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REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT

U.S. Tariff Commission,
February 1L, 1963.

To the President:s

In écoordance with section 301(f£)(1) of the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962 (76 Stat. 885), the U.S. Tariff Commission herein reports the
| _results of an investigation made under section 301(b) of that act

(76 Stat. 88l) relating to softwood Llumber. 1/
Introduction

The purpose of the investligation to which this report relates was
to determine whether, as a result in major part of concessions granted
unaer trade agreements, softwood lumber is being imported into the
Unlted States in such increased quantities as to céuse, or threaten to
céuse, serious injury to the domestic industry producing like lumber.

This investigatién was originally instituted on July 26, 1962, -
under the authority of section 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension Act
of 1951, as amended, on the basis of an applicatioﬁ by the Lumbermen's
Economic Sgrvi#al,Committee, Seattle, Wash. As originally instituted

~ the investigation was limited to sawed lumber and timber of fir, spruce,

1/ As used in this report, the term "softwood lumber" means sawed
lumber and timber produced from trees of the coniferous species (order
Coniferae) not further manufactured than planed, and tongued and grooved
(not including dowels), provided for in pars. 4Ol or 1803(1) of the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, or in sec. 551 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 195l;, as amended. Hardwood Jumber, which is produced from
broad-leaved trees (such as oak, maple, or poplar) is not covered by
this investigation.
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pine, hemlock, and larch. Public notice of the instituﬁion of the

- investigation and of a public hearing to be held in connection there-
with was given by posting coples of the notice in ﬁhe office of the:

~Commission in Washington, D.C., and at its office in New York City,

and by publishing the notice in the Federal Reglster (27 F.R. 7583)

and in the August 2, 1962, issue of Treasury Decisions.

On August 29, 1962, the investigation was broadenéd to include
additional species of softwood lumber, as a result of an amendment of
the application filed by the applicant, and notice of the broadened - -

9cope of the invéstigation was published in the Federal Register

(27 F.R. 884Y4) and in the September 6, 1962, issue of Treasury Decisions.

The scope of the hearing scheduled for October 2, 1962, was similarly
broadened;

The public hearing opened 6n October 2, 1962, and was concluded
on October 12; 1962. All interested parties were afforded oppqrtunity
to be present, to pfoduce evidence, and to be heard. A transcript of
| the hearing and formal briefs submitted by interested parties in con-
nection with the investigation are attached. ;/

. In his opening statement at the hearing, Chairmen Dorfman pointed .
~out that the Trade Eipénsion Act of 1962 might become law during the

course of the hearling and that under the provisions of section 25T(e)(3)

;/ Transcript and briefs attached to the original report sent to the
President.
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thereof the investigation to which the hearing related would be
continued and completed nnder the provisions of section 301(b) of the
new act. The Chairman then reciteq various differences'between the
‘language of section 301(b) of the new act and section 7 of‘the Trade
Agreements’Extension Act of 1951, anq.suggested that intenested parties
giving'testimony at the hearing might, to the extent possible, present
their testimony in the light of the provisions of both section T of
the 1951 act and section 301(b) of the new.act. He further stated
that should the new legislation be enacted, notice of opportunity to
request an additional hearing would be given and that in any circum-
stance persons giving testimony at the hearing would be permitted to
supplement their bresentation in writing. ;/ a

On October 11, 1962, the day before the conclusion of the hearing,.
the Trede Expansion Act of 1962 was signed into law. On October 12 the
Commission issued a notice that the investigation relating to softwood
lumber was being continued under section 301(b) of that act, and the

notice was published in the Federal Reglster (27 F.R. 10139) and in

the October 18, 1962, issue of Treasury Decisions. No additional hear- -

ing was scheduled, buﬁ the Commission's notice advised interested pafties
that they might request an additional hearing within 20 days after

the date of publication of the notice in the Federal. Register.

 Interested parties were advised also that they might submit written

1/ See transcript, pp. 3-T.
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information to aupplemént the information presented at the heariﬁg;
No requests for an additional hearing were received and no such
hééring was held.

In addition to the information obtained at the hearing in this
investigation, the Commission obtained information from ite filesj
from other agencies of the U.S. Government; frém various'publicational
of State governments, the Canadign Go&ernment, and ihdustry asso-
oiatiéns; through fieldwork by members of the Commission's staff}

and from responses to questionnaires sent to domestic' producers.
Finding of the Commission

On the basis of 1ts investigation the Commission unanimously
finds that softwood lurber is not, as a result in majpr part of
concessions granted under trade agreeﬁents, being imported in such
inereased quantities as to cause, or threéten to causé, serious injury

to the domestic industry producing the 1like article.
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Considerations Bearing on the Foregoing Finding Yy

Before the'Commission may make a finding of serious injury,
‘or the threat thereof, to a domestic industry pursuant to'the
provisions of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, it must determine
that the imports that are alleged to be causing or threatening h
the serioué injury are entering in 1pgreased quantiéies; that
the increased imports are due "in major parth to trade—agréement
concessions; and that such increased imports are "the major
factor" in causing or threatening the serious injury. Unléss '
the Commission finds that the concessions are in fact the major
cause of the, increase iA imports, it is foreclosed from ultimately
making an affirmative finding, irrespective of the céntribution
which the increase in imports makes toward éausing or thrgatening
gserious injury to the industry.

The Commission also observesvthat the: Trade ExpansionvAct
of 1962 makes no provision for tariff adjustment tq compensate
a domestic industry for any past injury occasioned by a past
increase in imports., Under the new trade act, an iﬁdustry can

qualify for tariff adjustment only on the basis of serious injury,

1/ Commissioner Schreiber, while joining in the finding that =~
the increased imports of softwood lumber are not the result, in
major part, of trade-agreement concessions, does not subscribe
-to some of the economic postulations stated in thils section
of the report.
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or the threat thereof, resulting from an article being imported
in increased quantities, which increase is due "in major part®
to trade-agreement concessions., L/ |

The Commission recognizes that softwood lumber "is being
imported in . . . increased qﬁanﬁities" within the meaning of
thevstatuﬁe. In this investigation, the Commission interprets
"being imported" as referring to the rate oflimportation during
the most recent years. Whatever number of recent years 1is
gelected for this purpose, it is clear that the trend of ihporpé
of softwood lumber is upward.

Many forces are contribﬁting to the rise in imports. It
would be exceedingly difficult to identify all of them, and
would probably be impossible to evaluate each with precision,
since théy are so inextricably intefrelated; However, the
Commission is here called upon to‘détermine merely whether
the trade—agreément concessions are "in major part" the cause

of the increased imports, In the Commission's view, the only.

1/ Likewise, under the new statute, individual firms and
groups of workers may qualify for adjustment assistance only
on the basis of increased imports due "in major part" to
trade-agreement concessions, with the increased imports
being *the major factor" in causing, or threatening to cause,
serious injury to the firms or unemployment or underemploy-.
ment of the workers.
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trade-agreement concessions that could contfibute materially
to softwood lumber béing imported in increased quantities
consist of the cumulative reductions in tariff Auty (including
import tax) Y that have been made thereon, ‘

The intent, and generally the effect, of reducing a tariff
duty is to nafrow the spread between the price in the-domestic
market and that in the foreign supplying country of the ariicle'

" to which the reduced duty applies. This chanée'in price spread
tends to be equivalent to the duty reduction 1tsélf,'but a greater
or lesser change may occur because of alterations in other factors
affecting the cost of laying down importéd articles in the domestic
market. |

The narrowing of a price spreéd engendered by a reduction in .
duty ope;étea (1) to reduce the price in the domestic market not
only of the imported article in question but also of the like or
directly competitive domestic artidle;, gnd (2) to raise the price
of the article in the foreign supplying country. Obviously, the
duty reduction cannot operate both to cause the price.in the
domesiic market to decline by the full amount of thebreduction '
in duty and to caﬁse the price abroad to rise by the full amount

of that reduction. The extent to which the price falls in the .

1/ Hereinafter, unless otherwise indicated, the reference
to tariff duty should be understood to include import tax as
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home market and rises in the supplying country, in consequence of
the reduction in dufy, varies with the commo@ity and with circum-
stances. In the instant case, the reductions 'in duty have proba-
bly operated much more to cause.prices in Canada.to be aﬁove.the
levels that would presumably havé prevailed in the aBsence of thg
duty reductions, than to cause prices in the Unitéd States to be'
below such levels. |

' U.S. reductions in the rates of duty on softwood lumber weré
provided for in trade agreements that came into effect in 1936, 1/
1939, and 1948. The reductions varied with the species of lumber.
For northern white pine; Norway pine,.western white éprucé, and
Engelmann spfuce the aggregate reductions totaled $0.75 péf ﬁhousand

board feet; 2/ for fir, hemlock, larch, other spruce, and other pine,

1/ Some of the reduced rates that became effective in 1936 were
applicable to only a limited quantity of certain species of imported
lumber (a tariff quota) The same reduced rates were continued in
the trade agreement that became effective on Jan. 1, 1939, without
regard to the quantity of imports; the 1939 concession, therefore,
in effect consisted of a reduction in duty on shipments in excess
of the quota previously applicable.

2/ The total of the original duty ($1 per thousand board feet)

and the original import tax ($3 per thousand board feet) was
reduced by $3.75. However, because of the repeal by act of Congress
of the import tax on the first three named species, effective

July 1, 1938, and on Engelmann spruce, effective Oct. 7, 1950,

$3 of the total reduction is attributable to domestic legislation
rather than to trade-agreement concessions.
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" they amountéd o $3.00 per thousand board feet; for cedar, they
were $2.25; and for .all other softwood lumber, $1.50. |

On the basis of the compositibn of 1mpor£s in 1962 (first
11 months), 32 percent of the imports were in the catego;y on
which the trade-agreement feductions totaled $0.75 per thousand -
board feet, 60 percent were in the category on which the reduc-
tions totaled $3.00, 8 percent on which the reductions topaled
$2.25, and a'negligiﬁle-percentage oﬁ which the reduction
totaled $1.50. The average of the trade-agreement reduétidns, _
based on the total imports.during the aforementioned period; was
$2.23 per thousand board, feet.

At noAtihe have these reductions been large in relatioh to
the prices of the lﬁﬁber. The feductions aggregating $0,75'§er
thousand board feet were equivalent in 1962 (firs£ 11 months)
to an aﬁerage'of only about 1,3 pércent of the average foreign
vaiue of the varieties of imported lumﬁer tb which the reduétions‘
apply.‘ The corresponding ratio for the.varieties on which the o
aggregate duty reductions totaled $3.00 averages 4.8 percent,

for those that totaled $2.25, 3 percent, and for those that
totaled $i{50 a;erages 1.7 percent. The average ratio, based on

total imports, was 3.6 percent.
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The Commission observes further that maximum stimulation of
imports attriﬁutablé to a reduction in duty generally occurs
,dlféctly or shortly after the reduced rates come into effect.
‘The interval during which the reductioﬁ in duty operaﬁeé'to
cauéelimporta to continue rising‘varies with the commﬁdity.and
attendant circumstances., In the instant case, some of the trade-
agreement reductions in duty were méde as far back as 1936, ana
none were made more recently than 1§48. The duty reductions made
on softwood-lumber so long agb can no longer be” more than’a’negli-
gible cause of lumber being imported in incréased quantities-;
particularlyvin such increased quantities as to be‘fhé majdr
cause of Qeri'ous _injiury, or the threat thereof; to the dome.stic
industry. |

Before discussing the more important factors contributing
to increased imports of lumber, the Commission wishes to take
note of certain of the petitioners! contenﬁioné. Counsel for
the pefitionérs contend that at least three factors in addition
to duty reductions should be taken into account in evaluating
the effect on imports of the trade-agreement concessions,
viz, 1/ (1) the "binding" of the concession rates against in-

crease, (2) the commitment that imports would be free of

1/ Brief of Lumbermen's Economic Survival Committee and
Nagional Lumber Manufacturers' Association, dated Nov, 15,
1962, .
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quantitative restrictions, and (3) nullification of the "Buy
-American Act," insofar as lumber is concerned, in consequence
. of suspension of thé marking requirement. "

In the context of the tradé'legislation, the asqociation
of‘the term "binding" or "bound" with a change in dgty is a
misuse of those terms. Section 201 of the 1962 Trade Expansion
'Acf authorizes the President (as did'previous trade-agreementl
legiélation) to'proclaim "modificationa" as well as "continuances"
of any existing duty. The term "binding" or "bound® should prdp;
erly be limited to trade-agreement commitmenfs for the continu-
ance of existing rates, as distinguished from cOmmitments‘;nvolve
ing reductions in duty.

A trade-agreement concesslon involfing a reduction in dut&
is, under the literal terms of a trade agreement, a@,undeftaking
not to impose a rate higher than the reduced rate spgcified in
the trgée-agreement schedule, and thus in a sense 1s a "binding"
of the reduced rate againat increase. However, the Commission
regards such a binding of a changed rate of duty to be so intimgtely‘
related to the éhange in the rate itself that the two cannot be '
appraised separately. Without some assurance that a reduced rate

would remain in effect for an extended period, a concession
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would be meaningless. A binding in such an instance merely gives
a measure of assurance of continuance of a changed rate of duty. Y
Counsel for the petitioners regard the binding of a feduce&

rate of duty against increase--as'distinéuished'from the. reduc-
tion in the rate'itself--as the major substance of a tariff con-
cession, They states "As a practical matter, the fact that the
tariff on lumber has been bound by trade agreements éince 1936
has prevented Congress from legislating increases in the tariff," 2/
They also observe that under article XI of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade, lumber manufacturers in Canada "had assur-
ance of duota—free entry into our market and could.expand théir
‘ production agcordingly.é 3/

.The aforementioned commitments by the Unlted States did npﬁ
in fact éonstitute irrevocable guaranfees. GATT 1tself makes
provision for the termination of trade agreements, and the exist~
ence of an escape clause iﬁ GATT and other-trade agreements and
of imﬁlementing domestic legislation puts‘all foreign suppliers
on notice that trade-agreement concessions granted by the

United States may be withdrawn under specified circumstances.

1/ The binding against increase of an unchanged rate of duty
" 43 in a different category. Such a concession consists solely
of the binding and hence can be evaluated by itself.

2/ Brief of Lumbermen's Economic Survival Committee and
National Lumber Manufacturers' Assoclation, dated Nov. 15,
1962, p. 1l4. .

3/ Ibid., p. 20.
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In effect, counssl for the pétitioners are arguing that
exeept for the aforementioned trade-dgreement éommitments by
the United States, imports of lumber would have been subject
‘to higher duties, quotas, or both; and that since no such trade{
restrictions were instituted the domestic industry has been
seriously injured or threatened with serious injury in con-
gequence of trade-agreement concessions.

| The Commigsion recognizes the possibility that in the

absence of U.8, trade—agrpement commitments to theAcoﬁtrary,
imports of sof twood lumber might have been sﬁbJect to higher-
- dutles or quétae or both. However, the Commission hés no.basié
for presuminé that such action would have been requested o;,
if requested, would have been taken. A contrary presumption
might be more warranted, considering that during the many yearé
that the escape-clause procedure was 9vailgble'the domeétic
sof twood lumber industry did not petition the Tariff Commission
to institute an escape-clause inveatigation before 1962, The
Commission observes further that while international commitments
ma& deter Congreés.from legislating in conflict therewith,
those commitments do not "prevent" Congress from so legislating.
Congress may, i1f it so elects, legislafe in.conflict with any

international commlitments.
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The extent to which Canadian producers might have been -

induced to expand their output of lumber and théir exports -
to the United States, in consequence of the aforementioned '
commitments by the United States to "abstain"‘from applying
higher duties or quotas thereon, is not determinable but
probably was not significant,

" The trade agreement with Caneda that came into effect
in 1939 provided inter alia for the suspension of the require-.
ment that imported lumber be marked to show country of origin.
For a very short interval prior to that agreement, 1/ the
marking requirement may have afforded some measure of pro-’
tection for ;he domestic industry because of the expense to
which fofeign supplliers were put in marking each pliece of
_ lumber. Since that time, however, the use of modern equip-
ment has greatly reduced the cost of marking individual
pleces of lumber. Currently, country-of-origin mérking would
involve little expense in addition to that already incurred
in complying with the grade-marking requirements instituted

in 1960 by the Federal Housing Administration.

1/ Lumber was exempt from the marking requirement for many
years prior to Sept. 1, 1938. The trade agreement with
Canada brought about a suspension of a marking requirement
that had been in operation for somewhat less than 3 months
(Sept. 1 to Nov. 26, 1938),
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The withdrawal.of the country-of-origin markiﬁg require-
ment cannot be regarded as a trade-agreement concession within
the meaning of section_}Ol(b) of the Trade Expansion Act. The
marking statute was never Qesigned to afford'protection to
domestic producers. But even if the marking requirement were
regarded--for the'purposes of this investigation--es a trade-
agreement concession, it is clear that its restoration in recent:
yearé would not likely have contributed to a reduction in the
Yleveliofvimports of softwood lpmber. On the basis of evidence‘
obtained by the Gommissién, i1ts restoration might well have had
a contrary effect.
ihe Commission rejects completely the view advanced by
counsel for the petitioners that the absence of country-of-origin
markings on imported lumber nullifieé the "Buy Aﬁerican Acth -
insofar as lumber 1s concerned and thus contributes materially
to the expaﬁsion of the imports. L/ Total‘purchases of imported
lumber by civilian or military Government agencies under the
"Buy American Act" and similar provisions of the defense appro-
.priations -écts are very small in relation to total domestic
sales of lumber. Any substantial procurement by Government

agencies 1s virtually always directly from mills or from reputable

1/ Brief of Lumbermen's Economic Survival Committee and National
Lumber Manufacturers' Association, pp. 18-19.
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dealers whose source of supply 1s known or, if neéd be, 1s
readily determinable by the Government agenéieslconcerned.

Much more significant than trade-agreement concessions
in causing softwood lumber to be imported in increased quan-
tities are certain other factors, The more consequential of
them are discussed below. '

The most important cause of the increased 1mports'is
reflected in the much more pronounced "cost-price squeeze"
in the United States than in Canada between the rising price
of lumber and the even more rapi&ly rising price of timber and.
purchased logs. Underlying this development is the limited
commercial availability of softwood timber in the United States,
partiéularly of sawtimber size, and the resulting intense com-
petition among the buyers of such timber, Over a period of
many years the annual cut of mature sawtimber generally exceeded
the annual growth of such timber. Further, the timber manage-
ment policies of Government agencies and other owners of large
timber resources have operated, and continue to operate, to
1imit the commercial -availability of mature sawtimber. These
policies, which are designed to achieve a long-term balance
between cué and growth, are necessarily in conflict‘with com~

.mercial efforts to increase the current supply.
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The inelastic supply of timber in the United States is in
contrast to increasing commercial availability of newly opened
virgin timberland in Canada (mostly in sastern Britisﬁ Coluﬁbia)
and the accompanying lesser intensity of competition amoﬁg the
Oanadiﬁn mills to obtain timber. The competition for the.supply,
of timber, especlally in the United States, has occurred not
only ahong producers of lumber, but améng producers of a variety
of other forest products, such as piywood and pulp and paper
(and, sporadicaliy, among exporters of logs). The rising aggré;
gate demand for such forest products in the United States, in
conjunction with rather rigid limitations on the commercial _‘
supply of timber, has resulted in an upward trend in the adﬁestic
price of timber. This, in turn, has exerted an upward pressure
on U.S. prices of lumber. The persistence of this pressure has |
encouraged thé opening of new areas of production of timber and
the expansion of sawmill capacity in danadé, particularly during
the past few years. The increase in Canadién production of
lumber in recent years has been largely for export to the
United States, the closest and most attractive market for it.

The depreclation of the Canadian dollar has been, and con-
tinues to be, an important stimulus to U.S. imports of lumber
from Canada. In its efforts to redress a persistent adverse-

balance of payments; the Canadian Government has in recent
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years employed a variety of devices, including de?aluaﬁion of
its currency. Y 1In May 1962, pursuant to an ayrangement with
the International Monetary Fund, Canada pegged its dollar at
Us$0.924 (+ 1 percent). The peéging of the rate at that'level
was designed to accomplish several purposes. Among the more
important of them were the general curtailment of imports and
the general expansion of exports. Inaémuch as lumber 1is a
leading Canadian export and the United States is the major
foreign market for it, the currency depreciation effectively
promoted the expansion of lumber exports to the United States.

In terms of U.S. currency, the Canadian dollar declined
from an average value of $1.04 in 1959 to $1.03 in 1§60, to
99 ceﬁts in 1961, to 95 cents in January-April 1962, and to
the pegged rate of 92% cents in May 1962. In terms of U.S.
dollars, the depreciation of the Canadian dollar since 1959
is equivalent to approximately $7 per”thouSand board feet of
softwood lumber, based on the average unit value of imports of
such lumber from Canada in 1962, This amount compares with
aggregate trade-agreement reductions in duty rénging between

$0.75 and $3.00 per thousand board feet.

1/ The mechanics of carrying out Canada's monetary policy are
actually formulated and conducted by Canada's central bank,
the Bank of Canada. The Bank, however, is obliged to operate
within the framework of policy for which the Government alone
is wholly responsible.
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With the passage of time, the aforementioned depreciation of
the Canadian dollar Qill no doubt be a factor .of diminishing
importance in prémoﬁing expansion of U.S. imports of lumber from
Canada. Currently, however, it 1s a much more importantlfactor
than the aggregate of all of the past trade—agreement reductions
in duty on lumber,

- Cost of transportation accounts for a large part of the
delivered price of most shipments of sof twood lumber.. An ‘impor-
tant factor affecting the volume of imports of soffwood lumber .
is the charter rate for waterborne shipments from British
Columbia to eastern United States (including Puerto Rico) in
relation to fhe intercoastal conference rate on shipments from
the west coast of the United States to the same destinations. Y

For approximately 3 years before October 1957 the Canadian
charter rate to Atlantic ports was higher than the U.S. conference
rate by $3 to more than $7 per thousand boérd feet of lumber,
‘ﬂuring that ﬁeriod waterborne shipments from British Columbia to

" eastern United States.declined sharply. . Commencing in October 1957,

1/ Under the Jones Act, intercoastal shipments of cargo from
U.S, ports must move in U,S.-flag vessels, Legislation enacted
" in 1962, however,; suspended for 1 year from Oct. 24, 1962, -the
restrictions on the shipment of domestic lumber to Puerto Rico
in foreign-flag vessels upon determination by the Secretary of
- Commerce that no U.S.-flag vessels are "reasonably available,"
The first applications for permission to ship in foreign—flag ,
vessels have been conditionally approved
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however, charter rates applicable to shipments from Canadian
" ports were reduced sharply. largely as a result thereof,
British Columbia miils increased their waterborne shipmente
to eastern United States by more than 500 millioh board feét
from 1957 to 1961, The differential favoring shipments from
Canadian ports reached the highest point bn‘fécord--ﬁlz per
thousand board feet--in April 1962, thereby contributing
further to increased imports of Canadian lumber.

Although imports of softwood lumber by water currently
account for only about oﬂe-fourth of the total lmports of such
lumber, the very large and rising disparity in cargo rates
favorable to imports by water has obviously contributed much
more to the recent increase in imports of softwood lpmber thap
has the aggregate of the trade—agreeﬁent conceasions applicable
thereto. |

In addition to the factors discussed above, others have
contributed in greater or lesser degree to the increase in
imports of lumber. These include free hold privileges‘granted

by Canadiaﬁ railfoéds which, over a 2-year period that ended
in mid-1962, gavé shippers in Canada more time fhan that enjoyed
by shippers in the United States to find buyers for lumber ai.‘ter
1t had been accepted by the carrier. Another contributing factor

has been the measures taken by Canadian mills to promote their



21

product and to meet special requirements of U.S. buyers, particu-

larly with respect té packing, shipping, grading, and marking.
Other factors include the increasing awareness by U.S. dis-
tributors and consumers of the general high quglity of Cénadian
lumber, and the wider acceptance in recent years by the U.S.
conétrucﬂfbn industry of certaln species of lumber of which
Canada has sbundant supplies, e.g., western white spruce,

In view of the foregoing, it is clear not only that trade-

agreement concessions fall far short of being the preponderant .

cause of softwood lumber "being imported in , . , increased
quantities” but also that they do not contribute as much to
the increase'as certain other causes., The Commission is tﬁere—
fore obliged to conclude that the increase in imports of soft-
wood lumber is not attributable "in major part"'to trade-
agreement concesslons, |

In the circumstances the Commission)is not calléd upon by
provisions of the 1962 Trade Expansion Act to consider whether
increased imports have been "the major factor" in causing or
threatening any :serious injury to the domestic softwood lumber
industry.  The Commission nefertheless makes the observation
that evidence obtained in the course of the investigation sug-
gests that the factors giving rise to the increase in importé,,

rather than the increase itself, are mainly responsible for the

major problems confronting the domestic softwood lumber industry,

’
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particularly the Pacific northwest segment of it. Some of the
faotora; such as the increasing competition from substitutes
for lumber and the recent oalamitoua "blowdown,".obvioualj do
, not stem in any measure from the increase in imports.

Respectfully submitted.
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Information Obtained in the Investigation

U.S., tariff treatment

Certain specles of softwood lumbgr (fir, spruce, pine, hémlook,
and larch) are subjeot to duty under paragraph L0l of thelTariff Act
of 1930 and (with the exception of northern white'pine, No?way'pine,
western white spruce, and Engelmann spruce) to an additional import
tax undef seotion 4551 of the Internal Revenue Code of 195L. Other
species of softwood lumber are provided for in the free 1list of the.
:fariff Aot of 1930 (par. 1803(1)) but are subjeot to import tax under
the provisions of the aforeméntioned Internal Revenue Codé. With
certain exceptions nbt rertinent in this investigation, the 1mp§rt
tax imposed under the Internal Revenue Code is treated by law as é
duty imposed by the Tariff Act of 1930,

The current rates of duty plus tax on'softwood‘lumber réngé from
$0.25 to $4.00 per thousand board feet, depending upon the species and -
country of origin. l/ The present reduced rates are in effect pursuant:
to concessions granted in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.
These reduced rates,:which range from $0.25 to $1.50 per thousand boardl
feet, are the rates currently in effect on imports from Céhada and all
-of the other countries regularly shipping éoftwood lumber to the United

States.

1/ Rates in excess ofA$1 50 are applicable only to products of .
Communist-dominated countries or areas designated by the President pur-
suant to sec. 231 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962,
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Table 1; on the foilowing page, shows the U.S. tariff treatment
of softwood lumber ainoé June 18, 1930 (the effective date of the
fariff Aot of 1930).

‘The average ad valorem equivalents of the effective rates of
duty (inqluding import tax) decreased gradually from the level of 19.2
percent, én most imports in 1933, the first full year in which an imporﬁ
tax was in effect, to 3.6 peroent in 19&? (table 2, in the statistical
appendix). Based on 1961 import values, the average ad valorem equiy-
alent of the rétee'of duty then in effect ranged between 0.k peroent
on lumber of certain pine and spruce species l/ and 1.6 percen@ on the
very small volume of lumber 6iassified as "softwoods, n.e; g." _2_/ The
average ad valorem equivalent of the duty and import tax on fir;
hemlock, larch, and that pine and spruce subject to both import tax

and duty was 1.5 percent in 1961,

%/ Those speoies subject to an import duty but not the import tax. -
2/ Not elsewhere specified.
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Table l.;—Softwood lumber: U.S. tariff rates, 1930-62

(Per thousand board feet)

' . Effective date
Item :

+ June 18, : June 21, : Jan. 1, : dJuly L, : Jan. 1, : Oct. 7,
+ 1930 : 19321/ 19362/ 11938 3/ : 1918 Lll/ : 1950
A 1 : 3 t : :
Par. LO1: : ) 3 : : :
Fir, spruce, pine, hem-: : : : $ s
lock, and larch: ' : : : $ K
Northern white pine, 1 s : ] H ’
Norway pine, and : : : : : "
western white : : : : ' : :
spruce—------------:%/6 $1.00 : $h.00 : $2.00 : 7/$0.50 ¢+ $0.25 : $0.25
Engelmann spruce-----: 1.00 : L.0O ¢ 2.00 : 2.00 : 1.00 : 8/ .25
Other—e~-emmeceamaa=-— + 5/1.00: 6/ L.00: 2,00 : 2.00 : 1.00 :  1.00
' H H : : H o
Par. 1803(1): 9/ : : : : : 3
Cedar (not including : - . . . . .
Spanish cedar)---=--= : 10/ : 6/3.00: 1.50 3 1.50 5+ .75
Other-====-cmenemnocm"- * 10/ : 6/3.00: 1.50: '1,50: 1.50: 1.50

1/ The rates shown in this and the following rate columnd represent the duty, if any,
imposed under the tariff paragraph indicated, plus import tax, if any, originally
imposed under the Revenue Act of 1932 and currently imposed under sec. L551 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, The import tax, which the law provides shall be
treated as a duty imposed under the Tariff Act of 1930, was originally $3 per thousand
board feet. '

2/ Trade agreement with Canada. During the calendar years 1936 through 1938,
Douglag-fir and western hemlock were subject to a tariff quota (i.e., imports of these
species in any such year in excess of an aggregate quantity of 250 million board feet
were subject to the full rate, $L per thousand board feet). The tariff quota was
discontinued under the second trade agreement with Canada, effective Jan, 1, 1939.

2/ Because of the housing emergency, these rates were suspended from October 1946
to August 1947 under Presidential Proclamation No. 2708,

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT).

_/ Duty suspended during period June 18, 1930, to June 20, 1932, inclusive, by
operation of a proviso in par. LOl of the Tariff Act of 1930.

é/ Rate currently applicable to products of designated Communist-dominated or
Communist-controlled countries or areas, which are denied the benefits of trade-
agreement concessions pursuant to sec. 231 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 or
gec, 40l(a) of the Tariff Classification Act of 1962.

7/ Reduction in rate from $2.00 to $0.50 resulted from the removal of the import
tax by the Revenue Act of 1938. : '

8/ Reduction in the rate from $1.00 to $0.25 resulted from the removal of the
import tax by Public Law 852, 8lst Cong. _ ' '

9/ No duty is imposed under par. 1803(1). Items subject only to import tax.

10/ None.
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Description and uses

Description.--The  term "softwood lumber" relates to a wide
variety of products--such as boards, planks, timbers, framiﬁg
materials, moldings, flooring, and siding. 1/ It is produced from
numerous specles of trees, the most important of which are Douglas-
fir, pine (chiefly southern and ponderosa), fir, spruce, hemlock,
cedar, larch, cypress, and redwood, Lﬁmber is classifiéd not only
by the speciles of tree from which it is produced, but also by 1té
use, size, grade or quality, stage of manufacture, and moisture
content, ‘

In terms of use, lumber is classified into three general'
catégories: (1). Yard lumbe;--intended primarily for ordinary con-
struction purposes; (2) structural lumber--used where minimum

'strength characteristics are specified; and (3) factory or shop
lumber--produced or selected primarily for further manufacture.

The principal size classifications are (1) boards, usually 1 inch
thick 2/ and L to 12 inches in width; (2) dimension, usually 2 inches
thick when intended for ordinary construction, but up tq i inches for

gpecial structural needs; and (3) timbers, 5 inches or more in least

dimension, for use where strength in supporting loads is required.

1/ Not of concern in this investigation are some sawed products
(such as lath and shingles) which are not classified under pars, L0l
or 1803(1) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, or subject to import
taxes under sec. Li551 of the Internal Revenue Code of I95l.

g/ Nominal l-inch boards are approximately 1 inch thick in the rough
green condition but somewhat less in dimension after surfacing (e.g.,

25/32 inch). Actual dimensions must meet standards which are part of
the several grading rules.
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Lumber is furfherlclassified by grade or quality. The grading is
based on characteristics which affect strength, durabilit&, utility of
appearance of the wood--such as knots, splits, shake, and pitch pockets.
Standard rules for the grading of lumber, which are formulated and.

" published by regional lumber manufacturing or marketing organizgtions,
vary by area and species. Lumber of thé best grades, generally knéwn as
selects orjuppers, is largely free of defects and blemishes. Lumber of
medium grades, known as shop or factory lumber, has long clear séctions‘
between défects; the poorer grades are knoﬁn as commons or lowers.

Within given grades, there are differences in the dénsity of wood, clqée-
'ness and regularity of grain,'and so forth, which make one piece pf lumber
more desirable than another. Such differences may determine from whiqh

of the competing sources of supply a wholesaler or retailer will make

his purchases.

Lumber 1s classified according to the stages of'manufactufe as
follows: (1) Rough lumber--that which has been sawed, edged, and tfimmed
to obtain square ends and standard widths an& lengths, but has not been
surfaced; (2) surfaced lumber--rough lumber which has been surfaced by
a planing machine to attain a smooth surface énd uniform size; and (3)
worked lumber--rough or surfaced lumber which has been matched (machined
with tongue and groove to provide a close-fitting joint), shiplapped, or
patterned.

According to its moisture conteqp, or condition, 1umb§r is claséed
as green (wet) or dry. It may be either air;dried by exposure to sun and

vwind or kiln-dried under controlled conditions of heat and humidity.
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Uses.--Softwood lurber’'is readily workable, has a high strength-
to-weigﬁt ratio, and is moderately durable; hence it is widely used in
the ponstruction, shipping, and manufacturing industries. About three-
fourths of the total consumed domestically is used by'the conétructién
industry; the remainder is taken in aﬁout equal proportions by the
shipping and manufacturing industries. |

In construction,‘éoftwood luﬁbef is used chiefly in homebuilding,
partiéularly of single-family residences.l It is also used in con-
struction of multifamily units (apartments) and in schools, churches;
office buildings, anq indust;ial structures, In building construotion,
the select grades.(i.e., those with fewest knots) are generally used
in exﬁosed-places; such as in paneling; the common grades are uéed
where they are to be covered over 1/ (such as in house framing) or
for such purposes as concrete forms. |

In shipping, softwood lumber is used for boxes 'and crates, pallets g/
and skids, and bracing and blocking (dunnage). The common grades of
lumber are ordinarily used for these purposes sirnce low cost is a
major concern of the user.

In manufaéturiﬁg; softwood lumber is used to produce a variety of
articles, e.g., door and window frames, caskets, furniture, ladders,
agricultural implements, boats, musical instruments, and toys. 'Usually

shop and select grades are used for these purposes.

1/ An exception is knotty paneling--a common grade of lumber which
is used because of its decorative effect.

g/ Pallets are small platforms used in stacking merchandise for
expeditious handling by mechanical means.
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In a given end usé, softwood lumber of different species or
from different reglons 1s generally interchangeable;- In some uses,
however, a particular specles is frequently preférred. Douglas-fir
and southern pine are preférred for house framing; cedar, cypress, or /
redwood, for siding; an& pénderosa or white pihe, for doors, windows,
and'moldings. ‘ |
| Although most softﬁoqd lumber is used dry;jit is cﬁstomary in
certain areas, phrticularlylcoastal districts;‘to use green (or only

partially and incidentally dried) lumber for some construction,

Competitive products.--Wood or wood-based products--such as

plywood, hardwood lumber, hardboard, particle board, insulation board,
and certain papgrboards--aé well as nonwood:products~fsuch as metal,
plastics, and brick--compete with softwood lumber iﬁ manyibf its.
important uses,
Plywood and the various building boards are used in lieu of lum-
ber as sheathing and subflooring or underlayment, és concrete forms
in construction, and in the manufacture of furniture and other-articlea,
Plywood and hardboard also replace lumber in some types of ‘containers.
Hardwood lumber competes withlsoftwood lumber in the manufacture
of pailefs, fﬁrnitﬂré, and various other articles. In areas wﬁere
both hardwoéd”and softwood are produced, there is localized cohpeti-
tion in some types of rural construction and in shipping (both for
containers and dunnage). ‘

‘Paper and paperboard products have replaced part of the shipping-

contaiher market previously supplied by lumber. Even in construction,
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baper has replaced lumber to some extent. For example, paper honey-
comb is used as a substitute for wood cores in plywood flush doors.

Nonwood materials.haﬁe long competed with and often beén sub-
stituted for lumber in many uses, Erick and binder block‘a£e im-
portan£ substitutes in the construction industry. Aluminﬁm, which
has to a great extent replaced softwood‘lumber in window frames
and saéh, particularly in low-cost masé housing projects, now also
competes with wood as a house-siding material., Plastics and light-
welght metals, such as aluminum and magnesium, have replaced lumber

in many manufactured items.
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U.S. consumption

Although the consumption of softwood lumber in the United States
increased from the late 1940's to the early 1950's as a result.of the
unusually high level of postwar construction activity, increased dis-
placemeﬁt of lumber in its most important markets by competing
materials--as well as the changing character of some of tﬁese markets--
causéd consumption in the mid-1950's to stabilizg,'and after 1955, to
trend downward (table 3). Apparent consumption of softwood lumber in
. 1961 amounted to 29.l4 billion board feet, 1/ which was about 1.6
billion less than the 1956-60 average of 30.9 billion feet and abou£

2.3 billion less than the 1951-55 average of 31.6 billion feet.

Residential construction.--The principal market for softwood
lumber is the construction industry, which in the postwar period took
about three-fourths of the total quantity consumed. Residential con-
struction alone took about 4O percent of the total. To a significant
extent, therefore, year-to-year fluctuatioﬁs in consumption reflec@
the changes in the level of new residential building (see figure 1).
From 1947 to 1950, for example, the annual number of new dwelling
units started in nonfarm areas increased from 849,000 to 1,396,000
(table L); in the saﬁe.ﬁeriod the consumption of softwood lumber
increased from about 28 billion board feet to about 3k billion. In
the next year (1951), the number of new dwelling units started

fell to 1,091,000 ahd the consumption of softwood lumber declined td

| 1/ Softwood lumber accounted for 062 percent of the total domestic
consumption of all lumber in 1961. '
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Figure 1.--U.8, conaumptinon of softwood lumber and nonfarm housing atarts, 1947-61
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30 billion board feet. Thereafter, the number of new dwelling units
increased almost stéadily to 1,329,000 in 1955; concurrently, con-
sumétion rose almost without interruption to about 33 billion béara
feet. In the period 1956-58, housingléénstruotion was maintained at
a lower but fairly stable level, and averaged 1,123,000 units a year;,
during this perdod the annual consumption of softwood lumber rénged
between BOland 32 billion board feet. In 1959, homebuilding expanded ‘
sharply to 1, 378 000 units, largely in response to increased
availebility of mortgage credit, and the consumption of
lumber inoreased to nearly 3l billibn board feet. Comparable data
on fesidential coﬁetru&tion_after 1959 afe'nét available;'data coﬁ-‘
plled by the U.S.'Bureau of the Census, however, show that residential
construction slowea down after 1959, Accordingly, the consumption of
softwood lumber declined from about 34 billion board feet in 1959 to
" about 29 billion in 1961. o

After World War II, and particularly in 1950, housing
deﬁand (and therefore lumber demand) was above the level that
would have been expected from the growth in population alone. The
pent-up demaﬁd‘from the_prewér and wartime periodg, together with
improved standards of living, resulted in an exceptionally high level
of residéntial building activity. The quantity of softwood lumber that
.was consumed at a given level of construction activity, howe#er, ﬁe-.

clined because of the ihcreasing use of substitute materials for lumber
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in residential construction, and because an increasing share of total
new dwelling units consisted of multifamily units (which require less
lunber per dwelling unitj. '

The average quantity of lumber used per dwelling unit of constant
size has been estimated to have declined from nearly 1l;,000 board feet
in 1§h0 to slightly less than 10,000 boa:d feet in 1960. ‘An indica-
tion of declining use of lumber in single-family dwellings is given
in the followlng tabulation, l/ which shows for selected years the

percentage of each type of material used:

Ttem P1950 Fo19sh 1955 ! 1956
: : : R
Exterior wall construction: : : 1 1
MagoNry—m=m=mm——————————————————————— g 11 : 13 20 : 16
Frame : t H :
Brick facing-=-=-c=c-cmommmmmme : 12: 20 : 18 ¢ 26
Brick and wood facing--==-c=cmem—et - 5: 8 7
Wood facing-=-—emmmececccm e s b3+ 31: 29+ 2L
Other facing----=-=meccemmcmcmc e : , 3 26 22 s 26
A1l other—m—eecee e e P - 5 3: - 1
TobaL-mmmmm = mm mmmmmm e mm e e e : " 100 : 100 : 100 : 100
Sheathing (frame houses only): : 't : :
Lumber-——- e mm e e e 50 - -3 37
Plywood === mmmmmmm m i mm e e e e 5: - - 8
Insulation board, gypsum board, and T s t S
other-—cemmm e e e e : U5 : - 3 -t 55
Total-~—=m=mm e e e g 100 : -t - ¢ 100
Window frame material: : : : :
WOOdmmmom e e = e e e e e : 69 : 63 57+ 57
Metal and unknown---—e=eeemecmceancnm—; 31 : 37 ¢ I3 s 3
Total-mrm—mm e e e e e : 100 : 100 : 100 ¢+ 100

l/ Compiled from U.S., Department of Labor} Bureau of Labor Statistics
publication, New Housing and Its Materials, 19L0-56.




| 33
In each of the categories listed (i.e., exterior walls, sheathing, and -
window frame material), the’use of wood declined, whereas that of other
materials increased., The decline in the use of %ood materials was mbgt
significant in exterior wall construction, where wood facing acéounted for
L3 percent of all materials used in 1950 but only 2l percent in i956. 1/
Lumber sheathing declined from 50 percent of the sheathing used in 1950 to
37 percent in 1956. Wood material for windoﬁ frames, mostly pine lumber,
declined from 69 percent of the total in 1950 to 57 ‘percent in 1956, as
aluminum window fraﬁing became more widely used.
The trend in the consumption of softwood lumber relative to the t;end
_ for the principal competitive sheet materials is indicated in'tﬁe tﬁbulatiqn'
below, 2/ which presénts the indexes (19L47-19=100) of consumﬁiion'in all uses
of softwood lumber, éoftwpod'pinood, insulation ‘board, and'hardboérd for
selected years 1947 to 1961: )
SoTftwood

Year : Softwood : : Insu;ation ! Hardboard
¢ lumber ¢ plywood : board :
19UTm e 99 ', 91 i ‘100 100
19h9-mm e e : 98 105 : 8L 70
1951 —mmmm o mmm e e : 108 160 80 : 119
1953 mmmmm e e : 110 : 205 : 117 : 175
1955~ —mmmm e : 116 = 282 b2 . 213
1957--~=====cm=====: 105 : 301 s 154 : 231
1959--==cmmmm e 120 : Lo9 " i 208 311
1961 1/-=m=mmmmmmmmt, 105 Lh9 205 : 306

1/ Preliminary.

1/ The data on wood facing (siding) do riot reveal what portion was lumber
siding and what portion was plywood or other wood siding. A sample survey
of FHA-inspected, single-family detached houses by the U.S. Forest Service
for 1959 indicated that about LO percent of the wood siding used per unit
consisted of lumber (principally softwood lumber); plywood, fiberboard, and
shake and shingle accounted for 8 percent, 20 percent, and 32 percent,

respectively.
g/ Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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From the base period 1947-49 to 1961 there was very 1ittle net- in-
ofeaee in the uaé of lumber, whereas the consumption of insulation
board doubled, that of hardboard tripled, and_that‘of gsoftwood plywood
‘mor;‘thén quadrupled. | |

Thé aubstantially increased use of sheet materials (plywood,
insulation board, and hardboard) in housing construction has resulted
inllargé part from the highervinstallation cost qf lumber relative to -
the installatiqn cost of ooﬁpeting materials, as is iﬁdioated by tﬁe
following statement by the U.S. Forest Service: 1/

« « o there has been extensive substitution of plyﬁood
and hardboard for lumber. These sheet materials have no
special advantage so far as price 1s concerned, but thay can
be laid with much less labor . . . .

" Sheet materials of various kinds are being used ex-
tensively for exterior wall sheathing. Saving of labor at
construction site 1s the chief advantage. .

In recent years, an increasing proportion of ihe new housing starts
have consisted of multifamily units. Whereas in 1950 such units ac~
oounted for 15 percent of new nonfarm dwelling units, in 1962 they
accounted for 28 percent. The U.S. Forest Service éstimates that
roughly 5,000 board feet of lumber is used per multifamily dwelling
unit, compared with ﬁwioe that amount in each single-family ﬁnit.

_ Other construction.--In general industrial cbnetruotion,'which

accounted for about 35 percent of the softwood lumber consumed annually

in the postwar period, the demand for softwood lumber has not changed

1]‘T1mber Resources for America's Future, Forest Hesource Report
NO. lh’ 1958, P. 3810
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materially in recent years. Although the available data indicate
that the oonsumption of bridge plank, timbers, and crossarms has not
decreésed, the expanding use of concrete and steel bridges, cor-
rugated steel culverts, and underground cable has limited the‘use of
lumber. In other uses such as in scaffolding, shoring, ahd braoing;.
the consumption of softwood lumber probably did not diminish,sighifi-
cantly, but in concrete forms there has been displacement by plywood,
paperboérd, and steel.’ - |
, In the>past an important market for softwood lumber, especially
Douglas-fir, has been the reblacement of railroad crossﬁies and, to
é lesser extent, the interior construction of railroad freight cars,
The National Lumber Manufacturers Association estimates l/ tha£ the
annual consumption of lumber (softwood and hardwood combined)iin the
railroad industry declined fairly steadily from_neafly 2 billion board
feet in the period immédiately after the war to a billion feet in the
late 1950's. This decline resulted from reéuced construction expenaa
itures by railroad companies and increased use of steel instead of
lumber in car construction.

Other markets.:--About 25 percent of consumption in the postwar

years was accountéd for by the manufacturing and shipping industries in
about equal shares. The annual consumption of softwood lumber in manu-~

facturing (inciuding the production of shipping containers and pallets) -

1/ Lumber Industry Facts, 19060-61, table 69; p. L3,
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declined from 7.3 billion board feet in 19&8 to 5.9 billion board
feet in 1960. Significantly, the consumption of hardwood lumber in the
same period increased froﬁ L.9 billion board feet in 1948 to 5.6 billion
in 1960, l/ Although separate data on the consumption of softwood
lumber by industry groups are not available, the U.S. Forest Service
estimates that the greatest decline in the conaﬁmption of softwood
lumber has occurred in millwork and shipping containers, In the manu-
facture of millwork, consumption decreased from 2.1 billion board feet
(mostly softwood) in 1948 to 1.5 billion board feet in 1960, 1/
Consumption of all lumber (both softwood and hardwood) in the production
of shipping oohta;ners decreaéed from i billion board feet in 1948 to
less than 2 billion feet in 1960. g/ To some extent the decline in
consumption of softwood lumber in making shipping containers has been

offset by its increased use in shipping pallets.

1/ Preliminary unpublished statistics of the U.S5. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service. d
‘ 2/ U.S. Department of Agriculture, The Demand and Price Situation
for Forest Products, 1962, p. 12.
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U.S. producers

.Softwood lumberlhas been produced in the United States since the
time of earliest settlement. The first major centér of the industry
was in the Northeastern States. With the decline in the resoﬁrce;béée
in that area and the rapid growth in £he development of ihe midcontinent
in the latter part of the 19th century, the Lake States became the
predominant source of supply. quin, ags the timber resources of the
Lake States declined at the end of the léth century, the prinéipal

. center of production shifted to the South. Meanwhile production in.
-the West ﬁas increasing rapiqu, reflecting both the economic
development of this region and the availability of large reservgsvof
high-quality viréin (old growth) timber. Since the late 1920's,
production in the West has ekxceeded that.in any other doﬁestic :
- producing area. l/

The emergence of the lumber industry in the Western States
constituted the development of the last importént source ,0f old-growth
timber in the United States. Thus, interregional migration based on
the exploitation of virgin timber can no longer be expected.
Nevertheless, mill_migratidn of some significance continues po occur,
but largely within Eegions; as fimber in the more accessible areas is

depleted and the resources in others are tapped.

l/ The major lumber producing areas in the United States are shown
in figure 2. As used in the industry the West refers to the Western
Pine, Douglas-Fir, and California Redwood Regions. The East includes
the Southern Pine, the Lake States, and the Northeasstern Regions.



Figure 2,--Softwood lumber-producing regfons and the three major geographic divisions of the United States
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Number, location, and size of sawmills;--In 1961, some 33,000

mills were engaged in the production of lumber (ﬁoth softﬁood'and )
hardwood). About 31,000 of them (94 percent of the total)vwere located
in the Bast and about 2,100 (6 percent of the total) in the West.

Although data on the number of mills producing softwood lumber
are not separately available, it is es}imated that apprbximately
23,000_8awmills in the East ars engagea partiéllyior_expluaively in
the production of softwood lumber; almost all the 2,100 mills in the
West produce softwood 1umbe? only. Thus, about 25,000 domestic milis
ére currehtly engaged in producing the products covered by this
investigation.

The following tabulation, based on data complled by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census, shows for selectéd years 1929 to 1961 the total

number of active sawmills, by regions:

Number of active sawmills 1/

H
Year !

! East ! West ! Total

L t 3

H 1 H
1929~ mmmmmm e t 18,075 : 1,962 t 20,037
1939~wemwmm—an cmmemmeey 14,505 : 2,122 t 16,627
194 e mm e c e e t 8,148 3 4,961 t 53,109
195k emmmc e : 42,706 : 3,223t k5,929
1958~ mmmmm e e 29,204 ¢ 2,351 t 31,645
1959 rwmmmmem e : 31,228 t 2,885 : 34,113
1960mmmmc e - ! 31,139 t 2,20k 1 33,343.
1961 2f--=-emmmmccnene t 31,067 ot - 2,12k t 33,191

;/ Includes both softwood and hardwood mills. For the years
1929-54 the data are for individual sawmills; from 1958 through
1961 they are for establishments. -An establishment mey include
more than 1 mill; in 1958, for example, 31,6L5 establishments
operated an estimated 32,339 sawmills.

2/ Revised data reported Dec. 20, 1962, by the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. '
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The tabulation indicates that the total number of sawmills amounted
to almost 17,000 in 1§39 and rose sharply to 53,000 in 19#7, by which
time a large number of small mills had entered into production in
response to the higher prices resulting from the postwar demand for
lumber for house construction and the removal of wartime price
controls by the Office of Price Administration. is the demand for
new housing and construction leveled off, however, the number of
active mills declined rapidly. By 1958, there were about 32,000
active mills, which was about 40 percent fgwer‘than in 1947, 1In
1959, a year of high building activity, the numbgr rose to BU,OOO."
 In both 1960 and 1961 about 33,000 mills were -in production.
The marked fluctuation in the number of active mills has long
been charécteristic of the industry. Inaémuch as little caéital
- and equipment are required to establish a small mill, owvners of small
timbgr tracts and others can readlly enter into production in periods
of high prices for lumber. Conversely, during perlods of low market
. prices such operators may go out of production quickly because of
inaedequate capital, inefficient equipment, and thelr general inabllity
to cover costs. Frequently, such mills are unable to sustain opera-
tions after their originel timber supplles have been exhausted.

Distribution of mills by production size class.--The domestic

production of lumber is heavily concentrated in larger mills. In
1961, for example, 1,138 mills (about 3 percent of the total number)
accounted for 6T percent of the total U.S. output; the remaining 32,053

mills accounted for but 33 percent of the total output (table 5).
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The aforementioned decline in the total number of mills from
194T to 1961 occurred almost entirely in the numbgr of small millgw==
those producing leés than 3 million board feet ammually; the total
number of buch mills dec:}eased from Sl, 300 in 1947 %o 31,500 in 1961,
In cbntfast, mills in the four largest size classes (L.e., those
producing 10 million board feet or more snnually) increadgaafrom'h96 :
in 1947 to 618 tn 1961; the share of v.8. output accounted for by
these mi;ls rose from 37 percent to 55 percent between these years.'

The bulk of the output in the West is produced‘by large mills,
whereas'production in the Fast is accounted for principally by small
mills, In 1961, about TO percent of the pioduction in the West was
accounted for by 352 miils, éach'produciné 15.0 million board feet or
more. In ‘the East, 67 percent\of the output was accounted for by
30,700 mills, each producing less than 5 million board feet annually.

"Character of operations.--Most sawmllls are operated by concerns

for which the sawmill and its attendant operations (logging, planing,
and retall selling) 1f any, are the sole business. - In some cases,
facilities for the further manufacture of lumber (e.g., a millwork
plant) are integrated with the sawmill end planing mill. 1/ Some
mills are operated'by compahies engeged in the production of more than
one major forest product (e.g., plywood, pulp and paper, hardboard),
In multiproduct concerns, products other than lumber asre generally

“produced in separate plants which may elther be adjecent to the séwmill

;/ In the South, small mills, particularly of the portable type,
frequently sell their lumber to "concentration yards," which grade,
dry, and surface the lumber before marketing it. In recent years
the number of such yards has declined concurrently with an increase
in the relative importence of large mills in that reglon.
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or located at other sites: Where the plants‘are adjacént, euéh
facllities as the log pénd, debarker, and power plant are often
shared.

Most of the large mills are operated by corﬁorations, vhereas
the smaller mills ere predominantly partnerships and individual
proprietorships. A few sawmills are opeiated by concerns or.
institutions not primerily engaged in the production of lumber--for
examplé, railroads, landholding and minilig companies, sphoqls, and
churches.

Bzgroducfs.--In reéent'years, meny companles, particularly
those operating large mills,'have installed facilities for converting'
residues (principally siabs, edgings, and trim ends) into wood chips
for sale t§ producers of pulp and other forest products. The income
from these operations has been of Iincreasing importance. Othér
residues, such as saﬁdust and shavings, have only a limited value
and are commonly consumed as fuel or burned as waste, Lath and fuel-
wood, which are byproducts of long standing, have deélined in impor-

tance as a source of income.



b5

U.S. production, shipments, inventories, and exports

Production.--The domestic production of softwood lumber rose from
25.9 billion board feet iﬁ 1946 to a-poatwar peak of 30.6 bili@on in
1950, and fluctuated within a narrow range; averaging about 30 billion
feet during 1951-56 (table 3). Since then, except in 1959, produotioni
has been at a eignificantly lower ievel; It was slightly hore than 27
billion feet in both 1957 and 1958, increased to 30.5 billion feet in
1959 (when housing starts were at a high 1eyel), end then declined to
" 26.7 billion feet in 1960 and to 25.9-billieh feet in 1961, It in- °
oreased ‘to an estimated 26.5 billion feet 1/ in 1962. | |

During the poetwar period, the output of softwood lumber inqreesed
overall in the Western States, whereas it declined %n the South and4the'
North (table 6). As a result, the share of total domestic production
supplied annually by produoere'in the West increased substantially.
Production in the Western States rose from 16 billioﬁ board feet in 1947,
. vhen it comprised 58 percent of total U.S. output, to 22 billion in 1959,
or 72 percent of the total. In the years 1960-61, annual output in the
west averaged 19. 2 billion feet, which equaled 73 percent of the average |
annual U.S. production. The output in the South declined from 9.8
billion board feet in 1947, or 35 percent of the total production in that
year, to 5.9 billion in 1961, when it constituted 23 percent of toﬁal
'production. The share of total production accounted for‘by the Nerth

deelined from 7 percent in 1947 to L percent in 1961,

l/’Figure supplied by the National Lumber Manufacturers
Association.
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Production by species.--Douglas-fir, southern pine, and ponderosa

pine, in that order, are the leading species of softwood 1umber.produced
in the United States (table 7). In 1961 the share of total output ac-
counted for by these species was 32 pefcent, 22 percent, and 12 perceht,
respectively. White fif and he;lock each comprised about 8 percent of -
the total, and white pine and redwood, about 6 percent and L percent,
respectively. The rgwaihderﬂwas accounted for prinoipally by various
western épecies.

Virtually all of.the postwar decline in output in the South re-
flected the decrease in the ﬁroduction of southern pine lumber, which
fell from 9.5 billion board feet in 1947 to 5.6 billion in 1961.  This
decline resulted largely from the increased competition from producers
in the Western United States and Canada, particularly-in speciés such as
hemlock and spruce, which are generally adequate in Quality but lower
priced than southern pine. Moreover, the pfoduction of softwood pulpwood
in the South'increased sharply from 8 million cords in 1947 to about 19
million cords in 1961 (table 22), representing an increase equivalent to
almost 6 billion board feet of softwood lumber.

The increased output of lumber in the Western States reflects
chiefly the rise in the production of white fir and hemlock (table 7);
output of these species increased from a combined total of 1.9 billion
board feet in 1947 (7‘percent of total U.,S. production of softwood

lumber) to L.2 billion in 1961 (16 percent of the total). In addition,
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the aégregate annual production of ,redwood, westerﬁ spruce, western
cedar, and western lareﬁ lumber increased between these years from
1.4 billion board feet to 2.5 billion, or from 5 percent to 10
percent of total ﬁroduction. Except for hemlock and redwood, the
increased cuts of these species have occurred mostly in the Western
Pine Region. The annual production of Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine
lurber combined decreased from 1947 to 1961 by about 1.k billion
feet; in both years, the combined production of‘these two- species
was equivaient to about L5 percen£ of the U.S, total.

Shipments and inventories.--No official data are available on

the total shipments of domestically produced softwood lumber, Esti-
mates prepared by the Natiénal Lumber Manufacturers Association from
data supblied by regional trade associations indicate that in recent
years annual U.S, production (as reported by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census) has exceeded estimated annual shipments by a small but vary-
ing margin (tables 3 and 8). About 35 percent of the estimated
shipments in 1961 originated in the Western P;ne Region, compared with
30 percent shipped from the Douglas-Fir Regio;, and 22 percent from .
the Southern Pine Region, Shipments from the California Redﬁood
Region were 8 percent of the total, and‘those from all other regions,
about E’perceht.

Producers' inventories, as measuréd by gross mill stocks, tend
to be highly seasonal. In the fall and early winter months, when the

demand for lumber in construction usually slackens, production continues
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in antloipation of winter weather adverse for 1ogging and is largely
entered into inventory bending shipment in the spring, when éonetruc-'
fion activity quickens.' Thus, the level of yearend inven£or;eé is
influenced by (1) the relationship between production and sales in the
ourrent year, (2) weather conditions in the 1éte fall, and (3) pro-
ducers' anticipation of the demand for lumber in the coming spring. -
The tabulatlon below, which is based on data compiled by the National
Lumber Manufacturers Assooiation, shows total yearend mill stocks of

: 1

softwood lumber for 1955-611

Gross mill stocks on Dec. 31

Quantity Ratio to
(million total shipments
Year board feet) (percent)
1955w mm e m e e L, 679 15
1956w mmm e 5, 36l 18
1957 cmmmmm e m e e - 5,088 19
1958-mmemmm e e L, 707 17
1959~ mmmam e e e L, 72l ‘ 16
1960-- === oemomm e mmm e - 5,285 | 20
1961 _]_./ ------------- 5’ 192 20

1/ Preliminary.

Producers' yearend inventories varied from L.7 Billidn board feet td
5.4 billion feet in 1955-61; the ratio of yearend inventories to total
shipments increased irregularly from about 15 percent in 1955'to.about<
20 percent in 1961.

EEEorté.--Before World War II the United States was consistently

on a net export basis with regard to softwood lumber; it became a net
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importer in 1941 and has remained on a substantial import basis eince

that time, The long-term trend of U.S. exports of such lumber has

been downward, both in terms of volume and in relation to domestic
production (table 3). 1In 1926-30, exports averaged about 2.l biliiqn
board feet annually aﬁd were equivalent to nearly 9 percent of the
average annual U.S, production;.in the periodA1931-h0 they averaged
about 0.9 billion board feet énnually, or somewﬁat less than 6 |
percent of the average annual output. Since World War II, exports -
have avéraged only about 0.6 billion board feet per year, about 2
percent of the average aﬁnual production.

In recent years Canada has been thé principal export markat for.
U.S. soffwood lumber, accounting for about 25 percent of total U.S.
shipments to all countries. The remainder has gone to a large
number of coﬁntries, principally in eastern Asié, wéstern Europe, and
Latin America (table 9).

In 1958-61 about 50 percent of the annual exports consisted of
Douglas-fir; other impoftant species were southern pine, western

hemlock, and ponderosa>pine (table 10).
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U.5. imports

U.S. imports of softwood lumber have increased irregularly sinoé
World War II; they averaged about 1.7 billion 5oard feet annually in
1946-50, 2.6 billion in 1951-55, and 3.3 billion in 1956-60 (table 3),
Imports amounted to L4.0 billion feet in 1961 and rose to L.3 billion ;h
’ﬁhe first 11 months of 1962. |

E Anﬁual imports have generally increased in yeérs when the levellof
U.S. construction rose, and fallen when construction activity slackened.
- Thus, imports increased greatly during the yéars 1950, 1955, and 1959.
Significantly, the percentage decline in annual impofts in periods of
decreased construction has beén smaller in each succeeding period. From
1§50 to 1951, for example, imports fell 28 percent, compared with 16
.percent from 1955 to 1957, and only 3 percent from 1959 to 1960.

The ratio of imports to domestic consumption aVeraged 5.8 percent in
1946-50, 8.l percent in 1951-55, and 10.6 percent in 1956-60 (table 3).
In 1961, imports were 13.6 percent of 6onsumption and in the first 9.
months of 1962, 14.9 percent. The ratio of imports to domestic produo-.
tion has been only slightly higher than the ratio of iﬁports to consumption,

Sources,~~Canada is the dominant supplier of U.S. imports of soft-
wood lumber; since 1953 that country has consistently accounted for more
than 95 percent of total U.S. imports from all sources (tables 11 and 12).
The remaining imports, consisting almost entirely of pine, have entered
largely from Mexico, Brazil, Honduras, and Nicaragua. In recent years

Canada has supplied about 70 percent of U.s. imports of pine lumber and
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has been the only significant foreign supplier of softwoéd lumber of
other species.

Composition.--The specles composition of imﬁorted softwood lumber has
changed little in recent years, although imports of hemlock lumber in-
creased from 5 percent of total imports in 1954 to more than 10 percent in
1961, Spruce and Douglas-fir, the most important species imported, ac;
counted for 33 percent and 28 percent of the toﬁal? respectively, in 1961.
Imports of mixed softwoods (partly hemlock) in 1961 were 1k percent of
the total, while those of cedar and pine were 7 percent and 6 percent,
respectively (table 13). |

Dimension lumber (particularly 2-inch material) and boards make up
the bulk of importd from Canada., Waterborne shipments from coastal British
Columbia consist mostly of lumber shippéd green; rall shipments from inte=-
rior British Columbia usually consist of air-dried lumber. The bulk of
imported lumber is in the common grades used primarily for construction. l/

Comparability of Canadian and U.S. sof twood lumber,--Although user

acceptance may vary by area, tradition, and end use, there does not appear
to be a consistent general pattern of preference for either doﬁestic or
Canadian lumber. Imported Canadian lumber, taken as a whole, differs from
domestic lumﬁer initﬁe proportion of various species, grades, and sizés

chiefly as a result of differences in the characteristics of the timber.

1/ The imports of softwood lumber moldings are a specific exception;
such imports in 1961 amounted to almost 25 million board feet, or less
than 1 percent of total imports of softwcod lumber. Most of the imports
of moldings were of pine; Mexico, Canada, and Brazil were the principal
suppliers. Total domestic output of softwood moldings in 1958 was
estimated at 167 million board feet.
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For example, western spruces acocounted for 29 perceﬁt of U.S. imports
from Canada but for less than 2 percent of U.S. production in 1961.
Inasmuch as lumber of varioﬁs softwood species is interohangéable in most
gnd uses, however, there is no consuming market in which Canadian lumber
is génefally more suitable than domestic lumber. Particular items
(e.g., timbers of a certain size) or gradés of a'sihgle‘spécies,
nevertheiess, may be more readily available from Canadian than from
domestic sources, or vice versa. For lumber of a glven species, type,
and grade, differences between imported and domestic lumber are usually
slight and often reéult more ffoﬁ'the ﬁuality-of the manufaéﬁure Sy indi- 3
‘vidual mills, which varies widely in both countries, than from inherent ’
cﬁaracteristios of theAwood.

Production in Canada.--The three principal softwood lumber producing

regions of Canada are coastal British Columbia, interior British Columbia,
and the eastern Proviﬁces. The two regions.within Bfitish Columbia, which
together ‘account for the bulk of Canadien productiﬁn and exports, are in
effect northern extensions of producing regions lying partly.in the Uniéed
States, AThe timber épecies in coastal Britiéh Columbia are similar to
those in the Douglas-Fir Region of the U.S. Pacific Northwest (though in
different proportions); both regions have many medium- to large-size milis,
and each has access to both water and rail trangsportation, Ipter;or
British Columbia and the area comprising northern Idaho, western Montana,
and eastern Washington, are alike in most timber species (though again in

different proportions), in the predominance of small- to medium-size mills,
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and in their dependence upon railroads for shipping lumber to market.
For the most part, producers in British Columbia are as favorably located
with respect to U.S. markets as producers in the U.S. Northwest.

The Canadian industry is based-upon extensive timberland,lmuch of
which has been developed only in recen£ years. Although the production
of softwoéd lumber in Canada is only about a fourth of that in the United
States, and consumption only about a tehth, the softwood sawtimber re-
sources of the two nations are almost equél.

Canada's annual production of softwood lumber amounted to 7.5 bil-
lion board feet in 1955, subsequently dropped to 6.7 billion in 1957, and
then rose to 7.6 billion in 1960, as shown in the tabulation bélow 1/

(in billions of board feet):

British Columbia ‘'
Yoar : .rltis olumbia . Other

: ¢ ALl

3 Coast f Interior 3 Canada f Canada
1950~m —mmmm e e 2.5 : 1.0 : 2.6 6.1
195k mm e e 2.7 ¢ 1.7 ¢ 2. : 6.8
1955 mm e e 2.8 : 2.2 ¢ 2.5 ¢ 7.5
1956~ == o mmm o e e 2.5 : 2.3 : 2.5 7+3
1957 mmmmm o m e e 2.3 : 2.1 : 2.3 : 6.7
19582 e e 2.6 : 2.3 : 1.9 : 6.8
1959~ mmm o e e e 2.3 : 2.6 ¢ 2.3: 7.2
1960--==mnmmmmm o B e LR : 2.8 : 2.5 : 2.3 : 7.6
1961 1/--mmmmmmmmmmm e m e 2/2.9: 2/ 2Mh: 2.1 : 7.4

1/ Preliminary. .
g/ Includes less than 1 percent of hardwoods.

Preliminary figures indicate that Canada's output was somewhat smaller

in 1961 than in 1960. British ColﬁMbia, with less than a quarter of the "

1/ Compiled from statistics of the bominion Bureau of Statistics.
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sawmills in Canada in 1960, accounted for about 70 pefcent of the Canadian
" production--or about 5.3 billion board feet a year--in both 1960 and 1961,
Most of the increase in output in British Columbia betwsen 1950'and 1961
was in the interior.. Because of its loeation, this region has depended al-
most entifely oﬂ markets in Canada and the United States rather than those
. overseas,

. More fhan half of Canada's mill shipments of softwood lumber are ex-’
ported. About three-fourths of theloutput in coastal British Columbia and
more than a thied of that in interior British Columbia were exported in41960
and 1961, Before World War II- the United Kingdom was Canada's principal ex-
port market, Since the war, however, the United Kingdom has'obtained an
increasing share of its aoftwooa lumber from northern Eﬁrope. Candda's
anneal shipments to the United Kingdom, therefore, have declined, whereas
its shipments to the United States have increased substahtially. In reoeht”
years the United States has been the destihetion of 77 to 85 percent of the
 total, as shown in the following tabulatioh, thch gives the percentage

distribution of Canada's exports in selected years 1939 to 1961: l/\

. A11 other

: . 3 T
Year . United Stetes . United Kingdom ¢ countries
¢ Percent : Percent : Percent
: : :
YL 2 A — .29 : 55 .16
L S —— Y : 3L : 20
1951 ~mmm e e : 6L : 25 : 11
1955 mmmm e e e 72 o 18 ! © 10
S )1 U — 80 : 11 : 9
1959 m e e e - : 85 : 8 : 7.
1960~ wmm e et 17 : _1h : 9
1961 g/------------------: 79 : 13 ! 8

1/ Includes exports of hardwood lumber ﬁhich were about 5 percent of
the total. 2/ Preliminary.

1/ Source Canada, Department of Mines and Resources (1939, 19L6);
Dominion Bureau of Statistics (1951-61).
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Not only have Canada's shipments to the U.S.-exceeded those to ali
other export markets in the past several yeérs, but since 1959 they have
been greater than its shiéments to the home market. Several factors cdn—
tribute'to this situation, including (1) the relationship of the supply
of timber to the consumption of lumber in the two countries, (2).the prox-
.imity of the U.S. market to the Canadign industry, and (3) the fact that a
significant part of Canadian lumber production is financed by U.S.
capital. 1/ Much of this investment is made by U.S. producers that
have relocated ér expanded operations into areas having more exﬁensi&e
timber supplies and by U.S. distributors seeking an assured eupply of
timber. | | |

Channels of distribution.-~Canadian softwood lumber is distributed

throughout the United States by many of the same concerns (wholesalers,
large retailers, large builders) that purchase, distribute, or use
domestic lumber., These concerns. are primarily ihmbef dealers or users
(rather than general importers); a few specialize in Canadian 1umbef.
Frequently the importer is the U.S. parent corporatioh or the sales
subsidiary of the Canadian producer, Some Canadian lumber is purchased
by U.S., producers.to supplement thelr own production.

The exportation of Canadian lumber to the United States ahd to~over-
seag markets is actively encouraged by Canadian lumber producers' asso-

ciations and the Dominion Government. The promotional efforts by that

Government were intensified in the 1950's, when the Canadian dollar

1/ It is estimated that a third or more of Canadian production is
financed by U.S. capital. (Transcript of the hearing, p. 37.)
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was at a premidm over the U.S. dollar (table 1h) ana Canadian ex-
porters were in consequehce disadvantaged. Canadian trade missions,
sponsored both by the Gerrnment and by producers'! associations, have
been active in the United States and elsewhere in promoting Canadian
exports. | .

The‘marketing of lumber is conducteq by Canadian producers in
two genefal patterns, determined primarily by the means of transpor-
tation employed. Cargo shipments from mills in coastal British
Columbia are marketed largely by two companies, one of whicﬁ is the-
sales organization of the largest British Columbia producer. These
companies act as sales agents for various producers, arraﬁge veésel
charters, and hanale the ekportation of 1gmber from British Colﬁmbia.

Canadian mills shipping to the United States by rail (or truck)
market their lumber in much the same manner as U.S. producers do. They
sell in large part (1) through wholesalers in Canada, (2) direct to
wholesalers in the United States, (3) through lumber brokers, or (l)

direct to large U.S. consumers. 1/

1/ A survey made in 1961 in the New York area by Canada's Trade
Commissioner showed.that orders for Canadian lumber were placed
directly with the following, in order of importance: Canadian mills;
Canadian wholesalers; and, to a lesser extent, U.S., wholesalers,
commission lumber salesmen, and U.S. brokers. A 1958 study showed
that midwestern purchasers relied somewhat less on direct purchases
from Canadiah mills and somewhat more on purchases from wholesalers
(both U.S. and Canadian) and U.S. brokers. (Source: Canada, Depart-
ment of Trade and Commerce, Foreign Trade,. Ottawa, Dec. 20, 1958,
pp. 2-lL, and Aug. 26, 1961, pp. 1L-16.)




57

Rail shipments.--The bulk of Canadian softwood lumber shipments

to the United States have been made by rail. In 1961, 77 percent of
U.S. imports of softwood iumber from Canada consisted of raii phip-
ments which entéred chiefly through customs districts in the North
Central States. Approximately a third of the shipmenté by rail ulti-
mately went to destinations in the Northeastern States, and another
third, ﬁo those in the North Central States. Most of the remaining
rail shipments went to the South, aithough a minor share went to
Western States, chiefly those along the Pacific coast.

The cost of shipping (by rail or ship) represents a large'parf
of the total delivered price of softwood lumber. Hence, tﬁe cémpét-
1tive relatiohshiﬁs between imported and domestic lumber are materi-
ally affected by the practices of the transportatioh industry and by
Covernment trahsportation policies. |

In the past an undetermined but important part of the rail move-
ment of Canadian and U.S. lumber was origiAated, prior to sale in tﬁe
United States, by "in-transit" dealers. Such shipments consisted
chiefly of lumber purchased from small sawmills which generally had
limited storage facilities. In shipments of this type the dealer seeks
a buyer while the lumber is en route east. Both Canadian and domestic
railroads vied for this business by offering the dealer additionai
time to locate a buyer, without added cost, through the so-called'

free hold and, additionally in the United States, through the use of
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"oifcuitous routings." Under the free-ﬁolé privilege, a car could
be sidetracked at predefermined points for a period up to 15 or 25
days at no additional chafge. Circuitous routing involved the use
of. north—south rail lines in combination with weet-eaat lines to ex-
tend the time a car was en route eastward. Used in combination, the
two privileges might extend shipping tine by as‘mnoh as a montn or
more at no additional shipping charge.

In August 1960 the free-hold privileges then in effect for
domestic rail shipments of lumber were terminated. 1/ However, tne
1S-day free-hold privilege granted by Canadian railroads was not
withdrawn until July 1962. Hence, even though freight fetea for'
lumber shipments from comparable producing areas in British Colunbia'
and the Western States to the same destinations in the Eastern United
States have generally been identical, during the period August 1960~
July 1962 Canadian in-transit dealers shipping softwood lumber by
rail to the United States received an- advantage from Canadian raile
roads not enjoyed by domestic dealers shipping to the same points in

. the United States.

1/ Pursuant to a decision of the Interstate Commerce Commission
in Investigation and Suspension Docket No. 7050, Lumber, Free Time
Allowance at Hold Points, 310 I.C.C. 521, decided June 6, 1960.
Circuitous routing privileges were progressively eliminated by the
railroads themselves.
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Waterborne shipments.-~Under the provisions of the Merchant

Marine Act, 1920 (L6 U.S.C. 883), known as the Jones Act, U.S. inter-
coastal shipments of 1um5er‘(and other goods) must move in ﬁ.§;-flag

| vasgels. l/ Freight rates for most shipments of lumber from the V.8,
Pacific Northwest to U.S. Atlantic ports are established by conference
among the U.S. carriers and are filed with the Interstate Commerce
Commisaion, g/ A succession of modificgtions increased the U.S,
éonferenoe rate for such shipments from $19.00 per thousand board feet
in July 1946 to $36.00 in September 1957 (téble 15). This rate has’
remained unohanged to the present, Canadlan lumber, on the other
hand; may be ehipped to the United States in foreign-flag veaée}a,
hany of which have been chartered for this purpose. Charter rates .
“have fluctuated widely in the postwar years. From mid-1950 to éarly

| 1952 and from January 1955 to September 1957, charter rates were
ueually some $3.00 to $7.50 higher than the U.S, conference rate,

From mid-1952 through 195k, however, charter rates were $2.00 to $8.00
lower, and since September 1957 they have been generally some $5.SO to.

$12.00 lower, than the 1.5, conference rate. In practice, the U.S,

~ 1/ This acl was amended by Public Law 87-B77, B7th Cong. (76 Stat.
1200). Sec. h(a) suspends for 1 year from Oct. 2, 1962, the re-
strictions on shipment of domestic lumber to Puerto Rico in foreign-
flag vessels upon determination by the Secretary of Commerce that no
U.S5.-flag vessels are "reasonably available." The first applications
for permission to ship in foreign-flag vessels have been conditionally
approved. : .

g/ Lumber shipments, i1f any, by U.S. carriers that do not partici-
pate in the conference are small. :
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purchaser of Canadian cargo l/ lumber is generally charged the
U.S. conference rate;.thg difference between this and the qharfer
rate is for the account of the producing mill, g/ In addition to
the differential in the cargo rates, loading charges for lumber at
U.S. Pacific Northwest ports in 1962 were about $3.00 per thousand
board feet higher than at ports in British Columbia, 3/

These differentials H/ have influenced matefially the respec-
tive shares of softwood lumber supplied at U.S, Atlantic coast ports
by Canadian and U.S. producers (table 16). In the 1952-5l period,
when charter rates were lower than the U.S. conference rate, mills

in British Columbia supplied 29 percent of the average annual volume,

o

1/ The term "cargo" as used in this report refers to waterborne
shipments.

2/ See transcript of the hearing, pp. 1060-1061.

3/ Department of Commerce, Maritime Administration, Docket No.
M-Bli, Georgia-Pacific Corporation Application for Suspension of
Coastwise Laws, served Dec. 3, 1962, p. 3.

4/ In addition to rate differentials, a difference in availability.
of shipping favors the British Columbia producers. Although ships
of any registry may carry British Columbia lumber to U.S. ports, U.S.
producers are limited to ships of the few remaining U.S. carriers
maintaining intercoastal service in the lumber trade. Whereas there
were eight U.S. carriers active in this trade in 1951, there were
only six in 1960; in 1961 at least two of these carriers discontinued
this service. A recent hearing before the Maritime Administration,
on the application of a large U.S. producer for permission to ship
lumber to Puerto Rico in foreign-flag vessels, revealed-that U.S.
shipping companies interested in handling full cargoes of lumber:
were not interested in carrying the smaller deck loads which the
appl?cant thought it could sell (Maritime Administration, Op. cit.,
p. 7). 4 '
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In the period 1955-57, when the U.S. conference rate was lower
than the charter rates, British Columbia's share dropped to 23 per-
cent. Since September 1957 charter rates have been suﬁstantially
lower than the U.S. conference rate,'and British Columbia's sﬁare has
increased in each succeeding year, reaching 62 percent of the total.in
the first 11 months of 1962. These cargo shipments froﬁ British
Columbia accounted for 23 percent of to£31 U.S. imports of softwood
lurber from Canada in 1961. |

Shipments of lumber from California, Oregon, and Washington to.
Puerto Rico have been affected in the same manner. In 1952 these
States shipped 19'million board feet to Puérto Rico, while British
Columbia shipped 8 million feet., In 1961 and the first 11 monfhs of
1962, phese three States made no shipments to Puerto Ricoj British
Columbia shippéd 73 million feet in 1961 and 72 million feet in the
firsé 11 months of 1962, |

In some years, however, a significant.part of the increased cérgo
shipments from British Columbia to U.S. Atlantic coast ports resulted '
from a diversion of shipments from rail to water. The tabulation

below shows the total volume of cargo and rail shipments to the United



62
States by British Columbia coastal mills during 1951-61 (in mi1lions
of board feet): 1/ ‘

Year ' Cargo : Rail !  Total
H t $

1951 - mmmmmm SO " 82 608 690
1L T — : o8k o+ L93 7047
1953 mmnmmm e e e t sl - s L8 ¢ 1,019
1950 c o e e e e : 500 522+ 1,022
1955 amm mem e e e ey 353 % 61 s 99l
1956mcmmmcan s e e e : 292 661 953
1957 cmmmr e e : 296 567 1 863
1958 cm i c e $ 606 s 169 : 1,075
1959 mm e e e e : 608 b8+ 1,046
1960~ —mmmcmmmm e e e t . 70h s L7s o+ 1,179
1961 1/-mveommmm e s ! 796 -t hoh s+ 1,290

e

1/ Preliminary.’

From 1951 to 1952, and again from 1957 to 1958, a substantial part of
the inoreased cargo shipments resulted from the diversion of rail ship-
menta and to this extent was not reflected. in the total level of U.S.

imports from Canada (table 11).

1/ ¥rom exhibit No. L submitted at the 5ol twood Tunber hearing.
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U.S. timber supply

Although the United States has a large suppl& of softwood saw-
timber, l/ a substantial share of it is not immediately available
- for conversion into lumber. The quantity awailable fof use in the
manufacture of softwood lumber is limited by the characteristics of
the timber (i.e., tree éize, quality, location, énd species
composition), the management policies of the owners (which restrict
the volumeiof timber that may be cut), and the usé of timber for the
production of forest produc#s other than lumber. g/ |

Inventory.--According po U.5. Forest Service estimates published‘
in 1958, the total inventory of live softwood sawtimber, in the -con-
tinental United States and coastal Alaska in 1953 (the latest year
for which data are available) amounted to 1,6L8 billion board feet
ktable 17). 3/ About hh perceﬂt of the total (731_billioﬁ board
feet) was located in the Pacific Northﬁest, and 36 percent (586 bil-

lion boardbfeet) was located in other Western States, '‘chiefly

1/ Live sawtimber is defined as trees of a commercial species large
" enough and otherwise suitable for use in the production of lumber, as
defined by regional practice. In the West, softwood sawtimber in-
cludes trees having a minimum diameter of 11 inches; in the East the

corresponding minimum diameter is 9 inches.

2/ Log exports have been a minor factor in the overall timber
supply. These exports, which in 1961-62 were more than double the
1958-59 volume but less than 2 percent of the total U.S. lumber
production (in terms of the log equivalerit), originate largely in
the Pacific Northwest.

3/ Recent resurveys by the U.S. Forest Service indicate that the
total volume of live softwood sawtlmber is somewhat greater than
estimated in 1953.
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California, Idaho, and Montana. About 11 percent of the total (183‘
billion board feet) was in the South and the rémainder in the North
and in coastal Alaska, Approximately 32 percent of the total.in-
ventory was coﬁprised of Douglas-fir;imost of the remainder consisted:
of other western species and southern pine (table 18).

Tree size, quality, and accessibility.--A substantial part .of the

timber iﬁventory is comprised éf trees téo small to be utilized eco-
nomically for lumber. In the East, trees in the minimum size class
for inventory purposes {9 to 1l inches in diameter) are frequently -
cut for saw logs. In the West, however, the minimum diameter of trees
that are cut is uéually about 20 inches, or 9 inches more than ﬁhe
minimum for inven£ory purposes. Smaller trees are considered aﬁ im-
portant part of the growing stock upon which future cutting depends;
their utilization for saw logs or veneer logs is generally regarded
as uneconomic. In 1953 almost a fourth of the live softwood saw-
timber inventory in the West was in trees below the minimum size
usually cut.

A large but undetermined part of the total inventory is also
unavailable because:of,such factors as unfavorable species composi-
tion, the presence of an‘excessive proportion of low-quality or
defective trees, and the sparseness of the timber. Moreover, a sub-
stantial share of the total U.S, inventory is located in remote éreas
which at present camot be logged economically,llargely because of'

the lack of access roads, or the remoteness of the timber from milling.
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facilities. The U.S. Forest Serv;ce has estimated that in 1953 the
annual cut of virgin timber from a substantial part of the national
forest timberlands in thé West was less than'half the allowas}e
harvest under éood management practices. In 1958 it esﬁimated that
about BQ,OOO miles of new access roads and approximately 25,000 miles
of improved or reconstructed roads would be requifed to permit fuli
utiliza&ion of national forest timber. 1/

Forest management policies.--Much of the publicly owned or managed

timberland g/ is operated on a sustained yield basis in which the al-
Alowable harvest tends to be limited to an annual rate that can be
maintained in the future. Similarly, much of the timberland oﬁned by
41arge forest-products companies is managed on a continuous production
basis, According to U.S. Forest Service studies, about 6L percent of
the total inventory in the West in 1953 was publicly owned and managed;
forest-products companies held the largest share of the remainder
(table 19). In the East, about 12 percent of the total inventory was
in public forests, about 3L percent was on farms, an& about Sl percent
was in other private ownerships, chiefly forest-produc£s companies,
Thus, a substantial part of the total iﬁventory of live sawtimber is
not readily available for conversion to lumber because of the management -

poiicies of the owners.

1/ In 1958-61 the U.S. Forest Service constructed about L50 miles of
new roads annually and reconstructed almost an equal amount each year,

2/ Includes timber on Federal, State, and county or other local
Government lands,
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Production of forest products other than lumber.--Still another factor

yimiting the availability of timber for the manufacture of lumber has been
the increasing production in the past 15 years of éther forest products,
notably softwood plywood 1/ in the West and pulpwood in the South. 2/

The annual domestic output of softwood plywood increased without inter-
ruption from 1.7 billion square feet in 1947 to an estimated .2 billion
in 1962, or by about LLO percent in the 16-year period (table 20). In
1961 about two-thirds of the softwood plywdod production was in Oregon;
the remainder was in Washington, California, Montana, and Idaho (table 21).
The volume of logs consumed in the manufacture of softwood plywood ana
veneer in specified years 1951 to 1961 is shown, by selected species, in

the following tabulation (in millions of board feet): 3/

Year : Total : Dougl%?- : Ponderosa pine

: : fir = : and other
1951 -mmm m e : 1,232 s 1,166 66
1953 mmmmmm e o e : 1,861 s 1,743 118
1955- == mmmmm e — - dmmmmmt 2,431 : 2,302 129
1957 = mmmmmmmm mmm o m o m o oo : 2,L55 : 2,35 110
1959~ mm o e : 3,488 : 3,266 : 222
1961 2/-mmmmmmm e 3,872 :

3,h72 Nelo)

l/ Includes an insignificant quantity of other species in some years.
2/ Preliminary. :

1/ Although the veneer used in the production of plywood was formerly
made almost entirely from "peeler grade" or high-quality logs, improve-
ments in manufacturing techniques and the increasing demand for softwood
plywood have resulted in the progressive utilization of lower grade logs.
Producers of softwood plywood now generally compete with sawmill opera-
tors for almost the full range of logs suitable for lumber.

2/ In the South, small trees may be cut into either saw logs or pulp-
wood bolts. In the West, a substantial share of the pulp.and paper is
produced from sawmill and veneer plant residues, or from logs not suit-
able for sawing into lumber; nonetheless, some lower grade saw logs are
also used.

2/ From U,S. Department of Commerce, Current Industrial Reports,
Softwood Plywood and Veneer, annual. ’
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The annuél consumption of logs by the softwood plywood and veneer
industry increased by 2,§h0 million board feet ffom 1951 to 1961,
which was more_than the inarease in annual imports of softwood lumber
(4n terms of the log equivalent) in the same period. Nearly all of
the increase in log consumption has consisted of Douglas-fir.

The annuai domestic production of softwood pulpwood'(inoluding
chipped residues) more than doubled from 1947 to 1962 (table 22).
The bulk of the inorease ocourred in the South, where the annual out-
put rose from 8.1 million cords in 1947 to about 20.8 million in 1962,
.Production in the West glso increased ﬁarkedly; from 1951 to 1962, for
example, the annual pulpwood.productioh”%here rose from k.7 million
cords to about 9.2 million, |

Although producers of pulpwood do hot alwa&s compete direotly fér
logs with lumber manufacturers, the continuing acquisiﬁionAof timber -
tracts by pulpwood producers has had the effect'of‘reduoing the total
quantity of forest land managed priﬁafily for saw log production. l/
Moreover, since pulp and paper manufacturers accept smaller logs fhan'
are used in making lumber, and cut youngér trees, they have utilized
an inoreaéing voluﬁe'of timber that might otherwise have been bermitted

“to develop into saw log size trees.

1/ From I9L5 to 1953, for example, holdings of timberland by pulp
companies increased by 8.5 million acres (almost 60 percent). Hold-
ings by lumber companies declined in the same period by nearly 2
million acres (about 5 percent), largely bhrough transfer to pulp
. companies,
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U.S5. and Canadiaﬁ-timber prices

The ability of the individual saﬁmills to confinue production and
to operate profitably is dependent ﬁoth on the évailability of usable
sawtimber and on the'pricé that must be paid for such timber.

Largely as a result of the incfeasiﬁg demand for sawtimber in relation
to'the available supply, the prices paid for sawtimber have risen
sharply during mast of the past three decades; the_ﬁet increase iﬁ

the price of this basic raw material has been substantially greater _
than the increase either in the general price level or inlthe pricé
received by the mills for softwood lumber.

The term "stumpage price" refers to the selling price of standing‘
timber. The most comprehensive data on domestic stumpage prices are thoge
for timber sold at auction from the natibnal forééfs; the trends indicated.
by these data are generally considered representative of trends in~the
prices paild for all domestic timber. In thé Westérn States, sales from
public timberlandé accouqt for a 1arge‘share.of the timber sold; l/
in the East, timber from na£ional forests accounts'for only a smali
portion of the total timber cut ahﬁuall&. However, national forest
stumpége prices appedr to be-representative of the prices of other timber

in this region as well.

1/The U.8. Forest Service estimates that about 35 percent of the
annual cut in the West is taken from publicly owned timberlands,
chiefly from U.S. national forests
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v In determining the value of timber; U.S, Forest Service appraiseré’
compile the current seliipg prices of thé end products produced from
timber ;/ and dgduct therefrom the cost of logging, transportation,
and processing, and an allowanée for profit and risk, to arrive at a
"residual," or appreised stumpage value, at which the timber is offered
for sale. The actual price paid for timber, however, is détermined
by public,bidding; the price is thus influenced lérgely by the supply |
and demand for timber at the time and-ﬁlace of sale., In addition,
factors such as the quality and species composition of £he timber, its
accessibility, the estimate& logging cost, and the anticipated‘iﬁcome
from end products have an impérﬁant bearing on the price paid for
timber,

‘Domestlc price trends.--In the period l935~39 the average

4annual price of ponderosa pine étumpage ranged betﬁeen $2.20 and
$2.50 per thousand board feet (table 23); that for séuthern pine
stumpage ranged between $4.50 and $7.30 per thousand; and that for
Douglas-fir, between $1.60 and $2.50 per thousand. After World Waf'
II, softwood stumpage prices increased rapldly; by the early 1950ts
they were many times higher then before the war. The average

annual price of'ponderosa pine reached a peak of about $3h4 per’

1/ In the West, depending upon the area and the estimated proportion
of peeler (plywood) grade logs in the timber, appraisers may use
various combinations of the sales value of lumber, softwood plywood,
and wood chips in arriving at the appraised value. In the South,
various combinations of the market value of lumber, pulpwood, and
wood chips may be used. The data on the operating costs and selling
.values of the end products are collected periodically from industry
and thus- reflect the current average experience of producers in the
areas in which the sales of timber occur.
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thousand board feet in 1951, ranged between $24 and $27 per thousand
in 1952-57, and was about $20 per thousand in 1958-60. In 1961 the '
average price amounted t6 $12 per thousand board feet. The average
annual. price of southern piné stumpage reasched a pesk of abou£ $38
per thousand board feet in 1952, rangéd from $29 to $37 per thousapd ]

in 1953-60, and amounted to about $27 per thousand in 1961. The annual

p;ice of Douglas-fir stumpage followed a:similar pattern. It reached

a peak of about $38 per thousand board feet in 1956,'averaged $24 per
thousand in 1957-58, rose to about $37 per thousanq in 1959, and then
declined to about $28 per thousand in 1961.

Table'24 shows the;pricé’indéxes.(19&75h9=100) for all lumber,

éoftwood stumpage, and all commodities, for the years 1935-61. l/
From the mid-1930's to the mid-1950's the index of prices received by
lumber producers increased more rapidly than the price ihdex for all
commodities. After 1956, the price index for lumber:declined in relation
to the general price index. The price index of softwood stumpage in-
creased much more rapldly than that of lumber from the mid-l930's thro&gh
most of the 1950's., Notwithstanding a slowing.in the upward trend in
recent years, the price index of softwood stumpage has remained high in
relafion to that of lumber. The trends in the price indexes. of softwood

stumpage and of lumber are shown graphically in figure 3.

1/ The index for all lumber is the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) com-
posite wholesale price index for softwood and hardwood, which reflects the
average annual price received by producers, f.o.b. mill. No separate
price index for softwood lumber 1s available for the years 1935-46. The
index for all lumber, however, is heavily welghted to the prices of
softwood lumber, and the inclusion of the price for hardwoods does not
materially affect the long-term trend of the index. The composite index
for softwood stumpage is computed as a simple average of the price rela-
tlives for ponderosa plne, southern pine, and Douglas-fir. The index for
all commodities is the BLS wholesale price index. :
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Figure 3,--Indexes of the aversge annual U.S, prices of lumber and
- softwood stumpage, 1935-61
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Table 25 compares the indexes (1947-49=100) of the averagé annusal
price of stumpage and that &f lumber for the major epeciles produced
in the South (southern pine) and. in the West (Douglas-fir) for the
post-World War II period. The 1ndexes show that the price of southerh
pine stumpage increased by about 250 percent from 1947 to 1952, when
1t reached its postwar peak. In the same period, the price index of
southern pine lumber increased 21 percent. In 1953-59 the price of
southern pine stumpage fluctuated markedly but remained at a high
level; tha price of southern pine lumber was fairly stable in this
period. From 1959 to 1961 the price index of southern pine stumpage
declined about 24 percent, while thaﬁ of southern pine lumber declined
6 ﬁercent.

The price index of Douglas-fir stumpage increased by nearly 280
pércent from 1947 to 1956, when it reached a postwar peak; the index
for Douglas-fir lumber increased 35 percent in the same period. Prices
of both Douglas-fir stumpage and lumber declined in 1957 and 1958, 1n-
creased sharply in 1959, and declined thereafter. The index ghows that
from 1959 to 1961 the average annual price of Douglas-fir stumpage decreased
25 percent, whereas the price of Douglas-fir lumber declined 13 percent.

"Overbidding".--In recent years the prices pald for timber pur-
chased from national forests have been significantly highér than the
appréised values at which the timber was advertised for sale, In the
coastal district of Northwestern Washington, for example, the average

bid prices for Douglas-fir was about 50 percent higher than the appraised
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value in 1958 and from 25 to 43 percent higher in 1959-61 (table 26). -
Thé average bld price for coastel hemlock was nearly double the
appr;ised ﬁalue in 1958 and from 23 to 39 percent higher in 1959-61,
The bid price for spruce in this diefriét exceeded the appraised
value by 16 percent in 1960 and by about 18 percent in 1961. A
similér pattern prevalls in the interior Northwest. l/

The relationship between the agpraiéed values and the average
bid prices for southern pine has been compiled by the Southern Piné
Association from U.8. Forest Bervice records. "0v§rbiddiné"_by“
about 14 percent in 1958 and 1959, ébout 9 percent -in 1960, and 11

percent in 1961, is indicated by the data for 1958-61, shown belowt .

Appraised : Ratlo of bid price

Year value - Bid price to appralsed value
1958=mmeccememaaan $28.11 $31.91 ’ - L.k
1959===-mmmm=z=nm-e 31.5k4 36.05 : 1.14
1960==cemmemmmmnmn 32.71 35.TL 1.09
LTS e —— -~ 2h70 27.45 1.11

British Columbia prices.~-In recent years bid prices for stumpage

in British Columbia have been lower than those in comparable producing
regions of the U.8. Northwest, largely owing to the more abundant
supply of timber, higher logging costs, lower log yleld, and more

restricted competition in British Columbia than in the Northwest.

;/ The lower appraised values and bld prices in the interior
districts than in the coastal districts reflect differences in the
size and quality of the trees, as well as higher logging costs. ‘
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Table 27 compares the bid prices of stumpage_in British Columbia
crown forests and in the most nearly comparable U.S. natlional forests
in the Northwest, by selected species and districté, for the years
1958-61. l/ The averdgé bid price of Douélas-fir stumpagé in ‘the
coastal district of Northwestern Washington rose from about $23 per
thousand board feet in 1958 to about $38 per thousend in 1959, then
declined to about $23 per thousand in 1961. Inithe same years the bid
‘
prices for Douglas-flr 1n the coastal dlstrict of British Columbia
were less than half those indicated above for Northwgstern Washington.
The bid prices for hemlock in the coastal district of Washington
averaged about $7.50 per thousand board feet in 1958 and about $10.50
per thousand in 1959-61. 1In &ancouver, British Columbia, on the other
hand, the bld prices for hemlock averaged about $5 per thousand board
feet in 1958-61. Similarly, in the interior di{stricts of thé U.S.
Northwest, the average price paid for spruce was generally much
higher than the comparable price in British Columbia.
The differences in the levels of prices, whiéb reflect considerably

more "overbidding" in U.S. markets than in British Columbia, g/ result

in part from the greater abundance of available timber in that Province,

}/ To facllitate the comparison, the prices for Canadian stumpage
have been converted to U.S5. dollars. .
g/ Information published by the U.S. Forest. Service indicates
that "overbidding" is moderate in British Columbia and is limited

chiefly to coastal districts.
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in relation to demand, -than in the Northwest. In many asreas of
British Columbla, particularly in the interior, the harvest is still |
well below the allowablé cut, whereas in the Pacific Northwest there
1s virtually no unused aliowable cut on accessible national forest
timberland. l/ Indeed, there have been strong efforts by domestic
lumber interests to persﬁade U.S. Government authorities to increase
the amoupt of timber offered for salé. In addition, compeﬁition for
timber between producers of lumber and producers of forest products
other than lumber, particularly softwood plywood, is less marked in
British Columbia than in the Northwest. In 1961, for example, the
approximate lumber equivalen% of the output of softwood plywood in
British Columbla equaled onlylll percent of the total lumber output
in that Province; in the western United States the approximate
lumber equilvalent of the softwood plywood output-equaled 22 percent
of that area's total lumber production. |

In part, the lower bid prices for stumpage in British Columbie
reflect lower average log grade and lumber yleld from crown forest
timber than from timber in comparable U,S. national forests (table 28):
Lower bid prices in British Columbia also result from restricted

bildding. In the United States, national forest timber is offered

;/ U.S. Forest Service estimates indicate that in 1960, for
example, about 3.8 billion board feet of sawtimber was sold from
Forest Service Region 6, compared with a total allowable cut of 3.9
billion board feet. About 3.6 billion board feet was actually
cut in that year. Forest Service Region 6 embraces the national
forests in Washington (except for the eastern timber area) and Oregon.
(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Stumpage Prices and
Pricing Policies in British Columbia, Apr. 24, 1962,)




T6
for sale to all bidders. In British Coiumbia, cutting privileges
are controlled by a complex system of licensing priorities, quataa,
and guota rigﬁts, the proQisipnB of which vary according to several
categories of puflic timberland. Oftep these provisions tend to
reserve cutting privileges to established operators ip lécal areas

and to limit competitive bidding.
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Table 2.--8oftwood lumber: 1.5, dutiable Lmports tor congumphion, rates of duty and import tax, and
average ad valoram aquivalents, by taritf paragrapha and b speciles groups, 1931-61

Fir, hemlonk, larch, pine, orv épruce

Tariff paragraph

fate of duby and

: Average ad va

Lorem

and period :
} : Imports : Cimport tax : equivalent
. : Fer thousand H
H Million board feet H SETSEE) : Percent
Par. LOL : : :
193lomcmm e : 387 : $1.00 : 5.4
1932 : : :
Jan, l-June 20----: 128 t 1.00 : 5.7
June 21-Dec. 31---: 97 : y.00 1 2h.2
1933cmmmmmmm e 306 : 1.00 : 19.2
193k cmmm e 238 : .00 : 16.8
1935 cmcmmmm e e : 362 : L.oo : 17.7
1936-cmmmmcmmmmmaat 5L8 t 2.00 : 9.2
KB ¥ R —— 535 : 2.00 s 8.0
1938 (Jan. 1- : : R
June 30)--mewmmcnn : 180 ! 2.00 : 9.2

: Northern white pine and Norway pine,

Fir, hemlock, larch, other

: aatarn whi o e : pine, and
. :éiﬁé;n +hite spruce, and Eng,}mann ; other spruce h
: ¢ Rate of duty : Average : : Rate of duty :  Average
: Imports : and import : ad valorem : Imports + and import : ad valorem
: : tax : equivalent : ! tax ¢ equivalent
+ HiTlion s Per thousand : + wmillion ¢ Per thousand :
: board Ieet ; “board f=ef : Percent : board feet : Dboard feet Percent
1938 (July 1- : : : : : :
Dec, 31)-mvuwmmmmnnt 76 : $0.50 : 2.0 : 166 : $2.00 : 10.2
p L] T —— 229 : .50 ! 2.0 : 333 : 2.00 : 9.5
B L s 258 : .50 : 1.9 : 288 : 2.00 ' 7.8
b o] 1\ P 386 : .50 : 1.6 : 718 : 2.00 : 7.0
19L2c e e : h12 : .50 : 1.4 : 916 : 2.00 : 6.1
19L3emr e et 148 ' .50 t 1.2 : 475 : 2,00 : 5.1
[ L 1 1) S 16 : .50 t 1.0 : 555 : 2.00 t L.b
19L5mmmmm e mm e ¢ 195 : .50 : 1.0 : 564 : 2.00 : L.l
1946 e e 3 167 : .50 : 1.0 : 541 : 2.00 ; 3.6
ATy S 118 : .50 : 7 : 354 t 2.00 : 3.0
T L1 B : Lk ! .25 : .3 ¢ 1,093 : 1.00 : 1.4
1949 mm e e e me g 305 : .25 : L : 1,0l : 1.00 : 1.7
1950-cmmmcmnammmmm e : 6h9 : .25 : 2 s 2,314 : 1.00 : 1.5
195)cmcmm et 650 : .25 $ 3 : 1,h32 : 1.00 : 1.2
1962 ccmm et 715 . .25 : 3 ¢ 1,309 : 1.00 . : 1.2
1953 cmmmm e m e m e e 665 : .25 : 3 s 1,6L8 : 1.00 1.3
195k ~camm e e : 790 : .25 : J + 1,797 : 1.00 1.4
1955 cmmmm e e e -3 933 : .25 : 3 ¢ 2,097 : 1.00 : 1.2
1956mmsm e e = : 832 : .25 : .3 : 2,036 1.00 1.3
1957 mmmmmm e : 751 .25 : 3 : 1,736 1.00 1.4
1958 ccm e nm e 1 - 803 .25 : 3 : 2,091 1.00 : 1.5
1959~ mmmmmmm—mm e e 8 1,099 .25 : .3 : 2,L00 : 1,00 1.4
1960 1/-wmmmmmmmmment 1,035 .25 : .3 2,322 ! 1.00 . 1.5
1961 I/ -------------- 1,156 25 : L : 2,5L8 : 1.00 : 1.5

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 2,--Softwood lumbery U,S, dutiable imports for consumption, rates of duty and import tax, and ‘
average ad valorem equivalents, by tariff paragraphs and by spescies groups, 1931-61--Continued

Tariff paragraph Cedar (exoept Spanish ocedar) and other softwoods, not elsewhere specified

1
t
and period i Imports : Rate of import tax f Aver:.g:i‘z:glgﬂorem
: i ¢ Per thousand '
¢ Million board feet ¢ board lTeet, ! Percent
H : H
Par. 1803 1 ' 1
- ' : t
193]l e e t - s - ! -
1932 1 . ' !
Jan, l-June 20----% - t - ! -
June 21-Dec, 3le--1 h t $3.00 t 8.1
1933mmcmmm e s 5 : 3.00 ! 7.8
193hmm e e ! 5 ! 3.00 ! 9.0
1935-wmemre e H 18 ' 3.00 t 7.0
L 1SS -1 22 : 1.50 1 2.7
) (SO — ! 38 : 1.50 : 3.1
1938: t t d
Jan, l-June 30-=--1 17 ' 1.50 ! 3.0
July 1-Dec. 3l----t 19 : . 1.50 t 3.0
1939 mmmmmmm v memm e : L3 : . 1.50 : 2.8
1940 mmemm e m e : 61 : 1.50 1 " 2.6
p -] 1) RS, 1 80 g 1.50 : 2.8
p U1 S ———— 1 67 : 1.50 1 2.9
1943 emmm e e : Sl : 1.50 : 2.5
p U : 78 : 1.50 : 2.7
11 SR : 107 : 1.50 : 2.7
1946am—cmeaam —————— : 95 : 1.50 : 2.4
()1 : 35 : 1.50 - : 1.3
H : .
: Cedar (except Spanish cedar) - , Other softwoods, not elsewhere speolfied
H ¢+ Rate of t  Average :  Rate of t Average
1 Imports : import ¢ ad valorem : Imports H import + ad valorem
1 : tax + equivalent : H tax + equivalent
t  Million 3 Per thousand + Million : Per thousand ¢
1 board feet :+ board feet, ¢ Percent : board feet t board Ieet : Percent
: : t s t N :
D) PO : 115 : $0.75 : 0.5 : ;/ : $1.50 : -
L9 mmmm e e 8 105 : .75 H .5 : _/ t 1.50 ! -
1950mmwnmm—m—m————— : 182 : .75 : 5o 1 1.50 : 2.3
1951 e rr o n—————— : 165 : .75 : .5 1 2 1 1.50 : 1.7 -
1952 mmrmmm e —————— 1 180 : .75 t .6 : 3 1,50 : 1.h4
1953 emmomnamnn et 212 : .75 H .6 : b 1.50 ' 1.h
195k —mmmm SRS 1 263 : 75 t .6 : 5 1.50 1 1.k
1955 -cmcmma— ——————— : 285 : .75 : .6 H 11 1.50 ! 2.7
1956~ : 258 : .75 1 .6 ' S 1.50 1 1.2
1957 mwann e —————— : 221 : .75 .7 : Lo 1.50 : 1.2
. 1958 ——1 258 : .15 : T : 2 1.50 : .9
1959 —mmmame e ————r 212 : .75 : .7 : 2 1.50 : .9
1960 ¥ ------------- : 272 : .75 : .8 : 2 1.50 : 1.5
1961 _/-_- ------------ : 296 : .75 : 1.0 : 3 1.50 t 1.8
: : : s : :
"1/ Preliminary. .

2/ Lesa than 500,000 board feet.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 3 .--Softwood lumber: .3, production, exporin of domnstic merchandise, imports for congumption, and
apparent, consumption, 1926-1, January-Gaphemhar 1961, and January- Snptemhar 1962
! : ; Ratio of-- °
H ] : ' L Apparant, :
Period , Production ., Fxporta Tmpor e, consumpbion l/ ¢ Pxports Lot Imporis Lo : Imports to
' f ! o + production : production : consum
+ MIllilon :«  Million FlliTon : Million ' £ :¥1LA : Ption
: board feet @ board Teet :« board feet '+ board {eet, :+  Percent : Percent 1 Percent
1926w wmmmmmm g 30,h69 : 2,338 : 1,777 ¢ 29,908 ! 7.7 : 5.8 t S.9
1927w emmm et 28,443 2,500 ¢ 1,630 : 27,537 t 8.9 : 5.7 : 5.9
1928 mm e 28,3L5 2,652 1,372 : 27,065 ' 9.l : L.8 : 5.1
1929mmmmmmm e : 29,813 2,625 . 1,018 . 28,606 : 8.8 : Lo 5.0
1930+ =~ mmmm e ' 21,323 ¢ 1,856 : 1,108 20,033 ] 8.7 ! S.h ' 5.7
Average----- : 27,079 @ 2,107 ¢ 1,470 20,630 : 8.7 : 5.3 ' 5.5
1931 mmm e m e : 13,852 : 1,330 702 : 14 ,L76 1 2.6 : 5.1 t L.8
pY- 5 7 —— 8,746 : 898 - 35k 10,117 10,3 3 bho 3.5
1933__-_---....---' 11,899 : 982 311 12,312 : 8.3 : 2.6 : 2.5
193 mm e s 12,735 : 1,055 : 2Lh - 11,752 : 8.3 : 1.9 ' 2.1
1935 cm e 16, T2l8 995 : 360 ¢ 15,720 3 6,1 : 2.3 : 2.4
Average----- H 12 6‘57 1,052 398 ¢ 12,875 H 6,3 : 3,1 : 3.1
L) - S——, 20,22 : 939 570 : 19,6L0 L.6 2.8 . 2.9
1937--mcmmmmmmm 21,589 1,033 : 573 ¢ 20,368 4.8 2.7 2.8
1938mmmmmmmmmm g 18,293 686 : 459 - 18,L67 3.8 2.5 | 2.5
193G-cmcmmmeemem: 21,408 801 : 606 : 21,612 : 3.7 2.8 t 2.8
1900-m e e memme - : 21,903 : 701 : 607 : 25,569 2.8 2,h s 2.1
Average-~---: 21,207 ¢ 032 ¢ 563" 21,135 : 3.9 2.6 : 2.7
1)) FUS 28,032 : L72 1,183 28,806 1.7 L2 L1
B P 29,510 : 266 1,397 ¢ 32,L71 : .9 : L7 : L.3
1943 g 26,917 : 196 70h - 28,216 : .7 : 2.6 : 2.5
19Ul memm e m et 25,160 : 233 819 : 25,908 : 7.9 : 3.3 : 3.2
19U cm e : 21,140 : 286 : 882 : 21,940 : 1.h : 4,2 : 4.0
Average~----: 25,152 ¢ 291 ¢ 997 ¢ 27.058 ' i1 : 3.0 : 3.6
: : : $ : :
19Ubmemmm e 25,857 . 516 : 1,020 25,956 : 2.0 : 3.9 t 3.9
1GY Trmmm e mmmmm e 27,937 : 968 t 1,092 : 27,697 3.5 : 3.9 : 3.9
1Y : A v 2/ 29,010 : L62 1,652 : 28,838 ] 1,6 : 5.7 : 5.7
1949 m e mmm et 26,L72 SoL 1,L25 ¢ 27,625 : 1,9 : 2% T 5.2
1950~ emm mmemm et 30,633 : 386 : 3,146 33,925 : 1.3 : 10.3 : 9.3
Average-----: 27,982 ¢ 567 ¢ 1,067 26,808 H 2.0 : 6,0 s 5.8
BT 5 T —— : 29,093 : 818 2,250 : 30,323 : 2.8, 7.6 7.4
1952w s mmmmmm et 30,23k 5Lo 2,267 : 32,184 : 1.8 : 7.5 : 7.0
1953 mm e e : 29,562 e 2 5?8 : 30,927 : 1.6 : 8.6 : 8.2
195k et 29,282 555 2,855 : 32,155 : 1.9 : 9.8 8.9
1955mmm e mmm =t 29,815 621 : : 3,3?7 : 32,5L6 : 2.1 11.2 10.2
Average----- ' 29,671 ¢ 601 2,005 31,027 : 2.0 5.9 8.4
H H H H H
1956mmmmmm e mmm : 30,231 : 5LS 3,131 . 32,132 : 1.8 10.4 9.7
)3 S — 27,100 : 61l 2,112 ¢ 29,51k : 2.3 10.0 9.2
1958ammmcmmmmmm e : 27,379 : sho 3,155 : 30,375 : 2.0 11.5 10,k
1959 -mmmmwmmamnt 30,509 : 3/ 517 ¢« 3,743 : 33,658 1.9 12.3 11.1
1960-mmmmmmmmmme 26,672 1 L/ 688 : b/ 3,631 : L/ 29,05k 2.6 13.6 12.5
Average-----: 28,300 ¢ 593 3,274 ¢ 30,907 : 2. 11,5 10.6
1961 L/ -mmmmmmeet 25,883 : 613 ©h,00k 29,367 2.4 15.5 13.6
Jan,-Sept,-- H ' H : )
1961 L4fwema-mumr 2/ 19,65k : 156 - 3,050 : 22,l26 2.3 15.5 13.6
1962 Ti/==~=mn- : 2/ 19,978 : L6s5 - 3,520 23,560 2.3 17.6 k.9

l/ Derived from production, ‘minus expoits; plué impo?ﬁé.

for producers' yearend stocks, as supplied by the National Lumber Manufacturers Association.
2/ Data supplied by the National Lumber Manufacturers Association.

3/ Partly estimated.
L/ Preliminary.

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce, except as noted,

Exceph for the years 1926-29, the data are adjusted
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Table L.--Housing starts: New dwelling units
started in nonfarm areas of the United States,

1947-61

Series and year ! Number of units
0ld series : Thousands
Ry R et : 8L9
L9UBommm mmmmmmmem e m e : 932
1)1 S 1,025
1950w mmm i o : o 1,396
T S 1,091
1952 e e : 1,127
1953 mmm e e = : 1,10k
195k e et 1,220
1955 mmmmm m e e 1,329
1956mmmm e e o e : 1,118
195754 mmmm mmmm o mme e mma 1,042
1958t 1,209
" 1959 wmmmmmmm e e e e § 1,378
New series 1/ :
1959w mmm e e 1,531
1960 mmmmmmm e et 1,257
196Lmmmmmmmm e e e 1,326

l/ These data are not comparable with those in
the old series.

Source: Complled from official statistics of
the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics (old series), and the U.S. Department
of Commerce, Buresau of the Census (new series).
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Table 5,--Lumbers l/ U.8. production and number of establishmenls, by produstion aize classes and by regions,
1947 and 196).

H . H
Region and size claes ' 97 : 1961 3/
?éyP:tT$%;ﬁ:mgFt§nard ; Produclion : Egtablishments 2/ ; Production : Establishments 2/
feet, prodneed) : 1 Pereant @ t Porcenl ¢ t Uorcent, @ t Percent
s Aty oof total + M™OT o total ¢ ALY L op otay o Mmber oy tal
¢t Milllon @ [ ! : + Million H t
s board ft, @ H : t board ft, @ : :
H H ] H ! H H H
West: &4/ : ' : : : : : t
50.0 and over---eece-coaast 3,904 ¢ 23.9 : h3 0.9 @ 5,311 27.9 @ 61 2.9
25,0 to B9, Gummmcccmneeas t) : t( 106 @ 2.1 5,179 1 27.2 149 3 7.0
15,0 to 24.9ccaeoon ER :) 5/ 6,894 1 h2.2 1( 100 : 2.0 2,99 1 15, 1 142 ¢ 6,7
10,0 to 14,9 cemceeeaay) t (105 : 2.1 ¢ 1,897 10.0 1 152 7.2
5.0 £0 9. 9cmmcmmmmm et 2,062 @ 12,6 ¢ 299 ¢ 6.0 : 1,760 9.2 1 227 1 10.7
3.0 o U, Gemaeeeeeeen s 1,130 ¢ 6.9 : 296 6.0 ¢ 715 ¢ 3.8 1 164 7.7
1.0 40 2,9wwmcemmcmcname t 1,37 ¢ 8.4 3 754 15.2 1t 771 ¢ h,o s J2u 15.2
Less than 1,0c-caccoaaonaa t 975 ¢ 6.0 ¢ 258 @ 65,7 ¢ 477 1 2,5 ¢ 905 ¢ b2,6
Totalacmmccmecccccmaeen : 16,336 ¢ 100.0 ¢ Lg?él : 100,01 19,044+ 100.0 : 2,124 : 100.0
H H H H 1 H H H
East: 6/ : ! : : : ! : :
50,0 and over----c-e-e-a- : -1 -1 -t -t 268 2.1 1 T3] 2/
25.0 t0 149,90 cccaccmonaan 1) : (0 w62 609 1 4.8 1 19 : 1
15.0 to 2U,9eccceomeamoaz) 5/ 2,360 & 12.4 (50 ¢ e 679 1 5.3 ¢ 38 1 .1
10,0 to 14.9ccocemeen 1) ! 1( 76 ¢ .21 772 ¢ 6.0 t 53 @ .2
5.0 to 9e9-cmmmcccemecnne s 2,107 : 11.0 ¢ 309 1 b 1,913 @ 14,9 ¢ 293 @ 9
3.0 to 4,9 cceae : 1,700 : 8.9 Lol s .9 1,353 10,6 @ 349 @ 1.1
1.0 t0 2.9-mcmcmmmeemeeee : 4,780 : 25,1 ¢+ 2,963 6.2 3,427 ¢ 26,81 2,098 : 6.8
Less than 1,0-eecamcecaaan H 8,121 L2.6 3 bl 280 : 92,0 3,778 1 29.5 1 28,213 @ 90,8
Totalemmamrccr e H 19,068 : 100,0 : h8llh8 H 100.0 : 12,799 : 100.0 }1,062 ' 100,0
: H ! H H H H H
U.S. total: H B H H s H H !
50,0 and oVerecccacceamas : 3,904 : 11.0 L3 S K 5,579 17.5 ¢ 65 .2
25,0 to 89,9 ccmcccmcaaun : L,254 12.0 : 122 : W20 5,788 : 18.2 : 168 : .5
15.0 to 24, 9eccaccmemannan ! 2,823 : 8.0 : 150 @ I 3,613 11.3 @ 180 : .5
10.0 to 14.9-cmccmemcamae : 2,177 ¢ 6.1 1 181 It 2,669 8.4 2 205 3 .6
5.0 t0 9 9ecrmmcemmacceae : 4,169 : 11.8 : 608 1,2 ¢ 3,673 11.5 @ 520 3 1,6
3,0 0 4,9ocnmecccmmmamea : 2,830 : 8.0 : 750 : 1.4 2,068 & . 6.5 : 513 ¢ 1.6
1.0 t0 2.9wceccucrmnaaaaat 6,151 ¢ 17.4 ¢ 3,717 7.0 2 4,198 13,2 ¢+ 2,k22 3 7.3
Less than 1.0~eccaccnceen s 9,096 1 25,7 :+ 47,538 ¢ 9,5 ¢ 4,255 ¢ 13.4 1 29,118 87,7
Total-cemeecmm e am———— i 35,B0Kk ¢ 100.0 : 53,109 ¢  100.0 : 31,6843 1 100.0 t 33,191 :  100.0

1/ Includes data for both softwood and hardwood lumber., .

2/ Revised data reported Dec. 20, 1962, by U.S. Bureau of the Census, .

2/ Sawmills in 1947, establishments in 1961; the two designations are approximately comparable,

4/ Includes Montana, South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, and all States west thereof except Alaska
and Hawaii.

S/ Combined to avoid disclosure of individual company data.

%/ Includes all States east of those Iisted in footnote h

7/ less than 1/10 of 1 percent.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.



Table 6.--Softwood lumber: U.S. production, by geographic regions, specified years

1939 to 196l
Tear North 1/ . : South 2/ : West 3/ ;.,9;5- tbt;l
' : i1y ¢ Percent : : : Percent : : Percems : quantity

: Quantity : of total : Quantity : of total : Quantity : of total : ' -
¢ Million : T Million : Million s  Million
: bd. ft. : bd. £t5 : bd. ft. : bd. ft.
1939-cmmmemmmms b/ 1,100 & 5 . 8,276 . 39 . 12,032 : 56 . L/ 21,L08
B : 1,839 : 7 = 9,799 : 35 : 16,299 : 58 : 27,937

195 5/~==-m-—- : 1,373 : S . 7,976 : 27 : 19,933 : 68 : 29,282 .
1956 5/-~~-==m- : 1,352 : S 8,488 : 28 : 20,391 : 67 : 30,231
1958 e : 1,130 : L o 6,633 : 2h = 19,616 : 72 : 27,379
1959 5/~mmemmem : 1,189 : oo 7,365 : 2L = 21,955 : 72 30,509
1960 5/ e : 1,107 : Lo 6,0L1 : 23 : 19,524 : 73 : 26,672
1961 &/~-mmmmm- : 1,052 : Lo 5,912 : 23 : 18,919 : 73 : 25,883

- . - .- .
- - . . -

1/ Includes Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Permsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, West Virginia,
and Wisconsin.

2/ Includes Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carollna, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.

3/ Includes Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mex1co, Oregon, South
Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.

L/ Includes 165 million board feet sawed by New England mills from timber salvaged from the
1938 hurricane and sold to the New England Timber Salvage Administration.

5/ Revised data. :

6/ Preliminary.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. ﬁépartment of Commerce.

~
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Table 7.--Softwood lumber:

(In millions of board feet)

U.S. production, by species, specified years 1939 te 1961

Rank ° Species 1939 1 1947 (19sh 1/ 19561/ 0 1958 D 1959 1/ 1960 1/ 1961 2/
1 ; Douglas~fir----—-- =y 6,Lh9L 9,043 ; 10,328 . 10,195 . 9,329 . 10,265 . 8,832 . 8,362
2 : Southern Pine-mmmmcmme: 7,749 9,L73 : 7,332 :  7,7L0 : 6,120 : 6,716 : 5,660 : 5,609
3 : Pondercsa pine—-—————-- : 3,360 : 3,839 : 3,757 : 3,568 : 3,233 : 3,37L = 3,169 : 3,108
L : White fir 3/—————mmome ;. 98 : 673 : 1,80h : 1,954 : 2,475 : 2,838 : 2,22l : 2,206
5 : HemloCK——m—mm—mmm et 665 : 1,24 = 1,337 : 1,322 : 1,386 : 1,658 :+ 2,032 : 2,022
6 : Vhite pine 4/-———m—mmun : 1,467 @ 1,714+ 1,666 : - 1,559 : -~ 1,137 ¢ . 1,584 : /v 1,608 : ° 1,499
7 ¢ Redwood———m—mmme e : 345 530 : 958 : 1,125 : 917 : = 1,221 : 1,000 : = 1,011
8 : Western cedars 2/ —————— : 236" 315 : 383 : 6/ 561 : 507 : 517 : 583 : 560
9 : Western spruces 7/--——- : 2Lh7 265 : 585 : &/ 853 : 563 : 537 : L7 479

10 : Western larch-—————e—u-: 108 287 321 393 : Shi 672 : 418 - L35
11 : Other softwoods 8/----- : 639 : S5 811 : 961 : 871 : 1,127 : 675 = 592
Total-=wmm—m e 21,408 : 27,937 : 29,282 : 30,231 : 27,379 : 30,509 : 26,672 = 25,803

1/ Revised data.

?

2/ Preliminary.
3

Includes all western true firs.

Includes eastern and western white, sugar, red, and Jack plnes.-‘

Includes incense, Port Orford (exceptvln 1959—61), and western red cedars.

&/ Partly estimated.
7/ Includes Engelmann and Sltka spruces.
B/ Includes eastern cedars, cypress, balsam fir, lodgepole pine, eastern spruce, tamarack, Port Orford cedar
(1n 1959-61), mixed woods, and woods not spe01f1ed

Source:

Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 8.-~Softwood lumber: U.S. producers’ total shipments, by lumber-producing regions, exports of domes-
tic merchandise, and domestic shipments, 1946-61, Jamuary-September 1961, and Jamuary-September 1962

(In millions of board feet)

2/ Total shipments minus exports.

3/ Preliminary.

~

s : Southern : Douglas- : Western : California : H Total : : Domestic
Period : pine fir : pine : redwood : OtherA: shirments : Exports ;/ : shicments 2/

Lol USRS 9,291 : 7,520 : 6,019 : 483 : 2,143 : 25,456 : 516 : 24,940
L1 S, 9,369 8,690 : 6,433 : 983 : 1,987 : 27,462 G68 ¢ - T T26,L9k4
koL 2C U 8,724 8,917 : 6,758 : 1,300 : 1,918 : 27,617 : 462 : 27,155
1959 e e e 8,339 9,004 : 6,702 : 1,436 : 1,760 = 27,241 : 504 : 26,737
1950 et 10,045 : 10,065 : 7,911 : 1,750°: 2,190 : 31,961 : 386 : 31,575
1951 et 8,436 9,566 : 7,103 = 1,938 : 2,086 : 29,129 : 818 : 28,311
19522 8,586 : 10,149 : 7,449 : 2,164 : 1,985 : 30,333 = 540 : 29,793
1953 e : 7,167 : 9,492 : 7,672 ;: 2,394 : 2,045 - 28,770 : 472 28,298
1958 e 7,562 1 9,403 : 8,094 : 2,708 : 2,056 : 29,823 ¢ 555 ¢ 29,268 .
1955 mm e et 7,375 2 9,541 : 8,776 : 2,704 : 1,802 : 30,198 : 621 : 29,577
1956 c et 7,500 : 8,733 :+ 8,732 : 2,947 : 2,052 : 29,964 545 3 29,419
3L . 6,641 : 8,004 : 8,144 : 2,532 : 1,984 : 27,305 : 614 : 26,691
1958 6,545 : 8,436 : 8,548 : 2,753 : 1,356 : 27,638 : . 540 27,098
1959 cmmm 2 6,73 : 8,995 + 9,897 : 2,939 : 1,831 : 30,396 : 577 = 29,819
1960 cm e m a2 5,303 : 8,031 : 8,981 : 2,294 ¢ 1,453 @ 26,062 : 688 = 25,374
1961 3/ cemmmm et 5,670 : 7,678 : 9,112 : 2,211 : 1,363 : 26,034 = 613 = 25,421
*Jan,-Sept.:- : : : : : s : T

1961 3/ cmmemee: 4,316 ¢ 5,893 ¢ 6,959 : 1,697 : 1,042 : 19,907 : 456 = 19,451

1662 3 cmmseent 4,583 :+  .6,089 : 7,013 : 1,665 : 1,070 = 20,420 465 = 19,955

1/ 0fficial statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Source:. Compiled fromlstatisticé of the National Lumber_Manufacturérs Association, except as. noted.

8
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Table 9.--Softwocd lumber: U.S. exports, by

195 to 1961

countries, specified years

{In millions of board feet)

Country , 195k | 1956 | 1958 ¢ 1959 1960 1/ .5 1961 1/
s ? s 3 : )
Canada=rem=m=—mmmm———— v B85.¢ 159 ¢ 153 ¢ 2/ 169 4 ibh 2 kg
J AP AL or o v cave e e o s 161 33 34 s 53 3 56 ¢ b7
Australiasmmm—o m————— s 7538 Ths 59 80 ¢ 117 ¢ 50
Republic of Korea~--wm=- 8 255 1ks 60 ¢ 39 ¢ 55 ¢ 37
Weat GQermany~m—=w=mmwmme- g 10s 12+ 13 19 ¢ 29 ¢ 31
THaLym e o o s e g 5 ¢ 7 10 13 2l s 28
POT U= m e i i e ¢ 21 ¢ 303 19t 19 23 3 25
S e —— ¢ 35% 29t 22 19 ¢ 17 4 16
United Kingdom-emeememn $ 50t 253 201 22 ¢ Lo ¢ 1
Union of South Africg~~-t 101 3 30 s 36 28 36 3 5
CUDE e e o e o e ¢ 32 3k 30 22 4 1l ¢ -
A1l othere—memmeme<e ~—=ey 100 : 98 ¢ Bl s 9l s 133 ¢ 109
Totalemmmmm=mmmmmmm=s” 555 & 5I5 3 SH0 t 2/ 577 § 688 ¢ 613
[ 9 [ [ ‘2

© Yoo

1/ Preliminary.
2/ Partly estimated.

Source: Compiled from official statistics
Commerce, o :

of the U.5., Department of

Table iQ,—~Softwood lumbers U.S. exports, by major species, specified

years 1954 to 1961

{Tn millions of board feet)

.0

g s 3 5 3
Species X 1954 : 1956 ) 1958 : 1959 ) 1960 1/ : 1961 1/
: s 3 s 3 3
Douglag~fir-semmmmmmemm— i 326 ¢ 324 s 238 299 3 381 s 273
Southern pine~=rmecmewmw": 8L ¢ B85 ¢ 78 : 78 ¢ 9l ¢ 70
Western hemlocke~memee -t B0 22 Il 25 39 3 68
SPrUCE == mrmim o e e s m : 8 : 9 15 : 13 17 35
Ponderosa ping=-~-=w--=-: Ll ¢+ L0 s Skt 2/ 37 .29 . 0%
JTTe A o) LT —— s 5 s 6: 10 23 3 33 3 29
White pine=-~eeac—eec—oe- : 22 35 : 39 2/l1: 28 23
Cedar-~memmmmmo—mmmmmmmnt. 5 o 8: 11:  13: 17 ¢ 19
A1]1 other--———eenm—cmmmme— s 24 16  5h: L8 : 50 s 65
Totalmmmmmmammmmmea=t 555 ¢ G535 6510 ¢ 2/ 577 s 680 613

1/ Preliminary.
2/ Partly estimated.

Source; Compiled from official statistics
Commerce, !

of the U.S. Department of
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- Table 1l.--Softwood lumber: U.S. imports for consumption, total and from Canada, 1939, 19L6-61, January—September
1961, and January-September 1962

: Ratio of imports from ‘

_ : Total i@orts . Imports from-Canada . Canada to total

Period . n ~ ~ - - : - - :
e  Quantity @ vValue ° v‘iﬁz ? Quantity @ Value vgﬁ: ‘ Quantity @ Value

Million : 1,000 :Per thousand: Million : L,000 :Per thousand: . FE
: board feet : dollars : board feet : board feet : dollars : board feet : "Percent ~: Percent
1939-mmmmmmmemme: 606 :  15;0L9 : $25 - 596 : 14,872 : $25 =  98.3 : 98.8
1916 m e et 1,020 : 58,923 : 58 - 8L0 -: LB,0h6 : s7 = 8.4 :  8L.5
B Ty ~1,092- ¢ 77,502 : L - 948 : 68,509 = 72 = 86.8 = 88.4
1548 —————— 1,652 : 126,573 : 7 = 1,491 : 115,422 : 7 = 90.3 =@ 91.2
19UG e mm e 1,b25 : 95,752 : 67 1,299 : 88,259 : 68 : .2z o 92.2
1950 : 3,146 : 231,L5L nm s 2,906 : 212,058 : 73 : 924 = . 9L.6
NS -1 5 T——— 2,250 : 193,174 : 86 = 2,080 : 176,277 : 85 - 2.k :  91.3
1952ecmmmmmcmemmm: . 2,267 : 190,115 : 8y 2,140 : 176,760 : 83 9.y 93.0
1953w mmmmm e 2,528 : 200,735 : 79 : - 2,110 : 188,293 : 78 :  95.3 : 93.8
195lmmmmm e e e 2,855 : 220,705 : 77 :. .. 2,78 : 208,411 : 76 = 9.3 :  9h.bL
1955 : 3,327 : 280,6L6 : 8L = 3,226 266 2L6 : 83 : 97.0 = 94.9
1956 mm e et 3,131 : 260,609 : 83 : 3,061 : 2&9,).;77 : 82 97.8 95.7
Y R e ——— 2,712 : 205,L83 : G 2,645 = 195,993 : ™ = 97.5 = 95.4
1958mmmmmmeme—=: 3,155 : 22L,5L2 : L : 3,088 : 215,233 : 0 : 9.9 :  95.9
1959 mmmmmm m e ez 3,743 : 28L,751 : 7% = 3,66L =@ 273,827 : 75 = 97.9 = 96.1
1960 1/-——---==--: 3,631 : 259,489 : . T s 3,574 = 250,77h = 70 98.L = 96.6
1961 1/-~=—m—mmst h,00h = 271,459 : 68 3,91 s 262,233 = 67 98.h = 96.6

Jan.-Sept.— ; ; ; ; . ; - .: _ ; . ;

1961 1/-—-—=: 3,050 : 207,283 : 68 : 3,003 = 200,198 = 67 98.5 -: 96.6
1962 1/—-—---: 3,520 : 218,386 : 62 3,469 @ 21,061 : 6L = 98.6 =  96.6

L8

1/ Preliminary. . . ' o
- Source: Cbmpiled frém official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce.
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Table 12 ,--Softwood lumbert U.S, imports for oonsumption, by principal sources,
.8peoified years 195L to 1961 ,

Country , 195k | 1936 | 1958 : .1959 ' 1960 1/ | 1961 1/
: Quantity (million board feet)

- : 8 : 1 : T 1
Canada~-m~ewmwe=-==y 2,748 i 3,061 : 3,088 i 566 ¢ 3,57h ¢ 3,911
MeXi00mmmmmunm—a—- Th ¢ L8 - b5 4 50 t 32 37
Hondurag=we-eecmmn- ! Cbs s Lt T4 71 13
Brazileveemeumcnm—-"g 19 ¢ 11 ¢ 12 13 12 ¢ 11
NiCAragua—mm=mmmm=i 8 s 6y 21 L - by 1
'All othere—cmeamce~ : 2 3 1: b 5t 2 3 1 .

- Totalemmmmmman- i 2,055 3 3,13l s 3,165 3 3,743 ¢ 3,031 ¢ ’4)009__

: : Foreign value (1,000 dollars)
H H H t $ ]
Canada==m=mwea mmmamy 208,411 4 2L9, u77 s 215,233 ; 273,627 , 250,77k ¢ 262, 233
MeX10Ommmmm moe o e + 9,250+ 8,537 : 6,902¢ 7,763 : 6,089 i 6 711
Hondurag=—memeeaeewe} 3kl ¢ - h35 t 379 ¢ 779 3 783 3 1,267
Brazlle~eceammasan t 1’6,45 1] 1’277 L 1’256 ! 1,309 H l 176 ¢ 1,011
Nicaragua=—-==-e=x- s 8Lg ¢ - 799 : 342 3 565 h76 ¥ 152
A1l other-eemcmcmas : 209 8l 1130 708 : 191 85
Totalrmmmmemm==t" 020,705 $ S609 ¢ 220,502 & 204, (5L ¢ 259,489 3 271L,L59
: ~ Unit value 2/ (per thousand board feet) - '
. . : ' Bl 'R ' ) o
Canada-—--- m————— $ $76. ¢ $82 $70 $75 ¢ $70 1 $67
MexXiCOmwmmanmmanmm" : 124 ¢ 178 153 : 156 190 182
Honduras-eeeeemen=s : 92 3 114 109 ¢ T114 s 105 101
Brazilecereeneanen= ¢ . 88 115 ¢ 104 s . 983 99 91
Nicaragua-e-esoeces : 108 1 121 141 s 128 1 122 137
All othereewerawu= wed - 100 ¢ 83 : 127 @ 128 & 102 111
Averagem~vemaeea- : 77 v 83 : 71 76 s 71 68

1/ Preliminary.
2/ Calculated from unrounded data.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce,



Table 13,--Softwood lumbert

89

U.s. importé for consumption, by species, specified
years 1954 to 1961

3/ Calculated from unrounded data.

Species | 195k | 1956 | 1958 | 1959 | 19601/, 1961'1/

; Quantity (million board feet)

t 1 3 1 1 1
SPruCe=mmmwmmmm—————y 1,028 4 1,046 4 957 + 1,295 ¢ 1,205 1,323
Douglag-fir—mmm—mae=t 735 4 970 1 978 + 1,121 ¢+ 1,022 1t 1,111

' Mixed softwood 2/---1 37h s 323 t i7 s 512 1 558 558
HemLogK=mm mmmm e mmm ' 152 259 277 ¢ 289 ¢ 297 ¢ 22
Pingemeccam e mrn —e - 1 232 ¢t 211 168 215 1 189 21
Cedar——=—e=———- O 263 1 258 ¢ - 258 1 242 3 271 s 2Z6
B ! Sl 52 4 83 53 1 - 734 5
Larches—emmmen m————— 12 ¢ T Al s s 1l ¢ 5
Softwood, not else- t $ g 3 $ N ,

where specified---1 51 5.1 31 24 2 3
Totale-=mn=m—m—— $ 2,055 s 3,131+ 3,155 %+ 3,7Th3 t 3,631 1,00l

X , Foreign value {1,000 dollars)

3 1 " 1 i )
SPruUCEe=—mmmm e t 76,168 + 87,329 ¢+ 72,975 s 103,338 :+ 90,206 1+ 94,972
Douglag=fir—-m-—w—-= + 50,465 1+ 70,024 1+ 59,h21 3 75,366 ¢+ 64,229 :+ 68,356
Mixed softwood 2/---1 ~ 21,176 1+ 20,971 :+ 22,253 1 31,359 + 32,103 1 30,954 |
HemLock==mmmw e + 12,60+ 21,156 3+ 19,209 + 22,103 :+ 22,3h6 s 26,863
O —— ¢ 2U,582 1+ 25,177+ 18,L16+ 22,7123 19,657 s 23,515
Cedar- e m—mm———— ¢+ 30,847 s 30,937 s+ 26,039 s 24,656 s+ 24,826 23,388
Fir-- - s 3,6001 3,768+ 5,000s 3,852t L,775 1 2,871 .
Larchemmmmmemmom———— 1 859 1 599 1 8L0 : 965 3 826 1 300
Softwood, not else-~ ! H 4 $ H

where specified---i 'ShT 648 389 400 221 2Lo
ey 7 S ——— s 220,705 1 260,609 : 22L,502 3+ 281,751 ¢+ 259,489 + 271,459

: Unit value 3/ (per thousand board feet)

:

SPIUCE=mm == mmm $74 ¢ $83 $76 $80 :  $75 $72
Douglag-firmmmm-mma- : 69 72 3 61 67 63 62
Mixed softwood 2/~--t 57 1 65 53 61 58 3 56
Hemlogk=rmmwmmmw ————t - 82 82 : 69 : 77 75 64
Pine-—eemeam e ———— : 106 119 : 110 : 106 104 ¢ . 98
Cedar—m——wewmmanwa=t 117 ¢ 120 101 : 102 91 79
Flr-cemmemmmce e ey 67 73 ¢ .60 ¢ 72 2 65 : 64
Larch-me—emcme ey 70 81 : 61 71 60 : 57
Softwood, not else- : 8 : : : :

where specified---: 106 : 127 166 : 165 100 : 86

Average-~~——==—== s 77 ¢ 83 : 71 s 76 71 : 68
1/ Preliminary.
g/ Includes mixed shipments of Douglas-fir, fir, hemlock, and larch.

Sources - Compiled from officlal statistics of the U.S., Department of Commerce.
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Table 1lj,--Rate of exohaﬁga: v.8, dollars.
per Canadian dollar, 19952-62

: ,
Year ‘ é Re,ti _/

. 1

1952mm e e cmmmtmmmat $1,021
1953-- e - : 1.016
195l e e e 1.027
1955mmmn e 1.01k
1956mmmm i mmmmmsm i mmt 1,016

Ly — ~-sm=st 1,0L3
TT5B i mmmmmmmmm st 1,030
1959 mm e mmommmmmmmt 1,043
1960 R S— 1.031
1961 e e e e e .988
LT S A ——

¢
.

B O R PSPV VPR SO0

2/ .936

l/ Annual average noon buying rate for

cable transfers in New York,

2/ Effective May 2, 1962, the par value of
the Canadian dollar was set at $0,925 U.S.
dollar,. In agreement with the International
Monetary Fund, this rate was to be main-
"tained within a margin of plus or minus 1

" percent.,

Source: Compiled from official statistics
of the Board of Governors of the U.S., Federal

Reserve System,
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Table 15.--Softwood lumber: U,S. conference rates from
Pacific coast ports and charter rates from British
Columbia ports for waterborne shipments to U.S, North
Atéantic ports, specified months and years 1946 to
1962

(A1l rates in U.S. currency, per thousand board feet)

H U,S,

Ygar and month : conﬁ:z:nce : gﬁ::ig:‘:;:ga

: T :

19L6: 3 t
JULY-—mem e e e ¢ $19.00 s 1/
NOVeMbEIr «=m—mrmm s oo i e ' 20.00 1/

19L7: : 1 s
January---- - : 21.00 i %/
October=mmmmmmmm—- e e e : 23.50 1 i/

1948 ! '
JANUATY = m= e e} 25,00 1/
October- - ———i 26,00 1/
19491  Aprilem--=—-- -t 26.50 I/

1950 s '
JANUALY o = s e e e s 26,50 $23,00
December = mmmmm - : 26.50 1 31.50

1951 t '

J ANUATY === o e e e e e s 27.50 1/
September~———we—wmmmac——— s 29,00 s o1
19521 May=~——m—mcm—memn— et 30.00 29.50
19531 JUly-—mmmmmom———————— : 31.00 .3 25.00

1955: : ]
February=m————m=mamm—ea———e— $ 31.00 35,50
Marche-——s=n=wom———————— t  33.00 . 1/

19573 3 : .
J ANUE LY = e i m e e 3 34.65 3 L2.00
September-mmmmmmmm———ma—- : 36.00 3 39.00

1958: : :

¢ APTilemmmmm e e s 36.00 2,.85 |
October-—mmmmm e ——— e : 36,00 27.60

1959: : 1
Aprilemmmmmmmmmmmmmeeme=t 36,00 1 27.25

- 0CtObEr— e e e t 36,00 3 27.50

1960: 3 3 :
April~ e e e 3 36.00 3 - 30.50
00t0DEr—mmmmommmmmmmmmmeei 36,00 3 25.00

1961: ' t : -
S ¢ 36,00 1 28.00
October-~ ———— s 36.00 25.00

19623  ApTile——mm——imm——— 36.00 3 244.00

. x x .

l/'Not'availablel"

Source: Compiled from statistics submitteq by the West
Coast Lumbermen's Association and those obtained from
other trade sources. ‘
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-'Table 16, --Softwood lumber; Waterborne shipments from U.S, Pacific ports
and from British Columbia ports to U.S, Atlantic ports, 1950-61,
January-September 1961, and January-September 1962

British Columbia ports

3 : :
Period ! Total t U.S. Pacific :
: t ports 1 ¢ ¢ Percent
: t $ Quantdty ¢ of total
¢ Million ¢ Million ¢ Million s
t board feet : board feet ¢ board feet ! .
t 3 $ : :
1950 mmmiim e e g 1,785 ¢ 1,055 730 L
) F RO : 877 1 816 : © 6L ¢ 1
1952mm e e e e e : 1,276 1 1,054 222 4 17
2% P — et 1,59 s 1,059 535 3 3h
H : : ]
195k e e e e e : 1,42 ¢ 934 508 35
71 fE O —— : 1,376 : 1,031 : 3b5 s 25
oL R —— : 1,305. @ 1,023 : 282 3 . 22
1957=mmmmmmmm o o 1,248 973 275 22
L1 I ; . 1,526 ; 92l ; 602 ; 39
1959 === mmm e : 1,L97 . 903 59 ¢ Lo
1960-m=mmmmmmmmmmmmet  1,5Ll B9 ¢ . 695 : LS
196)-mmmmmmmmmmmeemmt 1,389 595 9L 57
Jan.-Sepﬁ.-- ; ; ; ‘ ;
196l e e e 1,077 : 468 609 s 57
1962~ = mm e 1,099 392 707 N

1/ Data include shipments from Oregon and Washington for the entire
period shown and from California beginning in 1952,

Source: Compiled.from statistics of the Pacific Lumber Inspection
Bureau, Inc,
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Table 17 .--Softwood sawtimber: l/ U. S. inventory of 1ive
timber, by regions, 1953

: :+ Percent
Region or state ) Quantity : of tobal
: board feet :
West: ] :
Pacific Northwest-c-cmemwaaaus - 731 ¢ "k
- California----c-o—=cemmcmmmeannl: 35hL 22
Rocky Mountaln--=--=ccecamaa——o : 232 1
Coastal Alaska-g/ -------------- : 89 ¢ 5
Totalemw-=u= ———— e —— : 1,406 85
East: _ ; :
Southeem e e e : 183 11
107 g ) ¢ L S S 59 4
Totalsmmemm e e : 2L2 15
: T
U.S: total-meoommcmomccemeee ¢ 1,6l8 -+ 100

1/ Data for the West include trees having a minimum

diameter of 11 inches; those for the East include trees
having a minimum diameter of 9 inches.

. 2/ Because of the general inaccessibility of -timber
in the interior of Alaska and its uncertain economic po-
tential, data on inventory in this area have not been
included in the total.

Source: Compiled from OfflClal statistlcs of the u. Sr
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service.
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Table 18.--Softwood sawtimber: 1/ U.S, inventory of live
timber, by specles, 1953

' : Percent

Reglon and species Quantity . of total
¢+ Billion .
:gggra Teet:

West: 2/ ' t
Douglas-fir-mmmemmmaoa e 532 32
Ponderosa and Jeffrey pines--ewe--: 2L 1
Hemlock and Sitka spruce-~-—-ee-eai .208 13
True firgeemmecem o e b ¢ 18L 11
Western white and sugar pineg----- : 57 : 3
Redwood ——— — S 36 2
Other softwood — —————— 165 : 10

7D L S s gy 0] BT

East: . : <8

~ Southern pilne~—emeccrmemccmce e : 17k ¢ 11
Other softwood-———=memcomoae s 68 L

T P VL 5
U.S, totalemmmmmm e : 1,6L8 : 100

1/ Data for the West include trees having a minimum
diameter of 11 inches; those for the East include trees
-having a minimum diameter of 9 inches,

2/ Includes. coastal Alaska,

Source: Complled from official statistics of the U,S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service,



Table 19,--Softwood  sawtimber:

Ownership in the United States, by types

of owners and by regions, 1953
West 1/ East 2/ ° 0.5, total
Type of owner : - : S , N : H
: Quantity :Percent: Quantity :Percent: Quantity : Percent

-~ Billion : < Billion : " Billion :

: board : H board : : board :

: feet : feet : 2 feet :

Private: : ; ; ; ; ;
Forest industries and other : : : - : : : -
. nonfarm-—e—e————ecmm e : W8 - 32 131 : sS4 - S79 - 35
Farm- - e : 59 : L o 81 3 - 10 9
Total-———— et 507 - 36 212 : 88 719 - pnn

Public: : : : : : .
National forest-———=———mmmaae—=: 722 : 51 : 18 8 - ThO . Ls
Other Federal---—-——=——-—-—m-—mxs 121: 9 = 6 2 127 7
State, county, and local------- : 56 : Lo 6 : e 62 N
Totalm—mm e e 3/ 899 : bl 30 12 ¢ 2/ 929 = 56
Total, private and public---: 3/ 1,L06 : 100 : k2 : 100 ;2/ 1,6L8 : 100

1/ Includes Montana, South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico,

trees having a minimum diameter -of 11 1nches

and all States west
thereof except Hawaii and interior Alaska for which data are not avallable, data include

_/ Includes all States east of those named in footnote 1 data 1nclude trees having a

minimum diameter of 9 inches,

3/ Includes 89 billion board feet in coastal Alaska, "of which 83 billfon is in the
national forests and 6 billion in other Federal holdlngs.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Fo#est

Service.

66
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Table 20.--Softwood plywood: - U.S. production and lumber equiv-
' alent, 1947-62 .

Year f Plywood production ' Lumber equivalent l/

: Million square feet, :
:  3/6-inch basis : Million board féet

T B et : 1,700 : 850

BRI B : 1,95l $ 977

19U9~ o e e * 1,977 ' : 988

1950 =—mmmmmm e : 2,676 : 1,338

1951 - mmmm e : 2,995 : 1,L98

1952 e 3,178 : 1,589

1953 mm e 3,818 : 1,92l

195k = e : 3,989 : 1,99

1955~ mmm e ————t " 5,28l : 2,6L2

1956 mmmm e e e : 5,132 : 2,716

R 5,653 : 2,826

1958w mmmm e : 6,L87 : 3,2lk

1959 e 7,736 : 3,868

1960-mmmm e : 7,7L3 : 3,872

1961 2/-m-==m=mmmmm; 8,LL8 .3 - hy22h

1962° T iaem g 3/ 9,217 . v, 608"

ce se

1/ Converted on the basis of 2 square feet of 3/8-inch plywood

equals 1 square foot of actual 3/4-inch lumber (nominal l-inch
lumber),

2/ Preliminary,
3/ Forest Industries, January 1963, p. 35.

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, except as noted,
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Table 2l,--Softwood piywood: U.S. production 1/ and number of
producing plants, by States, specified years 1954 to 1961

: Washington, :

Year : U.5. total : Oregon ; JIdaho, and : California
: : : Montana 27 2 '
' Production (million square feet, 3/8-inch basis)
: : t :
195l mm e e : 3,989 : 2,01k : 1,L3h 5l
1956 i et 5,432 : 3,180 : 1,527 725
1958 mm e e e e : 6,487 : L,233 1,h02 s 852
1960=cmmimmmm et 7,743 : 5,083 ¢ 1,580 1,080
1961 3/-==mmmmmem t - B,Lh8 : 5,498 ¢ 1,738 1,212
f Number of plants
195l mmmm e : 9 : L3 33 . 18
$1956mmmmm 122 6l 1 37 21
1958~mamm e 127 71 s .33 s o ' 23
1960 mm e 3 e 78 39 C26
1961 3/mmimmmmmmmmt 5 s 79 Lo 26

l/ Does not include softwood plywood that is produced in hardwood
plywood plants in the East} such production is estimated to account -
for less than 1 percent of the U.S. tohal,

2/ Combined to avoid disclosure of indlvidual plant operations.
3/ Preliminary,

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.,
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Table 22,--Softwood pulpwoodt 1/ U.S. produstion,
by regions, 1947-62

(In'millioné of cords)

Year ! U.5. total 2/ | South | West | North
) t 3 t
L) 1y (ST ———— 1 16.0 t B8.1:1 3.6 L.3
19118 e = e em s e e e e ' 17.5 ¢ 101t 3.3t L.2
1L~ e e i 1 15.3 + B8.9:1 3.1 3.3
1950 --------------------- ! 1708 H 1102 H 3.3 , 3.3
L R ! 21.3 t 12,5+ L.T ¢ . L.
] t s t
L) ' 2.4 v 12,8+ L5+ b1
1953 mmmm e —— : 22.1 t b2t LT 3.2
195l m e e : 22,2 1 1h.2: 5.1 2.9
1955 mm e it e : 25.6 t 15.7¢ 5.9t 3.9
1956mmm e e e e :. 29.1 t 17.h 7.3 h.h
: : - t T '
195 T e e s i e e t 28.2 1 1681 7.2 4.3
1958 e e e t 27.3 v 17.1: 6.6 3 3.6
1959=—mmmm i e : 29.1 t 18.7: 7.131 3.3
1960=mmm e e e e -1 31.5 ¢t 19.1: 8.2 L.2
1961 3/ - e e t 31.5 3 19.4h 1 8.5 3.6
1962 3/mmmmm e 33,9 t 20.8: 9.23 3.9
’ 3 3 H

1/ Includes chipped residues,

2/ Because of rounding, figures may not add to the totals shown
3/ Preliminary,

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department .
of Agriculture, Forest Service,
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Table 23,--Softwood sawtimber: Weighted average annual
prices of stumpage in U,S. national forests, by
selected spe01es 1930-61

(Per thousand board feet)

1 t Ponderossg ¢t Souther
Year , Douglas-fir 1/ :  pine 2 _7 . pine L
-1 t 3
1930-mmmmm e e e ! $3.30 : $3.60 : $3.20
193L-mmmmmm e m e ' 2.90 ! L.20 = 3.40
1932~ —cmmm e : 1.70 : 2,60 2.80
Sk ) ——— t 1.20 ¢ .3/ ¢+ 2.0
B ——— t 1.50 - 2.50 1+ 2.90
L) | ——, 1.70 : 2.L0 '+ k.50
1936=mmm e rnmene 1 2.10 : 2.20 1 52/
1937 e t 1.60 1 2,20 1 .30
1938 mm i e : 2,50 : 2,50 3 7.30
1939 == mmmm e e ! 3/ ' 2.b0 v . 5.80
H H H
19U0~mm mmm e 1., 2.3 ' 2.20 ¢+ . L.50
2]y RO : 3,60 3 2,60 + 10.80 .
19)2m e e 1 3/ ! 2.70 +  8.90 -
) 1 ' 3/ : 5.00 ¢+ 8.70
) 1 : 5.20 : L.00 : 10.90
) I SO : 5.00 3 5.60 1 9.30
R TT S —— 6.60 ! 5.80 8.90
3]y S t . 9.9 ! 8.30 + 10.90
) 1 I 19.90 : 1h.60 ¢ 16.40
19UGmmmmmmm e e 11.10 v 17.60 1 19.70
H H H
1950~ mmm e e : 16.40 3 18.30 ¢ 26.70
1951 mmmmmmmm e e ! 25.0L0 ! 33.60 + 3L.60
ALy EE———— . o t. 27.40 s+ 38,50
1953 cemmm e 1 20.20 ! 25.90 1+ 3L.20
L T —— : 16.20 ! 27.20 ¢+ 29.70
1955 = e : 28.90 ' 26,10 1+ 32.00
1956~ s e e e : 37.70 : 27.20 1 37.Lko
Ry (S—— e} 26.20 ! 2h.20 1 31.50
1958 mamea VO : 21.80 : 19.10 + 31.10
3oL — : 36.80 : 20.60 1 35,20
H H H
L0 S — ——————— t 32.00 v 19.10. 3L4.50
196~ e : 27.60 1 12.10 1 26.80
. n b4

1/ In some years, includes minor amounts of other

species either in national forests or prlvate timberlands,
2/ California only,
3/ Not available.

Source: U.S, Department of Agriculture, The Demand énd
Price Situation for Forest Products, 1962.
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Table 2ly.~-Indexes of the average annual U.S. prices of lumber, sof twood
stumpage, and all commodities, 1935-61

(19L7-L9=100)
: t Softwood ¢ All com-
Year . :Lumber!/: stumpage 2/ ! moditiegAg/

¢ : H
1935w mmmmmmmmmm e m o s b7 20 = 52
193bmmmmmmcmmmm et 29t Bl 15 52
1937 m et e e e e 3 33 ¢ 21 s, 56
1938 e e e e e + 29 ¢+ -, 28 : 51
(T T RRU—————— ' R 1A A 50

: : , t
1|1 S | 21 51
19L ) em e m e S e e s L1 e 38 : 57
1942-~m-- ——————— o m—————————— e} Lk o+ 5/ 38 64
19l 3= mmm e m e o e e : L7 o+ 5/ W6 : 67
19kl e e e e m—————— . 51 L6 : 68
19Gmm e mmm e mmmmmmmi 52 1 4% ot 69
19liBmmmmmmm e mm i mmd 59 49 : 79

S L) 1y S—— e e 9% 68 t 96

S I ;107 120 104
19U G e e e e e 1 98 112 1 99

; t : )
1950-mmm o m e e ———————— : 114 142 ! 103
195 ) i e e e e s 124 1 219 ! 115
1950 2m e ¢ 120 213 ! 112
195 3 m e e : 119 186 3 110
195 e e e ! 117 170 1 110

t : t
1)1 S — t 124 203 : 111
1956 e e e 127 239 : 1%
195 7mmmmm m e e e i e e 1 120 1 191 : 118
1958 mmmmemmmmmmm e mmmmmmmmmmmememt 118 167 ; 119
195 9mmmmmm e e . 127 216 : 120
1960mmemmmm e e mmmmmmmimy 121 4 199 , 120
196)mmmmm m e m e m e e e t 115 ¢ 154 : 119

1/ BLS wholesale price index for all lumber,

2/ Except as noted, based on a simple average of the price rnTatives
of three of the pr1n01pal species of softwood sawtimber (Douglas-fir,
southern pine, and ponderosa pine) sold from national forests,

3/ BLS wholesale price index for all commodities,

T/ Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine only,

5/ Southern pine and ponderosa pine only,

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U,S, Department of
.Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service,
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Table 25,--Softwood stumpage and lumber: Indexes of the
average annual U.S, prices of southern pine and
Douglas-fir, 1947-61

(1947-49=100)
: Southern pine : Douglas-f'ir
Year $ : H 1 ,
¢ Stumpage : Lumber : Stumpage : Lumber
t ! : . t
R 1 : Ct : :
1947 e cm e e ! 70 97 1 73 1t 96
1948 w—mm e H 105 107 li6 | o 109
1949 : 126 9 1. 81 ¢ 95
H H H -
1950 cmcm e ! 170 108 120 118
1951t 221 116 186 : 129
1952 cmcm e : 246 : 117 189 127
1953~ mmmm e 1 218 116 148 ¢ 117
1954 cmmmm e : 190 ¢ 111 1 119 119
: oot : H
1955 ~mmmmmmmmemnt 204 ¢ 115 ;212 1 130
1956~ m—mmmm e H 239 ¢+ 119 277 y 130
1957 e e e t 200 115 ¢ 192 ¢ 117
1958 cmmmm e t 199 113 le0 1 115
1959 cmmm e ! 225 H 117 270 - 131
T : : :
1960 memmm e e : 220 1 115 235 1 119
196] cmmm e e ¢ 171 ¢ 110 202 114
: ) ;

Source: Compiled from official statistics of the’
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, and the
U.S. Department of ILabor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,



Teble 26.--Softwood sawtimber: Average annual appraised values and bid prices for stumpage in U.S. national forests in the
Northwest, by selected species and by districts, 1958-61

Northwestern Washington 1/ f v Eastern Washington 2/ f NorthernMggTZ§aa%d western
Spec;:zrand : : : Ratio of : .t Ratio of : : : Ratio of
: Appraised : . . :bid price to: Appraised : . . :bid price to: Appraised : : . :oid price to
: value : Bid price : appraised : value : Bl@ price . appraised : value : Bid price : appraised
: : : value : : : value : : value
i Per ¢ Per Per i FPer : i Per :  Fer :
: thousand : thousand : : thousand : thousand : : thousand : thousand :
: board feet : board feet : : board feet : board feet : : board feet : board feet :
Douglas-fir ; : : . . ; ' ;
1958 ccmmc e $14.99 : $22.70 : 1.51 = $3.50 : $6.33 : 1.81 : $2.77 : $4.30 : 1.55
1959 —cccmvmneae : 30.69 : 38.44 ¢ 1.25 : 10.53 : 15.72 : 1.59 ¢ 5.75 9.05 : 1.57
1960 wmmmccmmm e : 25.07 = 32.52 : 1.30 : 7.99 : 10.93 : 1.37 @ L.07 : 7.03 : 1.73
1961 -mcmmemm e : 16.15 : 23.08 : 1.43 : 3.87 : 7.88 : 2.04 : 2.13 ¢ 7.31 : 3.43
Hemlock ; : ; ; : : ; : ; -
1958 - 3.82 : 7.56 : 1.98 : 1.03 : 1.70 : 1.65 : 1.37 : 1.47 ¢ 1.07
1959 e mm e : 9.17 : 11.31 1.23 : 3.60 : 4,38 : 1.22 : 2.22 : 2.39 : 1.08
1960 cccmm et 7.35 : 9.95 : 1.35 : 1.25 : 5.69 : L.55 ¢ 1.34 : 2.06 : 1.54
196l cmmc e et 7.39 : 10.29 : 1.39 : 1.00 : 7.73 : 7.73 = 1.31 ¢ 1.53 ¢ 1.17
Spruce H : : : : : H H :
1958 cmmmmmmer 4/ : W : : 4.53 : 4.86 : 1.07 : 3.73 = 6.73 : 1.80
1959 ccmocmmmeet 4/ : 4f : 4f : 13.74 : 14.15 1.03 : 6.93 : 11..81 : 1.70
1960 cmmmm e s 6.63 : 7.69 : 1.16 : 10.84 11.69 - 1.08 : 4,63 : 6.69 : 1.44
196] cmmmemmm et 7.24 8.58 : 1.18 : 4,16 : 5.65 1.36 ¢ 2.75 : 6.60 : 2.0

1/ Mount Baker, Olympic, and Snoqualmie National Forests.

2/ Colvi¥lle and Okanogan National Forests.

3/ Coeur d'Alene, Flathead, Kaniksu, and Kootenai National Forests.
4/ Comparable data not available.

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Stumpage Prices and Pricing Policies in British Columbia, Apr; 24, 1962,

c0T
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Table 27,--Softwood sawtimberi Average annual prices bid for stumpage. in.
British Columbia orown lends and U,S. national forests in the Northwest,
by selected species and by districts, 1958-61

(Per thousand board feet, U.S. log-scale basis 1/)

" Species and district b 1958 ! 1959 ! 1960 : 1961
: t t H
Douglas-fir ! ! H !
. . ! t 3 H
Coastal districts: H 1 . H
Vancouver, British Columbig-==—=-—- : $10.10 @+ $14,67 ¢ $15,30 1 $10.51 .
Northwestern Washington————eemecmaan : 22,70 1@ by 32,52 ¢ 23,08
! t ! .
" Interior districts: H : t H
Southern interior - British t : ! H
Columbia ———— ———————— H 5.82: 8,721+ 7.73:1 4,93
Eastern Washington —— ---t 6,331 15,723 10,93 : 7.88
, t S : B
Hemlock - 1 : H :
(coastal districts) ! ! s 3
' : t _ t !
Vancouver, British Columbia-—w—ecm—e—e T 4,75 531 5,191 4,47
Northwestern Washington-——————e—ecee———- H 7.56 3 11,31 % 9.95 1+ 10,29
! t ‘ : . _
Spruce : : : !
" (interior districts) t : : :
; .ot 2 : ,
Southeastern , British Columbig-—=—vee-- t 4,0 6,71 5,70: 4,29
Northérn Idaho and Western Montana----t 6,73 11.81: 6.69: 6,60

o wo -

]

1/ Canadian values converted to U.S. dollars

on the basis of the average

annual spot rate of exchange, as reported by the International Monetary
Fund; Canadien timber converted from cubic feet on the basis of 1 cubic
foot equals 6 board feet for coastal districts, and 1 cubic foot equals

5.75 board feet for interior districts.

Source: U,S. Department of Agriculture,-Forest Service, Stumbage Prices

and Pricing Policies in British Columbia, Apr.

24, 1962,



Table 28.—Sbfthrood sawtimber: Percentage distribution of average log grades of timber sold in <fpec.f‘lﬂcl arez3 of tne
Um.ted States and Canada, by selected :

specles , 1961

log grade - : Cedar : Douglas-fir : Hemlock
: ] + Mount : Vancouver : Hount : Vancouver : lount ¢ Vancouver
:+ British : Baker Forest : DBaker Forest : Bsker :  Forest
U,S. Pacific : Columbia : National : District, :. National : District, + Naticnal : Distm'.ct
Northwest : equivalent ;L_/ : Forest, : DBritish : TForest, . : British as * Forest, : Brig
¢t : Washington : Columbia ._/ : Washington : Columbia / + Washington : Cohmola. /
No. 1 and Ho. 2 peeler : No. lem——oeme—c: 11 : 11 : 1 : 3. : 10 : 6
and No. 1 saw log. : H H : : : :
No. 3 peeler, special : No. 2-—=cem——a: 57 : 33 : 69 : Sl : &2. 21
peeler, and No. 2 : : : : : : :
saw log. H : : H H H H
No. 3 saw log a.nd :'No. 3 and : 32 : $6 : 17 : Lé : 28 : 73" .
poorer. : poorer. : H : H H :
A1l grades SOld-==m——mmmmmmommemmens : 00 : .00 ¢ 0 : 10 : 100 100
1/ British Columbia statutory log grades.
2/ Sales during October-December 1961. - .
Source: U.S. Dspararen‘b of Agriculture, Forest Service, Stumpage Prices and Pricing Policies in British Columbia,

Apr. 2k, 1962
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