publication. They ignored it.

There is no evidence that biomass energy causes deforestation in the U.S. In 
fact, regularly collected government data show that U.S. forests that support 

biomass are growing and increasing.  The sad irony is that Searchinger’s 
approach would actually contribute to deforestation in the U.S., because more 
forests would convert to other land uses that return greater economic value.

The measure that matters 
for policymaking isn’t what 

happens to a single stand of 
trees. It’s the overall state 
of American forestland. Our 

forests are growing at 
twice the rate of harvest 

each year, and they now 
contain 50% more wood than 
they did in the 1950’s. This 
means overall forest carbon 
in the U.S. is on the rise, even 

after you factor in all 
timber harvest and the 

millions of trees lost each 
year to fire, insects, disease, 
and other natural causes.


