
Forest Products Marketplace By Roy A nderson 
Got Softwood Lumber? Industry Considers New Marketing Program 

Got Milk? 
Beef: It's What's for Dinner. Cotton: 
The Fabric of Our Lives. Pork: The 
Other White Meat. 

ou've heard these slogans, but 
have you ever wondered who is 
behind them and how they're 

funded? The answer, the so-called 
check-off programs designed to 
promote these and several other 
agricultural products. These 
congressionally authorized programs 
originated decades ago when various 
agricultural commodity producers could 
check a box on a form indicating 
whether they wanted to contribute funds 
to programs aimed at promoting their 
products. This was not so different from 
the "check-off' portion of many state in-
come-tax forms, where taxpayers can 
opt to make a contribution to a state or 
charitable program. 

The early check-off programs were 
voluntary, but today check-off participa-
tion is mandatory in many industries to 
make it fair for all and minimize the 
number of free riders. Beef producers 
must pay $1 per head of cattle sold, for 
example, and dairy industry producers 
must pay 20 cents for every hundred 
pounds of milk sold. The funds 
collected go to programs that promote 
the use of beef and dairy products. 

This spring, members of the 
softwood lumber industry will hold a 
referendum to decide whether there will 
be a mandatory softwood lumber check-
off program. 

After 18 months of study, the 
developers of the program have 
recommended a strategy aimed at 
establishing wood as the product that is 
the most practical, affordable, and 
sustainable choice for use in all markets. 
The vision is to implement this strategy 
as a B2B (business to business, not 
business to consumer) program aimed at 
architects, builders, and others who 
specify lumber products in residential, 
nonresidential, commercial, and outdoor 
living applications. 

According to a proposal filed by the 
US Department of Agriculture's 
(USDA) Agricultural Marketing Service 
on October 1, 2010, in the Federal 
Register, soft** wood lumber 
manufacturers would be assessed a fee 
of 35 cents for every thousand board 
feet of lumber shipped within or im-
ported to the United States. A provision 
in the proposal would allow for raising 
the assessment to as much as 50 cents 
per thousand board feet shipped if 
needed and when market conditions 
improve. Entities that domestically ship 
or import less than 15 million board feet 
annually would be exempt from the 
assessment, and no entity that 
domestically ships or imports lumber 
would pay the assessment on the first 15 
million board feet shipped in any fiscal 
year. 

Softwood lumber is defined as all 
lumber and lumber products as 
described in the Softwood Lumber Act 
of 2008. This includes products such as 
lumber, siding, and flooring. Certain 
types of softwood lumber products such 
as trusses, I-joist beams, and assembled 
box springs would be exempt Any 
lumber exported from the United States 
would also be exempt from the 
assessment 

A Softwood Lumber Board consisting 
of 18 or 19 industry members would ad-
minister the program. The presence of the 

19th member would depend on whether 
other regions of the world, such as Europe . 
or South America, become significant 
players in the US market The Secretary of 
Agriculture would appoint board members 
to seats apportioned based on production in 
each region. Twelve board members would 
be domestic manufacturers, and the 
remaining six or seven members would be 
importers. Among the domestic 
manufacturers, six would be from the 
South, five from the West, and one from 
the Northeast or Lake states. 

The softwood lumber check-off pro-
gram would generate an estimated $14—
$21 million annually, depending on the 
demand for lumber in any given year. 
Those funds would be used to carry out 
promotion, information, and research pro-
grams aimed at market growth—in short, 
enlarging the market pie. 

To grow softwood lumber markets, the 
program objectives are to stop market-
share erosion in residential markets, in-
crease market share in multifamily resi-
dential construction, significantly increase 
wood use in nonresidential markets, and to 
rebuild market share in the outdoor living 
market. The USDA's Forest Products Lab 
estimates that these objectives represent as 
much as eight billion board feet, potentially 
worth $3 billion annually. 

Check-Off Backstory 
The softwood lumber check-off pro-

gram is the brainchild of the US Endow-
ment for Forestry and Communities, a 
nonprofit organization established as part 
of the 2006 Softwood Lumber Agreement 
between the United States and Canada that 
is charged with supporting the North 
American forest products industry. One of 
the endowment's first activities was com-
missioning a softwood lumber check-off 
feasibility study. 

"We got the effort started by asking 
what could be done to enhance markets," 
said Carlton Owen, president and chief 
executive officer of the endowment "After 
we identified check-offs as an opportunity, 
the question became, can what has been 
done in agriculture be applied to forestry?" 

The endowment's efforts, along with 
funding and leadership from the Bi-
national Softwood Lumber Council, led to 
the formation of a blue-ribbon commission 
comprised of 21 industry executives from 
the United States and Canada. The 
commission included representatives of 
both large and small companies. In Febru-
ary 2010, the commission submitted its 
proposal to the USDA. 

A public comment period for the pro-
posed program ended on November 30. 
More than 50 comments were received, 
most of which supported of the program. 
For example, Bob Boeh, vice president of 
resources at Idaho Forest Group (formerly 
Riley Creek Lumber), commented that "as 
an employee of the softwood lumber in-
dustry, I support the check-off program for 
the following reasons: 1) Need to grow 
markets and increase the size of the pie for 
the successful future of the softwood lum-
ber industry, 2) Recapture market share lost 
3) Clarify misinformation from competing 
products (e.g., steel and cement), and 4) 
Validate pro-wood environmental 
marketing (i.e., carbon neutrality/foot-
print)." 

Similarly, Andrew Miller, chief executive 
officer of Stimson Lumber Co., wrote, 
"There is a compelling case for a softwood 
lumber check-off. Since the 1990s, 
competing products have undertaken ag-
gressive marketing campaigns that in-
creased their market share at the expense 
of wood. Wood building products and sys-
tems lost opportunities by not pursing a 
vigorous, coordinated, North American 
marketing strategy to maintain share. This 
situation remains unchanged. Regardless 
of the state of the housing market, trade 
relations, or the economy, the steel and 
concrete industries will not go away, and 
they have a deliberate and targeted agenda 
to take our markets." 

Other commenters indicated support 
for the program but also encouraged pa-
tience in implementing the program. Jim 
Walsh, chief executive officer of Rose-
boro, wrote the USDA should delay the 
collection of assessments until January 
2012 "to give the market more time to re-
cover and to alleviate anxieties that might 
dampen support for the check-off." 

Another concept expressed in the com-
ments was that the promotional efforts 
should also target international markets. 

"Beginning in the mid-1990s, the soft-
wood lumber industry's appetite for inter-
national markets dwindled to the point that 
today very few companies have much 
knowledge of overseas markets," wrote 
John Heissenbuttel, president of Heis-
senbuttel Natural Resources Consulting 
and a former SAF president. "This ab-
sence from overseas markets, which has 
continued until recently, hurt the industry 
badly during the current economic down-
turn, because when domestic markets 
dried up, the industry had nowhere to turn. 
While domestic markets will likely remain 
depressed for another four to five years 
and may never fully recover, export mar-
kets, especially Asia, offer new and grow-
ing markets. I would like to recommend 
that the [USDA] Agricultural Marketing 
Service ensure that the proposed rules for 
a softwood lumber research and promo-
tion program allow industry, if it wishes, 
to pursue international markets with 
check-off funds." 

However, not all comments were in 
support of the program. "We produce 
nothing that sells in the commodity mar

ket and nothing that has steel or composite 
substitutes," wrote Loren Rose, controller 
at Pyramid Mountain Lumber. "Most of 
our product line is 'niche' and we would 
not benefit from the proposed regulations" 

Chuck Roady, vice president and gen-
eral manager of F.H. Stoltze Land and 
Lumber Co., wrote, "There is no indica-
tion that there will be an immediate or 
speedy recovery to the housing market. As 
such, no amount of advertising will in-
crease the use of softwood lumber!" 

Mike Stevens, sales manager at 
Neiman Enterprises, which operates three 
sawmills in the Black Hills region in 
South Dakota and Wyoming and produces 
about 200 million board feet of ponderosa 
pine boards, paneling, and shop grade 
lumber annually, explained that his com-
pany is not in competition with other 
building-product materials. 

"We compete with imported softwood, 
primarily from Europe and South 
America," wrote Stevens. "This mandated 
assessment on NON-commodity softwood 
production is unreasonable. You cannot 
forcibly impose charges on the entire 
North American softwood industry for a 
marketing campaign that will only benefit 
a portion of the producers. Unlike milk 
and beef, not all softwood lumber 
producers are manufacturing the same 
products or competing in the same 
markets...we simply cannot be forced to 
sponsor efforts in other markets and 
expect to survive in ours " 

Regarding the Canadian perspective, Al 
Thorlakson, chair of Tolko Industries 
wrote, "It is critical that the softwood 
lumber industry undertake a promotion 
program like one described in the pro-
posed rules to unite our industry and re-
grow market share for our products. Tolko 
Industries Ltd. supports these efforts to 
increase the volume of softwood lumber 
sold and expand softwood's market share 
and returns in our key markets. The 
inclusion of Canadian manufacturers in 
the design, execution, and plan of the 
program offers an encouraging step in the 
development of the bi-national relation-
ship in the North American softwood 
lumber industry. " 

There are valid points on both sides of 

Y 

The softwood lumber check-off program Is the brainchild of the US Endowment 
for Forestry and Communities, a nonprofit organization established as part of the 
2006 Softwood Lumber Agreement between the United States and Canada 
charged with supporting the North American forest products industry. 
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and is likely to vary by site. 
Contract costs are difficult to estimate 

due to the variability in number and type 
of treatments. The initial treatment will be 
the most expensive. In a southwest Ore-
gon field trial, initial clearings (site prepa-
rations) took from 165 to 400 hours per 
acre, depending on conditions and crew 
capabilities. Release work (cutting the re-
growth) took 40 to 100 hours per acre. 
Tractor mowing, if feasible, is much 
cheaper ($100 to $150 per acre). 

Ineffective Treatments 
Prescribed fire. Burn either untreated 

thickets or mowed or cut areas that have 
re-grown. During spring and summer, 
blackberry plant moisture content is high. 
It is lower in late fall and winter and may 
be easier to burn then. 

By itself, burning is not effective for 
long-term control. It might help remove 
aboveground parts of the plant, either to 
prepare for subsequent treatments or after 
a broadcast herbicide treatment has killed 
the plants. However, untreated Himalayan 
blackberry will resprbut rapidly from root 
crowns after a fire. 

No information is available about the 
cost of burning blackberry. 

Browsing by goats. Goats are used for 
Himalayan blackberry control in Australia 
and New Zealand and have been tried in a 
few cases in the Pacific Northwest. Goats 
may be pastured in areas with untreated 
Himalayan blackberry thickets or areas 
that have regrown after cutting, mowing, 
or fire. Browsing may be intensive and 
short term, with a large number of animals 
that are moved on and off the site within a 
few days or weeks, or may be all season 
long with a smaller number of animals. 

Browsing is largely ineffective for 
managing Himalayan blackberry in 
riparian zones. Goats will eat the 
succulent leaves and canes (new growth) 
of Himalayan blackberry but not the older 
growth. Also, plants regrow rapidly once 
the goats are removed from the site unless 
the duration and intensity of browsing is 
enough to deplete the plant's energy 
reserves—which is impractical in most 
riparian management situations. Goats are 
nonselective browsers, so they will eat 
virtually any woody vegetation available. 
Overall, goats probably are best suited for 
Himalayan blackberry control in  

upland areas when: 
► There is an initial mechanical 

treatment so the goats can browse the 
resprouting canes and leaves 

► The goats are allowed to browse 
over the entire growing season 

► This process is continued for two 
or more growing seasons 

► Browsing of desirable woody 
vegetation in the area can be controlled 
adequately or is not an issue 

► Fencing, access to water, 
predation, and other management issues 
can be addressed 

The cost of browsing is highly 
variable and depends on needs for 
fencing and the cost to buy and care for 
goats. 

Mowing, cutting, or slashing. The 
area to be planted is cut back once or 
twice before planting. This is not 
effective. The Himalayan blackberry 
plants grow back rapidly, and the 
treatment may increase suckering from 
lateral roots and branching. Cost for 
this treatment is the same as noted 
above for the repeated mowing, cutting, 
or slashing treatment. 

Maintenance and Release 
Regardless of the treatment used, 

maintenance is essential to successful 
Himalayan blackberry control and 
restoration of desired vegetation. Initial 
treatments, even if intensive, seldom 
are successful in killing all roots and 
root crowns or removing them from the 
site. Some re-sprouting probably will 
occur. Also, new Himalayan blackberry 
plants may germinate from seed. 
Though these seedlings are less 
vigorous initially than Himalayan 
blackberry plants with established root 
systems, seedlings may be extremely 
numerous. 

Even when Himalayan blackberry 
has been controlled effectively, the site 
often will be invaded from surrounding 
Himalayan blackberry patches. In 
addition, when Himalayan blackberry 
control is successful* other weeds may 
come to dominate the site. All weeds 
compete with planted vegetation for 
limited supplies of soil moisture, 
sunlight, and nutrients. 

Spot spraying. In all cases, take 
extreme care not to damage desirable 
plants. When using directed sprays, 
protect trees with stovepipes or plastic 
shields. Periodically wiping the 
protector helps minimize the potential 
for spray drip to contact desirable 
vegetation. Trees' susceptibility to herbi 

cides varies by the 
chemical used and the tree 
species. To control 
Himalayan blackberry 
resprouts, triclopyr 
(midsummer through fall) 
and glyphosate (fall) are 
effective. 

Hoeing and grubbing 
new resprouts. Young 
seedlings can be hoed 
easily when their roots 
systems are not well es-
tablished. 

Mulch mats. Mulch mats 
can reduce herbaceous 
weed competition. They 
temporarily will inhibit—
but will not prevent—
Himalayan blackberry 
resprouting. In a southwest 
Oregon field trial, Hi-
malayan blackberry was 
cut to the ground, trees 
were planted, and mats 36 
inches square were 
installed. During the 
growing season, sprouting 
canes pressed against the 
mats* undersides, and a 
few canes emerged and 
grew up from the' side. 
After one year, the mats 
began to deteriorate, and some sprouts 
grew through holes in the matting. 

Release cuttings. Cut all Himalayan 
blackberry sprouts within a six-foot 
radius around each planted tree. In 
addition, cut canes projecting 
aboveground into the circle.  Adjacent 
untreated Himalayan blackberry 
thickets also may need to be cut back. 

Shade. Shading out Himalayan 
blackberry plants is a long-term 
maintenance strategy. Himalayan 
blackberry is considered shade 
intolerant. In an experiment near 
Corvallis, Oregon, artificial shade 
(shade cloth) appeared to reduce Hi-
malayan blackberry biomass accumula-
tion and stem diameter after an initial 
mowing, but there was wide variation 
among the plots, and the results were 
not statistically significant. Artificial 
shade appeared to interact with other 
treatments (mowing plus tilling, 
mowing plus herbicides) to increase the 
level of Himalayan blackberry control. 

Max Bennett is an extension forester 
with Oregon State University's Jackson 
County Extension Southern Oregon Re-
search & Extension Center. Contact 
him at Max.Bennett@oregonstate.edu. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
the argument, so it will be interesting 
to see how the softwood industry votes 
in the up-coming referendum. A 
majority vote is required for 
implementation of the program. The 
USDA hds defined ''majority" in terms 
of both number of producers and 
volume of lumber shipped. In other 
words, the votes will be tallied in two 
ways: 1) number of producers for or 
against, and 2) volume of lumber 
production for or against Both must be 
a majority in favor of the check-off for 
the program to become a reality. 

Roy Anderson is an SAF member 
and a senior consultant with The Beck 
Group, a forest products planning and 
consulting firm in Portland, OR. 
Contact him at ran derson@safnet.org. 

 
 

Andrea Iiberatore, Logan, UT  
Tasha Livingstone, Coos Bay, OR 
Robert Eli Loeb, Philipsburg, PA 
Darrell G. Lowrey, Auburn, WA 
Richard D. Macnab, Maple Valley, WA  
Michael Manos, Glendale, AZ  
Jacob C Marien, Alexandria, LA Dennis 
A. Marken, Jasper, TX Elizabeth 
Martinez, Chapel Hill, NC Jessica Lynn 
Mata, St. Charles, IL Allegra Justine 
Mautner, Berkeley, CA  
Daniel Maynard, Newmarket, NH 
Adam M. McAlerney, Auburn, WA 
Katherine McCall, San Diego, CA Trish 
McEwen, Ravensdale, WA James 
McKibben, Starkville, MS Brandon M. 
McMillen, Buckley, WA  
Mark C. Mead, Tacoma, WA Thomas 
Mellin, Albuquerque, NM John A. 
Menzies, Federal Way, WA Karissa 
Merical, Adel, IA  
Adam Merritt, Auburn, AL  
Lendal T.M. Miller, Flagstaff, AZ 
Joseph G. Montgomery, Auburn, WA 
Henry W. Morris, Selma, AL  
Zachary T. Moulton, Clovis, CA 

Colleen Nunn, Fort Collins, CO  
Matt G. Olson, Pacific, WA  
Ryan Olson, Baton Rouge, LA Jennifer 
O'Neill, Flagstaff, AZ  
Stefano B. Padilla, Flagstaff, AZ Ethan 
G. Park, Mapleton Depot, PA  
Scott L. Patton, Visalia, CA  
Kristen Pelz, Fort Collins, CO Christina 
M. Perez, Baton Rouge, LA Rristan E. 
Peterson, Cornville, AZ Maria Petrova, 
Seattle, WA 
Jordan Nelo Pina, Tuba City, AZ  
Kyle Porter, Starkville, MS  
Cameron W. Pulham, Black Diamond, 

WA 
Chase Jackson Quam, Oakland, CA Tara 
M. Ratigan, Maple Valley, WA Jon M. 
Regan, Towanda, PA Constance M. 
Rider, Enumclaw, WA Valeria Rinaudo, 
Dororecht, Netherlands  
Gabriel D. Rivera, Maple Valley, WA 
Sarah Roberts, Corvallis, OR  
Buddy J. Rodanski, Sand Springs, OK 
Thomas E. Roland, Flagstaff, AZ Mara 
C. Sanders, Saint Paul, MN Charlie 
Schrader-Patton, Bend, OR Anthony P. 
Seeymiller, Covington, WA  
Ashley R. Simpson, Syracuse, NY 

Bridgette Suzanne Smith, Bayside, NY 
Warner Spence, Savannah, GA 
Cameron L. Standing, Perkins, OK 
Derek Stanfield, Athens, GA  
Mary R. Starr, Maple Valley, WA 
Robert Strahan, Flagstaff, AZ  
Brian Strahm, Blacksburg, VA 
Heather Marie Surface, East Lansing, MI  
Jake W. Tableso, Renton, WA  
Sara Rose Tanis, Battle Creek, MI 
Matthew Robert Terry, Stillwater, OK 
June A. Thorburn, Stevens Point, WI 
Gretchen L. Tolksdorf, Calumet, MI 
Cody R. Tracy, Puyallup, WA  
Justin B. Vincent, Seattle, WA  
Aaron Wallace, Stevens Point, WI 
Michael Walton, McKinleyville, CA 
Michael Robert Warburton, Niles, MI 
Amy Washuta, Gainesville, FL  
Laura Jo West, Addy, WA  
Cynthia Wilkerson, Seattle, WA  
Brian L. Williams, Central, SC  
Dustm H. Wirt, Mechanicsburg, PA 
Derek M. Wood, Watkins Glen, NY 
Evan M. Worrell, Hillsville, VA 
Melissa C. Yslas, Corvallis, OR 
William K. Zawacki, Loveland, CO 
Dorrdnic C. Ziegler, Berkeley, CA 

Reinstated (October) 
Kara Marie Dunlap Belle, Fourche, SD 
Nicholas W. Bolton, Paw Paw, MI 
Chris D. Boyer, Durham, NC  
Jarel C. Bruce, Pinedale, WY  
Eric D. Bundy, West Lake Village, CA 
Marcella A. Campione, Hancock, MI 
Walter Wheat Dunn, Albuquerque, NM  
Byron Luke Felde, Culver, IN  
Brian M. Gideon, Ignacio, CO  
Andrew Graves, Albuquerque, NM 
Patriei! J. A. Heaton-Holmgren, 

Diekerson, MD  
Ching Huang, Flagstaff, AZ  
Richard L. Hudson, Custer, SD 
Michael Jensen, Effingham, NH  
Olga Alexandrovna Kildisheva, 

Moscow, ID 
Craig L. McCloskey, Loveland, CO 
Mark A. Peterson, CF, San Antonio, TX  
David Carl Plummer, Sykesville, MD 
Laura Beth Prey, Tlgerton, WI 
Michael D. Schira, Hancock, MI 
Arden Shropshire, Pace, FL  
William Granville Stanley, Dublin, OH  
Jeremiah B. Zamora, Yampa, CO 
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The seeds in Himalaya blackberry fruit, black when
ripe, are often spread by birds and mammals. 

(“Members” continued from page 10

(“How to” continued from page 11

(“Softwood” continued from page 8

To see more How to articles, visit the 
Source’s “How to” archive on the 
SAF website at www.safnet.org/ 
members/archive/howtoarcive.cfm.


