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Preface 

On December 2, 1981, the Committee on Finance of the U.S. Senate 

requested the United States International Trade Commission to conduct a study 

pursuant to section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 on the conditions relating to 

the importation of Canadian softwood lumber into the United States, as well as 

to compare the competitive status of the U.S. and Canadian softwood lumber 

industries. The committee requested that special emphasis be placed on 

determining the impact of Canadian softwood lumber importations from British 

Columbia. In addition, the chairman of the Subcommittee on Trade of the 

Committee on Ways and Means of the U.S. House of Representatives requested an 

investigation under section 332 of the lumber industry in the Northwest and in 

British Columbia that would provide a useful basis for evaluating the current 

situation. 1/ On December 16, 1981, the Commission instituted an 

investigation on Canadian softwood lumber imports, focusing on areas of 

interest as outlined in the requests. 2/ 

1/ The requests from the Committee on Finance and the chairman of the 
Suocommittee on Trade are reproduced in app. A. 

2/ A copy of the notice of the Commission's investigation as it appeared in 
the Federal Register is reproduced in app. B. 
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Executive Summary 

Softwood lumber production in the United States began to decline in late 
1979 in response to low demand in the u.s. home-building industry. Continued 
low demand during 1980 and 1981 and thus far in 1982 has resulted in further 
production curtailments and mill closings. 

Softwood lumber consumption in the United States increased from 30.0 
billion board feet in 1975 to over 41.2 billion board feet in 1978, followed 
by a decline from 1979 to 1981, the year in which consumption totaled 29.8 
billion board feet. Imports of softwood lumber accounted for almost 19 
percent of u.s. consumption in 1975, and continued to increase as a share of 
consumption to 30 percent in 1981. During 1976-80, the cost of raw materials, 
as reflected in average prices bid for U.S. Forest Service timber in Oregon 
and Washington, increased, rising from an average of $104 per 1,000 board feet 
in 1976 to $254 per 1,000 board feet in 1980. 

The information presented in this report was obtained from fieldwork and 
Commission data files, and from information obtained from private individuals 
and organizations and Government sources in the United States and Canada. A 
listing of written submissions, statements presented at the hearing held in 
Portland, Oreg., and other sources of information are given in appendix c. 
The principal issues raised by u.s. producers concerning the importation of 
softwood lumber from Canada were (l) the lower prices that Canadian producers 
pay for timber and (2) the lower transportation costs generally available for 
Canadian l•.llllber shipments. Representatives of Canadian producers and 
railroads countered that Canadian producers pay comparative prices for 
comfarable species of wood when all factors are taken into consideration, and 
that competitive bidding for timber from u.s. Government sales. is a more 
significant reaso~ for u.s. producers' difficulty in competing with imports. 1/ 

The major findings of this study are summarized below in accordance with 
questions posed by the Senate Finance Committee requestt 

1. The u.s. market 

o There are virtually no barriers to trade in softwood 
lumber between the United States and Canada. The two 
countries constitute a single market in which ·softwood 
lumber is distributed according to conditions of supply 

·and demand. The United States is the net importer, owing 
in large part to a much smaller timber resource per 
capita and the strong export orientation of the Canadian 

·lumber industry. The supply of economically harvestable 
·timber in Canada significantly exceeds its domestic 
demand~ and exports accounted for nearly 70 percent of 
its production during 1976-80. During those 5 years, au 
annual average of 80 percent of .Canada's exports were to 

1/ These issues are discussed in this report principally in the sections 
entitled Timber Procurement, Production Methods and Costs, and Transportation 
and Distribution. 
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the United States. Such exports to the United States 
have decreased each year since 1978, although the 
Canadian share of u.s. consumption has been in an upward 
trend since 1975. It would appear from material and data 
collected during the course of the investigation that the 
primary reason for Canada's increasing market share is 
the lower cost of raw materials for Canadian lumber 
producers. Such factors as product differentiation, 
marketing and pricing policies, transportation costs, and 
tax policies appear to have less significant impact on 
the competitive posture of the industries in both 
countries. 

o Since 1979, production of softwood lumber in both the 
United States and Canada has been declining. During 
1979-81, u.s. production declined 24 percent, from 29.9 
billion to 22.7 billion board feet, and Canadian 
production declined 11 percent, from 18.5 billion to 16.4 
billion board feet. Canadian exports to the United 
States as a share of Canadian production declined from 58 
percent in 1979 to 51 percent in 1980, and then increased 

·to 55 percent, totaling 9.0 billion board feet in 1981. 

o The U.S. supply situation is complicated by the variety 
of timberland ownership, which differs significantly by 
region. In the North and South, private ownership 
dominates. In the West, two segments of the sawmilling 
industry emerge: Those producers dependent on others, 
especially Government, for timber, and those producers 
with significant holdings of their own. In Canada, with 
a few exceptions, the sawmilling industry is entirely 
dependent on public timber. 

o Major lumber producers who own large holdings of timber 
have better capital resources and lower cost timber which 
enable them to weather poor lumber markets much better 
than smaller producers who are dependent upon public 
timber sales. For example, u.s. Forest Service, Region 6 
bid stumpage prices rose 60 percent during 1977-81, 
dramatically increasing future raw materia1 costs for 
those mills dependent upon public timber. In Region 6 
over half of the mills are dependent on public timber for 
their raw materials supply. The increase was even more 
dramatic from 1977 to 1980 when prices bid for stumpage 
rose 82 percent prior to a moderation in 1981 when bid 
prices declined due to weak lumber markets. 

o The exchange rate of the u.s. dollar per the Canadian 
dollar fell from near par in. 1972 to approximately 0.83 
in 1981. This has given the Canadian producers an 
advantage in pricing lumber for the u.s. ~rket. 
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o The industries in both countries are organized along 
similar lines, use similar technology, and produce a 
product virtually indistinguishable by mill, much less by 
country. The labor force in both countries is comparably 
skilled, and compensation tends to be similar. Major 
competitive conditions differ primarily because of factors 
controlling the raw-material supply, and secondarily 
because of laws and regulations relating to commerce in 
each country. 

2. A comparison of u.s. and Canadian stumpage prices and 
appraisal methods 

o In the United States, about 72 percent of the commercial 
timberlands are managed and owned principally by private 
industry and individuals. In the Western United States, 
however, only about 32 percent of the commercial 
timberland is so owned. Nearly 90 percent of Canada's 
commercial timberland is publicly owned, principally 
administered by the Provinces. 

o Standing timber on public land in the United States is 
auctioned to the highest bidder, but in Canada it is 
offered under license to private companies, which 
generally pay an appraised price, usually set by the 
Provinces. As long as they comply with Provincial 
regulations concerning their licenses, these companies are 
certain of a given supply of timber over extended periods 
of time. The supply of timber available now in most 
regions of Canada is more than sufficient to meet the 
productive capacity of the license holders. However, in 
the United States, the supply from Government lands has 
been held at fairly constant levels in recent years, 
resulting in intense competitive bidding for sales of 
Government timber. · 

o Timber on lands owned by u.s. lumber producers is 
generally carried on company books at acquisition cost, 
but valued at current market prices when processed. 
Timber sold from private lands to lumber processors is 
sold at a negotiated price which generally reflects market 
conditions. 

o The appraisal sys·tems used for sal~s of timber from 
Government lands in the United States and Canada are 
similar. Both are based on a residual system in which 
costs of converting the standing timber to final products, 
plus an allowance for profit and risk, are deducted from a 
price determined for the final products, resulting in an 
appraised price for the standing timber. 
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o After appraisal, standing timber on public lands in the 
United States is auctioned to the highest bidder (the 
appraised price is the minimum at which the timber will be 
sold). In Canada, timber is offered and usually sold at 
the appraised price. After appropriate adjustment, the 
1981 average price for coastal British Columbia stumpage 
was about one-sixth the comparable u.s~ Forest Service 
price per 1,000 board feet for western Oregon and 
Washington stumpage: US$18 versus US$118. In better 
market years, such as 1979, British Columbia prices were 
roughly half of comparable u.s. prices: US$60 versus 
US$127. 

3. Fixed and variable costs of production in the United States 
and Canada 

o Variable production costs such as material costs and wages 
for coastal British Columbia and Oregon and Washington 
were the highest for all Provinces and States. In 1980 
the average variable costs for the two areas were US$261 
and US$313 per 1,000 board feet of lumber produced, 
respectively. 

o Information obtained during the course of this 
investigation indicates that the costs for wood delivered 
to the mill are lower in Canada than in the United 
States. For example, in 1980 the average delivered wood 
costs for Canada were US$146 per 1,000 board feet of 
lumber produced and those for the United States were 
US$173. 

o When neighboring Provinces and States are compared, 
similar differences in average delivered wood costs to the 
mill are apparent: $138 per 1,000 board feet of lumber 
produced for British Columbia compared with US$205 for 
Oregon and Washington, US$77 for the interior of British 
Columbia compared with US$148 for Idaho and Montana, and 
US$93 for Quebec compared with US$155 for Ma~ne. 

o Canadian statements that logging costs are higher in 
coastal British Columbia than in western Oregon and 
Washington seem to be confirmed when stumpage prices are 
compared with the price of logs in log markets, which 
incorporates such costs. In 1981, for instance, average 
Forest Service stumpage prices in western Oregon and 
Washington exceeded those for coastal British Columbia 
(adjusted for species differences) by about US$100 per 
1,000 board feet, whereas average domestic prices in 
western Washington log markets exceeded those in the 
Vancouver, British Columbia, log market (adjusted for 
species differences) by about US$65 per 1,000 board feet. 
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This reduction in the difference between stumpage prices 
and log prices is attributed to higher logging costs in 
British Columbia. 

o Wages are the second most important variable cost of 
production after wood costs. In general, these averaged 
US$12 per 1,000 board feet of production higher in Canada 
than in the United States and accounted for 28 and 22 
percent of production costs, respectively, in 1980. 

o Other variable costs of production such as fuel, work 
contracted to others, incidental materials, and packaging 
do not significantly differ for the U.S. and Canadian 
softwood lumber industries. On the average, these other 
costs accounted for 24 and 23 percent of total variable 
costs or US$72 and US$69 per 1,000 board feet of lumber 
produced for the United States and Canada, respectively, 
in 1980. 

o Fixed costs appear to be higher for the United States than 
for Canada. This may be partly due to costs associated 
with ownership of timberlands for many u.s. firms. 

4. u.s. and Canadian transportation costs 

o Canadian lumber shippers to markets in the Eastern United 
States generally have lower costs for rail and water 
transport than do Western U.S. lumber shippers. The 
higher U.S. costs are a result of the u.s. regulatory 
environment. 

o Rail shipments are the preferred method of shipment over 
long distances. Canadian shippers have lower in-country 
freight charges than do shippers in the United States. 
However, recent changes in U.S. regulations concerning 
freight charges may lead to more competitive rates in the 
United States. 

o Waterborne shipments of lumber from the u.s. west coast to 
the u.s. Atlantic coast are small and sporadic. The 
required use of u.s. ships in intracoastal trade under the 
provisions of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 have had an 
effect of reducing waterborne shipments, and lumber 
shipments from British Columbia are now virtually the only 
shipments by water to the u.s. Atlantic coast. 

5. A comparison of u.s. and Canadian marketing practices 

o The U.S. and Canadian industries use virtually the same 
marketing practices; competition for sales of similar 
lumber sizes and grades is almost entirely by price. When 
demand for lumber is declining, as it has been since late 
1979, price competition is intense. 
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o Canadian imports are shipped predominantly into the 
Northeastern and North Central States. In this market area, 
the imports compete strongly with local production and 
shipments from producers in the West and South. 

o Over the last 10 years, shipments by producers in the Western 
United States into the Northeastern and North Central States 
have gradually decreased. This is due to several factors, 
including high transportation costs, competition from 
Canadian and Southern U.S. shipments to these States, and, at 
least until 1979, growing markets in the Southwestern United 
States. 

o Shipments from British Columbia to the Northeastern and North 
Central States have also declined in recent years. These 
have been replaced mostly by shipments from Eastern Canada. 
It is likely that these shipments will continue to compete 
strongly with Western and local u.s. supplies as well with 
shipments from British Columbia, owing to shorter transport 
distances and lower production costs. 

6. A comparison of U.S. and Canadian Government policies 
and regulations 

o For Government-controlled lands in the United States, 
management functions are retained by the Government, and 
timber is put up for auction on a sale-by-sale basis. 
Purchasers compete for each sale. In Canada, cutting rights 
are leased or licensed under a variety of arrangements to 
private companies that hold these rights over extended 
periods. 

o Policies to reserve Government-controlled forest land in the 
United States for purposes other than timber production limit 
the availability of supplies from these lands. In Canada, 
although there are similar policies, no constraints in the 
supply to producers have yet been apparent. 

o Policies to promote or assist industries exist in both 
countries. These are generally instituted to improve 
economic conditions in certain regional locations, but are 
also instituted to improve employment opportunities and 
industrial expansion. 

o The tax rates differ between the United States and Canada, 
but the net effect of taxes on the competitiveness of the 
industries is small. Taxes paid by the u.s. and Canadian 
industries are a small percentage of sales, and differ at 
most by a few percentage points. 



Description and Uses 

Description 

The term "softwood lumber" (imports, exports, or production) relates 
to a wide variety of products--such as boards, planks, timbers, framing 
materials, moldings, flooring, or siding--produced from coniferous 
species of trees. However, for purposes of this investigation, the 
term "softwood lumber" refers only to those products included in the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States Annotated (1982) (TSUSA) in items 
202.03-202.30 (rough, dressed, or worked softwood lumber). 1/ 
Specifically excluded are drilled and treated lumber, wood siding, and 
edge-glued or end-glued wood not over 6 feet in length or over 15 inches 
in width. 

The term "softwood lumber," when associated with u.s. exports, 
generally will refer only to articles covered by Schedule B items 
202.0420-202.3140 (rough, dressed, or worked softwood lumber), 2/ which 
again excludes drilled and treated lumber, wood siding, and edge-glued or 
end-glued wood not over 6 feet in length or over 15 inches in width. 

The U.S. softwood lumber production figures presented in this 
investigation are reported by the National Forest Products Association on 
a basis comparable with import and export data. 

According to the extent or stage of manufacture, lumber (both 
softwood and hardwood) is classified in the TSUSA as follows: 

Rough lumber--lumber just as it comes from the saw, whether in its 
original sawed size or edged, resawn, crosscut, or trinuned to 
smaller sizes. 

Dressed lumber--lumber which has been dressed or surfaced by plan­
ing on at least one edge or face. 

Worked lumber--lumber which has been matched (tongue-and-grooved), 
shiplapped (rabbeted or lapped joint), or patterned on a matching 
machine, sticker, or molder. 

1/ For statutory descriptions of these item numbers, see the excerpt from 
the TSUSA in app. D. 

'!:../ For descriptions of these item numbers, see the excerpt from Schedule B 
in app. E. 

1 



2 

Most lumber is also classified into three general size categories--board, 
dimension, or timber. The term "board" is generally used to describe lumber 
less than 2 inches thick and 2 or more inches wide. Boards less than 6 inches 
wide may be called strips. Dimension lumber generally refers to lumber 2 
inches thick, but can include lumber up to but not including 5 inches thick, 
and over 2 inches wide. Dimension lumber may be classified as framing, 
joists, planks, studs, rafters, and so forth. Timbers are 5 inches or more in 
the smallest surface dimension and are sometimes referred to as beams, posts, 
girders, and so forth. 

Lumber is classified according to its moisture content as green or 
dried. 1/ Often, more than half the weight of green lumber is moisture. Some 
lumber is used green, because various characteristics of the wood make such 
use easier or more economical. However, to prevent warping, most lumber is 
seasoned by drying before retail sale. 

Generally, lumber is measured by the board foot, a three-dimensional unit 
which, for tariff purposes, is described as--

The quantity of lumber contained in, or derived (by drying, 
dressing, or working, or any combination of these processes) from a 
piece of rough green lumber 1 inch in thickness, 12 inches in width, 
and 1 foot in length, or the equivalent of such piece in other 
dimensions. 2/ 

The above description of a board foot is on a rough green basis. In 
addition, the American Lumber Standards for Softwood Lumber 3/ sets forth 
minimum measurements for dressed lumber. For example, a rough 2"x4" piece of 
lumber can be a minimum of l-l/2"x3-l/2" when dressed. 

Softwood lumber is usually graded at the sawmill on characteristics which 
affect its strength, durability, utility, and/or appearance. Some common 
defects· that lower the grade are knots, splits, shake (separation of annual 
rings), wane (bark or lack of wood on corner or edge), and pitch pockets. 
Standard rules for grading of lumber are published by regional lumber 
manufacturing or marketing organizations; they vary with geographic regions 
and species of lumber. 

Uses 

Softwood lumber is readily workable, has a high strength-to-weight ratio, 
and is moderately durable; hence, it is widely used in the construction, 
shipping, and manufacturing industries. In years of normal construction 

1/ Generally, lumber with a moisture content of 18 percent or under is 
considered dried. 

2/ Tariff Schedules of the United States Annotated (1982), p. 116. 
3/ These standards are published by the U.S. Department of Commerce in 

cooperation with manufacturers, distributors, and users. 
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activity, it is estimated that about 45 percent of the annual consumption of 
softwood lumber is used in new housing, as shown in the following 
tabulation: 1/ 

End use 

Construction: 

Percentage distribution 
of U.S. consumption 

New housing---------------------------------- 45 
Residential upkeep and improvement----------- 15 
New nonresidential construction-------------- 10 

Shipping--------------------------------------- 10 
Manufacturing---------------------------------- 5 
Other------------------------------------------ 15 

Total------------------------------------- 100 

In years of poor housing starts, the amount of softwood lumber used in new 
homes may be somewhat less than 45 percent. 

For a given end use, softwood lumber of different species or from 
different regions is generally interchangeable. However, for some uses, a 
specific species is frequently preferred because of its particular 
characteristics--e.g., Douglas-fir for house framing, redwood for home 
exteriors, and white pine for moldings. 

Competitive products 

Wood or wood-based products--such as plywood, hardwood lumber, hardboard, 
particleboard, insulation board, medium density fiberboard, and certain 
paperboards--as well as nonwood products--such as metal, plastics, and 
brick--compete with softwood lumber in many of its important uses. In many 
cases, the substitute products are more economical for a particular use, and 
in other instances, their unique performance characteristics may he a factor. 

Plywood and the various building boards are frequently used in liP.u of 
lumber as sheathing and subflooring or underlayment, as concrete forms in 
construction, and in the manufacture of furniture and other articles. Plywood 
and hardboard also replace lumber in some types of containers. 

Hardwood lumber competes with softwood lumber in the manufacture of 
pallets, furniture, and various other articles. In areas where both hardwood 
and softwood lumber are produced, there is localized competition in some types 
of rural construction and in shipping (both containers and dunnage). 

1/ U.S. Forest Service, An Analysis of the Timber Situation in the United 
States 1952-2030, P· 95. 
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To some extent, paper and paperboard products have replaced lumber in the 
shipping container market and in construction. For example, paper honeycomb 
is used as a substitute for wood cores in plywood flush doors. 

Nonwood materials have long competed with, and have often been substituted 
for, lumber. For example, brick and concrete block are important building 
materials in the construction industry. Aluminum, which to some extent 
replaced softwood lumber in window frames and sash, particularly in low-cost, 
mass housing projects, now also competes with wood as a house-siding 
material. Steel studs compete with wooden ones, especially in nonresidential 
construction. Plastics and lightweight metals, such as aluminum and 
magnesium, have replaced lumber in many manufactured items. 
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Tariff Treatment 

U.S. tariff treatment 

As shown in appendix D, not one of the items covered in this 
investigation has a column 1 rate of duty other than free. Rates of duty for 
softwood lumber entered under column 2 (from countries under Communist 
domination or control) range from $1 to $4 per 1,000 board feet. The amount 
of softwood lumber imported dutiable at the column 2 rate is negligible. The 
United States has virtually no nontariff restrictions on imported softwood 
lumber. However, most lumber entering the United States is subject to 
inspection for wood-boring insects (not a major problem for most imports). 

Canadian tariff treatment 

The Canadian tariff provides duty-free treatment for imports of softwood 
lumber. The Canadian tariff classifications for softwood lumber are shown in 
appendix F. 

Foreign tariffs affecting U.S. and Canadian exports 

The major markets for u.s. or Canadian softwood lumber exports use the 
Customs Cooperation Council Nomenclature (CCCN) as the basis for their tariff 
classifications. The CCCN classifies.·softwood lumber under heading 44.05 
(wood sawn lengthwise, sliced or peeled, but not.further prepared, of a 
thickness exceeding 5mm), and 44.13 (wood planed, tongued, grooved, rebated, 
chamfered, v-jointed, centre v-jointed, beaded, centre-beaded or the like, but 
not further manufactured). The present rates of duty for the major export 
markets for the United States and Canada--the European Community and 
Japan--are given in appendix G. 
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Consumption, Production, and Trade 

United States 

Consumption.--In 1981, U.S. consumption of softwood lumber was 29.8 
billion board feet, 6 percent below 1980 consumption of 31.8 billion board 
feet. During 1977-81, consumption averaged 36.3 billion board feet per year, 
with a high of 41.2 billion board feet in 1978 and a low of 29.8 billion in 
1981. 

The recent decrease in consumption of softwood lumber is, for the most 
part, a result of the decrease in residential housing construction since late 
1979 associated with increased interest rates. 1/ The close relationship of 
interest rates and housing starts is recognized-throughout the wood products 
industry as pointed out in the Commission's March 3-4, 1982, hearings. For 
instance, one expert witness expressed the view widely held by the domestic 
industry that "High (interest) rates make it impossible to finance 
homebuilding at a normal pace, and homebuilding is the principal market for 
lumber and plywood." 2/ During 1977-81, the consumption of softwood lumber 
had a positive .99 correlation coefficient (.91 during 1972-82) with housing 
starts, thus displaying an almost perfect correlation. 3/ The following 
tabulation shows housing starts and softwood lumber consumption for 1977-81: 

Year 
Housing starts 

(million units) 

1977------------
1978------------
1979------------
1980------------
1981------------

2.0 
2.0 
1.8 
1.3 
1.1 

Softwood lumber consumption 
(billion board feet) 

39 .8 
41.2 
39.1 
31.8 
29.8 

Imports have accounted for an average of 25 percent of consumption during 
the last 10 years. However, imports increased their share of U.S. consumption 
during 1977-81, accounting for an average of over 28 percent of consumption 
(table 1). Canada supplies virtually all u.s. softwood lumber imports. 
Although the species mix may differ somewhat, most imported softwood lumber is 
used interchangeably with domestic lumber. 

In comparison with the trends of the 1940's and 1950's, when consumption 
in competitive building board products, in particular softwood plywood, 
increased due to cost factors and labor saving (e.g., a 4'x8' sheet of plywood 
can be applied as roof decking much more economically than can l"xlO" boards), 

l/ In recent years, an average of about 11,000 board feet of softwood lumber 
was consumed in building a new one-family home in the United States, although 
it is widely believed that the average house size will become smaller in 
future years. 

2/ Transcript of Hearings on Conditions Relating to the Importation of 
Canadian Softwood Lumber into the United States, p. 265, lines 14-20. 

3/ The least squares linear regression method was used to arrive at the 
correlation coefficients presented in this report. 
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the recent trend of lumber use in relation to competitive products has been 
more moderate. Consumption of softwood lumber relative to that for the 
principal competitive board materials is indicated in the tabulation below, 
which presents the index of consumption in all uses of softwood lumber, 
softwood plywood, and particleboard, including medium density fiberboard (MDF) 
(1977=100): 1/ 

Softwood 
Year lumber 

1972-------------- 93 
1976-------------- 89 
1977-------------- 100 
1978-------------- 104 
1979-------------- 98 
1980-------------- 80 
1981-------------- 75 

Softwood 
plywood 

95 
92 

100 
103 

98 
83 

1/ 82 

Particle board 
and MDF 

75 
83 

100 
110 
102 

90 
1/ 90 

1/ Estimated by the staff of the u.s. International Trade Commission. 

A relative plateau appears to have been reached over the last 5 years in 
the substitution of softwood plywood for softwood lumber. Particleboard and 
MDF, on the other hand, are still in the developmental stage, with increased 
acceptance of these products resulting in the substitution of some lumber, but 
to a greater degree they replace other' board products, such as plywood, rather 
than softwood lumber. 

Production.--u.s. production of softwood lumber averaged 27.8 billion 
board feet during 1977-81, ranging from a high of 31.0 billion board feet in 
1977 to a low of 22.7 billion board feet in 1981. Production in 1981 was 18 
percent below the 1977-81 average and 27 percent below the high for the period. 

The West produced an estimated 15.4 billion board feet, or 68 percent of 
u.s. softwood lumber production in 1981. Washington and Oregon have accounted 
for over half of the West's total production during the last 10 years (table 
2). In 1981, the South accounted for an estimated 6.3 billion board feet, or 
28 percent of the remaining u.s. softwood production. The North accounted for 
the smallest share of production in 1981--about 1.0 billion board feet (4 
percent), with Maine accounting for about 30 percent of the production in this 
region. 

Although total u.s. production of softwood lumber varied somewhat during 
1977-81, the percentage distribution of regional production did not vary 
significantly, as shown in the following tabulation: 

1/ Derived from u.s. Forest Service, Outlook for Timber Products, Annual 
Outlook, 1979-82. 
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Region 1/ 1977 1978 

West------percent--: 69 69 
South--------do----: 27 27 
North--------do----: 4 4 

Total 3/-do----: 100 lOO 
Quantity 
million bd. ft. 30,987 30,899 

1979 

69 . 27 . 
4 

lOO 

29,879 

1980 

2/ 68 
21 28 
-2/ 4 

lOO 

24,335 

1981 

2/ 68 
21 28 
-2/ 4 

100 

22,710 

1/ A map of the United States outlining the regions discussed in this report 
is-on p. 24. 

2/ Estimated by the staff of the u.s. International Trade Commission. 
3/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to totals shown. 

Production by species group.--Douglas-fir, southern pine, and ponderosa 
pine, in that order, are the leading species, or species groµps, of softwood 
lumber produced in the United States (table 3). In 1979, the shares of total 
output accounted for by these species were 28 percent, 26 percent, and 13 
percent, respectively. The remaining 33 percent was accounted for by hemlock, 
true firs, redwood, cedar, other pines, and spruce, among others. 

Except for a relatively large decline in redwood lumber production, which 
is due in part to increasing acreage of redwood forest land being set aside 
for noncommercial use, the broad species mix of u.s. softwood lumber 
production has not changed significantly in the last 10 years (table 3). 

Shipments and inventories.--Data published by the National Forest 
Products Association (NFPA) show that shipments of softwood lumber have not 
varied more than l percent from production in any year since 1976. Producers' 
inventories, as measured by gross mill stocks, tend to be somewhat seasonal. 
The highest inventories are generally built up in the spring months in 
anticipation of the increase in spring and summer construction activity. The 
opposite occurs in the fall months, when inventories decline in expectation of 
slack demand in the winter months. 

Producers' yearend inventories during 1977-81 varied from a high of 4.2 
billion board feet in 1979 to a low of 3.9 billion board feet in 1981. 1/ The 
ratio of yearend inventories to production historically has been higher during 
years of low production, as shown below: 

Production Dec.I Mill stocks Ratio of mill stocks 
Year (million (million to total production 

board feet) board feet) (percent) 

19 77 --------- 30,987 4,077 13 
1978--------- 30,899 3,999 13 
1979--------- 29,879 4 ,175 14 
1980--------- 24,335 4,063 17 
1981--------- 22,710 3,870 17 

l/NFPA, Fingertip facts and figures, February 1982. 
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u.s. imports 

U.S. imports of softwood lumber have generally moved in the same 
direction as the level of u.s. construction activity in recent 
years--particularly the number of new homes built in the United States. 
During 1977-81, imports of softwood lumber had a positive .87 correlation 
coefficient with housing starts (The correlation for 1972-81 was .33). The 
following tabulation shows imports and housing starts during 1977-81: 

Year 
Imports 

(billion board feet) 
Housing starts 
(million units) 

1977-------
1978-------
1979-------
1980-------
1981-------

10.2 
11.6 
10.9 
9.4 
9.0 

2.0 
2.0 
1.8 
1.3 
1.1 

During 1977-81, softwood lumber imports averaged 10.2 billion board feet 
per year. In 1981, they totaled 9.0 billion board feet, valued at $1.7 
billion dollars, down from 11.6 billion board feet, valued at $2.3 billion, in 
1978, the peak year for imports (table 4). 

Unit values of softwood lumber imports generally reflect both inflation 
and demand for timber products. Value per 1,000 board feet increased steadily 
during 1977-79, but fell in 1980 and 1981 as U.S. and world markets 
deteriorated, as shown in the following tabulation: 

Average value, 
Year (per 1,000 bd. ft.) 

1977------------
1978------------
1979------------
1980------------
1981------------

US$172.08 
200.89 
224.92 
187.84 
187.72 

The ratio of imports to domestic consumption averaged 28.2 percent during 
1977-81. In 1975 the ratio was at a 10-year low of 18.7 percent, but it rose 
fairly steadily during 1977-81, to an all time high of 30.3 percent in 1981 as 
shown in the following tabulation: 

Year 

Imports as a share 
of consumption 

(percent) 

1975-------~---------------------------- 18.7 
1977------------------------~----------- 25.7 
1978------------------------------------ 28.2 
1979------------------------------------ 28.0 
1980------------------------------------ 29.6 
1981------------------------------------ 30.3 
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Historically, Canada has supplied nearly all imports of U.S. softwood 
lumber. During 1977-81, it provided over 99 percent (by both quantity and 
value). In 1981, total softwood lumber imports amounted to 9,029 million 
board feet, and imports from Canada totaled 9,008 million board feet. Central 
and South American countries account for most of the remainder. 

In 1981, 67 percent of u.s. softwood lumber imports were classified as 
spruce. Nevertheless, it is believed that most such imports are actually a 
mix of spruce-pine-fir, known in the trade as SPF. SPF is manufactured in 
British Columbia and Eastern Canada in dimension sizes primarily for the u.s. 
market. Imports of softwood lumber from all sources in 1981, by types, are 
shown in the following tabulation: 

Imports 
Type (billion board feet) 

Spruce-------------------- 6.0 
Pine---------------------- .9 
Cedar--------------------- .6 
Hemlock------------------- .5 
Douglas-fir--------------- .5 
True fir------------------ .5 
All other----------------- 1/ 

Total----------------- 9.0 

1/ Less than 50 million board feet, or 0.5 percent. 

Percent 

67 
10 

7 
6 
6 
6 

1/ 
Ioo 

Imports of softwood lumber enter the United States primarily by rail 
through Midwest customs districts. In 1981, the Duluth, Minn., customs 
district accounted for imports of 2.7 billion board feet, followed .by Seattle, 
Wash., with 1.4 billion board feet. The following tabulation shows the top 10 
customs districts for all softwood lumber imports in 1981: 

Customs district 

Duluth, Minn-----------­
Seattle, Wash----------­
Detroit, Mich----------­
Pembina, N. Dak--------­
Buffalo, N.Y-----------­
Ogdensburg, N.Y--------­
St. Albans, Vt---------­
Portland, Maine--------­
Los Angeles, Calif-----­
New York, N.Y----------­
All other---------------

Total---------------

Imports 
(billion board feet) 

2.7 
1.4 
1.2 

.7 

.6 

.6 

.5 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.7 
-:-9.0 

Table 5 shows imports by customs districts for 1976-81. 

Percerit 

30 
15 
14 

8 
7 
7 
5 
2 
2 
2 
8 

Ioo 
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Related-party imports.-- Imports of softwood lumber by related parties 1/ 
were 946 million board feet in 1980, 10 percent of total u.s. imports -
(table 6). It is believed that most related-party transactions occur between 
large multinatlonal corporations operating in both Canada and the United 
States. Related-party imports as a share of total imports are shown for 
1976-80 in the following tabulation: '!:../ 

Year 
Related-party imports 
(billion board feet) 

1976----------
1977----------
1978----------
19 7 9-------- --­
l 980----------

1.7 
1.9 
1.6 
1.5 

.9 

Related-party imports as a 
share of total imports. 

(percent) 

22 
18 
14 
13 
10 

Related party-imports as a share of total imports decreased from 22 
percent in 1976 to 10 percent in 1980. Some of this decline can probably be 
attributed to efforts by U.S.-owned producers in Canada to market their 
Canadian-made lumber in offshore markets when U.S. demand dropped due to low 
housing starts. 

u.s. exports 

Exports of softwood lumber totaled 1.9 billion board feet in 1981, 
representing a 4-percent decline from the record export level of 2.0 billion 
board feet in 1980 (table 7). The average level of exports was 1.7 billion 
board feet during 1977-81. 

Exports as a share of u.s. production were relatively small during 
1977-81, averaging about 6 percent. The ratio of exports to production 
generally increases during periods of slack u.s. demand, as U.S. producers try 
to maintain or expand their lumber sales. 

The principal species exported is Douglas-fir, which !n 1981 accounted 
for 0.5 billion board feet, or 27 percent of total softwood lumber exported in 
1981. Other important species or species groups exported are hemlock and 
Southern pine. Together, these account for about 60 percent of u.s. softwood 
lumber exports. 

Most softwood lumber exported from the United States exits from Seattle, 
Wash., Portland, Oreg., and Anchorage, Alaska. Collectively, these three 
customs districts accounted for 59 percent of the quantity and 63 percent of 
the value of u.s. softwood lumber exports in 1981. In 1981, Japan received 27 

l/ Generally, any transaction not considered arm's length--defined in sec. 
402(g)(2) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (reproduced in app. H). 

'!:../ The figures for 1981 were not available at the time of publication. 
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percent of U.S. softwood lumber exports. The top five u.s. markets for lumber 
exports in 1981 (ranked by value) are shown in the following tabulation: 

Volume Value Percent of 
Market (million board feet) (million $US) total value 

Japan-------- 506 176 27 
Canada------- 495 123 19 
Italy-------- 88 55 8 
Australia---- 123 48 7 
Mexico------- 199 44 7 
All other---- 484 207 32 

Total---- 1,895 653 100 

Table 7 shows u.s. exports of softwood lumber by destinations and table 
8, by customs districts. 

Canada 

Consumption.--Apparent Canadian consumption of softwood lumber was 5.3 
billion board feet in 1981 (table 9), 15 percent below 1980 consumption of 6.2 
billion board feet. Canadian consumption has declined, like u.s. consumption, 
in large measure because of high interest rates and the associated poor demand 
for building materials. During 1977-81, apparent consumption averaged 5.5 
billion board feet. 

Production.--Canadian production of softwood lumber averaged 17.7 billion 
board feet during 1977-81, increasing from 17.2 billion board feet in 1977 to 
a high of 18.5 billion board feet in 1979 before dropping to 16.4 billion 
board feet in 1981. 

In 1981, British Columbia accounted for 10.4 billion board feet, or 64 
percent of total Canadian production. During 1977-81, British Columbia 
accounted for 67 percent of Canada's total softwood lumber production. 

Softwood lumber production in British Columbia and in all of Canada in 
1977-81 is shown in table 9 and in the following tabulation (in billions of 
board feet): 

Year British Columbia 

1977------------
1978------------
1979------------
1980------------
1981------------

12 .o 
12.5 
12.5 
12.0 
10.4 

Other Provinces 

5.2 
5.9 
6.0 
6.2 
6.0 

Total Canada 

17 .2 
18.4 
18.5 
18.2 
16.4 



13 

Production by species or species group.--In 1980, the spruce-pine-fir 
classification of lumber was the leading species group of softwood lumber 
produced in Canada, 1/ as shown in the following tabulation: 

Percentage distribution of of production in--
Species group 

British Columbia Canada (total) 

SPF----------------------------: 55 69 
Hem-fir------------------------: 23 15 
Douglas-fir--------------------: 11 7 
Cedars-------------------------: 9 6 
Other--------------------------: 2 2 

Total 1/-------------------:~~~~~~~~-=-1=0~0~~~~~~~----~--.1~0=-o 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

In 1980, SPF accounted for 55 percent of softwood lumber produced in 
British Columbia and 69 percent of total Canadian production. The hem-fir, 
the cedars, and Douglas-fir accounted_ for much of the remainder. The largest 
part of the overall increase in Canadian production in the last 20 years has 
been accounted for by SPF lumber as previously inaccessible timber lands (a 
large part of which are in British Columbia) have become available for 
harvesting. 

Canadian imports.--Historically, Canadian imports have been under 400 
million board feet per year and are small relative to the magnitude of 
Canadian production_ and exports. Canadian imports in 1980 (317 million board 
feet) were 5 percent of apparent consumption and were equal to 2 and 3 percent 
of production and exports, respectively,. Canadian imports are estimated ~o 
have totaled about 430 million board feet in 1981 (table 10). 

Canadian exports.--Canadian exports of softwood lumber amounted to 11.6 
billion board feet in 1981, representing a 6-percent decline from those in 
1980 (table 11). The average level of exports was 12.5 billion board feet 
during 1977-81. Exports as a share of Canadian production averaged about 71 
percent during 1977-81. 

Canadian exports to the United States were 9.0 billion board feet in 
1981, accounting for 78 percent of total softwood lumber exports. 2/ These 
and other Canadian exports to world areas in 1981 are shown below:-

1/ Statistics Canada, 1980. Figures for production by species in 1981 were 
not available. 

2/ Official Canadian export and import statistics may vary somewhat from 
comparable U.S. statistics because of differences in shipment recordings, 
timing, classification, and so forth. 
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Area 
Exports 

(billion board feet) Percent 

United States--------------­
European Community----------
Japan-----------------------
All other-------------------

9.0 
1.0. 

.9 

.6 

78 
9 
8 
5 

Total------------------- 11.6 loO 

·of the 9.0 billion board feet exported to the United States in 1980, 1/ the 
SPF species group was the leading export category, as shown in the following 
tabulation: 

Species 
group 

Percentage distribution 
of total exports 

SPF------------------------------------ 77 
Hem-fir-------------------------------- 11 
Cedars.--------------------------------- 7 
Douglas-fir---------------------------- 4 
Other---------------------------------- 1 

Total------------------------------ 100 

Canadian exports to the United States increased from 10.3 billion board 
feet in 1977 to 11.4 billion board feet in 1978 before dropping to 9.0 billion 
board feet in 1981, as shown in the following tabulation: 

Canadian exports 
to the United States 

Year (billion board feet)· 

1977------------------------------------------- 10.3 
1978------------------------------------------- 11.4 
1979------------------------------------------- 10.8 
1980------------------------------------------- 9.3 
1981------------------------------------------- 9.0 

Most of the increase in Canadian softwood lumber exports to the United 
States that has occurred since 1970 (when exports were only 5.4 billion feet) 
has been in the SPF classification. Such imports increased from 3.2 billion 
board feet in 1970 to 7.2 billion board feet in 1980 (1981 figures are 
unavailable). 

British Columbia exports.--Of Canada's total exports to the United States 
of 9.0 billion board feet in 1981, 5.3 billion board feet (58 percent) was 
supplied by British Columbia. This amount accounted for 51 percent of total 
British Columbia shipments in 1981. From data of Statistics Canada, the 
following tabulation shows British Columbia exports to the United States, the 

1/ Figures for export by species in 1981 were not available; the percentages 
shown are based on 1980 statistics. 
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share of British Columbia production accounted for by these exports, and the 
share of u.s. consumption accounted for by these exports during 1977-81: 

Quantity 
Year (billion board feet) 

1977---- 8.0 
1978---- 8.5 
1979---- 7.7 
1980---- 6.3 
1981---- 5.3 

Share of total 
British Columbia production 

(percent) 

66 
67 
62 
53 
51 

Share of 
u.s. consumption 

(percent) 

20 
21 
20 
20 
18 

Both the quantity of British Columbia exports of softwood lumber to the 
United States and their share of total British Columbia production decreased 
from 1977 to 1981. However, British Columbia exports approximately maintained 
their share of u.s. consumption during that period. Total Canadian exports to 
the United States increased from 26 to 30 percent of u.s. consumption. 

British Columbia shipments to the United States and other world areas are 
shown in the following tabulation, based on Statistics Canada data on 1980 
production: 1/ 

Area 

Canada----------------------------------
Uni ted States---------------------------
Japan-----------------------------------
European Community-~--------------------
Other----------------------------------­

Total-------------------------------

A comparison of the softwood lumber trade patterns 
of the United States and Canada 

Percent distribution 
of total exports 

26 
53 

9 
8 
4 

100 

The following tabulation gives a brief comparison of u.s. and Canadian 
softwood lumber trade statistics for 1981 (in billions of board feet): 

United States Canada 

Production------------­
Imports---------------­
Exports---~-----------­

Apparent consumption-- · 

22.7 
9.0 
1.9 

29.8 

!/ Figures for 1981 were not available. 

16.4 
.4 

11.6 
5.3 
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The most apparent differences are that Canada exports about 70 percent of 
its production compared with 8 percent for the United States and that imports 
account for about 30 percent of apparent u.s. consumption compared with 
Canada's 8 percent. 

Canada's principal export market by far is the United States, with the 
European Community (EC) and Japan being important secondary markets. The 
United States' largest export market is Japan, followed by Canada and the EC. 
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Industry Comparisons 

Both the U.S. and Canadian softwood lumber industries have been faced 
with declining demand since late 1979. As discussed in the preceding section, 
u.s. softwood lumber production declined from 30 billion to 23 billion board 
feet .during 1979-81, and Canadian softwood lumber production declined from 18 
billion to 16 billion board feet during the same period. Production 
curtailments and permanent mill closings have led to high rates of 
unemployment and declining profits. U.S. employment fell from 164,000 in 1979 
to 132,000 in 1981, compared with a Canadian drop from 57,000 to 44,000 in 
1981. Profits as a percent of return on capital fell in the United States 
industry, dropping from 12.0 percent in 1979 to 9.4 percent in 1980. The 
Canadian return on capital dropped in a similar fashion from 16.5 percent in 
1979 to 11.4 percent in 1980. The current market, thus far in 1982, is viewed 
by both the u.s. and Canadian industry as continuing its downward trends. A 
detailed analysis of each .industry is discussed below. 

United States 

The figure on the following page shows the six softwood-lumber-producing 
· regions of the United States and the three major geographic regions as used in 
'·this report. United States Department of Commerce data indicate that 
·approximately 7,000 establishments produce softwood and hardwood lumber in the 

. United States. 1/ Of these, fewer than 1,900 had more than 20 employees. 
Since 1977, the-number of mills has steadily decreased due to a variety of 
factors, but mainly because· of increased technology resulting in stiff 
competition and centralization and, since 1979, decreased demand for wood 
products in the United States and in important foreign markets. The number of 
establishments in selected years is shown in the following tabulation: 

Year 

1972-----------------------
1977-----------------------
1978-----------------------
1979-----------------------
1980-----------------------

Establishments 

8,071 
7,508 
7,500 
7,280 
7,050 

'. These establishments are located throughout the United States, but are 
concentrated in the major softwood-lumber-producing regions. These 

1/ There are numerous mills, some of which are portable, that the u.s. 
Bureau of the Census does not include in its data. These have been estimated 
to number approximately 25,000, and account for less than 10 percent of 
production. 



Figure.--The 6 softwood lumber-producing regions and the 3 major geographic divisions of the United States • 
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concentrations in selected States in 1977 are shown in the following 
tabulation: 1/ 

Region and State 

North----------------~-------~-----­

Maine--------------------
South-----------

North Carolina and South Carolina---­
Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi---­
Texas and Arkansas--------
Virginia----------------------­

West-----------------------~· ~---

Oregon and Washington----------­
Mon tana and Idaho---------------

Establishments 

2,394 
152 

3,815 
800 
834 
449 
516 

1,299 
587 
206 

Although there are large corporations with high· volumes of production, 
most of the softwood lumber producers are small firms. In 1980, the five 
largest producers accounted for approximately 28 percent of u.s. production, 
and the 50 largest firms accounted for approximately 67 percent (table 12). 
There were 115 mills with annual production exceeding 50 million board feet, 
and 582 mills with annual production greater than 10 million board feet. 2/ 

u.s. production of softwood lumber is concentrated in the West, where the 
remaining old-growth high-quality timber is located. This area accounts for 
approximately 68 percent of u.s. softwood lumber shipments. The highest 
concentration of large mills is also in this region; in 1980, 190 mills each 
produced 25 million board feet or more in the West, compared with 86 mills in 
the South and 10 in the North. 

According to Department of Commerce statistics, employment in the sawmill 
and planing mill industry increased from 142,000 production workers in 1975 to 
163,500 in 1979 before falling to a 10-year low of approximately 132,000 
production workers in 1981. 

1/ u.s. Department of Commerce, 1977 Census of Manufactures, 1980. 
2/ Annual Lumber Review and Buyers Guide, Forest Industries, Miller Freeman 

Publications, San Francisco, May 1981. 
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General comparative data from the Department of Commerce for sawmills and 
planing mills in 1979 are shown in the following tabulation, along with other 
selected important segments of the forest. products industry: 1/ 

Pro- Man- : Value :Value added . added Industry duction hours Wages . per per 

workers worked :production production 
worker worker hour 

Number Millions Million 
dollars 

Sawmills and planing: 
mills-------------: 163,500 331.9 2,013.6 $35,318 $17.40 

Softwood veneer and . . 
plywood-----------: 43,300 87 .8 679.9 34,256 16.89 

Particleboard-------: 5,100 10.6 67.9 50,078 24.09 
All wood products--: 632,200 1,221.0 6,989.9 31,815 16.47 . . 

Average value added per production worker's hour in the sawmill and 
planing mill industry exceeded the average for all wood products by almost 
$1.00. However, until 1979, the value added in the sawmill and planing mill 
industry was exceeded by that of the softwood veneer and plywood industry. 
This reversal may be attributed in part to increased use of labor-saving 
technological improvements, particularly during the last 5 years. In 
addition, the softwood plywood industry is now using a higher volume of 
sinaller logs, which cost more to process. 

Canada 

Statistics Canada reports that in 1979 there were 1,308 sawmills and 
planing mills in Canada, concentrated principally in Quebec (381), .British 
Columbia (350), and Ontario (243). 2/ 

1/ u.s. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Manufactures, 1979, 1981. 
2/ Statistics Canada, Sawmills and Planing Mills and Shingle Mills, 1979, 

1981. 
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Total employment in the Canadian sawmill and planing mill industry was 
49,000 in 1975 and increased to approximately 60,000 in 1977 and 68,000 in 
1979. Concentration by size among the Canadian producers is similar to that 
for the U.S. producers, even though there are fewer Canadian mills overall. 
In 1980, the five largest Canadian producers accounted for about 22 percent of 
all Canadian softwood lumber production, and the 50 largest producers 
accounted for 67 percent (table 12). Comparative data for sawmills and 
planing mills in Canada and the principal producing Provinces in 1979 are 
given in the tabulation below: 1/ 

Item 

Canada-------------------: 
British Columbia: 

Coast------------------: 
Interior---------------: 

Quebec-------------------: 
Ontario------------------: 

Pro­
duction 
workers 

Number 

57,441 

14,083 
18,360 
12,668 

5,956 

Man­
hours 
worked 

W Value ages 
:(in u.s.= added per: 
:dollars):production: 
: : worker : 

:Millions: Million: ------u.s. 
dollars: 

122.0 

28.7 
37.7 
28.8 
12.9 

$889.6 

263.5 
330.9 
147.S 

73.4 

$38,780 

39,652 
45,405 
34,637 
34,696 

Value added 
per 

production 
worker hour 

dollat"s-----

$18.26 

19.46 
22.11 
15.23 
16.05 

The value added per production worker's hour in the interior and coastal 
regions of British Columbia exceeds the average for all Canada and for Ontario 
and Quebec. 

U.S. ownership in the Canadian sawmill industry accounts for about 10 
percent of all lumber production in Canada. In British Columbia, u.s. 
ownership.is even more significant; 10 u.s.-owned firms produce nearly 20 
percent of that Province's production, representing about 2.s billion board 
feet in 1980. 2/ Total production of firms in British Columbia in ~hich u.s. 
companies held-some ownership was 5.7 billion board feet in 1980. 3/ 

l/ Ibid. 
2/ Annual Lumber Review and Buyers Guide, Forest Industries, Miller Freeman 

Publisher, San Francisco, May 1981. 
3/ "Consolidation of material presented to the International Trade 

Commission,· Canadian Softwood Lumber Committee, February 1982, P• 3. 
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Comparison of u.s. and Canadian industries 

In general, the Canadian and u.s. industries· are similar in structure. 
The Canadian industry is slightly more concentrated but not to an extent that 
changes the competitive nature of these industries. The u.s. and Canadian 
sawmill and planing mill industries are not highly concentrated, produce a 
similar· product, and serve a wide. market characterized by many buyers and 
sellers. 

A comparison of the value-added per production worker hour for the u.s. 
and Canadian sawmill and planing mill industries indicates that Canadian mills 
have a slightly higher value added per production worker than do u.s. mills. 
The several· factors that may have a bearing on this condition include 
differences in technology, production costs, material costs, labor skills, and 
the quality of raw materials. These matters are discussed in other sections 
of this report. In the following tabulation, the value added by u.s. and 
Canadian sawmills and planing mills is compared for 1972 and 1977-81: 1/ 

Value added per production worker hour in--

Year 

1972-------
1977-------
1978--------
1979-------
1980 1/-----
1981 1/-----

United· States 

$ 9.62 
14.11 
17 .33 
17 .• 40 
17 .95 
19.09 

1/ Estimated using the trend since 1972. 

Canada 

$ 8.50 
14.98 
16.81 
18.26 
18.87 
20.24 

This indicator shows a close similarity between the two industries. The 
value added for the Canadian production worker trended upward at a slightly 
higher rate, but from 1972 to 1981 the average difference between the u.s. and 
Canadian value added was less than $1.00. 

1/ u.s. Bureau of the Census, Annual Survey of Manufactures, 1979, 1981, and 
Statistics Canada, Sawmills and Planing Mills and Shingle Mills, 1979, 1980. 
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Employment in both the u.s. and Canadian industries hB.s declined since 
1979. In the tabulation below, employment, employment indexes, and production 
indexes for the United States 1/ and Canada 2/ were as follows: 

United States Canada 

Year Production=Production workers :Production Production workers 
index : : Index ~ index Index (1977•100)~ Number :(l977 =lOO):(l977=100) Number 

: (1977=100) 

1975--------: 
1976--------: 
1977--------: 
1978--------: 
1979-------: 
1980-------: 
1981--------: 

83 :142,300 
95 :150,700 

100 :155,800 
100 :153,300 

96 :163,500 

91 
97 

100 
98 

105 
90 
84 

63 40,788 
87 47,832 

100 51,532 
107 56,101 
107 57,441 

79 
93 

100 
109 
111 

79 :140,600 
73 :131,600 

106 :1/ 50,000 
95 :1/ 44,200 

97 
86 

1/ Estimated from data provided by the National Forest Products Association. 

The number of production workers in both countries peaked in 1979. 
Thereafter, the number declined to a 10-year low in the United States and to 
the second lowest level in Canada. 

Three financial indicators are shown in table 13 for the u.s. and 
Canadian sawmill and planing mill industries. These indicate that. in recent 
years the Canadian industry has had a better financial return than the u.s. 
industry. The median return on capital employed is shown for the United 
States, Canada, and 15 mills in British Columbia. The median returns (in 
percent) for the United States and Canada, shown ih the following tabulation, 
are extracted from table 13, and the returns for British Columbia mills were 
developed by Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. for the Council of Forest 
Industries of British Columbia: 

Year United States Canada 

1975----- 1.5 1.8 
1976------ 8.2 3.6 
1977------- 8.1 9.5 
1978------- 10.3 15.9 
1979------- 12.0 16.5 
1980------ 9.4 11.4 

1/ u.s. Department of Commerce, Industrial Outlook, 1982. 
2/ Statistics Canada, 1979. 

British Columbia 

4.6 
8.8 
8.0 

12.l 
19.4 

9.6 
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Forest Resources 

United States 1/ 

The resource base.--Of the 2,264 million acres of land area in the United 
States, 740 million acres are classified by the u.s. Forest Service as forest 
land. Of this 740 million acres, 488 million acres are classified as 
commercial forest land. 2/ The commercial forest land is fairly well 
distributed among the three major regions of the United States, as shown in 
the following tabulation: 

Region 

South-----------------------~----­
North-----------------------------
Wes t-----------------·-_________ :_ __ 

Total-------------------------

Acres 
(millions) 

188 
171 
129 

488 

Oregon and Washington have the most commercial forest land in the West, 
with 24 million and 18 million acres, respectively; in the North, Michigan (19 
million), Pennsylvania (17 million), and Maine (17 million) are the leading 
States; while in the South, Georgia (25 million), Alabama (21 million), and 
North Carolina (20 million) have the largest acreages. 

Forest inventory. 3/--Although the preceding data provide an overall view 
of the extent of commercial forest land of the United States, for the purpqses 
of this investigation, the net volume of softwood sawtimber 4/ is a more 
important measure of resource supply. The net amount of softwood sawtimber on 
commercial forest land in the United States, as reported by the u.s. Forest 
Service for 1977, was 1,983 billion board feet, 77 percent of the 2,569 
billion board feet of all sawtimber (including hardwoods) on u.s. commercial 
forest land. 

1/ Data presented ·are based on Forest Statistics of the u.s. 1977-Review 
Draft, u.s. Department of Agriculture Forest Service. 

2/ Commercial forest land is defined as land which is producing or is 
capable of producing crops of industrial wood and not withdrawn from timber 
utilization by statute or administrative regulation. Areas qualifying as 
commercial forest land have the capacity of producing in excess of 20 cubic 
feet per acre per year of industrial wood in natural stands. 

3/ All inventory figures represent 1977 data (latest available from the u.s. 
Forest Service). 

4/ Softwood sawtimber is defined as live trees of commercial species 
containing at least a 12-foot saw log, or two noncontiguous saw logs, each 8 
feet or longer, and with at least one-third of the gross board-foot volume 
between the 1-foot stump and minimum saw-log top being sound. Softwoods must 
be at least 9.0 inches in diameter at breast height (4-1/2 feet above ground 
level). 
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The softwood sawtimber, however, is not distributed evenly over all 
forest lands. The West has by far the greatest volume of softwood 
sawtimber--1,546 billion board feet, accounting for 78 percent of the total 
sawtimber resource. The South accounts for 340 billion board feet (17 
percent), and the North (97 billion board feet--5 percent) accounts for the 
remainder. Table 14 shows the volume of softwood sawtimber, by regions and 
specified States, in 1977. 

The total volume of all softwood growing stock 1/ on commercial 
timberland in the United States is 456 billion cubic-feet. As shown in the 
following tabulation, Washington and Oregon constitute 133 billion cubic feet 
(29 percent) of the total: 

Region 

West: 
Washington and Oregon------------
All other-----~------------------

South-----------------------------­
North------------------------~----­

Total--------------------------

Softwood growing stock 
(billion cubic feet) 1/ 

133 
182 

97 
46 

456 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may hot add to totals shown. 

Forest ownership.-- 2/0Wnership of the 488 million acres of commercial 
forest land in the United-States is concentrated in farmer and all other 
private ownerships (excluding forest industry). This group owned 283 million 
acres, or 58 percent of total u.s. commercial forest land. Another 68 million 
acres (14 percent) are owned by forest industries. Of the remaining 137 
million acres, 89 million (18 percent) are in the national forests, and 48 
million acres (10 percent) are in other public lands. 

Ownership of softwood sawtimber is again not in direct proportion to 
ownership of all commercial forest land. Of the total 1,983 billion board 
feet, 1,008 billion board feet (51 percent) is in national forests, 549 
billion board feet of which is in national forests in the Pacific Northwest 

1/ The volume of all softwood growing stock is included for comparison 
purposes. It includes timber which does not meet the requirements for 
sawtimber. 

2/ Data presented are based on Forest Statistics of the u.s. 1977-Review 
Draft, u.s. Department of Agriculture Forest Service. 
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(including 162 billion board feet in Alaska). This and other major ownership 
classifications of softwood sawtimber are.shown in the following tabulation: 

Ownership 

National forest~----------------------­
Farm and other private-----------------­
Forest industry----------------------~-­
Other public----------------------------

Total-------------------------------

Board feet 
{billions) 1/ 

1,008 
430 
310 
236 

1,983 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Percent 
of total 

51 
22 
16 
12 

100 

1/ 

The following tabulation shows that the ownership of all softwood growing 
stock is distributed in nearly the same manner as softwood sawtimber: 

Cubic feet Percent 
Ownership (billions) 1/ of total 

National forest------------------------- 208 46 
Farm and other private------------------ 124 27 
Forest industry------------------------- 74 16 
Other public---------------------------- 51 11 

Total------------------------------- '456 100 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Log exports.--For purposes of this investigation, discussion of log 
exports will focus on the effects of softwood log exports on raw material 
price and supply for U.S. lumber manufactures. 

1/ 

Log exports have increased in volume from approximately 300 million board 
feet per year in the 1960's to over 3 biliion board feet annually during 
1978-80. Exports of softwood logs in 1981 declined to 2.4 billion board feet, 
valued at $1.0 billion. The average value per 1,000 board feet was $421.88 in 
1981 (down from $466.92 in 1980), which is significantly higher than average 
softwood log prices for domestic sales in the United States. Generally, the 
exports are very high-quality logs destined for Japan, which received about 74 
percent of the quantity of 1981 softwood log exports (table 15). About 95 
percent of such log exports originate in Oregon and Washington, but between 
0.2 billion and 0.3 billion board feet of logs are exported annually from 
Maine to the Province of Quebec. 
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Since October 1973, Congress has banned the export of unprocessed timber 
from Federal lands in the West. 1/ Before this ban, exports from Feder&l land 
west of the lOOth meridian had been restricted (since January 1, 1969) to 
350 million board feet annually by the Morse Amendment (82 Stat. 966). 
Softwood log exports from Federal lands in Alask:a have been restricted since 
the late 1920's and from State-owned lands since 1960; currently there is a 
court order suspending this law to allow the export of logs from State lands 
in Alaska. Oregon and California applied restrictions on log exports from 
their State-owned lands beginning in 1963 and 1974, respectively, and 
continuing to the present time. 

Nationally, less than 5 percent of the total softwood log harvest is 
exported. In the western parts of Oregon and Washington, however, softwood 
log exports account for about 20 percent of the total harvest, and in M.~ine, 
log exports have accounted for between 30 and 50 percent of that State's total 
harvest in.recent years, although the trend is diminishing. 2/ 

The effect of log export restrictions on resource supply, employment, and 
on lumber and stumpage prices is a subject of much debate. On one side of the 
issue, proponents of further restrictions in the Northwest claim that 
additional restrictions would lower stumpage prices by increasing the supply 
of available logs and through lower lumber prices enhance the competitive 
position of Pacific Northwest producers in both u.s. and foreign markets. 

On the other hand, opponents of restrictions maintain that further 
restrictions would not guarantee lower stumpage and lumber prices, because 
Japan possibly would start importing lumber from the United States in the 
necessary quantities to replace its lost log imports, thereby continuing the 
demand on u.s. timber resources. As an additional point, some opponents claim 
that higher u.s. prices caused by log exports have led to increased incentives 
for management on u.s. forests (higher prices justify increased ma~gement, 
which in turn yields greater per acre volumes of better grade timber). If 
incentives were removed, it is claimed, management would deterior~te, 
resulting in decreased supply and higher prices in future years. · 

A similar situation occurs in Maine, where Quebec sawmills pay a higher 
price for some species of logs than many Maine mills can afford to pay 
(although a great deal of Maine's sawlogs that are exported to Quebec have no 
market in Maine because of their remote location). Landowners and logging 
contractors are better off because of the higher prices.received for·their 
timber, while Maine mills' log costs increase, detracting from their 
competitive position. 

1/ Department of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1974 
(P7L. 93-120, Oct. 4, 1973), sec. 301. 

2/ Aley, Jack, The Export of Maine Sawlogs to Quebec, State of Maine 
Department of Conservation, April 1981. 
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In a 1980 etudy by the Forest Service, 1/ projections of the effects of a 
log export ban were made using a multiple scenario approach. The scenarios 
are based on various of assumptions ranging from Japan purchasing no 
additional softwood lumber from the United States to Japan purchasing the 
lumber equivalent of the log export volume that would have been exported. The 
results of this atudy indicate that prices for both lumber and stumpage could 
be expected to vary with a log export ban, dependent on each scenario. 
Stumpage. prices in the Douglas-fir region were predicted to decline in all 
scenarios, although all other regions examined had mixed stumpage price 
changes depending on the conditions of the scenario. The most likely 
scenarios indicate a stumpage price change of .less than+ 15 percent (except 
for stumpage prices in the Douglas-fir areas, which could be expected to 
decline by more than 15 percent). The magnitude of the price changes found 
for lumber in the most likely scenarios would amount to less than a :!:_ 
2-percent change in the 1980's. 

In addition to price changes, total u.s. timber harvest could be expected 
to decline (primarily in the Douglas-fir region) under all scenarios during a 
log export ban. In analyzing the results from these reports, it is important 
to note that although a ban on log exports would certainly affect the price 
and supply of lumber and stumpage to some degree, changes in the U.S. economy 
and in levels of housing activity would more greatly affect prices and 
supplies. 

Canada 

The resource base.--of the 2,278 million acres of land area in Canada, 2/ 
844 million acres are classified as forest land of which 776 million .acres are 
available for the growing and harvesting of forest crops (production forest 
land). Of the 776 million acres, however, only 490 million acres (59 million 
of which are currently unstocked) are classified as being able to produce a 
merchantable stand of timber within a reasonable length of time (productive 
forest land). These 490 million acres of productive forest land are 
distributed among the regions of Canada as shown in the following tabulation: 

l/ Darr, David R., Richard w. Haynes, and Darius Mo Adams, The Impact of the 
Export and Import of Raw Logs on Domestic Timber Supplies and Prices, u.s. 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service Research Paper, PNW-277, 1980. 

2/ Statistics Canada, Catalogue 25-202, 1979. 1 square kilometer= 247.105 
acres. 
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Region 
Productive forest land 

(million acres) 1/ 

British Columbia-------------------
Ontario-----------------~--------­

Quebec 2/-------------------------­
Alberta=----------------------------
Other Atlantic Provinces 3/--------
Manitoba-----------------=--------­
Other 4/---------------------------

Total--------------------------

119 
106 

92 
50 
45 
33 
44 

490 

1/ Because of rounding, figures do not add to the total shown. 

Percent 

24 
22 
19 
10 

9 
7 
9 

100 

2/ The data on about 44 million uninventoried acres of Quebec are not 
available and hereinafter will not be included. 

3/ Includes Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick (Prince Edward 
Island is excluded). 

4/ Includes Saskatchewan, Northwest Territories, and Yukon. 

Forest inventory.--The volume of softwood timber on Canada's stocked 
productive forest land is about 608 billion cubic feeto Of this total, 477 
billion cubic feet are softwood timber ori economically accessible lands. The 
following tabulation shows that over. half of this economically accessible 
timber is in British Columbia: 

Region 

British Columbia--­
Ontario-----------­
Quebec------------­
Other Atlantic 2/-­
Alberta--------=---­
Manitoba----------­
Other 3/-----------Total--.:.. ______ _ 

Volume 
(billion cubic feet) 1/ 

252 
73 
67 
35 
33 

8 
10 

477 

Percent 

53 
15 
14 

7 
7 
2 
2 

100 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
2/ Includes Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick (Prince Edward 

Island is excluded). 
3/ Includes Saskatchewan, Northwest Territories, and Yukono 

Forest ownership.~-The productive forest land in Canada is almost 
entirely Provincial Crown land. 1/ Of the 490 million acres of productive 
forest land, 426 million acres or 87 per.cent are Provincial Crown lands, with 
38 million acres (8 percent) of private holdings and 28 million acres (about 6 
percent) of Federal Crown lands. 2/ 

1/ Public lands under Provincial Government jurisdiction. 
2/ Public lands under Federal Government jurisdiction. 
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Ownership of timber in Canada is concentrated in Provincial Crown lands, 
which contain 440 billion cubic feet out of a total 477 billion cubic feet of 
softwood timber volume in Canada on economically accessible lands. Private 
lands account for about 34 billion cubic feet; Federal Crown lands contain 
only 4 billion cubic feet. 

Log exports.--Provincial laws prohibit the export of any unprocessed logs 
except when the log is considered surplus to Canadian needs. In order to 
receive a permit for export, logs must first be advertised and refused for 
sale in Canada for a specified period of time. For all practical purposes, 
Canada's log exports are of minor volumes, although logs can be exported from 
some Indian-owned lands. The United States generally imports less than O.l 
billion board feet of logs per year from Canada. 

A comparison of the forest resources of the United States and Canada 

The land areas of the United States and Canada each consist of about 2.3 
billion acres. This and other points of comparisons of the forest resources 
of the two countries are summarized in the following tabulation: 1/ 

Resource United States 

Total land area -----million acres--------­
Connnercial forestland ----------do--------­
Softwood timber inventory (billion ft3)---­
Land ownership: 

Public -----------percent-------------
Pri va te ---------------~---do--------­
Total ---------------------do---------

Timber ownership: 
Public --------------------do--------­
Pri va te -------------------do--------­
Total ---------------------do---------

2,264 
488 
456 

28 
72 

100 

63 
38 

100 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

Canada 

2,278 
490 
477 

93 
8 

100 

93 
7 

100 
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09erview of Govenment lleaource and Tax Policy 

Prohebly the aoet significant vay in vbich the Govenment• of the United 
States and Canada influenc~ the coapetitive condition• in the foreat products 
industry i• through the control of the timber aupply from Governaent 
controlled lands. '!'his i' particularly visible for the softwood lumber 
produci:ng industry becauae the u.s. Federal alMI the Canadian Provincial 
governaenu control aiguificant pordono of. the aoftwood sawtimber aupply. 
The administration of timber sales ia presented in the next section. '!'hie 
section cover• Government resource manaae .. nt policies, industrial policiea, 
and tax policiea. 

Coaparison of u.s. and Canadian land uugeaent policies 

Both ·the United States ·and Canada are cOllmitted to maintaining an 
adequate supply of timber in perpetuity for a wide variety of uaes. 
Accompliabaent of thia goal in the United States, especially in the Western 
States, is through policies of the Federal Government. In contraat, however, 
management of the timber reacurce in Canada i• primarily the raaponaibility of 
the Provinces. 

u.s. land management !jlicy.--The principal agencies of the u.s. 
Government charged with a~niatering forest lands are the u.s. Forest Service 
of the Department of Aaric".lture and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) of 
the Department of the Interior. The BUI ha& a aignificant impact only in the 
State of oregon where the B~ administers approximately 9 percent of the 
commercial timberlanda. Other Federal agencies and the States have less 
influence owing to the liaited acreage of timberland they control in· the 
United Statee. 1/ Man&g.-eut of private tiaberland is at the diacretion of 
the landovnera,-although the tax and enviro!lllental policies of the .Federal and 
State governments do affect the way landowners do bueine•• and barYeet tiaber 
from their land. · 

The Federal Govermaent is the significant aof twood tiaber resource owner 
in the Western United States, therefore this analysia deals priaarily with the 
effect of Federal policies in the Weat. The raderal agencies adainiatering 
the Government's tiaberlaade are charged with 110re than ilanagement of the 
timber resource and of ten aust weigh other demands for the use of the foregt 
against the management of tiaber for sale. The follovin& data froa the u.s. 
Forest Service's annual report shova revenues collected, by varioue major 
uses, of the National Foreats in fiscal 1980: '!:./ 

1/ Forest statistics of the u.s., 1977, levlew Draft, USDA Poreat Service, 
waibington, b.c., 1978, table 2, P• 7. 

2/ Report of the Forest Service, Piacal Year 1980, USDA, Foreat Service, 
Feb. IS, 1981. 



Tiaber and fore•t product•~~~ 
Mineral lea••• alM'l penaiu--..-­
lecreatioa--~--~---
Gra~ina--~~--~------~~--..-­

Land vaea--~~~----~~----~ 
Power-----~~---~·~~--~~~ 

Total------------~ 

1/ La•• than .os percent. 
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.. caipt• 
1,000 4oll•~• 

600,333 
20,160 
11,308 
13,173 

%,20, 
459 

6:55,431 

f 2 
2 

l/ 
~ 
1/ 
"") 

m 

.. 

An additional $203.7 aillion vaa colleete4, aoetly froe t~ •alee, foy: 
foreat iaprove .. nts (cleanup and reforeatatioa .. de ~c••••ry ~y l•&aiug). I~ 
addition, there are many U5e•, moatly recreational, for vhic~ ao reYeaue ia 
collected. Activitie• on the National Foreat• ~ther thaa tiat..r eal•• affect 
the coapetitive conditiona in iudustry vhaa they .. Y 11.ait ti.a •llPP17 ef 
tiaber available, or when tu rewm-. •pent tn the Uaiaietrat1•a •f tbe..­
other u••• i• needed and not available for tae a4aiuietratiea •f tia~r ea.lea.· 

I~ general, Federal tialter aale ·policies are ba••d pri .. rily oa 
bioloaical •• eppoaed to econOIU.c atandarda. Since 1173 1 tae u.1. roreet 
Service 'ha• 1teea -nasiaa Hle• of tiaber •ccoi-41.. t• • priaeipial called 
nondeclinina even flow. 1/ Under thi• coae•Jt, priacipal banre•t• ar41 baeed 
n th.a productive capacity of th.a foreat rather thaa ecoacaic coa4iti•1Mh 
Current ha.rve•t• are aanaged to •••ure that fut\U'a harYetta will 1te ae 
... 11er. Public pre••ure for increaae4 cuttia& iuri•I ,.rtode of ~iah deaaDll· 
i• largely ignored by thi~ proce••· Thi• liait• the eupply •uriac .periode of 
high d ... nd and thereby put• additio .. 1 uprar• Pl'•••ure •• at"'IP"&e prices. 
In the. aclmiuiatration of tiaber ••l•• oa reder•l laa4a, the u.s. reraat 
Service '-ear• ao•t of the coat• of •uc~ ealea; holllaver, certaia environmeatal 
regulationa and the Pore•t Service requireaente in loaaina practice• and in 
cleanup after logaing add cost• to the timber purchaaer• that ai1ht aot ~ 
incurred in losaina on private land•· 

In tti. regulatlou and adainietration ef tia~r .. lee, the Pore•t iervice 
auat take into account the effect aal•• vill have .. co-·aiti•• that are 
tlepeudent on the luaber industry, a• wll •• os iadividual 'Ml•iM•M• wholly 
dependant on the Pore•t Service ••l•• for 101•· £t ti.a •r•M•t ti .. , the · 
Forest Service hae a prograa which •••urea prafaranti•l ~iidina to ... 11 
buaineaaes (Saall Buainea• Set .Aaide) vhea aalea to ~ine•••• ao ••fit.ad (SOO 
or le•a eaployee•) fall below hiatoric leval1. 2/ 

1/ Cutler, Eliot, gThe Federal Tiaber Proar ... ,• paper 1raaeate4 at the 
Poraat Product• Jitaaearch Society confer•~• oa Tia~r Supply. laa ri-.. cieco, 
Calif., Oct 2-4, 1979 • 
. 2/ Leonard, George M., Tiaber Manag-nt Staff, u.1. :rore•t Service, fr­
atatement ia hearing• on H.ll. 2799, the re4eral Ti ... r lal•• kt of 1979. 
Vaahiaaton, D.c., Mar. 19, 1979, Pf• 11-lJ. 
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u.s. policy regarding timber sales is under two conflicting concerns. 
u.s. industry generally wants increased sales to both meet capacity 
requirements and to reduce pressure on raw material costs. 1/ Groups broadly 
classified as environmentalists argue for more reserves for-recreational and 
conservation purposes. According to the u.s. Forest Service, about 24.2 
million acres of productive forest land were reserved or deferred from timber 
harvesting for wilderness, parks, wildlife refuges and other uses as of 
1976. 2/. If no other conditions were to change, the net effect of these 
timberland withdrawals would reduce timber supply and likely result in 
increased prices for stumpage, both public and private. In practice, the 
effect of timberland withdrawals is offset to some extent by more intensive 
management methods 3/ which in turn leads to higher tim~er yields on remaining 
timberlands. The higher prices paid for stumpage could result in additional 
standing timber being brought into the market from private lands. 

Canadian land management policy.--In contrast to the u.s. Government, the 
Government of Canada has retained title to most of its forest lands, and the 
Provincial government under the British North American Act of 1887 controls 
and administers the use of these lands. Provincial control encompasses 90 
percent of the land classified as commercial forests. 

Provincial laws and the degree to which Provinces administer control 
differ significantly from one Province to the next. In Ontario, for instance, 
about 85 percent of the forest land is under public control. Three types of 
management are exercised: 1) Company units, in which a single company is 
licensed to harvest timber from a tract of land; 2) Crown management units, in 
which several companies are licensed to operate within a single unit; 3) and 
Agreement Forests in which tracts under various small ownerships are grouped 
and administered by tpe Province. Crown and Company management units are the 
most prevalent, constituting approximately 52 and 48 percent, respectively, of 
the Provincially controlled lands (Agreement Forests being less than 1 
percent)• 4/ Ontario requires management plans for all units. These plans 
must provide for environmental and recreational interests and are updated to 
reflect accepted practices. Regeneration and stand management is the 
responsibility of the Province, which leaves only harvesting to be carried out 
by private industry. 5/ 

The Province of Quebec controls about 90 percent of the forest lands, 
nearly all of which are managed by private companies under license. This form 

1/ This issue and the effect on consumer prices are discussed in Lumber 
Products and the Lumber Products Industry, Interim Report, Council on Wage and 
Price Stability, Washington, D.C., Oct. 1977. 

2/ An Assessment of the Forest and Rangeland Situation in the United States, 
Re;-iew Draft, USDA Forest Service, Washington, D.C., 1979, P• 33. 

3/ These include thinning, increased forest protection, more modern logging 
practices, and utilization of material not formerly removed from the forest. 

4/F.L.C. Reed and Associates, LTD., Forest Managment in Canada, vol. 1, 
Ottawa, January 1978, PP• 44-47 •. 
~ Ibid. , p. 44 
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of control gradually is being replaced by a volume allocation system in which 
private companies will be granted 20-year contracts with a harvest allocation 
controlled by the Province. 1/ 

In British Columbia, a complex system of licenses and tenures exists. 
These developed· over time, reflecting changing conditions in the Province. 
Older forms are being gradually phased out, and today, three systems dominate: 
Timber Sale Harvesting Licences (TSHL), Timber Sale Licences (TSL), and Tree 
Farm Licences (TFL). '!:../ 

The first two types accounted for approximately 62 percent of the timber 
volume removed from Provincial lands in 1980. Under Timber Sale Harvesting 
Licences, the British Columbia Ministry of Forests determines the inventory 
and allowable cut and approves a management plan provided by the licensee. A 
cutting permit is then issued by the Ministry based upon volume compilations 
made by the licensee. Harvesting and forest management, including 
reforestation, are carried out by the licensee. Timber Sale Licences are 
similar to the TSHL's. 

Tree Farm Licences are management agreements in which the licensee 
carries out virtually all management functions on a tract consisting of both 
his own and Crown lands. Costs are shared by the Province with the licensee 
according to the acreage of Crown land included under the license. The Tree 
Farm Licences accounted for approximately 25 percent of timber removals in the 
Province in 1980 and are concentrated heavily in the coastal region of the 
Province. 

Comparison of U.S. and Canadian industrial policy 

Under the u.s. and Canadian Federal, State, and Provincial Governments 
there are numerous policies and programs designed to advance economic and 
social goals. Many of these are for specific industries or specific regions. 
Some of these policies are promoted through tax laws and others through direct 
loans or grants. The broad range of these, their variety of application, and 
the extent to which they are used, makes it difficult to ascertain their net 
effect on the competitiveness between the u.s. and Canadian industries. 

Softwood lumber producers in the northern United States, particularly in 
Maine, have been more concerned with these programs and their effect than have 
those in the West. These northern producers have been aware of apparent 
industry assistance programs in neighboring Provinces and have documented 
several instances of such programs for the Commission. 3/ One such program, 
the Regional Development Incentives Act, administered by the Department of 
Regional Economic Expansion (DREE), is often cited as an exam~le of Government 
subsidization of the forest products industry in Canada. This act came into 
effect in 1969 with the purpose of assisting in the expansion and modernization 

1/ Ibid., PP• 48-50. 
2/ "British Columbia Forest Tenures and Licence Characteristics," Notes 

prepared for the u.s. International Trade Commission by the Ministry of 
Forests of British Columbia, January 1982. 

3/ Lumbert, c. Charles, Writte~ submission to the Commission, Mar. 3, 1982. 
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of Canadian mills. According to one report on this program, DREE had granted 
$652.9 million to the Canadian forest industry during 1969-78. 1/ This was 
approximately 16 percent of an estimated $4,000 million in capital improvement 
and repairs to the Canadian sawmill and planing mill industry during the same 
period, and ari undetermined but lesser percentage of capital improvement and 
repair expenditures for the entire Canadian forest industry. Similar programs 
exist for the industry in the United States, as is pointed out in the 
submission by the Canadian Softwood Lumber Committee. 2/ That submission 
covers both U.S. and Canadian programs some of which are now defunct, but the 
point made is that they exist in both countries at the Federal, State, 
Provincial, and municipal levels. The exact effect of these on the 
competitive conditions between the U.S. and Canadian softwood lumber 
industries is difficult to assess. It can be said, however, that they may 
have some positive effect on mills in direct competition in regard to the 
ability of the assistance-receiving mill to compete with the 
nonassistance-receiving mill. 

Within the tax structure of both countries certain benefits are provided 
in terms of deductions or credits against taxable income. In 1978, the last 
year for which comparable data for both countries are available, U.S. 
corporations engaged in logging and sawmilling took investment credits valued 
at $96 million and job (employment) credits valued at $11 million, while 
similar Canadian corporations took investment credits of $17 million and 
employment credits of less than $100,000. The effect of taxes on competitive 
conditions are discussed in the next part of this section. 

Comparison of U.S. and Canadian taxes 

Both the United States and Canada have Federal income taxes which apply 
generally to all firms regardless of product line. Firms operating in both 
countries may also be subject to widely varying State and Provincial income 
and other taxes. The variety of provisions in several tax codes, and the 
financial situation of various firms, preclude conclusions other than very 
general ones. In the following tabulation, the Federal taxes paid and a ratio 
of these taxes to business receipts (sales) are given for u.s. 3/ and 
Canadian 4/ corporations classified as being in the logging and-sawmilling 
industries: 

1/ Aley, Jack, The Export of Maine Sawlogs to Quebec, Department of 
Conservation, Augusta, Maipe., April 1981, p. 43. 

2/ Consolidation of Material Presented to the International Trade 
Coiiiinission, op. cit, pp. 124-127. 

3/ "Corporation Source Book," I.R.S., U.S. Department of Treasury, 
Washington, D.C., 1975-1978. 

4/ Corporation Financial Statistics, Statistics Canada, Ottawa, 1975-1979. 
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United States Canada 
Year Tax Sales Ratio Tax Sales Ratio 

(million (million (percent) (million (million (percent) 
u.s. u.s. u.s. u.s. 

dollars) dollars) dollars) dollars) 

1975---..:.- 78 9,581 0.8 26 3,018 0.9 
1976----- 189 12,506 1.5 83 3,712 2.3 
1977------ 306 15,345 2.0 139 4,589 3.0 
1978----- 385 18 '701 2.1 244 5,546 4.4 
1979 1/--- 495 20,600 2.4 328 6,174 5.3 

1/ Estimated 
Commission. 

by the staff of the United States International Trade 

The tax shown for the United States is calculated from a tax computed by the 
Statistics of Income Division of the Internal Revenue Service, and is the tax 
after deducting for such items as foreign taxes, investment credits, and job 
credits. Such credits amounted to about $128 million in 1978. 

When credits for taxes paid, which include State, Provincial, municipal, 
and Federal taxes other than income taxes, are included in the u.s. and 
Canadian taxes, as shown above, the ratio of tax to sales for the United States 
and Canada are much closer. With the inclusion of these taxes, the ratios for 
the United States and Canada were 5.0 and 4.8, respectively, in 1978. 

Comparison of ~ethods of taxation of income 

Canadian logging firms pay a considerably higher effective rate of income 
tax than their UoS• counterparts, but u.s. and Canadian sawmill and plywood 
mill firms are taxed at similar effective income tax rates. Firms engaged in 
both logging and milling operations generally are taxed at a lower effective 
rate in the United States than in Canada because of lower u.s. taxes on 
logging operations. 

The primary reason for the difference in effective tax rates on logging 
operations is that in the United States it is possible for firms that cut 
their own timber to treat the cutting as a sale of the timber cut if it has 
been held for more than one year prior to cutting. The gain determined for 
this hypothetical transaction is reported as a long-term capital gain. If the 
alternative tax applies, this gain is taxed at the long-term capital gain rate 
of 28 percent. Otherwise. it is taxed the same as other income of the 
operation. The basic Federal rate on other income is 46 percent for large 
profitable operations. in the case of individuals, capital gains are taxed at 
a-maximum rate of 20 perc~nt rather than the maximum ordinary income rate of 
50 percent. Canadian tax law does not make such a distinction for timber. 
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The Canadian Provinces levy a much higher effective rate of income tax 
than do the u.s. States, but the effective rate of the Canadian Federal income 
tax is considerably lower than the U.S. Federal income tax rate. British 
Columbia Provincial taxes account for about 40 percent of the income taxes 
paid by the Canadian firms logging and processing in that Province. In the 
Northwest United States, on the other hand, Washington State has no corporate 
income tax, and Oregon levies an income tax that equals about 15 to 20 percent 
of the total income tax that a firm operating in that State is likely to pay. 
In the United States, State income taxes are deductible in calculating u.s. 
Federal· taxes, but in Canada, Provincial income taxes are not deductible in 
calculating Canadian Federal taxes. 

The Federal and Provincial or State taxation systems applying to firms 
operating in British Columbia, Washington, and Oregon are discussed below. 
The u.s. and Canadian systems are similar in many respects but different in 
others. Since firms seek to minimize taxes, these differences will influ~nce 
corporate behavior, and firms operating in the different jurisdictions will 
behave differently when it is in their best interest to do so. High rates and 
onerous provisions in a particular system may not be as high or onerous as 
they appear, because firms may be able to structure their operations in a way 
that minimizes or even completely avoids them. Thus, one should not draw too 
many conclusions from the apparent differences in tax systems. 

Taxes on firms operating in British Columbia.--Firms operating in British 
Columbia are subject to a basic Federal income tax of 36 percent and a basic 
Provincial income tax of 16 percent. Firms engaged in logging operations are 
eligible for a 6.6-percerit Federal logging tax credit which, when coupled with 
the 1.47-percent Federal surtax, results in an effective Federal rate of 30.87 
percent before depreciation. Provincial taxes are not deductible in 
calculating Federal taxes. Manufacturing and processing deductions would be 
nil, because the logging operation would not involve any significant. 
manufacturing or processing. The Provincial rate would be reduced by a 
3.33-percent logging tax credit, but would be increased by a Provincial 
logging tax of 10 percent, resulting in an aggregate Provincial rate of 22.67 
percent. The combined Federal-Provincial effective tax rate for logging 
operations would be 53.54 percent before deductions for depreciation. 

Firms operating _sawmills and plywood mills but not engaged in logging 
woul~ similarly start with a basic Federal tax rate of 3~ percent and a 
Provincial rate of 16 percent. The Federal rate would be reduced by a 
manufacturing and processing deduction of 6 percent and a logging tax credit 
of 4.33 percent, and increased by a surtax of 1.28 percent, resulting in a net 
effective rate of 26.95 percent before depreciation. The Provincial rate 
would be reduced by a logging tax credit of 2.17 percent and increased by a 
Provincial logging tax of 6.50 percent, resulting in an aggregate Provincial 
effective rate of 20.33 percent. The aggregate combined effective rate for 
milling operations would be 47.28 percent before deductions for depreciation. 

Integrated firms engaged in both logging and processing operations would 
expect to pay tax at a combined Federal-Provincial rate of between 47.28 and 
53.54 percent before deductions for depreciation. A hypothetical firm 
deriving two-thirds of its income from logging and one-third from processing 
could be expected to pay tax at an' aggregate combined effective rate of 51.45 
percent before deductions for depreciation. 
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Canadian firms are generally permitted to depreciate plant and equipment 
over a shorter period than u.s. firms. Logging equipment can be depreciated 
at a 30-percent rate under the declining balance method (versus over a 5-year 
period in the United States). 1/ New machinery used in sawmills and pulp and 
paper mills can be fully depreciated in 2 years (versus over 5 years in the 
United States). However, mill buildings generally would be depreciated at a 
rate of 5 percent under the declining balance method, a rate less liberal than 
that aliowed in the United States (the United States permits buildings to be 
depreciated over 15 years). 

Taxes on u.s. firms.--u.s. logging firms are subject to a basic Federal 
income tax of 46 percent on their ordinary gain and 28 percent on long-term 
capital gain when they are in the alternative tax situation. The United 
States has no logging tax credit or manufacturing and processing deduction 
similar to that of the Canadian Federal tax system. State income taxes are 
deductible, but generally are not large enough to reduce the effective Federal 
rate by more than 2 or 3 percentage points. As stated earlier, Washington 
State does not impose a State income tax, but Oregon imposes an income tax of 
7.50 percent. The effective Federal income tax rate before depreciation on 
logging firms operating in Washington and Oregon will be between 28 and 46 
percent. The aggregate combined Federal-State rate in Oregon will vary, but 
could be as low as 33.40 percent before depreciation, considerably lower than 
the combined Federal-Provincial rate of 53.54 percent (before depreciation) 
applicable in British Columbia. 

U.S. firms operating sawmills and plywood mills but not engaged in 
logging operations are subject to the basic Federal rate of 46 percent as 
reduced by any deductions, including the deduction for State income taxes. 
This results in an effective Federal tax rate (before depreciation) Qf 46 
percent in Washington, where there is no State income tax, and 42.55 percent 

1/ Under the declining balance method, the taxpayer would subtract each 
year's depreciation from the cost or other basis before figuring the next 
year's depreciation. Thus, in the case of a piece of logging equipment 
costing $1,000, the taxpayer would take $300 depreciation the first year 
($1,000 x 30 percent), $210 the second year ($1,000 - $300 x 30 percent), and 
so forth. 

The comparitive u.s. periods are those permissible under the new 
accelerated cost recovery system (ACRS), established by the Economic Recovery 
Tax Act of 1981 and in effect since Jan. 1, 1981. The annual percentage rate 
of depreciation is set by statute. For example, in the case of 5-year 
property, a taxpayer woul~ deduct 15 percent of the basis of the property in 
the first year, 22 percent in the second year, and 21 percent each year in the 
third, fourth, and fifth years. An alternative ACRS method is available to 
taxpayers seeking to depreciate assets over a longer period of time. The 
straight-line, declining balance, and sum-of-the-digit methods are not 
generally applicable to property placed in service after Dec. 31, 1980. Prior 
to Jan. 1, 1981, depreciation of industrial buildings depended on the useful 
life of the building as determined by the Internal Revenue Service, which 
could have been as long as 40-60 years for new buildings. 
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in Oregon, where there is a State income tax of 7.50 percent. The aggregate 
combined Federal-State rate in Oregon is 50.05 percent before depreciation. 
The equivalent aggregate combined Federal-Provincial effective rate in British 
Columbia is 47.28 percent. 

Integrated firms having two-thirds of their income long-term.gain from 
timber and one-third from other gain could expect to pay tax at an aggregate 
combined effective rate before depreciation as low as 34.00 percent in 
Washington and as low as 38.51 percent in Oregon (before depreciation). This 
compares with an aggregate. combined effective rate of 51.48 for a similar. firm 
in British Columbia (before de.predation). 

u.s. firms are required to depreciate plant and equipment. Under the 
ACRS method, in effect since January 1, 1981, most equipment pl~ced in service 
after December 31, 1980, is depreciated over 5 years, and most buildings are 
depreciated over 15 years at pre-set statutory rates. 
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Timber Procurement 

u.s. prices and trends (emphasis on the Pacific Northwest) 

Definition and inventory review.--"Stumpage" is the term generally 
applied to standing timber. Prices paid for standing timber (stumpage) vary 
across the United States and are determined by such factors as volume per acre 
to be cut, size of timber, species, terrain, location, and markets. 

Softwood sawtimber removals (harvest) in the United States for 1976 
totaled 52 billion board feet, or 2.7 percent of total softwood sawtimber 
volume (table 16). 1/ This volume as it was harvested is shown by ownership, 
in the following tabulation: 

OWnership 

Forest industry----------------------­
Farm and other private---------------­
National forests---------------------­
Other public--------------------------

Total-----------------------------

Percentage distribution 
of volume 

37 
30 
23 
10 

TIX> 

Forest industry stumpage prices.--The prices paid for stumpage removed 
from land owned by forest industry are difficult to assess. Since many 
companies own timber at a book value much below current market values, actual 
stumpage price trends of forest-industry-owned timber are hard to determine. 
In many instances, companies are better off financially by accounting for 
stumpage at as high a price as permissible in order to pay a capital gains tax 
(maximum 28 percent) on timber rather than pay a corporate income ~ax (as high 
as 46 percent) on gross sales of finished products. Lumber producers with 
their .own timberland, therefore, generally use market prices in accounting 
methods rather than original costs. Currently, the Internal Revenue Service 
uses u.s. Forest Service bid stumpage prices for capital gains calculations. 

Farm and other private land stumpage prices.--Generally, the prices paid 
for stumpage on farms and nonindustrial lands result from interactions between 
buyers and sellers. The State of Maine will be used in this report as an 
example of stumpage prices received by nonindustrial private landowners. 2/ 
The price paid for softwood sawtimber stumpage in Maine averaged US$44.23-per 
1,000 board feet (international 1/4" rule) in 1980. 3/ This was a price 
increase of 71 percent from the average US$25.91 per-1,000 board feet paid in 
1975. In Maine, as in most States, a private nonindustrial timber owner can 
get an idea of the current market price of stumpage from the local State 
forester. 

1/ u.s. Department o~ Agriculture, Forest Service, Forest Statistics of the 
u.s., 1977. Table 35, P• 86. International 1/4" log rule. Inventory and 
.removal statistics are collected every 7 years. The latest.published 
statistics included forest inventory as of Jan. 1, 1977, and removals for 1976. 

2/ Included in the figures presented, however, are receipts from other 
private and State lands. 

3/ State of Maine, Report of Annual Timber Stumpage Sales. 
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Appraisal system on public lands.~Timber on public Forest Service lands 
is appraised on a residual value basis. In the Western United States, an 
end-product selling price is generally calculated from lumber, plywood, and 
chip prices collected from producers. Data on prices and costs (milling and 
logging) are collected on a contractual basis by allowing the Forest Service 
access to company books and verification of accuracy by auditors. Before 
1957, the Forest Service used log-prices rather than end-product prices for 
appraisals on west coast timber, but because truly independent log sellers had 
become scarce, the Forest Service turned to the end-product-based system. 

The Forest Service appraisal system uses a profit and risk allowance of 
between 9 and 18 percent for sawtimber appraisals. The rate is variable due 
to the many different conditions that occur from sale to sale. In simplified 
terms, all costs and the allowance for profit and risk are deducted from the 
end-product index price to arrive at an appraised (residual) stumpage value. 

If appraised stumpage values fall below certain minimums, base stumpage 
rates are enforced. These minimum stumpage rates vary between US$1 and US$10 
per 1,000 board feet in national forests, depending on the species, although 
some salvage sales, such as timber blown down by Mt. St. Helens or 
fire-damaged timber, may be sold at prices below these minimums. In all 
cases, the minimum amount to be collected for the u.s. Treasury must be 50 
cents per 1,000 board feet plus site preparation and reforestation (sale area 
betterment) costs. 

Forest Service timber sales are generally put out for public bid. An 
advertised price, which is generally equal to the appraised price plus 
estimated road costs, is included on the timber sale prospectus. The bidding 
starts at the advertised price (generally by oral bidding on the west coast, 
although sealed.bidding occurs in other parts of the country) and continues 
until a final price is determined. The purchaser generally has the option to 
either build the required roads and receive the assigned road credits against 
stumpage payments or pass the road-building responsibility on to the Forest 
Service. 

In the Pacific Northwest, the average price of timber sold has had little 
relationship to appraised values in recent years. Because of intense 
competition for Forest Service timber, bid prices regularly have exceeded 
appraised values. Two of the primary reasons for this "over bidding" are (1) 
past rates of inflation have fueled speculation of much higher timber values 
in the future and (2) industries' concerns over raw materials shortages in 
the future which results in a willingness to bid high prices. to secure future 
supplies. Speculation in anticipation of higher future prices is further 
fueled by sales contracts of up to 7 or 8 years in length, the lack of 
stumpage rate adjustment mechanisms to reflect changing lumber prices (in 
western Washington and wes·tern ~egon), and. small bid deposit requirements on 
sales. 
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The following tabulation shows the advertised price, bid price, and bid 
ratio of u.s. Forest Service sales on the weat side of Region 6 l/·during 
1977-81: 2/ 

Year Advertised Bid 
(Per 1,000 (Per 1 2000 Bid 
board feet) board feet) ritlo 

1977-------- US$112.78 US$181.76 1.6:1 
1978-------- 120.13 214.95 1.8:1 
1979------- 131.24 335.00 2.6:1 
1980-------- 99.42 350.46 3.5:1 
1981------- 97.50 275.14 2.8:1 

Advertised prices (appraised value plus road credits) increased 16 
percent from 1977 to 1979, but then dropped 26 percent in price from 1979 to 
1981, reflecting decreased end-product prices, but bid prices (including road 
costs) increased 93 percent from 1977 to 1980, before dropping 21 percent in 
1981. For the entire 1977-81 period, the average advertised price dropped 14 
percent, while average bid prices increased 51 percent. These expectations 
for much higher prices by many timber buyers have not materialized in 
increased end-product prices, causing many timber harvest contracts to become 
uneconomical. Because of the potential number of contract defaults, the 
Forest Service has been granting extensions to many contract holders. 

As a result of these and other problems related to timber sales, the 
Forest Service has proposed a new se~ of rules to govern the sale of timber 
from National Forests. These proposed regulations are designed to: 

l. Encourage a regular flow of products manufactured from National 
Forest timber into the market place. 

2. To provide a corresponding flow of timber receipts to governments. 

3. Help ensure financial responsibility of bidders. 

4. Encourage purchasers of Forest Service timber sale& to harvest timbe.r 
early in the contract term. 

5. Reduce the need for further extensions of timber contracts. 

The full Forest Service proposal, as it appeared in the Federal Register, 
is reproduced in appendix 1. 

1/ u.s. Forest Service (USFS) Region 6 includes all National Forests in 
Washington, Oregon, and ·a small section of California. 

2/ Unweighted year averages compiled from quarterly data supplied by USFS 
Region 6. Includes road credits; if road credits were not included, bid 
ratios would be higher. 
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Stumpage prices on public lands.--The prices paid for stumpage on public 
lands are generally published in a variety of ways. 'In the Pacific Northwest, 
timber is sold on a bid basis, with the highest bid generally awarded the 
sale. Timber sale contracts can range in length from 1 to 8 years, but the 
average length is about 3-1/2 years. Bid stumpage prices are available from 
the u.s. Forest Service and most public owners, by regions and by 
species. 1/ 

On all types of publicly owned land in Washington and Oregon (Forest 
Service data include a small portion of California), bid prices for stumpage 
increased steadily during 1977-80, despite declining lumber markets in late 
1979 and 1980 (table 17). ·In 1981, however, producers began feeling the 
effects of 2 poor years back to back, and the prices bid for stumpage dropped 
as shown in the following tabulation (per 1,000 board feet): 

Year 

1977-----------------
1978-----~-----------
1979-----------------
1980-----------------
1981-----------------

Forest Service 1/ 

US$140.29 
173.59 
251.69 
254.71 

3/ 224.98 

All public lands 2/ 

US$146.03 
184.01 
267.66 
267.21 

4/ 225.90 

1/ Forest Service Region 6, Timber Cut and Sold Reports, 1977-81. Includes 
deposit for sale area betterment. Road credits have been deducted. 

2/ Production, Prices, Employment, and Trade in Northwest Forest Industries, 
'second quarter.1981. 

3/ Fiscal year 1981 (November 1980-0ctober 1981). 
4/ Estimated by the staff of the u.s. International Trade Commission. 

In other States, where the bidding is less intens·e and the species mix 
less valuable, stumpage prices have not risen as rapidly nor as high as they 
have in Washington and Oregon. For example, the average stumpage price for 
public timber sold in Montana and Idaho was US$50.ll per 1,000 board feet in 

1/ Bid and paid prices for individual species may be misleading because of 
the method of timber sale employed by the Forest Service. When a stand of 
timber is sold, the successful bidder may only bid on a single species which, 
particularly in western Washington and western· Oregon, is often bid to rather 
high levels. These high prices are somewhat moderated by the other species of 
the sale which, when harvested, are billed at the appraised price, generally 
below the price on the bid-on species. In addition, on most Forest Service 

·sales, a certain amount of timber is sold as per acre material. This material 
is below utilization standards and is sold on a per acre basis rather than on 
a scaled basis. Forest Service bid and cut prices presented in this report 
are obtained from Region 6 cut and sold reports. 

t ., 
I 
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1980, well below the US$267.21 reported for Washington and Oregon. Average 
bid stumpage prices for timber sold from public lands in Montana and Idaho are 
shown below (per 1,000 board feet): 1/ 

Year 

1977-----------------
1978-----------------
1979-----------------
1980-----------------
1981 (January-June)--

Forest Service 

US$42.96 
56.00 
62.09 
41.80 
59.60 

All public lands 

US$45.35 
63.16 
68.63 
50.11 
60.02 

Although bid stumpage prices similar to those shown above are the most 
often quoted, they are not indicative of prices currently being paid for 
timber harvested. Bid stumpage prices (especially where there are no 
escalation clauses) can be interpreted as the expectations of market 
conditions at some time in the future, up to 7 or 8 years in some Forest 
Service sales. A more accurate indicator of actual stumpage prices being paid 
for timber currently harvested is the Forest Service cut and sold reports, 
where prices are given for cut and removed timber (table 18). Although these 
prices paid for cut timber may not be truly representative of the actual 
market value of stumpage because the price being paid was determined by past 
bidding, they are indicative of the actual dollars being paid for stumpage 
being harvested at present. 2/ Shown in the following tabulation are prices 
paid for timber cut in USFS Region 6 during 1977-81 (per 1,000 board feet): 3/ 

Year Westside East side Total Region 6 

1977------------------- US$113.50 US$89.64 US.$106.26 
1978------------------- 131.90 106.32 124.36 
1979------------------- 140.69 123.28 135.53 
1980------------------- 138.55 94.43 125.36 
1981 {Fiscal year)----- 137.64 101.86 126.02 

1/ Although the species mix is not as valuable in Montana and Idaho as it is 
in Washington and Oregon, the method of timber sale also influences the prices 
being bid. East of the Cascade Mountains (eastside) timber is generally sold 
with a rate adjustment clause. Simply put, with an escalation clause, the 
timber purchaser wil.l only realize 50 percent of any increase in timber 
value. West of the Cascade Mountains (westside) the rate adjustment clause 
usually is not included in timber sales, sometimes resulting in speculation 
and "over bidding·." Montana and Idaho data obtained from Production, Prices 
Employment, and Trade in Northwest Forest Industries, second quarter 1982. 

2/ There are also claims that because of the current economic conditions, 
the wood now being harvested is the lowest priced stumpage available and is, 
therefore, not representative of a normal harvest. 

3/ Figures include deposits for sale area betterment (about 10 percent of 
the total). 
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In the western part of Region 6, 1/ an average of US$137.64 per 1,000 
board feet was paid for timber cut in 1981, 35 percent above the US$101.86 
paid for cut timber in eastern Region 6. In all of USFS Region 6, 2/ the 
average price paid for cut timber in fiscal year 1981 was US$126.02-per 1,000 
board feet, only 56 percent the price of timber sold at auction in the same 
period. 

If the prices paid for timber cut are compared with the prices for timber 
sold, .the difference is quite la.rge for Region 6, as shown in the following 
tabulation (per 1,000 board feet): 

Year 

Cut 
(perT 000 
board leet) 

1977---------------- US$106 .22 
1978 ----------------- 124.36 
1979----------------- 135.53 
1980------------------- 125.36 
1981------------- 126.02 

Sold 
(perl,ooo 
board feet) 

US$140o29 
173.59 
251.69 
254 .71 
224.98 

Sold 
to cut 
ratio 

1.3:1 
1.4:1 
1.9:1 
2.0:1 
1.8:1 

Market log prices. 3/-In the Pacific Northwest, the Industrial Forestry 
Association (IFA) publishes data on log transactions for western Washington 
and western Oregon. These data are submitted to the IFA on a voluntary basis. 
In 1981, the IFA reported 0.5 billion board feet of log sales (logs harvested 
from private and public land), about 5 percent of the sawtimber harvest in 
western Washington and western Oregon. The average price thus reported of 
logs sold in 1981 was US$304.61 per 1,000 board feet, 21 percent below that in 
1980, but 17 percent above the 1977 average price. Average price of logs 
sold, during 1977-81, as reported by IPA, are shown in the following 
tabulation: 

Year Volume 
(billion board feet) 

1977------------ 1.1 
1978------ - 1.1 
1979------:;._____ 1.1 
1980-.;....____________ .8 
1981 ---- .5 

1/ West of the Cascade· Mountaina. 

Average u.s. price 
(per l,ooo board feet) 

$2590 76 
294.28 
400.87 
386.62 
304.61 

2/ Includes Forest Service land in Washington, Oregon, and a small area in 
caI"ifornia. 

3/ Although IFA statistics are believed to be the best available for market 
log prices in the Pacific Northwest, there is some question as to whether the 
data represent the average price being paid for logs. These log sales are 
transacted in market areas, either on towable waters or on inland market areas 
for domestic sales, and on a f.a.s. or loaded-on-ship basis for export sales. 
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The above volumes and average prices include export sales. If only 
domestic sales were considered, the 1981 IFA pric~ would have been US$263.50 
per 1,000 board feet, 13 percent below the average of all 1981 sales, as shown 
in the following tabulation: 

Year Volume 
(billion board feet) 

1977----------------- 0.5 
1978----------------- .5 
1979----------------- .5 
1980----------------- .4 
1981----------------- .3 

Average u.s. price 
(per l,ooo board feet) 

$225.71 
247.57 
292.98 
297.29 
263.50 

Hemlock was the primary species sold in 1980, as reported by the IFA, 
accounting for 44 percent of total sales (32 percent of domestic sales)~ 1/ 
Other major species sold were Douglas-fir (26 percent of total sales, 28 
percent of domestic sales), and redcedar (18 percent of total sales, 32 
percent of domestic sales), with all other species accounting for 12 percent 
of total 1980 sales (7 percent of domestic sales). 

' In addition to these log costs, it is estimated that a cost of between $5 
and $20 per 1,000 board feet is incurred transporting the logs to a aill, 
depending on the particular sale location. 

Canadian prices and trends (emphasis on British Columbia) 

Appraisal system.--Provincial Crown land includes about 90 percent of the 
economically accessible softwood timber voluae in Canada, over one-half of 
which is in British Columbia. 

In 1980, about 80 percent of British Columbia's timber harvest was from 
land requiring stump~ge payments--Tree Farm Licences, Forest Licences and 
Timber Sale Harvesting Licences, and Timber Sale Licences. Approximately 10 
percent of the harvest is from royalty-bearing lands, and the remaining 10 
percent is from private or Crown grant lands. Generally, the timber cut from 
Royalty lands and Crown grant lands is available to companies at a minimal 
cost, and is comparable with privately owned lands in the Pacific Northwest. 
These licences are discussed in more detail in the section on Government 
resource and tax policy in this report.· 

Holders of the various sale licenses in British Columbia are entitled to 
certain volumes of timber (quota) for which they have secured rights, asauaing 
they meet the terms of the license contract. These quotas vary in length of 
time, but some run as long as 25 years. To maintain a quota, a firm auat 
harvest at least 50 percent of its annual allowable cut each year, not varying 
by more than plus or minus 10 percent of its allowable cut for each 5-year 
period. 

1/ The percentages in 1981 are believed to have been about the same aa thoee 
in-1980. 
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In British Columbia, timber appraisal on Provincial lands (about 80 
percent of the harvest) is based on a residual method. Basically, an end­
product selling price is calculated, and then milling costs (in the interior), 
operating costs, and a profit allowance a~e deducted from the selling price to 
calculate the amount charged for stumpage. Although this simplified 
explanation is· the basic method of appraisal, the actual method is much more 
complex. 

In British Columbia, two separate end products are used as the starting 
point in the appraisal method. On the coast, the price of logs by species and 
grade in the Vancouver log market is determined from a monthly survey of sales 
transactions, with the values for appraisal being the average of the last 3 
months. In the interior (east of the Cascade Mountains), the value of random 
length lumber, studs, and wood chips is taken into account in the appraisal 
system. 1/ 

In addition, the British Columbia interior appraisal system (basically 
based on lumber and chip end-product prices) uses a prelegislated chip price 
of about Can$10.50 per Bone Dry Unit (BDU), which is below current market 
prices of between Can$40.00 and Can$60.00 per BOU. 2/ This prelegislated chip 
price was first developed to compensate for a very weak chip market for 
British Columbia interior mills, but more recently, most chips produced in the 
interior have been marketed at a price much above the prelegislated chip 
price. This difference in chip prices translates to about Can$20.00 per 1,000 
board feet in terms of stumpage price, assuming that rates were sufficiently 
above minimums. In 1981, however, most prices paid for stumpage in British 
Columbia were minimums, nullifying any effect this chip differential might 
have. In other years (1977-80 in particular), some, if not all, of this 
Can$20.00 per 1,000 board feet chip differential could be added to appraised 
stumpage values if a strict residual value based appraisal method was in use. 

The British Columbia appraisal system allowance for profit is 10 percent 
on the coast, and in the interior it is 12 percent. In addition, up to 13 
percent can be allowed for risk on the coast and up to 18 percent in the 
interior. 3/ The risk allowance is broken into a number of different factors, 
such as market risk, defect risk, risk of chance, pioneering risk, and 
investment risk. · 

1/ There are some appraisals based on pulp logs in the Skeena zone of Prince 
Rupert District. . 

2/ The prelegislated chip price ranges from about Can$9.00 per BDU to about 
Can$11.00 per BDU for all species except cedar which ranges from Can$0.00 to 
Can$8.00 per BDU. 

3/ Note that coastal profit and risk allowances are.based on log rather than 
lumber values. 
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In the case of very low or negative stumpage appraisals, minimum.stumpage 
rates are set by the Province~ On the coast, minimum stumpage is set at 8 
percent of the average value of the log for each species. 1/ In the interior, 
a minimum rate is set by taking 3 percent of the total product unit value (in 
most cases, lumber and chips). In unusual circumstances such as salvage 
operations, minimum stumpage may be waived. 

Generally, British Columbia stumpage rates are adjusted monthly (up or 
down) in response to a change in market value of not less than plus or minus 
Can$1.oo· per cubic meter (about Can$5 per 1,000 board feet) for log-based 
appraisals (coast) and plus or minus Can$5.00 per 1,000 board feet or more for 
lumber-based appraisals (interior). 2/ These adjustments moderate for the 
buyer both the potential for profit in rising markets and losses in falling 
market. 

Stumpage prices and trends.--The available published stumpage prices for 
British Columbia are those prices received from stumpage from Tree Farm 
Licences, Timber Sale Harvesting Licences (Forest Licences) and Timber Sale 
Licences. In 1981, these sales represented 51 million cubic meters, or about 
9 billion board feet, 3/ as reported in the Ministry of Forests' annual report. 

In 1981, 4/ the average price received for all species of timber in 
British Columbia was US$11.38 per 1,000 board feet, representing a 65-percent 
drop from the 1980 price. Stumpage prices for all species during 1977-81 are 
shown below: 

Year 

1977----------------
1978----------------
1979----------------
1980----------------
1981 2/-------------

Price per 1,000 
board feet 1/ 

US$9.14 
22.73 
38.84 
32.76 
11.38 

1/ Road and silviculture activity expenses (under sec. 88 of the British 
Columbia Forest Act) are included in these figures. 

2/ In 1981, because of poor end-product prices, the rate adjustment 
mechanism allowed many British Columbia stumpage payments to be reduced to 
minimums. Actual appraised values on some timber stands may be negative (also 
true for some u.s. timber stands). 

l/ Six percent in the Prince Rupert Forest Region. 
"'LI Alternatives for Crown Timber Pricing, A White Paper for Discussion 

Pur7oses, Province of British Columbia, Ministry of Forests, July 1980. 
3 All cubic meter log measurements are converted to board feet Scribner log 

scale on the following basis: 5.66 m3 = 1,000 board feet. A more detailed 
conversion discussion is included in app. J. 

4/ Data for 1981 are preliminary British Columbia Ministry of Forests' 
st\lmpage prices. 
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In British Columbia there is a variation in the type of timber stands 
that occur in the coastal and interior regions of the Province. In the 
coastal region, Douglas-fir, hemlock, and cedar predominate, and in the 
interior, white spruce, true firs, lodgepole pine, and Douglas-fir are the 
primary species. · 

Primarily because of these differences, the prices paid for timber from 
these two regions differ substantially. In 1981, the average price paid for 
stumpage on the British Columbia coast was US$21.39 per 1,000 board feet, 
compared with an average of US$6.99 per 1,000 board feet in the British 
Columbia interior. The following tabulation shows the prices paid for 
stumpage on the British Columbia coast and in the interior during 1977-81: 

Price 1/ 
Year (per 1,000 board feet) 

Coast 2/ Interior 

1977-----------~---- US$15.82 
1978------------------- 22.56 
1979------------------- 47.68 
1980------------------- 66.25 
1981------------------- 21.39 

us$5.91 
22.82 
34.69 
18.83 
6.99 

1/ Roads and silviculture activities (under sec. 88 of the Forest Act) are 
included in these figureso 

2/ Stumpage prices for coastal British Columbia include some interior data 
from TFL No. 1 in Prince Rupert Forest District, but this is not believed to 
significantly affect the prices presented. 

Market log prices.--ln British Columbia, the Council of Forest Industries 
(COFI) collects data on sales of logs in the Vancouver log market. The data 
are subtiiitted on a voluntary basis for "arm's-length" transactions and 
represent about 15 percent of all logs sold in the Vancouver log market. The 
majority (about 85 percent) of logs traded on the Vancouver log mar~et are not 
arm's-length transactions and are primarily intracompany transfers. 

In 1981, COFI reported about 0.6 billion board feet of logs sold at an 
average of US$215.70 per 1,000 board feet, 19 percent bel~w the price .in 1980, 
but 22 percent above the 1977 price. Average prices of logs sold in the 
Vancouver log market during 1977-81, as reported by COFI, are shown below: 

Year Volume 
(billion 'b6ard feet) 

1977------------------- 0.9 
197 8----------------- • 8 
1979-~- -- . .7 
1980------------------- .8 
1981----------------- .6 

Average price 
(per 1,000 board feet) 

US$176.87 
204.76 
291066 
266.66 
215.70 
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Cedars (including cypress) were the primary specie• sold on the Vancouver 
log market in 1981, as reported by COFI, accounting for 47 percent of aales 
(compared with about 37 percent of the coastal TSHL, TFL, and TSL harvest). 
Other major species were hemlock (26 percent of sales, 41 percent of harvest), 
Douglas-fir (12 percent of sales, 9 percent of harvest), and all other 
species, (15 percent of sales, 13 percent of hal"Vest). 

It is estimated that after purchase, a cost of between $5 and $10 per 
1,000 board feet is incurred transporting the logs to a mill. 

Timber procurement comparisons between the United States and Canada 

Stumpage appraisal and selling comparisons.--The basic method of u.s. and 
British Columbia Forest Service stumpage appraisal systems is very similar. 
Both begin with an index of end-product values, deducting costs of production 
to arrive at a residual stumpage value. However, the British Columbia 
appraised value generally represents the· price at which timber is sold, while 
in u.s. Forest Service Region 6 timber sales, the average price at which 
timber is sold is well above the average appraised value. Key differences 
between the two appraisal and selling procedures are highlighted below: 

o Generally,-u.s. Region 6 sales are sold on a competitive bid 
basis, with final stumpage selling prices often more than 
double the appraised value of the timber. British Columbia 
stumpage rights are granted in longer term tenures, with 
payments made at appraised values. 

o Profit and risk allowances range between 9 and 18 percent in 
USFS appraisals compared with a range of between 10 and 30 
percent in British Columbia. 

o British Columbia stumpage sales have stumpage 
rate-adjustment mechanisms, eliminating much of the market 
risk in poor years, while limiting profit in good years. 
u.s. Region 6 westside sales currently do not have this 
feature, although eastside sales do. 

o Coastal British Columbia appraisals are based on Vancouver 
log market data; British Columbia interior and USFS sales 
are based on lumber and chip (sometimes plywood and pulp) 
prices. 

o British Columbia interior sales use a prelegislated chip 
price of about Can$10.50 per Borie Dry Unit rather than 
market chip prices (currently about Can$SO.OO per BDU). If 
market chip prices were used in British Columbia, the 
appraised value of stumpage would undoubtedly be higher 
because of the increased end-product index that would occur. 

o British Columbia public timber accounts for over 90 percent 
of the total harvest in that Province. u.s. public timber 
sales in the Pacific Northwest account for about 47 percent 
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of the total harvest in the Pacific Northwest. Privately 
controlled fee timber is utilized by companies much more so 
in the United States than Canada. This fee timber is 
generally available at a much lower cost than most publicly 
available timber. 

o Most companies in British Columbia hold long-term licenses 
(tenures) granting timber rights on public land, whereas in 
the Northwest United States, companies harvesting public 
timber are required to continually bid on timber and 
generally have no long-term supply of public timber. 

Stumpage and log price comparisons.--Because of the differences in the 
measurement systems and the types of timber harvested between the United 
States and Canada, direct comparisons between the prices paid for stumpage and 
logs are difficult to make. Of particular concern are the differences of 
species mix and quality. or grade of timber between the u.s. Pacific Northwest 
and British Columbia. 

In general, the species mix of the u.s. Pacific Northwest is considered 
more valuable than that of British Columbia. Douglas-fir, a relatively high­
valued species, occurs more frequently in Washington and Oregon. In British 
Columbia, Douglas-fir reaches its northern range limitation and therefore 
occurs less frequently, and when it does occur, it generally yields a lower 
quality wood. In the fiscal year 1981 sawtimber harvest, about 42 percent of 
the Region 6 harvest was Douglas fir, compared with about 8 percent of the 
harvest in British Columbia. Other major species differences are that the 
generally less valuable white spruce and lodgepole pine occur more frequently 
in British Columbia than in the Pacific Northwest, while a higher percentage 
of the generally more valuable cedars is harvested in British Columbia. 

Because of these and other differences, an adjustment of the average 
British Columbia stumpage prices must be made to put them on a comparable 
basis with u.s. figures. Appendix K gives the detailed adjustments for the 
comparison of stumpage rates between total British Columbia and total Region 
6, and Coastal British Columbia and Western Region 6. In 1981, if stumpage 
prices for all of British Columbia are to be compared with these for Region 6, 
a 105-percent adjustment (upward) must be made on the average price paid for 
timber in British Columbia. When comparing data for coastal British Columbia 
with data for Western Region 6, a 20-percent adjustment (upward) is needed to 
put British Columbia stumpage on a species-comparable basis with western 
Region 6. 

Both of these adjustment factors are determined by taking the percent of 
each species harvested in Region 6 and multiplying this percentage by the 
price paid for the most similar species in British Columbia to arrive at an 
adjusted comparable average price. These adjustments vary in each year 
according to the share of each species harvested and the price paid for each 
species. 

The price paid for stumpage or logs depends on the grade as well as the 
species. Since log prices vary significantly from the lowest grade to the 
highest, even average prices paid for stumpage with adjustments for species 
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are not completely comparable. There are many different opinions and little 
quantifiable data on the differences in stumpage and log quality between 
Region 6 and British Columbia. To complicate the situation, the log grade 
specifications of the two areas are different, thua aaking any coaparison a 
somewhat subjective one. 

Timber quality in each area has some advantages over that in the other 
area. For example, u.s. producers point out that treea in British Columbia 
have a better growth ring count (due to slower growth), giving British 
Columbia lumber better strength characteristics than u.s. lumber. British 
Columbia producers, on the other hand, point out that U.S. producers get a 
higher percentage of knot-free wood. Differences such as these are extremely 
difficult to evaluate, but it is important to note that the stumpage prices 
presented here have not been adjusted for grade differences. 

Stumpage prices.--A summary of the stumpage prices paid on USFS Region 6 
and on TFL's and TSHL's in British Columbia is shown in the following 
tabulation (per 1,000 board feet): 

USFS Region 6 British Columbia 
Year 

Westside East side Average Coastal Interior Average 

1977-------: US$113.50 US$89.64 US$106.26 US$15.82 US$5.91 US$9.14 
1978-----: 131.90 106.32 124.36 22.56 22.82 22.73 
1979-------: 140.69 123.28 135. 53 47.68 34.69 38.84 
1980-------: 138.55 94.43 125.36 66.25 18.83 32.76 
1981 1/----: 137 .• 64 101.86 126.02 21.39 6.94 11.38 

1/ USFS 1981 figures are on a fiscal year basis. Canadian figures are 
preliminary. 

In the above comparison, it is apparent how much more responsive to 
changing market conditions British Columbia stumpage p~ices are than USFS 
Region 6 stumpage prices. The difference is best seen by comparing the price 
change in the British Columbia interior and USFS Region 6 weatside during 
1979-81. 

British Columbia interior stumpage prices decreased 80 percent from 
1979-81, but USFS Region 6 westside prices declined by only 2 percent. In 
general, the method of selling stumpage in British Columbia is more responsive 
to market price changes than the majority of USFS Region 6 sales. 

Before adjusting the stumpage prices for species differences, an 
additional credit must be deducted from both the Region 6 and British Columbia 
figures. The u.s. figures include credits for "sale area betterments" of 
about 14 percent in 1981, and the British Columbia figures include road 
credits of about 34 percent of the stumpage price in 1981. (These deductions 
vary in other years.) The following tabulation shoving atUlllpage prices (per 
1,000 board feet) includes deductions for these credits and the adjustments 



53 

for species differences previously mentioned for TFL's, TSHL's and TSL's for 
all of Region 6 and British Columbia and for the western part of these two 
regions: 1/ 

British . British .. Western (coastal) Total 
Year :Columbia as :Columbia as 

Region 6 British a share of Region 6 British a share of 
: Columbia: Region 6 Columbia Region 6 

Percent Percent 
1977-----:US$102.15 :US$16.70 16 US$95.63 US$13.35 14 
1978-----: 121.35 22024 18 114.41 26.64 23 
1979-----: 126.62 60.43 48 121.98 67.12 55 
1980-----: 120.54 54.66 45 109.06 47.84 44 
1981 1/-: 118.37 18.35 16 108.38 10.82 10 

1/ USFS 1981 figures are on a fiscal year basis. 

Key differences between stumpage prices on USFS Region 6 and British 
Columbia timber are highlighted below: 

o Adjusted for currency, species, and road costs, average 1981 
British Columbia stumpage prices are about one-sixth roughly 
comparable USFS Region 6 stumpage prices. 

o In better market years, 1979 in particular, British Columbia 
stumpage prices are about one-half that of USFS Region 6 
prices. 

o British Columbia stumpage price adjustment have allowed 
stumpage payments to react to recent poor end-product 
markets. USFS Region 6 prices have remained relatively high. 

o Before any definitive conclusions concerning competitive 
conditions are drawn from stumpage comparisons, both 
harvesting and transportation costs to the mill should be 
considered. ii These costs can vary both within the United 
States and Canada and between the two countries.· Generally, 
when comparable market log prices are available, they serve 
as a better indicator of a producer's relative raw material 
cost than do stumpage prices. 

1/ It is important to note that differences in grade have not been included 
and some administrative costs may be included in USFS figures (not believed to 
be more than $20.00 per 1,000 board feet stumpage). Also, when comparing 
stumpage prices, other substantial costs (such as the physical process of 
harvesting and delivering the trees to the mill) must be considered when 
figuring total wood costs for mills on both sides of the border. 

2/ Estimated average coastal British Columbia and western Oregon and 
Washington log harvest and transportation costs are shown in app. L. 
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Log prices.-The available market log prices indicate that prices in 
western Washington and western Oregon, as reported by IFA, are somewhat higher 
than those collected by COFI on the Vancouver log mark.et. In 1981, the 
average IFA reported price of all log sales (including exports) was $304.61 
per 1,000 board feet, 41 percent above the average $215.70 per 1,000 board 
feet reported by COFI. However, the average price for domestic log sales was 
$263.50 per 1,000 board feet, 22 percent above the COFI price. The comparison 
is shown in the following tabulation: 

COFI as a 
IFA price COFI as a .share 

IFA log price domestic COFI share of of IFA 
Year all sales sales log price all IFA sales domestic sales 

--------Per 1,000 board feet---------- -----------Percent----------

1977----US$259.76 US$225. 71 US$176.87 68 78 
1978---- 294.28 247.57 204.76 70 83 
1979--- 400.87 292.98 291.66 73 100 
1980---- 386.62 297.29 266.66 69 90 
1981---- 304.61 263.50 215.70 71 82 

Because certain species are more valuable than others and the percentages 
of species sold, as reported by IFA and COFI, are different, an adjustment 
must also be made when discussing average log values. According to 1981 data, 
an 8-percent downward adjustment should be made on Vancouver log market prices 
for comparison purposes. Most of the adjustment in this case is due to the 
high-valued spruce and cypress that are sold in higher proportion on the 
Vancouver log market. l/ 

With an 8-percent downward species adjustment·, the 1981 COFI log prices 
would be US$198.90 per 1,000 board feet. This price would then equal 65 
percent of the average price of all log sales, as reported by IFA, and 75 
percent of the average domestic selling price of IFA logs. Shown in the 
following tabulation are reported COFI log prices adjusted for species (as 
reported by IFA): 

Adjusted COFI 
Original Adjusted as a share of 

Year Adjustment 1/ COFI price COFI price IFA domestic sales 
(percent) (percent) 

1977---- 2/ US$176.87 US$176 .21 78 
1978--- -5 204.76 195.08 79 
1979--- -14 291.66 250.12 85 
1980--- -14 266.66 229.54 77 
1981-- -8 215.70 198.90 75 

l/ Details of the species adjustment calculations are given in app. K. 
2/ Less than -.5 percent. 

1/ In 1980, for example, 9 percent of logs sold on the Vancouver log mark.et 
were Cypress valued at an average US$629.83 per 1,000 board feet (US$429.22 in 
1981), but the IFA reported less than 1 percent of all logs sold as cypress. 
So, while in general the species mix of the u.s. Pacific Northwest is more 
valuable, it is not true in all situations. 
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In addition to the species difference, logs also vary in grade. .Problems 
of determining differences and adjustments for grade were discussed in the 
stumpage section. Quantifiable data are not available and are extremely 
difficult to estimate. 

Key items to note when comparing the above U.S. Pacific Northwest and 
British Columbia coastal log market selling prices are highlighted below: 

o Adjusted for species and currency differences, the average 
1981 price of logs sold in the Vancouver log market appears 
to be about 25 percent below the average price of logs sold 
in the u.s. Pacific Northwest, as reported by IFA. 

o In better market years, Vancouver log market prices are 
about 15 to 20 percent below roughly comparable Pacific 
Northwest log market prices. 

o When differences in the available coastal log prices are 
compared with coastal stumpage prices, the price gap between 
British Columbia and the Pacific Northwest western regions 
appears to lessen. The adjusted coastal British Columbia 
average stumpage price in 1981 was US$18.35 per 1,000 board 
feet, only 16 percent of comparable u.s. prices,while the 
average adjusted coastal Vancouver log market price was 
US$198.90 per 1,000 board feet, 75 percent of comparable u.s. 
figures. This would indicate that costs such as harvesting 
and transporting the log from the stump to the market (and 
possibly some profit) account for at least part of the 
stumpage price differential between the two regions. 
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Production Methods and Costs 

In general, the U.S. and Canadian softwood lumber industries use the same 
production methods. Both industries have access to the same technology. 
Plant size, l~yout, and capital equipment differ no more between u.s. and 
Canadian mills than they do between mills in different regions within each 
country. Conditions found in processing and product mix do not vary 
significantly when mill size and the quality and volume of raw material 
available are similar. When mills in adjacent areas along the u.s.-canadian 
border are compared, differences noted in production methods are minimal. 

Differences in costs of production result mostly from the quality of 
material available, product mix, and Federal, State, and Provincial 
regulations. For two similar mills in proximity to each other but on 
different sides of the border, the quality of raw materials is essentially the 
same, and the output or product mix of these mills will be similar if they are 
operated at optimum efficiency. The United States has both a slightly larger 
supply of softwood growing stock, as well as material of higher quality. In 
addition, the growth rates for much of the U.S. softwood supply are 
significantly higher than those for Canada, due generally to a more favorable 
climate. This will most likely continue to give the United States a 
competitive advantage in raw material supply as old growth timber is removed 
and the industry becomes more reliant on faster growing second-growth timber 
for raw material supplies. (A discussion of the quality and extent of 
resources available to the U.S. and Canadian industries is presented in this 
report in the "Forest Resources" and "Timber Procurement" sections. 

At the present time, the product mix differs significantly from region to 
region within the United States and to a lesser extent in Canada. Significant 
volumes of old-growth, large-diameter timber in the coastal areas of western 
Oregon, western Washington, and British Columbia make these regions important 
suppliers of large dimension lumber. The amount of high-grade clear lumber 
that can be cut from this material is significantly greater than that for 
second-growth or smaller diameter timber. In the interior of.British 
Columbia, slower growing white spruce, and to some extent fir and pine, yield 
a product with certain higher strength characteristics than similar species 
found in the Northern and Central Rocky Mountain regions of the United 
States. This timber, on the average, is of a smaller diameter and yields a 
smaller proportion of large dimension lumber, but due to its high structural 
qualities is very suitable for 2"x4" framing lumber. As a result,·this region 
produces a predominance of 2"x4" material. 

u.s. and Canadian Government regulations regarding the forest resource 
affect costs in two ways. First, any regulation requiring operations not 
normally undertaken by loggers or manufacturers adds to the cost of 
production. Second, the regulation and management of forest resources owned 
by Government agencies can have significant cost effects. In the United 
States, Government ownership of the resource is most significant in the West. 
In the western United States, ownership is nearly equally shared between the 
Federal Government and all other ownerships, although the Government. holds the 
highest volume of old growth material. In Canada, although there are 
important private holdings, the Provincial Government is by far the leading 
forest resource owner (See "Forest Resources"). 
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In the western United States, two segments of the industry are ~pparent. 
They are those dependent on the Government and others for timber, and those 
with sufficient or nearly sufficient supplies to meet their own needs. Many 
of the larger producers fall in the latter catagory. The largest 40 producers 
in the United States own about 60 percent of the industry-owned timber-
lands. 1/ Such a condition gives these firms much more flexibility in keeping 
costs to a minimum, especially the delivered cost of wood. These firms have 
the choice of cutting their own timber or purchasing timber from the 
Government, or from other sources. The timber owned by these firms (fee 
timber) was often acquired at a low cost and as such represents a cost 
advantage to these firms when processed in their mills. Even so, the cost to 
these firms could be considered to be the income given up by not selling their 
timber or logs to other processors. These firms have the option of getting 
the highest return on their investment by processing logs into lumber, selling 
the logs outright, or by some combination of these. 

Comparison of variable costs between the United States and Canada 

The costs of materials and wages were determined from statistics of the 
United States and Canadian Governments (tables 19 and 20). All values are 
stated in u.s. dollars. The costs per thousand board feet were determined by 
dividing the total amount paid by reported lumber production. Although these 
do not exactly reflect the actual average costs, they were determined from 
comparable primary data and provide a useful basis for comparison. The 
relationships between costs within States and Provinces, and between countries 
are consistent with those determined by others, such as Data Resources, Inc. 
(DR!) of Lexington, Mass., in their model for the forest products industry, 
FORSIM, and with submissions made to the Commission by the International 
Woodworkers of America (IWA) and the Canadian Softwood Lumber Committee (CSLC). 

Table 19 outlines the selected costs of production for u.s. and Canadian 
sawmills. In 1980, materials and labor accounted for 78 and 22 percent, 
respectively, of u.s. production costs, and 72 and 28 percent, respectively, 
of Canadian production costs. Logs harvested and delivered to the mill, 
purchased logs, and rough lumber (collectively called-wood) accounted for 55 
and 49 percent, respectively, of u.s. and Canadian production costs in 1980. 
Delivered wood costs .. have increased as a share of total costs in the United 
States since 1972. In Canada, however, wood costs decreased from 54 percent 
in 1977 to 49 percent in 1980. 

Table 20 shows production costs for selected States and Provinces. These 
costs are for softwood and hardwood sawmills, but Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
Washington, and British Columbia produce relatively little hardwood, and the 
costs presented are, therefore, representative of softwood sawmills. Maine 
and Georgia were selected. because the high proportion of softwood lumber 
production in those States make their costs representative· for softwood lumber 
producers in the North a~d South. Ontario and Quebec have similar proportions 
of softwood to hardwood lumber production as do Maine and Georgia. State data 

1/ Clephane, Thomas P., Ownership of Timber: A Critical Component in 
Industrial Success, Forest Industries, Miller Freedman Pub., San Francisco, 
Calif., August 1978. 
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for 1979 and 1980 are estimates using Department of Commerce aggregate co~ts 
and DR! projections. Data for the Provinces were estimated in the same manner 
for 1980. 

A comparison of costs for Oregon and Washington, and British Columbia in 
1980 are shown in the following tabulation (per 1,000 board feet): 

Oregon and Washington British Columbia 
Item Dollars Percent Dollars Percent 

Materials and other costs------- US$244 78 US$193 74 
Wood--------------------------- 205 65 138 53 
Energy------------------------- 8 3 6 2 
Contract work------------------ l/ 1/ 29 11 
All other---------------------- 3l 10 21 8 

Wages---------------------------- 69 22 68 26 
Total 2/--------------------- 313 100 261 100 

1/ Included with all other materials. 
2/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

In 1980, Oregon and Washington collectively had the highest average material 
and labor costs of all selected States and Provinces. These two States had an 
average cost of $313 per 1,000 board feet of production compared with lows of 
$234 for Idaho and Montana, and $216 for Quebec. 

Delivered wood costs.--The previous "Timber Procurement" section dealt in 
detail with stumpage costs on national forests in the Northwest United States 
and on Provincial iands in British Columbia, and, to the extent posssible, 
compared log prices in such markets as exist in these two regions.· This 
section deals specifically with the cost of logs and other wood delivered to 
the mill. As with other costs of production presented in this section, they 
are expressed in terms of the cost per 1,000 board feet of lumber produced, 
and will therefore differ from the stumpage and log market prices reported in 
the previous section because they are based on an actual rather than an 
estimated yield basis. Adjustments are not made for species as was done for 
the log market prices in the previous section, and the quality differences 
remain difficult to quantify. Further, the delivered cost of wood 
incorporates log harvesting and hauling costs and so differs significantly 

·from the prices reported for stumpage. 

Delivered wood costs were by far the most significant of all variable 
costs, ranging from 54 to 68 percent o·f the cost of materials and wages in the 
selected States and from 41 to 64 percent of these costs for the selected 
Provinces in 1980. The differences in delivered wood costs between the States 
and Provinces are more significant than the differences in any other of these 
costs. The differences.between total material and wage costs and delivered 
wood costs for the United States and Canada and for selected States and 
Provinces in 1980 are compared in the following tabulation (per 1,000 board 
feet): 
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Geographic areas and United 
item~ compared States Canada Difference 

United States-Canada: 
Delivered wood cost-------- US$173 US$146 US$27 
Total material and 
wag~ cost---------------- 315 297 18 

Maine-Quebec: 
Delivered wood cost-------- 155 93 62 
Total material and 

wage cost---------------- 289 216 73 
Idaho and Montana-(interior) 

British Columbia: 
Pelivered wood cost-------- 148 77 71 
Total material and 

wage cost---------------- 234 189 45 
Oregon and Washington-

British Columbia: 
Delivered wood cost-------- 205 138 67 
Total material and 

wage cost---------------- 313 261 52 

In each comparison, except that between Maine and Quebec, the total 
difference was exceeded by the difference in wood costs. 

In general, wood costs have risen faster.in the United States than in 
Canada. In the United States, such costs rose from US$59 to US$173 per 1,000 
board feet produced·during the 1972-80, representing an average annual 
increase of nearly 13 percent. In Canada, on the other hand, costs increased 
from US$55 to US$146 during the same period, representing an average annual 
increase of about 11 percent. The difference in wood costs between the United 
States and Canada widened during this period from US$4 to US$27 per 1,000 
board feet produced. 
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The difference in delivered wood costs for Maine when compared with those 
of Quebec increased from US$32 in 1977 to US$62 in 1980. However, the . 
difference in delivered wood costs for selected Western States when compared 
with those of British Columbia narrowed or remained relatively close during 
1977-80. During that period, the difference for Oregon and Washington 
declined from·us$76 to US$67 and the difference for Idaho and Montana 
increased from US$70 to US$71. 

Because the data used to compile table 20 are not separately reported for· 
eastern and western Oregon and Washington, a comparison using this data for 
coastal areas in the Northwestern United States and British Columbia is not 
possible. However, using data supplied in part by subscribers to their FORISM 
Service, DRI shows delivered wood costs to be higher for u.s. coastal mills . 
than for British Columbia coastal mills, and the difference in these costs .to 
be rising from US$12 to US$33 per 1,000 board feet produced during 1977-80. 

Fuel and energy costs.--Fuel and energy costs constitute about 3 percent· 
of total manufacturing costs in the United States and Canada, a percentage 
which has not changed significantly in the last 10-year period in spite of 
significant increases in the price of crude oil during the period. Actual 
costs increased from US$4 to US$8 per 1,000 board feet of production in the 
United States, and US$3 to US$8 per 1,000 board feet of production in Cana.da. 

The share of fuel by types, used in British Columbia mills is shown in 
the following tabulation (in percent): 1/ 

Year Total Fuel oil 

1979------ 100 82 
1980----- 100 82 
1985------ 100 83 

Gasoline Kerosene Electricity 

14 
14 
13 

2 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 

Liquefied 
petroleum 

gases 

1 
1 '. 
1 

No similar figures were found for Oregon and Washington, but the mix should be 
similar for the major items. The principal fuel oils used by the sawmill 
industry are diesel and light grades number 2 and 3. 

A comparison of 1980 prices between the United States and Canada for 
certain fuel oils are shown in the following tabulation (per barrel): 2/ 

Distillate fuel oil-------­
Marine diesel fuel--------­
Heavy fuel oil------------­
Marine fuel oil------------

United States 

US$35.28 
36.00 
20.58 
20.50 

Canada 

US$21.95 
36.33 
14.22 
20.87 

1/ British Columbia Energy Supply and Requirements Forecast, 1980-1995, 
Ministry of Energy, Mines, and Resources, April 1981. 

2/ u.s. Department of Energy, 1980 International Energy Annual, 1980. 
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Even though prices in Canada are lower for the important industrial fuels, 
tables 19 and 20 show total energy costs to be relatively close. Lower prices 
in Canada may be offset to some extent by more severe climatic conditions. 

Contract work and other costs.-These include such things as work 
contracted out to others, products bought and resold in the same condition, 
other materials used such as glues and packaging, and operating and 
maintenance expenses. These costs vary widely due to regional differences in 
doing business such as contracting work out and packaging products for sale. 

In 1980, these expenses were US$64 and US$61 per 1,000 board feet of 
production in the United States and Canada, respectively. These varied widely 
by States, from US$57 per 1,000 board feet in Maine to US$12 per 1,000 board 
feet in Georgia. For Canada, the variation was smaller--from US$34 to US$52 
per 1,000 board feet in coastal and interior British Columbia, respectively. 

Wages.--Wages accounted for 22 and 26 percent of costs in Oregon and 
Washington, and British Columbia, respectively, in 1980. In general, the 
close communication between trade unions in the western United States and 
Canada tends to keep wage rates fairly comparable. The IWA~ which represents 
workers in both countries, provided extensive material which confirms the 
slightly higher wage rates for workers in British Columbia. In addition, the 
!WA points out that labor constitutes.a significant component of the delivered 
cost of wood to the mill. This component, however, is accounted for in the 
delivered wood costs and thus, for the purposes of this study, need not be 
separately considered. 

Average hourly earnings for production workers in the United States and 
Canada are shown in the following tabulation: 

Year. 

1977-----
1978------
1979-----
1980------
1981----

Sawmills and planing mills 
United States Canada 

US$5.14 
5.79 
6.07 
6.65 
7.28 

US$6.75 
6.75 
7.29 
7.97 
8.48 

Data were calculated from survey data collected by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce and Statistics Canada. u.s. data for 1980 and 1981 are from 
projections made by the u.s. Department of Commerce, and Canadian data are 
based on the trend since 1972. 

Comparisons for the.Eastern United States and Canada in 1980 show the 
wage compone~t of production costs per 1,000 board feet to have been slightly 
higher in Maine (US$70) than in neighboring Quebec (US$68) in 1980. Ontario 
and Georgia had slightly higher and lower wage costs, respectively, than those 
for Maine and Quebec (table 20). 
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Comparison of fixed costs for the United States and Canada 

Statistics on the fixed costs of manufacture are unavailable. This is 
due in part to differences of opinion on costs to be considered as fixed. 
Even for items generally considered to be fixed costs, such as compensation of 
officers and office staff, differences exist. Costa for certain houaekeeping 
and equipment upkeep also vary, though these generally are considered as fixed 
costs. 

If fixed costs are considered to be those incurred whether or not 
production occurs, a rough measure of them can be made by subtracting the cost 
of sales from total expenses. Such a measure is shown in the following 
tabulation using data of the U.S. Treasury Department and Statistics Canada 
for 1978, the last year for which comparable data are available (in millions 
of u.s. dollar~): 

United States 1/ Percent Canada 2/ Percent 

Total expenses--- $18,138.9 100 $5,070.l 100 
Cost of sales---- 13,392.7 74 4,100.1 81 
Residual costs---- 4,746.2 26 970.0 i9 

1/ u.s. Department of the Treasury, Corporation Source Book, Washington, 
o.c., 1978. 

2/ Data for Canada are from Corporation Financial Statistics, Statistics 
Canada, Ottawa, 1979. 

As can be seen from this tabulation, the residual costs, an estimation of 
fixed costs, amounted to 26 and 19 percent of total expenses for the United 
States and Canada, respectively. 

A significant fixed cost to many u.s. producers is the cost of land and 
timber. Due to Government ownership in Canada of approximatly 90 percent of 
the timberland, ownership costs associated with timberland fall on few 
Canadian producers. Some of the advantages attributed to u.s. firms' 
ownership of timberland might be offset by the fixed costs of such ownership. 
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Pricing and Marketing 

United States 

The price received for lumber at the mill (generally f.o.b.) is 
determined by ·many factors. The price paid f .o.b. mill for softwood lumber 
varies with the size, species, and grade of lumber and the transportation 
costs associated with marketing the lumber. Generally, lumber which is larger 
sized and most free of defect commands the highest price. Wholesale lumber 
prices are quoted either f.o.b. mill or on a delivered price basis, but 
usually the day-to-day market supply and demand will determine the price of 
lumber. 

Most lumber is bought and sold by wholesalers that arrange for delivery 
to the area of destination, although some companies act as their own 
wholesalers by marketing their lumber and at times buy lumber from other mills 
to meet their customers' demands. Larger integrated forest products companies 
often have distribution and/or building centers for marketing their lumber. 

The f.o.b. mill prices for lumber are extremely variable and usually 
change on a day-to-day basis. For example, the price of unseasoned standard 
and better Douglas-fir random length 2"x4", f.o.b. west coast mill, ranged 
between $155 and $207 per 1,000 board feet in 1981 as shown in the following 
tabulation: 1/ 

Period 

January---------------
February--------------
March---------------~­
Ap.ril----------------­
May--------~---------­

June-----------------­
July-----------------­
Augus t----------------
September------------­
Oc to ber--------------­
November-------------­
December--------------

Price 1/ 

207 
193 
187 
193 
183 
198 
194 
180 
170 
164. 
155 
162 

1/ Random Lengths 1981 Yearbook, Random Lengths Publications, Inc., Eugene, 
Oreg., 1982. (Prices net f.o.b. mill, Portland rate). 

It is not feasible to present prices for all the different softwood 
lumber products produced in the United States; however, table 21 shows some 
prices for some selected representative lumber products. It is important to 
note that there is a wide range in prices for the different types of lumber 
produced, and although most dimension lumb~r trade flows from Canada to the 

1/ An example is made of lumber 2"x4" because it is a common size used in 
construction. The price of other types of lumber, such as clear boards 
suitable for moldings, may be much higher per 1,000 board feet. 
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United States, some U.S.- produced lumber is marketed in Canada at competitive 
prices. For example, in January 1982, clear Douglas-fir boards produced in 
the U.S. Pacific Northwest were being sold in the Vancouver, British Columbia, 
market at prices competitive with locally produced lumber. 

Canada 

Prices received for lumber by Canadian mills from U.S. customers 
generally are quoted in U.S. dollars. Basically, Canadian mills set prices 
the same way as do U.S. mills--through interaction with wholesalers. Typical 
prices for Canadian lumber also fluctuate with market conditions. Prices for 
unseasoned, standard and better Douglas-fir random length 2"x4", f.o.b. B.c. 
mill, ranged between $140 and $187 per 1,000 board feet in 1981 as shown below: 

Item Price 1/ 

January--------------~ 187 
February-------------- 180 
March----------------- 170 
April----------------- 175 
May------------------- 167 
June------------------ 163 
July------------------ 174 
August---------------- 177 
September------------- 156 
October--------------- 140 
November-------------- 144 
December-------------- 158 

1/ Random Length 1981 Yearbook, Random Lengths Publications, Inc., Eugene, 
Oreg., 1982. (Prices net f.o.b. mill, British Columbia to United States). 

Comparison of U.S. and Canadian prices in third countries 

Although Canada's major export market for softwood lumber is the United 
States (9.0 billion board feet, or 78 percent of 1981 exports), both the 
United States and Canada supply large quantities of softwood lumber to Japan 
and the European Community. In 1981, u.s. spipments of softwood lumber to 
Japan (0.5 billion board feet) were valued at the u.s. port of export at an 
average $347.45 per 1,000 board feet, and Canada's shipments to Japan (0.9 
billion board feet) were valued at an average $351.03 per 1,000 board feet. 
It is believed that these values are extremely close because both the United 
States and Canada export a large amount of similar type lumber (squares for 
Japanese construction) to Japan. The unit price trends of softwood lumber 
shipped to Japan as reported by u.s. and Canadian export statistics, are shown 
in the following tabulation (per 1,000 board feet): 
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Year United States 

1977---------- --------
1978----------------
1979----------------------
1980------------------------
1981-----------------~~~· 

ust239.27 
295.39 
396.51 
349.22 
347.45 

Canada 

ust239.64 
257.71 
387.87 
395.79 
351.03 

The prices of u.s. and Canadian shipments to Europe are not as uniform as 
those to Japan. In 1981, u.s. shipments of softwood lumber to the EC 1/ were 
valued at the u.s. port of export at an average US$578.24 per 1,000 board 
feet, more than double the average US$267.36 per 1,000 board feet £.o.b. 
Canadian port at which Canada's shipments to the EC were valued. This wide 
disparity is accounted for, in part, by the large percentage of high-valued, 
clear southern pine and clear Douglas-fir lumber that the United States ships 
to Europe compared with Canada's shipments of predominately dimension lumber. 
The unit price trends of softwood lumber shipped to the EC as reported in both 
governments' export statistics are shown in the following tabulation (per 
1,000 board feet): 

Year 

1977----------------------
1978-----------------------
1979------------------------
1980-----------------------
1981------------------

United States 

US$464.57 
513.22 
748.04 
653.43 
578.24 

Canada 

US$227.06 
239033 
320.91 
329.29 
267.36 

Tables 4 and 10 give volumes of exports for both countries as well as the 
average unit values of shipments to all countries. 

Currency exchange rates 

The rate of exchange between the u.s. and Canadian dollars varies from 
day to day. In 1981, the average rate of exchange was 1.1989 Canadian 
dollars per 1.0000 u.s. dollars. Shown below are the average rates of 
exchange between Canadian and u.s. dollars for 1972 and 1977-81: 2/ 

Year 

1972-------------
1977--------------
1978--------------
1979-------------------
1980-------------_.:;. ___ _ 
1981-----------------

Canadian dollars 
per u.s. dollar 

$0.9899 
1.0635 
1.1402 
1.1715 
1.1696 
1.1989 

u.s. dollars per 
Canadian dollar 

$1.0102 
.9403 
.8770 
.8536 
.8550 
.8341 

l/ Exports to Italy, West Germany, and the United 'Kingdom are used to 
represent the EC for u.s. prices. 

2/ International MOnetary Fund. 
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In the period between 1972 and 1977, the difference between the two 
currencies did not vary by more than 6 percent, and in moat years it was 
within 1 or 2 percent of par. Beginning in 1978, the Canadian dollar started 
declining in value in relation to the u.s. dollar, reaching aa averase amaual 
low in 1981 of $1.1989 Canadian per $1.0000 u.s. 

The increasing value of the u.s. dollar improves the competitiveness of 
Canadian lumber in the u.s. market. Because the u.s. dollar is now worth more 
Canadian dollars, Canadian producers can reduce their selling price in u.s. 
dollars and realize the same return in Canadian dollars. However, the 
Canadian producers may not have decreased their prices by the full extent of 
the increase in the u.s. dollar's value. If they do not decrease their prices 
to that extent, the per unit profits on sales to the United States will rise. 
Additionally, some of the Canadian producers' costs may rise with the u.s. 
dollar's value. · For example, because the lumber producers import some 
equipment from the United States, their equipment costs may increase with the 
value of the u.s. dollar. However, most of the Canadian producers' costs are 
in Canadian dollars, so their costs are not directly affected by changes in 
the exchange rate. 

Furthermore, the Canadian producers may not decrease their prices by the. 
full amount allowed by the appreciation of the u.s. dollar. 

Pricing and marketing comparisons 

Some important points concerning u.s. and Canadian lumber pricing and 
marketing are shown below: 

o u.s. and Canadian softwood lumber generally is marketed 
in the same manner, serving similar, if not identical, 
markets. 

o British Columbia mills generally appear to be the price 
leaders on such widely used lumber products as 2"x 4", 
although transportation costs and species of lumber 11&y 
influence the pricing structure. 1/ 

o Although most trade between the United States and Canada 
flows from Canada to the United States, some 
U.S.-produced softwood .lumber is marketed in Canada. 

o The u.s. dollar premium over the Canadian dollar is an 
advantage for Canadian producers when they market lumber 
in the United States. 

1/ Canadian-produced spruce-·pine-fir lumber (for which prices are given in 
table 21), because of strength characteristics, is only usable in about 85 
percent of typical uses of such species as Douglas-fir. This accounts for at 
least part of the price difference shown in table 21. 
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Transportation and Distribution 

u.s. d{stribution 

Transportation can account for a considerable portion of the delivered 
cost of lumber. The following simplified example illustrates this point. In 
October 1981, dry, random length, standard and better grade Douglas-fir 2"x4" 
lumber had an average price, f.o.b. mill, of $173 per 1,000 board feet. 
Assuming a weight of 1,800 pounds per 1,000 board feet, a 110,000-pound 
bulklµ!ad rail car could carry 55,000 board feet. Freight charges from 
Portland, Oreg., to Chicago, Ill., for such a load would have been $5,010 
(table 22). The delivered price would have been $14,525, exclusive of 
discounts, making transportation charges nearly 35 percent of the delivered 
charge. When such lumber brought a higher price, such as in October 1979, 
when it was about $285 per 1,000 board feet, these transportation charges 
still would have been 24 percent of the delivered cost. 

Most lumber shipments in the United States from the mill to wholesalers 
or retailers is by truck or rail, with waterborne shipments of only minor 
importance. At distances less than 300 miles, over 75 percent of all u.s. 
shipments are made by truck, and at distances over 500 miles, over 60 percent 
of lumber shipments are made by rail. Shipment by truck is by far the most 
common method used in the North and South owing to short hauling distances to 
major markets. Over 80 percent of all lumber shipments originating in these 
regions are made by truck. Virtually all of the remaining shipments are made 
by rail. 

Beginning in 1980, Western lumber shipments to u.s. destinations have 
been predominantly by truck. Even so, rail shipments are much more important 
in this region than .in either the North or South. For 1981, the Western Wood 
Products Association reported shipments by method of transportation from mills 
in the West as follows: l/ 

Method 
Quantity 

(million board feet) 

Truck--------------­
Rail---------------­
Other---------------

Total---------

4,786 
3,426 

254 
8,466 

Percent of total 

56.5 
40.5 
3.0 

100.0 

Over two-thirds (67 percent) of Western lumber shipments were made to 
destinations within the region in 1981, with California being the leading 
market (29 percent). Of the remaining shipments, 14 percent are to the South 
and 19 percent to the North (table 23). Ten years ago, nearly 60 percent of 
the shipments from Western mills went to Northern and Southern destinations. 
The reversal is generally. attributed to competition from Canadian and Southern 
mills and to lower shipping costs for Western Canadian producers. Some shift 
is also likely as ·a result of development in and a population shift to the 
"sun belt" particularly the Southwestern United Statea in which u.s. mills 

1/ These figures only include production of those mills reporting statistics 
to-the Western Wood Products Association. 
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would have shipping cost advantages. The following tabulation, based on table 
23, shows the regional distribution of Western shipments in recent years (in 
percent): 

Northeast North Central South West Total 1/ 

1977-------- 5 22 15 58 100 
1978-------- 5 21 14 60 100 
1979--------- 4 18 13 64 100 
1980--------- 5 15 13 66 100 
1981-------- 5 14 14 67 100 

1/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

As can be seen from this tabulation, the percentage of shipments within 
the region increased through the period, which included years of both strong 
and slack demand. The percentage gain in the West was almost entirely offset 
by the percentage decline in the North Central States. As more shipments from 
Western origins went to destinations in the West, rail shipments declined from 
58 percent in 1977 to 40 percent in 1981. 

Canadian distribution 

In Canada, shipments are primarily by rail, due in part to the dQminance 
of British Columbia in lumber production and the long distances to its east 
coast markets. In 1980, about 5 million board feet, approximately 78 percent 
of all shipments, from British Columbia were by rail (table 24). In contrast, 
85 percent of the shipments from Eastern Canada were by truck in 1980. 
Shipments, by methods of transportation, for all Canada in 1980 are shown in 
the following tabulation: 

Method 
Quantity 

(million board feet) 

Truck-------------
Rail--------------
Other~----~-----­

. Total---------

2,788 
5,693 

801 
9,282 

Percent of total 

30 
61 

9 
100 

Shipments from British Columbia accounted for 87 percent of all rail 
shipments, virtually all waterborne shipments, and 21 percent of shipments by 
truck. 

In recent years, rail shipments from British Columbia to the United 
States averaged 77 percent of all British Columbia shipments; truck and 
waterborne shipments averaged 8 and 15 percent, respectively. The 

'distribution of all shipments from British Columbia to the United States is 
shown in the following tabulation (in percent): 
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Year Northeast North Central South west Total 

1976--------- 15 42 35 8 100 
1977------- 17 40 28 15 100 
1978--------- 15 29 3& 18 100 
1979-------- 15 30 36 18 100 
1980------- 13 27 41 19 100 

This shows declining shipments from British Columbia to markets in the 
North, and increases in shipments to the South and West. The decline in 
shipments to the North has been filled by increases in shipments from Eastern 
Canada. Shipments from Eastern Canada are mostly made by truck. 

Comparison of u.s. and Canadian transportation costs 

Truck and rail costs.--It is generally agreed that neither the U.S. nor 
Canadian industries has any cost advantages in shipping by truck, other than 
proximity .to the market, in which case the advantage is usually with the U.S. 
producers. On the other hand, it has been often contended that Canadian rail 
rates are lower than those available to u.s. shippers, and as a result, 
shipments from British Columbia to the Eastern United States have displaced 
shipments from the Western United States. Transcontinental tariff rates for 
lumber shipments by rail from specified origins and destinations are given in 
table 22. These rates, from Spokane, Wash., and Kamloops, British Columbia, 
to certain u.s. destinations are shown in the following tabulation (per 
110,000-pound bulklead car): 

Destination Spokane, Wash. 

North 
Chicago, Ill------------ US$4,834 
Green Bay, Wisc--------- 4,812 
Detroit, Mich------------ 5,744 
Baltimore, Md----------- 6,014 
Syracuse, N.Y------------ 6,014 

South 
Louisville, Ky----------

. Augusta, Ga-----------
5,744 
5,307 

Origin 
Kamloops, 

British Columbia 

US$4,966 
4,834 
5,755 
6,025 
6,025 

5,755 
5,571 

Rates shown from Portland, Oreg., and Vancouver, Wash., are identical for all 
listed destinations. The rates in table 22 do not reflect special contract 
rates and discounts generally available to large-volume shippers. Neither do 
they reflect lower rates available for domestic shipments within Canada. 
Through the development of "reload centers" in Eastern Canada, to which lumber 
is shipped by rail and then transferred to truck for further shipment (mostly 
to the United States), Canadian shippers have been able to attain lower rates 
than those available by shipping transcontinental via u.s. rail lines to 
markets in the Northeastern States. An example provided by the Canadian 
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Softwood Lumber Committee illustrates this point. 1/ For a destination of 
Nashua, N.H., the Transcontinental Freight Bureau Rate (TCFB 4517) from 
Vancouver, British Columbia, was given as $6,018 for a 115,000 pound 
shipment. The Agreed Charge Tariff Rate from Vancouver, British Columbia to 
LaColle, Quebec, is listed as $4,590, and trucking charges from LaColle to 
Nashua, as $1,277, for a total charge of $5,867--$214 lower than the TCFB 
rate. Using a Canadian Railroad Single Line Rate to Beebe Jct., Quebec, and 
truck rates from there to Nashua yielded a combined freight rate of $5,675, or 
a $343 lower rate than the TCFB rate. 

The Canadian railways have established combination rates with several 
northeastern regional rail carriers. These rates, which apply to shipments 
between British Columbia and certain New England destinations, are often lower 
than the Transcontinental Freight Bureau Rates. 2/ These combination rates 
were established to compete with the rail-truck rates discussed. 3/ 

Competition from waterborne transportation has led the Canadian railroads 
to lower their rates on lumber shipments. For example, CP Rail has 
established combination rates on green lumber shipped from British Columbia to 
the U.S. East Coast. These rates, which are substantially below the 
Transcontinental Freight Bureau rates, were specifically set to meet 
competition from water carriers. 4/ Furthermore, when negotiating lower rail 
rates, Western Canadian lumber producers have explicitly threatened to move a 
larger share of their shipments by water. 5/ This evidence indicates that 
because the Canadian lumber producers have-better access to waterborne 
transport than the u.s. producers, they also have lower costs for certain rail 
shipments. 

The Staggers Act of 1980 has changed the rate-setting provisions under 
· which u.s. railroads operate. Although it is too soon to determine the effect 

of this act on the competitiveness of u.s. and Canadian shippers, some general 
conclusions are possible. The Staggers Act allows open competition between 
rail carriers for shipments over single rail lines. It may be possible for 
some lumber manufacturers to use a combination of single line rates that would 
be lower than the published through rates, and thus ship at lower rates than 
could Canadian manufacturers. Western shippers may be able to use favorable 
single line rates to ship to the South or North Central States, and thereby be 
more competitive with Ganadian producers in that region. 6/ In early 1982, 
two major western rail carriers announced the availability of such rates. 7/ 

1/ Consolidation of Material Presented to the International Trade 
Coiiiinission, Canadian Softwood Lumber Committee, February 1982, p.36. 

2/ Letter from D. A. Behnish of CP Rail, March 17, 1982, pp. 2-3. 
3/ "Transportation Issues Associated With the Sale of B. c. Lumber in 

U.S.A., "CP Rail, March 1982, P• 46. 
4/ Letter from D. A •. Behnish, op. cit., P• 3. 
S/ Sec. T. D. Heaver and J. c."""Nelson, Railway Pricing Under Commercial 

Freedom: The Canadian Experience, (Vancouver, Canada, Center for 
Transportation Studies, 1977, PP•. ?02-5. 

6/ "Crows Weekly Letter", Friday, Jan. 29, 1982, p. 10. 
7/ Ibid., Friday, Mar. 5, 1982, and American Logger and Lumberman, Dec.-Jan. 

1981-1982, P• 15. 
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In the Northeastern United States, however, it is likely that the Canadian 
rail-truck combination through eastern "reload centers" will continue to give 
a delivery cost advantage to lumber producers in British Columbia over 
producers in the Western United States. 

Waterborne costs.-Waterborne shipments to u.s. destinations are 
important only to producers in the Western United States and in British 
Columbia. Waterborne shipments in the West are for the most part between west 
coast ports or exported. As reported by the Pacific Lumber Inspection Bureau, 
shipments from U.S. west coast ports have declined steadily from 849 million 
board feet in 1960 to 4 million board feet in 1979. This decline is 
attributed by most sources to the effects of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920, 
commonly known as the Jones Act, which requires the use of u.s. ships in 
intracoastal trade. This limits the supply of shipping available to u.s. 
lumber shippers, and generally results in higher costs than that of ships of 
other flags. The degree to which the higher costs attributed to u.s.-flag 
ships gives the Canadian lumber shipper a competitive advantage in u.s. 
markets depends on several factors, including rates paid by Canadian 
shippers. It appears that Canadian shippers have more flexibility in rate 
competition. Canadians have taken several steps to minimize the effect of 
waterborne shipping rates. Even if u.s. and Canadian rates were competitive, 
it is likely that Canadian shippers would have certain advantages which are 
inherent in the distribution system they have developed. This includes cargo 
assembly centers, at least one of which is jointly owned by Canadian lumber 
producers. 1/ Lumber is delivered by truck or rail in standardized packages 
where it is-kept in inventory to be assembled according to order at dockside 
for loading. These centers allow one-step loading, and standard packaging 
allows rapid loading and efficient space utilization. Time savings in loading 
and offloading ships considerably reduces the total charges for waterborne 
shipments. u.s. producers could most likely develop a similar system in time, 
but appear unlikely 'to do so as long as the higher costs and limited shipping 
·associated with the provisi.ons of the Jones Act continue. 2/ 

Costs of shipping by water from Canada to the United States for 1981 are 
shown in table 25. These were calculated from official u.s. import 
statistics. The average transportation cost was 22 percent of the total 
landed value of such imports. Waterborne transportation charges to Baltimore, 
Md., accounted for 31 percent of the landed value of softwood lumber imports, 
whereas rail charges"from Portland, Oreg., to Baltimore, Md., for Douglas-fir 
lumber would have been nearly 40 percent of the delivered price. 

1/ Information obtained from Mr. E.A. Cameron, Senior Vice President, 
Seaboard Lumber Sales Co. Ltd., during a visit to Seaboard in Vancouver, 
British Columbia, Jan. 22, 1982. 

2/ Interview with Mr. Stanley Bishoprick, consultant to Dant & Russell, 
Inc., Portland, Oreg., Mar. 5, 1982. 
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Appendix A 

Requests from the Senate Committee on Finance and the Subcommittee 
on Trade of the Committee on Ways and Means of the U.S. House 

of Representatives 
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Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The United.States Senate Committee on Finance requests that the 
United States International Trade Commission conduct an investigation 
under section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930 on the importation of 
Canadian softwood lumber into the United States. 

The Commission's study should analyz·e all relevant conditions 
relating to the importation of Canadian softwood lumber into the 
United States as well as compare the competitive status of the U.S. 
and Canadian softwood lumber industries •. Th~ Committee. -requests 
that special emphasis be placed on determining.the impact of such 
importations from British· Columbia:.· In particular, the following 
topics should be included in the commission's-' report of its investi­
gation: 

1. The U.S. market (United States and Canadian factors 
of competition including a discussion of imports, 
production including multinational operations, and 
consumption) • · 

2. A comparison of stumpage prices and appraisal 
methods. 

3. A· comparison of fixed and variable costs of 
production. 

4. A comparison of transportation costs 0 

S. A compa~ison of marketing practices (including a 
discussion of the impact of Canadian softwood lumber 
of the va~ious regions of the u.s. market). 

6 •. A comparison of Government policies and.regulations 
·and their influence on the softwood lumber industry. 
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- 2 -

In the course of conducting this investigat.ion, the Commission 
may. wish to c;:onsider t~e. desirability an_d usefulnes·s of conducting · 
a field hear·ing to facilitate the development of relevant data. 

The final report should be transmitted to the Conunittee ·on 
Finance not later than four months after receipt of this request. 

.,· ~Q·~ 
JOHN DANFORTH 
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November· 30, 1981 

The Uonorable Bill Alberger 
Chairman 
International Trade Commission 
701-E Street, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20436 

Dear Bill: 
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The woods products industry in the Northwest is facing .. 
serious economic difficulty given the continued weakness of 
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the u.s~ construction sector and the general recessionary 
status of the economy. However, I understand this economic 
difficulty has been greatly exacerbated by certain preferential 
practices in British Columbia that serve to provide Canadian 
exports of lu.i-nber products a substantial price advantage in our 
market. 

Apparently, the pra ~·tice that has given the domestic 
industry the most difficulty is that of the assessment of 
stumpage fees for lumber from provincial lands on a non­
competitive basis at rates below the price which u.s. indepen­
dent producers pay through competitive bidding for timber frc.•m 
our National Forests. Some elements of the U.S. industry 
maintain that the disparity in stumpage prices gives British 
Columbia mills a 25 percent advancage in our market. 

~ccordingly, I would like to request that the ITC condu~t 
an inves.tigation,- under sec. 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, of 
the lumber industry in the Northwest and in British Columbia 
that would provide a useful basis for evaluating the current 
situation. In addition to a review of the composition of the 
industry in both countries and the pertinent export-import 
patterns, it would be helpful to have a comparative analysis 
of the stumpage app~aisal systems, industry wage rates, nature 
of forest resources, forest policy, employment policy as it 
relates to this industry, methods of taxation, and profit and 
risk allowances. 

I appreciate in this matter • 

. SMG/DBRrn 
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Appendix B 

Federal Register, Notice of Investigation 
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... Federal Register / Vol. 45. No. 249 / Tuesday, December 29, 1981 / Notices 

Issued: December 23, 1981. 
Kenneth R. Mason. 
Secretary. 
IF1l Doe.11-310:! nlrd lZ-:ze..31: 8:~ am) 

i8IUJNO CODE 7020-02-11 

(332-t34) 

Conditions Relating to the Importation 
of Canadian Softwood Lumber Into the 
United Statea 

ACENCV: International Trade 
Commission. 
ACTIOt(; Al the request of the Committee 
on Finance of the U.S. Senate and 
following receipt of a request from the -
Chairman of Subcommittee on T:ade or 
the Committee on Ways find Means of 
the U.S. House of Respresentatin:s on 
December 4, 1981, and December a. 1981, 
respecth·ely, the U.S. International 
Trude Comniission instituted 
fn\'c&tigation No. 332-134 under sfclion 
332fg) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (hi li.S.C. 
133.'!(g)), for the purpose of galhe:'.!1:; And 
presenting information on softwood 
lumber imports from Canada and the 
factors affecting the compelitiv~?:css of 
U.S. producers of softwood lumbe~. T:-tis 
f!!udy will present a profile of the llni:cd 
States and Canadian markets anci 
industries, with an emphasis on U:e 
costs of producing softwood lumL<~r in 
the U.S. Pacific Northwest and in H:-itish 
Colwnbia. 

£FFECTIVEDATE: December 16, 1931. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTJICT: 
Mr. William Hoffmeier or Mr. Jeff Wood, 
Agriculture, Animals and Forest 
Products Division, U.S. International 
Trade Commission. Washington, D.C. 
2().136, telephone 202-724-1766 or Z02-
?24-0095, respectively. 
8UP?LEMCNTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

Th~ Committee on Finance requested 
that the Commission report include. in 
particular, information \vith respect to: 

1. The-U.S. market [United States and 
Canadian factors of competition 
including a discussion of imports, 
p_roduction including multinational 
operations, and consumption). 

2. A comparison of stumpage prices 
and appraisal methods. · 

3. A comparison or fixed and vari<:ble 
cc.1sls of production. 

4. A comparison of transportation 
cos!!. 

5. A compnriso:i of marketing 
practices (including a discussion of the 
lmJlilcfof CanAdian soflwood lumhr.r on 
the various rt•gions of Ilic l!.S. m;irket). 

8. A compurison of Gov1~mmcnl 
; volicirs nnd rl'sulalions 11ni! their 

. -
liifluence on the 11onwood lumber 
lndustty.· 

The Committee asked !hat the 
Commission transmit its report n11t Inter 
than 4 months after receipt of the 
requesL 

The Chairman or the Suhcommiltee OD 

T-rade or the Committee on Ways and 
Means requested that the re;)()rt ir.ciude-, 
Ira addition to a review of the . 
composition or the industry in both 
countries, "a comparati\'e analysis of 
the stumpage app::aisal systems. 
Industry wage rates, nature of for::st 
resources, forest policy, employm~nt 
~olicy as it relates lo this industry. 
methods of taxation, and profit ar.d risk 
allowances."' 

Public Hearing: A public hearir:g in 
connection with the investigation will be 
held in Room Z23, federal Center · 
Building; 1220 SW 3rd Street. Port!;ind. 
Oregon. 01;1February17, and 18. l·~Jl. 
All persons shall have the right to 
appear by counsel or in person. to 
present information. and to be be;;xd. 
Reque.its to appear at the pubblic 
hearing should be filed with the 
Secretary, United States Int~atLmal 
Commission. 701 E Street ~'\V .. 
Washington. O.C: 20436, not later t.h<.n 
neon, February 12, 1.982. 

Written Submissions; In lieu of or i.'l 
addition to appearanr-es at the pu:,lh; 
hearing. Interested persons are in·11ted 
to submit written statements concer.i.ing 
the investigation. CommerciaT or 
financial information which a sub:r:itter 
desires the Commission !o treat a:; 
confidential must. be submitted on 
separate sheets or paper. each de.1r!y 
marked "Confidential Bus:r.ess 
Information· at the top. All submi ;sions 
requesting confidential trcJ tn1ent must 
conform with the requirements of ~ 201.6 
of the Commission's Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (19 CFR 201.6). All 
written submissions. except for 
confidential business information, will 
be made available for inspP.ction by 
interested persons. To be er.sured of 
consideration by the Commission. 
written statements should be subr::it'.~ 
at the earliest practicabie date, but nCl 
later than February 20. 1582. All 
submissions should l>e addressed to the 
Secretary at the Commission's office in 

'Washington. D.C.. .. 
Issued: December 18. 1981. 

By order or the Commission. 
Kenneth R. Masoo, 

: . Secretory. 
(llt Doc. 81-31\l7'U FIL!d 12-.zr...n: t;CS •ml 
BIUl'40~~-
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UNITED STA:ES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
Washington, D.c. 

(332-134) 
Conditions Relating to the Iaportat1011 of 

· Canadian Softwood Lumber into the Uaitect States 

AGENCY:. United States International Trade Comaieelon 

ACTION: . nie Commission has rescheduled the hearing dates for the above · 

captioned investigation No. 332-134. the hearing will now be beld in Room 

223, Federal Center Building, 1220 SW 3rd Street, Portland, Oregon, beginning 

at 10:00 a.m., on Karch 3, 1982, and continued on Karch 4, 1982 as required • 

. Requests to appear at the public hearing should be filed in Writing with the 

Secretary, United States International Trade Commission, 701 E Street NW., 

Washington, D.c. 20436, not later than noon February 24, 1982. Written 

statements should be submitted at the earliest practicable date, but no later 

than March 5, 1982. 

The hearing was originally scheduled to. begin February 17, 1982 •. the 

Commission's initial notice conceriiing the investigation, including the scope, 

the hearing, and procedures for submitting information, was published in the 

Federal Register of December 29, 1981· (46 F.ll~ 62969-62970). 

Transmission of ~he Commission's report on this investigation to the 

Committee on Finance ie scheduled for April 19, 1982. 

By order of the 

I{. 

Kenneth a. Mason 

Secretary 

laaued: January 20,.1982 
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A.ppendix C 

Sources of Information 



Written Submissions 

Stanley Bishoprick, Consultant, Dant and Russell Inc., Portland, Oreg., 
March 10, 1982 

Kenneth J. Cawkell, Mgr. Freight Sales and Service, British Columbia, CH Rail, 
Vancouver, B.c., Feb. 10, 1982. 

Brad Holden, President Chamber of Commerce, Jackman, Maine, March 8, 1982. 

Paul Kay, Vice President, Wood Products Sales and Distribution, Weyerhaeuser 
Company, Tacoma, Wash., March 11, 1982. 

c. Charles Lumbert, President, Moose River Lumber Co., Inc., Jackman, Me., 
March 3, 1982. 

Norman J. Siefken, President, John c. Taylor Lumber Sales, Inc., Beaverton, 
Oreg., Feb. 4, 1982. 

Kenneth G. Stratton, Director, Maine Forest Service, Augusta, Me., 
Jan. 11, 1982. 

March 3, 1982: 

Submissions at the Colllll.ission Hearin 
(in order of appearance Portland, Oregon 

Preston, Thorgrinson, Ellis & Holman--Of Counsel, Washington, D.c., 
on Behalf of: 

Northwest Independent Forest Manufacturers Association 
Aaron Jones, Seneca Sawmill, Eugene, Oregon and President, 

Western Resource Alliance 
Thomas J. Westbrook, Cascade West Forest Products, Inc. 

and President, Northwest Independent Forest Manufacturers 
Paul F. Ehinger, Executive Vice President, Western Resource 

Alliance, Eugene, Oregon 
M. J. Kuehne, Executive Vice President, Northwest.Independent 

Forest Manufacturers, Tacoma, Washington 
Robert Boyd, Boyd Lumber Corp., Sedro Woolley, Washington 

Richard L. Barnes--of Counsel 

Bradley K. Witt, Researcher, Western Council, Lumber, 
- Production & In~ustrial Workers, Portland, Oreg. 

Kent Studebaker, Corporate C~unsel, Louisiana-Pacific 
Corporation, Portland, Oreg. 
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Robert K. Hood, Manager, Market Development, Wood Products 
Group, International Paper Co., New York, N.Y. 

Clyde L. Knight, Executive Vice President, United States 
Shake & Shingle Manufacterers Assoc., Richmond Beach, Wash. 

Harlan M. Niebling, Executive Vice President and Secretary 
North American Wholesale Lumber Assoc., Arlington Heights, Ill. 

R.J. Lande, Manager, Economic Development, D.A. Behnish, Director, 
Pricing, M.L. Page Regional Marketing Manager, Canadian Pacific 
Railroad, .Vancouver, B.C. 

Miner H. Baker, Vice President and Economist (Retired), 
Seattle First National Bank, Seattle, Wash. 

Dr. George E. Taylor, President, Washington Council 
on International Trade, Seattle, Wash. * 

*Dr. Taylor's statement was presented by Mr. Miner H. Baker 

March 4, 1982: 

Herbert A. Fierst--Counsel, Washington, D.C., on behalf of: 

w. Michael Robson, Group Vice President, Building Materials 
Marketing, Canadian Forest Products, Ltd., Vancouver, B.C. 

Donald A. Dowsley, Vice President, Building Materials/Nanaimo 
Region, MacMillan Bloedel, Ltd., Vancouver, B.C. 

Conrad Pinette, President and General Manager, Pinette 
& Therrien Mills, Ltd., Williams Lake, B.C. 

Grant L. Ainscough, Vice President and Chief Forester, 
MacMillan Bloedel, Ltd., Vancouver, B.C·. 

John M. Tra~k, General Manager, Building Material/ 
Transportation, Canadian Forest Products, Ltd., 
Vancouver, B.c. 

Paul Bienvenu, President~ Howard-Bienvenu, Inc., 
La Sarre, Quebec · 

International Woodworkers of America, Portland, Oreg. 

Keith w. Johnson, International President 
Douglas Smyth, Research Director., Canadian Regional Council 

Ill of IWA 
Philip Legg, Assistant Director, Canadian Regional Council 

Ill of IWA 
Denny Scott, Research Economist 
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During the course of the investigation the following people were inter­
viewed and in many instances provided documented statistical and 

explanatory material to the Commission staff. 

British Columbia Ministry of Forests 
-Hartley Lewis, Manager Economic Section 
-A.c. MacPherson, Assistant Deputy Minister Timber, Range and 

Recreation 
-Various Staff Personnel 

Various Mill Managers in British Columbia including 
-George Richards, Weldwood of Canada 
-John Kerr, Lignum Ltd. 
-R. Issacson, Bay Forest Products Division, Whonnock Forest 

Products, Ltd. 

Canadian Log Brokers 
-Colin Baxter, Canadian Forest Products Ltd. 
-Ian Macdonald, Whonnock Industries., Ltd. 
-Jim Patrick, Patrick and Miles Logs Ltd. 

Representatives of Canadian National Rail 

Representatives of Canadian Pacific Rail 

Council of Forest Industries of British Columbia 
-N.R. Dusting, Senior Vice-President, Wood Products 
-R.A. Shebbeare, Vice-President, Forests and Environment 
-K.S. McKeen, Director Lumber and Shingles 
-Various COFI Staff Personnel 

Dant and Russell Inc. 
-Stanley Bishoprick, Consultant 
-Ted Wellington, Manager Warrenton Lumber Division 

Industrial Forestry Association 
-Norm Borjorkland 

International Woodworkers of America 
-Doug Smyth, Research Director 

MacMillian Bloedel limited 
-Grant L. Ainscough, Vice President and Chief Forester 

State of Maine Executive Department 
· -Lloyd Irland, State Economist 

North West Timber Association 
-Arnold Ewing, Executive Vice President 
~ember Mill Owners and Managers 
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Northwest Independent Forest Manufacturers 
-Gus Kuehne, Executive Vice President 
-Member Mill Owners 

Port of Astoria 
-Greg Baker, Deputy Director Finance and Administration 

Seaboard Lumber Sales Company Ltd. 
-E.A. Cameron, Senior Vice President 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
-Bob Mitchell 

U.S. Forest Service Pacific Northwest Experiment Station 
-Dave Darr, Forest Economist 

U.S. Forest Service Region 6 
-Fred Sprenger, Valuation Specialist 
-Gene Balon, Valuation Specialist 

University of British Columbia 
-J. Harry G. Smith, Professor, Faculty of Forestry 
-David Haley, Associate Professor, Faculty of Forestry 

St~te of Washington Department of Natural Resources 
-Loren Gee, Industrial Economist 

West~rn Resource Alliance 
-Paul Ehinger, Executive Vice President 

Weyerhauser Company 
-Dwain Cless, Lumber Business Manager 
-Mack Hogans, Resources Issues Mari.ager 
-Bob Myhr, Manager, International Projects 
-Garry O'Malley, Resources Issues Specialist 
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Appendix D 

Excerpt from subpart B, Part 1 of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States Annotated (1982) 
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'l'ARDT SCHEDULES OF THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (198Z) 

ICHEDULE :.:. • WOOD·AND PAPER: PRINTED MATTER 
Part 1. - Wood and Wood Producta · 

Stat 
It• Suf­

fb 

llatH of Dut7 

Subpart B. - Lumber, Flooring, and Moldings 

SubpmTt B headnotea: 

l. 'lhia •ubpart cover• lunber, wood aidio1, 
wood flooring, vood moldinga, and certain wood 
carving• and orn .. ent1, including auch product• 
... en tbe7 have IM!en aril1ed or treated. 

2. For the purpo••• of tbi1 part, the following 
terw• have the meanings hereby assigned to them: 

(a) Lumber: A product of a aa ..... ill or aa ... ill 
and planing mill derived frOG a log by lengthvi1e 
saving ..tiich, in its original sa""'d condition, haa 
at leaat 2 approximately parallel flat longitudinal 
saved aurfacea, and vhicb may be rough, dreaaed, or 
worked, a1·1at forth below: 

(i) rough lumber ia lumber juat •• it 
comes frOG the eaw, whether in the 
original aaved aice or edged, res....,, 
croaacut, or tri.mined to smaller aicea; 

(1.) dressed lumber is lumber which haa 
been dreased or surfaced by planin1 
on at leaat one edge or face; and 

(•! ) worked lumber is lumber which has 
been aatched (provided with a tongued­
and-1rooved j~int at the edges or encs), 
ahiplapped (provided with a rabbeted or 
laptied joint at the edges), or patterned 
(abaped at the edge• or on the f acea 
to a patterned or '"°lded fona) on a 
.. cching .. chine, aticker, or eolder. 

Edge-glued or end-glued wood over 6 feet in length 
and not over 15 inches in width shall be claaaified 
aa lumber if such wood •• a aolid piece without glue 
joint• would be de-d to be l .. ber u dafi.ned above. 

lot•: ror ••planAtloa of Ch• symbol •4• or .... la 
clllli col- onchled "cat"• Sff geaoral llaadnoco J(c), 

Note.--Shaded area not included ·in this study. 

1 LDDC 

PqeUS 

I· 1 - A, B 
200 75 - 200. 95 
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE UNlTED STATES ANNOTATED (HU) 

SCHEDULE 2 •• woor. AND PAPER; PJUNTED MATTER 
Part I. • Wood and Wood Products 

Voit• 
of 

Qantlt)' 

aatn of Dist:r 

(Ill) Softwoods Voo.t from tnu of coalfaroa 
apacia• (order Conifer .. ). 

<i:> brd!f0041 Wood from tr .. • of -u•r­
..-Ci••· 

(4) Drilled or treete~I br111e4 •t teterval8 
for aall•, •cr•va, or bolt•, •anded or othervlaa 
eurfar:e proce••ed ta U.eu of·, or in addttlon to, 
pl.asdna or vorktna, or tre•ted vlth creoeote or other 
vood preaervattveM, or vlth filler•, aeeler•, vaa .. , 
otl•, •t•1n•, varn1ehea, paint•, or ena118l•, but 
not tacluding anti·•t•in or other t..,..orar:r •ppllce­
tioti• .. nttoned 1n headnote 4 of thia eubpart• 

(•) Standard vood 1110ldln1a1 Voocl .,ldlna• 
t11DFl&a4 to·a p•ttern •nd hevtng the ..... profile ia 
or- NcUon throuahout tls•lr lattath• 

J. Luab•r, tecludlng certain flooring prO'lldad 
for ln thl• aubpert; 1• dutiable on the ba•l• ef 
'lurd eet•!!rc" for vhlch tlse unit ef .. uure•'.la& 
1• tne b'>ard foot. For th• purpo•e• of thle • 11.­
pnt, a bond foot U the quaettt:r of luaber .· >r­
t•ine4 ta, or derived (by drying, drea8ing, Or VOik• 
1Dg, or •DJ co.t>1nat1on of these procea•e•) f,,,., a 
pteca ef rouab ar .. n lullber 1lncb1D tb1cknar:, 
12 tocls•t 1n vldth, and 1 foot to len1tls, or L .e 
a .. i•al•H of aucb pl•c• ln other dlmenaioH• 

•· Th• tnat .. nt of lllllbar or otlser pro4ucta 
pro•14e4 for 1n th1a •ubp•rt vltls autl-tltaia or 
otllar te.,orary •pplicattoe• vtllch aerve ooly for 
the purpoae of m•intalntna tbe products in tlsalr 
ro..,b, dre••ed, or vork-4 coo41tlon until lnatalla­
Uon or furtlier manuf '.Cture ahall not affect tbalr· 
cla••ific•tioo under any of tba provlaion• of th1-...... , . 
...,...r. rousts, .drHH4, or -rbd (lncludlng aoftwo4 
fl .. rl .. cla••lflable •• llllllte.r, but DOt 1aclu4in1 
•i41ng, 110l41ng, •nd hardvvo4 floorllla)r 

loftwoedl . 
a, rue <lll!.1. .,, • > • • • • •. ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • l'IM 

.,..... ······•·························· 
Dreaa..- or .ar~··•••••••••••••••••••••• 

rtM (l!nu~ ~n·>• · 
lutc-1 ilbtta ,, .. <l!!ll!!. !.lllW!I.> ... ~ ,s.n. (.!&aa l!!l!Oft) ••••••••• ••• .. , ................................. 

......... el' wr~••••••••••••••••••• 
~•r ,, .. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

w..,.1. piaa (!!m!!. F'Ptprte) I 

louab·························· Dre .... er..,,.._.•••••••••••••• 
l&llerr ...... ..........•..........•..•. 

In-' er .,.. ................. 

...... , . 
11.w.1t. ........ .... 
...... ,. ..... ,,. . ....... ........ 

1 LDDC a 

'4 par 1000 
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$1per1000 
11., 111ou• -
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TARIFF SCHEDULES OIP THE UNITED STATES ANNOTATED (lgsa) 

ICBEDULE ~. - WOOD. AND PAPER; PmNTED MA'M'ER 
Part l. - Wood and Wood Producta 

Lumber, roush, dreeeed, or worked, etc. (coa.): 
Softwood (coa.): 

Paraa. piae (Araucaria •n!u•tifolia) ••••••••• , 

lough •••••••••.•.•• •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Drea1ed or "°rited ....................... . 

Douglaa-fir (Paeudotsuga aienzieeii) ••••••••••• 

lou&b· .................................. . 
Dre11ed or vorkad •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

fir (~app.) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Rough ................................... . 
Dre1aed or ""rked •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

llealock (T1usa •PP•) ... •• .... • .......... • .. • .. 

Roup ................................... . 
Dre11ed or "°rked •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Larch (~ app.) ........................... . 

lougb •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dre11ed or worked ••••••••••••••• , •••••••• 

Cedar (Thuj~ 1pp., Juniperu• epp., · 
Chamaecypar~s epp., Cupreasu• •PP• aad 
Libocedru• 1pp.) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

V.atara red cedar (Thuja plicata): 
louch ................... •• •• • • • • • •• • 
Dree1ed or worked ••••••••••••••••••• 

Other: 
aough ...................... · ••••••••• 
Dreaeed or vor£ed ••••••••••••••••••• 

Oth•r •••••••••••••• : •••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 

Iota: for eaplaaation of the 1)"1bol ••• or ., .. ia 
the col""'° entitled "CSP", ••• aenaral headnote l(cJ. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

M.bd.ft. 
M.bd.ft. 

1 

rr .. 

Free 

Fr" 

Free 

Free 

Fr•• 

Fr ea 

llatea of Duty 

LDDC 

Pqe UT 

1- 1 - B 
202. 12 - 202. 38 

2 

$4 per 1000 
ft., board 
-••ure 

$4 per 1000 
ft., board 
eeaaure 

$4 per 1000 
ft., board 
meaaure 

$4 per 1000 
ft., board 
meaaure 

$4 per 1000 
ft., board 
-•su'C'e 

U per 1000 
ft., board 
measure 

$3 per 1000 
ft., board 
measure 
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Appendix E 

Excerpt from subpart B, part 1 of Schedule B 



202.0420 

(2-: ·B) 

Schedule 
B number 

92 
Clmlflcatlon of Exports 202.0440 . 

SCHEDULE 2. WOOD AND PAPER: PRiNTED MATTER 
(2·1-B) 

Commodity description 

Subpart B--Lumber, Siding, 
Flooring, and Moldings 

Subpart B headnotes: 

·1. This subpart covers lumber, 
wood siding, wood flooring, wood 
moldings, and certain wood carvings 
and ornaments, including such pro­
ducts when they have been drilled 
or treated, 

2. For the purposes of this 
part, the following terms have the 
meanings hereby assigned to them: 

(a) ~: A product of a 
•awmill or saloinill and planing mill 
derived from a log by lengthwise 
sawing which, in its original sawed 
condition, has at least 2 approxi­
mately parallel flat longitudinal 
sawed surfaces, and which may be 
rough, dressed, or worked, as set 
forth below: 

(i) rough lumber is lum­
ber just as it comes 
from the saw whether 
in the original sawed 
size or edged, re­
eawn, crosscut, or 
trimned to smaller 
sizes; 

(ii) dressed lumber is 
lumber which has 
been dressed or sur­
faced by planing on 
at least one edge 
or face; and 

(iii) worked lumber is 
lumber which has been 
matched (provided 
with a tongued-and­
grooved joint at 
the edges or ends), 
shiplapped (provided 
with a rabbeted or 
lapped joint at the 
edges), or pattern­
ed (shaped at the 
edges or on the 
faces to a patterned 
or molded form) on a 
matching machine, 
sticker, or molder. 

Edge-glued or end-glued wood shall 
be classified as lumber if such 
wood as a solid piece without glue 
joints would be deemed to be lum­
ber as defined above; 

{b) Softwood: Wood from 
trees of coniferous species (order 
Coniferae); 

Unit of Schedule 
quantity B number 

(c) Hardwood: Wood from 
trees of non-coniferous ·species; 

(d) Drilled or treated: 
Drilled at intervals for nails~ 
screws, or bolts, sanded or other­
wise surface processed in lieu of, 
or in addition to, planing or work­
ing, or treated with creosote or 
other wood preservatives, or with 
fillers, sealers, waxes, oils, 
stains, varnishes, paints, or 
enamels, but no~ including anti­
stain or other temporary applica­
tions mentioned in headnote 4 of 
this subpart. 

3. For the purposes of this 
subpart, a board foot is the quan­
tity of lumber contained in, or 
derived (by drying, dressing, or 
working, or any combination of 
these processes) from, a piece of 
rough green lumber 1 inch in thick­
ness, 12 inches in width, and 1 
foot in length, or the equivalent 
of such piece in other.dimensions. 

4. The treatment of lumber or 
other products provided for in this 
subpart with anti-stain or other 
temporary applications wilich serve 
only for the purpcse of maintaini.:g 
the products in their rough, dress­
ed, or worked condition until in­
stallation or further manufacture 
shall not affect their classifica­
tion under any of the provisions of 
this subpart. 

Lumber, rough, dressed or woric::c:, 
not treated with creosote or o~! :r 
permanent wood preservative, 
whether or not drilled or other·· 
wise treated (including softwocd 
flooring classifiable as lumber, 
but not including siding, mold­
ing, and hardwood flooring): 

Softwood: 

Spruce (Picea spp.): 

Unit Of 
quantity 

~02,0420 Rough.................... M bd.ft. 

202.0440 Dressed or worked........ M bd.ft. 

January 1, 1978 57 



ID2.0720 

(2-1-1) 

lcbechale 
• ember 

202.0120 

202.0740 

I02.0820 

JDJ.0840 

102.1020 

202.1040 

m.1120 

I02.l140 

•2.1620 

202.1640 

at.1660 

'l'J2.HIO 

·58 

• '11•1 ......... 
• 9-3 

--ICMEDULE Z. WOOD AND PAPER; ftRINftD MATTER 
(2·1-1) 

ca..od1tJ deecr1pt1on 

s.6er, rough, di-eHed or workM, 
etc.·-Contlnued 

loftvood·-Cootinued 

Mae (fim!! 1pp • ) : 

luten white pine (li!!!!J 
1ttobu1 ) and red pine 
(Plnu1 resinosa): 

un1 t of Scbed~le 

•uantlty B DUaber 

w.1120 

Z02.lt40 

aouah••••••••••••••••• M bd.ft. 
Dr•H•cl or worked..... M bd.ft. 202•2210 

louthern yel~av pine Z02.ll40 
((loblolly pine) (Pinus 
J114i) , long leaf pine 
(l!nut palustris) pitch 
fine (Pinus rigida), 202.1520 
1hortleaf pine (ti!!!:!,!. 202 .2J40 
echinata), slash pine 
(linus elliottij), and 

·Yirginia pine (Pinus 
!iginiana)): 

aough................. x l.Hl~ft. 
Druaed or vorked..... K bd.ft. 

toaderoaa pine (Pinu1 
!OftC1erosa): 202.2820 

l.ouah················· 
])re11ed or worW ••••• 

l.oaah················· 
Dre• ... or .or"-'••••• 

9Du1le1-fir (P1eudot1uat 
•delii): 

la lult diaeDtlOll 
-...r Z iache•••••••• 

la least dimension 
2 lache• but under S 

202.2140 
X W.ft. 

IC W.ft. 

IOZ.2160 
I02.2llO X W.ft. 

K W.ft. 

11 bd.ft. 202.JUO 

I02.J140 

t.clle•••••••••••••••• II W.ft. 
la l•&at dimenliCID J 
IDchea ad over...... M W.ft. 

....... ~ worked •••• •••• II W.ft. 

......._ sough, dreeaed or W"r._., 
ecc.--eontinued 

lofc.ood-·CoatiDued 

ru ~ mpp.): 

Unit of 
quantity 

laaib•••••••••••••••••••• M bd.ft 

D¥etaed or vorked........ M bd.ft 

llmlock (T1uga spp. ) : 

............ •'- ••••• •.•••• •• M bd. ft. 

Bree• .. or worked........ M bd.ft. 

~ (J.arix epp.): 

........................... M bd.ft. 

Dr••ted or worked........ M bd.ft. 

Ceda- (~ spp., Juniperue 
..... , ChamaecYparis spp., 
Q!!Rr•saus spp. and Libo­
M4ml spp.): 

Veatern redcedar (Thuja 
1Hcata): 

aougl:l ................ •.• M bd. ft. 

Dreaaed or worked ••••• 

. ....,.. •.•..•..........• 
Dre11ed or worked ••••• 

&auah···················· 
...._ ... or worked •••••••• 

Odlar IOftvood: 

......................... 
llre9aH ·or tfDZ'ked •••••••• 

M bd.ft. 

M bd.ft. 

M bd.ft. 

l! bd.ft. 

? bd.ft. 

M bd.ft. 

" bd. ft. 
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Appendix F 

Excerpt from Canadian Tariff Schedules 



Item 

50040-1 

50045-1 

50050-1 

50055-1 

96 

Softwood Lumber: Canadian rates of duty, present and negotiated 

. •. 

(Percent ad valorem) 

Description 
Present 
Rate of 
Duty 1/ 

Lumber of any species not further manuf act-: Free 
ured than sawn • 

. Lumber of any species not further manufact-: Free 
ured than by a planing or matching mach-
ine. 

Softwood lumber, drilled but not otherwise 
further manufactured than by a planin~ 
or matching machine. 

Free 

Edge- or end-glued lumber not over 6 feet Free 
in length or over 15 inches in width, not: 
drilled and not further manufactured than: 
by a planing or matching machine. 

: Negotiated 
:Rate of duty 

Free. 

Free. 

Free. 

Free. 

1/ Rates currently applicable to imports from the United States on 
Jan. 1, 1982. 

Note.-- Duty~free rates applicable to the United States are also applicable 
to imports from the European Community and Japan. 
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Appendix G 

Lumber Tariffs of selected countries 
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Softwood lumber: Foreign rates of duty, present and negotiated 

Market 

European 
Community 

Japan----------: 

. .. 

Description 

Wood sawn lengthwise, sliced 
or peeled, but not further 
prepared, of a thickness 
exceeding 5 mm: 

Present rate 
of duty !J 

Coniferous wood, length less 4.6% 
than 125 cm; thickness less: 
than 12.5 mm (44.05-2000) 

All other [44.05- Free 
(4011-7999)]. 

Wood, planed, tongued, grooved,: 4.6% 
etc. but not further manu­
factured 44.13 (all). 

Wood sawn lengthwise, sliced 
or peeled, but not further 
prepared, of a thickness 
exceeding 5 mm: 

Genera Pinus, Abies Picea 2.5% 
and Larix, not more than 
160 mm in thickness: 

Genus pinus (44.05-310)----: 2.5% 
Genus Abias and Picea 2.5% 

(44.05-320) • 
Genus Larix (44.05-330)----: 2.5% 

All other [44.05 (510-599))--: Free 
Wood planed, tongued, grooved 

rebated, chamfered, 
V-jointed, centre V-joint­
ed, beaded, centrebeaded or: 
the like, but not further 
manufactured: 

Genera Pinus, Abies, Picea 
and Larix, not more than 
160 mm in thickness 
(44 .13-300). 

All other [44.13 (510 and 
590)]. 

2.5% 

Free 

Negotiated 
rate of 

duty 2/ 

3.8% 

Free 

4.0% 

2.5% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

2.5% 
Free 

2.5% 

Free 

1/ Rates currently applicable to imports from the United States on Jan. 1, 
1982. 

2/ Final rates negotiated under the Multilateral Trade Negotiations (MTN) 
effective on Jan. 1, 1987. 

Note.--Foreign duty rates applicable to the United States are also 
applicable to imports between the trading markets of Japan, the EC, and Canada. 

Note.--It should be noted that rates on this page were drawn from unofficial 
sources and may not accurately reflect current rates of duty. 
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Appendix H 

Section 402(g)(2), of the Tariff Act of 1930 



19 u.s.e. uo2 

100 
H-6 

Secs.- 402-4o2a 

(g) Transactions Between Related Persons.--
(1) For the purposes of subsection (c)(l) or (d), as the 

case may be, a transaction directly or indirectly between per­
sons specified in any one of the subdivisions in paragraph (2) 
of this subsection may be disregarded if, in the case of any 
element of value required to be considered, the amount repre­
senting that element does not fairly reflect the amount usually 
reflected in sales in the market under consideration of merchan­
dise of the same general class or kind as the merchandise under­
going appraisement. If a transaction is disregarded under the 
preceding sentence and there are no other transactions avail­
able for considerati•'n, then, for the purposes of subsection 
(d) the detenninati n of the amount required to be considered ' . 
shall be based on the best evidence available as to what the 
amount would have be~n if the transaction had occurred between 
persons not specifie. in any one of the subdivisions in para­
graph (2). 

(2) The persons referred to in paragraph (1) are: 
(A) Members of a family, including brothers and 

sisters (~hether by whole or half blood), spouse, ances­
tors, and lineal descendants; 

(B) Any officer or director of an organization an~ 
such organization; 

(C) Partners; 
(D) Employer and employee; 
(E) Any person directly or indirectly mming, control­

ling, or holding vith power to vote, 5 per centum or more 
of the outstanding voting stock or shares of any organiza­
tion and such organization; and 

(F) '!Vo or more persons directly or indirectly con­
trolling, controlled by, or under common control vi.th, any 
person. 

SEC. 402a. VALUE (ALTERNATIVE). 
10 st•~94~946 (a) Basis.-- For the purposes of this Act the value of imported 
::.s~:!i ;:~ 10_ articles ciesignated by the Secretary of the Treasury as provided for 
'"' thi• •ect•on. in section 6{a) of the Customs Simplification Act of 1956 shall be-­

(l) The foreign value or the export value, whichever is 
himer: 

(2) If the appropriate customs officer detennines that 
neither the foreign value nor the export value can be satisfac~ 
torily ascertajned, then the United States value; 

(3) If the appropriate customs officer detennines that 
neither the foreign value, the export value, nor the United 
States value can be satisfactorily ascertained, then the cost 
of ,p:-:-oduction,; 

(4) In the case of an article with respect to vhich there 
is in effect under section 336 a rate of duty based upon the 
American sell.ing price of a domestic article, then the American 
eel.ling price of such article. 
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located Immediately north to northeast 
or La Grange. Texas, and contains 
approximately 35,700 acres. It includes 
all of the following Z1 surveys: A. E. 
Baker A-8. R. C. Baugh A-12. S. P. 
Brown A-22, Wm. Burnham A-142. W. 
H. Carson A-28. J. H. Cartwright A-'Z9; 
S. Darling A-161, N. W. Eastland A-173, 
W. M. Eastland A-172. Fayette Co. Sch. 
Land A-183. Jas. Green A-189. fas. -
Green A-190. Franklin Lewis A-84. J. P. 
Loogley, A-230. Wm. Nabore A-251. J. R. 

·Phillips A-83. W. J. Russell A-89, John 
Vanderworth A-312. Ben White A-325, 
J. G. Wilkinson A-108 and W. J. 
Williamson A-113. 

(B) Depth. The top of the Edwards 
Limestone Formation is present·at 
depths ranging from -10.lQO feet subsea 
in the west to -11,600 feet subsea in the 
east. 
(Fil Ooc. llZ-135% Flied 1:19-&: 11:45 aml 

BIWNO CODE 97t7-4f-ll :·. 

,DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
' Forest Service 

.... ~ .. · 
36 CFR Ch. II 

National Forest Timber s;1;s; New 
Timber Sale Procedu·res 
AGENCY': Forest Service. USDA. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed policy. 

·SUMMARY: This proposal would revise 
agency procedures relating to new 
timber sales. The primary purposes of 

. the new procedures are to encourage a 
regular flow into the market place of 
products manufactured from National 
Fore.st wnber. to provide a 
corresponding flow of timber sate 
receipts to the United States and local 
governments, to help ensure financial 
responsibility or bidders, to encourage 
purchasers of Forest Service timber 
sales to harvest timber early in the 
contract term. and to reduce the need for 
future extensions of timber contracts. 

Federal Regulations at 38 CFR Part 
223 set forth rules and regulations for 
sale and disposal of timber from 
National Forests. Timber sale policies 
and procedures stated in Forest Service 
Manual 2400 implement those rules and 
regulations. The revised procedures here 
proposed will not impact on nor affect 
the quality of the human environment._ ·: 
do not involve environmental amenities 
and values. nor do they involve 
alternative uses of available resources. 
Therefore. the pro.posed revisions to 
timber sale contract procedures here 
described are outside the requirements 
of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (Forest Service Manual 1951.2 (46 
FR 56998, November 19. 1981)). 

DATES: Comments must be recei~cd by duration. Average sate length in th1~ 
March 8. 1982. West is about J and 1h years. 
ADDRESSES: Send written comments to: Intense competition in some 
R. Max Peterson. Chier (2400}. Forest geographic areas for Forest Ser .. ·icc 
Service, USDA, P.O. Boit 2417, sales in recent years has caused bid 
Washington. DC 20013. prices fo exceed by two or three times 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: the advertised stumpage rates. For 
Emil M. Sabol. Timber Management example, there is currently 11.266 billion 
Staff. Forest Service, USDA. P.O. Box board feet of timber under contract on 
2417, Washington. DC 20013, (202) 447- National Forests in western Oregon and 
4051. Washington at an average price of $295 

All written submissions made per thousand board feel log scale. 
pursuant to this notice will be available In the face of low demand, decreased 
for public inspection during regular product prices and severe competition 

. business hours in: Director, Timber from Canadian lumber, many purchasers 
Management Staff, South Agriculture ·have been unable to operate the sale 
Building. Room 3207, 12th and contracts. In a nonnal situation an 
Independence Avenue. SW.. uncompleted sale contract would go into 
Washington. DC. default. The purchaser would be liable 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: ' for the difference between the contract 
America's housing market serves as the. .price and the resale price of the 
source of the primary demand for • ' defaulted timber. The spectre of a large 
softwood products-chiefly lumber and number of potential defaults followed by 
plywood. Major producing areas in this bankruptcies with all of the consequent 
country are the Pacific Coast, the disruptive effects to employment and 
lntermountain West. and the the economy in forested regions of the 
South.east~rn United States. Canada is country caused the Forest Service in 
also a major producer or wood products October 1981 to permit, upon request. 
for American housing. In the last 20 extensions of existing timber sale 
years annual housing starts have varied· contracts even though specified 
between 1.1 million and 2.4 million. conditions for extension bad not been 
Softwood lumber and plywood prices · met. 
have declined during each low point of Many purchasers on the Pacific Coast 
the market. Producers have reduced . would be more competitive in the 
output or shutdown operations. Past / - domestic lumber and plywood market if 
cycles were of short duration and the their stumpage costs were closer to the 
mariinal producers were usually able to originally appraised price of aales now 
recov~_r and resume production. . . . under contract. There are a number of 

The current downturn in housing' reasons why prices bid for public 
starts has been much deeper and of timber, especially on the Pacific Coast. 
longer duration. Hundreds of mills are are high. Two principal causes have 
dosed or are on reduced production been a combination of the purchaser's 
schedules. Many western producers are / expectations of a high level of housing 
dependent in whole or in part on starts (strong demand) and an 
National Forests as their source of expectation of continued high inflation 
timber supply. For many years the rates (high price). These expectations 
Forest Service has been selling timber to caused some purchasers to bid · 
individuals or companies who convert · extremely high rates for longer term . -
the standing timber to logs and th~ Into . _ 13les of 4. S. or 8 years. This timber is 
hunber or plywood. Each aafe···?<;;::>., .. '-j :.5 ·, .. not economical for harvest now. The 
transaction begins with an adveiti~ .::-;;;."conseq\iences have been. numerous: mill 
timber offering at an appra(secf fair .. , .; · · , closings. '1i&h. unemployment. potential 
market value. Prospective purchasers . bankrupfdes and a significant reduction 
may bid with the high bid being the - · in stumpage receipts lo the Federal and 
winner. Timber sales vary in value from·· County Governments. Many western 
a few thousand dollars to several : counties depend heavily on their 25 
million dollars. Each sale la formalized .. percent payment.or receipts for 
by execution or a contract between the ·.7 _ operation ol 1Ch0ola and roads. 
purchaser· and the Forest Servfce: The· ~; < .Cnrr'eiit F~rest ,Siiyf~ bidding and 
contract details the explicit terms in~d . ·• . contractµ,, p~s have been · 
provisions of the sale iricluding voluine. jeered to former iDOdest levels or -
pria:, period of removal, and -: . .: -:< :: ·-bidding eoniPt:li~~~)'bey t!o no~ ~ffer · 
requirements for road construction ftf --: the necessary econ~ff; inCentive• for 
required}. logging. and environmental ~:. · prompt and orderly~i of' timber ."' 
protection measures to be taken. The -·: .under market conditfona Illar tiave .,., ... \>:!-. 
average contract period is about 3 yew'. existed'during the past few rem'_.~;:.~ r."" 
Many sales are 1 or 2 year contracts. Current a~ expected conditions malce rt 
and a few are for as long as 7 or 8 years necessary to alter these procedures. (n 
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. . 
October, the Forest Service developed measures lo reduce the averge length of 
objectives, criteria. and a list of possible contract lerm'i by reducing the average 
changes to conlracl procedures. This amount of volume subject lo individual 
information has been made available to sales will be taken by Regional 
timber purchasers. County and Stale Foresters. Efforts will be made to offer 
officials. and other interested sales of varying volumes and length of 
individuals. Meetings and work sessions term, however. Regional Foresters will 
have been held. In December, Forest issue guidelines to accomplish these 
Service Chief Peterson sent three of his objectives. including monitoring sale 
timber staff West personally to confer size and len&th. 
with timber purchasers, County and We believe that the policy changes 
State officials, and others in four States. here being proposed for new sales will 
Approximately 450 producers plus State accomplish the necessary objectives. 
and County officials were contacted. and that other measures and 

Criteria used to judge the requirements are not necessary at this 
effectiveness of the changes now being time. The Forest Service will continue to 
proposed are: Will the changes tend to monitor the timber sale program to 
temper..extreme bid levels for future determine the effects of whatever new 
sales? Is the change consistent with procedures ultimately are implemented. 
practices already being used by other Conditions will be evaluated as of April 
sellers of timber? Will the new practice 1. 1983, and April 1. 1984, to determine 
help to provide a ni"ore even flow of the effectiveness of such new 
rece_ipts to the Federal Treasury and to procedures. If additional policy changes 
County Governments? Is the action are needed in the future to meet the 
reasonably equitable to a wide spectrum objectives stated in the summary of this 
of National Forest timber purchasers? notice, other procedures will be · 
Will the actions aid the orderly developed and announced for public 
production ·of forest products to the comment. Future consideration will be 
benefit of American consumers? given to (1) increasing the cash deposit 

It Is anticipated that the changes will required at time of contract award, (2) 
result in a reduction in prices bid for increasing the percentage ·of payment 
National Forest timber in highly required at contract midpoint, (3) 
competitive areas, principally along the holding some cash until final harvest, 
Pacific Coast. At the same time, and (4) adoption of a market related 
however, actual revenues from the contract term adjustment provision. 
harvest of this timber are expected both The following numbered items . 
to stabilize and to be received earlier describe the specific changes now beins 
because timber will be economical for proposed: . 
operation over more of the business 1. The basis for calculating the 
cycle. The ability to c;ompete with amount of the bid guarantee required of 
imported wood products will be prospective bidders on a Forest Service 
enhanced. timber sale contract shall be 5 percent of 

Numerous suggestions for modifying the advertised value of the contract. 
timber sale policies other than those Explanation· 
here being formally proposed have bee:1 
considered,_ among them being (1) not to Current policy is for the bid guarantee 
award slaes to purchasers who already to equal the advertised value of 1 
have excessive timber volume under month's cut. Thus, the total advertised 
contract, (2) requiring that bidding be on value is divided by the total number of 
a present net worth value on timber normal operating months in the sale 
sales in highTy competitive areas. {3) . contract. The current method of . 
discontinuing the sometime use of calculating the bid. guarantee, therefore. 
performance bonds as payment · requires a greater proportionate share ol 
guarantees, [4) imposing rigid harvest or the advertised value as a bid guarantee 
payment schedules through the term of for shorter term sales than for longer .· · 
the contract, [5) requiring advance cash term sales. 

removed from the sale after all 
purchaser cre<lit to be earned on the 
sale has been earned anJ utilized or. if 
no purchaser credit is proviJcd for, afli!r 
25 percent or the advertised volume is 
presented for scaling. Purch.1scr crf'dit 
earned on the sale may be transfo•rrcd to 
and utilized on another sale or sales on 
the same National Forest held by the 
purchaser. Purchaser credit earned on 
another sale may not. however. be used 
in lieu of the cash deposit. 

Explanation 

Currently, the bid guarantee is 
replaced by a performance bond at time 
of contract signing with no cash deposit 
being required. During the summer of 
1980, the policy of replacing the bid 
guarantee with cas·h or securities was 
dropped. Consideration has now been 
given to suggestions for cash deposits in 
varying percentages of appraised or bid 
rates, and to the time and manner in 
which cash deposits could be used for 
payment of timber. The proposal here 
presented is the result of that 
consideration (FSM 2431.7) 

3. The maximum performance bond to 
be required on a Forest Service timber 
sale contract will be $500.000. 

Explanation 

The present m·aximum performance 
bond is $200,000. The increased 

. maximum is needed to protect the 
Government from possible damages 
arising from nonperformance. Higher 
timber prices make the increase 
desirable. Review of this issue included 
consideration of a range of different 
maximum bond amounts, including 
retaining the present maximum amount 
(FSM 2432.4). 

4. To qualify as a bidder of National 
Forest timber sales, proof of ability to 
furn!sh a performance bond or other 
performance guarantee will be required 
for sales of more than $10.000 of 
advertised veilue. Regional For~slers 
may lriclude this requirement for sales 
less than $10,000, if they deem it to be 
necessary ror adequate prater.lion or the 
Gove~ent's interests. 

Explanation payments in considerably larger The proposal will make the 
amounts, (6) the development or a percentage of bid guarantee to Present policy r1!4uiri~s t!-;f' suc;;es;;ful 
market related contract term adjustment advertised value equal for all sales bidder to furnish a pnformance bond or 
provision, (7) discontinuing the use of (FSM 2431.5). other performance instrument at time of 
stumpage rate adjustment sales, (8) 2. The high bidder will be required, as signing the ci>nt.ract, rather than at time 
disqualifying defaulters, whose a condition of being awarded tlle sale, to of bidding. This practice has allowed 
obligation Is not being contested and . replace the bid guarantee with cash In . .. bidders who ma1 not be able to furnish 
who have not paid their obligation, from the aniounf of 5 percent of the bid price . · a perforinanCe-gtiitriuitee to participate 
bidding on National Forest Umber sales. within 10 business days afte_r bid date.: _: .. In the biddµ1g'proeesS. ·~a to influence 
and (9) maintaining the present poli~es · A pe~ormenace bond must still~-.-_,;:-~;-,, the _fhial price. If also !taii detayed · 
without change. ~ · provi~ed_before the con~ct Is :·--,,~. ~ ~:~. oiieratfoDl:otaa_le!l·wheri'the ~igh bidder 

In addition to the proposed changes in consummated. The cash deposrt may be cannot meet the contract requirements 
timber sale procedures. positive used in payment Cor the first timber .·.for perf'ormance guarantee, ·and has 
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somelimes resulted In readvertlsing of. 
the timber sale, all to the expense and 
inconvenience of the Government and 
other bidders (FSM Z432.5). - , . . .. . . 

5. Purchasers who have defaulted a 
Nation.al Forest timber sale must_ _ ·. · .. 
reestablfsh financial and performance 
qua lifica lions prior_ to bi_dding on _ . 
National Forest timber sales. The bidder will have to.submit a sali~factory 
ahowJng of financia.1 ability: ~d a . · : _,. 
showing tha~_ the ~idder.tias; or ~q- -

I obtain, equipment 80d S~pplies Suitable 
for ~ogging the ~imber and for meeting 
the re.!Jource protectiqn pr:oylsio~ e>f tlte 

· c0n~act ... "' -..... ' . ,_: .· . ; ~-· 
Explanatio~ .--: :· -' · .. :· 

- Cu~rentty,' a flm ~r individual who . 
defaults· oil a timber sale may . 
im.in~<;liately bid on subsequent sales. A 

·substantial risk occurs in such in~tances 
of a 'disruption of the orderly m·arketing 

· of timber~ .. Such action may put o1he~.-. : · ... · · 
· bidders at a"clisadvant$ge. '.; :_;:~.~-'..-~~::·:;:·:«::-'. 

: : ,· i: Tliis p~ed~ will ~ uire _'. ;·-::·; · · :·: ·: .: ' 
. purchaser& who ~ave de1~wted contract 

requirements on-prior National Forest 
timber sales to demonstrate that they 
are able to fulfill the terms or the 

· . contract being bid upon (FSM 2431.5). . 
· ~ By the end of the normal operating 

season following the midpoint pf any 
sale tenn ofmore than 3 years duration. 

' the purchaser shall have paid.the · '. • · 
greater of either {1) 50 percent of the bid . 
premium. calculated ~s of t):le date the 
sale was· awarded, or (2) ~percent of 
the anticipated contra<:t price, : · ::. 

- calculated as or the date the sale was 

utilized may purchase credit From 
another or other sales on the same 
National Forest be used to meet this 

.. obligation. Regional Foresters will have 
discretion to apply the requirement for 
monthly deposits to sales or 2 years or 

pro\·ided for in all National Forest 
timber sale contracts in western Oregon 
and Washington ·awa·rded after March 
31. 1983. ; . ' - .. 

Explariatioo 

. less, If. in their judgment, extreme levels· -Stumpage rate adjustment is in effect 
of bidding are being experienced on a .: . In all areas in the western United States 
particular Forest. · . except for western Oregon and western 
'Explanation · Was~ington. ~tump~ge rate a~justmcnt 

· : permits the price paid for Nahonal 
·:.This proposal would provide Incentive Forest timber to fluctuate. within stated 

: to the purchaser for diligent . limits. in response to established market 
performance or the sate·s requirements indices. Stumpage rate adjustment 
(FSM 2451.4). allows prices paid for timber to be 

8. For timber presented for scaling partially responsive fo market 
. prior to the last year of the sale term. conditions and promot_es stability of 
.pa)'ment rates will be reduced by a production and employment.by • 
factor based on the average rate being encouraging operation during the down 
paid for borrowings by _the United States portion of cycles in the ·market. 
(as calculated and published by the U.S. The delay in implementation will . 

· Treasury Department in U'RM 6-80Z0-
20). This rate will be specified in the permit a suitable ~dex to be develo~ed 
sale advertisement and will remain .. : and te.sted. and will pres~ably avoid 
constant throughout the sale term. For " : fmpos1Jl8 stumpage rate ad1ustment 
timber presented for scaling during the provisions at the. bottom or the market 
last 12 months prior to sale termination {FSM 24st.3J. 
date. no discount wo1dd be earned. For to.. Contract tern_i extensions 
ti~ber presented for scaling in the obtainable under timber ~ale co_n_tracts 
period 12 to 24 months prior to hereafte.r .awarded shal_l. m add1hon ~o 
termination date the rate of payment . prerequ1S1tes now provided for, requ1r~ 
will be reduced by a factor that is so agreement by the purchaser (1) to pay m 
percent of _the annual interest rate for cash an amount equ~I to an~ costs. · 
tt.S. borrowings specified as described . caused by delay of harvest. 1~clud~g . 
above; for limber presented for scalina interest. at the current _rate being paid for 

· 1n the period 24 to 36 months prior tJ) · borrowings by the f.!mted States (as 
termination date, the price will be calculated and published by the U.S. 
reduced bf a factor that is 150 percent of- Treasury Departmei:it in TFR\.f ~20- · 

· the annua interest of U.S. borrowings 20) on the v~lue of.'!IDber .rem~mmg on 
specified as described above; for timber the sale until such timber IS paid £or at 
presented for scaling In the period 36 to contra~t rates, iµid (2) under co.ntracts · awarded. Purchaser credit from the sale, 

or from another sale or othf!r sales on · 
. the same National Forest, filBY be used 

to me.et this obligation. 

48 months prior to the termination date, . providing for stumpage rate ad1ustment. 
. the rate of payment will be reduced by a to pay for timb~r removed Crom the sale 

factor that is 250 percent of the annual area during ~e period of ex,tension_ at 
. : • t -

Ex~lanation , 
Various methods or payment . 

. schedules or other incentive systems 
were considered to provide orderly . 
harvest while providing flexi~ility for ;_. 
the purchaser to meetmark~t.demands •. , 
Proposals considered were: Charging 
interest on the unpaid be.lance, present 
net worth bidding with payment 
schedule submitted by the purchaser at _ 
time of bid. and other fixed payment 
schedules during the lire of sale (FSM 
'2451.4). : . " . . ~ - .. 

7. Timber sales for a tenn of more 
than 2 years will require monthly 
deposits during the final opera ring · 
season. Each monthly deposit will be 
-equal to the value or timb~r not paid for_ 
at the beginning or the final normal . 
opera ting season divided by the. num~r 
of months in the normal operating 
sc:1son. Only if all pyrchaser credit to be 
ea1 ned on the sale has been earned and 

interest rate paid on U.S. borrowings rates not sub1ect to downward 
specified as des1..ribed above; a adjustment nor subject to any ceilings 
progres3ing schedule of reductions on upward rate adjustment. The 
would be established for sales of longer procedure for establishing pafltlent 
term. However, in no case shall the rate rates following a rate redetermination 
of payment for flat rate.sales be red'uced. for contract term extensions shall be 
below the advertised rates. In no ease .. -.:.; revised to preclude an increase in 
shall the rate of payment for stumpage \.'{;. purcliase~ cn:dit as part of the ra~e 
rate adjustment sales be reduced below _.. i'edetenrunahon. · · . 
the advertised rates as adjusted to the -· Expiaoatioo · 
current quarter by the market indices · · ·: · - . 
specified in the timber sale contracL The National Forest Management Act 

. . :-' . requires.as prerequisites. for the granting 
Explanahoo. . , ; . : ,:. . :,~·;!'{. orextensf~ns-on'_8ales longer thao 2 
·. Use of !l" incei:itive fo~ early ~bet i;}}J.~-~t thtl puichaser: have ~ligently 
removal will encour,age p~asera_to »-.i'_g~~~~ecl In '-~rdance w\th an 
harvest iuale_ as •oon aapossible-and.-,.;.::')appro~ed pf~ of.operation. or that the 
not delay ror pO&aible µnprovements In :<r1ubatao~al oveiriding public" lnt.;rest .. 
market conditiona. The incentive will be ·~Justifies.the extension. Costa caused by 
equitable to Uie United S~ates because l(. delaj of barvesf W:ill vary by lndiVidtial 
will be .eqilivalent to lhe amount the .• ~ ;.;· ·: ti~bel sale; they may include Items such 
Government would have had to pay lo .' .. as the cast of keeping pr&nttng stock an . -
borrow the money (FSM 2451.4). ~ .. - additional time. higher costs for· planting 

9. Stumpage rate adjustment shall be the area due to delays, and 
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consequences to other nat~ reaoun:ea purch•• to be U~ble f0r thia 1011 (FSM · 9, (415) 974-8o42. or the Pacific Islands 
caused by prolooging timber aale , .,·;:;: 2433.5). : ,.-.. >··"·· · ., · ·. · . :· . ..,_ . Contact Office. (808) 546-8910. 

i!iSBtf'~S-E~~0l'.f~:.~' .. "s.iE~:: 
~~-~· "'''' _,,, -~liicf ,_ti.Del '.-c· J1f,_ · ·9Ullie CCIDl·M•1i4-··· ·- ·, s.. .. -,-. · ' :- ···" public;:· '' .1 .:;":..:-. · :·::., • :: ·• · 

,.~1h;~u?~b't~~l~~i~~;;:y.··;·~'._ ·>-·'.::~·-~::.~~··::~_; .. ·.-:· :·=~: \_'~·-.. :: .:·,. , ... by~:=:t~~:;n.;::.~·e~ded 
estl~att; for cost. f?l eion1tructfna::: .;: :,:~. - · ·. ·ooiRoNMENT AL PROTECTION · .:_ . announcement at the public hearins. 
spe~1fied roads. Dtiring innatlon~ · · · -·~ AGENcY ~:/i: ~·-.:; . ;;.. -. .. . After the comment period has closed. all 
penods, the costs of constructing roada ·: · ·• ·· ·~:- ·:: . ': ;. .· ;· .· ·. . comments, both oral and written. will be 
often ere higher at the time of extension ·.a CfR Part 15 ... .. :. ·. · considered and final Agency action will 
than they were at the time of the origbW :::, / .;·.·-_. :' { .. ":_ _: ~~ ·:~ < be published in the Federal Regi1ter 
appraisal and BBle. Und~r present ··: ··-., . _IA ......... ~J;_-;,_;,:,.' ~ -pursuant lo 40 CFR Part 85. 
pm ct ice, an Increase In specified road -.... -'{ . ·. : . ·., . . - '." . . . . The proposed order and supportina 
costs and purchaser credit at Uine Of ,_..;. . CompDMCe Order; Ha~ ~ ··material.a, Including the research. 
extension results in a decrease In · ',< ~. Co.; Public Hearlntl . :. · , · · morutoring; and c:Ontingency plan• may 
receipts to the Government. Thia ' , ·. ,., · · AGENCY: Environmental Protection bfl,lnspected and copied Monday 
proposal will eliminate that lo;1s to the" :· ··Asency, Resion a. · throu,gh Friday, from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 
G t (FSM 2433 ) ·· .. . M. and from 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.. at the 
. ovemmen .1 • · : ACTION: Notice of public hearing OD PaCific Islands Contact Office, FJ>A. 

11. Purchasers who default a timber proposed delayed compJlanc:e order. Region 9, Room 1302. Prince Kuhlo 
sale contract will, in ·addition lo liability bl . b h 1 Federal Building. 300 Ala Moans 
for other damages currently specified in SUMMA~Y: A pu . le hearing will e e d Boulevard, Honolulu. Hawaii, Phone: 

·s·on B9 4 f th limb l · to con11der pubhc comments on a 
provi 1 ', 0 e er 8~ 8 ' propoaed delayed compliance order for 546-8910. 
contract, ~e hable (1) f?.r. an:v incre11;se bl Hawali!Ql Electric Company, Inc. (Sec. ns and 301 of the Clean JUr Act. 88 

costs attributable to ongmally specified . (HECO) power plant at Kahe, HawaiL . · amended ("2 u.s.c. :ms and 7801)) · 
roads at resale of the defaulted contract, Notice of the proposed order was given · · ':. Dated: January H, UIBZ. · ~,, .: .. 
and (2) for the Government's los1 caused by publication tn the Federal Register. ... · 7~ M~ ~vtiisioa. < .. ·' .. ·- ··:.. .. · · . 
by delay in receipt o!stumpage Vol. 47, No. 5, at pages~ on · -, . ·Actirrg 1fiaio/ral AdnTinistrator. . ... - . 
payments. measured by interest from Friday. Janu8J)' 8, 1982. For , - . . . Brmronmental Protection Aaenci; Jleslon a 
the date the contract would have __ supplementary information and the text p>11obC,D-1mPIJ...i 1_1 ... u 45 -i- - · -'. _ 
termi~ated had it not been defaulted. to of the proposed order please aee that lllWNG cioor 151WM1 ... -.~ ·"· ·:·_.~ ... ' · · 
the nudpoint of the term of the resold entry .. The Regional Administrator, · ·· 
contract. Such interest will be at the rata Region 9, ha1 found that there fa a · · · · · • · •· -
paid for ooJTOwinga by the United States aJplficut public intereat In the ..0 CFA Part 18o -::s\(:j;.:;~;.~. ·~~= ~ 
(as calculated and published by the U.S. propoaed order. -· · > ·"· .. ;:., ·. · > 
Treasury Department In TFRM 6-8020-:. DATU: 11ie hearins i11cheduled to . '[C>PP-300051; PH-FRL-2031~)- '· . 
20) durin& the period of delay. · · · commence on Thunday. February 11, · · ' ·· ··- ~.. · ·•· ' ,,, · 

· · · · 198%. Written comments on the proposed C;om SyNp; Prop0sed E.Xemption 
Explanation • · ·. · · -., .. · ·· . ·. order mu.t be received on or before the· . from ~ Req~t of.~ T~rance 

Presently d
. er ·lt" · ·.:I..~-~;·:' .. •;·=.~'·"_"". d_oee of business on Fe\>ruary 11, 198Z, ·:-,~-AGENCY: EDvironmental Protection 

· iau mg pun;uaaen are · .. · or the b b •tted to the · .. · · &.. (EP'_. .. ). '• · ,. · · .. · d th t r· lJi. th. · .-_, .-···.·: ... - ~ . Y may e su m1 . . . "-eency n ..... ,., , .. , ... -. , 
asses.s~ ~ cos o rese n_g a - . . Preaidlns Officer et the hearing oa· ~ . '. . . . PrO . d riif: '. : .. , . 
remain mg limber plus the difference:· -.- : Februar, U, l88Z. . . -~ · .. . . . _ . · . ACTION: pose e. . 
between the resale receipt• and the · . • : · · . . · · · Thi ti th t th 
receipts the Government would have· · ADDRHIEC The hearing la schedwed t~ · =~di. ·en~ ~m ~:ruro:;;::entlv e 

· d ·f th · · I urch h d commence on Thunday. February 11. · .' --o- ., 
receive 1 e ?ngma. p . aser a . l982, at 1:30 a.m. loeat time, at the State ·listed as exempted from the requirement 
harvested the timber .'n a timely manner. Capitol Auditorium, Honolulu, Hawaii. _ · of a tolerance under 40 CFR 180.1001.{e) 
-~ow. the defaulter will also be a.ss,essed ·-and. after a receH, to continue on the also be Included under 40 CFR · 
1~terest on the value of the remamma aame date at i':30 p.m. local time at th~ 180.lOOt(c). Thia exemption was 
hmbcr. The cost or res.ale and th~ Waipahu High School Cafetorium, 94- requested by Tuco PrQducta Co .... 
l~te~st assessment will be specified Bl 1211 Farrin&ton Highway, Waipahu, Division ol the Up John Co. -
hqu1dated damages. Hawaii. DAre Written r.omments must be 

The limber sale appraisal Includes an I Send written comments on the . received on.m: before February 19, 1982. 
allowance for construction of specified proposed order to the Offices of EPA. ADDRESS: Written-comments to: Richard 
roads. During innationary period,, the . Regio~ 9;'215 Fremont Street. San .f. Mountfort, Product Manager (PM) 23, 
costs of constructing the same roads . Francisco, CA Sf 105. Regis~ation Division (TS-767C), Office 
would be higher.at the lime of derault · FOR FUATHE" INFO"MATION CONTACT: of Pesticide.Programs, Environmental 
than they were at the time of the original Proposed order: David P. Howebmp.. Protection Agency, 401.M St., SW., 
appraisal and sale. Undu preaent - . . · · Actm, Director, Air Management Washington, DC 20480. ·. 
practice. an increase in 1pecified CO.ti ·.. Division. f:PA. ResJon 1. %15 Premont FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
and purchaser credit for the same roada . Street, San Francl1eo, CA 94105, . . Richard Mountfort (703-557-1830}._ 
al lime of resale result& in 8 decrease lQ Phone: {415) 974-&so, . . SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: At the 
receipts to the Government. Thia ~ Public bearina: Lorraine Pearson. request of Tuco Products Co .. Dh·ision of 
proposul requires the defaultina ·Regional Hearing Cleric, EPA. Region Upjohn Co~ the Administrator proposes 
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Conversions from cubic meter log scale to 1,000 board feet scribner log scale 

3 1 cunit = 100 ft. 

1 m3 = 35.3147 ft. 3 

Log to Log 

The Price Waterhouse 1973 Report, 1/ based on actual log measurement, 

found typical relationships between cubic scale and Scribner scale for coastal 

regions of British Columbia and coastal Washington to range between 1.9 and 

2 .• 1 cunits per 1,000 board feet Scribner. This is equivalent to a range of 

about 5.38-5.95 m3= 1,000 board feet scribner. 2/ 

Professor David Haley of the University···of British Coli.imbia in his 

October 1980 paper'}_! used a conversion factoriof 1.85 cunits = 1,000 board 

feet (5.24 m3= 1,000 board feet scribner) for a comparison of British 

Columbia and the u.s. Pacific Northwest. 

For purposes of this investigation, 2.0 cunits (5.66 m3 ) = 1,000 board 

feet Scribner has been used as a conversion (this assumes an average log size 

of about 15 inches). 4/ It is noted that for coastal British Columbia the 

average log size is larger, which would lower the m3 per 1,000 board feet 

Scribner, and in the interior, the opposite would be generally true due to a 

smaller average log size. Ideally, a representative sample of logs should be 

1/ A Regional Comparison of Stumpage, Taxation and Other Factors in the 
Forest Industries of British Columbia and the u.s. Pacific Northwest, Price 
Waterhouse & Co., March 1973. 

2/ Theoretical conversion factors range from about 9.9 m3= 1,000 board 
feet Scribner for a 4" top diameter 40 ft. log to about 3.7 m3= 1,000 board 
feet Scribner for a 40" top diameter 40 ft. log. Actual conversions would 
also vary with the deductions scaled from logs, the log scaler, and other 
variables associated with log scaling. 

3/ Haley, David, A Regional Comparison of Stumpage Values in British 
Columbia and the United States Pacific Northwest, Forestry Chronicle, October 

980. 
4/ These conversions are based on a long log (40') Scribner scale, for the 

short log (20') Scribner scale the conversion would be about 4.81 m3 = 1,000 
board feet Scribner. 
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scaled using both metric and 'Scribner scales· to arrive ·at workable conversion, 

but neither the time .o.r the resources· were ~vailable during this 

investigation for that type of data collection. 

Lumber yield 

Although a log-to-log conversion is used for stumpage comparisons in this 

report, some researchers use a lumber-yield· basis for conversion. The lumber 

yield conversion is based on mill efficien~ies and scale overrun (the amount 
•• < 

of lumber recovered from a log) as. shown below: 

Washington and Oregon. l\lmber_y~elds per l,OOOboard· feet~ Scribner.scale 

(In millions of board feet) 

i.~be.r· produced 
.. 

Area 
. Logs c·onsumed 

Washington 1/-----------: · 4,187 3,134 
Oregon 2/---:::------------: 7,097 5,404 

Total, Washington : 
and Oregon--------: 11,284· ;, 8,538 •. 

1/ Based on 1978 Washington Mill Survey (latest available). 
2/ Based on 1976 Oregon Mill Survey;·(lates~ available) •. 

Yield 

1.34 
1.31 

1.32 
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British Columbia lu~~er yield per rn3 log scale.lj 

Average yield interior 5.8 board feet lumber = 204.8 board feet lumber 
1 ft3 logs lm3 logs 

Average yield coast -- 6.4 board feet lumber = 
1 ft3 logs 

226.0 board feet lumber 
lm3 logs 

Average British Columbia yield 2/ 

Interior - 7,722 million board feet lumber production 
11,974 million board fe~t (total British 

Columbia) lumber production 

x 5.8 bd. ft 
ft.3 

= 3.74 board feet 
ft.3 . 

Coast - 4,252 million board feet lumber production 
11,974 million board feet (total British 

Columbia) lumber production 

X 6.4 board feet = 2.27 board feet 
ft.3 ft. 

3.74 bd. ft+ 2.27 board feet = 6.01 board feet = 212.3 board feet 
ft. ft.3 m3 

Conversion based on lumber yield 

_Washington and Oregon - 1,320 bd. ft. of lumber produced from 1,000 · 
bd. ft. logs Scribner scale. 

British Columbia - 212.3 bd. ft. lumber produced from 1 m3 logs 
British Columbia log scale 

1,320 board feet.lumber 
~ooo·board feet log 
~2.3 board feet lumber 

lm3 log 

6.4lm3 
= 1,000 board feet Scribner 

1/ Yield information supplied by Council of Forest Industries. 
2/ 1980 production data. 
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Comparison between conversions.--The difference between the conversion 

used in this report, 5.66 m3=1,000 board feet Scribner, based on a log-to-log 

comparison and the conversion 6.41 m3=1,000 board feet Scribner based on 

lumber yields, is about 13 percent. 

This report, in comparing published stumpage prices, is attempting to 

look at actual raw material costs for softwood lumber producers. A lumber 

yield based conversion would not only take into account the absolute stumpage 

costs, but would also be accounting for efficiencies within the manufacturing 

process. For example, it would be possible for two mills to saw two logs of 

·similar dimensions, with one mill producing twice the amount of lumber from 

the log as the other mill. It should be noted as well, however, that the 

quality of lumber sawn may be better in the mill with the lower recovery. As 

a consequence, one can see that variables other than wood cost must be taken 

into account with the lumber-yield conversion factor. 

Although a lumber-yield-based conversion factor may have merits for other 

comparisons, for purposes of comparing the price at which stumpage is sold, a 

log-to-log conversion is more appropriate. 
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Species adjustments 1/ 

Because different species of timber demand varying prices and the species 
mix varies between British Columbia and the Pacific Northwest, an adjustment 
is called for when comparing stumpage and log prices. The base for stumpage 
comparisons will be the mix of timber sold on Timber Sale Harvesting Licence 
(TSHL), Tree Farm Licence (TFL), and Timber Sale Licence (TSL) cutting permits 
in British Columbia, and the species of sawtimber cut on U.S. Forest Service 
region 6. The base for log price comparisons will be the mix of timber sold 
on the Vancouver log market in British Columbia and domestic log sales 
reported by the Industrial Forestry Association (IFA) in the Pacific 
Northwest. Three comparisons will be made: A.--all regions of B.C. adjusted 
to the species mix of total region 6, B.--the coastal region of B.C. adjusted 
to western region 6, and C.-- log prices in the Vancouver log market adjusted 
to the species mix reported by the IFA. 

A. Species adjustment for timber harvested from USFS Region and TSHL's and 
TFL's in British Columbia in 1980. 

Region 6 harvest: B.C. TSHL, TFL and TSL harvest 2/ 

Unadjusted average price Adjusted average . . . 
Ratio to Ratio to Ratio to 
total Total Price Eer total Price Eer 

Species volume volume 1,000 bd. ft. volume 1,000 bd. 

Doug-fir (w)---- 0.37 0.02 x $102.84 = 2.05 0.37 x $102.84 = 
Doug-fir (e)---- .07 .05 x 36.45 1.82 .07 x 36.45 = 
True fir-------- .09 .14 x 29.93 = 4.19 .09 x 29.93 = 
Cedar----------- .03 .11 x 69.22 = 7.61 .03 x 69.22 = 
Larch----------- .01 x 20.38 = - : .01 x 20.38 = 
Spruce---------- .01 .27 x 43.07 =11.63 .01 x 43.07 = 
Lodgepole pine-- • 03 .22 x 11.15 = 2.45 .03 x 11.15 = 
Hemlock--------- .14 .18 x 43.24 = 7.78 .14 x 43.24 = 
Other (mostly 

pine)--:------- .25 .01 x 61.58 .62 .25 x 61.58 = 
Total------- 1.00 1.00 38.26 1.00 38.26 

(3,057 MM- (11,042 MM-
board feet): board feet) 

67.78-38.26 X 100 = 77 percent adjustment for species. 
38.26 

Erice 

ft. 

38.05 
2.55 
2.69 
2.08 

.20 

.43 

.33 
6.05 

15.40 
67.78 

1/ At the time of publication 1981 data were preliminary, so 1980 is used 
for the purpose of these examples. 

Y B.C. figures include $74 million in road credits ($6.68/1,000 bd. ft.). 

Sources: USDA Forest Service Region 6, cut and sold report, Calendar 1980 
and B.C. Ministry of Forests Annual Report, 1980. 

Note.--All volumes have been converted to a 1,000 bd. ft. Scribner basis,-. 

all dollars are Canadian. 
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B. Species adjustment for timber harvested in USFS Western Region 6 and 
coastal TSHL' s, TFL' s, and TSL' s in Brit.ish Columbia for 1980 

Western Region: 1/ Coastal B.C. TSHL, TFL and TSL harvest 2/ 

:Unadjusted average price Adjusted average 

Ratio to--: Ratio to Price per Ratio to Price Eer 
total Total 1,000 total 1,000 

Species volume volume bd. ft. volume bd. ft. 

Doug-fir-------- .49 0.07 x $102.84 =·7.20 0.49 x $102.84 
True fir-------- .12 .18 x 58.98 =10.62 .12 x 58.98 
Cedar----------- .04 .• 23 x 102.39 =23.55 .04 x 102.39 
Spruce--------- .01 .05 x 205.05 =10.25 .01 x 205.05 = 
Hemlock--------- .19 .46 x 55.02 =25.31 .19 x 55.02 
Other--------~-- 3/ .16 .01 x . 22. 30 .22 .16 x 22.30 

Total------- 1.00 1.00 77 .15 1.00 38.26 
(2,317 MM- (3,245 MM-
bd. ft.) bd. ft.) 

77.64-77.15 x 100 
77 .49 

0 percent adjustment for species. 

price 

50.39 
7.08 
4.10 
2.05 

10.45 
3.57 

77 .64 

Shown below are the species adjust_ments based on harvests from USFS Region 
6 and British Columbia TSHL's, TFL's, and TSL's during 1977-81: 

Year 

1977-------------
1978-------------
1979-------------
1980-------------
1981 4/----------

Upward adjustment for B.C. prices 
when compared with Region 6 (in percent) 

B.C. coast 

20 
6 

32 
0 

20 

Total B.C 

66 
26 
80 
77 

105 

1/ Rogue River, Siskiyou, Mt. Hood, Siuslaw, Umatilla, Umpqua, Willamette, 
Gifford Pinchot, Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie, and Olympic Forests. 

2/ B.C. figures include road credits. · 
3/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S International Trade Commission. 
4/ 1981 data is preliminary. 

Sources: USDA Forest Service Region 6, cut and sold report·, Calendar 
1977-80, Fiscal 1981, and B.C. Ministry of Forests Annual Reports, 1977-80 
(preliminary 1981). 

Note.--All volumes have been converted to a 1,000 bd. ft. scribner basis, 

all dollars are Canadian. 
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c. Species adjustment for logs sold in the Vancouver log market as reported 
by COFI and domestic logs sales in the Pacific Northwest as reported 
by !FA in 1980. 

1980 !FA domestic 
log sales 

1980 COFI Vancouver log market sales 

Unadjusted average price Adjusted average price 

Ratio to 
total 
volume 

Ratio to 
total 
volume 

Price per 
1,000 

Ratio to Price per 
total 1,000 

Species bd. ft. volume bd. ft. 

Hemlock--------- .32 .23 x $247.28 = 56.87 
Red Cedar------- .32 .40 x 240.94 = 96.38 
Douglas-fir----- .28 .12 x 276.42 = 33.17 
Other----------- .07 :1/.25 x 497.78 =124.44 

Total------- 1.00 : 1.00 311. 88 
(399 MM- (7 51 MM-
board ft) board ft) 

268.47-311.88 X 100 = -14 percent adjustment. 
311.88 

• 32 x $247.28 = 79.13 
.32 x 240.94 = 77 .10 
.28 x 276.42 = 77 .40 
.07 x 497.78 = 34.84 

:1.00 268.47 

Shown below are the species adjustments based on sales on the Vancouver log 
market and as reported by !FA during 1977-81: 

Year 

1977-------------
1978-------------
1979-------------
1980-------------
1981 2/----------

Adjustment for 
Vancouver log market 

0 
- 5 
-14 
-14 
- 8 

1/ Of which, 70 million board feet were high priced cypress logs. 
2/ 1981 data is preliminary. 

Sources: USDA Forest Service Region 6, cut and sold report, Calendar 1980 
and B.C. Ministry of Forests Annual Report, 1980. 

Note.--All volumes have been converted to a 1,000 bd. ft. scribner basis, 
all dollars are Canadian. 
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Estimated Average Coastal B.C. and Western Oregon and Washington 

Log Harvest and Transportation Costs 
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Estimated Average Coastal B.c. and Western Oregon and Washington 
Log Harvest and Transportation 

A rough estimation of log harvest and transportation costs can be made 
for the Pacific Northwest and British Columbia by using available log market 
and stumpage price data. The following tabulation shows these estimated costs 
for 1977-81 (in U.S. dollars per 1,000 board feet): 1/ 

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

Coastal B.c. (Vancouver 
market) logs 1/---------- 176.21 195.08 250.12 229.54 198.90 

Coastal B.c. stumpage y--- 16.70 22.24 60.43 54.66 18.35 
Estimated B.c. coast 

harvest & transporta-
tion 3/---------------- 159.51 172.84 189.69 174.88 180.55 

Western Ore. & Wash. IFA 
logs--------------------- 225.71 247.57 292.98 297.29 263.50 

Western Ore. & Wash. USFS 
Region 6 stumpage-------- 102.15 121.35 126.62 120.54 118.37 

Estimated West. Ore & 
Wash. harvest & 
trans. 3/------------ 123.56 126.22 166.36 176 .85 145.13 

Difference in B.C. & (Ore. 
& Wash.) harvest & 
trans.------------------- 35.95 46.62 23.33 -1.97 35.42 

Coastal B.c. stumpage------ 16.70 22.24 60.43 54.66 18.35 
Adjusted B.C. coastal 

stumpage------~~---~--- 52.95 68 .86' 83 .. 76 52.69 53.77 

1/ The price shown is adjusted for species differences between Vancouver and 
IFA logs. 

2/ The price shown is adjusted for species differences between Coastal s.c. 
Stumpage and Western Region 6 Stumpage. 

3/ Include profit. 

1/ These costs are estimated and their use is intended for comparison 
purposes only. · 
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It would appear from this table that claims of higher average logging 
costs for the B.C. coast are justified (although different profit margins may 
affect the figures). In 1981, estimated average coastal B.c. harvest and 
transportation costs were US$180.S5 per 1,000 board feet compared with 
US$145.13 for Western Oregon and Washington. During 1977-81, estimated 
coastal B.c. harvesting and transportation costs averaged 19 percent higher 
than those same costs in Western Oregon and Western Washington. 

If the differences is estimated harvesting and transportation costs are 
added to B.C. stumpage payments, the gap between coastal B.c. and Western 
Oregon and Washington stumpage price lessens. As shown in the timber 
procurement comparison section of this report, coastal B.c. stumpage prices 
(adjusted for species) were only 16 percent of u.s. Western Region 6 stumpage 
in 1981, but when the estimated differences in harvesting and transportation 
costs is added, B.c. prices increase to 45 percent of u.s. prices. Shown 
below in percent of u.s. prices are the B.C. stumpage prices unadjusted and 
adjusted for estimated harvesting and transportation costs: 

Coastal B.c. as a percent of Western 
Region 6 Stumpage prices 

Year unadjusted 

1977----------------------------- 16 
1978----------------------------- 18 
1979----------------------------- 48 
1980----------------------------- 45 
1981------~---------------------- 16 

adjusted 

52 
57 
66 
44 
45 

It is important to note that many of the costs calculated are estimates. 
Actual stumpage, logging, and transportation costs may vary from figures 
presented, especially if individual timber sales are compared. 
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Appendix M · 

Tables 
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Table !.--Softwood lumber: U.S. production, imports for consumption, 
exports of domestic merchandise, and apparent consumption, 1972-81 

Apparent Ratio of 
Produc- imports to Year 
tion 1/ 

Imports Exports cons ump- apparent 
ti on consumption 

----------------Million board feet-------------- Percent 

1972----------: 30,873 8,850 1,151 38,572 22.9 
1973-----------: 31,289 8,871 1,742 38,418 23.l 
1974-----------: 27,193 6,693 1,524 32,362 20.7 
1975-----------: 25 '711 5,617 1,366 29,962 18.7 
1976-----------: 29,343 7,829 1,578 35 ,_c94 22.0 
1977-----------: 30,987 10,232 1,426 39,793 25.7 
1978-----------: 2/ 30,899 11,634 1,346 41,187 28.2 
1979-----------: 2/ 29,879 10,922 1, 729 39,072 28.0 
1980-----------: 2/ 24,335 9,383 1,967 31,751 29.6 
1981-----------: 2/ 22,710 9,029 1,895 29,844 30.3 

:· 
1/ National Forest Products Association (NFPA), Fingertip facts and figures, 

February 1982. 
2/ Subject to revision by the NFPA. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, except as noted. 



Table 2.--Softwood lumber: u.s. production, by geographic regions and by specified States, ·1972-81 ~ 

West • North • South 
: : 

~~----...,,.------~ ------~ Percent : : : : Percent : : Percent • Total 
Year :Washing- : Or : All : T t 1 of total : Hai : All : T t 1 :of total: T t 1 : of : U it d egon h o a U .I... d ne h o a u· i d · · o a · n e ton : : ot er : i& .'! : : ot er : : n te : : total : . States 

States : : : : States : : : 
Million: : Million 

board : : -,;;:;ar(i 
--------Million board feet------- : : -Million board feet--:· : feet : 1 feet 

: : : : : : : : : : I : 

1972-~------: 3,703 : 7,622 : 10,513 I 21,838 : 70.7 l 302 I 640: 942 l 3.1 I 8,093 : 26.~ : 30,873 
1973--~-------: 3,686 : 7,874 : 10,677 : 22,237 : 71.~: 317 : 713 : 1,030 : 3.3 : 8,022 : 25.6 : 31,289 
1974----------: 3,231 : 7,857 : 8,097 : 19,186 : 70.6 : 328: 689 : 1,017 : 3.7 : 6,991 : 25.7 : 27,193 
1975--------: 3,370 : 5,942 : 8,583 : 17,895 : 69.6 : 313 : 665 : 979 .: 3.8 : 6,838 : 26.6 : 25,711 
1976---------: 3,936 : 7,069 : 9,567 : 20,572 : 10.1 : 394 : 737 : 1,130: 3.9 : 7,641 : 26.0: 29,343 
1977---------: 4,030 : 7,437 : 9,962 : 21,429 : 69.2 : 418 : 815 : 1,233 : 4.0 : 8,324 : 26.9 : 30,987 
1978---------: 4,211 : 7,331 : 9,62~ : 21,118 : 68.5 : 476 : 898 : 1,374 : 4.4 : 8,347 : 21.0 : 30,899 
1979---------: 3,820 I· 7,278 I . 9,412 : 20,511 : 68.6 : 438 : 881 : 1,320 : 4.4 : 8,049 I 26.9 : 29,879 
1980---------: 2/ : 2/ : 2/ : 3/ 16,435 : 67.5 : 2/ : 2/ : 1,076 : 4.4 :3/6,824 :3/ 28.0 : 24,335 
1981---------: y : y : !! : !! 15,440 : 68.0 : !! : !! . 1,000 : 4.4 :!J6,270 :!J 27.6 : 22,710 

: : , . 
rf Figure!lliave been adjusted to match National Forest Products Association data. 
2/ Not available. 
!J Estimated. 

Source: Current Industrial Reports, u.s. Department of Commerce-1979, and National Forest Product• Aaaociation, Fingertip 
facts and Figures, February 1982. 

Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 

...... 
N 
w 



Species 

I 

Douglas-fir--------: 
Southern pine-----: 
Ponderosa pine-----1 
Hemlock 2/---------: 
White fir 3/----~-1 
Redwood--=--------: 
Eastern white 1 

pine-----------: 
Western cedar 4/-: 
Lodgepole pine=---: 
Western spruce 5/--1 
Other soft- - : 

1972 . 
8,431 : 
7,858 I 
3,988 I 
2,683 I 
21299 I 
1,238 I 

I 

655 I 
754 
632 
719 

Table ),--Softwood lumber: u.s. production, by species, 1972-81 

(In adllions of board feet2 

1973 • 1974 : : 1976 I 1977 : 1978 : 1975 .: 
: 

8,604 .: 7,755 : 7,045 : 8,060 : 8,484 : 8,498 : 
7,821 : 6,793 : 6,697 : 7,462 : 8,182 : 8,168 : 
2,992 : 3,514 : 3,407 I 3,960 : 4,138 : 4,125 : 
2,686 : 2,066 : 1,942 : 2,410 : 2,422 : 2,695 : 
2,415 : 2,033 : 1,934 : 2,066 : 2,169 : 2,074 : 
1,265 : 1,148 : 1,013 I 1,108 I 1,140 I 906 I 

: : : : I : 
687 : 695 : 618 : 713 : 770 : 881 : 
778 : 797 : 789 : 917 : 960 918 : 
690 I 559 : 525 : 594 : 682 711 : 
731 : 579 : 470 : 571 : 550 486 : 

1979 : 1980 : 1981 : I 

: I 

8,278. : 1/ I 1/ 
7,893 : l/ : l/ 
3,897 : l/ I Tt 
2,688 I l/ I l/ 
2,103 : Tl I T/ 

880 : !! I !! 
: I 

859 : 1/ I 1/ 
822 : l/ : l/ 
725 I l/ I Tl 
458 : II : II 

woods 6/---------: 1,617 : 1,620 : 1,252 : 1,271 : 1,482 : 1,489 : 1,436 : 1,296 : 1/ : 1/ 
Totar----------: 30,873 : 31,289 : 27,193 : 25,711 : 29,343 : 30,987 : 30,899 : 29,879 : 24,335 : 22).lo 

~Species breakouts are not available but are believed to be roughly in the same percentage distribution as occurred in 
1979. 

2/ Includes both western and eastern hemlock. 
)/ Includes all western true firs. 
4/ Includes western red and incense cedar. 
S/ Includes Englemann, blue, and Sitka spruce. 
"fl Includes western white pine, sugar pine, larch, other eastern softwoods, and other western aoftvooda. 

Source: u.s. Department of C01111111rce and National Forest Products .Association. 

Rote.-Becauae of rounding, figure• -y not add to the total• ahovn. 

...... 
N 
~ 
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T<:t:.lQ l;.--Sof·h:ood lumber: U.S. imp:ir{:s for con!•un~;·:i-~ion, 'by prir.cipcil S"Jt.Jrccs, 1977-81, 

---------·-·-----·---

Source 1977 1978 1979 1980 1931 

-·---------·-----------------..,-

Ca :1 ."1-:1 ~l- ---·- - : 
H~nC:.JrcJ·-----: 

f.'. r·;:1:: i 1- -·----: 
r-: C:-< i CJ .. ··---·- : 

Quantity Cmillion bo~rd .feet)· 

10,193 11,572 'ill,373 9,359 9,00S 
15. 42 •·. zc; 11 ' 10 
5 7 9 z 3 
2 3 2 2 1 . 

1/ 2 2 2 1 
Guy.:::~:; · -···--: l/ 0 1/ J_/ 1/ 
Iv-,, C~·;·· ----: -0 0 -0 u -1 
Gu<i-1::::2:..-----: 1/ '1/ 1/ .1/ : 1 
A 11 d: i 2 r- -- : _______ -o_ -.o.:.8 _____ '---1 ; _______ -_,7 : t; 

To·\· ;:i l - - - : ·--1-'fJ-'] :.'-'-' 2"--____ 1 -'-I ..._. ~ 3 t1 1 C..:__",'-= 2'-'2'-. _ 9 , 3 g 3 -:---:-_:__ 9 , 0 2 9 _ 

Value ci,OOO doll~rs> 
--------·---------

Cz:---,;:c'.:------: 
H : :~ :: ·..: r ~ - - - - - : 
Er~:.:; 1--· .. ---.: 
f':~x i co------: 
~~ .Zc.J l------: 
GU"/i:;·,;J-----~: 

I'I'/ Cs-\:·-----: 
G ·.;a ~ ::: w ! - - - - ·- : 
'l 1 

..... - J. 

C;jn~c!.J------: 
Ho:~c!u r:J-----: 
3r~-:::i 1------: 
r-1.~:-:: co------: 
N :.::.1------: 
G1.1};.:r::J-----.. -: 

I "·}\I c 5 t: - - - ... - : 

1,752,094 
3,t.22 
2,362 

4!; 1 
15 
16 

66 

$171.80 
235.40 
(1 C, tr. 7 1 
269.77 
17 Cj. 75 
569.25 

Gu~t~~l-----: 358.65 
All c'thQ:---- : ___ -'-1~.:..,5.29 

f..\·Gr2sG--: i 7 2.~0s 

l/ less than 500. 

2,326,3C3 
4,093 
3' 466 

889 
204 • 

2,43~ '198 
5,790 

_5,709 
l, 213 

19.S 
17 

1,753,493 
3' 6 7 !. 
1, 6 7 () 

30, 
090 

3 I 
37 

Unit v~!u~ (per rn. bo~rd f~ct> 

$201.02 
<J3. 13 

431 .40 
299.33 
112. 22 

$224.36 
2.ft;.31 
6 19. 0 3 
SOtt.69 
408.47 
597.63 

$1S7.35 
3<';6.60 
71.S.69 
451.i4 
!174.02 
626.51 
511. 13 

1,6Z5,927 
4, 05 5 
2,C33 

950 
781 
16 0 
143 

$187.17 
40G.06 
32S.75 
7 07. 26 
57 <). 91 
421.15 
1 ()6 .27· 

554.60 308.99 362.62 152.85 
_____ 2.U'. . .!.-:>_g_: ____ . _:~?..!U.s_: ____ ? :, :}_,_5_1 _: _____ "'-'1 9:} • 4 o 

200.39 : 224.92: 1S7 . ..i"i : i37.72 

~~urc~: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. OQp~rtrn~nt of Commerce. 



---····- .. rr:a!>le 5 7-Softwood lumber: !J ..• s. impo~t-~-· for .. _co~sumption, by principal customs dis tr lets, 1976-81 

_______ -:~~-----------------i- -~ ~ ~-~~:~~-.--~-~~~-I~~-~-=~·~;:~~---~:---:-~~~-~~~:~:---~ ~~--:---~~~~~~~=--------~=r=-=-~~-~:~ ~~~~-~-~==-~:-=-~~~.---~: ~ ~ ~ ------
------- .. S CUR CE :---- _ ------ __ --- _ j ____ ,. ----- ---- --- 1. --.------------ ___ I __ ,.. ___ -------.,.-_,_,. J.-.,..-,.---------.--, . .,,,,,,.-_l ..,,,. .. ..,_.,.-.,..-- -_-,. _____ _ 

-·-·---·~ ~~-~-~~ ----~ -- ~ --~ ---~ -~ _: =-:~-~~---- -~:~-~ -~-~-=·:::~·= ~~~-- ----·-~-.:_·-~~~~ -~~!~~~~ --~~~L~~ ~:~~ ~: ~ ·~ ~-~~~ _:::~·:::-.::-::_-_-::_~==·-~ ~:~--=-~-=:::::::.::.:::·=-~-~:_::·:_-=.---
----Dul~ th, MN--------------: ·------·-·2·~215 ·---+---2, 920 ·-·-·-}----------"3",404·--:-------:-:-··~-;-32r---l----~:1.16- -1--·-· .. ·---z-;13c-·-·-··-

scattle, WA------------1 ___ ....... __ 1,925 1 2,5el I 2,510 I 2,167 t .l,671 I 1,363 
Detroit, MT.-------------1 . 1161 - · 1"···-----··- 728 ·--·- · 1 ····-··.······· ·1,057·· ···--· ,-·-·" ··-· .,-···1,015·--.. --· 1 .... -,--·----· 979 , .. · ··· ·-·---· · i,:!4_3_ 

Pi!,~"1n11, ND-------------1 ..... __ 1,125 . I 1,278 I 1,320 I 1,186 I 854 I 678 
Buff :110, NY-------------1 · 340 - ... -- I -· ·-···--· .... 4lll ·- .. 1 ...... -·· -·-··- 51,0 .... ·• f ...... ___ ·-·--·- 6z4·---·-· I -· ·--· ....... ~·-· ·-643 · ··· ·· 1 ···- ···-- ----·· 6n·-· ·-·· ·- · ··· 
Ogdensburg, NY----------! _ 199 I 272 I 420 I 441 l 495 l 5~9 
St. Albans, VT----------' - 329 I .. -· ..... 259 f 302 ·I -· · 312 f ·· ······-···· ·319 I · · · -··· 496 

--· ...... 0 ortl,md, Ml'~------------! . ... . ....... 196 I 215 J 298 f 280 I 219 J ~OJ 
Los Angeles, CA---------1 82 -·· ·1 -· .... 205 ... - . f ·-·- --·-· 227 -- .. I ---·· ·- .... 231;·- ··· f ····· __ ,, ____ .... ·187 ·· ····· 1 · - 173 

__ . __ Ncw.'fork.City,,NY--:-.,.--.--l. .............. 203 ..... 1... . ..... 374 I 357 I .314 I 172 I 202 
All other---------------! . 754 I --·---. ·--·999 .... - I. - .. - . "i.i98-- ... -, --- .. -·--·---1,0:!l"---·-·1-····-·--- ··-····7os .. ----·-c---·--·-... ru_··-· .. ···--

··- __ ........ To.cal--::-:::--:-:-.. -:--::-.-:--:-! .............. 7,829 _ I 10,232 I . 11,634- I 10,922 I 9,383 I 9,029 
:-------------~.~-~- 1.,._::_:_~~:.., __ ...:...:::..:.:::.1 ~.'.""":~~~·.::=-·-~ ______ .:..:.:.1:_ ____ ~ ________ :__:_1 _.:_.:_.:_:_:_:_ __________ \ -------- -- -------. 
I v~Lur t1.o:c c0LLARS> 
I .... . - ·····-· ·--· . ·-· -·· ... ·····-···-· -·- -····-·· ··- ... -· ... -· 

·-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
' ' I I I I 

Dciluth, NN--------------1 ~2;:>.:;FC,. I · 4<;4,;3:; 1 ···- - ".78,45f I 7CCtl7(, ·····I _ .... 5~7,HC '"I ... 4:'4.715 
Seattle, 'JA-------------1 :'.r:s •. " l':' : <;~::_.~~<; i ~3:.,-:::54 I !:! 7.1~2 I 332•ll''? I 2€'2, ~'?::-. 
D:.;~roit, NI-------------l t:S.~'l -·····-, - llt,,C~3 ···· 1 .... - ·1c;.:0,!57.. j -- .. -- 2'.:7,<;~3 ··-·-, ........... l61 •• :~ j '~'3,'.'L,~ ,_. 
Pcmbina,NU------------f ______ 1Jf..,.7f~ ! ~~~.f~f: I 2~3.~r.i. I ~':-1.1;2 J 17C,~.~~ I 1~~.S~l ~ 
Buffalo, t-.-Y------------1 =-~ •<' ~7 1 ·-- ···- ·· f ~. c: 4 · -·· f ·····- · in. "7 l · ...... 1·--·-·-·13:, 7.~t; -· ··., .. ·----· · 122.177 ··--I ·------·121. ns··---·--· 

·-·-··---Ogdensburg, NY---------:-:-' .... ~f),f;? : ~:.4G~ I .,,,tll I llh7H I s~.~·P? I 1!2t7~FJ 
St. Albans, VT----------t ~-~•2c:9··-· .. r·-····---·-;,J,"<i2-·-·-r·---··-·- ~-F-o•~r:f ·--·1-···-·-··· u:.::!75··--· ·1 --·----62>c.1r:····· .. -1·-···---· · <:~,4~1 ·-----·-

. -·.Portland, ~!E-----.:.--:-:----l _ . ! ! • 4 < 3 l ~ f • i !: 4 ! 5 ;;> • t" 71 I 5 4 • 4 i c; I 41 • 4 4: I ~ht GE. 
Lo" Angel.!s, CA---------1 ! •: • '.: C ~ .. ·- ... ·1 --·-· · ~ l tl <· 0 I ··- 5 ! • 7 i: t I ··.. 61, l 7 ~ .. · ··· I - · ·· · · 4 2, ·: \ 7 · ....... I -·-- -·· :' ~, '° 7o ·-

__ Jlew Xcrk City, XY-------1 ~~.:<;, ! 1::.~·~1 I 75,,,~ I i<S,:::12 f 3:?,<;J,". I .'i:.E"lf, 
All other-------------.:._,.. lC!i•(;~l · ·1 l"l•'-4~· I ·-·· :;17,:_71.; i ...... - ... 243,f'i!'."· 1 ··· ·· 1q1,121 ·· "("·--- · :,:, :·?! ·· - ... ·--··· · 

To ta 1-------------1 1 • ls": • ;; ( l 1 J , 7 f ( , f- ::- c I < , ::: ~ 7 , l 1 ~ I 2 , 4 ~ t: • ~ 2.;; I 1 , 7 ~: , t, i 7 I l , t: ~ 4 , ~ ( 2 

. . I _· ______ ---- ______ i~- -~;-~--~--~ ----~ ~----~ l ~~,_~:--.:--.------.,.--_!_,.,,:,_.,...,._,,...,---- .,.,._-.,.--~_;-~ _:_,,._~:.::~~---: ,....:.:.,.._~.:.,.. !_;~_:.._.,.-:~ ___ :_--.,.-_:.._~-~---~~-.-~ 
I . 
I Ur<IT V!Ll!E <Pf P ~. ECAIH: Fff.T> 
't ~: ~-::_ ~-~:~_:::..::·~=::::.:.-_-_-..::-:·=::..:. _.:.·..::::.::. :::-:.:::.:.:::.:_:_·::.-.:"..: :_ __ :_ _ :-:.. :::::.·=-=--~= :..:.. .:_::. .~ ::.:·.:::-_-_ :-::.:.:.-.:. =·-·:·_ -.:_-_·:. ·..::-:..-:::.. = :..:..·:-.:. :...: _.:. ::-:..: . ::-::--··-
' I I I I I 

Duluth, ~fN--------------1 ~l.:;".fl ..... f-·-·--·---!H.<::.::.f.···-··-1 ····· -:;1'l'::.:><::-· ··1 -----·-s2~2.=.s ·· -··1·--·-··s.!71.:<E -·-·- r···· S1EE.:C 
Seattle, WA-------------'! 1"37.F~ ! J'it.::~ ! 211.=• ·1 2~f:.<·l I 1':5.Cf. I :~7.l~ 
Detrnit, MT.-------------1 l:'>' .• ]7 I ·-···- - l!:c,4~ ·· - I-··· JH~ .• 7.;: I ···· ;:.;4.;<5 1·· --· "11'4.,C7 I - 2c;2.:.2 

····--·· Pcmhina, !\D-------------1 1:.1.1c· I H'·-'1 I ,.?2.q I .2<;~.:5 I 199.f.9 I ::c1.c;1 
Buffalo, 1'-Y-------------j l':·t.(.4 ····- i ·--··-·-174.:'.°E. ·-- ... I ----·--.199.cf ....... l .. --·-·-·21:;.75····-r-·---~5~.:2-···- i-·---··:;:.f7- --
Ogdensburg, l>-Y----------1 i~:.1= I JU.H I H".'H l 2~1.H: I 1Rs.1:. I lC:l.~9 
St. Albans, VT----------1 l~.:i.c~ ! --- Hl·~·7 I ..... ··-······ 1°7.CL. ! --····-··21c;.;;;; ······ !'·-··-······ l;~.>!J ,-·-·- ·-·· 1~E.~I 

~ortland, ME---------~--! l&'..1s I !7C.26 I 117.':>f I 1c4.~;> I 1r:9.o;,c I JE 0 .c;2 
Los An gel es , CA---------1 : < 2 .1 7 I 2 CC. 4 4 I 2 .(. 7. : "i I · - .. · .. · ·· ;; < ~ • c; 2 I · -· - ;; 1 ': • l <; I · 1 " l • 4 5 

____ -·New_ York City, NY-------1 1 7 ~ • ~I' I :: ( ~ • ~· 3 I 2::. £:. 4.: I 2 71 • £ P I ! S: 1 • : E f ! f: ~- • 4 7 · 
·All other---------------1 11+:'.~E ·; ..... J~l.JF ·(····· 1.~1.fc···--f····-· -·-···2::1.~ti ·--···,·-- ·-· ·2rr:;7(-·-·-··r "-·-····::c~.12· 

. Average---------:----! l'S:'.~~ : 112.rF I 2:t:.P~ I 2::>4.<;2 I p.7.1-.4 I 1f7.n 
------- ---------- ___ 1 ____ -- ------- ____ L ___ ~ --- __ ---- ---L--~ __________ ..:._:..:i...:~·:~:.:: __ :..:._:_...:_·_·:__:L.:.·_·::::__:.:_:_ __ .:_.:._.:_·:_::_:_l_.:_ ___ ,::.:_·:_ __ ---- ---

source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department_of Con:merce_'. ... 

----··-······Note.:-:.-:-Because of rout)_ding, ..f~gllr.e13 .may_.~ot add to the totals shot.n. 
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Table 6.--Softwood lumber: u.s. imports for consumption, by related 
parties, by principal sources, 1976-1980 !f 

Year Source Total Related party Other 

--------------Million board feet------------

1976 Canada------: 7,786 
Other-------: 43 

·Total----: 7,829 
1977 Canada------: 10,198 

Other-------: 34 
Total----: 10,232 

1978 Canada------: 11,572 . Other------: 62 . . 
Total----: 11,634 

1979 Canada------: 10,873 
Other------: 48 

Total---: 10,922 
1980 Canada------: 9,359 

Other-------: 24 
Total----: 9,383 

1/ 1981 figures are unavailable. 
2/ Less than 0.5 million 
'"fl Less than 0.5 percent. 

1, 721 6,065 
1 42 

1, 722 6,107 
1,872 8,326 

1 33 
1,873 8,326 
1,597 9,975 

1 61 
1,598 10,036 
1,469 9,405 

y 48 
1,469 9,453 

946 8,414 
1 23 

946 8,437 

Percent 
related 

party 

22 
2 

22 
18 

2 
18 
14 

1 
14 
14 

3/ 
13 
10 

3 
10 

Source: Compiled from official statistilts of the u.s. Department of Commerce. 
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Table f .--Scftwood lum~or: U.S. exports cf domestic morchandise: by princip~l m~rkets. 1977-81 

.. 
1977 1978 , 979 .. 1980 

Qu~nti ty ( mffl!i6n board feed:) 

Jc:;;;;,,-------: ~37 407 . 6l1Q "634 
Ca n 2 d .; - - - - - - : 3 6 7 3 7 3 3 o 3 3 6 4 :• 
I~<dy-··-·----: 113 105 161 1S6 
:;~:ztr2t------: 107 101 9Ct 90 
ifo x i co - - - - - - : 5 2 B 3 96 18 0 
Fr G;;~m-----:. 64 65 58 71 
S Ar.:::;------: 13 3,a 3 1 41 
lJ Ki:>:J------: 30 zt1 37 53 
All ci:hor-·--: 211. : 150 229 : 3r,3 

r c :c::. l -- -: ==--==-i ·· r.zi : ·-=---==~~L~3<l_6 ___ : ______ .J ...... f?.2 __ : -·-=-====~j-.,_6 __ 1 __ 

Jap,Jn-------: 
Cc:;·,;:::: :i------: 
1 :.: u l ~/ - ·- - - - - - : 
.!. ;J s 7. r~ :'i : - - •·• - - ; 

ii;1;..; i c~:i------·-: 

(+,576 
103,570 

52,91't3 
.33,3:3!'t 
17,090 

VJlu~ ( i, 000 dollars) 

12C, 153 253,650 2?.1,360 
::~.731 12,~,l\20 101,383 
53,337 127.~42 138,627 : 
J7,050 ~G,4EJ 36,9~1 
19,650 22,497 33,5~6 
35,674 42;933 42,417 
:(;,95.4 12,370 i5,9r,5 
lC,317 22, 1C't 2!,533 
f,~ ... :.fr . .!.?-_: _____ l_21..i.J..~.?.:.._: ___ 1 f!...-5.~Q:l.'? __ _ 

(+ 5 Q • (1 I 6 : 7 7 6 1 .. J'• l ') : 7"7 6 ZJ> I 

Unit v~lue (par ~. bo~rd feet) 

198 I 

506 
495 
as 

123 
199 
49 
45 
32 

358 
1 '(Vi5 

175, 960 
i2.3,043 
55,4!;7 
47,727 
C; 3 ,()t11 

27,966 
19 I 94 1 
: 4 I 66 1 

l (; ~_,__~~?.,_ 
65'.~.567 

Japan-------: $239.27 $295.39 $396.51 $349.22 $347.45 
c~nad=------: 232.40 253.65 319.35 278.83 2(;3.35 
I -!: :d y - -· - - ·· - - : 4 6 3 . O 5 5 0 8 . 1 4 
Au~tr.:i!-----: 311. 15 367. 11 

738.82 7f;5. 11 627 .67 
(i<i6.31 f,09.16 339.3<1 

Mexico--~---: 207.97 235.63 235.15 1(;6.59 220.65" 
~r Ga~~-----: 5~0.37 5~9.C6 736.08 599.73 5~9.65 
S Ara~------: 37~.43 394.97 ~~1.76 390.34 4~7.79 

U Ki~9;-----'. ~7~.3~ . ~37. 1~ . :.i l 0-;: :)(~ ;- - - - • ______ .)_5':_:'.__,_J..;:>__:. ____ ,, ..3 .. Q .. !..?? __ . 
~v2:-a~~--= 311.20 : 334.74 

5$1.03 404.37 455.63 
5 5 r, . 6'-'7 _____ 4'-'· 7'""'3 . B::.-____ 4,:..oO 2 . 33 

--~~4~4.9.31 394.97 344.34 

l/ Less th~n 500. 

Sourc~: Compiled frcm official statistics of the U.S. Dapartmont of Commerce. 



--·--·-·-··--T'i'_ble .d~_--Sof!,wood. _1.um~~r: .. U.S .. ~XP.9!.~~_of dolll"~':~~. ~e:i:ch.andis.c, ._by pr_incipal __ c\lstoll!.s ?~.s~.ricts, 1_<!.7~-81 __ -----·--- ····-··-····-····-----·-----·· ...... -··--·----·· 

-·-------------------,-----------------i-----------------,-----------------i-----------------,-----------------,-----------------
--.-----·-· ·- · ·· ··---· ,. ---·· isu, ·: ,. ·---·1sii. 1 ···-· ·1s7~ 1 1979 ··-··-·1---···-1c:;ps·· ··---·-···1··--·---··1c:;Rr······ ----···--· 

_ ··---- . sruRcE 1 _________________ 1 _________________ 1 _________________ 1 _________________ 1 _________________ 1 ________________ _ 

I -· - ....... . ...... ···-······· ..... -- .. ··--·-·--··. 
I <]UM<TITY (MILLION BOARD FEET) 

---~~~--:...~~=~.:.:·.-..~-=.:.·:·~:.~c:.-:::·::::.·::.:.::._::::::::~-.:.:.::··:.-:-:.::::.-::-~ __ _:::-..:~~.-:-:.::.-::..:·~:_::. ___ ·..:·.:.:.-_:_:·::-:.:::.·:·=::.:..:._:.-_-::-.:.·.:.=:-=:..-::-.:::.:.:::-==-=--===-.:=:-:·:::..:.::::·:..::--
1 I I I I I 

·-·-----Portland, ·0R----:....:..:.:... __ :....:.:1·------·-··3s9·--·-·-, -------·-·317·-·--·, --·----·-··274----T-------425----, li6Y----,------z.sa·------···--
Seattle, WA------------:-1 307 j 254 I 303 I 401 I 514 I 465 

· ·- .-·- ·- Anchorage, AK-----.:. _____ , ·· ·- ······· ···-·· 290 ··--··-· 1 ··:-·-·· ---·-····-·153 ··- -····1 · ··-·-···· ·-· - · ·-13ff -----· I .. ·- · ····--·- -·273-----· I ···-·--- ·:rs:;-·-- ·-1 ·· ··--·---- · - 196 ----·- ··· 

t-<ohilc, AL--------------1 44 I 58 I 44 I 42 I 68 ! 73 
·-·-------Detroit, MI------.:. ___ _: __ ,··-·-··· ------·-208 --·-- 1· ····- -·---·-174 ··-··-, ·-· ·· · ··-- ---·· 14c,···--- · ,·-· ··--· ·-- ----11r· ·---· ·1 ·--~------·-·9"5····--·--1---. ----i.2s-···-··--·· · -· 

Wilmington, NC----------1 11 I 13 I 22 I 33 I 50 l · 18 
·---·San Diego, CA-_: _ _:_.:_ _____ ,. --- -·-·---··50-······ 1· .. ···-·-----·-········71 --- ,-···--··-----· ·n··-···· 1 ··-··--·--·-·w-·-·-· 1··--····-----· ·91··--·-·T----------·105-·---.. --. 

San Francisco, CA-------1 . 41 I 44 I 3~ ! 31 I 34 I 4 7 
·· ··-···-·-.New Orleans., L.~· _____ _:_:_!. - . .. ·--· 24 ···· ·· ·1 - · · · ····---·-·· · 15 ...... · I --- ...... --·· 2.:. - - ·· I ....... · ·- - ·· ---·- "ill· .......... I --···--- -·- ""j8 .. -----1 .................... · - • 27 ··- ·-·--··- ··----

. Savannah, CA------------1 13 I . 9 I 6 ! . 2 6 I 4 7 I 38 -·----- All othe;::.._..: __ ..::::_..::_ _____ :"""-· ·····--· -·-- 192-- -- I ----··-·--·-··204--· - .. , .. ·--- ···---·-· 18T---·- ,. - ··- -- - - .. f5r-----T--·-------··3ro·-·--·-1-· .. -- - --·-·"'341 

Total---.:.----------:-l 1,578 I . l,4L6 I l,J<ib I 1, 729 I 1,967 l · 1,895 
l _ ~--~--: ____ _:·_·_-__ .~L __ ·_:-~_:-_~~· _.::_: ____ 1_:_: _ _: _ _::__: _______ _:_1 ____ :_.:. ________ :_ __ 1 _ _:_.:.::..:._:_::_ ___ .:_ __ :.,_1_.:_ ____ .:. _________ _ 

! VALt.:r 11.occ OCLLARS) 
·1 ...• . ........ ·-· -·--·········· - ....... . ......... -·· ·-··· ·····. . .......... ·--··---····· ·····--·-··· .............. ...... - . - - ··-----·--

i-----------------:-----------------:-----------------,---· -------------,-----------------,-----------------
Por~land, OR------------1 l~l.~·~f. ...... I .... ··-· 11~.::7<; r·--·-· 121.63C ...... r-- - 2E:'.i.~=4 --··-·I .......... 2tc.C8.'.! ····-· 1 .... 1c;i:,211 
Seattle WA-------------1 F2,:>l5 : /C,Es: l I'd.HI I lf.2,nG ! lEl,722 f i:i;,c:::3 
•\nchora~e, AK-----------1· -·········- 67·:·.c:f.· ----, -··· ·····i:7,Fl2 ·1-··· ....... 1':8.7r-4. ·-·r ·-·····103,431 ···· .. ! ·····-·· P.L,Si\7 ..... ,. ··-· · ':S,511 

Mobile AL------.:.-------1 14,t.lc I 21,?F.4 I 19,:GE I :>?,7C3 I 3.,,1;2.:i I 31,CES 
··-------··lletroi ~, MD----_: ________ , ...... ···~ ·-· ·.G:~ • f: 4 { -·-·-·(--·-·--· - ·-:fl• 4f: r-··· ... r··-:----··-·-·46' f.5 3---·· r---··--·:i Et E <8 ·-. --.---~33'12 c;-··--r ·----·3 C, 4 71 --·--;...-c· 

Wilmin"ton NC----------1 4 • 7 7 ~ J : • f' 2 (: I 11 t S 6 !l I 2 1 • 3 7 <: . I . 2 ~ • 6 !: 4. ! 5 • 113 N 
San Dl.~g,1 , 'CA-----------1 - - - 1 ~ •:: C ~ ......... 1- . -·--- ... 1~•14 ~--c· ·-,-----·-·-···- 14, ~ F. l. ·-····· r--·-·--·-··· 1 E , S 7 E -· ··--- )" ---,--·--·· 2 C • E '3 :;· - --· r---- 2 'I, 5 u----'°. -
San Fr:mcisco, CA-------1 ....... 2C··2':5 '· .................. ~~.:e~. '··---- n .• 7~~ I 2~.i::3 .. J . lS.?71; I <C.248 
l\•2w Orleans, LA---------' !<di~ ! C:t:;) 5 I ·- ·- P., 9 8. 4 · ····· I ·--· ··· - l? • 7: 'l .... I - -· -- ·· · H • S 4 ,,...... .. ,---··· --··-- l 3 ol 4 6 
Sa. annah . GA------------1 . . 4 • " 7 r-. I 3 • 2 7 7 I 2, s 2 s I l 2, 11 'l I 1 s, ;.. :, 7 I 1 9, : cc: 
All othe~---------------1 - .. !:2 • l L ( •.••••... , ............... -~!:' 141 .. ,.......... 54, (·2 ~ ........ f"' .......... Fl' 235 ..... --1 ·· --····· ... f,E • f i E ...... :·-1---· --- . <;;, ~~9----------

Total---------------{ '!E.9,~·~l I 44~,7&b I 4!0C,,t.H I 7H,f'7CJ I 77f>,8<+7 I £~:!,':f:7 
. . .. . 1-~ ~--~~ --~-- - - ~·--=·.: i:::::_-.=-..:..: .:·..:. _·.:.:..:. ::-_:..r.:.:..:. _-..:.·.::.. ..:.:.. ___ --:.. _ .:..:.-i :..·.:: .:.·_ .:. ____ :_ ____ ·.:.-.::..1.:.:::-::.::.·_..:._:...:...::.::.:~.:.::.:::1:.:-.::.:::.:.::..:._-_- _.:. _:.:.·.:.._ ---

i U~IT VALUE CPER M. BOARD FEET> 
····· ............ ··· 1 ~·=:..-.: ~-~·:::~_..:·.:·~:::~-:·:·:·.:-..:::-::·::-:-:-.::·..: _.:. .::.::::..:.:::::..:.··.::.:.--:: .:. __ ..:._.:..:. .:.·.:.-.::::. .:.:·.:.·..: :.-_-..:.:. :.::.:. .:...:. ___ :.: .:.: .:.·:. ::·:.:::=:::-.:. ·..:.:. .::·:::::.·:::-.:-..:-=.:.-_·:_ ..::.:.._·~=:.=---· 

I . I . I I .I I 
Por t:.lancl, OR----.:. __ :..._.:.._ I .... - . ·-$ ~ S 4 ~ < 8. ·-- · r----··· ~. :'! 6 3 • 3 3·-··-- I° -- -·- -·14 4 3. 6 C ·-· ---T··--·- ·-·· s 6 31 ; 4 3. -----1-··---· $ !' 61 • 0 5 -··--- 1-- -··-·-· ~ ~ 2 e • ~ .'l .--·····-···----

Seat tlc, WA------------· t 267.~f: I 27t.64 I ;>H.~E I 4G6.53 I 32~ .• 11 I 3:2.2J 
........... Anchorage, AK----------· I ................ ;:~ l. 2;: ·---·· j"----·,-·--2!:'7, 7 ~- ....... ···- ·-----······-. 2f\9 .21 · --- i:·-··-··--·-- 3 72 .ca·--··--· r-·-········-···~q: .Es-·---r··------ ···~ G:: • n-·-----·--· 

~obilc, AL-------------,1 ~2".€C ! :74.71 ',35.0J l 7.~·c.45 I ~r,E,4C · ! 42E,9f 
Dt..•.tro.it, ~11-------·.: __ . ___ f ....... 3J 6. E. =:· - ··-·1 .. -·-···- --··~ 3:. l 7 --·· .. - ··-····-- .... __ . 3 21 • 5 ~ . ·- - ·- r--- ··- ··3 :~ ":! • :~ !:. .. - ··1 ·------.- 3 4 7.: :--······j ------.~ 4 2. CS··---:-·---·· 

Wilmington, NC--------'-1 4:E:.·;:s I 4";;7.77 ~30.l!c I 6•;l' •. 16 I :14.l~ I ::47.S7 
San Diego, CA---------:...1 1"12.~(·· I···---··· 11'4.2t' ·······2ne;.~1··-· ·-·,-·-···-······ 212.3'J ··.:····1··---··:····-·2:S •. ll ...... r-····--- 2~4.46···-·······--

San Francisco, CA------:1 1;9_r,H. I ~C7.69 57(,.2< I 774.~2 I :62.74 'I 430,57 
New Orleans, LA-----..:--i· 3(,f,CB I .... ·-.-~'SF.~l ...... 425~c~·-·····r-·-·······1;50.!:0 .. - r-·-··-----.. 454,4:;---r··-···-···H:.F.c ............ . 

Savannah, GA--:---------:1 315.Jl I n7.3S 405.'32 I 458.911 I 414.74 I :1s.13 
·-----·Ai.1 other---_:_: __ .:_ _ _:_:_.:.:_ I :: 71. FC, .... -, · ·--- ... -... ?k4 .f, 3 · ···--··· ·292. C ~ ---·r--·---- -·316 .19 ·----··.,- ------265 .·(;9·----1----·-···"2 71 ,15·------

. Average------------:! ~r:7,q I .~11.a 334.7'1 I 449.31 I . 394.S7 I :!4'1.~4 

.... ·-~-----_ ------______ 1 _· ___ ~------ __ · ___ ~L-----~: ____ :_ ____ 1.::::::: .. .-~:... ..:. ___ _: _ _:~ ::.::::1::...:::·:..-.:.::::._::.-.: __ :..:.·:..::·:.-1 ~:..:-.::::..:.:.:.:::.-.:.·_::.-.::::..:.:.:-.. T.::..:::..-~-.::.:..:.:..:.·_·.:. .:.·_·.:..::.:.:.::..:.·-- .... 
Source: .compiled.fro~ offi<:ial st.a_t~:itks.~.f the. U.s_.._De:r'.l~t:D!en~_o.f Conunerce .. 

·-·-· ----· ... N_q~e -.:::-Beca}lpe • .c?.f .. !9U!l_ding, ... f!g~;:e_s -~iilY_ ~.<? .. 1:...~~~--.to _.~~':-~-~~~~~ -~·~o.~; __ ·-··-··------·--



Table 9 .--Softwood _lumber: Canadlan' productloo, lmports, exports, and apparent consW11ption~ 1972-81 

I • • : : : :- : Ratio of' : Ratio of Brltlsh Columbia ll • Total : Exports Total tear I - : ~ Imports 
: : Appa_rent j exports to: imports to 

: Canada : to u.s. : exports :consumption ! d ti : apparent Coast Interior pro uc on 
: : : : : : : : consum2Uon 
: : I : : : I 

I I 

-----------------Million board feet------.---- ---- : -----Percent~-
: : : : : : : I 

1972----: 4,028 : 5,495 : 13,390 : 231 : 8,428 : 9,644 : 3 ,977 : 12.0 : 5.8 
1973----: 4,403 : 6,038 : 14,805 : 298 : 8,189 : 9,823 : 5,280 : 66.3 : 5.6 
1974----: 3,405 : 5,378 : 12,973 : 319 : 6,398 I 8,171 : 5,121 : 63.0 : 6.2 
1975---: 2,504 : 4,965 : 10,908 : 363 : 5,452 : 6,487 : 4,784 : 59.5 : 7.6 
1976----: 3,988 : 6,751 : 15,028 : 396 : 7,753 : 9,586 : 5,838 : 63.8 I 6.8 
1977---: 4,499 : 7,539 : 17 ,225 : 324 : 10,335 : 12,212 : 5,337 : 70.9 : 6.1 
1978---: 4,803 : 7,742 : 18,412 : 265 : 11,401 : 13,314 : 5,363 : 72.3 : 4.9 
1979---: 4,657 : 7,861 : 18,494 : 333 : 10,782 : 13,258 : 5,569 : 71.7 I 6.0 
1980----: 4,252 : 7,727 : 18,178 : 317 : 9,281 : 12,265 I 6,230 I 67.5 !-' 5.1 ,_. 

w 
1981 y-: 3,457 : 6,958 I 16,398 : y 430:. 9,033 : ll,555 : Y 5 1 273 I 70,5 : y a.2 0 

I : I 

lf Includes hardvoOd lumber (leaa than 1/1000 of total}" • 
. 2/ Preliminary. . 
!J BatilllBte by the ataff of the u.s. International Trade COllllliaaion on the basla of u.s eJ:port atatiatica. 

Source: Statiatica. Canada. 
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TablelO.--Softwood lumber: Canadian imports for consumption, 
by principal sources, 1977-81 

1977 1978 1979 1980 

Quantity .(Million board feet) 

1981 

United States--: 323 263 332 316 1/ 430 
All other------: 2/ 2 1 1/ 2/ 

·Total------=---.:.-32,...,4.------2,...,6"""'5.-----~3:.-..3 .... 3,..----___;~3 .... l,,7---~2;;/~4..,,,.3"""'0 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

United States--: 96,525 93,408 127,163 97,119 1/ 130,620 
All other------: 107 315 169 2 3/ 

Total---""."--: 96,632 93,723 127,332 97,120 1/ 130,625 

Unit value (per 1,000.board feet) 

United States--: $298.61 $355 •. 24 $382.62 $245.04 $303.76 
All other------: 344.05 170.36 335.98 181.82 3/ 

Total------:----::2~9~8-.6~s=----~3=5=3~.9~4.----..,,,.3=a2..--..5~5...-----2~45~.~0~4----3~7~3~0~3~.-7~6 

1/ Estimate based on u.s. export statistics. 
"!:/ Less than 0.5 million. 
3/ Unavailable. 

Source: Statistics Canada, except as noted. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Table 11.--Softwood lumber: Canadian exports of domestic merchandise 
by principal markets, 1977-81 

Market 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Quantity (million board feet) 

. .. 1981 

United States--: 10,335 11,401 10,782 9,281 9,033 
EC-------------: 857 803 1,114 1,268 1,036 
Japan-----~----: 706 786 1,009 ·l,083 868 
All other~----: 315 325 354 632 617 

-----------------------~---,,_,...---------------'""""'"---------------..,..,,..---------.....,,...,,._-=-=-~ Total---~-: 12,212 13~314 13,258 12,265 11,555 ________ ..._ _______________ ...._ ______________ .,:_ _______________ .,:_ ____________________ _ 
Value (l,000 dollars) 

. . 
United States--: 1,868,769 2,614,772 2,794,197 1,997,319 1,960,049 
EC-------------: 206,902 219,172 418,618 503,261 332,198 
Japan----~-----: 179,900 230,965 458,271 501,354 365,102 
All other~----: 83,073 93,333 149,764 260,994 255,843 

-=--=--=-=-"-:-:-:------=~-=-=--=--:-=------:::-:~ ........ -=-=------:::-:,.,,.,,,-...,.,.,,,..,..------..,.--=:-::-'-'=""<'~ Total------: 2,338,644 3,158,242 3,820,850 3,262,928 2,913,192 __ ...:_ ___ ..._ _________ _:_ ___ ...._ _________ _:_ ___ .,:_ _________ _:_ ___ _:_ _________ __,;____;, ___ _ 
Unit value (per, 1,000 board feet) 

United States--: $180.82 $229.35 $259.16 $215.20 $216.98 
EC-------------: 241.48 272.94 375.95 396.83 320.98 
Japan----------: 254.86 293.85 454.37 462.91 420.84 
All other~----: 264.14 287.28 423.17 413.01 414.46 

-----"'""="-=-,,.,,.---------~-=--.,,..,,..----------------------------------------------..,,..,..---~ Average----: 191.51 237.20 288.20 266.05 252.12 

Source: Statistics Canad~. 

Note.--European Community countries, as of Jan. 1, 1982, were included in 
all European Community data. All values are in Canadian dollars. Because of 
rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Table 12.~-softwood lumber: U.S. and Canadian production by the five 
largest, and 50 largest producers, 1972-1980 

All 
5 largest producers . 

: 
50 largest producers Year . 

producers ' .. 
Million Million Percent of Million Percent of 

:· board board total board total 
feet feet Eroduction feet Eroductio~1 

United . . ' 

States . . . . 
1972-----: 30,873 5,712 .. 18.5 16 ,417 53.2 . 
1973-----: 31,289 7,206 23.0 . 17,095 . 54.6 . . 
1974----: 27,193 6,862 25.2 16,837 61.9 
1975-----: 25,711 5,414 : ' 21.1 . 14,369 55.9 . 
1976----: 29,343 6,610 22.5 . 17 ,123 58.4 . 
1977-----: 30,987 7,117 23.0 18,477 . 59.6 . 
1978----: 30,899 8,266 26.8 . 19,366 62.7 . 
1979-----: 29,879 8,078 29.0 . 18,864 63.1 . 
1980---: 24,335 6,794 27.9 16,402 67.4 . . . . 

Canada: . . 
' . . 

1972----: 13,390 3,636 '27 ~2 9,540 71.2 
1973-----: 14,805 3,245 21.9 . 9,033 61.0 . 
1974----: 12,973 2,962 22.8 1/ 8,600 66.3 
1975----: 10,908 2,307 21.2 6,897 63.2 
1976----:' '15,028 3,546 23~6 1/ 10,114 66.5 
1977---: 17 ,225 3,98":\ 23.l . 11,633 67.5 . 
1978----: 18,412 4,188 22.1 . ' 12 ,604 68.5 . 
1979----: 18,494 4,143 22.4 . 11,956 64.6 . 
1980-----: 18,178 3,995 22.0 12,050 66.3 

!J Estimated by the staff of the U.S.Internationa Trade Commission. 

Source: Forest Industries~ May of 1973-81. 
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Table 13.--Lumber: Comparison of U.S. and Canadian companies 
in the logging and sawmilling industry, 1975-80 

Item 

United States: 
Median return on 

stockholders equity----­
Median return on total 

capital-----------------
Median net profit per 

sale 2/-------~---------

Canada: 
Median return on 

stockholders equity----­
Median return on total 

capital----------------­
Median net profit per 

sale 2/-----------------

(In percent) 

1975 1976 1977 

2.3 11.4 12.2 

1.5 8.2 8.1 

1.2 5.4 5.6 

2.7 5.3 14.5 

1.8 3.6 9.5 

1.1 5.4 5.6 

1978 1979 1980 

14.5 :1/19.0 :1/ 12.5 

10.3 :1/12.0 1/ 9.4 

6.1 :1/ 6.7 1/ 5.8 

22.8 

15.9 

7.6 

23.8 :1/ 14:7 

16 .5 : 1/ 11.4 

·8.0 1/ 5.4 

l/ Estimated by the staff o.f the u.s. International Trade Commission. 
2/ Profit after taxes. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the u.s. Department of the 
Treasury, I.R.S., Corporation Source Book, 1975-1978, and Statistics Canada, 
Corporation Financial Statistics, 1975-79, except as noted. 

Note.--Percentages for Canada are calculated from Canadian dollars. 



Table 14.--Softwood sawtimber on commercial forest land in the United States, by ownership, region, and specified States, 1977 

West North South 

OWnershi~ :Washington: Oregon All 
other Total 

Percent 
of total 

u.s. 
Maine All 

other Total 
Percent 
of total 

u~s. 
Total 

Percent 
of total'. 

u.s. . 
Total 
u.s. 

National forest----: 
Other public-------: 

Total public-: 
Forest industry----: 
Farm and other 

private----------: 
Total private---: 

Grand total-----: 

----------Million board feet----------- : : ------Million board feet------ : 
: : : : : : : : 

133,819 : 252,804 : 580,634 : 967,257 : 95.9 : 44 : 7,027 : 7 ,071 .: 
6j,715 : 72,137 •i 69~026 : 208,878 : 88.7 : j06 : 12,443 : 12,749 : 

201,534 : 324,941 : 649,660 :1,176,135 : 94.6 : 350 : 19,470 : 19,820 : 
75,974 : ·59,013 : 64,148 : 199,135 : 64.3 : 13,808 : 9,268 : 23,076 : 

Million 
boimi 

: feet 
I 

0.7 : 33,843 
5,4 : 13,932 
1.6 : 47,775 
7,5 : 87,329 

Million 
board 
feet 

3,4 : 1,008,172 
5.9 : 235,560 
3.8 : 1,243,732 

28.2 : 309,540 
: : : : : : : : : : 

35,792 : 28,132 : 106,587 : 170,511 : 39.7 : 11,517 : 42,953 : 54,170 : 12.6 : 204,867 : 47.7 : 429,548 
111,766 : 87,145 : 170,735 : 369,646 ; 50.0.: 25,325 : 52,221 : 77,246 : 10.5 : 292,196 : 39.5 : 739,089 
313,300 : 412,086 : 820,395 :1,545,781 : 78.0: 25,675 : 71,691 : 97,066 :. 4,9 : 339,971 : 17.1 : 1,982,820 

·: 
source: Compiled from official statistics of United States Department of Agriculture .Forest Service, Forest Statistics of the U.S., 1977, P• 40. 
Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the.totals shown. ...... 

VJ 
ui 



Table15--Softwood loqs: U.S. exports of domestic merchandise, by principal 
markets, 1977-81 

Market 1977 1978 197 9 1980 198 1 

Quantity (1,000 m. board feet) 

Japan-------: 2,454 : 2,640 : 3,141 : 2,533 : 1,769 
China M-----: 0 : 0 : 0 : 88 : 222 
Kor Rep-----: 203 : 321 : 258 : 200 : 150 
Canada------: 314 : 325 : 357 : 274 : 209 · 
Hg Konq-----: 0 : 0 : l/ : l/ : 11 
All other---: 10 : 12 : 13 : 15 : 17 

Total---: 2,980 : 3,298 : 3,768 : 3, 109 : 2,377 

Value (1,000 dollars) 

Japan-------: 810,973 : 950,685 : 1,468,097 : 1,290,941 : 822,869 
China M-----: - : - : - : 41,435: 89,211 
Kor 'Rep-----: 49,002 : 80,391 : 85,555 : 75,357 : 48,020 
Canada------: 35,111 : 38,168 : 50,023 : 35,694 : 31,673 
Hq Kong-----: - : - : 1 : 40 : 4, 175 
All other---: 3 662: 7 971: 9 879: 8 224: 6,899 

Total---: 898,747 : 1,077,215 : 1,613,555 : 1,451,691 : 1,002,848 

Unit value Cper m. board feet) 

: : 
Japan-------: $330.48 : $360.09 : $467.41 : $509.72 : $465.24 
China M-----: - : - : - : 472.00 : 401.05 
Kor Rep-----: 241.94 : 250.52 : 331. 22 : 376. 77 : 321.04 
Canada------:. 111. 88 : 1 17 . 36 : 140.32 : 130.40 : 151.57 
Hq Konq-----: - : - : 1, 318. 00 : 754.09 : 383.63 
All other---: 378. 13 : 655.72 : 789.31 : 552.04 : 417.59 

Average--: 30 1. 60 : 326.58 : 428.20 : 466.92 : 421.88 

l/ Less than 500. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

..... 
w 

"' 



Ownership 

Table 16.--Softwood sawtimber: Removals of sawtimber on commercial forestland in the United States by ownership 1976 

Western : Eastern 
:Oregon and :Oregon and: 

western : eastern 
:Washington :Washington: 

West 

All 
other Total 

-------------Million board feet-----------

Percent 
of total: 
United 
States 

New 
England 

North 

All 
other Total 

-----Million board feet-----

Percent. 
of total: 
United 
States 

South 

Total 

Million 
board 
feet 

: Percent: 
:of total: 

United 
States 

Total 
United 
States 

National forest------: 3,423 : 1,653 : 5,325 : 10,401 : 87.0 : 7 : 175 : 182 : 1.5 : 1,379 : 11.5 : . ll,961 
Other ,public----------: 3,094 : 564 : 756 : 4,414 : 86.7 : 40 : 131 : 171 : 3.4 : 508 : 10.0 1 5,093 

Total public------: 6,517 : 2,217 : 6,081 : 14,815 : 86.9 : 47 : 306 : 353 : 2.1 : 1,887 : 11.1 :. 17,054 
Forest industry-------: 7,629 : 951 : 3,534 : 12,114 : 62.8 : 510 : 172 : 682 : 3.5 : 6,504 : 33.7 : 19,300 
Farm and other 

private------------: 1,418 : 381 : 1,746 : 3,545 : 23.2 : 797 : 414 : 1,211 : 7.9 : 10,547 1 68.9 : 15,303 
Total private-----: 9,047 : l,332 : 5,280 : 15,659 : 45.3 : l,307 : 586 : l,893 : 5.5 : 17 ,o51 : 49.3 : 34,603 
Grand total-----: 15,564 : 3,549 : ll,366 : 3o,473 : 59.o : 1,355 : ~§! '. ':246 : 4.3 : 18,937 : 36.7 : 51,656 

Source: USDA, Forest Statistics of the- u.s.,--r97-t, table 35, PP• 85 and 86. 

Note.-Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. ...... 
VJ 
-...J 



Table 17.--Average bid stumpage prices for timber sold on public lands in Washington and Oregon, 1976-81 

1976 1977 

State­
ovnership 

Value 
V 1 :Per 1,000: V 1 o wne· : board : o ume 

feet 
: Million : : Million 

Washington: 

1 boara 
feet 

West: : 
USFS---: 883 I $93 .54 
USBLM--1 - : 

i>oard 
feet 

1,067 

Va1ue 
:Per 1,000 

board 
feet 

$106.12 
- : 

1978 

Volume 

Million 
bOard 
Teet 

1,098 

varue 
:Per 1,000 

board 
feet 

$129.57 

Volume 

Million 
bOard 
ieet 

1979 

1,223 

Val:ue 
Per 1,000 

board 
feet 

$224.68 

.. 

- : 

Volume 

Million 
board 
Teet 

1980 

Value 
:Per 1,000: 

board 
feet 

1981 

Volume 

Million 
board 
Teet 

V-alue 
:Per 1,000 

board 
feet 

1,114 $208.06 :!J 1,307 :!J$190.84 - : 
USBIA--: 18 : 120.88 : 17 : 163.54 : 67 : 120.34 : 23 : 264.95 : 7 : 182.32 : 2/ : 2/ 
State---: 690 : 159.27 : 746 : 159.89 : 175 : 231.31 : 1,151 : 332.10 : 504 : 304.71 : 2/ : 2/ 

Total-: 1,592 : 122.35 : 1,830 : 128.58 : 1,340 : 142.84 : 2,396 : 276.6b : 1,625 : 237.91 : 37 : 37 
East: : : : : : : : : : : : - : -

USFS---: 248 : 39.45 : 272 : 56.36 : 303 : 186.69 : 421 : 104.68 : 429 : 90.92 : 1/ 402 : 1/ 78.96 
USBLM---: 3 : 69.71 : 3 : 77 .02 : 3/ : 123.48 : 3 : 16.80 : 2 : 21.25 : - 2/ : - 2/ 
USBIA--: 351 : 79.81 : 301 : 91.74 : - 157 : 165.37 : 14v : 212.0l : 211 : 162.32 : 2/ : 2/ 
State---: 82 : 101.19 : 83 : 107.39 : 30 : 162.13 : 126 : 2.:.0.79 : 80 : 207.67 : 2/ : 2/ 

Total-: 684 : 67. 71 : 658 : 79 .10 : 571 : 179 .49 : 689 : 145 .50 : 722 : 124 .63 : 2/ : 2/ 
Total Wash-: : : : : : : : : : : - : -

ington---: 2,276: 105.92: 2,488: 115.49: 1,910: 153.79 : 3,086: 247.36: 2,346 : 203.06 :2/ 1,709 :2/ 164.49 
Oregon: 

West: 
USFS---1 
USBLM--: 
USBIA---: 

1,600 
1,021 

- : 

141.54 
157.74 

- : 

2,213 
1,130 

181.51 
180.82 

- : 

2,242 
1,110 

- : 

210.96 
196.36 

- : 

2,441 
890 

- : 

332.09 
292.59 

- : 

2,644 
1,150 

- : 

354.60 :1/ 2,631 :1/ 292.72 
323.63 =- 1,000 =- 245.49 

- : 
State---: 195 : 146 .11 : 221 : 172 .37 : 210 : 226 .23 : 219 : 314 .93 : 239 : 332. 25 : 2/ : 2/ 

Total-: 2,817 : 147.73 : 3,563 : 180.73 : 3,563 : 207.31 : 3,550: 321.13 4,033 : 344.44 
East. : : : : : : : : : 

USFS-----1 896 : 65.66 : 1,127 : 109.58 : 1,115 : 171.04 : 1,272 : 169.55 1,168 : 130.22 :2/ 1,129 :: '! 
USBUl---1 4 : 54.33 : 12 : 99.54 : 12 : 206.17 : 7 : 103.25 2 : 118.72 :- 2/ :· 2/ 
USBIA---: 96 : 69.11 : 110 : 91.52 : 152 : 113.72 : 15 : 196.29 25 : 226.61 : Z/ : Z/ 
State--: - 1 - : 1 : 113.64 : 8 : 134.91 : 7 : 229.38 6 : 186.29 : '[/ : ".fl 

Total-: 996 : 65.93 : l,250 : 107 .90 : l,288 : l64.36 : l,301 : 169.88 1,202 : 133.37 
Total 

Oregon----: 
Total 

Washing-
. ton and 

Oregon: 

3,813 126 .: .. ; 4,813 161.82 4,851 195.91 4,852 280.57 5,235 295.97 :!J 3,761 :!J 251.92 

USFS-----: 3,628 : 104.13 : 4,678 : 139.73 : 4,838 : 181.49 : 5,356 : 251.12 : 5,355 : 254.06 :1/ 5,482 :1/ 224.98 
USBLM-----: 1,028 : 157.09 : 1,144 : 179.73: 1,123 : 196.46 : 899 : 290.41: l,i54 : 322.75 :- 2/ :- 2/ 
USBIA---: 465 : 79.22 : 428 : 94.54 : 377 : 136.48 : 179 : 217.43 : 244 : 173.80 : Z/ : "f/ 
State----: 967 : 151.68 : 1,051 : 158.37 : 424 : 221.93 : 1,503 : 318.95 : 829 : 302.38 2./ : 21 

Total--: 6,689 : 118.72 : 7,362: 146.03: 6,762 : 184.oI : 7,937 : 267.66: 7,581: 267.21 'fl : Y 
!.rFor-est Service Regfon--6, Timber Cut and Sold, Fiscal year 1981 (all other yeara are on a calendar year basis and do· not inCl.Ucfe die entire 

Region 6). 
2/ Not available. 
If Less than 0.5 million board feet. 

Source: USDA Forest Service, Production, prices, employment, and trade in Northwest Forest Industry, second quarter 1982, except aa noted. 

Note.--Becauae of rounding, figure• may not add to the totala ahown. 

.... 
w 
00 



Table 18.--Timber cut and sold, United States Forest Service, Region 6, 1977-81 

1977 . 
1978 . 1979 1980 . 

1981 !/ 
Area : : : : 

: Per l,000 '• :· Per l,000 : : Per l,000 : : Per l,000 : : Per l,000 ·Volume Volume Volume Volume Volume : board feet : : board feet : : board feet : : board feet : : board feet 
Million : : Million : : Million : : Million : : Million ,. 

Timber sold: : board feet : : board feet : : board feet : board feet , : : board feet 
Oregon------------: 3,340 : $157.24 : 3,358 : $197.70 : 3,713 : $276.42 : 3,812 : $ 285.73, : 3,761 : $251.92 
Washington--------: 1,317 : 97.49 : 1,472 : 118.82 : 1,635 : 195.07 : 1,514 : 176 .42 : 1,709 : 164.49 
Western Region 6--: 3,393 : 154.07 : 3,442 : 183.46 : 3,822 : 

, 
290.46 : 3,917 : 300.91 : 3,950 : 259.31 

Eastern Region 6--: 1,270 I ·103.45 : 1,359 : 153.44 : 1,542 : 156.37 : 1,410 : 126.31 : 'l,532 : 136.47 
Total, : : : : : : : : : 

Region 6 '!}---: 4,663 : 140.29 : 4,341 : 193.59 : 5,365 : 251.69 : 5,327 I 254 .71 : :5 ,482 : 224.98 
: : : : : : : : I 

Timber cut: : : : : : : : : : 
Oregon------------: 2,924 : 115.24 I 3',235 : 134 .01 : 3,131 : 148.48 : 2,427 : 139.69 : 2,336 : 143.60 
Washington--------: 1,177 : 84.54 : 1,265 : 99.98 : 1,245 : 103.23 : 1,059 : 92.48 : 1,044 : 86.74 
Western Region 6--: 2,864 : 113.50 : 3,183 : 131.90 : 3,225 : 140.69 : 2,449 : 138.55 : ·2,283 : 137.64 
Eastern Region 6--: 1,249 : 89.64 : 1,331 : 106.32 : 1,138 : 123.28 : 1,043 :' 94.43 : 1,098 : 101.86 

Total, : : : : : : : : : 
Region 6 '!}---: 4,114 : 106.26 : 4,514 : 124.36 : 4,383 : 135.53 : 3,489 : 125.3G : 3,382 : 126.02 

1/ Fiscal year. 
!J Includes a small section of California. ..... 

u.i 
ID 

Source: u.s. Forest.Service, Timb~~-~~t_and Sold Reports, 1977-81. 

·Note.--Becauae of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Table 19.--Lumber: Average costs of materials at the mill and wages for the 
United States and Canada, 1972, 1977, 1979, and 1980 

Item 1972 1977 1979 :1980 1/ : 1972 
: - : 

: . 
1977 1979 :1980 1/ 

~---Per 1,000 board feet--------: ---------Percent--------------

United States: 
Materials . 

•· 
and other 
costs------: 

Wood---------: 
Fuel and 

$95 
59 

$172 
119 

$222 
1/ 158 .. . 

$245 
173 

. : 
74 
46 

77 :1/ 77 
53 :l/ 55 

energy-----: 4 6 1/ 7 8 3 3 y 2 
Contract 

78 
55 

3 

work 2/----: 12 15 1/ 16 18 9 7 : l/ 6 6 
Other--=-----: 20 32 l/ 42 46 16 14 :17 15 15 
Wages--------: 34 51 65 70 26 23 23 22 

Total------:~~1~2~9,--~--=2~2~3~~--:-28=1=--~--.3~1~5,--~~1~00,,,__~~I-o~o.----1~0~0.--~--=1~0":'"0 

Canada: 
Materials 

and other 
costs------: 

Wood---------: 
Fuel and 

energy-----: 
Contract 

$75 
55 

3 

$144 
107 

5 

$195 
140 

7 

$215 
146 

8 

·• . 
70 
51 

3 

72 
54 

3 

: 

72 
52 

3 

72 
49 

3 

work 2/----: 10 17 29 36 9 9 11 12 
Other--=------: 7 14 20 25 7 7 7 8 
Wages--------: 32 56 75 82 30 28 28 28 

Total------:~-1~0~7.--~---,,2~0~0~~__..27~0,,__~---,2~9~7,--~--,.l~OO,,_.~~l-O~O~~l-0~0~,,__~1-0-0 

. . . . . . 
1/ Estimated by the staff of the U.S. International Trade Commission using 

projections provided by Data Resources, Inc. 
2/ Includes resales. 

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the u.s. Department of Commerce, 
Census of Manufactures, 1977, and Annual Survey of Manufactures, 1978-80, and 
Statistics Canada, Sawmills and Planing Mills and Shingle Mills, 1977-1979, except 
as noted. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 



Table 20.--Lumber: Average costs of materials and wages, by specified States and Provinces, 1977, 1979, and 1980 
/ 

(Per 1,000 board feet) 

United States 

Item Maine Georgia Idaho and Montana Oregon and Washington 

1977 

Materials and other costs--------------------: US$154 
Wood----------------------------------: 107 
Fuel and energy-------------------: 6 
Contract work-----------------------------: 13 : 
Other-----------·----------: 29 : 

Wages---------------------------: 51 : 
Total-------------------------: 205 : 

1979 1980 1/: 197i 
-: 1979 :1980 !/ :1977 1979 :1980 !/ :1977 

US$200 : US$219 : US$119 : US$172 : US$189 US$131 : US$156 : US$169 : US$183 
142 : 155 : 105 : 155 : 170 116 : 138 I 148 : 155 

6 I 7 : 5 : 6 : 7 5 : 7 : 8 : 6 
14 : 15 : y : y : y : y : y : y : y : 
38 : 42 : 8 : 11 : 12 : 10 : 12 : 13 : 22 : 
65 : 70 : 50 : 58 : 62 : 48 : 58 : 65 : 52 : 

265 : 289 : 169 : 230 : 251 : 180 : 214 : 234 : 235 : 

1979 : 1980!/ 

US$223 : US$244 
188 I 205 

7 : 8 
y I y 

28 : 31 
64" : 69 

288 : 313 ======================================================================== 
Canada 

British Columbi~ 
Quebec 

Coast Interior Total 
: 

: : 
Materials and other costs----------------------: US$158 : US$239 : US$254 : US$86 I US$122 : US$135 : US$113 US$164 : US$193 : US$106 US$135 : US$148 

Wood-----------------------------------------: 133 I 210 : 216 :· 46 : 73 I 77 : 79 120 : 
Fuel and energy-----------------------------: 3 : 4 : 4 : 5 : 5 : 6 : 4 5 .: 
Contract work-----.,.-------------------------: 9 : 9 : 12 : 22 : 29 : 34 : 17 22 : 

13 : 
I 

Other----------------------------------------: 17 : 22 : 13 : 15 : 18 ·: 13 15 : 
Wages-----------------------------------------: 62 : 75 : 82 : 45 : 50 : 54 : 51 59 : 

Total--------------------------------------: 220 : 315 : 336 : 130 ·: 172 : 189 : 215 228 : 

1/ Estimated by the staff of the U .s. International Trade Commission using projections prov11ieifoy Data Resource-a;- Inc:. 
'fl Included with .other materials. 

0 138 I 75 89 : 
, 6 : 6 8 : 

29 : 15 : 23 : 
.21 : 11 : 15 : 
68 : 52 : 63 : 

261 : .159 : 198 : 

Source~ Compiled from the Census of Manufactures, 1977, and Annual Survey of Manufactures 1978-80, u.s. Department of Co111111erce and , Sawmills and 
Planing Mills and Shingle Mills, 1977-1979, Statistics Canada, except as noted. 

Note.-Because of rounding, ~igurea may not add to the totals ahown. 

93 
10 
27 
18 
68 

216 

....... 
~ 
...... 



Table 21.--Honthly price• for selected u.s. and Canadian lumber product•, by 80ntha 1 1977-81 

Feb-
(Per 1!000 board feet2 

Year and tJ'pe 1 Jan- I March ! Aprl: I May 1 June 1 Jul 1 Aug- I Sept- I Oct- I Nov- . I Dec- I Uavelghted 
I uary 1 ruary 1 : Y 1 ust 1 ember 1 ober 1 ember 1 ember 1 a verge 
I I ·I I : I I : I I 

19771 I I : : I : I I I I 
Douglae fir, 2X4 (B.C.) l/--------:us$183 1 US$184 US$186 :US$184 US$174 1US$176 :US$189 &US$210 : ~S$209 : US$192 1US$184 1US$194 : 1JS$189 
Douglas Ur, 2X4 (U.S.) 'fl------: 205 : 206 205 192 181 : 190 : 224 : 252 : 247 I 229 I 203 I 218 : 213 
Spruce-pine fir, 2 X4 Western 3/----: 153 I 157 155 151 146 : 165 I 185 I 213 I 199 I 172 : 179 I 200 I 173 
Spruce-pine fir, 2X4 Eastern !J----: 194 : 195 196 193 .188 I 204 I 228 I 246 : 234 I 203 I 206 I 223 I 209 

1978: I I I I I I : I I I 
Douglaa fir, 2X4 (B.C.) y-- I 197 I 198 197 191 205 I 208 I 214 I 229 I 225 I 232 I 238 I 226 ,. 213 
Douglaa fir, 2X4 (U.S.) 2/---- 1 214 I 213 215 209 234 I 244 I 260 I 268 I 257 ' 269 I 261 I 243 I 241 
Spruce-pine fir, 2:x4 Western 3/ -1 212 I 211 211 202 211 I 195 I 20•\ I 210 I 211 I 221 I 213 I 206 I 209 
Spruce-pine fir, 2 :x4 Eastern 4/----1 240 I 244 245 237 241 I 232 I 243 I 246 I 243 I 254 I 255 I 247 ,. 244 

1979: - I 
Douglas fir, 2:x4 (B.C.) !/-------: 221 I 227 I 232 I 228 I 223 : 222 : 235 270 I 296 I 258 I 204 I 194 I 234 
Douglas fir, 2X4 (U.S.)'!:.!-----------: 251 I 257 I 263 : 251 : 252 I 257 I 283 326 I 310 I 273 I 218 I 219 I 263 
Spruce-pine fir, 2X4 Western 3/--: 211 I 225' : 223 : 217 : 219 : 224 : 238 262 I 256 I 234 I 200 I 191 I 225 
Spruce-pine fir, 2 X4 Eastern !J-----: 250 I 257 : 264 I 261 I· 267 I 280 I 302 327 I 320 I " 277 I 246 : 249 I 275 

1980: I I I : I I I I I . I 
Douglas Ur, 2:x4 (B.C.) 1/-------1 210 I 205 I 180 I 144 I 166 I 183 I 186 184 I 180 I 174 I 179 I 178 I 181 
Douglas Ur, 2X4 (U.S.) 2/-------: 214 I 218 I 184 I 162 I 216 I 238 I 224 210 I 193 I 203 ·I 219 I 208 I 207 
Spruce-pine fir, 2X4 Western 3/-----: 204 I 199 I 162 I 128 I 152 I 174 I 194 175 I 152 I 157 I 168 I 156 I 168 ..... 

~ 
Spruce-pine fir, 2 X4 Eastern 4/-----: 262 I 264 I 228 I 187 I 212 I 238 I 251 237 I 214 : 218 I 232 I 220 I 222 N 

1981: - I 
Douglas fir, 2X4 (B.C.) 1/------------1 187 : 180 I 170 : 175 : 167 : 163 a 174 I 177 I 156 I 140 I 144 I 158 I 166 
Douglas fir, 2X4 (U.S.) 2/------------: ~Oi • l~~ : 187 I 193 : 183 I 198 I 194 I 180 I 170 I 164 I 155· I 162 I 182 
Spruce-pine fir, 2 X4 Western 3/------: 163 : · 155 I 155 : 169 : 169 : 169 : 181 I 160 I 141 I 131 I 139 I 141 I 156 
Spruce-pine Ur, 2X4 Eastern !J-------: 225 : 218 : 220 ·: 239 : 234 1 241 1 250 I 226 ' 206 I 1Q4 I • 203 I 202 I 222 

: : I : I I : 

!/ Standard and Btr., Random 8/20 1 unseasoned f.o.b. Mill (British Columbia to United States). 
2/ Standard and Btr., Random 8/20 1 unseasoned f.o.b. Mill (Portland rate). 
l/ Standard and Btr., Random 8/20' kiln dried f.o.b. Mill. 
4/ ltilo-dried Std. and Btr., Random 8/20' delivered to Northeast Uoited States. - '\\. 
Sources ltandoa Lengthe.1981 Yearbook. 
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Table 22.--Softwood lumber: Tariff rates for rail shipments from selected 
u.s. and Canadian origins to selected u.s. destinations, 1980 

(Per'carload for ll0,000 pound .bulkhead. car) . 
·· Origin 

Destination United States Canada 

.Port and S_pokane Vancouver 
Williams 

Kamloops Lake .. . 
Augusta, Maine~-~--: US$6 ,129 US$6,014 us$6,Z94 : US$6,294 US$6,025 

5.,637 . 5,-307 . 5~736 .: 5,813 5,571 . . .. Augusta, Ga-------~: 
Baltimore, Md--~---: 6,129 6,014 "6,294 6,294 6,025 
Chicago, Il--------: 5,010 4,834 5,010 5,263 4,966 
Concord, NH--------: 6,129 6 ,"014 6,294 6,294 6,025 
Detroit, Mich---.::.--: 5,953 5,744 5,953 6,187 5,755 
Green Bay, Wis-----: 5,010 4,812 5,010 5,263 4",834 
Louisville, Ky-----: 5,953 .: 5 ,744 .: 6 ,187 ·: 6,187 5,755 
Syracuse, NY-------: 6,129 6,014 6,294 6,294 6,025 

4,504 : 4,372 . 4,504 : 4,757 4,438 . Topeka, Kan--------: . . .. . . 
Source: Transcontinental Freight Bureau Tariffs, TCFB 4517, · TCFB .4518, and 

TCFB 4520,. 
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Table 23.--Softwood Lumber: Shipments from Western United States to u.s. 
desti~ations, by areas and by methods of transportation, 1977-81 

Method of tran~portation Percent of Year Destination .. .. u.s. total . 
Rail 

: Truck Other 
. . 

Total 

-------~---- MilliOns of board feet-------------

H77 North: . . 
Northeast-----: 513.6 ' 3• 2 - : 516.9 5 
North Central--: 1,667.2 487.8 - : 2,154.9 22 

South-----:-----.,--: 1,230. 0 191.2. - : 1,421.2 15 
West--------~----: 1,964.8 32664.8 - : 52629.6 58 

Total---------: 5,375.6 4,347.0 - : 9, 722.f? 100 
In8 North: 

Northeast--~---: 457.o 2.9 - : 459.9 5 
North Central--: 1,484.1 518.0 - : 2,002.2. : 21 

South-------~----: 1,234.6 181~8 - . 1,416.4 15 . 
.• West-------------: 2,ooi.6 3,836.3 - : .5 2 ~37.9 60 

Total---------: 5,,177.1 4,539.0 - : 9,716.3 100 
H79 North: . 

Northeast------: 480.5 5.3 - '" 485.8 4 
North Central--: 1,386.9 570.3 .. : - . 1,957~2 18 . 

South------------: 1,231.1 169.6 9.1 1,409.7 13 
West-------------: 2,233.5 4,521.8 232.3 62987.6 64 

To ta!---------: 5, 331. 9 ··: 5,266.9 231.4 10,840.3 100 
1980 North: 

Northeast------: 416.2 9.3 - : 425.5 5 
North Central--: 810.9 544.3 - : ·1,354.9 15 

South------------: 980.6 182.7 6.7 1,170.1 13 
West-------------: 12752.3 32923.7 163.8 5 2839.8 66 

Total---------: 3,960.0 4,660.0 170.5 8,790.2 100 
1981 North: 

Northeast------: 356.9 20.9 3.5 381.2 5 
North Central--: 560.1 618.4 - . 1,178.5 14 . 

South------------: 947.1 249.3 - : 1,205.4 14 
West------------: 12561.4 3,888.7 250.6 5,700.8 67 

Total--------: 3,425.5 4,786.2 254.1 8,465.9 100 

Source: Western Wood Products Association, Destination of shipments, 1977-81. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Table 24 .--Softwood Lumber: Shipments _from British Columbia to the United 
States by areas and by method of. transportation, selected years, 1976-80 . . .. ' 

Method.of transportation 
Year Destination 

Total Rail ~ .. Truck : Othe.r . . . 
------------------Millions of board feet---------'---'----------..:.----

1976 North: 
Northeast-------~-----: 1,361.9 732.0 8.1 . 621.8 
North Central--------.:..-:· 2 ,108.9 2,093.6 15.3 .o 

South---------------~---: 1,982.7 1,714~9 ·: 6.1 261.7 
West--;..;-----------~--'---: 790.8 416.2 : 257.7 . 1°16. 7 

Total-------------:-'..;.-: 6,244.2 4,956.8 . .. 287 ~2 1,000.2 . 
1977 North: : : 

Northeast--------'-..:.-'--: 1,350.l 575.9 ·2 .5 771.7 
North Ce~tral------~--: 3,163.5 3,"148.0 15.5 . ' 0 . . 

South~-;...-------------~-'-: 2,259.4 1,829.3 6.3 393.8 
West----------------~---: 1,219.2 546.2 : 449.l 223.9 

total----------~---~-: 7,992.2 6,129.4 473.4 1,389.4 
1978 North:· 

Northeast---~------~--: 1,269.3 580~4 5.5 683.4 
North'Gentral---------: 2,559.3 2,531.3 28.4 0 South--;..; __________ _. __ ..;.,__: 

3,062.5 2 ,581.2 16~8 464.5 
West-~----~--~--------;..;-: 1,544.7 717.6 568.7 258.5 

total----------------: 8,436.2 6,410.5 619.3 1,406.4 
1979 North: 

Northeast---------~---: 1,136.5 539.2 .8.5 . 588.8 •· 
North Central---------: 2,228.6 2,178.4 50.2 0 

South-------------------: 2,928.9 2,503.6 23.2 402.l 
West--------------------: 1,432.3 624.9 581.9 225.5 

Total----------------: 7,726.3 5,846.l 663.8 1,216.4 
1980 North: 

Northeast-------------: 810.8 450.l 4.8 355.9 
North Central---------: 1,683.7 1,645.6 38.l 0 

South-------------------: 2,599.5 2,365.2 19.4 214.9 
West--------------------: 1,232.0 486.9 515.9 229.2 

Total----------------: 6,326.0 4,947.8 578.2 800.0 

Source: British Columbia Industry Statistical Tables, Council of Forest 
Industries of British Columbia, Vancouver, British Columbia, April 1981. 

Note.--Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown. 
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Table 2~--Softwood Lumber: Transportation costs for waterborne 
imports from Cana~•, 1981 

District of unloading 

Bos ton, Ma.-----------------: 
Providence, R.I.------------: 
Bridgeport, Conn.----------: 
New York, N.Y.---~----------: 
Philadelphia, Pa.----------: 
Baltimore, Md.--------------: 
.Norfolk, Va.----------------: 
Savannah, Ga.---------------: 
Miami, Fla.----~-----------: 
Tampa, Fla.-----------------: 
Mobile, Ala.----------------: 
New Orleans, La.------------: 
Houston, Tx.----------------: 
Port Arthur, Tx.------------: 
San Diego, Ca.--------------: 
Los Angeles, Ca~------------: 
San Francisco, Ca.----------: 
Seattle, wa.----------------: 
Anchorage, Al.--------------: 
San Juan, P.R.--------------: 

.Virgin Islands----~------~--: 
Total------------------: 

Transportation 
'Waterborne • Transportation". costs and a 

share of imports·: cost • 

Percent 

96 2.73 
100 2.70 
100 2.81 
100 3.22 
100 2.01 
100.: 2.00 
18 : 2.50 

100-: 3.01 
100 2.49 
100 2.65 
100 1.71 

68 .72 
100 2.91 
100. . .3.00 . 
100 1.35 

95 1.07 
'::J6 .74 
14 .48 
65 3.90 

100 2 .16 
100 2.74 

12 1.99 ·• . 

share of value 
Percent 

25 
24 
25 
30 
34 . 
31 
15 
27 
30 
30 
26 
16 
40 
23 
20 
12 
15 

5 
32 
28 
17 
22 

Source:. Compiled from official statistics of the Bureau of the Census. 
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