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Introduction  
The Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national forests (KNF-IPNF) contain portions of Benewah, 
Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, and Shoshone counties in Idaho, and Lincoln and Sanders 
counties in Montana. Together, the total combined area of these seven counties constitutes the 
“Study Area” referred to in this report. Analysis of area timber flow indicates that timber 
harvested in the KNF-IPNF study area is processed by facilities located both inside and outside 
the study area. All counties that contain one or more facilities that process timber harvested in 
the study area constitute the “Timber Processing Area” or TPA. The TPA for the KNF-IPNF 
includes the seven counties within the study area, as well as Custer, Idaho, Jefferson, Latah, 
Nez Perce, and Valley counties in Idaho, Flathead, Gallatin, Lake, Lincoln, Mineral, Missoula, 
Powell, and Ravalli counties in Montana, Union County in Oregon, and Asotin, Ferry, Pend 
Oreille, Stevens, and Whitman counties in Washington (figure 1).  

This report is intended to help land managers better understand the availability of timber-
processing capacity within the TPA. This information can help managers utilize timber removals 
in commercial timber harvests, forest restoration, or hazardous fuels reduction treatments and 
should enable them to better plan, appraise, advertise, and accomplish stated land 
management goals. 

In what follows, “capacity” refers to the maximum total volume of timber (excluding pulpwood 
and fuelwood) that existing timber processors could utilize annually, given firm market demand 
for products, sufficient raw material, and ordinary downtime for maintenance. Also known as 
“timber-processing capacity”, it is a measure of a timber-processing facility’s timber input 
capacity and is expressed in thousand board feet (MBF) Scribner and hundred cubic feet (CCF) 
per year. Input capacity is a useful measure when attempting to express the capacity of multiple 
types of facilities in a common unit of measure. It is estimated from production (output) capacity 
information provided by the facilities. Capacity estimates in this report include the capacity of 
active facilities as well as idle (inactive) facilities with equipment still in place. Facilities that are 
permanently closed are not included. 

This analysis focuses on facilities that exclusively use timber in round form; this includes 
sawmills, veneer mills, and facilities processing timber into house logs/log homes, posts, small 
poles, utility poles, cedar products (e.g., shakes and shingles, and fencing), and log furniture. 
Facilities (e.g., pulp mills, wood pellet manufacturers, and biomass energy facilities) that use a 
mix of roundwood and non-roundwood inputs (i.e., mill residuals such as chips, sawdust, 
shavings, and bark) are not included in the capacity analysis because the combination of 
roundwood and non-roundwood inputs can vary widely from year to year, potentially over- or 
under-estimating capacity and use of roundwood by substantial margins. Though mixed-input 
facilities are excluded from the analysis, they are included in the list of timber-processing 
facilities and in the map of facilities in the TPA. 

“Capability” refers to the volume of trees of a certain size class, measured as diameter at breast 
height (dbh), that existing timber processors can economically process annually. Some facilities 
are designed to operate using only trees of a given size class (e.g., veneer/ plywood plants 
typically only use trees ≥10 inches dbh, and post manufacturers primarily use trees <10 inches 
dbh). Capability at these facilities is readily classified in just one of the size classes. Many 
facilities can and do use timber from a variety of size (dbh) classes. The three dbh classes used 
in this report are <7”, 7 to 9.9”, and ≥10”. It is important to point out that capability in the ≥10” 
dbh class represents the portion of a mill’s overall capacity that cannot process smaller trees, 
and it is calculated as total capacity minus the sum of the two small-log capability classes. 
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“Use” refers to the volume of timber, both in total and by tree dbh class, that facilities are 
currently using. 

This report is a follow-up to a similar analysis performed for the KNF-IPNF for 2012; however, 
comparisons between these should not be made as both the TPA and the underlying 
methodology have changed somewhat in the intervening years. 

The data used to develop these summary tables were collected and processed by the University 
of Montana’s Forest Industry Research Program within the Bureau of Business and Economic 
Research (BBER). Mill- or company-level data are confidential and cannot be released. 

 
Figure 1 Map of the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national forests study area, timber-
processing area, and timber-processing facilities. 

Study Area  
Recent volume of timber harvested from all ownerships in the study area was estimated at 
1,071,162 CCF (484,180 MBF) (table 1). National forests contributed 21 percent of the timber 
harvested in the study area’s seven counties (table 2). Of the other ownerships contributing to 
the harvest, private and tribal timberlands accounted for 55 percent, and state and other public 
lands contributed 24 percent. Timber from the KNF-IPNF accounted for the majority (87 
percent) of the national forest timber harvested from the study area, with the remaining volumes 



Beagles et al.    

3 
 

coming from the Flathead, Lolo, and Nez Perce-Clearwater national forests. The majority (98 
percent) of the timber harvested was live standing volume (table 3). 

Table 1. All ownership timber harvest by county in the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle 
national forests study area, ID 2015, 2019, 2023 and MT 2014, 2018, 2022. 

 

Table 2. Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national forests harvest by ownership and 
product type, 2020 through 2023. 

 

Table 3. All ownership percent harvested dead in the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle 
national forests study area, 2020 through 2023. 

 

The species harvested in the study area were predominantly Douglas-fir, followed by true firs, 
western redcedar, western hemlock, and western larch (83 percent) (table 4). The remaining 
species mix consisted of pines, spruce, and unknown species. 
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Table 4. Species composition of harvest in the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national 
forests study area, 2020 through 2023. 

 

Timber-Processing Area (TPA) 

A total of 115 primary wood products facilities operate within the TPA, 96 of which receive only 
roundwood (table 5), and 65 of which reported receiving timber from the study area over the last 
five years. Thirty-three of the 65 facilities receiving timber from the TPA were located within the 
seven-county study area. 
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Table 5. Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national forests TPA facilities. 
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_____County grouped with others to prevent disclosure of facility-specific confidential information 

The species received by facilities in the TPA were predominantly Douglas-fir, followed by true 
firs, ponderosa pine, western redcedar, and western larch (85 percent). The remaining species 
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mix consisted of other pines, western hemlock, Englemann spruce, common juniper, black 
cottonwood, and unknown species (table 6). 

Table 6. Species composition of volume received from all ownership classes by facilities 
in the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national forests TPA, 2020 through 2023. 

 
aOther species include Engelmann spruce, common juniper, and cottonwood. 

National forests provided on average 21 percent of the timber received by mills in the KNF-IPNF 
TPA (table 7), and accounted for the majority of post, pole, and furniture logs, and firewood logs 
(65 and 100 percent, respectively) in 2023. 

Table 7. Percentage of volume received from national forests by facilities in the Kootenai 
and Idaho Panhandle national forests TPA by timber product group, 2020 through 2023. 

 

TPA Timber-Processing Capacity and Use  

The timber-processing capacity of facilities in the KNF-IPNF TPA was estimated as 5,011,364 
CCF (2,103,386 MBF) (table 8). Capacity within the study area was 1,483,401 CCF (665,821 
MBF), 30 percent of the total capacity in the TPA. Sixty percent (2,970,150 CCF or 1,316,102 
MBF) of timber-processing capacity in the KNF-IPNF TPA is not capable of efficiently utilizing 
trees with dbh less than 10 inches (table 9). Capability to efficiently utilize trees 7 to 9.9 inches 
dbh accounts for 34 percent of total timber-processing capacity, while 6 percent of total capacity 
in the TPA can efficiently utilize trees smaller than 7 inches dbh. Facilities in the TPA were 
estimated to process 3,805,530 CCF (1,653,563 MBF) of timber, indicating that approximately 
76 percent of total capacity, within the TPA was used. 
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Table 8. Most recent timber-processing capacity and use in the Kootenai and Idaho 
Panhandle national forests TPA. 

 

Table 9. Most recent annual timber-processing capacity in the Kootenai and Idaho 
Panhandle national forests TPA by dbh size class and county. 

 

The unused capacity resides in the < 7” dbh and 7-9.9” dbh size classes. Despite some mills 
having the ability to process smaller diameter logs, mills within the KNF-IPNF TPA processed 
more ≥10” dbh logs than their assigned capability, typically indicating a preference for that size 
class. Even if the mill is capable of processing timber 9.9” dbh and less, it might be 
economically preferable to process larger logs. Negative unused volumes in the >10” size class 
indicates there was ample supply of ≥10” dbh logs and it was economically preferable to 
process that size class (table 10 and 11).   
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Table 10. Most recent unused timber-processing capacity in the Kootenai and Idaho 
Panhandle national forest TPA by dbh size class. 

 

Table 11. Most recent unused timber-processing capacity by the county and dbh size 
class in the Kootenai and Idaho Panhandle national forests TPA. 

 

Capability to process trees less than 7 inches dbh tends to be concentrated among facilities that 
produce pulp chips, studs, and posts and poles. Generally, it is less capital intensive (i.e. less 
expensive) to increase chipping or post and pole capacity than to re-fit a larger sawmill to 
process smaller diameter logs into lumber. However, demand for roundwood pulpwood tends to 
move counter-cyclically with demand for lumber since roundwood pulp-chips are a substitute for 
mill residuals as a raw material input for pulp and paper mills. Thus, when demand for lumber is 
strong, mills may not be able to increase their utilization of small diameter trees to the same 
degree that roundwood pulp-chip facilities can when lumber demand is weak.  

Conclusion 
Many of the facilities throughout the Northern Region are included in the timber processing 
areas of more than one national forest and the sum of the capacity and capability of all the 
individual national forests is greater than the total for the region. The region-wide report 
(forthcoming) provides information on total capacity and capability for the entire region. 
Therefore, the timber planning staff at the regional, forest, and district levels should coordinate 
and share information about prospective projects and potential buyers to prevent offering more 
timber, particularly in the small size classes, than can be processed. 
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