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Abstract: The concept and characteristics of industrial plantations are described. The main
ecological problems and causes in the development of Eucalyptus industrialforests are discussed.
For the sustainable management and development of Eucalyptus industrial plantations, some
approaches need to be considered, such as improving stability of stands,decreasing the loss of soil
nutrient, maintaining and improving soil fertility of stands, protecting and recovering
undergrowth vegetation, increasing biodiversity of industrial plantation, strengthening
management laws and regulations as well as qualification of wood products
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