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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This is a study of forest organization and manage­
ment under the Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 8?4) and 
the Sustained Yield Forest Management Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 
132). These two acts have been regarded by many persons as 
major accomplishments in constructive forest legislation. 
On the other hand, some of their provisions have received 
vigorous and widespread condemnation. The history of these 
two pieces of legislation, in the unfolding of events lead­
ing to their passage, in the review of efforts to secure or 
to prevent their application, and in the evolution of the 
social philosophy behind them, provides an unusual example 
of social action directed toward the economic management of 
a fundamental resource.

A major problem in forest management is that all 
too often the size, location, and composition of individual 
forest properties have been unrelated to the technical re­
quirements of true sustained-yield operation.In addition 
the depletion of the forest in cutover regions has all too 
often brought with it the abrupt and painful decline of

Ipor a discussion of the meaning of "sustained 
yield," see pp. 32-34.

1
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forest communities. These facts led to the suggested forma­
tion of rational producing units, either by pooling federal 
timberland with adjacent or intermingled private lands, or, 
where appropriate, by administering units of federal timber­
land alone, so as to contribute toward a permanent supply 
of raw materials for the support of dependent communities. 
Such a program was embodied in the acts of 1937 and 1944.

Act of August 28, 1937 
This act provides for a permanent program of forest 

management on the 2.5 million acres of the Revested Oregon 
and California Railroad and Reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road 
Grant lands in the state of Oregon.

These "O. and C.* lands were the unsold portions 
of federal land grante made in 1866 to the Oregon and 
California Railroad for construction of a railroad from 
Portland, Oregon, to the California state line, and in 1869 
to the State of Oregon for construction of a military wagon 
road from Coos Bay to Roseburg. They comprised alternate 
sections of land, in a checkerboard fashion, and were to be 
sold to settlers in blocks of not more than 160 acres to 
each settler and at not more than $2.50 per acre.

These two grants later passed into ownership of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad and the Southern Oregon Company, 
respectively, both of which failed to live up to the terms 
of the grants, and in 1916 and 1919 what remained of the 
grants was reposessed by the federal government.

Under the act of 1937 all 0. and C. lands classl-
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fled as (a) timberlands, and in the opinion of the Secre­
tary of the Interior not suitable for homestead entry, and 
(b) power-site lands valuable for timber, are to be managed 
for permanent forest production. The timber thereon is to 
be "sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the principle 
of sustained yield, for the purpose of providing a permanent 
source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating 
stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of 
local communities and industries, and providing recreational 
facilities. "

The act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior, 
after public hearings in the vicinity of the lands concerned, 
to subdivide the 0. and 0. lands into sustained-yield forest 
units. "Timber sales from a forest unit shall be limited to 
the productive capacity of such unit and the Secretary is 
authorized, in his discretion, to reject any bids which may 
interfere with the sustained-yield management plan of any 
unit.*

The act further authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior "to make cooperative agreements with other Federal 
or State forest administrative agencies or with private for­
est owners or operators for the coordinated administration, 
with respect to time, rate, method of cutting, and sustained 
yield, of forest units comprising parts of revested or recon­
veyed lands, together with lands in private ownership or 
under the administration of other public agencies. ..."



Sustained Yield Forest Management Aot of 1944
The purpose of this not, as stated in its preamble, 

is "to promote sustained—yield forest management in order 
thereby (a) to stabilize communities, forest industries, 
employment, and taxable forest wealth; (b) to assure a con­
tinuous and ample supply of forest products; and (c) to 
secure the benefits of forests in regulation of water supply 
and stream flow, prevention of soil erosion, amelioration of 
climate, and preservation of wildlife.*

The act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Secretary of the Interior to establish two types of sus­
tained-yield unite: first, cooperative sustained-yield units 
consisting of federally owned or administered forest land 
under their jurisdiction and, in addition, land in private 
ownership, managed Jointly with the federal land, under a 
cooperative agreement; and second, what are known as federal 
sustained-yield units, consisting wholly of federally owned 
or administered forest land.

In a cooperative unit, the cooperative agreement may 
give the cooperating private landowner the privilege of pur­
chasing timber or other forest products on federal land 
within the unit, without competitive bidding, at prices not 
less than their appraised value. Such purchases are to be 
made in accordance with the provisions of sustained-yield 
management plans formulated or approved by the Secretary for 
each unit. Each cooperative agreement shall limit the time, 
rate, and method of cutting on the land of the cooperating
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private landowner, and shall prescribe the terms and condi­
tions, but not the price, upon which the cooperating private 
landowner may sell timber or other forest products from his 
own land committed to the unit. It shall also contain such 
other provisions as the Secretary believes necessary to 
carry out the purposes of the act and to protect the reason­
able interest of other owners of forest land within the unit. 

Lands of more than one private owner may be included 
in any cooperative unit, although of course no owner can be 
required to enter. The Secretaries of Agriculture and of 
the Interior are further authorised to enter into coopera­
tive agreements with other federal agencies, with each other, 
and with state and local governments, for inclusion of for­
est land under their respective jurisdictions in any coop­
erative unit with private owners.

A federal unit may be established whenever in the 
judgment of the Secretary concerned the maintenance of a 
stable community or communities is primarily dependent upon 
the sale of timber or other products from the federal land, 
and when such maintenance cannot effectively be secured 
through the usual sales procedures. In a federal unit, the 
federal timber or other forest products may be sold without 
competitive bidding, at prices not less than their appraised 
value, to responsible purchasers within the designated com­
munity or communities.

It is important that the distinction between coop­
erative units and federal units be clearly understood. It
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is al60 important to note that they both represent a depar­
ture from the usual method of selling federal timber only

2 under competitive bidding.
The cooperative agreements, and for the federal 

units the statements of policy, which have been drawn up by 
the Forest Service under this act have specified that the 
appraised price at which national forest timber will be 
offered for sale will be determined according to standard 
appraisal principles and methods currently in use by the 
Forest Service at the time they are made. Appraisals for 
federal timber administered by other agencies would similarly 
be made under the standard appraisal methods of the agency 
concerned.

Before establishment of any sustained-yield unit 
under this act, a public hearing is to be held to present 
the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed unit to the 
community or communities to be affected.

Advance notice of non-competitive timber sales of 
over 1500 valuation made pursuant to this act is to be pub­
lished in one or more local newspapers, stating the quantity 
and appraised velue of the timber, whereupon any person hav­
ing a reasonable interest in the proposed sale or its terms 
may request a public hearing.

Upon failure of any cooperating private landowner to 
comply with the terms of his cooperative agreement, the

except for very small sales (e.g., sales under $500 on the national forests), for free use by individuals for domestic purposes, or in the case of emergencies.



Attorney General—at the request of the Secretary concerned— 
Ie authorized to institute against such owner a proceeding 
in equity in the proper federal court, to require compliance 
with the terms and conditions of the agreement.

The act itself does not cover any specific complaint 
and appeal procedure; that is left to be worked out in the 
individual agreements. The cooperative agreements so far 
prepared by the Forest Service have stated that appeal may 
be made from administrative action or decision of forest 
officers by filing with the officer who rendered the decision 
a written request for reconsideration thereof or notice of 
appeal. Decisions of forest officers shall be final unless 
appeal is taken within a reasonable time. Any decision ap­
pealed shall be reviewed by the immediate superior of the 
officer by whom the decision was rendered, in the following 
order: Forest Supervisor, Regional Forester, Chief of the 
Forest Service, and Secretary of Agriculture. Other sections 
have stated that in the event of failure to agree on plane 
and methods of cutting, fire protection, slash disposal, or 
road construction, the decision of the Chief of the Forest 
Service will be accepted and followed.Similar provisions

Cooperative agreements for the proposed Kootenai and woodleaf sustained-yield units further provided that with such appeal the private cooperator might request an advisory board to review the problem under dispute and to make recom­mendations which would be considered by the Secretary. This board would consist of three qualified logging operators, J°8§ing engineers, or technical foresters, one to be selected oy the cooperator, one by the Secretary, and one by the other two. The Shelton agreement (the only one now in effect) does n° <?av® this provision, although it could probably be added
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would be contained in any cooperative agreement pertaining 
to 0. and C. lan^s, or other federal lands, giving power of 
decision. In case of disagreement, to the Bureau Chief, with 
appeal permitted to the Secretary having jurisdiction. 

It is not certain what relief is available from an 
adverse decision of one of the Secretaries; this would have 
to be determined when such a situation arose. Presumably, 
ultimate appeal could always be made to the courts on grounds 
of confiscation (under the due process clause of the Fifth 
Amendment), exercise of arbitrary power, or abuse of admin­
istrative discretion.

Statement of the Problem 
4 As soon as P.L. 273 was passed, both the Forest

Service and the 0. and C. Administration (now organised as 
a part of the Bureau of Land Management) prepared to make 
establishment of cooperative units a major element in their 
over-all forestry programs.^ The Indian Service also showed
an active interest.

From the start, it was recognized that the marking 
out of sustained-yield units, and the drawing up of coopéra 
tive agreements, would demand a good deal of judgment and

The Sustained Yield Forest Management Act of 1944 will be referred to hereinafter as "P.L. 273»" to conform to current usage.
The 0. and C. Administration had engaged in initiating a broad program of and had made preliminary studies leading ment of individual sustained-yield units legislation.

since 1937 been forest management, toward establlsh- under the 1937
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profeeeional skill. Moreover, the establishment of coopera­
tive units might meet with a certain amount of resistance, 
for major adjustments to established industry would often be 
required, and these would almost inevitably bring hardships 
to a few operators. However, neither private industry nor 
the government agencies were prepared for the veritable 
storm of opposition which developed at the public hearings 
held in connection with these units.

This opposition has been directed primarily against 
cooperative units; establishment of federal units has, in 
principle, received rather widespread approval. This approval 
has not, however, been universal, and the ultimate extent to 
which either cooperative or federal units will be established 
remains uncertain.

In the eight and more years since passage of these 
acts, only one cooperative unit and five federal unite have 
been established.Others have been proposed, but have not 

^The Shelton Cooperative Sustained Yield Unit, 
Olympic National Forest (Washington), established Dec. 12, 1946.

The Valleoltos Federal Sustained Yield Unit, Carson National Forest (New Mexico), established Jan. 21, 1948.
The Flagstaff Federal Sustained Yield Unit, Coconino National Forest (Arizona), established May 6, 1949.
The Grays Harbor Federal Sustained Yield Unit, Olympic National Forest (Washington), established Nov. 2, 1949.
The Big Valley Federal Sustained Yield Unit, Modoc National Forest (California), established Jan. 27» 1950.
The Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit, Fremont National Forest (Oregon), established Oct. 10, 1950.



10

Grays 
Harbor
Unit 
(Federa

Shelton Unit 
(Coop.)

Proposed Mohawk 
Unit (Coop.)

& Oakridge Untt (Coop.) 
(Applied for) /

Unit

1952

0 50 IOO 2 00 300
* » » » । « 

SCALE I N MILES

i Lakeview Unit 
— .130 federal) 
oBig fvôîleÿ— 

Uni# (Federal)
i

» Proposed Woodleaf 
* Ujnit (Coop)

Vollecitos 
Unit (Federal)

Flagstaff (hit 
(Federal)

SUSTAINED YIELD 
FOREST UNITS

SHO WN APPROXIMATELY TO 
SCALE

PLATE 1



been placed in operation because of opposition which has 
arisen in each case. Despite prolonged discussions in the 
public hearings, and elsewhere in professional circles, 
there seems to be a serious lack of objective study on this 
question; too many persons have seemed to regard the whole 
issue simply as a political one, in which everyone is in 
favor of these units except the small sawmill operators, 
often entirely dependent upon public timber, who might be 
left out. 

Unfortunately, it is not as simple as that. Those 
who have argued against cooperative units have done so not 
merely for selfish reasons, but rather on grounds of prin­
ciple. It is a relatively easy matter for government, in 
taking positive measures to further conservation or the 
general welfare, to place the over-all public interest above 
the particular self-interest of any individual or any minor­
ity group. In fact, that may almost be said to be one of 
the functions of government, and we would hardly wish it 
otherwise. But it is quite another thing for government to 
act counter to what are made to appear to be established 
institutions and traditional national ideals. In effect, 
the opposition to cooperative units has been made a fight 
for free competitive enterprise, as against alleged privi­
lege and monopoly. Moreover, what once appeared to be 
simply opposition to a worthwhile public program by a few 
individuals who would be adversely affected has now become 
one of the many joining together against the few—the 
minority has, it seems, become the majority.
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Some persons now believe there will be no more 
cooperative units. It is not proposed here to engage in 
any special pleading either for or against cooperative 
units. It does appear, however, that P.L. 273, and the 
authorization contained in the 0. and C. Act of 1937 for • 
cooperative agreements, originated in response to a gener­
ally recognized need, and if they do not provide a satis­
factory answer, then either the underlying problem remains 
unanswered, or else it has somehow disappeared, or faded 
into insignificance. Or perhaps some other remedy has 
emerged.

The problem is not an easy one to define. It is 
in part a problem of achieving a unity of purpose and a 
unity of control over areas of mixed ownership, within what 
appear to be natural producing units. This raises the ques­
tion, of course, of what is meant by a natural producing 
unit. It is, in addition, a problem of whether, or to what 
extent, one should include the sawmill, or other manufactur­
ing plant, along with the forest as an integral part of the 
producing unit.

All this may be considered as part of an even larger 
problem, that of organizing the forest for sustained yield. 
This is an important problem in public policy because the 
public owns a substantial portion of our forest resource and 
because the public authority has a certain obligation to 
protect such a fundamental resource and to see that it is 
wisely used. With parts of the forest economy becoming 
more and more dependent on public timber, the question



arises as to what social arrangements may be best suited to 
the bringing of this public timber into productive use. 
That is, in view of this nation's long-established policy 
of public ownership and private operation of a significant 
part of its forest resource, to what extent should the 
management of these public forests be integrated with manage­
ment of private forests, and with management of private 
industries which are dependent upon them for their source 
of raw material, and how can the proper degree of coordina­
tion be brought about 7

Objective and Scope of the Present Study 
The objective of this study is to examine the 

arguments both for and against the concept of sustained-yield 
units; to explore selected foreign experience in dealing with 
similar forest problems; and to bring to bear on this prob­
lem the general body of economic doctrine as it has developed 
with respect to economic organization in other fields of 
endeavor. The study is undertaken with the conviction that 
a clearer understanding of the facts and implications of 
such a program should enable a more rational judgment to be e 
reached on its effectiveness as a tool of public policy.

The problem of sustained-yield units will be 
approached not so much as a problem of technical forest 
management as a problem in land economics, in the struc­
ture of industry, in location theory, in community plan­
ning, or, using the term in its more general sense, as a 
problem in resource management. It involves questions not - 



merely of government custodianship of an essential resource, 
and of prudent control of a segment of private enterprise, 
but also those more fundamental questions of active govern­
mental participation and deliberate guidance in our over-all 
economic life.

Procedure
The method of this study has been primarily one of 

logical analysis and interpretation, based both on reference 
to library source material and on field work to acquaint the 
writer with actual field conditions and with the thinking of 
practicing foresters in the areas which have been affected. 
Nearly all proposed or established units were visited, and 
a week was spent in British Columbia investigating their 
experience with forest management licenses and farm woodlot 
licenses. Three terms were spent at the University of 
Washington during early preparation of this thesis.

The writer is acquainted with western forest condi­
tions through long residence in California, and through 
four months' employment with the U.S. Forest Service in 
western Oregon during the summer of 1951-



CHAPTER II

PRESENT FOREST SITUATION

Any meaningful evaluation of sustained-yield unite 
require8, first of all, an examination of the present situa­
tion, taken as a whole. It is only after a general aware­
ness of what hae gone before, and a general appreciation of 
our over-all position, that the necessary perspective may 
be reached.

In many areas, especially in the western states, 
operation of our federal Iand-disposal laws has brought about 
an irregular and often haphazard pattern of land ownership. 
Up to 1891 our policy was, in general, to facilitate the 
transfer of public-domain lands into private ownership. 
Among the objectives sought were the encouragement of settle­
ment, agriculture, education, construction of railroads and 
other public improvements, exploitation of mineral resources, 
and financial support of individual states. It is signifi­
cant that there has never been any lawful method for individ­
uals to gain direct title to timberlands of the public domain 
for the express purpose of harvesting timber on a commercial 
scale. This has hindered the assembly of consolidated hold­
ings for long-term forest management.

In 1891 the federal government turned to a policy of 
retaining a portion of the public-domain lands in public own*H 
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erahip, In the interest of conservation. In that year cer­
tain of the land-disposal laws were repealed, and the 
President was given authority to set aside forest reserves. 
The Act of 1897 (30 Stat. 34) provided for the administra­
tion of these reserves, and authorized the sale, after adver­
tisement, and at not less than its appraised value, of so 
much of their timber as might be compatible with the utili­
zation of the forest. In 1905 these forest reserves became 
our national forests, which now, with subsequent additions 
through purchase, donation, and exchange, include over 160 
million acres, plus an additional 20 million acres in Alaska.

Several recent investigations have been made to de­
termine the extent and condition of our forest resource: 
the 1944-45 Forest Service Reappraisal of the Forest Situa­
tion (162), the 1946 American Forestry Association Forest 
Resource Apuraisal (198), the 1947 study of the Joint Com­
mittee on Forestry of the National Research Council and the 
Society of American Foresters (79), and the American Forestry 
Association report The Progress of Forestry 1945 to 1950 (19). 

Findings of the first two are in substantial agree­
ment, although they are divided in recommendations concern­
ing extension of public ownership and regulation. The third 
tends to support the position of the Forest Service, and the 
last emphasizes improvements in the private sector since 1945. 
All four urge a greater application of practical forestry in

^Thls is partly explained by cooperation of the two 
agencies in securing their basic data.



the woods. The following remarks are based primarily on the 
1944-45 study of the Forest Service.

Ownership, Location, and Condition of our Forests
A summary of the ownership and location of forests in 

the United States is presented in Tables 1 and 2, for 1945. 
From these it is seen that (a) 40.3 percent of our total saw­
timber ls on public lands in the West, as contrasted to 2.7 
percent on public lands in the remainder of the United 
States; (b) 24.8 percent of our sawtimber is on private 
lands in the West; (c) three-fourths of our commercial for­
est land is privately owned; and (d) while three-fourths of 
our commercial forest land is in the North and South, nearly 
two-thirds of our sawtimber ls in the West.

The reappraisal report of the Forest Service points e out that (a) about 35 percent of the commercial forest area 
is deforested or has less than 40 percent of full stocking; 
(b) age-classes are not well balanced; (c) quality of the _ 
timber is declining; (d) some of the timber is not merchant­
able under present economic conditions; (e) almost 80 per­
cent of the sawtimber in the West is in virgin stands; 
(f) almost one-half of the sawtimber in the West is in the 
national forests, with 15 percent in other public ownership, 
and less than 40 percent in private ownership, while in the 
East 93 percent of the sawtimber is privately owned; and 
(g) privately owned forests furnish some 90 percent of the 
timber cut.
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TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWNERSHIP OF SAWTIMBER* ON COMMERCIAL FOREST LAND® IN THE UNITED STATES, 1945°

Ownership Class __ _____ Region
North4 South® Westf U.S.

Public Percent of board-:foot volumeNational forest 0.5 0.9 31.0 32.4Other federal 0.1 0.3 6.1 6. <State and local ____ 0*7 0.2 3.2 4:iTotal 1-3 1.4 40-3 43.0
Private •Farm Other private 4.8 

____ Z...7 8.411.4 2.122.7 15.341.8Total 12.5 19.8 24.8 57.1
All owners 13.8 21.2 65.1 100.I6

iæsssïF of the region. Because the minimum sise of acceptable for lumber varies, the minimum size of 
X’S.XSi’LT?:^ 231""*"b

land is defined ae land capable ofÎJrîiii?8 timber of commercial quantity and quality and available now or prospectively for commercial use.
o 2»^ contained in U.S. Forest Service report Gaging the Timber Resource of the United States (159)

oJræss.’S; ;s;h-LiS..
g (0.1 rounding error).
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TABLE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWNERSHIP OF COMMERCIAL FOREST LAND* 

IN THE UNITED STATES, 1945b

Ownership Class Region0______
North South West U.S.

Public National forest 2.1 Percent of
2.2

area
11.7 16.0Other federal 0.4 0.9 2.Î 3.4state and local 4.2 0.5 1.2 5.9Total 6.? 3.6 o• V> H 25.3

PrivateFarm Other private 13-2 17.0 15.021.2 u 30.144.6Total 30.2 36.2 8.3 74.7
All owners 36.9 39.8 23.3 100.0

For a definition of "commercial forest land" see note b to Table 1.
^Prepared from data contained in U.S. Forest Service 

report Gaging the Timber Resource of the United States (159), P. 53»
°For definition of regions, see notes d-f to Table 1.

Over-all Growth and Drain 
Although, on the basis of cubic—foot volume current 

annual forest growth is about equal to annual drain,2 much 
of this growth is in small, low-grade material, and the 
annual drain of sawtimber is half again as much as current 

2 This drain includes not only cutting, but loss by fire, wind, ice, insects, and disease.
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sawtimber growth^ (162)• As the national economy expands, 
potential demand for forest products is expected to 
increase. The Forest Service sets as a national goal the 
stepping-up of annual growth of all timber by one-half, and 
the doubling of sawtimber growth, within the next sixty to 
seventy years. It believes we have plenty of forest land 
to supply such requirements, provided we increase the pro­
tection of our forests, reduce waste in logging &nd manu­
facturing, and take steps to improve stocking, quality, and 
age-class distribution.

Quality of Forest Management
The Forest Service reports that as of 1945 more 

than one-half of all cutting either left only a limited 
means for securing natural reproduction (and this often of 
the less desirable species), or left no means at all. It 
found cutting on public lands to be notably better than on 
private lands, although (a) much room for improvement was 
noted on some of the public lands, and (b) some of the

3 These figures are for 1944. Greeley (61) and the American Forest Products Institute (18) consider that wheh compared with several earlier estimates of the Forest Serv­ice these figures show a steady increase in growth relative to drain, and they conclude that growth and drain are ap­proaching a balance. Greeley, moreover, now regards the 1944 figures as inadequate to describe the present situation in that they do not reflect recent improvements in protec­tion, rapid expansion of industrial forestry, nor the increased growth attainable with better management. While some of Greeley's views may be well founded, caution is required in comparing the 1944 estimates of growth and drain with earlier estimates, which have had different standards of accuracy and of coverage with respect to tree size and species.
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private lands received just as high a rating as any of the 
public lands.

Furthermore the large private owners, particularly 
the pulp companies, generally observe better cutting prac­
tices than do the smaller owners, and the poorest showing 
of all is on the small holdings of less than 5*000 acres, 
which comprise three-fourths of the private commercial for­
est land. It is to be pointed out, however, that the poor 
showing of these smaller holdings is due not so much to a 
lack of interest in better forestry on the part of the 
owners or managers of these lands, as it is to the handicap 
most of them have in being aware of neither the opportuni­
ties nor the methods of improved practice, and to their be­
ing preoccupied with other work.

To judge quality of forest management one should 
examine not only cutting practices, but in addition the 
extent of sustained-yield planning and the adequacy of for­
est protection.

In this respect, the Forest Service found that 
about three-fifths of the operating acreage in public owner 
ship and over one-fourth of that in the medium^ and large 
private holdings is on a sustained-yield basis.Most of

4 Those owning 50,000 acres or more. 
Those of 5*000 to 50,000 acres.

^Lands were classified in the sustained-yield cate­
gory wherever there was evidence of a planned flow of prod­ucts in substantially regular quantities on a continuous basis—provided the planning was definitely recognizable and the cutting was rated at least as a beginning which would maintain on the land a reasonable stock of growing timber of desirable and marketable species.
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the sustained-yield management on private holdings was 
found to be in the South, although significant progress was 
recognized in the Douglas-fir region of the Pacific North­
west. The Forest Service combined its survey of cutting 
practices with that of fire protection. The resulting fig­
ures are rather difficult to summarize and will not be re­
peated here; it is sufficient to remark that (a) there has 
been much more progress in fire protection than in the adop­
tion of good cutting practices, (b) public lands are fairly 
well protected in comparison with private lands, and (c) pri 
vate lands in the South generally receive poorer fire pro­
tection than private lands in the North or West (160).

Federal Assistance to Private Forestry 
Even before establishment of the Forest Service 

in 1905> the Bureau of Forestry, in the Department of Agri­
culture, had made efforts to bring about better private for­
estry, in a series of working plans prepared for private 
forest lands.‘ These efforts were ineffective, however, 
and were later discontinued.

Under the Weeks Act of 1911 (36 Stat. 961) the fed­
eral government began a program of cooperation with the 
states in forest-fire control on the watersheds of navigable 
streams, appropriating #200,000 for this purpose, provided 
the annual expenditure in any state should not exceed the

7 E.g., Henry S. Graves, Practical Forestry in the Adirondacks, U.S.D.A. Div. of Forestry Bull. 23/15997^"
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amount appropriated by that state for the same purpose dur­
ing the same period.

This program was considerably enlarged by the Clarke- 
Mo Nary Aot of 1924 (43 Stat. 653) which authorized the Secre­
tary of Agriculture (a) to set standards for forest-fire 
prevention and suppression in the various states; (b) to 
cooperate in forest-fire protection, not only with the 
states but also, through state officials, with private pro­
tection agencies; (c) to extend such cooperative fire 
protection to any forest land whether on the watershed of 
a navigable stream or not; (d) to investigate and encourage 
tax laws and methods of forest insurance conducive to the 
conservation and growing of timber; (e) to cooperate with 
the states in the growing and distribution of forest-tree 
seeds and plants, for the purpose of establishing'wind­
breaks, shelterbelts, and farm woodlots upon denuded or 
nonforested lands; and (f) in cooperation with the states, 
or other suitable agencies, to assist farmers in establish­
ing, improving, and renewing woodlots, shelterbelts, wind­
breaks, and other valuable forest growth, and in growing 
and renewing useful timber crops. .

An annual appropriation of $2,500,000 for items 
(a)-(d) above, and of $100,000 each for items (e) and (f), 
wad authorized. All but item (d) were to be on the basis 
of an equal matching of funds by each state, or under item 
(b) by each state and its private agencies taken together. 
The authorization of $2,500,000 was raised in 1944 to not
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more than $9,000,000 annually and in 1949 the upper limit 
was raised in steps so as to reach $20,000,000 annually by 
1955. The 1949 law also authorized increase of appropria­
tions for item (f) to $500,000 annually, and authorized the 
providing of planting stock under item (e) to small non-farm 
owners as well, with appropriations increasing up to 
$2,500,000 annually for this purpose by 1953» 

Beginning in 1908, the Forest Service established 
a system of forest experiment stations throughout the 
country, and in 1910 it established the Forest Products 
Laboratory at Madison, Wisconsin. The research findings of 
these agencies have been invaluable in providing knowledge 
upon which improved practice and improved utilization might 
be based.

Under the Norrie-Doxey Act of 1937 (50 Stat. 188) 
annual appropriations of $2,500,000 were authorized for the 
promotion of farm forestry, in cooperation with the states. 
This act has been superseded by the Cooperative Forest 
Management Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 473), which authorizes the 
Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with the states in 
providing technical services to private forest landowners 
and operators, and to processors of primary forest products, 
with respect to the management of forest lands and the har­
vesting, marketing, and processing of forest products. 
Annual appropriations of $2,500,000 ere authorized for this 
purpose, again on the basis of equal matching of funds by 
the participating states. It is to be noted that these 
services may be made available to all private landowners
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and processors, not just to farmers, as had been the case 
under previous legislation. However, this act is aimed 
primarily at the small forest landowners and processors, 
and it is not intended that the technical services furnished 
should duplicate the efforts of private consulting foresters. 

The Forest Pest Control Act of 194? (61 Stat. 177) 
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture, either directly or 
in cooperation with other federal agencies, state or local 
agencies, or with private concerns or individuals, to pro­
tect all forest lands, irrespective of ownership, from 
destructive forest Insect pests and diseases, with appro— . 
prlation of "such sums as the Congress may from time to 
time determine to be necessary." 

Additional federal aid to private forest landowners 
has been recommended by the Forest Service, to include 
(a) establishment of a federally sponsored credit system to 
make long-term forest loans; (b) establishment of a feder­
ally sponsored insurance system to distribute the risks in 
forestry enterprises; (c) encouragement of cooperative 
marketing and processing associations, particularly among 
the smaller forest owners; (d) provision of federal advisory 
services to state and local governments for encouragement 
of tax reforms; and (e) the strengthening and expansion of 
all forms of forest research (162).

Public Regulation of Private Forest Practices
Primarily as a result of a report on "Forest 

Devastation" by a committee of the Society of American
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Foresters (141), several bills were introduced in Congress 
during the period 1920-24, to provide a comprehensive pro­
gram for direct federal regulation of cutting practices on 
private forest lands. These bills were rather strongly 
worded, and although none of them were ever reported out of 
committee, they accomplished a certain purpose in that the . 
Clarke-McNary Act of 1924, built around a cooperative rather 
than a regulatory approach, is a direct result of their 
efforts.

The public regulation now recommended by the Forest 
Service would take the form of basic federal legislation 
authorizing (a) financial assistance to states undertaking . 
regulation of forest practices on private forest land, 
provided such regulation met the over-all requirements laid 
down by the Secretary of Agriculture; and (b) direct federal 
regulation in states which failed to do so.

The recent Anderson Bill8 would have provided such 
basic federal legislation; for the most part it failed, 
however, to gain popular support.

o S. 1820, Bist Congress.

Several individual states have enacted regulatory 
laws dealing with such matters as fire protection, slash 
disposal, snag felling, reforestation, protection of the 
residual stand in logging, and the leaving of a reserve stand 
for future use. Such laws have achieved a high degree of 
initial success in the states of Oregon, Washington, 
California, and Maryland. The fact that the forest laws in * S.
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these states have generally received wholehearted support 
of the forest industries indicates a strong preference for 

9 state rather than federal regulation.

Forestry on Public Lands 
The national forests are managed under a policy of 

multiple use, which includes timber production, watershed 
protection, grazing, recreation, and wildlife management. 
Since 1940 cutting has greatly increased on the national 
forests, and would now increase even further if more access 
roads were built into the less accessible areas. - The Forest 
Service has always endeavored not to overcut the national 
forests, and is now giving increased attention to the prep­
aration of management plans for individual working circles. 

The Bureau of Land Management, in the Department of 
the Interior, has undertaken a program of sustained-yield 
management on the 0. and C. lands. Some of the forests on 
public-domain lands under the Bureau of Land Management 
have received heavy cutting in recent years; most of these 
lands, however, are not of sufficient quality for commercial 
timber production.

Federally administered Indian Lands contain over 
6 million acres of commercial forest land, managed, to a 
large extent, in a manner comparable to the national forests.

o ̂As an alternative to direct regulation, New York and Massachusetts encourage better forest practices by providing free technical services to forest landowners. New Hampshire grants tax-abatement privileges for approved forest practices in connection with their recently-enacted yield tax on forest products.
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Many states and local governments own forest land, 
much of which is scattered and unorganized, often as a 
result of tax reversion. Some states, however, do have 
well-organized state forests which are often given excellent 
administration. *

Diversified Forest Utilization
One of the greatest problems in bringing about 

improved forest practices has often been a lack of suit­
able market outlets for the small and low-grade material 
which now occupies much of our forest land. Although pulp 
mills often provide a ready market for small logs of certain 
species, this has sometimes resulted merely in forests being 
out more destructively than ever.

In the Douglas-fir region, several of the larger 
companies have begun pre-logging and re-logging, in connec­
tion with their regular cutting program, to salvage material 
that would either be knocked down in the main cut, or else 
left on the ground afterward.

It is rather common, especially in the smaller mills, 
for slabs, edgings, and trimmings to be wasted. Because of 
its bark content, most of this material is generally not 
suitable for pulping. Some of the larger sawmills put such 
material through hydraulic barkers and chippers, for delivery 
to a pulp mill. A few mills now put full-sized sawlogs
through hydraulic barkers for this purpose.

The communities of Cloquet, Minnesota, and Spokane,'
Washington, and the Grays Harbor area in Washington offer 
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outstanding examplea of coordination of Independent forest­
products industries to produce such items as lumber, pulp 
and paper, fibreboard, millwork, wood—flour, Free—to—logs, 
fruit boxes, and semi—finished specialty pieces, such as 
tool handles and furniture parts. •

The Weyerhaeuser Timber Company, at Longview, 
Washington, operates three sawmills, two pulpmills, a 
plywood plant, bark products plant, wood briquette plant, 
planing mill, and an experimental fibre plant, all using 
material from its St. Helens Tree Farm.

Garratt (48) reports that the problem of increased 
utilization of manufacturing waste, and of small, low-grade 
logs, is primarily an economic one; that this task is gener­
ally beyond the individual capacity of most small timber­
land owners and small mill operators; and that a possible 
solution lies in the establishment of cooperative activities 
to facilitate the procurement, harvesting, processing, and 
marketing of forest products.

Forest Cooperatives 
Since three-fourths of the nation’s privately owned 

commercial forest land is in small tracts (161), and since 
most owners of these properties lack the skill and exper­
ience necessary to manage them effectively, the formation 
of forest cooperatives has been suggested. A few forest 
cooperatives have been established and have enjoyed a certain 
success in securing better markets and in providing compe­
tent technical services to their members. However, they
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seem to lack some of the inherent characteristics, such as 
a homogeneous product, the opportunity for product differ­
entiation in selling, and at least a partial control of the 
market, which have made agricultural cooperatives so success­
ful. The long period of production, the common delay of 
several years between successive cuttings, and the fact that 
forestry is usually far removed from the work and thinking 
of the email owner, make it difficult for a forest coopera­
tive to gain and hold such owners* loyalty. Moreover, it 
is often hard for the cooperative to keep from being regarded 
simply as "another middleman.• Nevertheless, forest coop­
eratives have rendered an important service to their members, 
and they may be expected to increase in number and in the 
scope of their services.

Industry's Program; Tree Farms 
The American Forest Products Industries, Inc., a 

federation of trade associations and individual firms, has 
undertaken a comprehensive program of conservation education 
and promotion of better forest management on private lands. 
This includes (a) distribution of educational material to 
schools, libraries, and civic groups, (b) preparation of 
editorial material for the press and radio, (c) sponsorship 
of "Keep Green" programs for fire prevention, (d) sponsor­
ship of a "More Trees" program for arousing interest and 
providing ground instruction in better forest management on 
small woodlands, and (e) over-all guidance of the Tree
Farm movement. ,
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A Tree Farm la a privately owned forest dedicated 
to commercial timber growing, and so certified, after 
inspection, by the sponsoring agency, usually a member 
association of the A.F.P.I. In the East and South, 
sponsorship is often a cooperative venture with the state 
forestry departments. The owner of a Tree Farm must 
endeavor to protect hl a property from fire, insects, disease, 
and excessive grating, to harvest hi a timber so as to 
assure reforestation, and to furnish information, when 
requested, on the progress of his Tree Farm.

The philosophy behind the Tree Farm movement has 
been stated as follows (8):

Managed forests, or Tree Farms, are the lumber industry's objective. There must be a definite end to the supply of old growth, and forests raised under management are the only possible source of raw material when the virgin forest is gone. No reasons appear why an industry based on managed forests should not be as successful as one based on virgin stands. As in any other business, good management is more likely to bring success than any other kind. To protect and administer forest lands that are half productive may be as much of a business error as to run the mill at half its capacity.
By March 1, 1952 there were 3,541 Tree Farms, 

totalling 24,863,238 acres, in thirty-three states (3).
The program, for the most part, represents a sincere 

and determined effort toward bringing about good forest 
management on the land, not by regulation, but through con­
vincing timberland owners of its advantages. Ramsdell (13°) 
reports that while all Tree Farms are not what they should 
be, the program as a whole justifies optimism and consider­
able pride in its accomplishments.



CHAPTER III

GOAL OF SUSTAINED-YIELD MANAGEMENT

Sustained-yield management has often been taken to 
mean such things as simply the opposite of forest liquida­
tion, on a local or a national scale, and management which 
encompasses selective cutting and "everything good" in 
forestry. Without more precision than this, use of the 
term merely invites confusion.

Defining Sustained Yield '
Sustained yield is a difficult term to define. 

There are two general senses in current usage: Sense A. 
Involving a balance of out and growth, and Sense B, involv­
ing "continuous production."

Three situations may be distinguished under Sense A: 
(1) where net growth and harvest are in approximate balance, 
either by annual or somewhat longer periods; (2) where the 
same balance exists, but at a level commensurate with the 
productive capacity of the land, under reasonably good 
management;1 and (3) where the balance under (1) or (2) has

^E.g., (a) U.S. Forest Service, Forests and National 
Prosperity (162), p. 49: "Under sustained-yield management, the volume of cutting is planned so that, barring catastrophe, there will be annual harvests commensurate with the produc­tive capacity of the land." ‘

(b) U.S. Forest Service, The Management Status
- 32 -
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2 not been reached, but exists as a definite objective.

Sense A(1) has the merit of being more precise than 
the others. Sense A(2) invites confusion by bringing in 
silvicultural objectives as a part of sustained-yield objec­
tives. The present writer feels that the two should more 
properly be given coordinate and independent places under 
the broader concept of forest management. Under present 
conditions in this country both A(1) and A(2) usually have 
the disadvantage of offering only an ultimate goal for some 
remote period in the future. Sense A(3) offers a working

of Forest Lands in the United States (160). p. 12: "A mere balanceô?“grow$KTijîar7nFaTnnRT level of productivitydoes not suffice. The average annual drain should be roughly in balance with growth when reasonably good management is attained.*
2E.g., (a) Society of American Foresters, Forestry Terminology (142): "Sustained-yield management [ie^ managementof a forest property for continuous production with the aim of achieving, at the earliest practicable time, an approximate balance between net growth and harvest, either by annual or somewhat longer periods." [italics supplied].

(b) U.S. Forest Service Manual, Vol. III, Title 7, Sect. 103.3: "The principle of sustained yield isthat timber should be out from a forest in amounts equal to but not in excess of its replacement by growth. ... Few areas, however, have trees and stands of different age classes in the right proportions to make complete applica­tion of this principle immediately feasible. There is often too much old timber which is making little or no growth or too much young timber which as yet lacks the size necessary for the accumulation of immediately usable growth. Part of the application of the principle is therefore the gradual. reduction of any excess of old timber or the retention of some of the current growth as an addition to the stocking. In either case, what is sought is ultimate and permanent stability of yield at the highest level practically attainable. ..."
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goal which may be attained immediately, and it is in thia 
meaning that the term "sustained-yield capacity * seems to 
be used, in the cooperative agreements so far proposed under 
P.L. 273, in calculation of the allowable annual cut.

Under Sense B the concept of sustained-yield is 
separated from any "cut-equal-to-growth" requirement, and 
all that is required is continuous production without seri- 

3 ous interruption. This concept of sustained yield suffers 
because "continuous production" may mean either continuous 
forest growth or continuous forest harvest. The writer 
believes that the term "sustained yield* should be reserved 
for use with the various meanings under Sense A, should be 
definitely tied to a given area of management, as a working 
circle, and should be kept Independent of silvicultural 
objectives.

^E.g., (a) Hlley (69), p. 223: "This principle [of 
sustained yield] need not be interpreted in any narrow or restricted sense, and it may be permissible, or even desir­able, to cut in any one year, or in a series of years, more timber than is grown in that space of time; areas in which the timber is over-mature or which for other reasons are unproductive may justifiably be felled in the shortest con­venient time in order that the land may be made to yield a higher increment; or a period of good markets may be exploited by means of heavy fellings. What the principle of sustained yield does demand is that after timber is felled the forest shall by some means be regenerated. . . .

(b) Chapman (30), p. 59: "... a sustainedyield requires, first, that reproduction be established on out-over areas, and second, that as far as possible the standing timber or forest capital be cut in such quantities that no complete break in yield will occur which is serious enough to disrupt the dependent industries and communities and change the habits of consumers of wood." And p. 335: "... sustained yield signifies reasonable stabilization of yield over the present rotation, and does not demand equal annual cuts equivalent to annual increment. ..."
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Sustained Yield and Conservation 
Conservation as a national objective requires that 

our resources be used wisely, without undue waste# and with 
proper regard to the needs of future generations.

As a young nation strikes out to expand its economy 
and develop its resources# there may be no need for such a 
thing as forest conservation. A nation still in the ploneer- 
ing stage may regard its forests as a storehouse of wealth 
to be liquidated as fast as possible so as to provide for 
other needs of the people. It is only when accumulated 
drains have reduced the timber supply to a point where 
deliberate effort is required to replenish it that serious 
attention is given to the principle of sustained yield. It 

t is only then that a nation endeavors to bring out into bal­
ance with growth# and growth into balance with demand, to 
provide a timber supply adequate for the optimum satisfac- 

‘ tion of human wants.
A national objective of sustained yield of the for­

est resource might conceivably require only that the proper 
amount of land be kept in forest production. This would 
permit any timber to be out so long as it was mature# and 
so long as regeneration was secured. However, the term 
"sustained yield" loses most of its meaning unless tied to 
a given area of management.

Forestry and Economic Theory
Under competitive price theory, market forces

determine the allocation of resources among different
fields of economic activity. Two factors should be noted,
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however, which interfere with operation of these competitive 
forces in forestry, namely, (a) the extreme length of the 
production process, often a hundred years or more, and 
(b) the indefinite maturity date of the timber crop, permit­
ting its time of harvest to be varied over a wide range, 
depending on market conditions.

These two factors may cause a market disequilibrium 
to persist over fairly long periods of time, with changes 
in demand met, not by increasing or decreasing the total 
amount of effort devoted to forestry, but simply by over­
cutting or undercutting of the growing stock. Zivnuska (205) 
emphasizes that this short-period adjustment typically runs 
counter to what is required in the long-period adjustment. 
That is, when demand declines, inventories of uncut growing 
stock accumulate, while the long-period adjustment would re­
quire a reduction in the growing stock; similarly, when 
demand increases, increased cutting tends to deplete the 
growing stock whereas the long-period adjustment would re­
quire an increase in growing stock. This analysis applies 
especially to so-called "wild" forests, either virgin or 
second-growth, which have grown up without benefit of any 
conscious human effort, eave perhaps protection. Now that 
industry is beginning to recognize values in cutover land 
it may be admitted that fluctuations in demand will, to a 
certain extent, cause corresponding fluctuations in efforts 
toward planting or otherwise securing regeneration, and 
toward increasing volume- and value-production on areas 
already stocked. The essential point remains, however, thatA 
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changes In demand have their primary impact on the already 
existant inventory of mature timber, and that this is an 
inverse relationship.

The long period of production provides one of the 
traditional justifications for government effort in forestry, 
either directly as a producer of forest crops, or indirectly 
as a guiding hand in private forestry, which otherwise, it 
is reasoned, might not be sufficiently interested in such a 
long-term venture as to provide an adequate timber supply 
for the nation. This argument, however, is beginning to 
lose weight as forest industries become more concerned over 
future security of their plant investment, more conscious 
of long-range opportunities for profit, and more actively 
aware of latent values in immature stands.

Technical Forest Management;Working Circles
It has been indicated that sustained-yield manage­

ment should involve organization of forest properties into 
clearly defined units of management. Any such area, 
managed under a single plan, may be termed a working circle. 
However, the term "working circle" is more often used to 
describe a forest area tributary in a more or less "natural" 
way to a central marketing or manufacturing center, without 

k any requirement of unified ownership or control.
4Forestry Terminology (142) uses the terms "admin­istrative working circle" and "economic working circle" to distinguish between these two concepts.
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"Natural" determinants of a working circle may 
include topography, transportation routes, and tradition 
(1.e., a social orientation toward existing communities)• 

On the national forests working circles are 
administratively determined, considering, besides these 
"natural" factors, such things as timber-growing potential 
and any established requirements for community support. It 
is important that the working circle be large enough to per­
mit a sustained yield of forest products under efficient 
logging operations, and at the same time small enough to 
permit adequate administration. A minimum size of from 
15,000 to 500,000 acres, depending on conditions, has been 
suggested for working circles on the national forests (64).
It is often possible to establish working circles around 
individual sawmills and their dependent communities, with 
special products such as pulpwood or peeler blocks^going 
to an outside mill which might draw from several working 
circles. On the other hand, it is conceivable that working 
circles could be established around individual logging 
communities, with logs from two or more such working circles 
going to a single processing plant. In so far as possible 
the Forest Service wishes to encourage stable communities, 
and to avoid alternate periods of high and low levels of 
economic activity over sizeable areas. A possible criterion 
is that within any one working circle there should be no 
logging operation beyond commuting distance from a permanent
community.

The difficulty of most working circles is that the
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land within them is usually under more than one ownership, 
and in such oases it may often appear impossible to apply 
any organized plan of management unless the various owner­
ships can be blocked up or somehow brought under a unified 
control.^ 

The task of forest management for timber production 
may be considered as having three objectives: (a) a sustained 
yield objective* of securing a proper age-class distribution 
of trees to permit approximately equal annual or periodic 
cuts; (b) a silvicultural objective, of securing an optimum 
condition of growth, stocking, quality, and reproduction, 
of the most desired species; and (c) a financial objective, 
of securing optimum value-increment and an optimum rate of 
return on invested capital. This latter objective means 
that the less desirable trees whose rate of value-increment 
is low should be removed to make room for those promising 
a high value-increment>6

Forestry as a Business Enterprise 
The forest manager should regard the business 

management of his forest as no different in principle from 
that of any other business enterprise. The essential goal 
is that land, labor, capital, and entrepreneurial skill be 

^This applies more in the West, with its rugged 
terrain and lack of well—developed roads. It is, admittedly, less of a problem in the South and East, where the ground is frequently level and an established network of roads may 
already be in place.

^Strictly speaking, provided the cost of removal is 
less than the corresponding return plus the discounted in­crease in value-increment of the trees that take their place•



combined in optimum proportions or intensities, to secure 
maximum efficiency and profit in production. Profit maxi­
mization calls for additional investment and expenditure so 
long as the marginal rate of return exceeds that obtainable 
elsewhere. On the other hand, disinvestment is in order if 
the marginal rate of return is lower than elsewhere.

Public forests should be managed for optimum benefi­
cial use, with additional investment and expenditure justi­
fied the same as in private forestry.

The forest manager should give particular atten­
tion to the capital structure of his forest enterprise, and 
to the age-class distribution of his forest stands. As 
contrasted to most other forms of enterprise, forestry re­
quires a high ratio of forest capital, or growing stock, to 
annual out, or sales. This ratio of "inventory" to sales 
has been reported as ranging from around 20 to 1 to over 
50 to 1 (110 ). This is a serious drawback to the practice 
of forestry by many private firms, both small and large, 
who lack the financial resources to acquire anything beyond 
a few years' supply of mature timber for their mill.

Other firms, having a large backlog of mature timber 
may find it advisable to go through their entire forest 
rather quickly, taking only the largest and poorest-risk 
trees, so as not only to salvage what would otherwise be 
losses if such trees were left, but perhaps even more 
important, to release large amounts of business capital for 
use in purchase of additional lands or timber, or for 
increased protection, road construction, or other improve­
ments. ■
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Sustaining the Forest
This discussion has regarded the forest—the soil 

and the growing stock—as a productive source of economic 
wealth. The essential task of forest management is to 
perpetuate the forest and to manage it wisely for an optimum 
amount of products and services. The essential task of 
sustained-yield forest management is to adjust the cutting 
budget so as to secure a proper age-class distribution and 
permit approximately equal annual cuts in future periods as 
well as in the present. Such a view presupposes a ready 
market for as much as the forest will produce, and regards 
the forest itself as a self-contained unit of management 
and of business enterprise.

Sustaining the Sawmill
To practical foresters the above view seems rather 

restricted and unrealistic. To them, sustained yield on 
the forest is only half the problem. As practical business­
men they see the unit of production as being not simply the 
forest, but the forest taken in conjunction with the sawmill, 
or other manufacturing plant. Hiley (69) has pointed out 
that Independent forest owners are to some extent at the • 
mercy of companies which are favorably placed for using their 
timber, and that for efficient utilization very close coop­
eration is desired between the management of forests and 
management of the mills which use the timber.

In a region where liquidation has been the rule, it 
may be reasoned that if the timber is to be cut on a sustained- 
yield basis then the industry dependent on this timber supplT|jjJ■
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must also be placed on a sustained basis.
A persistent problem of forest industries has been 

overcapacity in relation to the amount of timber permanently 
available. To many observers, the problem of setting up " 
individual producing units, for a sustained yield, has been 
more of an industrial problem of readjustment of plant 
capacity and design than simply a problem of calculation 
of the allowable annual out.

Sustaining the Community 
Primary forest industries, oriented toward the 

source of their raw material, often give rise to forest 
communities having major dependence on this one resource. 
Such communities, whose location may be uneconomic for other 
forms of activity, suffer a great deal when this one resource 
is depleted. Entire regions may suffer depression from this 
cause, threatening not only personal discomfort and loss of 
income, but in addition, disruption of local governmental 
services and in extreme cases a disintegration of the social 
establishment. These may be considered public problems, 
justifying public efforts toward organization and management 
of the forest resource--especially the public forests—so as 
to achieve stability in communities so threatened now or in 
the future.

Thus the goal of sustained-yield forestry may be re­
garded as more than one of simply assuring the nation's future 
wood supply, or of contributing toward stable forest indus­
tries. In addition, it may be considered a social goal,
serving to promote stable and prosperous communities.



CHAPTER IV

STORY OF THE SUSTAINED-YIELD UNIT LEGISLATION

Early Advocates of Cooperative Sustained-Yield Units
No single person can be given credit for originating 

the idea of cooperative management of public and private 
timberlande. This concept gradually emerged in the Pacific 
Northwest as timber-cutting operations moved up into the 
mountains and into the national forests. '

An irregular pattern of land ownership, the result 
of uncoordinated land disposal under various provisions of 
the general land laws which were in many respects ill-adapted 
to their purpose, often interfered with cutting operations 
and made difficult any long-range planning for forest manage­
ment. It seemed evident to many persons that in the moun­
tainous country of the West it should be possible for all 
the timber in one valley or one watershed to be managed as 
a single unit of operation, irrespective of ownership. 
Haphazard location and mixture of national forest with adja­
cent or intermingled private land seemed to prevent any 
possibility of making sensible plans for sustained-yield 
management on either the national forest lands or the 
private lands, taken by themselves.

It was proposed that such lands be combined to form
self-contained productive units, sufficiently large to supply 
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continuously one or more sawmills of efficient size; usually 
this meant they would each have to cover an area of at least 
25>000 acres.

The common practice in the lumber industry of rapid 
liquidation of private timber and abandonment of the land 
as it was out over was recognized as an improper use of the 
forest resource and a hindrance to the development of stable 
and permanent communities. In 1917 Greeley (59) stated: 

Stable forest ownership might be secured by admin­istering public and private lands as a single holding, publicly controlled as to rate and methods of cutting. Most of the advantages of outright public ownership could thus be assured. The ultimate solution of the whole problem must come through the general practice of Forestry, cutting in each region no more than the cur­rent growth of its woodlands. Public regulation of private forest lands will have a necessary and important part in this development. But in the face of many econ­' omic, business, and legal obstacles the process must be one of gradual adjustment.

The public timber should be a stable factor in the situation, not an uncertain one. Public opinion should support a settled policy for its disposal. . . .
This sentiment was reflected in an address made in 

1919 by Henry 8. Graves (57)> Chief Forester of the U.S. For­
est Service, who said:

It is possible that where public and private lands are intermingled and economically interrelated, as in the West, a still more far-reaching principle may be desirable—one that would coordinate all forest lands within economic groups so that they can be developed in a way best to meet the needs of the country and the communities. It has already been found necessary to coordinate and handle jointly all forest lands, regard­less of ownership, with respect to protection from for­est fires. A joining of hands of the public with industry in carrying out and administering the great private resources of timber so as to prevent the present waste and uneconomic over-production and at the same time to insure forest renewal is a distinct possibility. Under such a plan there would be public control of such a 
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featurea ae concern the public welfare» and the industry would handle its part under conditions that would permit full play of Individual Initiative and enterprise. At the present time the mixed character of ownership tends to prevent an orderly development that builds up and sustains communities.
During the next fifteen or twenty years various 

forward-looking persons published papers favoring some sort 
of combined management of these adjoining lands. Prominent 
among these persons were Burt P. Kirkland, then Professor of 
Forestry at the University of Washington, and David T. Mason, 
of Portland, Oregon, an independent consulting forester. 
These early papers give the impression not so much of being 
original, independent proposals, as of being simply exten­
sions of informal discussions that were probably going on 
in many quarters during that period.

As far as any single area was concerned, the need 
for good forest practices was often recognized, but the 
need for permanent management of these lands, taken as a 
whole, was still a rather remote one in the minds of most 
persons. Sawmills everywhere were still cutting on a 
liquidation basis, and there was too much virgin timber 
readily available for many persons to give serious thought 
to the problem of long-range cooperative forest management.

Development of the Concept 
The whole idea of continuous forest production has 

generally been tied to continuous operation of a given indi­
vidual sawmill or other wood-using industrial plant. Since 
most of the existing mills had a large excess capacity in 
relation to the amount of timberlands they controlled, the
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problem of sustained yield was usually one of increasing 
the backlog of uncut timber available to a given mill, and 
where the mill was adjacent to a national forest the logical 
solution was to allocate some of this national forest timber 
to it.

In 1918 Kirkland (86) stated that while the ultimate
ideal would be in each case to get sufficient land under one 
ownership to support continuously a single mill, where the 
lands in any such unit were part national forest and part 
privately owned some sort of cooperative agreement would 
provide the best method of achieving good forest management 
pending the time ownership could be transferred in whole to 
one party or the other. Recognizing the element of monopoly 
in any such agreement for long—term allocation of public 
timber, he offered the suggestion that perhaps some sort 
of public or quasi—public corporation could be formed to 
purchase the assets of the cooperating private mill and to 
purchase and manufacture the national forest timber (87)•

In 1927 D. T. Mason (108) outlined a proposal whereby 
permanent “cooperative sustained-yield units * would be estab­
lished under a contract in which the government would sell 
its timber to the private operator, to be cut as it was 
reached in the ordinary course of operations, and in which 
the private operator would in good faith manage his own 
private lands on a sustained-yield basis. It was his feeling 
that the federal government should encourage this form of

not just incooperative management 
but should make all of 
erative unite.

a few particular locations, , 
its timber available for such coop-■
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The same author, in collaboration with Donald 
Bruce (109), further developed the possible operation of 
such a plan, to include accomplishment of mergers of owner­
ship of private timber and mills as completely as practica­
ble in any one unit into a single company, whose contract 
with the government would provide for (a) sale to the 
"company" of national forest timber within the unit, 
(b) limitation of the maximum annual cut for the entire unit 
to its sustained-yield capacity, (c) cooperative protection 
of the land against fire, insects, and disease » (d) reforesta­
tion of cutover land, (e) a fifty-year contract period, and 
( f) the charging of "reasonable" stumpage prices for the 
public timber, to be readjusted periodically.

As more and more of these units were established, 
on which cutting would be limited to the sustained-yield 
productive capacity of the land, it was anticipated that the 
then chronic "over-production" of timber would be corrected 
and that the resultant increased prices expected to occur 
would have a beneficial effect on the industry as a whole. 
It was reasoned that any increased price to the consumer as 
the result of thus limiting production could properly be 
considered the fair price paid for assurance of a future 
timber supply. , 

However, it is by no means evident that any reduced 
over-all production would occur, for any reduction in cutting 
on cooperative units might be offset by increased production 
elsewhere, and the hope of higher prices can perhaps be 
regarded simply as wishful thinking.
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In 1934 the Oregon Planning Council published a 
report (119) of its Forest Management Committee rejecting 
the plan of pooling ownerships in a single corporation, 
favoring instead some form of cooperative association. Such 
associations would operate under state charter, somewhat 
after the pattern of a drainage district or irrigation 
district, with their directors given power to enforce rules 
and decisions on non-cooperating owners within each unit.

The above report adds:
The size and location of these units will not necessarily be influenced by ownership of manufacturing facilities,*and the component parts of a unit may not necessarily be contiguous. In other words, we are deal­ing with the management of forest land for the production of forest products. . . . Not infrequently the production of forest products from a sustained-yield unit will be tied directly to one or more industries in a definite location and these manufacturing facilities will be an integral part of the plan for a given area. It is not essential, however, that the manufacturing point be definitely located or tied in with the sustained-yield unit. . . . Competition between different manufacturing plants in the utilization of the sustained-yield output might be desirable rather than objectionable. Frequently, as in the Columbia and Willamette river territory and in many other locations, several different sustained-yield units may contribute to the supply of forest products needed to sustain large groups of manufacturing facili­ties already established. Ordinarily the component parts of a unit would be contiguous, but to fully promote the purposes of sustained-yield forest management the proper balance of age classes or other factors might call for scattered component parts to make up a natural sustained­' yield unit.
The 1936 meeting of the Society of American Foresters 

had a general session on integrating private and public lands 
for sustained yield (24, 146), at which the need for coopera­
tive units, and some of their problems, were discussed.

In 1938 the Pacific Northwest Regional Planning Com­
mission of the National Resources Committee (122) reported:6
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It le generally considered impracticable by most of the industry under present conditions to own more than twenty years1 supply of timber; most of them own much less. But sustained-yield management requires a timber supply which will last long enough to permit new growth to replace what is cut, and, according to local condi­tions, this may require from forty to eighty years1 supply of old-growth timber. ... It is desirable, inso­far as possible, to bring about conditions which will make it practical and economical for more of the industry and non-operator owners to continue to own timberland and manage it on a sustained-yield basis. Nevertheless, there will be many instances where private owner-operators 
will not be able to carry sufficient land for this purpose. This condition, and the large amount of publicly owned forest land in many of the prospective sustained- yield units, points to the desirability of cooperation between private and public owners in setting up and managing such units. Such cooperation will require care­ful planning and long-term contracts between the several parties to secure the necessary continuity of policy. . . .

Although these proposals arose primarily as an 
effort to bring better management to the forest, they all 
recognized social benefits that would accrue through assuring 
stable and permanent communities centered around the mills, 
and they further recognized the sustaining effect such com­
munities would have on the regional economy.

Emergence of Legislation
The substance of Mason and Bruce * e recommendations

was included in the report of President Hoover's Timber 
Conservation Board, a fact-finding body appointed to look 
into the then serious situation of losses and business fail­
ures in the lumber industry. Although the main effort of 
the Board was directed toward finding ways of restricting 
"over-production" in the lumber industry, it did recommend:

. . . that the owners of privately owned timber seriously study the possibilities of sustained yield and that the managers of the timber publicly owned or controlled, wherever in their judgment it is in the public interest, manage such timber in cooperation with
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private timber so as to bring a maximum of private timber under sustained yield management. Suitable legislation should be enacted wherever and to the extent necessary to permit effective cooperation for this purposed
Article X of the N.R.A. Lumber Code called for a 

conference of public and private industry representatives 
to prepare a broad program of public and private action to 
deal with American forest problems. Among the recommenda­
tions of the ensuing conference was the following statement:

The disposal of Federal and State timber, to be of the highest use, must contribute to sustained-yield production, including the participation therein of private forest lands, through supplying raw material for those private operations which may have the desire but not otherwise the means to sustain ownership and productive management of forest lands.
Such a policy may require in any unit of public timber a sustained yield, or an over- or under-cutting program temporarily. More specifically it is recommended that . . . first, all forests owned or controlled by the public be managed on a sustained-yield basis, if not already so managed, and, second, such public forests be managed in cooperation with the private forests so as to place a maximum of private forests also on a sustained- yield basis.

To this end, public forest acquisitions should be designed ... to promote the maximum development of sustained-yield forest management on both public and private lands. This should be sought through public acquisition in areas where through the forms of coopera­tion recommended in connection with the disposal of public timber, sustained yield can be brought about on economic units comprising both public and private holdings

Cited by D.T. Mason in statement appended to U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Sustained Timber Yield (155).
It is to be noted, however, that an earlier report of a sub-committee of the Timber Conservation Board (189) contained a strong statement against cooperative unite, by Graves.

2Cited by D.T. Mason in Sustained Timber Yield (155).JÉ



The N.R. A. conference further recommended that the
Secretary of Agriculture appoint a joint committee of public 
and industry representatives to take action on its recom­
mendations. This joint committee was appointed, and met* frequently from 1934 to 1937. As part of its work, it pre­
pared bills for congressional enactment, out of which grew 
the 1944 legislation (P.L. 273)•

On recommendation of this joint committee, a 
Forest Conservation Conference was held in Washington, D.C., 
in 1937, composed of representatives from the lumber industry, 
conservation societies, forest schools, and various federal 
and state agencies. This conference gave consideration to 
many forest problems, and among its recommendations was one 
for legislation authorizing cooperative sustained-yield unltq. 

Studies by the Washington State Planning Council 
in the mid-1930’s (190, 191 ) recommended joint management 
of public and private lands for sustained yield, partly to 
overcome complexities of intermingled ownership, and partly, 
by having the federal government take over a backlog of 
mature timber, to improve the financial position of operators 
so they could operate at a sustained-yield rate

Meanwhile, cooperative units were authorized on 0. and
C. lands by the Act of August 28, 1937- However, this came
more as part of a general revision of policy to provide for 
permanent management of 0. and C. lands and for an improved 
basis for payments to counties in lieu 
specific authorization for cooperative

The 1938 report of the Pacific

of taxes, than as a
units par se.
Northwest Regional
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Planning Commission, previously noted (122), recommended a 
vigorous federal program of forest acquisition, primarily 
of tax-reverted cutover lands within prospective units, "in 
order to make such cooperative sustained-yield units more 
widely practicable through establishment of a reasonable 
balance between public and private forest ownerships within 
each unit.* 

A Joint Congressional Committee on Forestry was 
formed in 1938. This committee held hearings throughout 
the United States and in 1941 submitted its report (154), 
which included in its recommendations the establishment of 
cooperative sustained—yield units along the lines which have 
been discussed.

In 1942 the Pacific Northwest Regional Planning 
Commission (123) recommended a system of sustained-yield 
units embracing all or at least a major part of the com­
mercial forest land in that region, and indicated that most 
of such land should have been definitely tied into sustained- 
yield operating units within ten years.

The legislative history of P.L. 273 began in 1936 
when Senator MeNary of Oregon introduced a bill to amend 
the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924, in which the proposed authori­
zation for cooperative sustained-yield units was buried 
among other provisions to extend federal cooperation in fire 
protection and research.5 A provision was also included to 
authorize sustained—yield units consisting wholly of federal

5S. 4507, 74th Congress, 1936.
land. This bill died in committee.
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In the next Congress (the 75th Congress, 1937-38), 
a separate bill*was introduced to authorize sustained-yield 
units, with similar wording to the relevant portion of the 
previous bill. There was also a separate bill to authorize 
sustained-yield units on the Deschutes National Forest and 
the Fremont National Forest, in Oregon. These bills, and 
the previous one, pertained only to the national forests; 
timberland under jurisdiction of other government depart­
ments was not included. These bills likewise died in com­
mittee.

The basic sustained-yield unit bill was reintro­
duced, with very little change, in each of the next three 
Congresses. In its final form it authorized sustained-yield 
units on lends under jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior as well as the Secretary of Agriculture. In the 
78th Congress, after receiving a favorable report by the 
House Committee on Agriculture, it was passed by both houses 
without debate and became law on March 29, 1944.

State Legislation 
Even before enactment of P.L. 273 both Washington, 

in 1939, and Oregon, in 1941, adopted legislation authoriz­
ing commitment of state lands to sustained—yield units under 
cooperative agreements with other landowners. At the 
present time, however, the rapid progress of these two 
states in managing state—owned forest lands, along with 
a strong reaction against the growing power of the federal 
government in general, seems to indicate that these states now 
have no intention of participating in federally-dominated
cooperative units.



CHAPTER V

APPLICATION OF PUBLIC LAW 273

There were early hopes for widespread application 
of P.L. 273- On enactment in 1944 it was described as a 
"sustained-yield magna oharta,■ "skillfully drawn to meet 
a complex situation" (55)• Two years before its enactment 
Wohlenberg (195) reported that the Simpson Logging Company, 
the St. Paul and Tacoma Lumber Company, and the Soundview 
Pulp Company were interested in cooperative units, and that 
the Biles-Coleman, Edward Hines, and J. Nells companies 
were already accomplishing cooperative sustained yield on 
an informal basis. Sustained-yield units were a main topic 
of discussion at the 1946 annual meeting of the Western 
Forestry and Conservation Association, where Horning (73) 
estimated that 60 percent of the 0. and C. lands were 
likely to be committed to cooperative units. In 1948 the 
Forest Service (159) tentatively estimated that from 20 to 
25 percent of the total commercial forest area of the national 
forests might eventually be included in cooperative and fed­
eral units. In that year about a hundred applications, formal 
and informal, were on file (56).

In 1949 Kirkpatrick (88) stated that cooperative 
units in the Pacific Northwest probably would not involve 
more than one-fourth of the allowable annual cut on national 
forests of that region, perhaps much less, and that except
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for a few opportunities in California and the northern 
Rooky Mountains, extensive establishment of cooperative 
units in other regions did not seem likely. He estimated 
that federal units might ultimately cover a maximum of 
30 percent of the allowable annual out on national forests 
in the Pacific Northwest and California, and a small amount 
in the Southwest.

At the present time neither the Forest Service nor 
the Bureau of Land Management is actively promoting any 
cooperative units, primarily because of the large amount of 
opposition which developed in the 1948 hearings.

Cooperative Units 
Shelton Cooperative Sustained Yield Unit.—Two days 

after passage of the 1944 act, application for a coopera­
tive unit was made by the Simpson Logging Company; of Shelton 
Washington. The mills of this company provide the principal 
industrial support for the communities of Shelton and 
McCleary, whose populations in 1946 were estimated at 4,700 
and 1,400, respectively (171)• Shelton is the county seat 
and principal community of Mason County, Washington. The 
Simpson Logging Company had been operating for about forty 
years, and had only about ten years' supply of timber left 
on its own lands. The president of the company has stated 
that without the cooperative agreement committing to it the 
adjoining national forest timber, they probably would have 
been forced td close their plant at McCleary and reduce their 
operations at Shelton by about two-thirds. In his words (90) 
"On the first occasion of our having not been a successful
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bidder for Government timber from the national reserve in 
the Shelton working circle, we would then immediately start 
the liquidation of our last sawmill. In this event we would 
have in the area only the small softboard mill operating 
from such cordwood as we could obtain from our second-growth 
lands.■ 

The agreement with the Simpson Logging Company was 
signed on December 12, 1946. It covers land and timber as 
indicated in Table 3. Its terms may be summarized as follows:

TABLE 3
LAND AND TIMBER COVERED IN SHELTON COOPERATIVE SUSTAINED YIELD UNIT

Land Covered Area, Acres
Percent of Land

Percent of Merchantable Timber (b.f. Volume)
National Forest Land 111,466 41.2 81.8
Simpson Logging Co. Land 158,760 58.8 18.2 .

270,226 100.0 100.0

1. The duration of this agreement is to be 100 years, from 
Jan. 1, 194? to Dec. 31» 2046.

2. The rate of cut is set at an average of 100 million board feeV per year for the first ten years, and is to be determined every ten years thereafter by formula,

^What follows is the writer's condensation of the original text of the agreement. It is obviously open to the criticism that any change or omission from the original wording may alter the meaning originally intended. For an exact statement of the terms and conditions of the agreement reference must be made to its complete text, which is contained in references (155) and (171)•
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whloh le estimated to permit an allowable annual out of 90 million board feet from 1957 onward. When major cutting operations shift to second-growth stands, con­sideration will be given to the adoption of a formula ' that will more adequately meet the forest management requirements which prevail at that time. In any five consecutive years cutting will comprise not less than two-thirds of the volume budgeted for that period, and not more than 60 percent of the total amount allowed during the decade for which the out has been calculated.
3. The Company is given the opportunity to buy national , forest sawtimber at its appraised value, in such amounts and at such times as will be determined by the Forest Service in accordance with cutting plane established as provided in the agreement. Material from salvage or thinning operations will be offered first to the Company, then, if not taken by the Company, to other operators, who shall have the privilege of removing it over any roads within the unit controlled by the Company or the Forest Service, under terms and conditions set by the Forest Service.
4. The appraised price at which national forest timber will be offered will be determined by appraisals made accord­ing to standard appraisal principles and methods cur­rently in use by the Forest Service at the time they are made. Appraisals will include consideration of the quality of the timber and analysis of operating costs and lumber or other product prices in the region, and shall include an equitable margin for profit and risk.
5. In the event of failure of the two parties mutually to agree on rate and methods of cutting, the plans and methods of cutting prescribed by the Chief of the Forest Service will be accepted and used.
6. On its lands committed to the agreement the Company will permit no grazing or other use incompatible with the objective of growing merchantable timber, without approval of the Chief of the Forest Service.
7. Standards for fire protection and slash disposal on Company lands shall at least equal those on national forest lands. In the event of failure to agree on such plans the decision of the Chief of the Forest Service shall control.
8. If insect and disease control is deemed necessary, the Company will modify its logging plans so far as practical to remove infected trees and will, if economically feas­ible, adopt such other accepted control measures as will prevent the spread of epidemic outbreaks. The Forest Service will exert every reasonable effort to secure public assistance to combat the spread of the epidemic.
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9. if natural restocking is not obtained on lands of site • quality III or better, artificial reforestation is required by planting of nursery stock or other means, to be done by the cooperator owning the land in ques­tion, and in accordance with standards currently em­ployed by the Forest Service on similar national forest 
land.

10. Roads built by the operator, which provide access to national forest land, shall be made available for such degree of public use as in the Judgment of the Chief of the Forest Service are consistent with local circum­stances and the objectives of the agreement. The road plan will be Jointly prepared, and in the event of failure to agree on the provisions of such a plan, where crossing or access to notional forest land is involved, the decision of the Chief of the Forest Service shall 
control.

11. The Company shall maintain at Shelton and McCleary or within a ten-mile radius thereof sufficient primary manufacturing plant capacity to use as a minimum 80 per­cent of the forest products removed from the cooperating lands, and a volume at least equivalent to that percent­age of the total volume removed annually shall be processed in those plants.
Development of facilities for more complete utili­zation and refinement of the product shall, in so far as it is economically possible, keep pace with advances made in this field by the lumber industry of the region.
In the provision of additional major facilities for manufacture or refinement of forest products yielded by the cooperating lands, locations either at Shelton or McCleary or within a ten-mile radius thereof will be selected and principal manufacturing or remanufacturing plants will not be established elsewhere.
Although it shall be the responsibility of the Company to see that adequate wood-using plants are built, maintained, and operated for the conversion of the raw forest material harvested from the cooperating lands, this responsibility, if the Company does not find it expedient to construct and operate the plants, may be redeemed through collateral arrangements between the Company and the owners or operators of manufacturing facilities. In this event the Company shall to the full extent of its ability regulate the size, type, location, and operation of such plants in accordance with the terms and objectives of the agreement.

12. It shall be the Company's obligation, economic condi­tions permitting, to distribute its operations so that current employment opportunities in Shelton and McCleary 
will not be diminished.
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13» The Forest Service may withdraw any national forest land needed for other specific public uses, including recreation; the Company may withdraw its land*for a higher use, but only with approval of the Forest Service. It is not expected or intended that reserva­tions made for these purposes will sufficiently reduce the cut of the unit to appreciably affect employment or community stability.
14. Any additional lands acquired by either party within the unit shall come under the agreement.
15. Either party may make formal complaint to the other. Decisions of forest officers shall be final unless appeal is taken within a reasonable time. Any decision appealed shall be reviewed by the immediate superior " of the officer by whom the decision was rendered, in the following order: Forest Supervisor, Regional Forester, Chief of the Forest Service, and Secretary of Agriculture.
16. The agreement shall be binding upon the successors and assigns of the cooperators.
17. The agreement may be amended or terminated by mutual consent.

The Shelton agreement has been in effect for five 
years, and its operation has generally been considered highly 
satisfactory. The Simpson Logging Company has installed a 
large fibreboard plant at Shelton, and with their permanence 
assured the communities of Shelton and McCleary have made 
many civic improvements in the form of new homes, streets, 
utilities, public buildings, and commercial establishments.

Proposed Kootenai Sustained Yield Unit.—Upon pas­
sage of P.L. 273 the Forest Service made extensive study of 
the desirability of establishing a cooperative sustained- 
yield unit with the J. Neils Lumber Company, of Libby, 

2 Montana.
2 1As a matter of fact, an informal cooperative agree­ment, or "gentlemen's agreement," had been signed in1943 (89) by representatives of the Forest Service, the gJ. Neils Company, and the State Forester, which declared a
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Libby le the county seat and principal community 
of Lincoln County, Montana. Within the same county, and 
just eighteen miles to the west, is the town of Troy. These 
communities had populations in 1940 of 1,837 and 796, respec­
tively (179)• Beginning in 1906, four large sawmills had 
been in operation in the county, but by 1929 they had all 
closed down, for one reason or another, except the mill of 
the J. Nells Company at Libby, with a daily capacity of 
150,000 board feet per eight-hour shift. In spite of the 
activities of these earlier mills, much of the forest resource 
of Lincoln County remains untapped. Troy had previously had 
a large mill, but in 1945 its source of income was mainly 
the Great Northern Railroad (Troy is a division point on 

desire to stabilize the forest industry of the county by assuring a permanent supply of timber to the wood-using industries then located there. It estimated that from the combined lands enough timber was available to maintain an annual out of about 55 million board feet at the Company's mill, and added: "Consequently, it is not desirable toencourage installation of additional mills in the unit except in some oases small mills cutting chiefly species other than pine."
The Company agreed "to out its timber selectively in accord with agreed-upon silvicultural practice, and to protect and maintain its forest lands in good productive condition. ..."
The Forest Service agreed to "offer timber for sale from time to time, at such times and in such locations and quantities as will best coordinate the cutting of private and public timber within the limits of the allowable annual cut. ..."
The State Forester agreed that new mills within the area would not be encouraged to operate on state timber, but that all applications for the purchase of timber would be considered in compliance with the law.
So far as the writer knows, this agreement is stillin effect.



!

— 62 —

UNCO LN COUNTY-MAP 3
INFORMATION CONCERNING PROPOSED 

KOOTENAI SUSTAINED YIELD UNIT

TOBACCO

Leonia

INTERNATIONAL BOUN DAR

sriVAMire

By

SCALE

FOREST

KOOTENAI' 'OBTAINED

RIVEN «%
Fort

PLATE 3

Rexford

yarfen

Werl and

LEGEND
O Towns

^3 Exclusions'
— Railroad
■■ Lincoln County Boundary 

Unit Boundary
= Roads

Ownership: 
J. Neils Lumber Co. 
National Forest

— Northern Pacific



— 63 —

the railroad), the E.E. Drury & Sone pole yard, and a few 
small forest operators. Since that time the Drury & Sons 
pole yard has gone out of business, and a new mill, with 
a daily capacity of 25,000 board feet, has been established 
in Troy. However, in 1951 this mill was purchased by the 
J. Neils Company.

The Forest Service was interested in establishing 
a cooperative unit with the J. Neils Company because (a) the 
forest industry of the region is built around the two high- 
value species, ponderosa pine and western white pine, which 
comprise only one-fourth of the total merchantable volume, 
much of it in the Nelle Company ownership, and which gener­
ally must be combined with the more abundant secondary 
species if harvesting of the latter is to be profitable; 
(b) planning for year-long logging operations in the area 
could hardly be accomplished without taking into account 
the land of the J. Neils Company, which includes the major­
ity of the more accessible winter logging chances; (c) fail­
ure of the J. Nells Company to be the successful bidder for 
national forest timber under the traditional method of 
competitive bidding could ultimately result in closing of 
its mill at Libby, which would be a major economic calamity 
for Lincoln County; and (d) such a long-term assurance of 
cutting rights on the national forest would encourage the 
J. Nells Company to make additional industrial investment 
for increased utilization of the forest, thus adding sub- 
stantlally to local employment and community stability.

During 1945 a sociological study was made by
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H.F. and L.C. Kaufman (81) of the potential effect of auoh 
a cooperative unit on the local social and community struc­
ture. This study recommended (a) that efforts to achieve 
community stability include integration of the forest objec­
tive [i.e., "sustained yield "J with broader industrial and 
social objectives;3 (b) that additional planning, much 
broader than the assuring of one plant of the necessary raw 
materials, be undertaken, before any decision on the unit 
be made; (c) that a study be made of the over-all pattern 
of industrial organization most likely to survive in the 
area; (d) that additional attention be given to the desir­
ability of encouraging a stable timber industry in Troy; 
(e) that the public be given a greater share in determining 
forest policy, rather than for this to be worked out chiefly 
or entirely by the Forest Service and the one large operator; 
and (f) that more emphasis be placed on the public-policy 
function of Forest Service activities.

The more liberal view of the above report, that 
perhaps several operators would be more desirable than one, 
was challenged by Walter H. Meyer, Professor of Forest 
Management at the Yale School of Forestry, who stated that 
the difficult character of the logging chance, the neces-

3 (a) The industrial objective: maximum local manu­facturing and employment, within the limitations of raw materials, costs of production, and markets; (b) the social objective: democratic determination of forest policy, so that the best interests of all major groups in the community be served and the rewards from the forest be equitably distributed among those dependent upon it.
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alty of balancing winter and summer logging, the necessity 
of logging high-value species along with low-value species, 
the necessity for cutting private timber in the unit during 
depression periods, the greater opportunities for increased 
utilization in a large mill, and the necessity, in the inter­
est of community support, for efficient, well-financed 
operation, all pointed to the desirability of allocating 
the national forest timber to the one large operator 
present (112).

The Forest Service proposal included (a) restriction 
of timber sales under the cooperative agreement to cover 
only sawtimber;(b) establishment of a federal unit cover­
ing the same area as the national forest lands committed to 
the cooperative agreement, to provide for competitive sale 
of poles and their processing in the dependent communities 
of Libby and Troy;(c) reservation on national forest lands 
of posts, shingle bolts, pulpwood, and other minor products, 
for competitive sales; (d) reservation of an average of 6 
million board feet of the allowable annual cut of sawtimber 
on the national forest lands for competitive sales to small 

^Except where, in the judgment of the forest officer 
approving the sale, other associated timber should be removed concurrently.

-5The Forest Service had previously denied two requests 
for a federal unit (for all products, including sawtimber) to stabilize the town of Troy, because there was in Troy at that time no prospect of a stable operator who could assure dependable community support from harvesting the character and amount of timber that was felt could be made available to it. See Kootenai National Forest, Management Plan for the Kootenai Sustained Yield Unit (169).
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mille;(®) the requirement that the J. Nelle Company oon- 
etract in Troy a small band mill with an annual capacity of 
10 million board feet, and operate this mill the same 
number of days each year ae the mill at Libby; ? and (f) pro­
vision for public recreational use of company lands along 
with national forest lands, under jointly prepared recrea­
tion plans.

Area of the Kootenai Sustained Yield Unit would be 
1,376,000 acres [or 2,150 square miles], composed of approx­
imately 88 percent national forest land and 12 percent land 
of the J. Nells Company.

The agreement was to run for sixty years. This 
period represents the estimated adjustment period required 
to place the forest in a thrifty condition, with a more, 
normal distribution of age classes, and covers the period 
of the first cut in most of the mature and overmature stands 
within the area. '

The proposed cooperative agreement further differed 
from the Shelton agreement in that (a) the Company would not 
be allowed to purchase national forest sawtimber from outside 
the unit for manufacture within the unit; (b) the Company

^This would be composed mostly of the less valuable 
species, and was reported as more timber than such mills had cut in the past.

7The Forest Service considered that the community of 
Troy would benefit most if any new mill there were to be constructed by the J. Nells Company, because this company owned a majority of the private forest land in the Troy area, had an advantage in winter logging chances, and could integrate operations and marketing activities with those
of its mill in Libby. 
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would maintain the Troy mill and sufficient manufacturing 
and remanufacturing plant capacity at Libby to process the 
entire volume of sawtimber removed under the terms of the 
agreement; (c) additional major facilities for manufacture 
or refinement of such sawtimber could be provided by the 
Company or through arrangements by the Company with other 
parties, but would be located in Libby or Troy, or in such 
other locations as might have the approval of the Chief of 
the Forest Service; (d) grazing would be permitted on 
Company lands committed to the agreement under standards of 
range management and use applicable to comparable areas of 
national forest land; (e) financial obligations on the 
part of the Company for planting, hazard reduction (other 
than logging slash removal), and stand improvement work 
would be limited to a reasonable level, but in case of 
disagreement the Chief of the Forest Service would make 
the final decision as to what a reasonable level would be; 
and (f) if and when an appeal from the Company against any 
administrative action or decision of the Forest Service were 
carried to the Secretary of Agriculture, the Company might 
request the appointment of an advisory board of three men 
to review the problem and make appropriate recommendations, 

o which would be considered by the Secretary.
A public hearing on this unit was never scheduled 

because (a) residents of Troy were generally dissatisfied
QThese men would be qualified logging operators, log­ging engineers, or technical foresters, of whom one would be selected by the Company, one by the Secretary,_and the third by the other two. J 
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with the terme of the proposal; (b) substantial public 
opposition was developing in Oregon, and other parts of the 
West, to the principle of cooperative units in general; 
and ( o ) the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers proposed a major 
dam on the Kootenai River eleven miles east of Libby, which 
would necessitate major changes in the plan of forest manage­
ment and the pattern of timber sales, and more important, 
which would bring major changes to the community itself, in 
the form of sharply increased population, payrolls, and 
business opportunities, and a possible influx of new indus­
tries entering in response to increased availability of o electric power.

Proposed Woodleaf Cooperative Sustained Yield Unit._  
In 1948 the Forest Service proposed establishment of a 
cooperative unit in the vicinity of Woodleaf, California, 
and in connection with it a cooperative agreement with the 
Soper-Wheeler Company, a non-manufacturing company which 
owned most of the private forest land within the boundaries 
of the proposed unit. Combined lands of the unit included 
a total of 106,382 acres, of which 84 percent was national 
forest land.

Primary manufacture of at least 80 percent of the 
forest products from the unit was to be done within ten 
miles of the community of Woodleaf, under an agreement 
between the Soper-Wheeler Company and the Sacramento Box 

a The building of this dam was authorized on May 17, 1950, but no money has as yet been appropriated for its construction.
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and Lumber Company. The latter company had held cutting 
rights on Soper-Wheeler lands for several years. It was 
already operating a large mill in Woodleaf, employing about 
175 men, and a box factory and planing mill In Sacramento, 
ninety-three miles away, where all of their Woodleaf 
lumber was processed and shipped (164).

The cooperative agreement followed very closely 
the pattern of the Shelton agreement, with the following 
exceptions: (a) the agreement was to run for fifty years, 
and, after a twenty-year adjustment period, the allowable 
annual cut would be calculated every ten years by methods 
currently in use by the Forest Service at the time the 
calculations were made; and (b) an advisory board might 
be appointed to review appeals, as in the proposed Kootenai 
agreement.

Allowable annual out for the combined lands was 
calculated initially as 25 million board feet.

A public hearing on this unit was held in Quincy, 
California, on March 8, 1948, where the proposal met with 
strong and concerted opposition.10 After the record of 
the hearing was reviewed by the Chief of the Forest Service, 
it was announced that, due to predominant local opposition, 
the proposed unit would not be established, and the proposal 
would be officially dropped.

^°See pp. 102-104.
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Federal Unite
Valleoitos Federal Sustained Yield Unit.—Thie unit, 

in the Carson National Forest in New Mexico, was established 
on January 21, 1948. At that time the estimated population 
of the three communities to be stabilized, Valleoitos, 
Canon Plaza, and Petaca, was 760. The only industrial 
activity was a small sawmill which had operated inter­
mittently, and an urgent need was felt for a more stable 
and substantial lumbering enterprise (181).

The Regional Forester's policy statement (183) 
issued November 6, 1947, and made effective with establish­
ment of the unit, provides that all national forest timber 
sold from the unit must be given primary manufacture within 
one mile of Valleoitos,and that such timber might be 
allocated to an approved responsible operator or operators, ' 
under conditions designed to promote the objectives of 
(a) steady employment; (b) employment of local labor; 
(o) refinement of manufacture for production of box shook, 
mill work, and related articles; (d) reduction of waste 
in logging and milling in line with technical developments 
and market conditions; and (e) maintenance of and additions 
to plant facilities, as feasible, to keep in step with

Except minor amounts of special products, and certain salvage material.
12Designation of approved responsible operators is made by the Chief of the Forest Service, on the basis of their willingness and ability to meet the objectives stated, and may be rescinded in his discretion.
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13 technical advances in the industry. The one sawmill in 

Vallecitos has a daily capacity of 15,000 board feet. 
Allowable annual cut from the unit was calculated initially 
as 1.5 million board feet.

Flagstaff Federal Sustained Yield Unit.—This unit 
was established on May’6, 1949, and covers 905,000 acres 
of national forest land in Arizona, chiefly in the & Coconino 
National Forest. The community of Flagstaff^ has two 
large band sawmills, one medium-sized circular sawmill, 
several small circular mills, an excelsior plant, and a 
sash and door factory. Most of the private timber in the 
area has been cut, and the established lumber industry of 
Flagstaff is now almost completely dependent on national 
forest timber from within the unit (182).

The policy statement of May 6, 1949 (185) declares
13The declaration establishing the unit makes no mention of its duration. The statement of Policy and Instructions Governing the Establishment of Sustained Yield Units Under the Provisions of Public Law 273 (158) states:

"The designation of a specific community or com­munities as the beneficiary or beneficiaries of the Act will ordinarily continue indefinitely but may be terminated if the degree of dependence changes from primary to minor be­cause of changes in the community's industrial situation.
"The designation of a specific purchaser allowed to buy timber without competition will ordinarily continue long enough to allow reasonable amortization of the opera­tor's plant and may continue thereafter if there is no important reason to open the unit to competitive bidding. The decision will usually turn on what will best assure community stability and maximum employment. Continuing purchasers (without competition) will be expected to keep their plants and operating methods reasonably up to date."
Defined as the City of Flagstaff and the area within three miles thereof, and including in 1948 an estimatedpopulation of about 8,500. 
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that not less than 85 percent of the eawtlmber out from the 
unit must be given primary manufacture within the community 
of Flagstaff^ and that

The Regional Forester may offer sawtimber for sale to approved responsible operators with suitable manu­facturing facilities within the Flagstaff community on a competitive basis, or in hie discretion without competitive bidding at prices not less than the appraised value. In the designation of approved responsible opera­tors and in offering timber to such operators considera­tion will be given to the fact that there is now estab­lished in the Flagstaff community sufficient sawmill capacity to utilize the budgeted eawtlmber out of the 
unit.

Approved responsible operators awarded sales under 
this authorization are not permitted to participate in 
other sales of national forest timber, either within or 
without the unit, for primary manufacture within the unit. 

When the unit was established the policy was 
adopted that most, but not necessarily all, of the sales 
of sawtimber to approved responsible operators would be 
awarded without competition, at its appraised value. As 
a condition of its sales the Forest Service would require 
that the two large operators provide for joint logging and 
transportation of logs from the southern portion of the 
unit "because of the necessary high capital investment for 
developments and because of the efficiency and economies 
inherent in a joint operating enterprise" (196).

Allocation of timber to each of the approved 
responsible operators would be decided on the merits of

^The remaining amount, up to 15 percent of the 
annual cut from the unit, will be offered for sale, under competitive bidding, to small mills, without this require— ment as to location of manufacture. J
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eaoh caee» with distribution made as equitably as possible, 
after considering “past practices, capital investments, 
utilization of forest products and what would be best in 
the public interest. *

Allowable annual cut from the unit was calculated 
initially as 70.million board feet.

Grays Harbor Federal Sustained Yield Unit•—This 
unit, in the Olympic National Forest in northwestern Washington, 
covers 116,583 acres, and was established on November 2, 1949.

In 194? the Forest Service found that the Grays 
Harbor area contained 106 individual forest industry plants, 
which provided direct employment for 6,327 persons, in 
addition to those employed in lumbering and forestry 
activities (173)•

All sales from the unit are competitive, all timber 
must be given primary manufacture^ within the area, and 
It is expected that remanufacturing be done locally to the 
greatest possible extent. There is no restriction of sales 
to "approved responsible operators."

Allowable annual out from the unit, calculated 
initially as 60 million board feet, is not in itself sufficient 
to support the dependent communities at their present level, 
and the major portion of the timber processed in the area

^Primary manufacture was defined to include, ‘ essen­
tially, the production of rough green lumber (containing the approximate percentages of the various dimensions of lumber usually produced by mills of comparable size in the sawmill industry in western Washington), rough green veneer, wood 

excluded from the primary-manufacture stipulations.
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has continued to come from outside the unit.
The Regional Forester will review the operation 

of the unit at three-year intervals, to determine whether 
or not its objectives are being achieved. If they are not, 
an advisory public hearing will be held in an attempt to 
correct the unsatisfactory conditions. If such hearing 
fails to develop practical ways and means of adjusting the 
program to more fully meet its objectives, then the declara­
tion establishing the unit may be revoked (174).

Big Valley Federal Sustained Yield Unit.—This unit, 
in the Modic National Forest in northeastern California, 
was established on January 27, 1950, and covers 82,185 
acres. There are five relatively small sawmills in the 
area. In 1948 the Forest Service estimated that nearly 
all private timber in the vicinity would be cut within 
five years, and the lumber industry of the four communities 
of Adin, Bieber, Lookout, and Nubieber (with a combined 
population of about 2,000) would then be almost entirely 
dependent on national forest timber (166). Even at that, 
it was noted that the sustained allowable annual cut from 
national forest lands within the unit would be insufficient 
in itself to support the local economy at its current 
level. Establishment of the unit was, however, judged to 
be in the public interest in that it would tend to maintain 
the economy of the dependent communities to the greatest
extent possible and would cushion shocks of reduced popula­
tion and employment as the private lands were out out.

Timber sales from the unit are competitive, and at
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least 80 percent of the timber out under such sales is * 
required to be given primary manufacture within the area. 
In addition, sufficient yard facilities to dry all the 
lumber, and planing-mill capacity for approximately 
50 percent of the total production, will be required (16?). 
Allowable out from the unit was calculated initially as 
8 million board feet.

Lakeview Federal Sustained Yield Unit.—Located in 
southeastern Oregon, this unit covers 488,010 acres in the 
Fremont National Forest, and has been designed to sustain, 
in so far as possible, the economic base of the communities 
of Lakeview and Paisley, Oregon, as available private timber 
becomes exhausted (178). Although the manufacturing area 
as originally proposed (177) extended to the California 
state line, it was reduced, following the hearing, to the 
Lakeview and Paisley communities (176). The unit was 
formally established on October 10, 1950, but this establish­
ment was rendered non-effective by an appeal to the 
Secretary of Agriculture against it, made by Congressman 
Engle of California. After review of the matter, the 
Secretary reaffirmed establishment of the unit on February 23, 
1951.

As proposed, all sales from the unit would be 
competitive, and all timber cut under such sales would be 
required to be manufactured within the given communities,

^Defined as the town of Lakeview and the adjacent
area within a radius of six miles of the Lake County Courthouse, and the town of Paisley and the adjacent area within three miles of the center of town.
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including expenditure of at least an average of five 
man-hours of work per thousand board feet in further 

18 processing beyond the rough green lumber stage.
Allowable annual cut was calculated initially as 50 million 
board feet.

Provision was made for periodic review of the 
unit's operation by the Regional Forester, as in the case 
of the Grays Harbor unit, but at not more than ten-year 
(rather than three-year) intervals.

Other Proposed Unite 
Omak-Okanogan cooperative management plan. —One of 

♦ the first efforts toward cooperative management for sustained 
yield occurred in the Omak-Okanogan district of Washington. 
As early as 1940 (27, 169) the Forest Service prepared a 
statement of policy, in joint action with the Indian Serv­
ice , the State of Washington, and the Biles-Coleman Lumber 
Company, for cooperative forest management in this area. 
The accessible timber was being steadily overcut; and the 
intent of the agreement was to bring about a gradual reduc­
tion in the annual cut and to establish a preliminary 
management plan covering all, or at least a majority, of 
the land within the working circle. The forest was an 
important part of the economic base of the communities 
within the area, and was a primary source of income to the 
Indians on the Colville Indian Reservation.

The Biles-Coleman Company agreed to reduce, over a 
18 Products other than sawlogs would be excluded 

from these manufacturing requirements.
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four-year period, its annual cut of ponderosa pine from 
nearly 60 million board feet to 40 million board feet; 
to be prepared to further reduce this cut, to 35 million 
feet the following and subsequent years if shown to be 
necessary at that time; to hold its cutover lands for the 
purpose of growing another crop of trees; to add to its 
holdings where practicable; to encourage selective cutting - 
on other private lands; to furnish a market for logs so 
cut; and to increase its own utilization not only of 
ponderosa pine but of the less valuable species as well. 

The Indian Service, the Forest Service, and the 
Land Department of the State of Washington agreed to 
cooperate in studies of growth, boundaries, and allowable 
cut, and stated their intention of making timber available 
for sale at times and in amounts which would conform to 
the orderly establishment of a sustained-yield working 
circle.

An advisory committee was formed, compoeed of one 
representative from the company and each of the agencies 
concerned, together with a representative of county and 
community interests.

Of course, none of the public agencies could allo­
cate timber to any single company. It is to be emphasized 
that this joint statement of policy was never intended to 
carry legal obligations such as would accompany a formal 
contract. The public agencies do, however, have some discre­
tion as to size of sales and time of offering, and the 
intention here was to direct this discretion in a positive
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way toward achieving a gradual transition to planned forest 
management. This effort was a recognition of the commun!- 
ties1 need for all that sustained yield implies : a perman­
ent forest industry with a continuing and dependable source 
of raw material, increased utilization species-wise and 
product-wise, and an incentive for better forest practice 
on the land.

Operation under this statement of policy has been 
successful; the Biles-Coleman Company has reduced its out 
of ponderosa pine (although the allowable cut has been 
revised), increased its out of other species* and at the 
same time markedly increased utilization in its mill and 

19 remanufacturing plant.
The company must still bid competitively for its 

sales of public timber; however, there is no other large 
mill in the area* and the large sales required by heavy 
road-construction charges have not been suitable for purchase 
by email concerns. There are a few small operators in the 
area, and their needs for timber seem to have been fairly 
well met, although in October, 1950, a nearby sale of 
3 million feet brought spirited bidding and went for nearly 

20 double its appraised value. As development of the road
^Schrader (136) reports an average of 36.9 man-hours 

per thousand board feet expended in this mill in 1948, as against an average of 18 man-hours per thousand in all lumber mills in the Northwest.
20Sale of Oct. 16, 1950, for 2.3 million board feet 

of ponderosa pine and .9 million feet of Douglas-fir appraised at $18.30 and $3.95 per thousand, respectively, awarded to the Pateros Milling Co. for $36.00 and $7.00 per thousand, respectively, Chelan National Forest.
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system progresses, and as pressure grows for more small 
sales, there will be a growing ability of other operators 
to compete for public stumpage. The Biles-Coleman Company 
is in a relatively secure position, however, because of the 
high degree of recovery and utilization achieved in its mill. 

No serious effort has been made to establish a 
formal sustained-yield unit, because the public agencies 
have preferred to start with others less complicated in 
their ownership and management aspects. In addition, the 
Forest Service (158) has set a policy that the private 
operator should ordinarily contribute at least 20 percent 
of the initial timber volume and at least one-third of the 
productive capacity of the combined holdings. In this 
instance the company owned less than 5 percent of either 
timber or lands.

Skagit forest plan.— In 1948 a sustained-yield unit 
was proposed by the Cascade Forest Industries, Inc., of 
Anacortes, Washington (20). This was a group of mills 
formed to assist in procurement of raw materials for its 
members. It had recently entered into a 35-year contract 
with the Washington Forest Products Association, a coopera­
tive management and marketing association of small forest 
landowners, for purchase of their logs and stumpage.

The plan was to assemble 150,000 acres of forest 
land in ownership of either member mills of Cascade Forest 
Industries or members of the cooperative; the Forest Service 
would then be asked to contribute another 150,000 acres to 
a permanent sustained-yield unit. Although the Forest
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Service showed a definite interest in the plan, it could 
not be supported, for three reasons: (a) the cooperative 
could not legally control the cutting plans and practices 
of its members, nor assure long-term commitment of their 
lands to the unit; (b) logs had always moved in and out of 
the area freely and other Puget Sound mills had grown to 
depend, in part, on logs from the Skagit watershed; and 
(c) the corporation and the cooperative failed to assemble 
anywhere near the amount of land that would have been 
required.

Two applications for federal unite in the South.— 
In 1950 the Lumberman (11) reported application by forest 
industries for federal units on the Homochitto (Mississippi) 
and Kisatchie (Louisiana) National Forests. These were 
rejected by the Forest Service. From the present writer's 
limited knowledge of the facts, it appears that while 
perhaps motivated by an honest desire for sustained yield, 
these two applications more truly represented efforts of 
individual mills seeking chiefly to insulate themselves from 
competition for public stumpage.

Proposed cooperative unit at Oakridge, Oregon.—Pope 
and Talbot, Ino., has made a definite bld for a cooperative 
unit on the Willamette National Forest in Oregon (13, 132). 
The company would contribute approximately 30,000 acres 
with 1,124 million board feet of timber to approximately 
160,000 acres and 5,346 million board feet on a portion of 
the national forest. Outstanding features are the checker­
board ownership pattern, the high road construction costs
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and patchwork logging methods characteristic of the region, 
and the fact that the company is prepared to establish a 
pulp mill to use the high proportion of otherwise cull 
material now being left in the woods. The company's 
operations have trebled the population of Oakridge from 
an initial figure of 551 in 19^7 • The company has asserted 
its intention to encourage development of an attractive 
community with a permanent economic base, and to refrain 
from turning it into a company town.

Company and Forest Service officials have discussed 
this proposed unit in public meetings, and the company has 
requested a public hearing on it "early in 1952.“ The 
Forest Service has not yet announced its readiness to 
proceed that far, apparently wishing to see more general 
support for the unit before taking definite action.

Sustained-yield unite in Alaska.—Four possible 
Alaskan sustained-yield units have been described by 
Heintzleman (67). They have not been developed under 
P.L. 273, but are mentioned here because the first one 
offered involves a similar long-term allocation (fifty 

21 years) of public timber to a single operator, and 
certain unusual terms of sale. These terms include 
(a) the requirement for construction of a 500-ton daily 
capacity pulpmill in the area, (b) power of the Forest 
Service to set logging and utilization standards, and

21Awarded July 27, 1951> under competitive bidding, 
to the Ketchikan Pulp and Paper Company, a new company formed for this purpose by the Puget Sound Pulp and Timber Co. (Bellingham, Wash.), and the American Viscose Corporation.



— 86 —

(o) protection to the company, against arbitrary action 
by the Forest Service, through establishment of guides for 
Forest Service action in the periodic contract readjustment 
and through permitting appeal of Forest Service decisions 
to the Secretary of Agriculture, with the company given 
a right to have an independent board of specialists advise 
the Secretary in such circumstances.



CHAPTER VI

O. AND C. PROGRAM

Prior to 1937 the O. and C. program had been one 
of selling the timber and opening the lands to homestead 
entry. The Act of 1937 recognised that most of this land _ 
was unsuited to agriculture, and set forth a policy of 
retention in federal ownership and management for permanent 
timber production.

Early Plans for Sustained Yield 
Sustained-yield forest units.—The initial task of 

placing these lands under management was one of inventory 
and planning. Horning (72) describes this early period, 
in which a scheme of operating units, or working circles, 
was developed to serve as a primary means of control. Since 
0. and C. lands were in large part checkerboarded with 
private forest land, initial planning recognized the 
capacity of both types of land, and their prospect of 

2 being combined to form cooperative units.
Master units.—In order to contribute toward stabil-

1 See pp. 2-3» 
2 Present planning, however, covers only the 0. and 0. lands, and these sustained-yield forest units, while they have never been formalized, are now employed as adminis­trative units of control.

— 8 7 —
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tty of local communities and industries, groups of sustained- 
yield forest units were brought together to form master 
units, which could be tied to definite marketing areas 
logically related to these units. Although exceptions 
might conceivably be made for special kinds or grades of 
products, it is normally required that all 0. and 0. timber 
be given primary manufacture within the appurtenant marketing 3 area. 0. and C. lands have been divided into twelve master 
units, which have been in operation since 194?.^

Cooperative agreements.—It is important to note 
that although cooperative agreemente have, from the start, 
generally been considered a device for bringing about 
cooperative unite, as a matter of fact the 1937 law author­
ized cooperative agreements whenever they would aid in 
accomplishing the purposes of the act. This broad author­
ization for cooperative agreements, wholly aside from

3 Primary manufacture is defined as follows (156);
(a) In sawmills; at least through the stage of rough-green manufacture into a product including the usual per­centages of the various dimensions found at the rough­green stage in what may be regarded as a typical "run-of-the-mill * product of the sawmilling industry of western Oregon.
(b) In veneer or plywood plants; at least through the stage of rough-green veneer.
(c) In pulp, wallboard, or chemical utilization plants; at least through the stage of marketable chips.
(d) In other wood-processing plants; to a point equivalent in degree of refinement to those above, except that such products as poles and piling, which are marketed without extensive processing, are not included.

h One, the Siuslaw River Master Unit, was established in 1946. . e
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cooperative units, may have increasing importance in the 
5 future.

Proposed Mohawk River Sustained Yield Forest Unit
Acting under authority of the 1937 law rather than 

that of 1944, the Bureau of Land Management proposed estab­
lishment of a cooperative unit with the Fisher Lumber 
Company of Maroola, Oregon. The unit would have comprised 
52,803 acres, of which 65 percent were 0» and C» lands and 
35 percent were lands of the Fisher Lumber Company. Other 
private forest owners within the area were invited to commit 
their lands and to participate in the cooperative agree­
ment, but none seemed anxious to do so. The proposed agree­
ment was, in general, similar to the Shelton agreement, 
except for provision that the company would lose title to 
its lands if it defaulted on the agreement, and that the 
agreement could be cancelled if the operator suffered 
persistent financial losses.

A public hearing on this unit was held in Eugene, 
Oregon, on January 21, 1948. Vigorous opposition was 
presented at that time, and after review of the hearing by 
the Secretary of the Interior, it was announced (36) that 
the agreement would not be approved (partly because full 
agreement had not yet been reached with the company on some 
of the provisions—notably Sect. 29, that the company would 

^See p. 94. It is to be noted, however, that the 
Forest Service, under P.L. 273, has no authority for cooperative agreements except for the purpose of estab­lishing cooperative units. ;
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lose title to Ite lande if it ehould default)» and that 
any agreement would have to be on the basis of certain 
revised terms.

Departmental Instructions of June 2, 1948 (156)
At the same time dieapproval of the Fisher agree­

ment was announced, Assistant Secretary Davidson issued 
instructions that any cooperative agreement would be 
required to include the following provisions:

(a) A statement of the community or local area to 
be stabilized.

(b) More specific commitments from the cooperator 
with respect to utilization practices and, where feasible, 
establishment of secondary manufacturing facilities.

(c) Protection of small operators by reserving 
timber within each unit for sale by competitive bidding.

(d) Restriction on the amount of timber processed 
in a cooperator's mill, and on the amount procured from 
outside the unit.

(e) Review of operation at 25-year intervals, with 
power of cancellation by the government, but not by the 
private cooperator, at such times.

(f) Public access to the private lands, as well as 
the public lands, for recreational use, and additional 
safeguards for recreational values; public access to logging 
roads, subject to fire and traffic safety regulations.

(g) Right of the government to compel the operator's 
compliance with the agreement as under the 1944 act, and 
during periods in which the cooperator is at fault, the 4 
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right of the government to sell its timber elsewhere, with 
the cooperator enjoined from cutting his own timber in 
excess of the amount authorized under the agreement•

(h) Authorization for readjustment of cutting, 
utilization, and other requirements if the operator finds 
he cannot operate at a profit.? "Such adjustments will 
be made by mutual agreement between the government and the 
cooperator but, in the event of disagreement, the Depart­
ment's decision shall be final."

(i) The holding of public hearings in event of 
outside charges of unfair stumpage prices.

(j) Right of the government to the determining 
voice in case of disagreement on forestry practices, rate 
of cutting, and logging plan.

(k) A requirement that the private cooperator 
undertake to contribute at least as much land as the 
government, or undertake to acquire this amount within 
thè first twenty-five years; in addition, a requirement 
that pending further study the productive area of the 
private land be at least 60 percent of that of the govern­
ment, with at least 30 percent of the allowable annual cut 
of the 0. and C. lands during the initial period of 
regulation.

In addition, Goldy reports (155) that in a revised agreement the government would have the right to cancel the agreement if the cooperator in default did not proceed with the remedial action stipulated by the B.L.M. Regional Admin­istrator, within sixty days of receipt of such notice of default.
Rather than power of the operator, under the origi­nal proposed agreement, to cancel the agreement in such ---  g
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Meanwhile, wholly apart from the above policy on 
cooperative agreements, regular competitive sales to any 
one purchaser were limited to an annual average® of not 
more than 40 million board feet and not more than 50 percent 
of the allowable annual cut of any master unit, to prevent 
any tendency toward monopolisation.

Present Program
The Bureau of Land Management has proposed no 

further cooperative units, partly because of the adverse 
opinions voiced at the 1948 Eugene hearings,and partly 
because private industry has not wished to participate 
under the revised terms of agreement.

The Bureau of Land Management is now exploring the 
possibility of making short-term cooperative agreements 
covering road use and the scheduling of cutting operations; 
a tentative 10-year agreement is reported with the Fisher 
Lumber Company (14).

The hearings brought out the fact that private 
lands often controlled access to 0. and C. timber, and 
limited the extent of competitive bidding possible.* * 10 With 

Based on a 5-year moving average.
See p. 104.

0Horning reported (155) that during the period from 
November, 1946, to September, 1948, 59 percent of the 0. and C. sales advertised received only one bid, 23 percent no bids, and 18 percent more than one. He attributed this only partially to lack of access across private lands, other reasons being that O. and C. timber during that period was generally offered for sale only upon application of a pro­spective purchaser, and that the government had at times overlooked mention of its assignable rights-of-way in timber-sales advertisements. .

8
9
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a change In administrative personnel, the Bureau of Land 
Management drew up new right-of-way regulations for logging 
roads, and endeavored to make smaller sales, with adver­
tisements a year in advance, all for the purpose of increas­
ing competition for 0. and C. timber.

The right-of-way regulations brought protests from 
landowners, who, in exchange for rights-of-way over 0. and C. 
lands, were required to grant rights-of-way across their 
own lands for use by other operators on the 0. and C. 
lands. These regulations have, however, helped bring about 
a great increase in competition.

Despite these changes in their administration, the 
whole question of the 0. and 0. lands remains a controver­
sial one, and will probably continue to be so until they 
are somehow further blocked up for management purposes.

1143 era 115-154 (1950 Supp.)



CHAPTER VII

REVIEW OF HEARINGS

A wealth of material is contained In the record 
of hearings covering the original legislation and the Individ­
ual sustained-yield units that have been proposed.

Hearings on Original Leglalative Bills
Congre a alonal hearinga (153) held in Washington on 

th* 1937 0. and C» bill dealt primarily with two urgent 
problème: first, the immediate need of the land—grant 
counties for revenue from these lande,2 and second, recogni-

H.R. 5858, 75th Congreee.
2When the 0. and C. railroad lands were repoeeeeed in 1916 income from timber eales and homestead fees was to go, first, to the railroad as payment for the lands (repre­senting the difference between the value of the original grant at $2.50 per acre and what the railroad had received from land and timber sales); and second, to the Treasury as reimbursement for moneys paid to the counties by the govern­ment in lieu of the railroad's taxes for 1913-15 (the years of litigation); and finally, after the above obligations were met, to be divided 25 percent to the counties, 25 per­cent to the state school fund, 40 percent to the Reclama­tion fund, and 10 percent to the Treasury. This resulted in no payment to the counties after 1915. The Stanfield Act of 1926 (44 Stat. 915) brought about tax—lieu payments for 1916-26, and authorized continuing annual payments, all to be repaid to the Treasury. Money was not appropriated for these continuing payments, however, and by 1937 the counties were again in distress. The Coos Bay Wagon Road lands had been governed by separate legislation, and while they had been able to provide some income to their counties, their administration and fiscal arrangements were still far from satisfactory. < — 96 —
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tion of the fact that these lands were for the most part 
wholly unsuited to agriculture, and that they should be 
placed under management as forest land.

Overshadowed by these two problems, the matter of 
cooperative agreements and coordinated management of 
0. and 0. lands with lands In other ownerships was dis­
cussed only in the most general terms, and these provisions 
were never seriously questioned.

The hearing (152) on the 1944 bill^ was before the 
House Committee on Agriculture, sitting in Washington. It 
opened with a general presentation of the problem as it 
applied to western forests. Several witnesses gave the 
impression that a similar arrangement was already in 
operation on the O. and C. lands and that this would merely 
extend the same procedure to other federal lands. There 
was a brief discussion of the possible monopolistic aspects 
of the bill, in which the committee was reassured that 
although a certain amount of monopoly was necessary to 
achieve the broader objectives of the bill, there would 
be adequate safeguards to protect the public interest. The 
bill was presented as a conservation measure. It was the 
outgrowth of a specific recommendation by a Joint Congres­
sional Committee on Forestry that had made extensive study 
over a three-year period (154). Benefits to forest communi­

as. 250, ?8th Congress, 
kMembers on this committee were predominately from the East, South, and Middle West. Their remarks give the impression that for most of these men the problem to be settled was far removed from their everyday experience.



ties and to the nation seemed assured, and, as no one 
spoke against it, the bill was quickly approved. The 
hearing lasted one hour and a half.

Hearing on Shelton Unit^ 
In this hearing (170) H.J. Andrews, the Regional 

Forester, described the objectives of the proposed unit, in 
which national forest timber would be made available to 
support local communities in an area badly depleted by past 
cutting and repeated fires. By combining into a single 
management unit national forest land of mature timber, with 
Simpson Logging Company land mostly out over, a far greater 
(by approximately 40 percent) annual out on the national 
forest land would be allowed, but this could be permitted 
only if the out were calculated for the unit as a whole. 

Representatives of sawmills, chambers of commerce, 
and labor unions of the Grays Harbor area lodged strong 
protests against the proposed unit. Communities of the 
Grays Harbor area ( combined population 38,000 in 1940 ) were 
highly dependent on manufacture of lumber and wood products, 
and had repeatedly since the 1920's sought allocation of 
national forest timber to themselves. Their principal 
objection was that some of the timber in the proposed unit 
was by its location considered more properly tributary to 
Grays Harbor plants, and had in fact been spoken for in 
their own earlier requests for allocation. 

Frank Neil of Tacoma protested that tidewater mills 
in Tacoma and elsewhere on Puget Sound were just as dependent

5Held Sept. 18, 1946, in Shelton, Washington.
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on public timber as Shelton and McOleary mills, and were 
equally well situated to give it economic manufacture• 
Furthermore, he stressed that many Puget Sound mills had 
been located on tidewater for the very purpose of having 
logs available to them from anywhere on the Sound.

Others spoke either for or against the unit, and 
it is significant that there seemed to be no middle ground; 
witnesses either strongly backed the proposal or strongly 
opposed it.

in the ultimate establishment of the Shelton unit, 
it is easy to see how the principal objections, stemming 
from Grays Harbor and Tacoma, were overridden. Representa­
tives from Grays Harbor had complained only that the western 
boundary overlapped what they themselves had already spoken 
for, and tidewater mills of Tacoma and elsewhere, by their 
own arguments, would be able to draw on the entire remain­
ing region around the Sound for logs.

Hearings on O. and C. Master Units*
These hearings presented the over-all 0. and C. 

program of sustained-yield management. While they brought 
out some complaints over boundaries of the marketing areas, 
the principle behind establishment of master units was not 
seriously questioned

The first master unit was established on December 11
1946, and the remaining eleven on November 29, 1947

Held Deo. 3, 1945, Jul. 21, 1947, and Jul. 23, 1947, in Eugene (one unit), Roseburg (six units), and Salem (five units), Oregon, respectively. s
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Hearing on Mohawk River Unit?
This hearing (151) voiced a number of lively argu­

ments both pro and con. Ellery Foster, representing the 
CIO—International Woodworkers of America regional head­
quarters, attacked the premise, as he stated it, "that a 
wood manufacturing plant needs to control the forest if the 
community is to enjoy the benefits of sustained yield," and 
he proposed alternative methods for the government to bring 
about proper management of private forest land. These 
included provision of technical assistance, low-cost forest 
credit facilities, and a "requirement by law that a competent 
forestry expert develop the timber harvesting plans for 
every commercial logging operation." He added that some 
shifts in location of mills and flow of logs to market would 
occur, but considered that these would not be serious if 
both public and private lands were managed to produce steady 
supplies of logs.

R.T. Titus, representing the small operators, chal­
lenged the philosophy behind the whole cooperative-unit 
program, asserting that it would lead to private forest 
lands falling under federal regulation, or to monopoly of 
public forests by a few operators, with a resultant suppres­
sion of "free competitive industry" and of opportunities for 
young men "... not just to fill jobs, but to develop their 
own ideas and build businesses of their own. "

A representative of the Brownsville Timber Company 
objected on grounds that some of the O. and C. timber in 
_________________ ;_____________________________________________

?Held Jan. 21, 1948, in Eugene, Oregon.
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the unit lay in their own “natural * logging area, that they 
had been adding to their holdings as part of a long-range 
program of their own, always expecting a reasonable competi­
tive chance for the adjacent 0. and C. timber, and that 
establishment of the unit would preclude any possibility of 
keeping their own operation on a permanent basis.

E.G. Mason criticized the proposed agreement for 
not making specific provision for protection of recreational 
and watershed values, and for not making the roads available 
to the public, charging that allowing operators to construct 
and own roads paid for by deductions from the price they 
paid for public timber gave them an “unearned increment.“ 
He stated that 100-year cooperative agreements would tend 
to create a “landed aristocracy“ which would give future 
generations a weakened social order, and would simply force 
overoutting elsewhere. He added that if fully implemented 
the cooperative-unit program would prevent the flexibility 
in social action “so essential to building a strong people 
in a changing world,“ and that there was “more involved 
than mere technical proficiency since the forestry program 
adopted must necessarily leave heavy impacts on the way in 
which our people live and their opportunity for productive 
work.“

Defending the Bureau of Land Management's policy of 
sustained yield, Regional Administrator Horning pointed out 
that without any limitations on the rate of cutting neither 
“tree-farming“ nor state cutting-practice and reforestation 
laws would achieve sustained yield, and if community-stability 
objectives were to be attained both the private land and the^g 
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manufacturing plant would have to be included in the plan 
of operation for any given sustained-yield unit.

Answering a charge that sales at appraised value 
would bring substantially less revenue than if made under 
competitive bidding, Frank Sever, attorney for the Associa­
tion of 0. and C. Land Grant Counties, stated *. . . we 
must rest upon the assumption that public duty and the 
public law will be adequately and honestly administered [,] . 
that the appraisals made for the timber will be fair apprais­
als and that the Secretary will exact the entire amount of 
revenue from that timber and those sales which is proper 
under the circumstances." He added that he was sure the 
counties would protest if they thought appraisals were 
insufficient.

Q Hearing on Woodleaf Unit 
Regional Forester Thompson opened this hearing (163) 

with a statement of sustained-yield objectives, and described 
the benefits expected from establishment of the unit. 
Woodleaf is one of a number of small unincorporated communi­
ties, the largest with a population of only about two hun­
dred, along a main road leading into the Sierra Nevada 
mountains. With a large part of the people in these communi­
ties dependent on work in the woods and sawmills, and with 
the only large mill among them that of the Sacramento Box 
and Lumber Company, it was felt that the prosperity and 
stability of the area would be enhanced by establishment of

a Held Mar. 8, 1948, in Quincy, California.
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a cooperative unit which would assure this mill a permanent 
supply of timber.

The Oroville Chamber of Commerce^ presented perhaps 
the strongest protest* which included the following statement:

The proposed Woodleaf Sustained Yield Project would have an immediate and long-term adverse economic effect upon the community of Oroville, an old established lumber community ... which already has several remanu— facturing concerns, schools, churches, recreational facilities, and all of the advantages of an established community. A few benefits would accrue to a small mountain town, Woodleaf, which has been engaged in the lumbering industry only during the past five years, and which does not have schools, substantial business buildings, nor recreational facilities. The major beneficiary is a metropolitan center, Sacramento, which is not now, nor has it in the past been, dependent upon lumber for its economic security.
When P.V. Burke, of the Sacramento Box and Lumber 

Company, warned that failure to establish the unit would 
force his company into rapid liquidation of its privately 
controlled timber, he was charged as being insincere in his 
support of the sustained—yield program.

Walter Beam, of Clipper Mills, California, stated:
. . . The Sacramento Box and Lumber Company [ls] a corporation. . . . The management remains what it is at the pleasure of the board of directors. The board of directors are elected annually by the stockholders. The stockholders in distant places are primarily interested in profits on their investment, and not the people or their economy on the La Porte Ridge.
Howard Mallory, of the local CIO-International 

Woodworkers of America, reported that his local union had 
found it hard to agree with the plan, yet also found it 
hard to disagree, as it would bring good forestry practice

aOroville has a population of about 5,000, lies approximately thirty miles from the boundary of the proposed unit, and is primarily an agricultural center
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and insure regular employment and economic security for 
the mill18 employees. The conclusion of the local union 
was that they wished to discuss the matter more fully before 
making any final decision.

Resolutions opposing establishment of the unit were 
filed by the Oroville Post of Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
Kiwanis Club, Rotary Club, Fellows Club, American Legion, 
and Disabled American Veterans; the City of Oroville; the 
City of Marysville; the Marysville District Chamber of 
Commerce; the Yuba County Board of Supervisors; and the 
Wyandotte Grange at Woodleaf.

O. and C. Hearing of September, 1948^° 
This hearing (155) was called to examine the over­

all adequacy of the sustained-yield legislation and its 
administration on 0. and C. lands. It ran for three days, 
and heard sixty-four witnesses, whose remarks indicate that 
nearly all were motivated by strong feelings of right and 
wrong in the matter.

Lief Erickson, counsel for a group opposing the 
Kootenai unit in Montana, charged that stabilization of one 
community could come only at the expense of other communi­
ties; that cooperative units would give certain mills an 
unfair advantage in having timber reserved for them on which 
they would make no investment and pay no taxes; that this 
would have the effect of a tremendous subsidy; that the 
private cooperators would not be required to do anything in 

10Held Sept. 7-9, 1948, in Eugene, Oregon.
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return that wae not to their own interest anyway; that 
small (portable) mills were more efficient than large mills 
in harvesting small logs and in being able to relog areas 
already cut; that the issue was not one primarily between 
big operators and small operators but "a fight of the people 
to protect their resource"; and that any program of coopera­
tive units would be a "planned economy with a vengeance."

Representatives of the Izaak Walton League and the 
Oregon State Game Commission considered the program defective 
in that it gave insufficient protection to wildlife and 
recreational values.

The vice-president of the West Coast Lumbermen's 
Association stated that his organization had taken a leading 
part in securing the sustained-yield legislation, but since 
its members were so divided would take no official stand 
on the matter.

Horning defended the cooperative-unit program, hold­
ing that with the government sharing the burden of overhead 
and risk, smaller and moderate-sized companies could afford 
to undertake sustained-yield management and still meet 
competition from operators who continued to practice timber 
liquidation; that the public would realize the benefits of 
sustained—yield management on a large acreage of private 
lands which were not then receiving good management; that 
second-growth timber on private lands committed would be 
protected from premature cutting; that cooperative units 
would make for a better balance of age classes for sustained 
yield at high levels of production, with the allowable 
annual cut for the combined holdings greater than if they AN
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were managed separately; that the program would accelerate 
a desirable trend toward integrated processing and maximum 
utilization of the raw material; that it would forestall 
growing pressure toward construction of more mills than the 
forest was able to support; and that there was a definite 
place in the program for small operators.

While a great deal more was said at this hearing, 
it is believed that the above remarks are fairly representa­
tive.

Hearings on Federal Units 
In reviewing the record of these hearings, it should 

be borne in mind that while only one cooperative unit was 
ever put into effect, all five federal units that reached 
the hearing stage are in full operation.

Hearing on Veiled toe unit.--This hearing (180 ) 
consisted of a presentation of objectives of the Forest 
Service in proposing the unit, and a brief discussion of 
what it would mean to the welfare of the community. While 
there was some indecision, there was no opposition to the 
unit, and it was duly established a few weeks later.

Hearing on Flagstaff unit.--At this hearing (184) 
a number of small operators voiced opposition, stating 
that they felt insufficient timber was being reserved for 
competitive bidding; that a small operator had comparatively

"^Held Dec. 9, 1947, in Vallecitos, New Mexico. 
^Held Feb. 2, 1949, in Flagstaff, Arizona.
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the same investment to protect as a larger one; and that 
they should be given the same degree of protection against 
competition in bidding as the large operators.

One person, however, pointed out that the position 
of the small outlying mills would be improved under the plan, 
as they would be relieved of competition by the more adequately 
financed mills in Flagstaff.

President of the local bank called attention to 
the dependence of a community's financial stability on the 
long-term stability of its income—producing industries, and 
to the increased ability Flagstaff would have, under the 
sustained-yield plan, in financing construction of needed 
public utilities and other civic improvements.

13Hearing on Grays Harbor unit.--Thia hearing (172) 
proceeded without opposition, because all operators in the 
vicinity would have an equal opportunity to bid on the 
timber, because the people of the Grays Harbor area had long 
been united in seeking such a unit, and because there were 
no other nearby mills with any established dependency on 
this timber.

Hearing on Big Valley unit.--General local interest 
and approval was expressed at this hearing (165). No state­
ments were made against it, although one person stated that 
he felt lack of an advisory board would place too much 
discretion in the hands of Forest Service officials.

Hearing on Lakeview unit.-^This hearing (175) brought
13 Held Aug. 2, 1949, in Aberdeen, Washington.
14 Held Oct. 19, 1949, in Alturas, California.

Held Mar. 7, 1950, in Lakeview, Oregon.
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strong opposition from representatives of the Willow Ranch 
mill, eighteen miles from Lakeview and just six miles across 
the California state line, the proposed boundary of the 
marketing area. Officials of the Willow Ranch Company 
stated that they and their employees had always considered 
themselves part of the Lakeview community, that a large 
percent of their payroll was spent in Lakeview, and that 
their operations gave substantial employment to Lakeview 
loggers.

Soon after this hearing, the Regional Forester 
modified the proposed marketing area to within five miles 
and three miles from the center of Lakeview and Paisley, 
respectively, and without holding another hearing invited 
statements of briefs for or against the modified proposal. 
The Willow Ranch Company responded to assert that the 
town of Willow Ranch had a much greater dependence on the 
forest than the town of Paisley, and that since 1946 the 
only truly competitive bidding in the Lakeview area had 
been by the Willow Ranch Company's logging subsidiary.

The Gilchrest Lumber Company, operating primarily 
on private land about 125 miles to the north, filed a 
protest against the principle of federal units, holding 
that such units would serve only to preserve the status 
quo within artificial boundaries established by a govern­
ment agency, and that "economic factors which have always 
heretofore determined whether one mill should prosper and
another fail will no longer be controlling."

The Forest Service appears justified in restricting J^jjd 
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manufacture to the immediate vicinity of Lakeview and 
Paisley in that these are true communities, with substantial 
homes, schools, stores, and independent local governments. 
Willow Ranch, in contrast, seems to have many attributes of 
a *company town," and it is to be doubted whether those 
who live there consider themselves in any real sense a part 
of the Lakeview community. It should be indicated, also, 
that the main threat to the stability of the Lakeview 
communities did not come from the Willow Ranch mill, but 
rather from mills at Klamath Falls (100 miles to the west), 
several of which were rapidly coming to the end of the 
private timber they controlled.

Educational Value of Hearings 
The sustained-yield program has fallen far short 

of the hopes of its early backers, yet even if there never 
should be any additional units, it is certain that the 
educational value of bringing sustained-yield objectives 
and the possible means of achieving them into spirited 
public discussion has been tremendous.

i



CHAPTER VIII

MAJOR PROBLEMS OF THE PROGRAM

Major problems include those of monopoly, oompeti­
tion, and cooperation; discrimination; opportunities and 
incentives; the securing of better forest practices on 
private land; community stability; and conflict with the 
"American spirit." Special problems of federal units are 
discussed in Chapter IX.

Monopoly, Competition, and Cooperation 
Monopoly is a powerful word. To most people it is 

an evil word. Invariable it stirs up strong emotions. To 
Pinchot (128) it meant a fateful step toward unfair profits, 
concentrated wealth, privilege, tyranny, and greed. 
Robbins (131) states: "Monopoly means higher gains, less 
effort, and more security than competition. There are few 
men who do not covet such a position." Graham (54) contends 
that "the all but inevitable alm of any enterprise is to 
secure some type of monopoly, either as a buyer of his 
materials or as a seller of his output, or both, under which 
he can exert power, derived from something other than pro­
ductive efficiency, and command corresponding profits." 
Economists generally define monopoly as the condition of a 
single seller in a given market, yet Stocking and Watkins (14))

110
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remark that both economists and legislators have had great 
difficulty in applying the concept to specific Industries 
or firms.

Proponents of cooperative units have pointed out 
that such units do not give the private cooperator any 
control over the selling price of his products, and that 
any control over the supply of timber that would result is 
In & limited, local sense. They assert that a reason­
able number of cooperative units would have but ellght 
effect upon the competitive structure of the industry, and 
that the purpose of restricting competition is not to create 
unfair monopoly profits but to establish workable management 
and production units. They seek not to exploit the forest 
but to maintain it, and to manage it wisely as an enduring 
source of wealth. They point to the railroads and public 
utilities, whose operations usually call for some special 
grant or privilege. Meyer (111) sees this monopoly as no » more than that of a mining operator, who must have resources 
available to him if he is to make heavy investments In 
equipment and development.

Cooperative units may be thought of In the same 
sense as any licensing arrangement, or as the requirement 
for certificates of convenience and necessity in the trans­
portation field, as a device to promote good service (in 
this case increased plant investment, stability of opera­
tions, and good management of the forest) by excluding 
unnecessary competing operators. The fact that some persons 
might be inconvenienced deserves some consideration, of
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course» but this, so the argument goes, should not be 
allowed to prevent effort toward greater benefits under 
some restriction. However, this reasoning assumes that 
industry is suffering from excessive competition, and 
without cooperative units is unable to place its own lands 
under good management. These may have been serious, even 
urgent problems in the 1920's and 1930's, yet in an over-all 
picture they can hardly be considered so today.

Greeley has indicated (155) that from the beginning 
the element of monopoly was fully recognized, and that the 
proposal was "to substitute for competitive bidding a con­
tract in which, in lieu of paying the highest price that 
might result from competitive bidding, the operator would 
pay the public in other ways, in growing trees himself, in 
employing more people and stabilizing the jobs for these 
people, and in bringing additional industries into the 
picture so as to aid the community economy and to aid in 
the utilization of the Government timber."

In spite of all this, cooperative unite have been 
labelled as "monopoly," and this, perhaps more than anything, 
explains the hostile attitude toward them.

A point not to be overlooked is that to the extent 
cooperative or federal unite restricted operators from 
bidding on timber not allotted to them they would prevent 
these operators from being able to squeeze out weaker opera­
tors on other competitive sales, with the result that such 
units could offer a certain opportunity to curb monopoly (77).



. symbol1am In the term •monopoly * has hampered
clear thinking, so likewise has It in the term competition, 
which to most people is a symbol of all that is good» 
Admittedly, competition will in theory secure optimum 
allocation of resources, lower prices to consumers, de­
centralized decision-making, and diffusion and balance of 
economic power» Admittedly, competition is a great energiz­
ing force in the economy, yet an attitude of worshipfulness 
toward it can effectively prevent rational Judgment In real 
situations» Edwards (40) states:

» » » most economists have ceased to assert that competition should be the sole basis of public policy. They recognize that competition alone is not sufficient to keep production and employment at high levels or to establish productivity as the basis for income.
In forestry, competition has in the past fostered 

a pattern of liquidation, excess milling capacity, and 
irresponsibility. To some extent it does today. To a 
single operator pressure toward liquidation came through 
lumber prices set by •all the rest• of the industry, operat­
ing under conditions of high fixed logging costs per acre 
which kept these lumber prices at times barely above 
out-of-pocket costs of logging and manufacture. Excess 
capacity and irresponsibility came from a short-run point 
of view everywhere prevalent and accepted. Some of the 
larger mills, especially pulpmills, or sawmills that have 
integrated with other manufacturing or selling processes, 
are now taking a longer-run view, yet the short-run, 
exploitative operator is still abundant.



An ever-pre sent fear in the lumber induetry is 
that competition will drive etumpage prices up to where 
an operator who "bids away" part or all of his profit, and, 
in addition, bids a price which will not recover all of 
his fixed costs, will be able to drive "legitimate" opera­
tors out of business. Moreover, competition gives no 
protection from the operator with a fully-depreciated 
plant.1 While these influences have never been as powerful 
in the lumber industry as in the coal or transportation 
fields, they have often been important, and may very well 
increase in importance should there be any sharp recession 
in demand. The federal units, in particular, have sought 
to insulate local communities from "ruinous" competition 
of this sort.

Perhaps the greatest evil of competitive timber 
sales is that they sometimes lead to poor practices on the 
land, for when an operator overbids the appraised price he 
often seeks to recover his chances for profit by "creaming" 
the forest—cutting only the higher-value trees and removing 
only the higher-value logs, and by trimming or "shading" 
expenses in road construction, erosion control, observance 
of safety precautions, and protection of the residual stand. 
This makes for progressive deterioration of the quality of 

^In addition, legitimate operators feel it unfair 
that they should have to meet competition of "fly-by-night" operators who, with a cheaply constructed mill, pass on added stumpage costs to the consumer in the form of poorly manufactured and poorly graded lumber. Such practices are difficult to prevent, and they give the entire industry a 
bad reputation.



- 115 -

the forest, poor utilization, and difficult sales admin­
istration.

The principle of cooperation has long been a 
guiding one in Forest Service policy. Some degree of 
cooperation is to be expected when one considers that 
public and private lands are so often intermingled, and 
that it is the private operator who harvests the public 
timber, often merely as an accessory operation to harvest­
ing his own.

In addition to the agreements with the Biles-Coleman 
Lumber Company and the J. Nells Lumber Company,an informal 
cooperative agreement was reported in 1943 (126) between 
the Forest Service and the Ochoco Timber Company in eastern 
Oregon. This company agreed to practice selective cutting 
to Forest Service standards and to reduce the cut on its 
own lands, and the Forest Service announced that it would 
advertise sales sufficient to prevent the total available 
cut for the working circle from falling below a certain 
figure.

Tn 1943 (66) it was also reported that in New 
Mexico the Forest Service had undertaken to supervise cut­
ting on a large former Spanish land grant, and on certain 
lands of the State of New Mexico, under agreement that it 
would be reimbursed by the owners at cost. These arrange­
ments were defective, however, in that they could not control 
management of the land once the initial cutting had stopped.

^See pp. 60-61 and 79-82.

s
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There have also been cooperative agreements cover­
ing cutting practices on private lands to be exchanged for 
national forest land or stumpage•

Cooperative units, as authorized by the 1944 act, 
are in one sense a natural outgrowth of this early exper­
ience in cooperation.

Gulick (65) has noted the accomplishments of 
cooperation and "creative association" where men of the 
forest industries and government agencies have tackled 
problems together in the woods, and he believes this spirit 
could well be developed elsewhere in the economy. He states: 

Whenever the government endeavors to enter or influence a facet of the private economy, both the government and the leaders of the economic segment affected should make it their business to see that the operation becomes a joint cooperative venture and not a contest in domination on one side and in escape from regulation on the other. The public and the press should hold both groups ... strictly accountable for any failure to go at least halfway to establish a continuing basis of joint action. .
On the other hand, any serious student of human 

nature should not expect too much of a "cooperation" between 
business and government. The thing that has brought men 
to positions of leadership in industry has often been a 
vigorous and uncompromising support of private interests 
and a denouncement of government "interference" of any 
sort—the very antithesis of cooperation. Likewise, top 
governmental positions have at times been filled with 
ambitious men just as uncompromising in their unwillingness 
to deal with industry. Moreover, it should be remarked in 
passing that many differences between business and labor 
elsewhere in the economy have hardly been resolved in any
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spirit of cooperation.
Even so * in forestry, cooperative units might well 

prove to be an effective device to bring conflicting inter­
ests together. Provided there was an earnest desire on 
both sides to reach a workable solution, it might prove 
beneficial all around for these tensions to be deliberately 
placed together, with industry "crowding" the government 
agencies to grow (and sell) more timber, and these agencies 
"crowding" industry to practice better forestry and a 
higher degree of utilization.

Discrimination
The charge of discrimination has been raised on 

five counts: first, that the cooperator would secure an 
advantage in obtaining public timber at its appraised 
price; second, that with an assured supply, at appraised 
price, for the greater part of his mill's capacity the 
cooperator could afford to go into the market and outbid 
other mills in additional competitive sales; third, that 
large operators with timberland of their own would have 
an advantage in the struggle for cooperative agreements; 
fourth, that with no investment and no interest or tax 
payments on the public timber the cooperator would be in 
an unduly preferential position; and fifth, that through 
inheritance in family-controlled mills (a prominent feature 
in the industry) a privileged group of persons would be 
fostered having special social position and political power 
based on exclusive control of the land. j
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These are serious charges. Much evidence supports 
the first of them, for the past six years have seen a great 
increase in demand for forest products and a steady infla­
tion of the general price level. With stumpage appraisals 
based to a large extent on past prices and past costs it 
is easy to see how appraisals could have lagged behind 
what would be fair levels based on expected or realized 
price- and cost-averages.

Moreover, the established policy of not allowing 
reappraisals (in long-term sales) to fall below original 
appraisals, coupled with a post-war fear of deflation, 
provided a conservative bias during this period. Even 
during inflation the public agencies have not wished to 
add to pressure toward spiralling wages and prices.

Both the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service have stated that they would make every effort to 
keep appraised prices in step with changes in the market, 
but the mechanism of appraisals makes it doubtful that this 
can be done completely, especially in a period of rapid 
change.

Public feeling has been colored by frequent 
published reports of public stumpage selling for two or 
more times the appraised value. Even though some of these 
have been grudge, distress, or "bonus"3 purchases, there

3As an example of a "bonus" bid, the Timberman (November, 1950) reports sale of 168 million board feet of timber on the North Kaibab working circle, primarily of ponderosa pine, at $45.10 per thousand for the pine, appraised at $5*50 per thousand. Here reappraisal is allowed after an initial out of 15 million feet. This
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is a good chance that appraisals have at times been set 
at what turned out to be unusually favorable terms.

Recognizing some validity in the second count, that 
a cooperator would be able to recover losses of overbidding 
outside competitive sales, the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Forest Service have sought to place restrictions 

4 on such outside purchases. These restrictions, especially 
those of the Bureau of Land Management,^ are an important 
reason for industry's declining interest in cooperative 
units, and their characterization of the government's terms 
as "onerous" (193)•

The third count, that large operators with timber­
land of their own would be favored, has a great deal of 
validity. Discrimination in this case is not just between 
large and small operators, but also between one large opera­
tor and other large operators.

Both the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest 
Service have invited small operators to participate, yet 
the small operator typically has neither the land nor the 
financial resources to initiate any long-term program of 
operation, and so far has not found any satisfactory way to 
combine with others like himself, or to fit in with any 
large cooperator. Although the small operator may be 

reappraisal for the remaining timber could be set as low as the original figure, $5-50. This was a mixed-species sale and all bidding could have been made on the price of pine. In addition, the sale required construction of a sawmill, which presumably could be run at a book loss for tax purposes during the initial period.
*The Shelton agreement does not have this provision.| 
^See pp. 66 and 92. I
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sincerely interested in sustained yield and in a chance for 

his business to grow and prosper, the cooperative-unit pro­
gram simply does not meet his needs and capabilities. 

The greatest difficulty, however, would be in 
choosing fairly among large operators where several already 
exist, or in deciding where and how many units should be 
established where only single operators occur. No satis­
factory method of avoiding such discrimination has been 
found.

The fourth count is plausible but contains no basis 6 -
in fact.

The fifth count can be met only by considering that 
cooperative units would be expected to bring gains to the 
public (protection of the future timber supply, increased . 
utilization of the raw material) and to the local community 
(increased employment and stability) which would outweigh 
the dleadvantag es of whatever perpetuation of firms and 
families might ensue, and that close public supervision 
should minimize any serious abuse of power.

Opportunities and incentives 
A major objective of cooperative and federal units 

18 to encourage greater utilization. Forestry is undergoing 
a process of increased industrialization, where trees privide 
raw material not only for lumber, but also for pulp and 
paper, rayon, fibreboard, plywood, plastics, and even such 
experimental products as stock feed and industrial alcohol.

^See discussion on pp. 154-155.
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Most new uses of wood require large amounts of capital 
investment, and the making of such investment can be 
accelerated by assuring new plants their raw material 
supply* Greeley (62) considers that part of the return to 
the public from sustained-yield units should be in demon­
strating these advanced methods of utilization, and in 
testing new ideas and new manufacturing techniques. He 
sees sustained-yield units as a clear answer to a practical 
problem of working out the raw material supply "so that 

our forest economy of the future will encourage these new 

industries" (60).
From an examination of America's record of steadily 

increasing production, Schumpeter (137) has concluded that 
to a large extent this rise has been due to an innovation 
process where profitable exploitation of new ideas has 
been stimulated by monopolistic safeguards such as patent 
rights, secret processes, long-term contracts, and an 
assured access to raw materials. He sees these protective 
devices as a necessary condition to the type of long-run 
industrial growth we have experienced.

He is not referring to the traditional exploitative 
monopoly, but rather to a mild degree of market power 
which, temporarily at least, protects the firm from a 
competitive forcing of prices toward short-run marginal 
costs. He sees this element of monopoly as the spark-plug 
of the innovation process, which is often carried out by 
teams of specialists as a matter of routine, and he regards 
innovation as the core of effective competition.
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While it would certainly be difficult to establish 
Schumpeter1e thesis empirically, it continues to be a 

respected although provocative explanation of the economic 
process.

On the other hand, Wright (201, 202, 204) attributes 
our high physical productivity and our rapid economic prog­
ress to an opportunity for new enterprises, starting on 
modest and Independent means, to survive and grow, able 
eventually to displace other earlier, larger, and more 
strongly established firms. He considers the vigor and 
technological creativeness of our society to come from the 
opportunity of new men to rise on independent terms. He 
sees a danger that without competitive markets those persons 
in high places will tend to perpetuate themselves in power, 
and prevent accomplishment of the changes necessary for 
our growth.

In the proposals for sustained-yield units it has 
not been sufficient that certain blocks of timber were to 
be reserved for small sales. What the small operators were 
seeking, and what Wright's theory of social progress 
requires, is an opportunity for small operators to rise and 
become medium-sized and in turn large operators according 
to their capabilities—not simply to be "stabilized" at a 
small scale of operations. J.T. Adams (1) sees a responsi­
bility of those in power to devise adjustments to accommo­
date the legitimate demands of the smaller but ambitious 
men, and states:
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The old always think the young too aggressive. 
The rich think the rising poor too excessive in their 
demands. Those who hold power yield only reluctantly 
a share of it to others. The situations are as old 
as human nature.

From examination of the hearings, nothing stands 
out more than the small operators' deep resentment to 
being treated merely as "hecklers." They approved sustained— 
yield and sincerely wanted to participate in it, but most 
of all they wished their dignity recognized, and they wished 
to be awarded a place of prestige in the social hierarchy.

Securing Better Forest 
Practices on Private Lands

Although improvement of forest practices on committed 
private lands is an important objective of cooperative units, 
this feature has been a delicate and somewhat awkward one 
to handle. A potential cooperator1e admission of poor 
practices on his own lands has at times been paraded as 
proof that he is not entitled to the grant, yet if hie 
practices are already good one is tempted to conclude he 
does not need it.

The problem of tax reversions of cutover land, 
serious in the 1920 * s and 1930 * s, would have been ably met 
by cooperative units. Today, however, such tax reversions 
have all but disappeared, and idle acres nearly everywhere 
find ready buyers anxious to put the land to use. There 
is little doubt, however, that cooperative units, properly 
administered, would accelerate the progress of management 
on private lands.
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7 Community Stability 
Another problem of the 1920*8 and 1930*8 that 

cooperative units could clearly lessen, and which has all 
but disappeared, is the threat of abrupt community decline» 
Today, however, most forest communities are booming, and 
if they have a problem it is more likely to be one of 
inflated land values, crowded schools, housing shortage, 
and a brisk demand for goods» "Stability" is a popular 
objective when communities decline, but not when all the 
prospects are for rapid growth»

Conflict with the American Spirit 
No line of attack against sustained-yield units 

has been more successful than the labelling of them as 
contrary to the American spirit and tradition. J.T» Adams (1) 
states that the American dream "is not a dream of motor cars 
and high wages merely, but a dream of a social order in 
which each man and each woman shall be able to attain to the 
fullest stature of which they are innately capable, and be 
recognized by others for what they are, regardless of the 
fortuitous circumstances of birth or position»" 

Dewey (37) describes the seeming conflict between 
freedom and organization» "Organization," he states, 
"tends » » » to become rigid and to limit freedom. In 
addition to security and energy in action, novelty, risk, 
[and] change are ingredients of the freedom which men 
desire»" He concludes that the aristocratic ideal has failed 

^Community stability is further discussed In Chapter XII
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• • • because it is found that the practical 
consequence of giving the few wise and good power is 
that they cease to remain wise and good. They become 
ignorant of the needs and requirements of the many; 
they leave the many outside the pale with no real 
share in the commonwealth.

Laski (93) notes in the American temperament a 
■passion for quick results," a "tendency to look upon the 
state with doubt or suspicion," a "sense of satisfaction 
in outwitting the lawmakers," a "sense of deep discomfort 
when ... asked to support the positive state," and a 
skepticism of "anything that expresses itself as permanent 
or absolute. " He adds:

Americanism is multiform, and it is also, at its 
very roots, nonconformist. No one can fully shape it 
the way he wants it to go— something is always emerging 
to protest that things must be done another way. ...

Fortune magazine (15) has described the "great 
American love of diversity," where we often welcome the 
existence of people and of beliefs "that are difficult 
if not impossible to reconcile."

W. Adams (2) notes in America's history "a widespread 
feeling that in a new and growing country everyone could 
prosper in accord with his personal deserts unless resources, 
transportation lines, and channels of credit were preempted 
by a few. " 

Schumpeter (137) states that the social atmosphere 
of capitalism, in which the masses do not identify them­
selves with the business corporation, "explains why public 
policy grows more and more hostile to capitalist interests, 
eventually so much so as to refuse on principle to take 
account of the requirements of the capitalist engine and
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to become a serious impediment to its functioning.” 
Americans have a strong distrust of concentrated 

power. Galbraith (4?) observes that "free competition" 
is today more of a political than an economic concept. This 
ties it closely to our concept of liberty, and goes a long 
way toward explaining the feeling against cooperative units. 
The small operator in his day-to-day struggles is only too 
painfully aware of the power of the large operator, who in 
contrast typically has strong market outlets, ample finan­
cial resources, a backlog of private timber to fall back 
on, and a smooth-running operation from start to finish. 
The small operator does not wish to see the power of the 
federal government joined to this power of the large operator. 
He feels that if government is to step in and strengthen any 
element of the forest economy it should be his own.

Yet while America has idolized the common man it 
has at the same time paradoxically taken an unmistakable 
pride in the size and accomplishments of its industrial 
machine, with its seemingly unlimited capacity to turn out 
more and better products and to find better, cheaper ways 
of doing things. We take pride in the accomplishments of 
our engineers, our scientists, and, even if only in an 
indirect sense, our businessmen, who find the means and 
create the working structure for putting these energies and 
abilities to work promptly. On analysis, all this is really 
as much a part of our creed as the dignity and freedom of 

the common man.
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Sustained-yield unite in this latter sense 
might be regarded as fully in accord with the American 

tradition of willingness to remove obstacles to efficient 

production and of positive action to devise new institutions 
to meet new needs.



CHAPTER IX

ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS

Constitutionality and Administrative 
Interpretation of the Acts

There oan be little doubt of the constitutionality 
of the 1937 and 1944 acts. The Property Clause of the 
Constitution gives Congress power "to dispose of and make 

needful Rules and Regulations respecting the Territory 
or other Property belonging to the United States." Laws 
made under this authority have repeatedly been upheld.1

These acts have been described, however, as con­
trary to the spirit of the anti-trust laws, and the proposed 
cooperative-unit program of the Bureau of Land Management 
has been challenged by the Western Forest Industries Associa­
tion (155) as being a departure from the intent of Congress 
in passing the act of 1937.

Neither of these charges seems to have much validity. 
The Sherman Act was designed to stop abuses of monopolistic 
exploitation and unfair practices of market competition in 
the private economy, expressed in the phrase "contract, 
combination . . or conspiracy in restraint of trade." 
Whatever restrictions are provided in respect to sustained-

^See United States v. Grimaud, 220 U.S. 506, 521 
(1911) confirming the right to delegate authority in 
administration of the national forests. See also discus- , 
sion of the Proprietary Power in Water Resources Law (12).

128 -
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yield units are clearly of a regulatory nature, administered 
by reeponsible federal agencies, and the Sherman Act was 
certainly not designed to prevent such arrangements• The 
other anti-trust laws are not pertinent to the problem.

At the Eugene hearing (155) Titus questioned 
interpretation of the 1937 act so as to allow elimination 
of competitive bidding, for the act simply states that "the 
Secretary is authorised ... to reject any bids which may 
interfere with the sustained-yield management plan of any 
unit." Titus also questioned interpretation of the act so 
as to allow agreements with a single operator, rather than 
with all private landowners within the boundaries of any 
unit.

The discretionary power granted the Secretary, 
however, seems adequate to allow both these interpretations. 
Moreover, they are both clearly authorized by the 1944 act.

Restriction of Marketing Areas 
A frequent charge raised against sustained-yield 

units is that restriction of marketing areas (perhaps 
"manufacturing areas" would be a better term) accomplishes 
only a transfer of economic activity from wherever market 
forces would otherwise direct it, so that nothing is gained 
on balance. This charge is answered by a reckoning of 
social benefits accruing from community stability and the 
avoidance of social costs of sharply reduced activity (80).2 

Forest communities are considered to warrant this special 

^he problem of community stability is treated further 
in Chapter XII.
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treatment because their heavy dependence on the forest 
resource makes them especially susceptible to shocks of 
this nature.

In addition, assurance of raw—material supply 
encourages investment for additional manufacturing facilities 
which can utilize "waste" materials that would otherwise 
not be utilized at all.

Encouragement of secondary manufacture may bring 
benefits in the up—grading of materials used. For example, 
the Biles-Coleman Lumber Company3 is able to out out small 

pieces from low-grade lumber and assemble them to form a 

high-grade intermediate product. This could not be accom­
plished economically if the company performing this opera­
tion were forced to pay shipping charges for the low-grade 
lumber before cutting out the better portions.

The requirement for drying and planing-mill 
facilities, as in the Big Valley unit, may result in no 
more than a transfer, yet even this has some justification 
where a reduced total cut Is In prospect and it is desired 
to cushion the shock of reduced employment, or where It is 
desired for social reasons to raise the level of income 

4 in an existing problem area.

Administration of Cooperative Agreements 
As has been indicated, primary requirements of any 

cooperative arrangement of this nature include an agreement 

^See p. 81.
4 ■As in the Vallecitos unit.
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on objectives and a genuine willingness to cooperate. Each 
side must rely to a large extent on the reasonableness of 
the other.

From the administering agency's point of view, 
Kelso (83) foresees that cooperative agreements will bring 
the same pressures and conflicts that these agencies have 
with grazing permittees. He states:

The holder of an exclusive privilege of private 
use on public land, whether it be grazing land or 
timber land, will urge the enlargement of his 
privilege, will contest the rules and regulations 
under which he operates, and will argue the unreason­
ableness of them when they exist to serve other 
uses. . . Those who do not hold privilege on the 
land but would like to do so will argue favoritism, 
monopoly, "currying favor with the big operators," etc.

From the operator's point of view, there is a 
danger that government officials will be unreasonable in 
their demands, and in their review of legitimate complaints.

From the public's point of view, there is a 
danger that controls might be perverted through undue 
political influence of the operator.

In a general discussion of the process of admin­
istrative regulation, primarily as found in the transporta­
tion and public-utility fields, Sharfman (139) lists the 
following possible safeguards against unjustifiable action 
on the part of regulatory commissions: the fact that such 
bodies' existence is subject to legislative will; that their 
field of operation, power, policies, and standards are all 
prescribed; that their responsibility runs directly to the 
legislatures, with periodic public accounting to them; that
they are generally required to give due public notice and
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opportunity for hearings; and finally, that their dellbera- 

tions are subject to judicial review. He considers it of 

"crucial importance," however, that the regulatory agencies 
be kept truly independent» He concludes: "There appears 
to be good promise that freedom and authority can be so 
harmonized as to promote economic well-being without 
sacrifice of essential values."

In the administration of sustained-yield forest 
units there are no independent regulatory commissions, but 
then neither is there any direct regulation. Recourse to 
judicial review is also avoided in so far as possible. The 
cooperative units are intended to be truly cooperative, and 
there seems to be no satisfactory way to handle complaint 
and appeal procedure except within the regular government 
department, even though this will be the same agency whose 
decision is appealed»^

An administrative problem of cooperative units would 
occur if there were more than one cooperator; the task of 
securing real cooperation among several landowners might 
be difficult in the extreme » Conceivably a number of 
private landowners could organize in some form of "sustainsd- 
yield district * similar to an irrigation district, but the 
fact that one or two large landowners would probably dominate 
such a district, giving scant recognition to small owners* 
interests, together with the necessity for long-term regula­
tion of the out, would probably make it unattractive to 
the small owner.

^The advisory boards proposed in the Kootenai and 
Woodleaf agreements would give further protection to the À 
operator. See footnote on p. ?. fl
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A final administrative difficulty, as Gulick (65) 
has noted, is that when government extends its actions 
into the economic sphere, as it has done in forestry, it 
generates new problems which require more than mere forestry 
proficiency to solve. He states: 

Government action in the economic sphere tends 
to open up a wider and wider compass of problems, 
interrelations, and conflicting interests. These new 
questions are beyond settlement by science or engineer­
ing, and therefore by the professional. It would seem 
that the political problems of government are inescap­
ably extended; that new pressure groups are generated 
both among the professionals and the bureaucrats, and 
among the affected economic and administrative units; 
and that the political task thrown on the political 
machinery of government is thereby rendered both more 
difficult and more important. A governmental solution 
of an economic problem, while it may improve the immediate 
situation greatly, thus throws on the political machin­
ery a new and intensified burden with a host of ramifica­
tions.

This does not mean, however, that government should 
abstain from action, but it does indicate the increasing 
complexity of economic life, and the need for close atten­
tion to related problems whenever government action is 
contemplated.

Duration of Agreements
The long contract period is an undesirable feature 

of the cooperative agreements so far proposed. Many persons 
hesitate to see public resources committed for such a period 
of several generations. The scope and character of the 
changes in our economy in the last hundred years make one 
feel incompetent to plan anything for the next hundred 
years, or even to set a framework for such planning.

The difficulty lies in the contractual nature of
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the agreements. Presumably either side can take action to 
compel the other side to observe the contract until its 
expiration date, while neither side can break it by uni­
lateral action. A more satisfactory arrangement in this 
respect is that of the British Columbia forest management 
licenses, which may be cancelled by the government at any 
time the licensee violates the provisions of the license 
so as to frustrate its objectives.&

Or, alternatively, relatively short-term agreements, 
of say twenty years1 duration, might suffice to get the pro­
gram under way. To be sure, this would not assure attain­
ment of long-run objectives, but it certainly could achieve 

sustained—yield management for twenty years, after which 
time if this were successful another twenty years of manage­
ment could be undertaken, and so on. This way the contract 
terms could be made more specific and less open to evasion 
or misoarralge. In addition, any needed changes could be 
inserted at the renewal time. While the agreements could 
even now be modified at any time (by mutual consent), 
there is a serious possibility that either party will not 
wish to give up exploitation of any unusually favorable 
opportunity that might arise.

While twenty-year contracts might grant preference 
in renewals to the existing operator, this need not be 
required.

Andrews and Cowlin (5) remark that once normal

Subject to the licensee's appeal to the Supreme 
Court, which may reverse the cancellation.
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age-class distribution is attained on both the public and 
private lands, even the long-term type of contract might 
be terminated.

Loss of Public Revenue
Where sustained-yield units allow non-competitive 

sales at appraised prices, they have come under attack on 
the ground that public revenues will be less than under 
ftotlve competition. While this is a plausible argument, 
it is probably of but little consequence and may be entirely 
invalid. Under sustained-yield units the federal govern­
ment, and state and local governments, should benefit in 
other ways than by a direct stumpage return, through 

receiving social or intangible economic benefits of permanent 
communities, and through allowing a much greater annual cut 
where a more balanced age-class distribution is attained.? 

In addition, sustained-yield units can be expected to result 
in more intensive management of the forest, with a conse­
quent greater production and harvest of the crop.

Special Problems of Federal Units 
To the extent that federal units bring allocation 

of timber to individual mills without competition they are 
open to the same criticism given cooperative units. On 
the other hand, they make possible the same benefits of 
stability, and of incentive toward integration that makes 
for closer utilization and the channeling of raw material

^As indicated on p. 98, Andrews estimated a -
40 percent greater allowable annual cut for the Shelton » 
unit with the lands combined. ■ 
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to its highest practicable use.

In cases where public timber is allocated to a 
number of mills, under a quota system, there is a serious 
administrative problem of readjustment of quotas to accom­
modate changes in plant ownership and in physical and 

financial capacity of the respective enterprises, which are 
inevitable with passage of time. '

Another difficulty of federal units is that although 
other operators may legally be permitted to enter the 
manufacturing area of a given unit there may be no suitable 
site available for construction of a mill. Lack of available 
site may also prevent an existing operator from making the 
type of expansion in utilization it is expressly desired 
to encourage.

To be sure, boundaries of the manufacturing area 
could be extended to include additional industrial sites 
as the need should arise, but this would put the administer­
ing agency in a delicate position of being required to grant 
extension in some circumstances and to withhold it in others, 
with no adequate standard for such action.

The federal units have no stated period of dura­
tion, but are to remain in effect indefinitely, as long 
as they accomplish their objectives. Here again the admin­
istering agency may be subject to strong pressure either to 
continue an outmoded unit, or to put an end to one which is 
still useful.

The federal units are not to be abandoned because 
of these administrative difficulties. It is imperative, .
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however, that these difficulties be recognized and dealt 
with in a manner that keeps the community fully informed 

of and predominately behind the action of the controlling 
agency.



CHAPTER X

FOREIGN EXPERIENCE IN FOREST MANAGEMENT, ALLOCATION, AND SUSTAINED-YIELD

Forestry has been practiced in America for scarcely 
fifty years. Several nations have a much longer record of 
experience in this field, and others are coming to face 
many of the same problems America now faces. It will be 
helpful to examine this experience, particularly with 
respect to problems of private tenure and private allocation 
of public forests for industrial operation. No attempt will 
be made to present a comprehensive review of foreign exper­
ience, but selected examples will be presented, within the 
writer's knowledge and the limited availability of appro­
priate source material.

European Experience 
Germany.—Forestry science and practice originated 

in Germany. Heske (68) reports a simple area-regulation 
for sustained yield in the city of Erfurt in 1359. System­
atic forest management in most public and large private 
forests had been undertaken by early in the nineteenth 
century, with a definite objective of sustained yield. 
Later in the nineteenth century the industrialization of 
Germany, with rapid development of transportation facilities 
and the substitution of coal for many former uses of wood,
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made local sustained yield less Important» At about this 
same time the application of economic theory to forestry 
further weakened the validity of sustained—yield objectives, 
by giving attention to the principle of profit maximiza­
tion, which directed that each tree or stand be out when 
financially mature. However, the practical objective of 
sustained-yield management by working units persisted up 
to World War II. Forest management in Germany has been of 
a different character than that in America, first, because 
private forestry existed mainly on large entailed estates 
which were remnants of feudal holdings, and second, because 
management of the forest was never integrated to any extent 
with management of the woods-using industries, which were 
apparently able to secure adequate supplies either on the 
local market or from abroad. Therefore the need for alloca­
tion of public timber never developed.

Sweden and Finland.—The most advanced forestry now 
found in Europe is in Sweden, where 30 percent of the forest 
land is in industrial and large private holdings, and 
45 percent is in small private holdings of 500 acres or 
less, with the remainder in public forests (103). 
Dimock (38) reports government financial and directing 
interest in some of Sweden*s lumber industries. For the 
most part, timber from public forests is sold competitively. 
So far as the writer knows, the problem of long-term alloca­
tion of public timber has not arisen. Some of the public 
timber is sold directly to a group of government-owned 
industries formed in 1941. This is causing some concern
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on the part of the private forest industries (94). 
Perpetuation of the forest is assured by laws requiring 
forest land to be kept in forest, and by locally administered 
forest practice rules. Palmer (124) reports legislation 
in Sweden prohibiting acquisition of additional forests by 
private companies.

In Finland only 8 percent of the forest land is in 

industrial and large private holdings, while 38 percent is 
in public forests and 54 percent is in small private hold­
ings of 500 acres or less (103). This means that a large 

part of industry's raw material must come from small private 
woodlands, whose owners are often well organized in coopera­
tive marketing and management associations. Jenkins (78) 
reports that these small owners have a good appreciation 
of the value of their timber, and are successful in 
demanding a relatively high stumpage price.

Canadian Experience
British Columbia.—Ninety-three percent of the 

productive forest land in British Columbia is Crown-owned. 
Sale of Crown-owned "timber land" was prohibited in 1896. 
From 1912 to 1947 timber in commercial amounts from 
unallenated lands has been offered only under short-term 
timber sales, under competitive stumpage bid, starting at 
an appraised upset price.

Prior to 1912 the method of disposal had been under 
timber leases or timber licenses. Both of these types of 
tenure have been renewable, whether or not any timber was
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cut, as long as the land carried merchantable timber in 
commercial quantities, and as long as the annual fees were 
paid. Leases are renewable for 21-year periods, and 
licenses are renewable annually. Both require payment of 
ground rent, license fees, forest-protection taxes, and 
royalty on timber out, or the equivalent. A large number 
of both types are still in effect, with licensee predominat­
ing. Leases have no uniform else. Licenses are mostly for 
640 acres, although they are transferable, and there are no 
restrictions on the number held by any person.

Under the arrangement of leases, licenses, and 
short-term timber sales there was no incentive for the 
operator to practice forestry, and much incentive to remove 
all the merchantable timber with no regard for regeneration 
of the forest. Until recently the British Columbia Forest 
Service has seldom been in a position to prescribe silvicul­
tural practices or to regulate the cut for any given area.

The Mulholland Report of 1937 (115) and the Sloan 
Report of 1945 (26) recommended establishment of coopera­
tive working circles, containing both unalienated Crown 

land and lands in other forms of tenure, to be managed for 
sustained yield. Out of these investigations grew legisla­
tion for forest management licenses^ and farm woodlot 

licenses.* 2 .

^Chapt. 38, Sect. 12, Statutes of British Columbia, 
1947.

2Chapt. 25, Sect. 4, Statutes of British Columbia, 
1948.

The objective of forest management licenses is to
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give private forest operators the right to manage Grown 
lands for the purpose of "growing continuously and 
perpetually successive crops of forest products," and to 
achieve sustained yield, community stability, closer forest 
utilization, and perpetuation of the resource. It is not 
necessary that the licensee possess timberland of his own, 
but if he does, or holds Crown lands under lease or license 
tenures, such lands must where feasible be included in the 
management plan for the license. Privately owned lands so 
included retain their private status with respect to texes, 

and when logged off may on election revert to the Crown. 
They may not be sold or transferred. Other tenures when 
logged off revert to the Crown. When such lands revert they 
automatically become part of the forest management license. 
Other private lands acquired by the licensee within the 
boundaries of the license or within any watershed on which 
the management license encroaches are subject to the 

management license.
The holder of a forest management license pays a 

rental of one cent per acre per year, f ore st-protection 
taxes, forest management expenses, and full appraised 
stumpage, as out, on timber described as merchantable at 
the time the license is issued, together with 16 percent 
of appraised stumpage on succeeding crops. Alternatively, 
he may elect to have costs of management, protection, and 
silvicultural treatment deducted in stumpage appraisals, 
and pay the full appraised stumpage on all crops. Appraisals 
are by the B.O. Forest Service, under the method currently j
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In use at the time the appraisal is made•

Cutting under forest management licenses must be 
in accordance with periodic management and working plans 
prepared by the licensee and approved by the B.C. Forest 
Service.

Where a forest management license is granted for 
support of a given manufacturing plant it may not be sold 
or transferred separately.

The Minister of Lands and Forests may issue a 
stop-notice where a licensee is not complying with the 
terms of a forest management license» or may cancel it 
entirely if the licensee violates its provisions in a 
manner to frustrate its objects. Stop-notice or cancella­
tion may be appealed to the Supreme Court, whose decision 
may in turn be appealed to the Court of Appeal, whose 
decision shall be final. Discretionary power exercised by 
the Minister may be appealed to the Lieutenant-Governor in 
Council.

The standard form of agreement for forest management 
licenses provides that withdrawals may be made for higher 
use on approval of the Minister. Deviation from the cutting 
budget may not be more than 50 percent either way in any one 
year, nor more than 10 percent in any five-year period. In 
the event of disagreement on rate, sequence, or methods of

^It is to be noted that in the U.S. sustained-yield 
units the operator pays no rent, and the public agency bears 
costs of protection and management, including planting and 
road construction, on its own lands.

&
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cutting, the determinations of the Minister will be accepted 
and used.

The provincial government retains ultimate control 
under Section 3 of the standard agreement form, which 
requires the licensee to manage the area in accordance with 
provisions "of any regulations that may have been or may be 
made from time to time under the * Forest Act1 for the regula­
tion of forest management licenses. ..." [italics supplied].

Eleven forest management licenses have been issued, 
and thirteen more areas are under reserve pending completion 
of management and working plans. These range in size from 
5» 600 acres to 668,000 acres. One company has applied for 
a forest management license covering 3 million acres in 
southeastern British Columbia (16). In 1948 about a hundred 
licenses were reported in various stages of completion (116).

These licenses have received some of the same 
opposition as have cooperative units in the United States, 
but to a much lesser degree. Reasons for this include 
(a) a recognition of the pioneering stage of the province's 
development, where the problem is more one of bringing 
virgin resources into use rather than allocation among compet­
ing firms; (b) an assumption that the B.C. Forest Service is 
unable to practice the intensity of management that the 
forest deserves; (c) a realization that the renewable leases 
and licenses, conceived in a period of exploitation, are an 
inadequate form of tenure for permanent management; (d) less 
active competition for public timber sales; and (e) a less 
well-organized opposition group.
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At the 1951 Truck Loggers Convention (192) 
E•T» Kenney, Minister of Lande and Forests, was asked 
whether he would prefer three large operators, each cutting 
25 million board feet per year, to twenty-five small opera­
tors, each cutting 3 million feet per year. He replied that 
he would be in sympathy with the smaller operators, but he 
knew the larger operators would do a better job. C.D. Orchard, 
deputy minister, said that forest management licenses might 
force the small operator to move his operation, but would 
certainly not force him out of business for lack of timber. 
He added that the small logger, if he wae a good logger, 
should certainly be able to survive and prosper. Previously 
(10), Orchard had stated that the government wanted opera­
tors to do their own reforestation, that it wanted to get 
away from government regulation, penalties, and policing 
of individual timber sales, and that big operators were 
necessary for industrial development.

The other new form of tenure, farm woodlot licensee, 
authorizes reservation of up to 640 acres of forest land 
for individual farmers, but in no case shall this be more 
than necessary to provide a productive capacity of 10,000 
cubic feet per year when combined with the farmer's 
privately owned land. This would be managed under a manage­
ment plan, together with the privately owned forest land, 
and would revert to the Crown on sale of the farm. No 
carrying charges will be paid on the Crown-land portion of 
the woodlot, but stumpage and royalty on trees removed from 
the license area will be paid as appraised and assessed by
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the Forest Service. The woodlot must be kept stocked with 
forest growth of commerclally_saleable species, and the 
land must be managed by the licensee for the perpetual 
yield of an annual or periodic harvest of wood. Only three 
applications for farm woodlot licenses have been received, 
none of which have been approved.

L.R. Andrews (7) questions the soundness of the 
farm woodlot license arrangement which he feels would 
burden the Forest Service with inspections and collection 
of stumpage and royalty payments from such small operations. 
He would prefer outright sale of land to farmers.

Recognizing that forest management licenses and 
farm woodlot licenses are not a complete answer to British 
Columbia's forest problem, the provincial government is 
establishing a series of "public working circles," where, 
as on the managed Provincial Forests, the Forest Service 
performs the management function and offers the timber for 
competitive sale. Public working circles will have access 
roads provided largely by the government. While these 
working circles are intended to provide timber for the small 
operator, there are no restrictions on location of manufac­
ture, nor on competition by larger operators If they need 
the timber.

In addition, long-term timber sales may now be 
made to operators who cannot qualify for a forest management 
license, but who wish some assurance of timber supply, and 
who are willing to make large investments in road construc­
tion. These sales provide for the operator's option of
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paying the initially bid etumpage rate throughout the life 
of the contract, or of paying on a eliding scale in accord­
ance with fluctuations in the selling price of logs or lumber 

in conclusion, it may ultimately prove unwise for 
British Columbia to have gone so far in making forest manage­
ment licenses perpetual• Yet it is evident that this form 
of tenure is bringing about a substantial increase in 
industrial expansion in the province, and has every promise 
of bringing good management practice on the land. 

Ontario.—Continued exploitation of Ontario's forest 
resources led to a Royal investigation. The 1947 report of 
this investigation recommended mandatory pooling of the 
forest industries of the province to form twelve operating 
companies, each to be allocated the entire out from a 
corresponding operating area. These areas would comprise 
all the Crown forest lands of commercial quality in the 
province, and in each area industrial expansion would be 
limited to the area's productive capacity. These recommenda­
tions failed to gain support, and were never put into effect.

Crown timber in Ontario is disposed of either , 
competitively under a renewable annual license system, under 
non-competitive long-term agreements covering periods up to 
twenty-one years, or unSer short-term cutting permits for 
small quantities of timber valued at not over five hundred 

dollars.
The Ontario Minister of Lands and Forests may require 

operators to submit master plans for permanent management 
of their license areas. These are often a preliminary step
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toward establishment of permanent Management Units, of which 
the first was established in 1947. It is the intention that 
these Management Units will provide permanent supplies of 
raw material to established industries. Presumably, alloca­
tion is to be achieved through renewable annual licenses or 
21-year agreements (133).

. H.R. Scott, Ontario's Minister of Lands and Forests, 
has been quoted as saying: ■There is no use setting up new 
plants to use any possible forest surplus if by so doing we 
are going to cramp the growth of an already successful exist 
ing industry that has been built up along sound lines and 
has already developed its markets, its manufacturing know­
how and, best of all, has created work and provided liveli­
hood and happy communities in our north country■ (17).

Other Canadian provinces.—Alberta grants cutting 
rights under licenses with limited renewal provisions. 
Forest management licenses have recently been authorized, 
patterned after those in British Columbia, but to the 
writer's knowledge none have so far been publicly proposed.

Quebec grants timber leases with terms and duration 
set according to the circumstances in each case. The 1948 
annual report of the Minister of Lands and Forests (129) 
lists nineteen 30-year leases, one 35-year lease, and six 
50-year leases in force. This report also indicates over 
17,000 square miles leased to one company, the Canadian 
International Paper Company, and leases of more than 2,000 
square miles to each of seven more companies. Quebec is 
engaged in an initial inventory of her forest resources,



- 149 -

and la beginning to require ten—year management plane from 
Its lease holders.

Gilmour (50) states that Crown timber in Newfound­
land is disposed of in large lots under 99—year renewable 
leases* or under, short-term licenses for smaller areas.

Experience In Other 
Parts of the World

Forest operations in many parts of the world are 
still in an exploitative phase» with government foresters 
performing a crude extensive sort of management planning* 
and with private concessioners performing the cutting under 
leases or licenses for a stated period* usually under thirty 
years* but often renewable. A few government-owned sawmills 
are found in South Africa. The New Zealand government has 
advertised a 75-year sale of public timber* together with 
an offer of financial assistance in financing constuction 
of an integrated plant for the production of lumber* pulp, 
and newsprint (45).

Summary 
in summary, foreign experience indicates that 

relatively long-term arrangements are often considered 
necessary to encourage economic development of the forest 
resource and to induce investment in plant facilities. As 
the forest industries become larger and more complex they 
become more fixed in location, and as the forest areas of the 
world are more and more put under management, increasing atten­
tion is given to the relation between plant capacity and 

productive capacity of the forest.



CHAPTER XI

structure of THE FOREST INDUSTRIES

Sustained-yield unite cannot help but affect the 
structure of the various forest industries. It will be 
helpful to review some of the structural aspects of these 
industries, especially as related to requirements for 
increased utilization and stability of operations.

Concept of an Economic Unit 
There is no question that land use in forestry as 

well as in agriculture must be by individual operating unite. 
Ultimately, however, there are no clear criteria for defining 
either ■economic* or "natural" units. The working-circle 
concept described in Chapter III seems to be designed more 
as a social unit for stabilization of local employment and 
community life than as a unit of production in the economic 
sense. On economic grounds tractor and truck transportation 
have made it possible to secure wood supplies from a widely 
scattered area, and pulpwood and veneer mills have often 
secured regular supplies from a distance of over a hundred 

miles.
In 1912 Greeley (58) described the Whitman, Ochoao, 

Umatilla, and Malheur National Forests in eastern Oregon as 
a single economic unit, since their products could be
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marketed only over a single railroad line to distant points. 
He also considered the Helena, Deerlodge, and Beaverhead 
National Forests in Montana a single economic unit, as they 
were all tributary to a single consuming center—the Montana 
copper mines.

On economic grounds there is no reason for not 
considering the forests tributary to Puget Sound, the lower 
Columbia River, Grays Harbor, coastal British Columbia, and 
southeastern Alaska as single economic units.

On economic grounds much can be said for considering 
the forest and the manufacturing plant together as a single 
unit of production. Yet when allocation of public timber 
is included in this concept there is a serious danger that 
once made such arrangements could not easily be undone. 
Private equities, often intangible, would be created, which • 
would be extremely difficult to overlook or to extinguish. 
The only solution to a difficult situation of this sort 
might be public purchase and operation of the manufacturing 
plant, and as far as can now be seen that would hardly be 
desirable.

Small- ve. Large-Scale Mills 
From a review of investigations on size and efficiency 

in the American economy, Osborn (121) is unable to reach 
any conclusions with respect to relative efficiency, in the 
sense of lower unit cost of production, between small- and 
large-scale enterprise. The difficulty, he states, is that 
published studies have been unable to eliminate variables 
other than size. He adds that much of the argument against



- 152 -

bigness stems from "an enthusiasm for small, locally-owned 
business or a fear of the social or political consequences 
of too great a concentration of economic power." Osborn is 
concerned, however, more with a comparison of large and 
moderate-sited firms, and it can hardly be disputed that 
the very small firm, so common in lumber manufacturing, is 
seriously handicapped by a lack of functional specialization 
of management tasks, poor marketing conditions, inadequate 
tvallablllty of capital, and an inability to utilize waste 
products.

, In sawmilling, Duerr (39) has called attention to 
an important low-cost advantage of small mills due to the 
supplementary character of small—sawmill employment, and 
he illustrates this by the example of a forest operation 
in West Virginia in the 1930 * s, reportedly carried out by 
fifty-two sawmills, mostly small mills, rather than a few 
large ones. However, Duerr admits a physical inefficiency 
of small sawmills, and an opportunity-cost waste of equip­
ment, capital, and labor.

Eldredge (41) estimates that perhaps one-half of 
the pine lumber out in the lower South is produced by small 
mills and marketed through concentration yards that perform 
grading, seasoning, and dressing operations.

In the West, portable mills often have an advantage 
in being able to go into the forest to out small material, 
and to skid and transport it in light equipment.

Large firms have a strategic advantage in buying 
and selling, in matters of finance, in being able to carry |



- 153 -

on Industrial research, and in having a variety of products 
on which to balance profits and losses. In addition, the 
large forest industries have an advantage in being able to 
sort the raw material for manufacturing into a variety of 
products, or to sort the finished product so as to realize 
a premium on the better grades.

Horizontal and Vertical Integration 
The forest usually produces a wide variety of sizes 

and species, which no one manufacturing plant is fully able 
to utilize. While there are examples of clustered independent 
plants which use the forest raw material for a variety of 
products, or which use waste material from primary utiliza­
tion plants, the writer believes that the greatest opportunity 
for full utilization of the forest lies in integrated plants 
under a single control, and that further development in 
this direction is inevitable.

Horizontal integration of forest industries, whether 
done within a single firm, or among a variety of firms in 
the same community, requires large and dependable concentra­
tions of suitable raw material, financial ability to survive 
a certain period of research and development, and finally, 
an aggressive marketing orgainzation.

The impetus toward vertical integration is primarily 
explained by a desire for self-preservation by assured access 
to raw material, and by stability of markets and prices in 
selling operations. A manufacturing plant that controls 
neither raw materials nor markets is likely to find itself 

denied any share of persistent or temporary advantage whlc
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may arise in these sectors, and to find that it alone is 
required to bear the brunt of unfavorable shifts in their 
price or supply positions.

Hosmer (76) regards industrial forest management 
as a matter of business organization, where the essential 
task is "to integrate the problems of a complex raw material 
technical productive processes, and a diverse market."

Forest Finance and the Problem of Allocation
Titus (148) has described cooperative units as a 

subsidy in that individual operators would be supplied with 
large volumes of mature timber in which they would have no 
investment, and on which they would be required to pay no 
taxes nor interest [nor stand the economic cost of implicit 
interest] during the long waiting period of several decades.

To the writer'e knowledge the fallacy of this 
argument has never been pointed out. It lies in the fact 
that the timber is never given to the operator—he pays a 
full appraised stumpage as he cuts it, just as he would have 
to do if it had never been held for him, or as anyone would 
do purchasing similar timber at any time. Any capital 
investment, taxes, and interest costs borne by timberland 
owners is rewarded by the value of the timber when cut; a 
purchaser of stumpage gains reward only for processing, with 
capital values returned to the landowner as stumpage payment 

in so far as stumpage prices keep in step with the 
cost of growing and holding timber the cooperator gains no 
money advantage over other operators who purchase stumpageei 
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or grow their own.
If future stumpage prices are expected to be less 

than the cost of growing and holding timber, then there le 
but little economic reason for any private person to own 
timberland, irrespective of whether or not there are 
sustained-yield units.

If future stumpage prices should turn out to be 
greater than the cost of growing and holding timber, then 
any purchaser of stumpage will be at a relative disadvantage, 
again irrespective of whether or not there are any sustained- 
yield units.

Any cooperator in a cooperative unit is spared the 
risk of loss in value or in destruction of standing timber, 
but then so is he denied the gain in value and in forest growth 
that accrues to the government through stumpage payments.

The cooperator does gain, however, in other respects. 
He is able to carry on his own milling operations on a 
large scale with assurance that an adequate raw-material 
supply will be available, and he is able to finance plant 
expansion based on the security of this assured supply. 
But in a region where vast public forests make future sup­
piles available on a predominately competitive market any 
other operator has nearly the same assurance of supply, and 
nearly the same access to capital markets for plant expansion.

Effects of Cooperative and Federal Units 
One effect of cooperative and federal units on the 

structure of the forest industries would be to accelerate 
increased utilisation of the forest raw material and to .« 
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increase the degree of industrial development of the forest 
regions, not only directly in the individual manufacturing 
plants concerned but also in the industry generally as 
opportunities and experience of this leadership became 
known. Large-scale integrated forest industries would be 
encouraged, partly, to be sure, at the expense of opportunity 
for other operators, both large and small, but also partly 
in place of what would otherwise be a certain amount of 
inefficiency and waste, and in place of a lesser degree of 
resource utilization, employment, income, and wealth 
production. -

Of course, any form of monopoly protection granted 
to private enterprise might be perverted so as to protect 
monopoly profits and retard progress rather than promote it, 
yet adequate public supervision should be able to prevent 
such a result.

However, any program of allocation of public timber 
must consider not only the benefits of allocation to some 
plants, but also the drawbacks of restricted availability 
to others. There is no fairness in allocation unless wide 
opportunity is available for allocation to all who qualify, 
and when there is a large amount of public timber so 
allocated it becomes increasingly unfair to those operators 
left out.

Thus, from the point of view of competitive industry, 
the greater the amount of allocation to some operators, the 
greater the need for allocation to others.

Conversely, the smaller the amount of allocation ' 
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among existing operators, the less becomes the need for 
allocation to any one.

All things considered, perhaps the greatest 
contribution of the public forests to the support of 
industry as a whole is therefore the assurance that 
maximum amounts of timber will always be available on 
a competitive market.



CHAPTER XII

PLANNING THE FOREST COMMUNITY

A major objective of sustained-yield units is to 
promote community stability through orderly, uninterrupted 
cutting operations under a sustained-yield management plan. 
This involves more than simply good forestry practice on 
the land.

Stabilizing the Economic Base 
The objective of stability is sought, first, to 

keep the resource productive rather than to be liquidated 
and destroyed; second, to provide a continuing base for 
taxation and employment; and third, to prevent, in a general 
way, social losses from reduced activity and opportunities 
in a given region. This is a separate problem from that 
of stabilizing the individual community.

Stabilizing the Individual Community 
The objective here is to protect capital values in 

homes, public buildings, utilities, secondary industries 
and commercial establishments, and social values in estab­
lished institutions of government and economic life.* 
Stability is, however, an inadequate objective, and something 
of a misnomer. While stability is sought to eliminate 
unwanted contractions in economic activity its advocates
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certainly do not wish to eliminate economic expansion. 
A completely stabilized community would certainly not be 
attractive to all persons as a place in which to live and 
work.

In a study of abandoned lumber-mill towns in the 
Puget Bound Region, Cross (34) concludes that such abandon­
ments are generally much less serious than popularly 
supposed. Many of these abandoned towns had been built 
as temporary, pioneer settlements around a single mill, 
and often could hardly be considered as real established 
communities. He held that pioneer sawmills had performed 
a service in bringing initial settlement and development 
to the region, and should not be condemned when they were 
subsequently forced to close. Many such mill closures 
were the result of the same economic pressures found in 
other industries, or of the timber being diverted to other 
mills, or of the gravitational pull of larger cities as 
transportation facilities reduced rural isolation.

Wright (203) considers economic growth as inevitably 
accompanied by a constant reorganization and reallocation 
of resources and people. While there is some justification 
in taking steps to cushion the shock of necessary readjust­
ments, it is not wise to postpone their effect too long, 
nor to permanently insulate selected communities from 
competitive disadvantages of location.

It is difficult to plan the pattern of log move- . 
mente to given processing communities, for a new road may 
easily make transportation in a different direction more



160

economic. Moreover, a successful location for manufacture 
of forest products, as with other products, may be 
determined more by the energy, resourcefulness, and 
aggressiveness of business management than by the trans­
portation cost of raw materials, or other traditional 
factors (25).

The Company Town 
A drawback to cooperative units is that they would 

tend to encourage development of company towns. While the 
expression "company town" often calls to mind a picture 
of ramshackle buildings and a poorly stocked company store, 
even respectable-looking communities may be owned and 
controlled by the single company which provides employ­
ment. However, where the company deliberately avoids 
extensive ownership of local real estate and domination 
of local government, public services, banks, and press, 
a satisfactory community relationship may still be 
attained.

It is difficult for resource-planning agencies either 
to avoid company towns or to regulate them so as to achieve 
any desired type. Perhaps the most to be expected is that 
a growing awareness of social responsibilities and of 
public-relations values accruing to the company will bring 
company action that tends to minimize the undesirable effects 
of the "company town" in its most extreme form. The writer 
wishes to emphasize his belief that such action can be 
brought about better by business initiative on the part



— 161 •

of the company concerned, rather than by any direct action 

of a public resource-management agency.

Alternative Methods of Assuring 
Continuity of Community Support 

While establishment of cooperative and federal units 
is a direct means of allocating public timber to specified 
communities> the Forest Service, in its regular timber sales, 
not under P.L. 273» is able to encourage a certain degree of 
community stability. Under administrative departmental 
regulations award of timber to the highest bidder, under 
competitive sales, may be denied if "the award would result 
in removing or materially lessening opportunities for gainful 
employment to local labor; or would be against the interests 
of local users dependent on national forest timber; or would 
cause the abandonment or prevent the establishment of a 
local industry which should furnish a desirable permanent 
market for national forest products.Also, "When neces­
sary to promote better utilization of national forest timber 
or to facilitate protection and management of the national 
forests, a management plan may include provisions for 
requirements of purchasers for processing the timber to at 
least a stated degree within the working circle, or within 
a stated area, and, when appropriate, by machinery of a 
stated type; and agreements for cutting in accordance with 

2 the plan may so require." These are both awkward procedures.

136 CFR 221.10 (a)(6). 
^36 CFR 221.3 (b).

a
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however, and to the writer's knowledge they have seldom, If 
ever, been applied.

In regular timber-management planning on the national 
forests, Gross (64) states that community stability may be 
encouraged by some silvicultural sacrifices in the cutting 
budget of any given working circle. I.J. Mason (10?) adds 
that in old-growth stands provision for continuity of commun­
ity support may be made by deliberately holding back the rate 
of out from that which would realize the greatest potential 
growth and protection from epidemic insect and disease losses, 
and that any management plan and its cutting budget may be 
amended where a major block of timber is awarded to a mill 
in some community other than the one considered logical to 
the plan.

Dangers of Allocation
More existence of a community in a given location 

does not prove it should be there. Its location may have 
been uneconomic from the start, or changing conditions may 
have made it so today.

Whenever a public agency allocates timber to a given 
community it invites charges of economic dictatorship. In 
most cases federal units should not be established for reasons 
other than to forestall considerable immediate distress. The 
Forest Service has acted wisely in refraining from establish­
ment of federal units requested where the motive was simply 
to insulate a given community from competition.

MSN



CHAPTER XIII

ROLE OF GOVERNMENT IN THE FOREST ECONOMY

Are cooperative and federal units to be avoided 
because they place too much economic power in the hands of 
the federal government? Should the government always seek 
active competition in sales of public timber? On the other 
hand, is it not wise for government to enlist the coopera­
tion of private enterprise in the management of the public 
forests? Such questions cannot very well be discussed 
without first examining the role of government in some of 
its broader aspects.^

Political and Social Role of Government 
The classical functions of government are to coin 

money, maintain order and justice, and provide for the 
common defense. To these have been added the provision of 
roads, education, and other services for the general welfare. 
In a democracy, defined (31) as rule by popular will, govern­
ment today seeks to assure certain fundamental human rights, 
among them freedom from involuntary servitude, equality of 
opportunity, equal protection before the law, and the absence 
of special privilege.

^In the remarks that follow, attention is given 
primarily to the role of the federal government. H
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Beard (21) puts great significance on the method 
democracy offers for "making the political and economic 
adjustments required by changes in the production of wealth, 
the advance of knowledge, and the eternal urge of the human 
spirit." "Democracy," he states, "proclaims that these 
changes are to be effected by the processes of inquiry, 
discussion, deliberation, popular decision, and continuous 

appraisal of results."

Key (85) considers class interests and group 

Interests as the principal driving forces in politics; 

he states that "it is a function of government to attempt 
to reconcile the interests of these groups, to devise 
policies that provide an accommodation among conflicting 
drives, [and] to maintain social unity despite the 
inevitable diversity of interest of social groups and 

classes."
Another duty of democratic government is suggested 

by Landauer (92), namely, to take measures to diminish the 
differences in opportunities and standards of living between 

the wealthy and the poor.

General Economic Role of Government 

Edwards (40) takes maintenance of effective competi­
tion as a desirable objective of governmental policy, yet 
points out that substantial areas are deliberately made 
exceptions to the general rule, as for exemple where
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technological conditions of production make competition 
inappropriate• Ae a general rule he does not sanction 
restrictive arrangements designed simply to protect a given 
enterprise from business loss or bankruptcy. He states:

The argument for this type of protection of the 
business interest is advanced, in the case of large 
business enterprises, on the theory that the collapse 
of a great concern injures so many people that it 
cannot be tolerated. To assert this is to argue, in 
effect, that the concern's activities are no longer 
private in character and therefore should no longer 
be determined privately. The logic of the argument 
implies a need for public regulation, of which pre­
vention of bankruptcy would be only a small part.

Clark (31) and Lyon et al. (96) have traced the 
evolution of social control from its beginnings in the 
sanction and enforcement of private property rights and 
the establishment of a rule of law. Clark states:

Law arises out of the need of settling disputes; 
hence its very nature is the defeating of certain 
interests that others may prevail. Ultimately it 
becomes an instrument for furthering purposes and 
ideals prevailing in the community, but always it 
faces the necessity of defeating certain interests.

In the common evolution of business and control, 
implementation and the curb of specific abuses have led 
in many cases first to regulation, then to governmental 
guidance and active participation in the economic process.

Positive Role of Government 
The American tradition holds that governmental 

powers should be held to a minimum, yet in practice the 
American people have increasingly turned toward government 
for assistance in meeting economic problems of the day. 
Clark (31 ), Pegrum (12?), and MacJIver (99) have described 
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this expansion of governmental functions, and Clark 
concludes that grounds can be found for an almost unlimited 
range of powers within which government may act to achieve 
social purposes, provided, of course, it can define its 
interests clearly and devise appropriate means to promote 
them. If emphasis on private enterprise is to be retained, 
he would suggest the following limitations on governmental 
powers: (a) Government should not limit individual liberty 
in a given sector except to increase it even more somewhere 
else; (b) a healthy balance should be preserved between 
public and private operations in terms of numbers, intelli­
gence, and power of persons so engaged; (c) voluntary 

organization should in general be recognized as superior 
to compulsory organization; (d) the state should not be 
allowed to substitute its judgment for that of the individual 
in matters which primarily concern him, unless the state's 
judgment can give systematic and impartial balancing of the 
interests at stake; (e) the exercise of power must 
correspond to the particular Interest Involved; and 
(f) consumers' choice should not be unduly interfered with 
in determining the quantity and quality of production.

Davenport (35)» however, fears that in some 
respects such limits may have already been overstepped. 
Taking the U.S. Department of Agriculture as an example, 
he warns of an increasing tendency toward transfer of 
initiative into governmental hands where it helps to 

perpetuate the "governmental!ste" in office under the 
argument that "government can do it better."
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A Lesson from Transportation Regulation 
Bharfman (138) regards the long record of the 

Interstate Commerce Commission as outstanding in testing 
the soundness and effectiveness of public control measures. 
He emphasizes that in this sphere of control "the essence 
of private enterprise has been maintained"; the accompanying 
legislation has evolved through a "prolonged process of 
trial and error"; administrative policy has been "dominated 
by a sense of realism and restraint"; and the processes 
employed "have safeguarded all essential rights and interests." 
He concludes that this type of regulatory structure "has 
attempted to harmonize the maintenance of established 
institutions and the attainment of changing objectives;

. . has sought to safeguard the essence of the prevailing 
order, but to direct its concrete manifestations into 
channels of public welfare; . . . [and] has aimed to conserve 
the significant gains of past effort, to remove emerging 
maladjustments, and to establish arrangements so fashioned 
as to meet future needs."

As Stocking and Watkins (143) have pointed out, 
however, technological progress may be retarded in a 
regulated industry, with the attention of management 
"diverted from internal administration to external lobbying 
and litigation."

Social control in transportation fields (and in 
the public utilities) has been achieved only under a 
tremendous complexity. It has been justified by the 
indispensable nature of these services and by the vast ,.JÜ 
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scope of their effect on our entire economic structure and 
activity• It is to be emphasized that this experience in 
regulation does not of itself. Justify a similar pattern of 
control, nor for that matter any control at all, in other 
sectors of the economy. Extreme caution should be observed 
in considering any proposal for public control, with the 
desirability and the form of any such control determined by 
the particular circumstances in each instance.

Particular Case of Forestry 
The role of government in forestry has been discussed 

by Fernow (44), Schlich (135), Troup (150), Black (25), 
McArdle (98), and Martin (103)» These writers all stress 
(a) the need for the state to conserve the forest as a basic 
resource essential in many ways to the well-being of its 
people; (b) the special influence of the long period of 
production in forestry, extending over several generations, 
which, with immediate pressure for cutting, often makes 
forestry unattractive to the individual; and (o) the private 
owner's common unconcern over watershed and other social 
values. ,

The early writers emphasized achieving forest 
conservation through government ownership of a significant 
portion of the resource. Recent experience in Canada, 
however, indicates that government ownership is not always 
a completely satisfactory answer.

In addition to ownership, government activities 
in forestry have in this country included (a) assistance
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to Individual states and private owners in protection and 
the provision of technical services and planting stock, 
(b) leadership in research, and ( c ) encouragement of state 
regulation of cutting practices and improvement of forest 
tax laws. The Forest Service has also urged establishment 
of federally sponsored credit and insurance systems, and 
federal regulation of cutting practices where state regula­
tion Is inadequate.

After reviewing forest conditions in the United 
States, Sweden, and Finland, Martin (103) concludes:

1. Government has the over-all duty of protecting any vital natural resource from misuse and destruction.
2. It can best exercise this responsibility by preserving the individual's incentive to progress and by placing much of the responsibility directly upon those citizens who have a real interest in maintain­ing the resource.
3. The government's task can be more easily and effectively carried out if there exists a rational and competitive balance of forest land ownership in the country.
4. The most effective enforcement of any law regulating the actions of individual citizens is that which is applied on the local level by officials chosen by the people.
Martin's position exemplifies the forest industries' 

growing desire to justify themselves in the public eye, and 
to demonstrate their competence to accept responsibility 
and leadership. At first glance his position may appear 
somewhat biased, yet it ably represents a growing social 
consciousness in industry, and an earnest effort based 
squarely on experience and accomplishment, to find a realistic 
program. As such it deserves a great deal of consideration 
and respect.
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Concluding Remarks on Role of Government In Forestry
Just as in any field of endeavor, the proper role 

of government in forestry, in a private enterprise economy, 
cannot be defined in any timeless fashion. Each nation and 
each generation has its own problems, its own traditions, 
and its own economic and political outlook. This requires 
a different governmental role, with a considerable range 
of appropriate action, in each situation.

The plan of sustained-yield forest units emerged 
during unstable times in an unstable industry, when people 
generally looked to government for assistance in meeting 
current economic problems. These conditions have now been 
significantly altered, yet the fundamental task of long-term 
forest management and conservation remains, with the 
organization for control still unsatisfactory. The only 
conclusion possible is that within the broad framework 
of a private-enterprise economy and a democratic society 
there is virtually no absolute standard and no sharp limit 
to the allowable scope of governmental action in forestry. 
The only requirement is that it serve a definite need and 
gain acceptance and approval by a majority of the persons 
to be affected.



CHAPTER XIV

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROGRAM

Sustained-yield objectives of the 1937 and 1944 
acts have been widely accepted; it is the means proposed 
for achieving sustained yield that have been opposed. If 
the program in its present form is unacceptable, then the 
available alternatives or modifications should be examined.

Alternatives to Simplify Management 
Where a complex pattern of land ownership exists, 

especially in cheokerboarded lands, a logical solution is 
land exchange so as to block up individual ownerships. 
Ample authority for such exchange of Forest Service lands 
exists under the Exchange Acts of 1922 (42 Stat. 465) and 
1925 (43 Stat. 1215)> and for 0. and C. lands under an 
act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1144).

At the present time, however, neither the federal 
agencies nor other timberland owners seem anxious to effect 
exchanges, primarily because they recognize strategic values 
in a maintenance of the status quo.^ Private owners, through 
control of rights-of-way, can often hold a preferential

The City of Seattle has, however, worked out a program for acquiring 24,500 acres of intermingled national forest land in its Cedar River Watershed, through exchange for other land outside the watershed (145).

-m- M 
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position in bidding for public stumpage. Or even without 
rlght-of-way control the private owner has a competitive 
advantage in being able to spread road-construction costs 
over both the public timber and his own. In addition, 
interspersed lands reduce the loss to a single owner from 
any given fire.

The Bureau of Land Management has ruled that
... the strategic advantages to regional conserva­tion of resources which are inherent in the checkerboard land pattern, in many cases, may outweigh the adminis­trative advantages which could be gained by concentrat- ,~ng the O. and C. lands in solid blocks. This advantage lies in the fact that progressive conservation practices being applied on the grant lan^s tend to encourage the adoption of similar practices on the intermingled lands.2
The Forest Service, while it continues to encourage 

exchange of stumpage for private land, presumably does not 
wish to contract the exterior boundaries of the national 
forests, and recognizes similar public benefits to those 
indicated in the above Bureau of Land Management regulation.

As an alternative to land exchange, forest manage­
ment would be simplified by an increased construction of 
public access roads.

Alternatives to Improve Practices on Private Forest Land
Suggested alternatives to improve private forestry 

have included federal benefit payments, technical assistance, 
low-cost credit and Insurance facilities, local tax modifica­
tion, and state or federal regulation. Or eligibility for

CFR 115.95 ’



- 173 -

public timber sales could be denied to any person or firm 
not practicing good forestry on its own land.

Most of these devices are unworkable or insufficient, 
and have been discussed elsewhere in this report. In the 
last analysis the greatest incentive for improved private 
practice is the economic incentive: that it pays to manage 
your lands well. This is becoming more and more appreciated 
by private forest landowners> especially the larger ones, 
and the need for public action is much less urgent now than 
it was in the 193018.

Alternatives to Achieve Sustained Yield
If sustained yield is taken to include a regula­

tion of the rate of out, then such regulation could be 
taken by each type of landowner, public and private, 
independently, or conceivably, if necessary, by establish­
ment of production quotas under some form of government 
or industry administration. It is the writer’s opinion 
that sustained-yield management of the public forests, 
together with the treatment likely to be given private 
forests, will in a prosperous national economy adequately 
safeguard the continuity of national timber supply and 
local community stability, without the need for production 
quotas or public regulation of the rate of out on private 
lands.Many private forests, especially those in the

3Reforestation laws, and public regulation of cutting practices may still be desirable.
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smaller ownerships, need improved care, but the writer 
believes this should be encouraged primarily through 
economic incentives of the market, and through educational 
efforts and technical assistance by industry or by state 
or federal governments.

Alternatives for Community Stability ' 
Alternatives open to the Forest Service to encourage 

community stability under administrative regulations have 
been discussed in Chapter XII, although it must be emphasized 
that the Forest Service has been reluctant to exercise this 
authority.

Federal units are, of course, an alternative to 
cooperative units as a means of achieving community 
stability, and have often been proposed as such. But 
unfortunately, to replace a proposed cooperative unit by 
a federal unit might have the effect of foregoing most of 
the cooperative unit's advantages and bringing about most 
of the federal unit's disadvantages.

Alternatives for Encouraging Investment 
Investment for additional industrial development 

and raw-material utilization can be encouraged by long­
term (10— to 30—year) timber sales, by allowance of 
accelerated amortization for income-tax purposes, or by 
the presence of a favorable long-run market outlook. The 
last—mentioned condition can be encouraged by keeping the 
national economy at high levels of production and employmente
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Thia was undoubtedly the principal Incentive for the large 
expansion that has occurred in recent years. In addition, 
local taxing authorities could grant tax concessions for 
new plant construction.

Other Alternatives
Foster (155) and others have proposed public access 

roads, frequent small competitive sales, and a free log 
market as an alternative to cooperative units. This would 
increase opportunity for many operators, especially the 
smaller ones, but would not achieve the objectives of 
large-scale industrial development, increased utilization 
of the resource, and community stability. To a large degree 
the case for cooperative units rests on acceptance of these 
latter objectives as socially desirable, over and above 
any possible undesirable effects on community and social 
structure.

Another alternative would be to form a public or 
semi-public corporation to take the place of the private 
cooperator and his milling facilities, but it hardly seems 
that this would be acceptable in America today.

Still another alternative would be to shift some 
of the better federal forest lands to private ownership, so 
as to encourage industrial forest management and greater 
utilization. Such action is of course always a possibility, 
and has been advocated to a greater or lesser degree by 
Woods (198), Greeley (63), the National Lumber Manufacturers 
Association (4), and others. While pressure for more
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private forest ownership may increase in the next few 
years, other public values are involved, and the writer 
feels that the people as a whole wish to see no such 
changes made.

Other possible alternatives include renewable 
cutting licenses for up to twenty years, or public timber 
sales without competition on a first-come-first-served 
basis or through administrative selection. These would 
avoid competitive sales entirely, and allow cooperative 
units without discrimination in stumpage prices. But - 
this would mean an even greater discrimination in availability 
of public stumpage.

A last alternative is to halt extension of the 
sustained-yield program and to continue the present system 
of timber sales, both small and large, short-term and 
long-term, with a gradual increase of public roads. This 
will bring about increased competition, and probably with 
it, in many cases, local and regional over-capaclty. It 
may, however, turn out to be the best solution, and it is 
the course of action recommended by the writer.

. Proposal for a ModifiedType of Cooperative Agreement 
The writer believes that if additional cooperative 

units are to be established, their undesirable effects 
could be minimized by including in their cooperative agree­
ments the following modifications:
1. A duration of not over twenty or thirty years.
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2. A provision that the agreement may be cancelled by the public agency if the private cooperator repeatedly fails to comply with the agreement, with the operator's right to appeal such cancellation in the courts.
3• Public recreational use of company roads and lands where feasible.

Provision for management practices that give some recognition to watershed values on company lands as well as on the public lands.
5- Reservation of a larger portion of the allowable annual out than heretofore proposed, for competitive sales.
6. Less restriction on outside purchases of public stumpage by the private cooperator.
7• A three—man advisory board to advise the Secretary on matters appealed to him, as provided in the proposed Kootenai and Woodleaf agreements .
8. Stumpage appraisals either calculated by a method based on expected rather than past costs and prices, with annual or periodic readjustment on a sliding scale in accordance with fluctuations of the selling price of logs or lumber, above or below original appraised prices, or calculated as a percentage of conversion return more nearly representative of that found in actual competitive sales.

The reduced duration is proposed as a safeguard 
against unforseen events in the future, especially 
important when the contract is presumably binding upon 
both parties for the entire period. Admittedly, a 20-year 
contract would not assure all the objectives of a longer 
contract, yet it would have the advantage of permitting 
its provisions to be stated in more specific terms. 
Obligations and procedures could then be spelled out more 
clearly, and new situations and new needs recognized if 
and when the agreement were renewed.



CHAPTER XV

CONCLUSIONS

Sustained-yield units must be judged on their 
ability to contribute toward efficient resource manage­
ment, taking into account their social and political 
effects. Such units cannot be evaluated singly, but must 
be examined together on the basis of their impact on the 
structure of the forest industries, and on the life and 
outlook of the people who would be affected.

General Observations
Sustained yield an elusive concept.—It is to be 

emphasized that sustained yield in the sense of regulation 
of the cut so as not to exceed growth is of little practical 
significance as an objective of forest management, except 
in that it signifies some permanence and continuity of 
operation. The rate of cut should be influenced not only 
by the rate of actual or potential growth, but also by 
general market conditions, financial requirements of the 
individual firm, and for the public forests the desire to 
stabilize communities and provide for the national defense. 
While an objective of the forest manager is to hold the out 
within limits which do not destroy or diminish the productive 
capacity of the resource, he is often more actively concerned 
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with increasing growth and utilization through improving 
stocking and quality of the growing stock, rapid harvest­
ing of overmature or other timber that might otherwise die, 
securing prompt regeneration, and developing markets for 
present unmerchantable material.

Original soundness of the sustained-yield unit • 
legislation.--The pattern of this legislation developed 
through careful study by respected professional foresters 
in leading public, private, and educational positions. There 
is no question in the writer's mind but that from a technical 
forestry standpoint it was soundly conceived to simplify 
forest management on areas of mixed ownership, and that 
in the 193016 it could have helped solve pressing economic 
problems of the day: forest liquidation, ruinous competi­
tion, community distress, and widespread tax-reversion or 
delinquency of forest lands. However, for the most part 
these problems no longer cause immediate concern, and changes 
in the structure of the forest industries have made appli­
cation of this legislation much less acceptable today.

Forest situation today.—A growing number of 
private forest owners are now thinking in terms of perman­
ence based on the productive capacity of the land. Coopera­
tive and federal units are no longer necessary to encourage 
industry to practice forestry; market forces are helping 
bring this about.

Industry is becoming more and more dependent on 
public forests, and a growing number of small and medium­
sized mills must rely on public stumpage for the majority
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of th®ir requirent®nte. Logging and milling are becoming 
more flexible, yet the larger integrated manufacturing 
plants are becoming more fixed in location. Better trans­
portation facilities and markets for smaller logs make 
portable mills able to relog immediately many of the same 
areas cut for larger mills. ,

Industry's need for some assurance of log supply 
is recognized, but preservation of economic opportunities 
for small operators is equally desirable. Both large and 
small deserve an equal position of dignity and respect in 
the social structure, and the small operator should not 
artificially be denied opportunity for continued growth 
according to his capabilities.

The writer believes that additional land exchanges 
and public access roads are desirable, to facilitate manage­
ment and to increase competition.

Growing hostility toward government control.—The 
last fifteen years have seen a growing unpopularity of 
government economic planning and active government participa­
tion in economic affairs in anything but à neutral manner. 
In addition, cooperation between business and government 
has always been suspect, especially where action is taken 
to exclude competition.

The cooperative arrangement is in some respects 
inherently unwieldy, in that it requires a true unity of 
purpose and a spirit of cooperation, and in that it may 
easily become a struggle for power among the public and 
private cooperators, with a great deal of friction and even



- 181

litigation. Outright allocation, or even sale of some of 
the public lands might be an easier way to increase 
incentive and avoid friction, but private enterprise must 
show a much greater and much longer record of accomplish­
ment, and a greater provision for watershed, wildlife, and 
recreational values, before our long-established and 
accepted policy and tradition of federal ownership is set 
aside (33).

Case for Cooperative Units 
Admittedly, the case for cooperative units Is a 

strong one. Primarily they will encourage large-scale 
industrial development, efficient management of the forest 
resource for integrated use and interrelated values, and 
distribution of benefits to the community and to the nation 
that come from such use.

Accomplishments at Shelton.—SInee es tabilshment 
of the Shelton unit, the Simpson Logging Company has 
undertaken a program of intensified forest management, 
including an intensive type-survey, improved silvicultural 
practices, experimental thinning and regeneration studies, 
the planting of over a thousand acres every year, and 
increased protection. Additional accomplishments include 
recognition of recreational values through leaving 
undisturbed areas along streams and in opening company roads 
to hunters; integrated utilisation to produce not only 
lumber, plywood, and doors, but also insulation board and 
acoustical tile from former waste material; and construction 
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of a. $150>000 research laboratory and a comfortable, 
attractive woods camp. In addition, the community has 
undertaken a continuing program, independent of the 
company, for construction of homes, public and business 
buildings, and utilities (62)• Although social relation­
ships and distribution of income have not been measured 
objectively, the writer's conclusion is that these condi­
tions are satisfactory.

There are well-constructed schools, churches, 
business establishments, streets, and homes. There is a 
large proportion of home ownership. Shelton has the 
appearance of an attractive community, that cannot help 
but reflect a high degree of civic pride and initiative.

The same trend of improvements is apparent in the 
town of McCleary.

Cooperative units and intensified forest manage­
ment.—Gulick (65) sees no magic in public ownership, and 
adds that some private companies are ahead of the Forest 
Service in management practices, and employ more men in 
the woods than he believes the government can possibly 
assign. Recognizing the importance of public timber 
supplies to their own future operations, many of these 
companies would like to practice the same degree of manage­
ment on the public lands, and are willing to do this at 
their own expense if they can be assured that they will be 
able ultimately to reap the reward of such intensive manage­
ment. To be sure, improved cutting practices could be 
required by regulation, but this alone does not bring the
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type of direct capital investment in the forest and its 
growing stock that is required. Advocates of cooperative 
units assert that if industry can give the land better 
management, a way should certainly be found to give it 
the chance, with, of course, adequate safeguard of public 
values. However, a much greater superiority of private 
over public management should probably be required before 
any action is taken on this ground.

Cooperative units and social land values.—Coopera­
tive units can recognize and develop social values of 
private forest land, as a necessary condition to allowing 
the private cooperator to manage public lands, or to have 
exclusive cutting rights. With the steady increase of 
population and regional economic development, these social 
values attain increased importance, and without coordinated 
management of his land with public lands, as in a coopera­
tive unit, there is no way short of direct regulation to 
require the private landowner to be concerned about other 
than timber values.

Cooperative units and the American spirit of 
enterprise. —Cooperative units would provide a great 
opportunity to tap the energies and loyalty of American 
business. Cooperative units would give a psychic incentive 
for industry to gain respect and demonstrate to the public 
that it occupies an honorable and a necessary place in 
society. It is the writer's opinion that a large segment 
of industry fairly craves a chance to show its capacity
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for responsibility and respectability in handling the 
forest. Cooperative units would provide this opportunity.

Case Against Cooperative Units 
Opposition to cooperative units has been on more 

serious grounds than simply inertia and resistance to 
change. While traditional attitudes and beliefs have 
colored popular feeling toward cooperative units, other 
more tangible reasons exist for their rejection.

No satisfactory way to choose among potential 
cooperators.—The greatest objection to cooperative units 
is the difficulty of setting standards as to who could 
qualify. If the only criterion is land ownership to make 
up a significant proportion of the cut, this immediately 
bes the effect of singling out the largest landowners, 
who in any competitive situation already enjoy the economic 
power and advantage that come with size and ample financial 
resources.

If additional qualifications are required, such 
as good management of private lands, or a record of desirable 
community relationships, then the public agency is immediately 
placed in the position of having to make value judgments in 
choosing among competitors.

No matter what the standards, the public agencies 
must be prepared to grant requests for cooperative units 
impartially wherever the applicant can qualify.

When a portion of the allowable cut is reserved 
for competitive sales, it is difficult,to determine how
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much. The smaller this portion becomes, the smaller Is 
the opportunity for competitive enterprise. The larger 
It becomes, under an attempt to preserve the essential 
competitive structure of local industry, the more incongruous 
is the protection granted in the cooperative unit, and, on 
a regional basis, the more difficult and discriminatory the 
task of selection of the cooperator.

.lnabll^t^-to^avold--dlscrimlna^l^^^a^ 
sector. —As the forest industries become more and more 
dependent on public stumpage it becomes increasingly diffi­
cult to avoid discrimination in matters of strategic 
advantage and survival power between that segment fortified 
by cooperative units, and the rest of the industry.

Postwar atumpage-appraisal levels have in themselves 
been enough to discredit cooperative units, with competitive 
bidding often setting a price far above such appraisals. 
This may be explained partly by the appraisal methods 
used,1 partly by a willingness of operators to bid away 
their profits, and partly by the steady rise in lumber 
prices. Yet the fact remains that a cooperator's ability 
to obtain stumpage at appraised prices serves as a tremendous 
competitive advantage over other operators.

^It is difficult, however, to criticize the public 
agencies on this point, for on the whole they have been careful and conscientious in this work, and stumpage appraisal is no easy job. It generally requires a consider­able amount of judgment and experience. Serious troubles occur when appraisals are too high. Moreover, it must be remembered that the nation has been going through an unprecedented building boom, and low stumpage appraisals have encouraged greater production.
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Long duration of agreements.—The long duration of 
proposed cooperative agreements, and of the one now in 
effect, has brought serious doubts as to the ability to 
effect future changes, and the wisdom of so restricting 
future generations. The feeling is that if cooperative 
units are to be undertaken at all, they should be on a 
trial basis, and that for this purpose a period of anywhere 
near a hundred years is entirely too long.

Undesirable social and political aspects.__Any 
widespread establishment of cooperative units would 
materially restrict economic opportunities for independent 
operators. The writer considers such opportunity a 
fundamental and highly desirable social objective, even 
though he concedes that cooperative units, through greater 
utilization of the resource, would increase employment 
and probably wages, and that not all persons wish to be 
Independent operators.

On social grounds the writer sees nothing against 
large industry ger se,2 but he does see a danger of local 
political domination by strong protected firms.

Other ways to encourage private forestry, community 
.stability, and plant investment.—Private forests are 
increasingly receiving better care and management, and 
cooperative units are not necessary to protect the private 
resource from destruction, nor to assure the nation's wood 
supply. Better private management is partly the result of 

or efficiency
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tax laws more favorable to forestry, of the Tree Farm 
movement, and of state regulatory lbws. But most of all 
it is the result of good markets, brought about by high 
levels of economic activity and effective demand in the 
economy as a whole.

Generally speaking, adequate community stability 
can likewise be assured by maintenance of a healthy and 
prosperous national economy, and by attention to community 
objectives in the management of the public forests them­
selves. Except in unusual circumstances, any communities 
not supported under such conditions may be no longer 
efficient in their present location and should probably 
be allowed to decline as part of an historical process of 
inevitable change.

While it is granted that cooperative units would 
encourage additional plant investment, they are not a 
necessary condition of such investment. Again, the demand 
generated by a prosperous national economy acts as the 
primary incentive for industrial production and investment. 
If specific incentives are desirable, they may be provided 
by long-term timber sales, accelerated amortisation for 
income-tax purposes, local tax exemptions, and by industrial 
research by state or federal governments, to develop new 
products and uses.

Master Units and Federal Units 
Experience with the O. and C. master units, and 

their appurtenant marketing areas, has, on the whole, been
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favorable. They have been large enough to allow a consider­
able flexibility, yet have been small enough to provide a 
reasonable assurance of community stability, even though in 
these relatively prosperous times such stability has generally 
not been seriously threatened. These master units affect 
only the O. and C. lands, which comprise only a portion of 
the lands within their boundaries. This allows timber 
from the other lands to move without restriction, and 
altogether the arrangement seems a healthy one. It probably 
would not be so, however, if all public timber within the 
boundaries of each master unit were to be affected.

Experience with federal units has been too brief
to permit appraisal of results. The Forest Service has 
recognized the dangers of any widespread establishment of 
federal units, and has wisely restricted their application 
to communities in actual or potential distress.

Present Outlook
While the Shelton unit appears to be achieving its

objectives, the writer believes that this unit may be 
unique, in that both sides may be leaning over backwards 
to make it work. Even the Shelton unit cannot be considered 
an unqualified success until thinnings in immature stands 
can be made and utilized profitably.

Cooperative units do provide an opportunity for
achieving a more intensive management on the public lands, 
more regard for social values on private lands, and greater 
utilization of the forest raw material. Yet where more 
intensive management is desired on public lands there is 
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no Inherent reason why It cannot be accomplished through 
PuM-io action, and such action would only be a logical 
corollary to the nation's long—established policy of 
Pu^Hc forest ownership. Social values on private land 
can be realized through public pressures, direct payments 
(as for protection), or through purchase or exchange for 
other lands. Greater utilization of the raw material will 
come with better markets and demand for finished products, 
even though it is recognized that cooperative units could 
accelerate such utilization.

While there can be no one best way of bringing 
public timber into productive use, and a diversity of 
arrangements is to be encouraged, and while the American 
people have seldom failed to act merely on account of 
irreconcilable beliefs, still, the great shortcoming of 
the program is that it cannot avoid serious discrimination 
in an increasingly competitive industry. Moreover, it 
lacks the support of implicit public approval behind it. 
The people who live in and near the forest have failed to 
accept the program as morally right, and it is even 
doubtful whether industry itself, taken as a whole, now 
favors it.

Yet whatever the problems of a program of this 
sort, the writer feels they could always be overcome somehow 
provided the objective is a sound one, and one which is 
generally desired by the people. If public sentiment 
should favor development of public forests under private
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rather than public management and leadership, and if 
increased pressure develops for public use of private 
forest lands, then cooperative units may still be a 
desirable compromise between public management on the 
one hand and possible transfer of public forests to 
private ownership on the other.

Even without more cooperative or federal units, 
however, the program has already accomplished much in 
the educational value of the hearings, in encouraging 
operators to think in terms of permanence, and in serving 
as an example of the democratic administrative process 
of seeking new solutions to pressing problems, giving 
fair trial and public hearings, and of self-imposed 
government restraint when genuinely questioned by the 
people.



APPENDIX

I. Aot of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 874)

An Act relating to the Revested Oregon and California Railroad and Reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road Grant Lands situated in the State of Oregon.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa­tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That notwithstanding any provisions in the Acts of June 1916 (39 Stat. 218), and February 26, 1919 (40 Stat. 1179), as amended, such portions of the revested Oregon and Cali­fornia Railroad and reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands as are or may hereafter come under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, which have heretofore or may hereafter be classified as timberlands, and power­site lands valuable for timber, shall be managed, except as provided in Section 3 hereof, for permanent forest produc­tion, and the timber thereon shall be sold, out, and removed in conformity with the principal of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contribut­ing to the economic stability of local communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities: Provided, That nothing herein shall be construed to interfere with the use and development of power sites as may be authorized by law.
The annual productive capacity for such lands shall be determined and declared as promptly as possible after the passage of this Act, but until such determination and declaration are made the average annual cut therefrom shall not exceed one-half billion feet board measure: Provided, That timber from said lands in an amount not less than one-half billion feet board measure, or not less than the annual sustained yield capacity when the same has been determined and declared, shall be sold annually or so much thereof as can be sold at reasonable prices on a normal market.
If the Secretary of the Interior determines that such action will facilitate sustained-yield management, he may subdivide such revested lands into sustained-yield forest units, the boundary lines of which shall be so established that a forest unit will provide, insofar as practicable, a permanent source of raw materials for the support of dependent communities and local industries of the region; but until such subdivision is made the land shall be treated as a single unit in applying the principle of sustained yield; Provided, That before the boundary

191 -
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lines of such forest units are established, the Department, 
after published notice thereof, ehall hold a hearing thereon in the vicinity of such lande open to attendance 

local officers, representatives of dependent induetries, residents, and other persons interested in the use of such lands. Due consideration shall be given to established lumbering operations in subdividing such lands when necessary to protect the economic stability of dependent communities. Timber sales from a forest unit shall be limited to the productive capacity of such unit and the Secretary is authorized, in his discretion, to reject any bids which may interfere with the sustained- yield management plan of any unit.
Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in his discretion, to make cooperative agreements with other Federal or State forest administrative agencies or with private forest owners or operators for the coordinated administration, with respect to time, rate, method of cutting, and sustained yield, of forest units comprising parts of revested or reconveyed lands, together with lands in private ownership or under the administration of other public agencies, when by such agreements he may be aided in accomplishing the purposes hereinbefore mentioned.
Seo. 3- The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to classify, either on application or otherwise, and restore to homestead entry, or purchase under the provisions of section 14 of the Act of June 28, 1934, (48 Stat. 1269), any of such revested or reoonveyed land which, in his judgment, is more suitable for agricultural use than for afforestation, reforestation, stream—flow protection, recreation, or other public purposes.
Any of said lands heretofore classified as agricul­tural may be reclassified as timber lands, if found, upon examination, to be more suitable for the production of trees than agricultural use, such reclassified timber lands to be managed for permanent forest production as herein provided.
Seo. 4. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in his discretion, to lease for grazing any of said revested or reoonveyed lands which may be so used without interfering with the production of timber or other purposes of this Act as stated in section 1: Provided, That all the moneys received on account of grazing leases shall be covered either into the “Oregon and California land-grant fund" or the “Coos Bay Wagon Road grant fund" in the Treasury as the location of the leased lands shall determine, and be subject to distribution as other moneys in such funds: Provided further, That the Secretary is also authorized to formulate rules and regulations for the use, protection, improvement, and rehabilitation of such grazing lands. •Seo. 5- The Secretary of the Interior is hereby 

authorized to perform any and all acts and to make such - 
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rule8 and regulations as may be necessary and proper for the purpose of carrying the provisions of this Act into full force and effect. The Secretary of the Interior is further authorized, in formulating forest rules and regulations, to consult with the Oregon State Board of Forestry, representatives of timber owners and operators on or contiguous to said revested and reconveyed lands, and other persons or agencies interested in the use of such lands.

In formulating regulations for the protection of such timberlands against fire, the Secretary is authorized, in his discretion, to consult and advise with Federal, State, and county agencies engaged,in forest-fire- protection work, and to make agreements with such agencies for the cooperative administration of fire regulations therein: Provided, That rules and regulations for the protection of the revested lands from fire shall conform with the requirements and practices of the State of Oregon insofar as the same are consistent with the interests of the United States.
Title II

That on and after March 1, 1938> all moneys deposited in the Treasury of the United States in the special fund designated the “Oregon and California land­grant fund" shall be distributed annually as follows:
(a) Fifty per centum to the counties in which the lands revested under the Act of June 9, 1916 (39 Stat. 218), are situated, to be payable on or after June 30, 1938, and each year thereafter to each of said counties in the proportion that the total assessed value of the Oregon and California grant lands in each of said counties for the year 1915 bears to the total assessed value of all of said lands in the State of Oregon for said year, such moneys to be used as other county funds.
(b) Twenty-five per centum to said counties as money in lieu of taxes accrued or which shall accrue to them prior to March 1, 1938, under the provisions of the Act of July 13, 1926 (44 Stat. 915)» and which taxes are unpaid on said date, such moneys to be paid to said counties severally by the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States, upon certification by the Secretary of the Interior, until such tax indebtedness as shall have accrued prior to March 1, 1938, is extinguished.
From and after payment of the above accrued taxes said 25 per centum shall be accredited annually to the general fund in the treasury of the United States until all reimburs­able charges against the Oregon and California land-grant fund owing to the general fund in the Treasury have been
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paid. Provided,, That if for any year after the extinguish­ment of the tax indebtedness accruing to the counties prior to March 1, 193“, under the provisions of Forty-fourth Statutes, page 915» the total amount payable under subsection 'a) of this title is less than ?8 per centum of the aggregate amount of tax claims which accrued to said
said Act for the year 1934, there shall be additionally payable for such year such portion of said 25 per centum (but not in excess of three-fifths of said 25 per centum), as may be necessary to make up the deficiency. When the general fund in the Treasury has been fully reimbursed for the expenditures which were made charges against the Oregon and California land-grant fund said 25 per centum shall be paid annually, on or after June 30, to the several counties in the manner provided in subsection (a) hereof.

(o) Twenty-five per centum to be available for the administration of this Act, in such annual amounts as the Congress shall from time to time determine. Any part of such per centum not used for administrative purposes shall be covered into the general fund of the Treasury of the United States: Provided, That moneys covered into the Treasury in such manner shall be used to satisfy the reimbursable charges against the Oregon and California land-grant fund mentioned in subsection (b) so long as any such charges shall exist. •
All Acts or parts of Acts in conflict with this Act are hereby repealed to the extent necessary to give full force and effect to this Act.
Approved, August 28, 1937-
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II. Sustained Yield Forest Management Act 
of March 29, 1944 (58 Stat. 1^2)

An Act to promote sustained-yield forest management in order thereby (a) to stabilize communities, forest industries, employment, and taxable forest wealth; (b) to assure a continuous and ample supply of forest products; and (c) to secure the benefits of forests in regulation of water supply and stream flow, prevention of soil erosion, amelioration of climate, and preserva­tion of wildlife.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represents— tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, Tnatinordertcr^FômôTê^TKe^nEaEITT^ÿ^T^orësmïSnSs^rres^ of employment, of communities, and of taxable forest wealth, through continuous supplies of timber; in order to provide for a continuous and ample supply of forest products; and in order to secure the benefits of forests in maintenance of wpter supply, regulation of stream flow, prevention of soil erosion, amelioration of climate, and preservation of wildlife, the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior are severally authorized to establish by formal declaration, when in their respective judgments such action would be in the public interest, cooperative sustained-yield units which shall consist of federally owned or administered forest land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary establishing the unit and, in addition thereto, land which reasonably may be expected to be made the subject of one or more of the cooperative agreements with private landowners authorized by section 2 of this Act.
Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture, with respect to forest land under his jurisdiction, and the Secretary of the Interior, with respect to forest land under his jurisdiction, are severally authorized, for the purposes specified in section 1 of this Act, to enter into coopera­tive agreements with private owners of forest land within a cooperative sustained-yield unit, established pursuant to section 1 of this Act, providing for the coordinated management of such private forest land and of federally owned or administered forest lands within the sustained- yield unit involved.
Each cooperative agreement may give the cooperating private landowner the privilege of purchasing without competitive bidding at prices not less than their appraised value, subject to periodic readjustments of stumpage rates and to such other conditions and requirements as the Secretary may prescribe, timber and other forest products from federally owned or administered forest land within the unit, in accordance with the provisions ôf sustained-yield 
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management plane formulated or approved by the Secretary for the unit; shall limit the time, rate, and method of cutting or otherwise harvesting timber and other forest products from the land of the cooperating private land­owner, due consideration being given to the character and condition of the timber, to the relation of the proposed cutting to the sustained-yield plan for the unit, and to the productive capacity of the land; shall prescribe the terms and conditions, but not the price». upon which the cooperating private landowner may sell to any person timber and other forest products from his land, compliance by the purchaser with such conditions to be required by the contract of sale; shall contain such provisions as the Secretary deems necessary to protect the reasonable interest of other owners of forest land within the unit; and shall contain such other provisions as the Secretary believes necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act.
Each cooperative agreement shall be placed on record in the county or counties in which the lands of the cooperating private landowner covered thereby are located, and the costs incident to such recordation may be paid out of any funds available for the protection or management of federally owned or administered forest land within the unit. When thus recorded, the agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, successors, and assigns of the owner of such land, and upon purchasers of timber or other forest products from such land, throughout the life of such cooperative agreement.
Seo. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior are further severally authorized, whenever in their respective judgments the maintenance of a stable community or communities is primarily dependent upon the sale of timber or other forest products from federally owned or administered forest land and such maintenance cannot effectively be secured by following the usual procedure in selling such timber or other forest products, to establish by formal declaration for the purpose of maintaining the stability of such community or communities a sustained-yield unit consisting of forest land under the jurisdiction of the Secretary establishing such unit, to determine and define the boundaries of the community or communities for whose benefit such unit is created, and to sell, subject to such conditions and requirements as the Secretary believes necessary, federally owned or administered timber and other forest products from such unit without competitive bidding at prices not less than their appraised values, to responsible purchasers within such community or communities.
Sec. 4. Each of the said Secretaries is further authorized in his discretion to enter into cooperative agreements with the other Secretary, or with any Federal
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agenoy having Jurisdiction over federally owned or admin­istered forest land, or with any State or local agency having jurisdiction over publicly owned or administered forest land, providing for the inclusion of such land in any coordinated plan of management otherwise authorized by the provisions of this Act when by such a cooperative agreement he may be aided in accomplishing the purposes of this Act; but no federally or publicly owned or admin­istered forest land not under the jurisdiction of the Secretary establishing the sustained-yield unit concerned •hall be included in any such plan except in pursuance of a cooperative agreement made under this section.
Seo. 5. Before any sustained-yield unit authorized by section 1 or section 3 of this Act shall be established, and before any cooperative agreement authorized by section 2 or section 4 of this Act shall be entered into, advance notice thereof shall be given by registered mail to each landowner whose land is proposed to be included and by publication in one or more newspapers of general circula­tion in the vicinity of the place where the timber is located and the costs Incident to such publication may be paid out of any funds available for the protection or management of the federally owned or administered forest land involved. This notice shall state: (1) the location of the proposed unit; (2) the name of each proposed cooperator; (3) the duration of the proposed cooperative agreement or agree­ments ; ( 4) the location and estimated quantity of timber on the land of each proposed cooperator and on the Federal land involved; (5) the expected rate of cutting of such timber; and (6) the time and place of a public hearing to be held not less than thirty days after the first publication of said notice for the presentation of the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed action to the community or communities affected.
Before any sale agreement made without competition and involving more than $500 in stumpage value of federally owned or administered timber shall be entered into under this Act, advance notice thereof shall be given by publica­tion once weekly for four consecutive weeks in one or more newspapers of general circulation in the vicinity of the place where the timber is located, and the costs incident to such publication may be paid out of any funds available for the protection or management of federally owned or administered forest land within the unit concerned. This notice shall state: (1) the quantity and appraised value of the timber; (2) the time and place of a public hearing to be held not less than thirty days after the first publication of said notice if requested by the State or county where the timber is located or by any other person deemed to have a reasonable interest in the proposed sale or in its terms; and (3) the place where any request for a public hearing shall be made. Such requests need be
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considered only if received at the place designated in the notice not later than fifteen days after the first publica­tion of such notice. If a request for a hearing is received within the time designated, notice of the holding of the hearing shall be given not less than ten days before the time set for such hearing, in the same manner as provided for the original notice.
The determination made by the Secretary having jurisdiction upon the proposals considered at any such hearing, which determination may include the modifica­tion of the terms of such proposals, together with the minutes or other record of the hearing, shall be avail­able for public inspection during the life of any coordinated plan of management or agreement entered into in consequence of such determination.
Sec. 6. In addition to any other remedy available under existing law, upon failure of any private owner of forest land which is subject to a cooperative agreement entered into pursuant to this Act to comply with the terms of such agreement, or upon failure of any purchaser of timber or other forest products from such land to comply with the terms and conditions required by such agreement to be included in the contract of sale, the Attorney General, at the request of the Secretary concerned, is authorized to institute against such owner or such purchaser a proceeding in equity in the proper district court of the United States, to require compliance with the terms and conditions of said cooperative agreement; and jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon said district courts to hear and determine such proceedings, to order compliance with the terms and conditions of cooperative agreementc entered into pursuant to this Act, and to make such temporary and final orders as shall be deemed just in the premises. As used in this section the term "owner" shall include the heirs, successors, and assigns of the land­owner entering into the cooperative agreements.
Seo. ?- Whenever used in this Act, the term "federally owned or administered forest land" shall be construed to mean forest land in which, or in the natural resources of which, the United States has a legal or equitable interest of any character sufficient to entitle the United States to control the management or disposition of the timber or other forest products thereon, except land heretofore or hereafter reserved or withdrawn for purposes which are inconsistent with the exercise of the authority conferred by this Act; and shall include trust or restricted Indian land, whether tribal or allotted, except that such land shall not be included without the consent of the Indians concerned.
Sec. 8. The Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior may severally prescribe such a
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rulee and regulations as may be appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. Each Secretary may delegate any of his powers and duties under this Act to other officers or employees of his Department.

Seo. 9« Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to abrogate or curtail any authority conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the Interior by any Act relating to management of federally owned or administered forest lands, and nothing contained in any such Acts shall be construed to limit or restrict any authority conferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the Interior by this Act.
Seo. 10. Funds available for the protection or management of federally owned or administered forest land within the unit concerned may also be expended in carrying out the purposes of this Act, and there are hereby author­ized to be appropriated such additional sums for the purposes of this Act as the Congress may from time to time deem necessary, but such additional sums shall not exceed $150,000 for the Department of Agriculture and $50,000 for the Department of the Interior, for any fiscal year.
Approved March 29» 1944.
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