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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of the Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey was to inform Public Advisory 

Groups of stakeholder and constituency opinions and beliefs about sustainable forest management.  This 

project reflects an attempt to realize continual improvement in the ways in which the Public Advisory 

Groups deliberate forest management issues, and to contribute to discussions about appropriate forest 

management practices in and near their communities.  This report summarizes the responses received to 

date from the community of Houston. 

 

The survey instrument was a twelve-page booklet that contained questions which comprehensively 

measured people’s opinions and beliefs about a wide range of forest values and functions.  The twelve 

questions that made up the survey were: 

Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC. 

Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 

Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC. 

Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 
Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 

Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives. 

Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 

Question 10: Global warming. 

Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 

Question 12: Demographics. 

 

There was also space for respondents to provide general comments. 

 

The delivery of the survey employed a two-contact approach in order to maximize the rate of return.  The 

first questionnaire package was sent February 21st 2006; a replacement questionnaire package was sent 

to non-respondents march 28th 2006.  Based on the population of Houston, the initial sample size was 

determined to be 1,277 people.  A total of 263 responses were received by March 17th 2006.  This 

represents a 22.3% response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 

1,179); the number of completed returns is sufficient to estimate a sample error of ±5% 19 times out of 

20. 

 

Houston residents are generally aware and knowledgeable about many aspects of forest management.  

The degree of concern for forestry expressed by respondents indicated that forests and economic stability 

are important to local residents; forests and forestry are also seen to be relevant and important.  In 
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general, there was agreement that there were enough checks and balances in place to ensure 

responsible forest management, but that too much attention was focused on timber resources and not 

enough on non-timber resources.  Government involvement in the monitoring of some management of 

most forest values was supported, though a monitoring role was also identified for the forest industry. 

 

Respondents indicated that they had sufficient knowledge about forestry and of forests to provide 

meaningful input for forest planning decisions, yet they felt that there could be more opportunities for 

providing input.  Houston residents tended to be biocentric in their attitudes and world view; however, the 

maintenance or enhancement of economic well-being of future generations at current levels is an 

important local consideration. 

 

In general, respondents were more satisfied with local forest management outcomes than they were with 

provincial forest management outcomes.  Addressing and resolving the mountain pine beetle infestation 

is definitely a priority for people living in the Houston area.  The overall recognition of the importance of 

forest management objectives suggests that the indicators that constitute the Canfor SFM Framework 

measure values and amenities that are relevant to the public.  There was a high degree of concern about 

insect control management outcomes; in particular, there was a high degree of dissatisfaction with insect 

control management outcomes locally.  There was an overwhelming sense that it was a priority for forest 

managers to address the mountain pine beetle situation even if there is a negative impact on other 

resource values in the short-term. 

 

The management of non-timber forestry outcomes is an area that of deserving of more attention.  Public 

awareness of the multiple facets of forest management activities could be strengthened through 

communication efforts.  Economic sustainability, especially at the local level, was also identified as a 

concern.  The maintenance of worker and community safety within acceptable levels was by far the most 

important forest management objective.  Nine out of ten respondents generally agreed that local 

communities should receive a fair share of locally generated government income (e.g. stumpage).  The 

management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally and outside of the area where 

they lived.  Most respondents expressed some concern about the effects of climate change (i.e. the 

mountain pine beetle) and have noticed local effects of climate change, and were aware other climate 

change impacts.  Involvement in recreation activities among respondents was varied and longstanding.  

When one considers the number of respondents that indicated that recreation was their main connection 

to forests, it appears that outdoor recreation has an important role in forest land management. 

 

Respondents were older than community residents; the proportion of men that completed and returned a 

questionnaire was higher than the proportion of men in Houston.  This may introduce a degree of bias 

into responses and should be taken into consideration when interpreting results.
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
Increasingly, the management of forest lands in British Columbia must address multiple values.  The 

recognition of the multiple values provided by forests (e.g. quality of life, biological services, non-timber 

values) has been formalized through provincial legislation (e.g. the Forest and Range Practices Act) and 

forest certification (e.g. Canadian Standards Association).  The management of multiple forest values has 

typically been framed in terms of sustainable forest management (SFM).  SFM has been defined as: 

 

…the balanced, concurrent sustainability of forestry-related ecological, 

social and economic values for a defined area over a defined time frame 

(Canadian Forest Products, 2006). 

 

Public participation has become a critical aspect of SFM (CCFM, 2000; Hunt & Haider, 2001; Sheppard & 

Achiam, 2004).  Indeed, most Canadian jurisdictions now routinely employ public participation in forest 

land-use planning (CCFM, 2000).   Public participation is “indispensable” to sustainable management, 

and “… an informed, aware and participatory public is indispensable to promoting the sustainable 

management of forests” (Montreal Process Working Group, 1999, p. 2).  Under the Canadian Standards 

Association’s (CSA) framework for sustainable forest management, "ongoing and meaningful public 

participation" (p. 8) is a general requirement of the Standard.  CSA (2003) has defined effective public 

participation as accommodating “the public's wide range of knowledge, different interests, and varying 

levels of involvement with regard to SFM, as well as its differing cultural and economic ties to the forest” 

(p. 12).  Among the various attributes of effective participatory processes, is the inclusive representation 

of stakeholders. 

 

One mechanism for incorporating public participation into forest management decision-making is the  

Public Advisory Group (PAG) (Beckley, Parkins & Sheppard, in 2006).  PAGs are citizen committees that 

seek broad-based representation from the local community in order to provide regular comment on local 

forest management plans and to address issues of concern to the general public; PAGs provide 

opportunities for ongoing dialogue between representatives and laypeople, research managers, and the 

scientific community (Parkins, 2005).  Although stakeholder groups (i.e. constituencies) typically share a 

common characteristic (e.g. they are all union members, they all pursue motorized recreation, etc.), they 

are not necessarily homogenous in their opinions, desires, or concerns.  One of the difficulties facing 

PAGs is that their members must be able to represent multiple constituencies concerns and values, yet 

information (and perhaps knowledge) about the characteristics of these constituencies is not generally 

available. 

 

The purpose of the project reported here was to inform Public Advisory Groups of stakeholder/ 

constituency opinions and beliefs about sustainable forest management, in order to permit PAG members 
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to better understand and represent their constituencies on a range of issues critical to forest 

management.  This project also reflects an attempt to realize continual improvement in the ways in which 

the PAGs deliberate SFM issues and contribute to discussions about appropriate forest management 

practices in and near their communities. 

 

Communities in six Canfor Divisions were surveyed about their opinions and beliefs about sustainable 

forest management.  These communities were: Fort Nelson, Fort Saint James, Houston, 

Invermere/Radium Hot Springs, Prince George, and Quesnel.  This report summarizes the responses 

received to date from the community of Houston.  Additional survey responses are expected and will be 

incorporated into this report. 

 

 

2.  METHODS 
A mail-out questionnaire was delivered and administered to community members in order to solicit 

community (and constituency) opinions and beliefs about sustainable forest management.  The methods 

employed for questionnaire design, sample selection, survey delivery, and analyses follow. 

 

2.1.  Questionnaire Design 
The questionnaire employed in this study was developed using the principles of the Tailored Design 

Method, which identifies procedures to maximize survey return rates and minimize survey error (Salant & 

Dillman, 1994; Dillman, 2000), including questionnaire layout considerations.  The identification of clear, 

concise research questions is important to focus the development of survey questions.  It is also 

important that the resultant questionnaire be designed so that there is a logical flow of the questions, and 

that the wording of the questions and instructions to the respondents is clear, as brief as possible, and 

uncomplicated.  However, some compromises among these elements are necessary to have a 

questionnaire that is both accessible to respondents and able to provide unbiased results. 

 

A key requirement of the questionnaire was that it be suitable for delivery in multiple communities in order 

that a better understanding of public opinion and beliefs about sustainable forest management could be 

fostered though the comparison of community responses to questions.  Working drafts of the 

questionnaire were reviewed by Canfor employees, representatives from Public Advisory Groups, and 

faculty members in the Faculty of Forestry at the University of British Columbia.  A draft questionnaire 

was piloted with members of Radium Hot Springs PAG to identify difficult questions and to gauge the 

amount of time necessary to complete the questionnaire.  The final questionnaire was a twelve-page 

booklet (three folded 11-inch by 17-inch sheets printed on both sides), nine of which were printed with 

questions, which comprehensively measured people’s opinions and beliefs about a wide range of forest 

values and functions (Appendix A).  The final questionnaire was approved by the Behavioural Research 
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Ethics Board, a Division of the Office of Research Services at UBC; this review seeks to protect the rights 

of potential survey respondents.  The twelve questions that made up the survey are described below. 

 

2.1.1.  Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC. 

This question asked respondents about their opinions about forestry and forest management activities.  

The statements were informed by a review of the scientific literature and focus on local and provincial 

level forestry activities.  Seven broad categories of values identified: 

 

1. Social values (McFarlane & Boxall, 1996; McFarlane & Stedman, 2003); 

2. Quality of life (ecological aspects) (CCFM, 2000, 2003; McFarlane & Boxall, 1999); 

3. Community cohesion (Beckley et al., 2002; CCFM, 2000, 2003; FSC, 2004; McFarlane & Boxall, 

1996, 1999; McFarlane & Stedman, 2003; Tindall & Lavallee); 

4. Participation in decision-making (CCFM, 2000, 2003; FSC, 2004; McFarlane & Boxall, 1999; 

Wondolleck Yaffee, 2000); 

5. Outdoor recreation (Clark & Stankey, 1979, 1989; FSC, 2004; McFarlane & Boxall, 1999); 

6. Ecological processes (CCFM, 2003); and 

7. Aesthetics and landscape (Sheppard, Harshaw & McBride, 2001; Sheppard, Achiam & D'Eon, 

2004). 

 

This question listed ten statements expressing different views about forest land management and the 

environment in BC generally.  The order of the statements in this question was randomized to avoid bias.  

For each statement, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement on a five-point scale.  

Respondents had the option of indicating that they did not know enough about a particular statement or 

did not have an opinion about a particular statement. 

 

2.1.2.  Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 

This question examined the structure and coherence of respondent’s ecological worldviews to assess 

respondents’ attitudes toward the environment.  This question employs the New Ecological Paradigm 

Scale, which taps people’s "primitive beliefs about humanity's relationship with the Earth" (Dunlap et al., 

2000, p. 439).  The New Ecological Paradigm Scale is a robust and widely used tool that has been in use 

(previously as the New Environmental Paradigm Scale) since 1978; this scale has predictive validity, 

known-group validity, criterion validity, and content validity.  The New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) Scale 

measures five facets of an ecological view: reality of limits to growth; anti-anthropocentricism; fragility of 

nature's balance; rejection of exemptionalism1; and the possibility of an eco-crisis.  Respondents were 

presented with fifteen statements that expressed different views about the environment. For each 

statement, respondents were asked to indicate their degree of agreement on a five-point scale.  
                                                      
1 “Exemptionalism is the belief that, because of its intelligence, creativity, and technology, the human species is not 
bound nor constrained by the biophysical laws of nature that restrict other species” (Cairns, 1998). 
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Respondents had the option of indicating that they did not know enough about a particular statement or 

did not have an opinion about a particular statement. 

 

2.1.3.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC. 

This question asked respondents about their opinions regarding the relative importance of local forestry 

jobs in British Columbia in light of future economic well-being and mechanisms for ecological protection.  

Respondents were asked the magnitude of forest job losses that they would be willing to accept in their 

community in order to: 

 

1. Ensure that the economic well-being of future generations is the same as it is today; 

2. Ensure that the economic well-being of future generations is improved; and 

3. Increase the amount of forests in parks and protected areas. 

 

Respondents indicated the degree of local job losses on a five-point scale (from None of the forestry jobs 

to All of the forestry jobs).  The first two questions asked respondents to make tradeoffs between the 

welfare of the current generation versus future generations, and will help in determining their acceptable 

social discount rate for making these types of tradeoffs.  The third question asked respondents to make 

tradeoffs between the extent of protected areas (a common mechanism for the sustaining biological and 

ecological values) and job losses they would be willing to accept. 

 

2.1.4.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 

This question asked respondents to consider a series of paired trade-offs among seven forest values.  

The seven values used in this section were derived from criteria contributing to the Canfor SFM 

Framework (Appendix B): 

 

1. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits; 

2. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products; 

3. Sustaining biological richness; 

4. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests; 

5. Sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits; 

6. Sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests; and 

7. Managing forests to reduce global warming. 

 

The seven forest values were arranged in pairs, such that each value was compared against the other six 

values.  A total of 21 paired statements were prepared.  The order of the paired statements was 

randomized to avoid bias.  For each pair, respondents indicated which value they thought was a higher 
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priority for the sustainable management of forests.  This method of inquiry is based on the standard 

approach developed by Thurstone (1959) in which respondents make repeated comparative judgments 

about preferences for outcomes (Green & Tull, 1978).  This approach permits the construction of a 

univariate interval scale (that is conducive to statistical analysis) to identify the priority rankings of (in this 

case) forest values, as well as the relative importance of each forest value. 

 

2.1.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

In this question, respondents were presented with ten forest management outcomes often at issue in BC 

forest management, and asked to indicate how satisfied they were with their management on a five-point 

scale; satisfaction was assessed for each outcome at the local scale and at the provincial scale.  The 

order of items in this section was randomized to avoid bias.  For satisfaction ratings at both the local and 

provincial scales, respondents had the option of indicating that they did not know enough about a 

particular outcome or did not have an opinion about a particular outcome.  

  

The ten forest management outcomes were: 

1.  Economic stability 6.  Public involvement in decision-making 

2.  Water quality 7.  Sustainability for future generations 

3.  Habitat requirements for wildlife 8.  Visual quality 

4.  Communication with public 9.  Wild fire control 

5.  Outdoor recreation 10.  Insect control 

 

 

2.1.6.  Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 

This question asked respondents who they thought should be responsible for monitoring each of the nine 

criteria that comprise the Canfor SFM Framework: 

 

1. Sustaining biological richness. 

2. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests. 

3. Managing the forest to reduce global warming. 

4. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products. 

5. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits. 

6. Representing a wide range of social & cultural values in forest management decisions. 

7. Sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests. 

8. Sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits. 

9. Species at risk should be recovered. 
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Five organizations were offered as potential partners for monitoring: industry, government, First Nations, 

local volunteers, and environmental organizations.  Respondents could identify multiple organizations for 

the monitoring of each criterion. 

 

2.1.7.  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives. 

Respondents were presented with twenty-six statements about different forest management objectives 

that represented ecological, economic, and social elements of SFM.  The statements included in this 

question were based on the twenty-nine indicators found in the Canfor SFM Framework (Appendix B).  

The statements were grouped by category of indicator (i.e. ecological, economic, and social values) to 

help focus respondent’s answers.  For each statement, respondents were asked to indicate the level of 

importance that they felt that objective should have in their area on a five-point scale; a “Don’t know/No 

Opinion” option was available if respondents felt that they did not have enough knowledge to respond to a 

particular statement or did not have an opinion about a statement. 

 

2.1.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

This question presented respondents with seven statements about local-level forest management issues, 

and asked them to indicate their level of agreement with each statement on a five-point scale.  The 

statements addressed concerns that included responsiveness to local concerns, responsiveness to the 

mountain pine beetle infestation, and recreation access.  The order of items in this question was 

randomized to avoid bias.  Respondents could indicate that they did not know enough about a particular 

statement or did not have an opinion about a statement.  The statements in this section were informed by 

suggestions from the six Canfor Divisions participating in this survey. 

 

2.1.9.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 

This question asked respondents about their opinions regarding options for the management of species 

at risk, to inform decisions about their management and perceived local importance.  Respondents were 

asked to indicate their level of agreement with seven statements about management of species at risk on 

a five-point scale.  These statements addressed the relative importance of species at risk and perceptions 

of the forest industry’s response to species at risk.  Respondents could indicate that they did not know 

enough about a particular statement or did not have an opinion about a statement.  A definition of species 

at risk (BCMSR/BCWLAP, 2001) was provided to respondents in order to provide context for the seven 

statements. 

 

2.1.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 

This question asked respondents about their opinions on climate change and whether respondents had 

changed their behaviour in response to climate change.  Respondents were asked about their degree of 

concern and knowledge of climate change, whether they had noticed any effects of climate change in 
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their community, whether they have any plans to change their behaviour in response to climate change, 

and whether they think that forest managers should be doing anything in response to climate change.  

Respondents were also asked their opinion about whether forest management should prioritize 

responses to climate change.  This question will provide forest managers and PAG members with local 

constituents’ beliefs, ideas, and suggestions for addressing climate change, and local opinions about how 

forest managers should be prioritizing their responses to climate change. 

 

2.1.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 

This question asked respondents to detail information about their outdoor recreation use and behaviours.  

The questions in this section were informed by the scientific literature and will provide managers and the 

Public Advisory Group with information currently unavailable on the recreation characteristics of local 

citizens.  Data was collected on respondents’ most important recreation activity, their degree of recreation 

specialization in particular types of activities, their preferred recreation setting (within the contexts of the 

BCMoF Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and management jurisdiction), annual recreation participation, 

and respondents’ perceptions of how well recreation had been represented in land-use planning.  

Understanding respondents’ recreation behaviour can assist forest managers to identify other public uses 

of forest lands and gauge the extent of local recreation use. 

 

2.1.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 

This final question asked respondents to provide information about themselves.  This information is useful 

as it allows the demographic characteristics of the final survey responses to be compared with census 

data to check the representativeness of the sample.  This section also permits for a segmentation of 

responses to other questions by particular characteristics, such as their primary connection to forested 

landscapes, which could be useful to Public Advisory Group representatives.  Information was collected 

about respondents’ age, gender, length of residence in their community, education, occupation, income, 

and PAG constituency. 

 

2.1.13.  General Comments. 

Space was provided for respondents to elaborate on any of their answers, or to offer comments that they 

felt were of importance to the management of BC’s forests. 

 

2.2.  Sample Selection 
In order to establish that the sample broadly reflected the opinions of the community, every effort was 

made to maximize the return rate and achieve a 95% confidence interval for the results (see Section 2.3).  

A desired threshold for the number of returns was identified.  This threshold was based on the population 

Houston, the 95% confidence interval that was associated with the population size, and an estimate of the 

response rate.  The population in 2001 of Houston was 3,577 (Statistics Canada, 2003).  Based on this 
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population, the number of desired returned completed questionnaires, based on a varied population with 

a sample error of ±5% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. ±5% 19 times out of 20), was determined to be 

357 (Salient & Dillman, 1994).  Based on an estimated 30% response rate, the sample size was 

determined to be 1,190. 

 

2.3.  Survey Delivery 
The survey design closely followed the Tailored Design Method (Dillman, 2000) and incorporated a 

multiple contact approach suitable for mail surveys. This multiple contact approach seeks to maximize 

response rates, which is important in capturing the broad range of opinions and beliefs typically found in 

communities and in drawing inferences for each community.  Four contact letters were developed to 

accompany this questionnaire; these are described below.  All survey materials and the design of the 

survey’s delivery conformed to the ethical guidelines set out by the University of British Columbia’s Office 

of Research Services, and received approval from the University of British Columbia’s Research Ethics (a 

process designed to ensure the protection of respondents and to respect respondents’ dignity and rights). 

 

The first contact was a package that contained a questionnaire (Appendix A) and a stamped and 

addressed return envelope.  A cover letter (Appendix C) accompanied the questionnaire and detailed the 

purpose and procedures of the survey, assured the potential respondents that their responses would be 

kept confidential, provided contact information should they have had any questions about the research 

project arise, and informed potential respondents of their rights as research subjects.  This letter and 

questionnaire package were sent Tuesday, February 21st 20062

 

The second contact was a replacement questionnaire package that was sent to all non-respondents.  

This package contained a cover letter asking respondents to complete the questionnaire (Appendix D), a 

questionnaire, and a stamped addressed return envelope.  This letter and replacement questionnaire 

package were sent Tuesday, March 28th 2006. 

 
2.4.  Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each question.  For those questions that asked respondents to 

indicate their level of agreement, satisfaction, or importance, the proportion of responses was calculated 

for each interval.  The mean response, standard deviation, and 95% confidence interval were also 

                                                      
2 An initial contact letter was originally sent by mail Wednesday, January 4th 2006.  However, it was determined that a 
substantial proportion of respondents’ addresses were incorrect; specifically, a large number of the addresses were 
street addresses in communities that were serviced by post office box delivery.  In order to address the discrepancy 
between physical addresses and mailing addresses, the two main contacts were mailed from the community of 
Houston, where local contacts had a good relationship with the local post office.  The Houston postal employees 
checked and corrected mailing addresses.  This did cause a delay in the delivery of survey materials to these 
communities.  However, the delivery interval of the questionnaire packages was consistent with the original survey 
design. 
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calculated for each question (or question item for those questions that had multiple items).  Detailed 

descriptions for more complex question analyses are provided below for questions two and four. 

 

2.4.1.  Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 

In addition to the descriptive statistics calculated for responses to this question, an examination of the 

New Ecological Paradigm Scale was made to determine if the Scale was an appropriate metric for 

measuring environmental attitude for the communities of Radium Hot Springs and Invermere; a 

summative scale to provide indicator of environmental attitude was calculated.  Responses to the items in 

the NEP Scale were recoded so that the items reflected a consistent scale (i.e. 1 = dominant social 

paradigm, reflective of anthropocentric attitudes; 5 = new ecological paradigm, reflective of biocentric 

attitudes).  Cronbach's Alpha was calculated to test for unidimensionality (i.e. internal consistency) of the 

Scale.  Tests were preformed to gauge whether there were any gains in the internal consistency of the 

Scale if any of the 15 items are removed.  A Principal Components Analysis was then employed to further 

examine the internal consistency of the scale and its applicability to study area.  Cronbach's Alpha was 

calculated again for each of the five facets of the NEP scale to examine whether the facets could be used 

alone or were better used in totality.   Finally, a summative scale was constructed to provide an indicator 

of environmental attitude. 

 

2.4.2.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 

The Thurstone paired comparison scaling technique was used to analyze respondents’ preference for 

seven attributes regarding sustaining forest values in Houston.  Specifically, Thurstone’s Case V from the 

Law of Comparative Judgment was selected.  

 

The technique consists of presenting the respondents with a list containing paired attributes, and asking 

which attribute (in each pair) is their priority.  The observations consist of the proportions of times one 

attribute is judged to be a greater or lower priority than all other attributes.  Twenty-one pairs of attributes 

(the total combinations of seven items taken two at a time) regarding priorities for sustaining forest values 

was presented to the respondents (Equation 1). 

attributesofpairsC 21!2)!27(
!7

27 =
−

=  (1)

 
 

 

For each pair, the proportion of times one attribute was selected in preference to another is calculated. 
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2.4.3.  General Comments. 

The open-ended comments that were provided by respondents are listed in Appendix E. 

 

 

3.  RESULTS 
A total of 263 responses were received between January 17th 2006 and March 17th 2006.  This represents 

a 22.3% response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 1,179)3.  

The overall results suggest that the population of Houston is generally homogeneous, thus the number of 

current returns is sufficient to estimate a sample error of ±5% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. 19 times 

out of 20). 

 

3.1.  Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC. 
Generally, respondents reported degrees of agreement with the majority of statements that were 

presented in the first question (Table 1).  However, three times as many respondents either mildly or 

strongly disagreed (61.5%) that forest companies have earned the trust to manage forests for the long-

term than strongly or mildly agreed (16.2%).  This belief finds some support in the split in respondents’ 

opinion that providing long-term security of forest lands to forestry companies will promote sustainable 

forest management: 40.6% strongly or mildly agreed, while 37.1% mildly or strongly disagreed; more than 

one-fifth of respondents (22.3%) partly agreed or partly disagreed with this statement.  Twice as many 

respondents mildly or strongly disagreed (58.3%) with the statement that there will be sufficient wood in 

British Columbia to meet our future needs than did the percentage of respondents that mildly or strongly 

agreed (22.3%).  Respondents were almost equally divided in terms of their degree of agreement that if 

forests were well managed to protect aesthetic values, the ecosystem is being managed well also: 39.0% 

strongly or mildly agreed, while 39.5% mildly or strongly disagreed; one-fifth of respondents partly agreed 

or disagreed with this statement.  More respondents strongly or mildly agreed with the remaining six 

statements than mildly or strongly disagreed.  Over two-thirds of respondents strongly or mildly agreed 

(67.5%) that British Columbia has enough protected areas such as provincial and national parks, while 

22.4% mildly or strongly disagreed.  Four times as many respondents strongly or mildly agreed (66.9%) 

that the citizens of British Columbia need to have more opportunities for input into forest management 

than the percentage of respondents that mildly or strongly disagreed (16.4%).Most respondents strongly 

or mildly agreed (64.8%) that they knew enough about forests and forestry to provide meaningful input 

into forestry planning decisions than did respondents reporting to mild or strong disagreement (17.2%).  

Just less than half of respondents (49.8%) strongly or mildly agreed that there were enough checks and 

balances in place to ensure responsible forest management, while one-third of respondents (34.0%) 

mildly or strongly disagreed. 

 
3 Undeliverable addresses included invalid mailing addresses, respondents that had moved, respondents who were 
deceased, and respondents who were aged or of poor health and unable to complete the questionnaire. 
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Table 1.  Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mildly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

There are enough checks and balances in place 
to ensure responsible forest management. 253 20.9% 28.9% 16.2% 16.2% 17.8% 3.4% 2.81 1.404 ± 0.172 

The forest industry controls too much of British 
Columbia's forests. 249 31.3% 16.1% 19.3% 20.1% 13.3% 4.2% 2.68 1.432 ± 0.178 

I know enough about forests and forestry to provide 
meaningful input into forestry planning decisions. 244 31.6% 33.2% 18.0% 11.1% 6.1% 4.9% 2.27 1.194 ± 0.149 

British Columbia has enough protected areas such 
as provincial and national parks. 255 46.3% 21.2% 10.2% 12.2% 10.2% 1.9% 2.19 1.393 ± 0.171 

The citizens of British Columbia need to have more 
opportunities for input into forest management. 257 39.3% 27.6% 16.7% 11.7% 4.7% 1.9% 2.15 1.196 ± 0.147 

If forests are well managed to protect aesthetic 
values, the ecosystem is being managed well also. 246 13.0% 26.0% 21.5% 17.5% 22.0% 5.3% 3.09 1.354 ± 0.169 

Providing long-term security of forest lands to 
forestry companies will promote SFM. 256 15.2% 25.4% 22.3% 12.5% 24.6% 1.9% 3.06 1.406 ± 0.172 

Forest management currently focuses too much 
attention on timber resources and not enough 
attention on non-timber resources. 

253 20.6% 24.9% 26.5% 18.6% 9.5% 2.3% 2.72 1.250 ± 0.155 

There will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to 
meet our future needs. 247 8.5% 13.8% 19.4% 18.6% 39.7% 4.9% 3.67 1.344 ± 0.169 

Forest companies have earned the trust to manage 
forests for the long-term. 254 2.8% 13.4% 22.4% 21.3% 40.2% 2.7% 3.83 1.177 ± 0.145 
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More respondents strongly or mildly agreed (47.4%) that the forest industry controls too much of British 

Columbia’s forests than did respondents that indicated that they mildly or strongly disagreed (33.4%).  

Finally, 45.5% of respondents indicated that they strongly or mildly agreed that forest management 

currently focuses too much attention on timber resources and not enough attention on non-timber 

resources, while over one-quarter of respondents (28.1%) mildly or strongly disagreed. 

 

3.2.  Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 
The pattern of response for this question is presented in Table 2.  Cronbach's Alpha was calculated to be 

0.838, which suggests the unidimensionality of the NEP Scale.  This suggestion is supported as there are 

no gains in Cronbach's Alpha if any of the 15 items are removed from the Scale. 

 

Four components were identified in the Principal Components Analysis (PCA) (Component #1 Eigen 

Value = 4.908; Component #2 Eigen Value =1.465; Component #3 Eigen Value = 1.292; and Component 

#4 Eigen Value = 1.098).  The four components explain a total of 58.4% of the variance: Component #1 = 

32.7%; Component #2 = 9.8%; Component #3 = 8.6%; and Component #4 = 7.3%. 

 

In the unrotated PCA solution, all but four items loaded on the first component, although one item was 

cross-loaded.  This is further evidence of the unidimensionality of the NEP Scale.  The PCA solution that 

employed a Varimax rotation almost cleanly delineated the five facets of the NEP Scale.  Cronbach's 

Alpha for the five facets were not as strong individually as for all items together (Reality of Limits to 

Growth α = 0.436; Anti-Anthropocentricism α = 0.652; Fragility of Nature's Balance α = 0.653; Rejection of 

Exemptionalism α = 0.310; Possibility of an Eco-Crisis α = 0.750), which provides further evidence that 

the application of the NEP Scale in the community of Houston is suitable as it is a unidimensional scale. 

 

Applying the NEP as a summative scale indicated that respondents were generally accepting of the new 

ecological paradigm and tended t be biocentric in their attitudes.  The minimum score was 1.67 and the 

maximum score was 5 (i.e. the top bound).  The mean score was 3.50 ± 0.086 and the standard deviation 

was 0.708. 
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Table 2.  Question 2: Opinions and Beliefs about sustainability issues in BC (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mildly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don't 
know Mean SD 95% CI 

We are approaching the limit of the 
Number of people the earth can support. 239 28.5% 23.8% 16.7% 15.1% 19.5% 8.0% 2.66 1.434 ± 0.182 

Humans have the right to modify the 
natural environment to suit their needs. 259 6.9% 16.2% 29.7% 13.9% 33.2% 0.4% 3.50 1.289 ± 0.157 

When humans interfere with nature it 
often produces disastrous consequences. 255 34.9% 23.1% 24.7% 12.9% 4.3% 0.8% 2.29 1.194 ± 0.147 

Human ingenuity will ensure that we do 
NOT make the earth unlivable. 248 6.0% 21.4% 25.8% 22.6% 24.2% 3.0% 3.38 1.231 ± 0.153 

Humans are severely abusing the 
environment. 258 41.1% 19.4% 23.3% 12.8% 3.5% — 2.18 1.201 ± 0.147 

The earth has plenty of natural resources 
if we just learn how to develop them. 259 32.8% 29.7% 18.1% 10.8% 8.5% 0.4% 2.32 1.268 ± 0.155 

Plants and animals have as much right as 
humans to exist. 256 55.9% 19.5% 10.5% 9.8% 4.3% 1.1% 1.87 1.196 ± 0.147 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope 
with the impacts of modern industrial nations. 256 3.1% 8.6% 15.2% 21.9% 51.2% 0.8% 4.09 1.134 ± 0.139 

Despite our special abilities humans are still 
subject to the laws of nature. 255 56.5% 30.6% 10.2% 2.0% 0.8% 1.1% 1.60 0.811 ± 0.100 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind 
has been greatly exaggerated. 249 12.9% 20.5% 20.9% 16.1% 29.7% 3.8% 3.29 1.411 ± 0.174 

The earth is a closed system with very limited 
room and resources. 242 29.3% 24.8% 15.7% 19.8% 10.3% 5.3% 2.57 1.362 ± 0.172 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of 
nature. 252 19.8% 11.1% 19.0% 17.1% 32.9% 2.3% 3.32 1.516 ± 0.188 

The balance of nature is very delicate and 
easily upset. 255 44.3% 26.7% 15.7% 11.4% 2.0% 0.4% 2.00 1.112 ± 0.137 

Humans will eventually learn enough about 
 how nature works to be able to control it. 253 4.0% 12.6% 23.3% 22.5% 37.5% 1.5% 3.77 1.193 ± 0.147 

If things continue on their present course, we 
will soon experience a major ecological 
catastrophe. 

250 34.4% 22.4% 19.2% 14.8% 9.2% 3.8% 2.42 1.337 

 

 

± 0.167 
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3.3.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC. 
A summary of the pattern of responses for this question is presented in Table 3.  On the whole, 

respondents were willing to lose some local forestry jobs to ensure that the economic well-being of future 

generations was maintained or enhanced.  Over half of the respondents indicated that they were not 

willing to lose any local forestry jobs to increase the amount of forests in parks and protected areas.  

There was little variation around the mean and modal responses to the items in this question. 

 

Table 3.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC (summary statistics). 
How many forest jobs would you be willing to lose 

in your community to... n Mean SD 95% CI 

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is the same as it is today. 253 1.92 0.858 ± 0.106 

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is improved. 253 7.94 0.866 ± 0.106 

...increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 
areas. 252 1.63 0.876 ± 0.108 

 

 

Table 4 lists respondents’ opinions about economic contributions of forests by response category.  The 

majority of respondents indicated that they would be willing to lose some local forestry jobs to satisfy the 

conditions suggested in the question, with the exception of increasing the amount of forests in parks and 

protected areas. 

 

Table 4.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC (% by response category; most 
frequently identified response in bold). 

How many forest jobs would you 
be willing to lose in your 

community to... 

None of 
the 

forestry 
jobs’ 
(1) 

Some of 
the 

forestry 
jobs 
(2) 

About 
half of the 
forestry 

jobs 
(3) 

Most of 
the 

forestry 
jobs 
(4) 

All of 
the 

forestry 
jobs 
(5) 

Don’t 
know 

...ensure that the economic well-
being of future generations is the 
same as it is today. 

30.0% 55.7% 8.3% 3.6% 2.4% 0.4% 

...ensure that the economic well-
being of future generations is 
improved. 

30.0% 54.5% 9.5% 3.6% 2.4% 0.4% 

...increase the amount of forests in 
parks and protected areas. 55.2% 33.3% 6.3% 3.6% 1.6% 0.4% 
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3.4.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 
This analysis of respondents’ opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values is pending the receipt 

of all responses.  Table 5 will present the proportion of times which certain forest values were identified 

as priorities compared to other forest values. 

 

Table 5. Proportions of times in which the attributes on the top of the columns were chosen over the ones in each 
row.  

 
Non-timber 
Economic 
benefits 

Biological 
richness 

Economic 
Benefits 

from forestry 
and wood 
products 

Productive 
capacity of 

forests 

Quality 
of life 

benefits 

Benefits 
that First 
Nations 
receive 

Reduce 
global 

warming 

Non-timber 
economic benefits        

Biological richness        
Economic benefits 
from forestry and 
wood products 

       

Productive 
capacity of forests        

Quality of life 
benefits        

Benefits that First 
Nations receive        

Reduce global 
warming        

 

 

Figure 1 will illustrate the overall ranking of forest values and their relative priority for sustainable forest 

management. 

 

 
 
Figure 1. Thurstone scale: ranking and relative distances of 
preferred attributes in Prince George. 
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3.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 
Respondents generally reported to be less than satisfied with the ten local forest management outcomes 

that were presented to them (Table 6).  Over three-quarters of respondents (79.0%) were somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with local insect control management outcomes, while 9.7% were very or 

somewhat satisfied.  More than twice as many respondents were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all 

satisfied (55.8%) with local public involvement in decision-making management outcomes than were 

respondents that were very or somewhat satisfied (23.6%); relatedly, 42.2% of respondents were 

somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with local communication with the public management 

outcomes, while 23.9% were very or somewhat satisfied.  Half of  the respondents (50.0%) were 

somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with local sustainability for future generations management 

outcomes, while slightly more than one in five of respondents were very or somewhat satisfied (22.5%).  

Respondents were generally split in their degree of satisfaction with local visual quality management 

outcomes; 36.9% of respondents reported being very or somewhat satisfied with this management 

outcome, while 32.3% reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied.  The majority of 

respondents (53.4%) indicated that they were very or somewhat satisfied with local water quality 

management outcomes and just less than one-quarter of respondents (24.3%) were somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied  with this management outcome.  Twice as many respondents were very 

or somewhat satisfied (52.8%) with local outdoor recreation management outcomes than the percentage 

of respondents that were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (25.6%).  Half of the respondents 

indicated that they were very or somewhat satisfied (50.7%) with local habitat requirements for wildlife 

management outcomes and just less than one-quarter of respondents were somewhat unsatisfied or not 

at all satisfied (24.3%).  More respondents were very or somewhat satisfied (48.8%) with local wild fire 

control management outcomes than were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (28.3%) with this 

management outcome.  While 42.6% of respondents reported that they were very or somewhat satisfied 

with local economic stability management outcomes, one-quarter of respondents (25.5%) indicated that 

they were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with this management outcome. 

 

In general, respondents were less satisfied with provincial forest management outcomes than they were 

with local forest management outcomes (Table 7); however, there was a higher degree of uncertainty 

among respondents about their degree of satisfaction with provincial management outcomes (neither 

satisfied not unsatisfied was the most frequently identified response for seven of the ten management 

outcomes presented to respondents), and there was a relatively high percentage (8.45% - 16.0%) of 

respondents indicating that they were unsure about their level of satisfaction.
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Table 6.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Local satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Very 

Satisfied 
(1) 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

(2) 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Unsatisfied 

(3) 

Somewhat 
Unsatisfied 

(4) 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic stability 253 16.2% 26.4% 31.9% 16.6% 8.9% 6.1% 2.76 1.175 ± 0.151 
Water quality 238 18.5% 34.9% 22.3% 15.1% 9.2% 5.3% 2.62 1.212 ± 0.149 
Habitat requirements for 
wildlife 239 17.2% 33.5% 25.1% 15.9% 8.4% 4.9% 2.65 1.182 ± 0.149 

Communication with public 242 7.0% 16.9% 33.9% 20.7% 21.5% 3.8% 3.33 1.190 ± 0.149 
Outdoor recreation 246 20.7% 32.1% 21.5% 14.6% 11.0% 2.3% 2.63 1.267 ± 0.159 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 233 8.6% 15.0% 20.6% 24.5% 31.3% 7.6% 3.55 1.303 ± 0.167 

Sustainability for future 
generations 240 7.1% 15.4% 27.5% 29.2% 20.8% 4.9% 3.41 1.182 ± 0.149 

Visual quality 241 11.6% 25.3% 30.7% 20.3% 12.0% 3.4% 2.96 1.186 ± 0.149 
Wild fire control 244 23.4% 25.4% 23.0% 14.8% 13.5% 3.4% 2.70 1.399 ± 0.169 
Insect control 238 3.4% 6.3% 11.3% 13.9% 65.1% 6.1% 4.31 1.108 ± 0.141 
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Table 7.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Provincial satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Very 

Satisfied 
(1) 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

(2) 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Unsatisfied 

(3) 

Somewhat 
Unsatisfied 

(4) 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic stability 202 7.9% 15.8% 33.7% 29.2% 13.4% 16.0% 3.24 1.118 ± 0.155 
Water quality 198 8.6% 22.7% 34.3% 22.7% 11.6% 18.3% 3.06 1.125 ± 0.157 
Habitat requirements for wildlife 211 7.6% 27.5% 34.6% 20.9% 9.5% 12.9% 2.97 1.082 ± 0.145 
Communication with public 216 4.6% 9.7% 27.3% 30.1% 28.2% 11.0% 3.68 1.123 ± 0.149 
Outdoor recreation 223 13.5% 26.5% 29.1% 18.8% 12.1% 8.4% 2.90 1.213 ± 0.159 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 209 4.3% 12.0% 18.2% 24.4% 41.1% 14.4% 3.86 1.203 ± 0.163 

Sustainability for future 
generations 215 4.2% 7.9% 30.2% 30.2% 27.4% 11.8% 3.69 1.085 ± 0.145 

Visual quality 215 9.3% 19.1% 33.0% 22.3% 16.3% 9.5% 3.17 1.189 ± 0.159 
Wild fire control 219 15.5% 21.5% 25.6% 20.5% 16.9% 8.7% 3.02 1.313 ± 0.174 
Insect control 217 3.2% 2.3% 9.7% 13.4% 71.4% 11.0% 4.47 0.986 ± 0.131 
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Provincial insect control management outcomes received the largest percentage of somewhat unsatisfied 

or not at all satisfied responses (84.8%) of any management outcome at both scales polled; 5.5% of 

respondents reported being very or somewhat satisfied with this management outcome.  A majority of 

respondents (65.5%) were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial public involvement 

in decision-making outcomes, while 16.3% reported being very or somewhat satisfied; the degree of 

satisfaction with this management outcome finds support in respondents’ degree of satisfaction with 

provincial communication with the public management outcomes, as four times as many respondents 

were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (58.3%) with this management outcome than was the 

percentage of respondents (14.3%) that were very or somewhat satisfied with this management outcome 

at the provincial level.  Most respondents (57.6%) reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not at all 

satisfied with provincial sustainability for future generations management outcomes, while 12.1% were 

very or somewhat satisfied.  More respondents (42.6%) indicated that they were somewhat unsatisfied or 

not at all satisfied with provincial economic stability management outcomes than the percentage of 

respondents (23.7%) that reported being very or somewhat satisfied.  Ten percent more respondents 

were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (38.6%) with provincial visual quality management 

outcomes than were respondents that were very or somewhat satisfied (28.4%) with the management of 

this outcome.  Respondents were relatively split in their degree of satisfaction with water quality and wild 

fire control management outcomes.  Finally, two in five respondents (40.0%) were very or somewhat 

satisfied with outdoor recreation management outcomes, while 30.9% of respondents were somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with the management of this outcome. 

 

3.6.  Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 
In their responses to who ought to have (or share) the responsibility for the management of the nine 

forest values presented to them, respondents generally indicated government should be most responsible 

for monitoring the forest values presented to them; government was identified by no less than 61.3% (and 

often more) of respondents as the organization that should responsible (Tables 8-16).  Industry was 

identified as being partly responsible for the monitoring of the sustainability of the productive capacity of 

forests, and of the sustainability of economic benefits from forestry and wood products (Table 11). 

 

Table 8.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining biological 
richness. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 257 47.5% 0.500 ± 0.004 
Government 257 75.5% 0.431 ± 0.003 
First Nations 257 17.5% 0.381 ± 0.003 
Local volunteers 257 21.0% 0.408 ± 0.003 
Environmental organizations 257 33.9% 0.474 ± 0.004 
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Table 9.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining the 
productive capacity of forests. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 257 62.3% 0.486 ± 0.004 
Government 257 76.7% 0.424 ± 0.003 
First Nations 257 12.1% 0.326 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 257 13.6% 0.344 ± 0.003 
Environmental organizations 257 16.7% 0.374 ± 0.003 

 

 

Table 10.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Managing the forest 
to reduce global warming. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 41.0% 0.493 ± 0.004 
Government 256 75.0% 0.434 ± 0.003 
First Nations 256 14.1% 0.348 ± 0.003 
Local volunteers 256 19.9% 0.400 ± 0.003 
Environmental organizations 256 41.8% 0.494 ± 0.004 

 

 

Table 11.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining economic 
benefits from forestry and wood products. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 62.1% 0.486 ± 0.004 
Government 256 69.9% 0.459 ± 0.004 
First Nations 256 13.3% 0.340 ± 0.003 
Local volunteers 256 13.3% 0.340 ± 0.003 
Environmental organizations 256 12.1% 0.327 ± 0.002 

 
 
 

Table 12.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining non-
timber economic benefits. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 30.9% 0.463 ± 0.004 
Government 256 70.7% 0.456 ± 0.003 
First Nations 256 22.3% 0.417 ± 0.003 
Local volunteers 256 36.7% 0.483 ± 0.004 
Environmental organizations 256 31.6% 0.466 ± 0.004 
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Table 13.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Representing a wide 
range of social & cultural values in forest management decisions. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 30.5% 0.461 ± 0.004 
Government 265 64.5% 0.480 ± 0.004 
First Nations 256 35.5% 0.480 ± 0.004 
Local volunteers 256 46.1% 0.499 ± 0.004 
Environmental organizations 256 32.4% 0.469 ± 0.004 

 

 

Table 14.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining the 
benefits that First Nations receive from forests. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 18.4% 0.388 ± 0.003 
Government 256 61.3% 0.488 ± 0.004 
First Nations 256 47.7% 0.500 ± 0.04 
Local volunteers 256 18.4% 0.388 ± 0.003 
Environmental organizations 256 11.3% 0.318 ± 0.002 

 

 

Table 15.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining 
opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 35.5% 0.480 ± 0.004 
Government 256 74.6% 0.436 ± 0.003 
First Nations 256 22.3% 0.417 ± 0.003 
Local volunteers 256 42.2% 0.495 ± 0.004 
Environmental organizations 256 32.4% 0.469 ± 0.004 

 

 

Table 16.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Species at risk 
should be recovered. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 256 46.1% 0.499 ± 0.004 
Government 256 66.8% 0.472 ± 0.004 
First Nations 256 22.7% 0.419 ± 0.003 
Local volunteers 256 28.5% 0.452 ± 0.003 
Environmental organizations 256 45.7% 0.499 ± 0.004 
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3.7.  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives. 
This question asked respondents about the importance of forest management objectives in the three 

components of SFM: ecological values, economic values, and social values.  The pattern of responses for 

these three components of SFM in this question is presented in Table 17.  In terms of ecological forest 

management objectives, extremely important was the most cited response for five of the nine objectives 

presented to respondents (i.e. long-term soil fertility; slope stability; range of tree ages; landscape 

recovery from natural disturbance; and forest conditions that help to stabilize global warming).  The most 

frequently identified response for the remaining four objectives (i.e. maintenance of habitat; habitat is 

maintained for the full range and diversity of native wildlife species; natural distribution of important 

species and area disturbed by forestry is minimized) was very important.  The vast majority of 

respondents indicated that all of the ecological objectives listed were either extremely or very important; 

the percentage of respondents indicating that the ecological objectives were wither extremely or very 

important ranged from 61.8% for the objective that the area disturbed by forestry is minimized, to 87.8% 

for the objective that the ability if the landscape to recover form disturbance is maintained.  Few 

respondents indicated that these management objectives were not important at all.  There were also a 

low percentage of respondents (1.1% - 4.9%) that they did not have enough knowledge, or did not have 

an opinion about the ecological forest management objectives presented to them. 

 

Much the same pattern of ascribing importance to most sustainable forest management objectives was 

evident for the eight economic forest management objectives.  The response most frequently identified by 

respondents was very important; this was selected for five of the eight management objectives (i.e. timber 

harvesting contributing to economic well-being; the provincial government receives economic benefits 

from forests; competitive and diversified forest sector exists; the stability of the amount and quality of non-

timber products; and employment and income sources in the local economy are diversified).  Extremely 

important was the most frequently cited response for the management objectives of natural disturbance 

events (e.g. fire, insect attack) are managed to minimize their economic impact, and the public receives 

economic benefits from forests.  The most frequently identified response for the management objective 

that local First Nations receive economic benefits from forests was not important at all; most of 

respondents (50.0%) indicated that this objective was slightly important or not important at all.  The 

majority of respondents indicated that the remaining seven economic forest management objectives were 

either extremely or very important.  The economic management objective that had the highest percentage 

(90.9%) of extremely and very important responses was employment and income sources in the local 

economy are diversified; t6his was followed by the objective of the public receives economic benefits from 

forests. 
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Table 17.  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Ecological Objectives           
Rare and vulnerable habitat 
types are sustained in natural 
conditions. 

247 33.6% 40.1% 19.0% 6.1% 1.2% 4.6% 2.01 0.939 ± 0.118 

Habitat is maintained for the 
full range and diversity of 
native wildlife species. 

253 33.6% 45.8% 16.2% 3.2% 1.2% 1.5% 1.92 0.854 ± 0.106 

The natural distribution of 
important species in their 
habitats is maintained. 

249 28.9% 44.6% 21.3% 3.6% 1.6% 2.3% 2.04 0.890 ± 0.110 

Long-term soil fertility is 
maintained. 253 43.5% 42.7% 11.5% 2.0% 0.4% 1.9% 1.73 0.771 ± 0.094 

Area disturbed by forestry is 
minimized. 251 26.7% 35.1% 21.5% 11.6% 5.2% 2.7% 2.33 1.142 ± 0.141 

Slope stability is maintained 
and soil erosion is prevented. 254 50.8% 33.9% 14.2% 1.2% — 1.1% 1.66 0.763 ± 0.094 

A range of tree ages in the 
forest is maintained. 254 42.9% 37.4% 13.8% 3.5% 2.4% 1.5% 1.85 0.950 ± 0.118 

The ability of the landscape to 
recover from disturbance is 
maintained. 

254 44.5% 43.3% 10.6% 1.2% 0.4% 1.9% 1.70 0.738 ± 0.090 

Forest conditions that help to 
stabilize global warming are 
prioritized. 

246 32.5% 32.5% 22.0% 10.2% 2.8% 4.9% 2.18 1.086 ± 0.135 
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Table 17 (cont’d).  Question: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic Objectives           
Timber harvesting continues to 
contribute to economic well-being. 256 42.6% 43.0% 13.7% 0.8% — 0.8% 1.73 0.722 ± 0.088 

The public receives economic 
benefits from forests. 255 48.2% 38.0% 11.8% 1.6% 0.4% 1.1% 1.68 0.773 ± 0.094 

The provincial government receives 
economic benefits from forests. 253 28.5% 38.3% 20.9% 8.3% 4.0% 1.1% 2.21 1.069 ± 0.131 

Local First Nations receive 
economic benefits from forests. 246 7.7% 16.7% 25.6% 22.4% 27.6% 3.4% 3.46 0.267 ± 0.159 

A competitive, diversified forestry 
sector exists. 245 33.5% 44.9% 16.3% 4.1% 1.2% 4.2% 1.95 0.879 ± 0.110 

Natural disturbance events (e.g. 
fire, insect attack) are managed to 
minimize their economic impact. 

256 60.9% 23.0% 10.5% 3.9% 1.6% 0.8% 1.62 0.934 ± 0.114 

Amount and quality of non-timber 
products do not decline over the 
long-term. 

252 31.7% 38.1% 23.0% 6.3% 0.8% 2.3% 2.06 0.934 ± 0.116 

Employment and income sources in 
the local economy are diversified. 253 41.1% 49.8% 7.5% 1.2% 0.4% 1.5% 1.70 0.693 ± 0.086 
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Table 17 (cont’d).  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Social Objectives           
The public are given meaningful 
opportunities for expressing their 
opinions and concerns about forest 
management. 

249 41.4% 37.8% 16.5% 4.4% — 3.4% 1.84 0.856 ± 0.106 

Information is shared between the 
public and forestry companies 
about forestry activities. 

255 45.1% 40.4% 12.5% 2.0% — 1.9% 1.71 0.758 ± 0.092 

Forest management plans 
recognize and respect First Nations 
and treaty rights. 

251 15.1% 20.3% 23.9% 19.5% 21.1% 2.7% 3.11 1.358 ± 0.169 

Forest resources are accessible to 
First Nations. 248 10.5% 18.5% 24.2% 24.2% 22.6% 3.8% 3.30 1.291 ± 0.161 

Information about forestry activities 
is shared with First Nations before 
they are started. 

247 12.6% 19.0% 19.0% 22.7% 26.7% 3.8% 3.32 1.376 ± 0.172 

Recreation resources, opportunities 
and experiences are maintained or 
enhanced. 

251 34.3% 37.1% 22.3% 4.8% 1.6% 1.1% 2.02 0.950 ± 0.118 

The visual character of forestry 
activities is acceptable to a broad 
range of the public. 

252 15.9% 36.5% 32.5% 10.7% 4.4% 1.9% 2.51 1.024 ± 0.125 

Forest management conserves 
unique or special social, cultural, 
and spiritual places and features. 

250 16.4% 29.6% 26.8% 13.6% 13.6% 2.7% 2.78 1.262 ± 0.157 

Worker and community safety is 
maintained within acceptable 
levels. 

257 73.5% 22.6% 2.7% 0.8% 0.4% 0.8% 1.32 0.605 ± 0.074 
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The most frequently identified responses for the importance of social forest management objectives were 

extremely and very important for six of the nine objectives.  The most frequently identified response for 

the objective that information about forestry activities is shared with First Nations before they are started 

was moderately important.  The local forest management objective that worker and community safety is 

maintained within acceptable levels, was deemed to be extremely important by almost one-quarter of 

respondents (73.5%); 96.1% of all respondents indicated that this objective was either extremely or very 

important (the highest rating of any of the management objectives).  The majority of respondents (85.5%) 

indicated that the sharing of information between the public and forest companies about forestry activities 

was extremely or very important; that four out of five respondents (79.2%) indicated that the local forest 

management objective of meaningful opportunities for the public to express their opinions about forest 

management was extremely or very important to them lends support to the overall importance of public 

involvement in forest management.  Most respondents (71.4%) indicated that the maintenance or 

enhancement of recreation resources, opportunities and experiences was either extremely or very 

important local forest management objective.  Just over half of respondents (52.4%) indicated that it was 

extremely or very important that the visual character if forestry activities is acceptable to a broad range of 

the public, while just less thank half (46.0%) reported that it was either extremely or very important that 

forest management conserves unique or special social, cultural, and spiritual planes and features.  More 

respondents indicated that the three local management objectives that addressed aspects of forestry that 

pertained to First Nations were slightly important or not important at all than did the percentage of 

respondents that reported these objectives to be extremely or very important; in descending order of 

perceived lack of importance, these objectives were information about forestry activities is shared with 

First nations before they are started (49.4%), forest resources are accessible to First Nations (46.8%), 

and forest management plans recognize and respect First Nations and treaty rights (40.6%). 
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3.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 
There was little variation in the pattern of responses to this question.  Generally, respondents were in 

agreement with the statements about local forest management issues, though the degree of agreement 

differed for items.  The most frequently identified response four of the seven local forest management 

issues presented in the questionnaire (i.e. local forest managers are responsive to public concerns; 

overall, sustainable forest management practices produce positive results for the local community; in 

general, the forest industry is more environmentally sensitive than other local industries; and willingness 

to accept some visual change in views from local community if it reduced ecological impacts in the 

backcountry) was mostly agree (Table 18).  Respondents most frequently identified strongly agree for two 

local forest management issues: it is a priority to manage the mountain pine beetle situation even if there 

is a negative impact on other resource values in the short-term; and local communities should receive 

their fair share of locally generated government income.  Most respondents (50.9%) strongly or mostly 

agreed that local forest managers were responsive to public concerns, while less than one in five 

respondents mildly or strongly disagreed with this statement.  Almost two-thirds (64.9%) of respondents 

strongly or mostly agreed that overall, sustainable forest management produces positive results for the 

local community.  Four out of five respondents (80.2%) indicated that it was a priority to manage the 

mountain pine beetle situation even if there is a negative impact on other resource values in the short-

term.  Over nine out of ten respondents (92.9%) strongly or mostly agreed that local communities should 

receive a fair share of locally generated government income.  Over half of respondents (52.8%) strongly 

or mostly agreed that in general, the forest industry is more environmentally sensitive that other industries 

in their area.  Almost one-third of respondents (61.0%) strongly or mostly agreed that they would be 

prepared to accept some visual change in views from their community of it reduced ecological impacts in 

the backcountry.  Finally, most respondents (52.2%) indicated that they mildly or strongly disagreed with 

the statement that forestry roads that are no longer in use by forestry companies should be deactivated, 

even if that means less access to remote areas; 29.7% of respondents reported strongly or mostly 

agreeing with this statement.
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Table 18.  Question 8: Local forest management issues (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mostly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

Local forest managers are responsive to public 
concerns. 236 19.5% 31.4% 30.5% 11.9% 6.8% 7.2% 2.55 1.134 ± 0.145 

Overall, sustainable forest management 
practices produce positive results for the local 
community. 

239 22.2% 42.7% 20.5% 8.8% 5.9% 5.3% 2.33 1.095 ± 0.139 

It is a priority to manage the mountain pine 
beetle situation even if there is a negative 
impact on other resource values in the short-
term. 

252 54.8% 25.4% 13.1% 4.0% 2.8% 0.4% 1.75 1.013 ± 0.125 

Local communities should receive a fair share 
of locally generated government income. 253 77.9% 15.0% 6.3% 0.4% 0.4% 1.1% 1.30 0.641 ± 0.078 

In general, the forest industry is more 
environmentally sensitive than other industries 
in my area. 

237 20.7% 32.1% 27.8% 11.8% 7.6% 6.8% 2.54 1.166 ± 0.149 

You would be prepared to accept some visual 
change in views from your community if it 
reduced ecological impacts in the backcountry. 

233 24.5% 36.5% 28.3% 8.2% 2.6% 5.3% 2.28 1.006 ± 0.129 

Forest roads that are no longer in use by 
forestry companies should be deactivated, 
even if that means less access to remote 
areas. 

253 20.2% 9.5% 18.2% 17.4% 34.8% 1.5% 3.37 1.529 ± 0.188 
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3.9.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 
There was little variation in the pattern of responses to this question.  Respondents were mostly in 

agreement with the statements relating to the management of rare plants and wildlife (Table 19).  The 

management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally (63.0% strongly or mostly 

agreed) and outside of the area where they lived (62.4% strongly or mostly agreed).  Most respondents 

(52.6%) strongly or mostly agreed that the management of species at risk should be given priority over 

economic considerations; 11.2% of respondents mildly or strongly disagreed with this.  Most respondents 

(50.8%) strongly or mostly agreed that it was acceptable to limit industrial and commercial activities in 

forests in order to protect species at risk; just over one-third (35.3%) partly agreed or disagreed with this 

statement.  More respondents (46.8%) indicated that they strongly or mostly agreed that forestry was the 

commercial activity that most affects species at risk.  Two and one half as many respondents reported 

that they strongly or mostly agreed (43.5%) that forestry planning and management does a good job of 

managing for species at risk than did respondents that mildly or strongly disagreed (16.7%).  Finally, over 

half of the respondents (53.3%) strongly or mostly agreed that it was acceptable to protect species at risk 

even if it harms other species; less than one in ten respondents (9.1%) indicated that they  mildly or 

strongly disagreed with this.
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Table 19.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mostly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

The management of species at risk should be 
given priority over economic considerations. 249 22.5% 30.1% 36.1% 6.0% 5.2% 2.3% 2.41 1.063 ± 0.131 

Forestry planning and management does a 
good job of managing for species at risk. 209 6.2% 37.3% 39.7% 10.5% 6.2% 17.5% 2.73 0.953 ± 0.129 

Forestry is the commercial activity that most 
affects species at risk. 239 19.2% 27.6% 34.3% 14.6% 4.2% 5.7% 2.57 1.086 ± 0.137 

It is acceptable to protect species at risk even if 
it harms other species. 242 1.7% 7.4% 37.6% 33.5% 19.8% 4.2% 3.62 0.940 ± 0.118 

It is acceptable to limit industrial and 
commercial activities in forests in order to 
protect species at risk. 

252 21.8% 29.0% 35.3% 8.7% 5.2% 1.5% 2.46 1.084 ± 0.133 

The management of species at risk in the area 
where I live is important to me. 251 29.9% 33.1% 27.5% 6.0% 3.6% 2.3% 2.20 1.048 ± 0.129 

The management of species at risk outside of 
the area where I live is important to me. 250 27.6% 34.8% 29.6% 4.0% 4.0% 2.7% 2.22 1.024 ± 0.127 
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3.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 
The majority of respondents reported (62.9%) that they were somewhat or very concerned about the 

effects of climate change (Table 20); 17.1% of respondents reported being somewhat unconcerned or not 

concerned at all. 

 

Table 20.  Question 10: How concerned are you about 
the effects of climate change? (most frequently 
identified response in bold). 
Not concerned at all (1). 7.9% 
Somewhat unconcerned (2). 9.2% 
Neither concerned nor unconcerned (3). 20.1% 
Somewhat concerned (4). 24.0% 
Very concerned (5). 38.9% 
n 229 
SD 1.272 
95% CI ± 0.165 

 

 

More than three-quarters of respondents (77.4%) indicated that they had noticed any effects of climate 

change in their community (Table 21). 

 

Table 21.  Question 10: Have you noticed any effects of 
climate change in your community? (most frequently 
identified response in bold). 

Yes 77.4% ± 0. 3 
No 12.5% ±0.3 
Not sure 10.1% ±0.2 
n 248 
SD 0.651 

 

 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) indicated that they had a pretty good or a very clear idea about the 

effects climate change may have on their community or its surrounding environment (Table 22).  The 

most frequently identified response to this question was I have some idea (31.8%). 
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Table 22.  Question 10: Do you know what effects 
climate change may have on your community or its 
surrounding environment?  (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 
I have absolutely no idea (1). 5.5% 
I don’t really know (2). 12.7% 
I have some idea (3). 31.8% 
I have a pretty good idea (4). 30.1% 
I have a very clear idea (5). 19.9% 
n 236 
SD 1.112 
95% CI ± 0.141 

 

 

Almost two in five respondents (39.3%) reported that they did not personally planed to do something 

about climate change (Table 23). 

 

Table 23.  Question 10: Do you personally plan to do 
anything in response to climate change? (most 
frequently identified response in bold). 

Yes 36.9% 
No 39.3% 
Not sure 33.7% 
n 249 
SD 0.842 
95% CI ± 0. 4 

 

 

Almost half of respondents (48.6%) indicated that they thought that forest managers should be doing 

something in response to climate change (Table 24). 

 

Table 24.  Question 10: Do you think forest managers 
should be doing something in response to climate 
change? (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Yes 48.6% ± 0. 4 
No 17.6% ±0.3 
Not sure 33.7% ±0.4 
n 255 
SD 0.897 
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Almost two thirds of respondents (65.2%) reported that it is more important to start acting now on climate 

change with what we know, in terms of how forest management should prioritize their response to climate 

change (Table 25). 

 

Table 25.  Question 10: Which statement best describes your opinion about how forest 
management should prioritize their response to climate change? (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 
It is more important to start acting now on climate change with what we know. 65.2% 
It is more important to continue monitoring for climate change so we can learn more. 34.8% 
n 250 
SD 0.477 
95% CI ± 0.004 
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3.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 
Respondents reported participating in twenty-three recreation activities (Table 26).  Fishing was identified 

most often as the recreation activity that was most important to respondents, followed by camping and 

hunting.  Other leisure activities included those activities that were not necessarily considered purely 

outdoor recreation activities, such as jogging, sight seeing, or traveling. 

  

Table 26.  Question 11: What recreation 
activity is most important to you? (n = 240) 

Activity Frequency % 

Fishing 75 31.3 
Camping 33 13.8 
Hunting 25 10.4 
Hiking 23 10.9 
Other leisure activity 17 7.1 
Multiple activities 12 5.0 
Cross-country skiing 10 4.2 
Snowmobiling 9 3.8 
Skiing (general) 4 1.7 
Walking 4 1.7 
ATV 3 1.3 
Bird watching 3 1.3 
Downhill skiing 3 1.3 
Backcountry activities 3 1.3 
None 2 0.8 
Horseback riding 2 0.8 
4-Wheeling 1 0.4 
Biking (general) 1 0.4 
Mountain biking 1 0.4 
Boating 1 0.4 
Exploring 1 0.4 
Canoeing 1 0.4 
Swimming 1 0.4 
Wildlife photography 1 0.4 
Gathering 1 0.4 
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On the whole, respondents’ involvement with their most important activity spanned many years (Table 

27).  Average involvement in activities ranged from six years (gathering) to 48.5 years (bird watching).  

For the two most cited activities, respondents had been fishing for an average of 37.3 years and camping 

for 30.2 years. 

 

Table 27.  Question 11: How many years have you done this activity? 

Activity Frequency Mean SD 95% CI 

Fishing 75 37.3 15.424 ± 3.491 
Camping 33 30.2 11.078 ± 3.780 
Hunting 25 33.0 13.244 ± 5.192 
Hiking 26 26.9 14.033 ± 5.864 
Other leisure activity 17 31.2 19.876 ± 9.449 
Multiple activities 12 33.6 11.422 ± 6.750 
Cross-country skiing 10 15.8 12.435 ± 7.707 
Snowmobiling 9 22.6 9.475 ± 6.190 
Skiing (general) 4 28.8 14.361 ± 14.074 
Walking 4 29.3 22.111 ± 21.669 
ATV 3 25.0 11.358 ± 12.853 
Bird watching 3 48.5 16.263 ± 22.540 
Downhill skiing 3 29.3 13.650 ± 15.447 
Backcountry activities 3 21.7 10.408 ± 11.778 
None 2 — — — 
Horseback riding 2 27.0 11.314 ± 15.680 
4-Wheeling 1 20.0 — — 
Biking (general) 1 14.0 — — 
Mountain biking 1 10.0 — — 
Boating 1 40.0 — — 
Exploring 1 3.0 — — 
Canoeing 1 30.0 — — 
Swimming 1 20.0 — — 
Wildlife photography 1 30.0 — — 
Gathering 1 6.0 — — 
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Most respondents reported being very skilled at the recreation activity that was most important to them 

(41.3%), while only 2.1% of respondents reported being beginners (Table 28). 

 

Table 28.  Question 11: How skilled are you at this 
activity? (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Beginner (1). 2.1% 
Somewhat skilled (2). 6.8% 
Moderately skilled (3). 31.1% 
Very skilled (4). 41.3% 
Expert (5). 18.7% 
N 235 
SD 0.928 
95% CI ± 0.120 

 

 

The majority of respondents (55.3%) reported that the recreation activity that they had identified as being 

most important to them was mostly or very central to their lifestyles (Table 29). 

 

Table 29.  Question 11: How central is this activity to 
your lifestyle? (most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Not central at all (1). 5.1% 
Somewhat central (2). 9.7% 
Moderately central (3). 30.0% 
Mostly central (4). 30.4% 
Very central (5). 24.9% 
n 237 
SD 1.114 
95% CI ± 0.141 

 

 

Respondents reported preferring a range of settings for their outdoor recreation pursuits (Table 30). 

 

Table 30.  Question 11: What setting(s) do you prefer for your most important activity? 

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Large, undisturbed wilderness areas. 241 35.3 0.479 ± 0.004 
Large wilderness areas with limited trails & camp-sites. 241 51.5 0.501 ± 0.004 
Semi-wilderness areas with limited motorized access. 241 55.2 0.498 ± 0.004 
Easily accessed natural areas with some facilities. 241 52.3 0.501 ± 0.004 
Rural areas. 241 30.7 0.462 ± 0.004 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of respondents preferring settings 
is greater than 100%. 
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Respondents participated in their most important recreation activity most often in summer and least often 

in the spring (Table 31). 

 

Table 31.  Question 11: On average, how many days 
per month do you do your most important activity in 
each season? 

Season n Mean SD 95% CI 

Spring 191 7.85 8.059 ± 1.143 
Summer 207 11.59 9.204 ± 1.254 
Fall 201 9.72 8.585 ± 1.187 
Winter 185 5.70 8.117 ± 1.170 

 
 
 

Respondents engaged in their most important recreation activity with a variety of people.  Family was 

cited most often, though friends also played a role (Table 32). 

 

Table 32.  Question 11: Who do you usually do your 
most important activity with? (most frequently 
identified response in bold). 

Alone 14.6% 
Friends 32.9% 
Family 50.7% 
Club — 
People from work — 
Other 1.9% 
n 213 
SD 0.875 
95% CI ± 0.118 

 

 

Further evidence of the centrality of respondents’ most important recreation activity was provided by an 

examination of the amount of some of the activity-related items a person had as well as the replacement 

value of their equipment (Table 33). 
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Table 33.  Question 11: Details of important activity equipment. 

Equipment n Mean SD 95% CI 

How many books do you own about your most 
important activity? 215 8.89 24.514 ± 3.277 

How many magazine subscriptions do you 
have about your most important activity? 229 1.05 2.214 ± 0.287 

About how much would it cost to replace all of 
your equipment for your most important 
activity? 

223 $21,589.64 49168.67 ± 6453.453 

 

Respondents reported having an average of 8.89 ±3.277 books on their most important activity; on 

average, respondents subscribed to 1.05 ±0.287 magazines.  The average cost of replacing all of the 

equipment related to respondents’ most important activity was $21,589.64 ±$6,453.45.  This suggests 

that the centrality measure described above is fairly accurate. 

 

Respondents (n = 226) reported participation in an average of 4.37 ±0.501 recreation activities (SD= 

3.839). 

 

Respondents had engaged in recreation activities in a variety of jurisdictional settings (Table 34).  Crown 

land was identified as the setting most often used for recreation engagement (76.4%), followed by 

BCMoF recreation sites and provincial parks. 

 

Table 34.  Question 11: Where do you most often engage ion 
outdoor recreation activities? (most frequently identified 
response in bold) 

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Provincial Park 242 51.7 0.501 ± 0.004 
BCMoF Recreation Site 242 58.3 0.494 ± 0.004 
Private Land 242 39.3 0.489 ± 0.004 
Crown land 242 76.4 0.425 ± 0.003 
Public water way 242 63.2 0.483 ± 0.004 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the 
percentage of respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 

 

 

Respondents most frequently indicated that their outdoor recreation needs had been mostly represented 

in land-use planning (35.2%; Table 35).  Over one-third of respondents (39.4%) indicated that their 

recreation needs had been either mostly or well represented; one-quarter of respondents (25.4%) 

reported that their perception of the representation of recreation was poor, or only slightly represented 

(19.5%). 
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Table 35.  Question 11: How well do you think that your 
outdoor recreation needs have been represented in 
forest land-use planning? (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 

Poorly represented (1). 8.5% 
Slightly represented (2). 16.9% 
Moderately represented (3) 35.2% 
Mostly represented (4) 25.0% 
Well represented (5) 14.4% 
n 236 
Mean 3.20 
SD 1.140 
95% CI  ± 0.145 

 

 

In terms of the type of representative had the best ability to represent their recreation needs in land-use 

planning, respondents reported that outdoor recreation clubs and government (39.4%) were best able the 

to represent recreation needs (Table 36). 

 

Table 36.  Question 11: Please rank the following in terms of their ability to represent your outdoor 
recreation needs in land-use planning (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Representative n Rank 
1 

Rank 
2 

Rank 
3 

Rank 
4 Mean SD 95%CI 

Government 216 31.0% 23.6% 24.5% 20.8% 2.35 1.127 ± 0.151 
Industry 212 9.0% 28.3% 28.3% 34.4% 2.88 0.988 ± 0.133 
Outdoor Recreation Clubs 212 36.8% 38.2% 13.7% 11.3% 2.00 0.981 ± 0.131 
Individual people 205 29.8% 24.9% 19.0% 26.35 2.42 1.171 ± 0.161 
 

Almost one-quarter of respondents (24.4 % ±0.3; n = 262) reported being members of an outdoor 

recreation club (SD= 0.430). 
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3.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 
Respondents’ average age was 52.0 ±1.607 years (SD = 12.968).  The youngest respondent was 19 

years of age.  The oldest respondent was 91 years of age.  The average age of respondents was older 

than the majority of Houston residents (71.3%). The median age of respondents was 50, which was 

greater than the median ages of Houston (32.7 years; Statistics Canada, 2003). 

 

Of the 251 respondents reporting their gender, 80.1 % ±0.3 (n=201) were male and 19.9 % ± 0.3 were 

female (SD = 0.400).  The percentage of male respondents was greater than the percentage of male 

residents of Houston (53.1%; Statistics Canada, 2003). 

 

Although respondents represented residents from a total of three communities (Table 37), the 

overwhelming majority 80.2%) of respondents were residents of Houston. 

 

Table 37.  Question 12: What community 
do you live in? (n = 213; SD = 1.886; 
(most frequently identified response in 
bold) 

Community Frequency % 

Houston 211 80.2 
Topley 1 0.4 
Buck Flats Road 1 0.4 

 

 

On average, respondents were residents of their communities for 27.73 ±2.101 years (n = 200; SD = 

15.159).  The number of years of community residence ranged from 8 months to 84 years. 

 

Respondents represented a range of education levels (Table38).  The majority of respondents (73.5%) 

reported having completed high school. 

 

Table 38.  Question 12: What is the highest level of 
education that you have completed? (n = 242; SD = 
1.477; (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Community Frequency % 

Some high school 40 16.5 
High school 78 32.2 
Some university/college 49 20.2 
University/college degree 43 17.8 
Graduate degree 8 3.3 
Other 24 9.9 
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Respondents reported being employed in a total of 52 different occupations (Table 39).  The most 

frequently cited occupation was retired/semi-retired. 

 

Table 39.  Question 12: What is your occupation? 
(n = 239; SD = 22.731) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Retired/Semi-retired 45 18.8 
Logger 20 8.4 
Multiple jobs 14 5.9 
Forester 14 5.9 
Mill employee 13 5.4 
Truck driver 11 4.6 
Heavy equipment operator 10 4.2 
Other 8 3.3 
Teacher 8 3.3 
Heavy mechanic 7 2.9 
Millwright 7 2.9 
Self-employed 5 2.1 
Unemployed 5 2.1 
Accountant 5 2.1 
Electrician 4 1.7 
Supervisor 4 1.7 
Sales 4 1.7 
Business owner 4 1.7 
Mechanic 3 1.3 
Engineer 3 1.3 
Manager 3 1.3 
Silviculture 3 1.3 
Clerical 3 1.3 
Homemaker 3 1.3 
Consultant 2 0.8 
Health Care 2 0.8 
Farmer/Rancher 2 0.8 
Business person 2 0.8 
Book keeper 2 0.8 
Not for profit 1 0.4 
Machine operator 1 0.4 
Machinist 1 0.4 
Butcher 1 0.4 
Partsman 1 0.4 
Miner 1 0.4 
Electronics technician 1 0.4 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 239; SD = 22.731) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Barber/hair dresser 1 0.4 
Resource analyst 1 0.4 
Guide outfitter 1 0.4 
Clergy 1 0.4 
Realtor 1 0.4 
Security 1 0.4 
Municipal employee 1 0.4 
Information Technologist 1 0.4 
Letter carrier 1 0.4 
Disability: not working 1 0.4 
Welder 1 0.4 
Retail 1 0.4 
Labourer 1 0.4 
Chef 1 0.4 
Carpenter 1 0.4 
Administration 1 0.4 

 

 

Respondents reported working in a total of 17 different sectors (Table 40).  The most frequently cited 

occupation was forestry. 

 

Table 40.  Question 12: What industry or 
sector do you work in? (n = 211; SD = 
18.974). 

Sector Frequency % 

Forestry 124 58.8 
Service (general) 22 10.4 
Government 10 4.7 
Mining 10 4.7 
Multiple 8 3.8 
Education 7 3.3 
Saw mill 4 1.9 
Retail 4 1.9 
Retired 4 1.9 
Automotive 4 1.9 
Health Care 3 1.4 
Tourism 3 1.4 
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Table 40 (cont’d).  Question 12: What 
industry or sector do you work in? (n = 
211; SD = 18.974). 

Sector Frequency % 

Not for profit 3 1.4 
Agriculture 2 0.9 
Transportation 1 0.5 
Recreation 1 0.5 
Scientific research 1 0.5 

 

 

Respondents reported a range of household income levels (Table 41).  The most frequently cited level of 

household income was $60,000 - $69,999, followed closely by $50,000 - $59,999. 

 

Table 41.  Question 12: Please check the 
category that best describes your household 
income before taxes last year (n = 238; SD = 
2.937; most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Income Frequency % 

<$10,000 4 1.7 
$10,000 - $19,999 11 4.6 
$20,000 - $29,999 20 8.4 
$30,000 - $39,999 15 6.3 
$40,000 - $49,999 15 6.3 
$50,000 - $59,999 33 13.9 
$60,000 - $69,999 38 16.0 
$70,000 - $79,999 18 7.6 
$80,000 - $89,999 27 11.3 
$90,000 - $99,999 13 5.5 
$100,000 - $149,999 29 12.2 
>$149,999 15 6.3 

 

 

On average, respondents’ household size was 2.63 ±0.176 people (n = 227; SD = 1.351).  Household 

size ranged from one to eight people. 

 

Of the twenty-one options presented to respondents about their main connection to forests, the three 

most frequently cited connections were non-motorized recreation, followed by motorized recreation, and 

then forestry (Table 42).  Non-motorized recreation represented the only connection to forests that the 

majority of respondents identified. 
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Table 42.  Question 12: What is your main connection to forests? 
(most frequently identified response in bold). 

PAG Constituency n % SD 95% CI 

Art 250 5.2 0.222 ± 0.002 
Education 250 9.2 0.290 ± 0.002 
Environment 250 24.0 0.428 ± 0.003 
First Nations 250 5.36 0.230 ± 0.002 
Forestry 250 51.2 0.501 ± 0.004 
Guide outfitter 250 5.2 0.222 ± 0.002 
Local government 250 4.4 0.206 ± 0.002 
Mining 250 10.4 0.306 ± 0.002 
Non-timber forest products 250 7.6 0.266 ± 0.002 
Oil & gas 250 0.8 0.089 ± 0.001 
Labour 250 10.4 0.306 ± 0.002 
Photography 250 22.0 0.415 ± 0.003 
Provincial government 250 3.2 0.176 ± 0.001 
Ranching/agriculture 250 17.2 0.378 ± 0.003 
Recreation (motorized) 250 58.8 0.493 ± 0.004 
Recreation (non-motorized) 250 67.6 0.469 ± 0.004 
Small business 250 17.2 0.378 ± 0.003 
Tourism 250 10.8 0.311 ± 0.002 
Trapping 250 3.2 0.176 ± 0.001 
Utilities & transmission 250 0.8 0.089 ± 0.001 
Value-added sector 250 6.0 0.238 ± 0.002 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of 
respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 
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4.  DISCUSSION 
Although many respondents agreed that there were enough checks and balances in place to ensure 

responsible forest management, there was also a sense that the forest industry controlled too much of 

British Columbia’s forests, and that too much attention was focused on timber resources and not enough 

on non-timber resources.  For example, there was recognition among respondents that forest 

management was more than timber management; amenities like healthy ecosystems and outdoor 

recreation were seen to be important elements of forests that should be addressed by forest managers.  

These three concerns are possibly related to the perception among respondents that there was not 

enough wood in the province to meet future needs.    Without addressing the actual state of long-term 

wood supply, there is a perception among the local public that this is an issue.  Respondents were 

divided in their support about whether long-term security of forest lands (i.e. tenure) was a mechanism 

that could promote sustainable forest management, which may be related to the relatively strong 

sentiment that forest companies had not earned the trust for long-term forest management. 

 

Respondents indicated that government involvement in the monitoring of the management of most forest 

values was supported.  In particular, government was seen as the organization most responsible for the 

monitoring of the nine management outcomes that were presented: 

• Sustaining biological richness; 

• Sustaining the productive capacity of forests; 

• Managing the forest to reduce global warming; 

• Sustaining economic benefit from forestry and wood products; 

• Sustaining non-timber economic benefits; 

• Representing a wide range of social and cultural values in forest management decisions; 

• Sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests; 

• Sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits; and 

• Species at risk recovery. 

 

However, respondents indicated that the forest industry had a role to play in the monitoring of sustaining 

the productive capacity of forests, and sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products.  

This pattern of response lends support to the sentiment that continued oversight is necessary to ensure 

responsible forest management, but that forest managers are generally responsive to public concerns in 

traditional aspects of forestry. 

 

Respondents indicated that they had sufficient knowledge about forestry and of forests to provide 

meaningful input for forest planning decisions, yet they felt strongly that there was a need for more 

opportunities for input into forest management.  As many of the concerns identified by respondents 

throughout the questionnaire had to do with public participation and communication efforts, forest 
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managers might consider strengthening community ties by providing information about forestry and 

forestry-related practices to local residents.  This may help to address some of the issues identified by 

respondents.  Several respondents expressed a desire to see the results of the Sustainable Forest 

Management Public Opinion Survey. 

 

The use of the New Ecological Paradigm Scale was a suitable metric for the population of Houston and 

suggested that residents of this community tended to be biocentric in their attitudes and world view.  The 

pattern of responses is generally consistent with an ecological paradigm, with the exception of responses 

to the statement that the earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them, which 

the majority of respondents strongly or mildly agreed with.  This suggests that respondents do not 

necessarily feel that limits to growth are absolute and that human ingenuity (e.g. innovative forest 

management practices) may help to extend current levels of consumption. 

 

The majority of respondents were willing to lose some of the forestry jobs in their community to ensure 

that the economic well-being of future generations is maintained at current levels, or enhanced; however, 

most respondents were not willing to consider any losses in local jobs to increase the extent of protected 

areas in BC, which is consistent with the relatively high percentage of respondents that agreed that the 

current number of protected areas is sufficient.  Although this suggests that respondents understand that 

some trade-offs are necessary in the pursuit of sustainability, it is important to recognize that mechanisms 

for realizing these hypothetical job losses (e.g. attrition or layoffs) were not specified. 

 

As the forest management objectives that were presented in the questionnaire were derived from 

indicators of the Canfor SFM Framework, the overall recognition of the importance of the objectives 

suggests that the indicators measure values and amenities that are relevant to the public.  There was 

general agreement among respondents that all of the ecological forest management objectives were 

extremely or very important.  The overall importance of ecological forest management objectives is also 

consistent with the general acceptance of biocentric values by respondents, which explicitly recognizes 

the importance of ecology in sustaining other forest values (i.e. economic and social values).   Thus, 

ecological sustainability can be seen to be a priority for local residents.  That so many aspects of forest 

management were of significance to residents of Houston suggests broad support for a sustainable forest 

management approach to forestry.  However, understanding the overall importance of forest 

management objectives does not help in establishing priorities for their implementation, it only suggests 

that forest managers have identified objectives that resonate with the local community.  The pending 

Thurstone Analysis should provide some insight about which forest management criteria were priorities 

for local residents. 
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In general, respondents were more satisfied with local forest management outcomes than they were with 

provincial forest management outcomes; however, overall satisfaction levels were low.  Respondents had 

mixed degrees of satisfaction with local forest management outcomes that were presented to them.  

Insect control management outcomes were highlighted as being of special concern to local residents, as 

there was a high degree of dissatisfaction with the local insect control management outcomes.  This is 

likely due to the proximity of Houston to both aggressive and containment emergency management units 

within the Emergency Bark Beetle Management Area.  The degree of dissatisfaction is greater when 

provincial insect control outcomes are considered.  Given the local impact of the mountain pine beetle, 

there was an overwhelming sense that it was a priority for forest managers to address the mountain pine 

beetle situation even if there is a negative impact on other resource values in the short-term.  In the minds 

of many respondents, the pine beetle problem is a consequence of global warming. 

 

The question about forest management outcomes asked about those outcomes that are not generally 

associated with timber management (with the possible exceptions of economic stability, wild fire control, 

and insect control).  That respondents indicated that they were generally not satisfied with forest 

management outcomes suggests that the management of non-timber forestry outcomes (i.e. water 

quality, habitat requirements for wildlife, communication with the public, outdoor recreation, public 

involvement with decision-making, sustainability for future generations, and visual quality) is an area that 

requires more attention in the minds of the public.  This is supported by the perception among 

respondents that the focus of forest management focus is timber and not forests as a whole.  A relatively 

large proportion of respondents indicated that they were uncertain about their satisfaction with the forest 

management outcomes that were presented to them, which suggests that public awareness of the 

multiple facets of forest management activities could be strengthened through communication efforts at 

both the local and provincial scales.  However, there were generally low levels of satisfaction with local 

and provincial communication with the public management outcomes.  This is a vital aspect of 

sustainable forest management, and the inclusion of provincial-level outcomes in this dissatisfaction 

suggests that this problem is wide-spread and not limited to Houston.   

 

The economic forest management objectives that resonated most with the public in terms of their 

importance were that employment and income sources in the local economy be diversified, natural 

disturbance events are managed to minimize their economic impact, that the public receive economic 

benefits from forests, that timber harvesting continue to contribute to economic well-being, and that a 

competitive forestry sector exists.  This suggests that economic sustainability, especially at the local level, 

is of concern.  Although the majority of respondents indicated that all of the economic forest management 

objectives were extremely or very important, the exception to this pattern was the objective that local First 

Nations receive economic benefits from forests, which most respondents felt was only slightly important 
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or not important at all; this may indicate that there is a lack of awareness of what economic benefits are 

available to First Nations. 

 

The perceived importance of the social forest management objectives generally followed a similar pattern 

to that identified for ecological and economic objectives, though there was more variation in the degree of 

importance attributed to the social objectives.  The maintenance of worker and community safety within 

acceptable levels was by far the most important forest management objective of all, as over 95% of 

respondents indicated that it was extremely or very important.  In terms of the rank of the proportion of 

respondents that identified social forest management objectives as being extremely or very important, the 

sharing of information between the public and forestry companies (i.e. two-way communication) was 

second to worker and community safety, followed by providing the public with meaningful opportunities for 

expressing their concerns or opinions about the management of public forest lands. 

 

The maintenance or enhancement of recreation resources, opportunities and experiences was fourth in 

terms of the importance that respondents accorded to it; this is supported by the large proportion of 

people that reported that recreation was their main connection to forests.  Next, in terms of importance, 

was the acceptance of the visual character of forestry by a broad range of the public; the conservation of 

unique or special social, cultural, and spiritual places by forest management was also generally important.  

Generally less than one-third of respondents indicated that it was either extremely or very important that 

forest management plans recognize and respect First Nations and treaty rights, the importance of sharing 

information about forestry activities with First Nations before the activities have been started, and that 

forest resources be accessible to First Nations. 

 

In terms of local forest management issues, more than nine out of ten respondents generally agreed that 

local communities should receive a fair share of locally generated government income (e.g. stumpage), 

suggesting that there is broad support for this belief.  Such an arrangement would no doubt help to 

strengthen community viability, and could help to reinforce local recognition of some of the benefits 

provided by the forestry sector.  As mentioned above, addressing the mountain pine beetle epidemic is a 

priority for the majority of respondents.  Overall, there is a sense that forest management does make 

contributions to local communities (and that economic contributions should be shared locally), although 

there is less agreement that local forest managers are responsive to public concerns (this may be related 

to the perception that communication efforts with the public have been relatively unsuccessful). 

 

The management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally and outside of the area 

where they lived.  The high level of importance that respondents' assigned to managing for species at risk 

was matched by a recognition that this would entail limiting commercial and industrial activity in forests 

and that such recognition of species at risk may be at odds with economic considerations.    However, 
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only two in five respondents were in agreement that forestry planning and management did a good job of 

managing for species at risk; there was also a perception among most of respondents that forestry was 

the commercial activity that most affected species at risk, which suggests that this is an area that the 

forest industry could better communicate its management efforts. 

 

Most respondents expressed some concern about the effects of climate change and had noticed local 

effects of climate change (e.g. mountain pine beetle and warmer temperatures), and were aware of some 

of climate change impacts.  Despite this degree of concern for, and local evidence of, climate change, 

less than two in five respondents reported that they personally planned to do something about climate 

change; yet the majority of respondents reported that it was more important to start acting now on climate 

change with what we know, in terms of how forest management should prioritize their response to climate 

change which was supported by the proportion of respondents that indicated that forest managers should 

be addressing global warming.  Respondents’ intentions regarding their personal response to climate 

change seems to be at odds with their generally pro-ecological world view, although respondents were of 

the opinion that human ingenuity could some overcome environmental problems; perhaps climate change 

is one of the areas that respondents feel could be addressed by human ingenuity. 

 

Involvement in recreation activities among respondents was varied and longstanding.  Respondents 

identified twenty-three different outdoor recreation activities that were important to them and generally 

demonstrated prolonged involvement in these activities.  Their recreation participation spanned all four 

seasons from roughly three times a week in the summer to once a week in the winter.  Respondents were 

generally skilled at their recreation activities (likely due to the amount of time devoted to the activity), and 

believed that the activity was fairly central to their lifestyles (which was supported by an examination of 

the amount of some of the activity-related items a person had, as well as the replacement value of their 

recreation equipment).  Respondents' recreation participation was also varied in terms of the average 

number of activities that they participated in.  Recreation activities were engaged in a variety of landscape 

settings from wilderness areas to rural areas, which supports the recreation management strategy of 

ensuring that there is a diversity of recreation settings present on the landscape, as this provides forest 

managers with the option of responding to changes in recreation demand for different settings (Clark & 

Stankey, 1979); it may be that there are sufficient numbers of people engaging in recreation in a variety of 

settings to support the coordinated management of recreation resources across a variety of jurisdictional 

actors and institutions.  On the whole, respondents indicated that their recreation needs had been 

represented, although the overall degree of satisfaction with outdoor recreation management outcomes 

(at both the local and provincial scales) was marginal.  There was a strong sense that recreation clubs 

and government were best suited to act representatives for recreation in land-use planning efforts 

(although recreation club membership was low among respondents).  When one considers that more than 

one-third of respondents that indicated that recreation was their main connection to forests, it appears 

 



50 Houston 
 

that outdoor recreation has an important role in forest land management, and may be an area where 

forestry could engage the public in broader discussions of forest management. 

 

Respondents tended to be older than community residents, and the proportion of men that completed and 

returned a questionnaire was higher than the proportion of men in Houston.  This may introduce a degree 

of bias into responses and should be taken into consideration when interpreting results.  Respondents 

were generally well educated, as over three-quarters had completed high school.  Almost one in five of 

respondents were retired, which is not unexpected given the average age of respondents; however, 

respondents did represent a range of occupations and occupational sectors and income levels. 

 

 

5.  CONCLUSION 
This project demonstrated the utility of mail survey as it was able to gather responses from at lease 

22.3% of the sample population.  A consideration for future public opinion surveys of sustainable forest 

management is the method of delivery.  Mail delivery is a suitable and successful method for soliciting 

local public opinion.  Depending on the intent of the use of survey results (i.e. local connections and use 

of public land or all connections and uses of public forest land), a mixed method of survey delivery could 

be implemented that would retain the delivery of questionnaires to a sample of local residents, but also 

incorporate an on-site exit poll of tourists and recreationists at key attractions in the area. 

 

As the vast majority of the forest management objectives presented in the questionnaire were important 

to respondents, it would seem that the indicators that constitute the Canfor SFM Framework resonate 

with the public and are in-line with public opinion of which forest management objectives are important.  

Addressing and resolving the mountain pine beetle infestation is definitely a priority for people living in the 

Houston area.  The general lack of overall satisfaction with forest management outcomes, especially at 

the local level, is cause for concern, especially as these outcomes are important and relevant to people.  

If forest management is in fact addressing these outcomes, then this needs to better communicated to 

local residents.  Given the centrality of outdoor recreation to people’s lifestyles, and that the vast majority 

of respondents felt that outdoor recreation was their main connection to forests, forest managers might 

consider highlighting past and current efforts to address this forest amenity. 

 

There is an overarching sense that the public has a desire to be included in (and make contributions to) 

forest management decision-making through public participation mechanisms and opportunities for 

communication with local forest managers.  This desired degree of public engagement by respondents 

demonstrates that forestry and forests are relevant to local publics and that the public wants to be 

engaged.  Communication of all forestry activities should be a priority for forest managers.  There are 

forest management activities (especially those having to do with non-timber values) that are relevant to 
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local residents, but are not generally seen to have been recognized by forest managers.  Although 

sustainable forest management certification does explicitly require public participation in forest 

management decisions, opportunities for input are not being publicized adequately to the public. 

 

Although there are some aspects of forestry that respondents admitted to being uncertain about, the 

residents of Houston are generally aware and knowledgeable about many aspects of forest management.  

The degree of concern for forestry expressed by respondents indicated that forests and economic stability 

are important to local residents; forests and forestry are also seen to be relevant and important.  These 

are attributes that could be harnessed by forest managers to support their continued stewardship of 

forested landscapes. 
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As a Christian I have a knowledge of God’s Word. In Genesis God said He made the world and it was 
good – and he gave the world to Adam to have dominion over it.  When Adam and Eve disobeyed God in 
the Garden of Eden and listened to the lies of the devil, in essence they gave over their right to the devil 
and had to leave the garden and God’s presence.  Adam then had to work for a living and toil – and Eve 
had to travail in child birth. Man has gone amok on this planet in having dominion because he has served 
the wrong God – Satan and lived for his own selfish plans for his own selfish purposes and hence we see 
that these wrong motives and sin have caused the current unbalance in the worlds environment.  When a 
nation comes back to God and forsakes the ways that bring judgment ie. Sin – abortion, homosexuality, 
adultery, murder, stealing, lying, hatred and total disregard for the Lord Jesus and his sacrifice on Calvary 
to die for our sins.  When the people repent and put God first – the maker of heaven and earth – then the 
balance comes back. Fish stocks return – barren land produces a crop.  All life is from God. We are God 
breathed and its ridiculous to separate that which He has created from his power and glory and ability.  
There are many in Canada praying that we shall return to the godly roots that were dug by our founding 
fathers and etched on our parliament buildings.  “He shall have dominion from sea to sea from river to the 
ends of the earth”. Ps 72.  The land will bear the marks of sin – pine beetle destruction, hurricanes, 
earthquakes, pestilences.  Read the Word of God book of John and Revelation to see that the Lord is 
trying to get people’s attention of whose they are – His.  Where they came from Him.  What they are 
doing her – to live for him and obey him, and finally where they will spend eternity.  Heaven or Hell – is 
our choice.  Jesus said I have come to give life.  Come to Jesus and receive his free gift to be saved and 
go to heaven.  Heaven and earth shall pass but his Word shall remain. 
Long term planning needs to be done in the working forests, that connects all Forest Districts, parks and 
protected area.  Too much fragmentation. Ad-hoc block layout and road development.  LRMP’s should 
have been the tool to do this, but for the most part did not connect adjacent LRMP’s , parks and protected 
areas. The government needs to take control. Industry only cares about bottom line, being money. 
I wish to expand on my comments from Q10. From my home on a mountain-side east of Houston, BC I 
witness every day the shocking amount of pollution being released into the atmosphere from the two 
huge sawmill beehive burners and countless logging block slash pile fires. Supposedly we live in the 
beautiful wide open spaces and fresh air of the North.  Nothing could be further from the truth. Regularly, 
our air quality in the valley here is worse than metro Vancouver that has thousands of times the amount 
of vehicles and people. 
To slow in deision making (hands tide) pass the buck. 
The main concern at this time is that the provincial gov’t is not mandating the forest licences in the area to 
harvest the timber attached by the pine beetle. I believe that the attacked timer should be used in the 
mills rather than harvesting spruce or non-attacked pine in order to reduce the shortfall of timber 20-50 
years down the road. 
The provincial government made very poor decisions w/regards to IBM (Mountain Pine Beetle) 
specifically at the time of beetles in Tweedsmuir Park. Inaction and poor decisions now will affect most 
northern communities in a negative way.  In addition: the Prov. Gov’t has splintered and wasted the 
Ministry of Forests and demoralized it’s employees to create a ineffectual and poorly managed.  “forest” 
mgmt. regime, stewardship/sustainability is very eroded and is becoming an oxymoron of itself. 
This is way too detailed for the average non-forestry person. I don’t believe the results will be helpful due 
to lack of knowledge on the part of the part of the respondent and due to the type of people who will 
choose to respond. 
Many spelling mistakes in questionnaire. One question in Q8 not even understandable!!! 
This survey seems to be biased towards forestry as a revenue source. Also found references to 
managing global warming confusing and leading. 
Beehive burners should be band and wood waste products use for something else. Example creating 
power wood pellets. 
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Hard survey to fill out. Best of luck with results.  I hate to see forests managed for any group (ie natives) 
highest ? should be local native or otherwise. “veto power sucks” I have worked on enough communities 
that have had work overturned politically. What’s wrong with working our parks a healthy forest. My need 
cutting working hunting and trapping and up here we have too many bears to enjoy the forest. 
Industry is raping our forests – giving little back to our community. It is also our resource.  It is time to 
bring back some government checks – the fox cannot look after the hen house granted the Pine Beetle is 
responsible – but what comes after this epidemic is over – industry will pack up and leave – the only ones 
with their pockets full. Share the wealth with the communities. 
Majority of questions slanted for the urban citizen, and environmental groups. 
The quantified quality of camping areas locally and provincially have declined over the last few years.  
Very disturbing. 
Forest companies are dong a poor job of managing forest in our particular area. They are logging and 
harvesting purely for profit with no care for the people and communities.  Government forest control is 
basically non existent. Forest companies are “raping” the land and not putting anything back into the 
communities. 
Feb 25/06 – Greetings, Firstly let me apologize for not participating in your questionnaire, I’m sorry I don’t 
have the patience or time and it frustrates me to no end. 
May I introduce myself? I’m 54 years of age and have worked in forestry for 30+ years. (Equipment 
operator). I’m a high school graduate, part-time prospector, former hunter, I love fishing and hiking.  I 
have always managed to make a living logging, although very difficult at times, raised 3 children, one who 
has completed University in (Alta).  I have supplemented my income prospecting (part time) and in Real 
Estate and stocks. 
I consider myself to be very aware, and informed of forest management and mismanagement. The abuse 
and misuses of our resources I see on a daily basis. 
What poor governments have permitted forest companies to rape our forests for decades.  “There is not a 
softwood lumber dispute” trade agreements and rulings mean nothing. Believe me! Companies have paid 
taxes willingly to Uncle Sam (tariffs) and survived! Proof!  Canadians are the losers, that money could 
have been ours if the government, had backbone or the business sense. No, now workers (taxpayers) 
have to suffer, cuts in education, healthcare, social services, decaying infrastructure etc. high government 
debt.  Mismanagement? Yes. For me its hard to believe that the general public does not understand this. 
It disappoints me that the media has failed to point this out. 
Now! 
Respectful to 4 doctors, can you help? Please! I appreciate your concern, your years of study. Principal 
investigator, research associate, wood science, associate professor.  We need you to set government on 
the right path and stop this blood letting, before it’s to late. 
I’m embarrassed everytime I hear ‘softwood dispute’ ‘negotiations’ ‘tariffs’ ‘duties’. Delegates going to 
Washington (sick) Premiers and Ambassadors, what waste and idiocy. 
The patient is the forest industry.  The victim is the tax payers (you and me). The cure, listen to the 
Americans, not the Free Trade or WTO rulings. 
Why are major companies willing to pay taxes to the US and not Canada? Why are our governments not 
willing to charge more for our Resources. 
Your responsibility, inform the media, educate the public, make the government accountable. 
Thank you – sincerely anonymous. 
No one will take a long range view of forest management, industry, govt are both only interested in the 
financial benefits to themselves. 
I would like to see the sale of logs to offshore companies outlawed – I would like to see a larger “buffer 
zone” between logging and fish bearing streams and much higher penalties for offends.  More “Forest 
cops” to keep an eye on violators in the tree cutting sector.  I see no relevance in asking my income, to 
your questionnaire. 
The results of this survey might be a little different if I had a forestry tech. explain various parts of forestry 
to me, otherwise satisfied. Thnks. 
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Large forest companies have to much control over crown lands.  More revenue from forests within our 
area should stay in community for improvements to healthcare, roads and seniors retirement and care 
centres. 
In our community of Houston I feel we have been taken advantage of by the government. We have 
probably the highest stumpage and taxable income per capita in the province yet it was our district 
forestry office that was removed in cutbacks and we have no 24 hour healthcare, old schools it seems 
little government money comes back to us. We have no recycling facilities which every community in this 
day and age should have. Research these facts I’m sure you’ll find it interesting how many $ go out of 
this community and how few $ come back. 
In my opinion we should be planting more trees for our future life.  The Government should be doing 
more to stop the Pine Beetle epidemic. My opinion is very strong when I say the government hasn’t tried 
hard enough. 
I am concerned that our local mills are highly committed to high production levels and not attentive to: 
production in 10-12 yrs time; community air quality; bogwood – not cutting but ending the infestation.  
Industries in general I think are not attentive to our opportunity to slow climate change. 
Timber sales suck! Big companys get most all of them by backing there big contractors to bid. Why bid 
company will not buy wood unless logged by there contractors – have a nice day. 
This was a lengthy survey. Those who have definite and probably biased opinions are going to complete 
it. Those who have a mild to moderate interest/concerns are probably not going to complete it. It is the 
silent majority you need to click into… and… internet use? However, thanks for the opportunity to 
respond! 
It’s a shame to see the waste on logging sales, just because of the excuse of the pine beetle. There is so 
much wood wasted that could be used for, fence posts, furniture or chips.  It would also create more jobs.  
They talk about getting rid of the beehive burners, yet every fall and spring they go out and burn all the 
slash piles or the logging sales. 
After all these years have passed and we have entered our senior years we are deeply upset that almost 
all access roads that have been built by our tax paying dollars are no longer accessable for public use 
unless we pay again. It’s just not right it also goes for all of our forestry campsites its “PAY! PAY! PAY! 
Well we did pay once why are paying AGAIN!!!! 
I  am involved with local PAG group and feel the industry is doing a good job of Forest Management. 
I worked for a small forestry consultant company up until September. Due to cut backs and lack of 
contracts I was laid off. The company I worked for did a lot of ? and due to the cut backs and the effect of 
Pine Beetle many jobs were effected in this small community.  I feel many people in this community that 
are not linked to the forest industry are not at all educated about the Mountain Pine Beetle situation. 
This is a survey of forestry and land use planning why do you want to know the household income? 
Cheeky sods! Why include 1st Nations they are immigrants like the rest of us! 
As I have worked in all industries throughout my life extensively I feel I have seen enough to know just 
how much damage has been done to each by poor control management to all especially commercial 
fishing, logging, and mining. The waste I’ve seen in my lifetime is unbelievable far too large to list in this 
statement. However over the years these faults are being reckonized and rectified to a point. We still 
have a long way to go if we are going to get a real handle on things but I do believe we are gaining and it 
will just take more time and effort to get a good control that will satisfy everyone and turn industry into a 
paying proposition to all and still maintain a healthy productive life without raping our natural resources. 
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The problem with our forestry industry at this point in time is the mills have to much control over what is 
cut and were. The forestry office in our town employs less than 10 people, even though we have 2 mill 
producing approx a million board ft a day each. Because of the beetle problem the mills get cheap wood 
from the province at a excellent profit. The mills are very efficant thus they don’t need as maney 
employes the logging contractors are only a few big one’s as the mills have phased out all the medium 
and small ones to ease there contract negotiations.  The medium and small contractor spent a lot more 
money in the community because in part they were not as efficient thus employing more people. At the 
rate of the mills slaughter these mills could be closed in a decade thinking that the mills are not going to 
fold there suitcase and leave these small communities ghost towns would be naïve. We need more small 
mills, small contractors, thinning, spacing fall and burn people that actually care about the communities 
and the environment. Distributed properly these forest could employe a lot of people, without making a 
clear cut mess. 
The mountain pine beetle epidemic looks like it will change the face of the highway 16 corridor. All the 
trees (pine) will die it seems to me. Half the trees will be gone.  That will change the industrial economic 
picture substantially. No amount of talking, presentations or legislation can have a significant impact on 
that, I don’t think. So, the bullet with get bitten.  But other towns and economies, have gotten “busted”. 
For some folks it will be a huge disruption. But the world won’t end over that. 
First of all I believe we’re all Canadians or BCers and one group should not be singled out anymore than 
all the rest as far I have seen (ie Terrace Forestry area) that went back to the natives. They cannot or do 
not want to work, they want everyone to work for them or have money pour into their projects. It is like a 
bottomless pit. Unless they have to earn the money to buy skidders, etc., they do not seem to care or 
have any pride to accomplish something on their own, as far as forestry companies looking after the 
forests.  I don’t believe it, when it is easier to cut up pcs of timber 20’ by 8’ x 8”; 10” x 10” then to put it 
back on the lines. They are not paying enough for the timber they get. To waste timber like this is crazy. 
They should be penalized and not just some, insignificant amount, hit them hard. As far as the 
government looking after the peoples interest, it’s a joke, the old saying money talks, is true. They have 
cut back on the Forestry employees so badly it is ridiculous. Do we expect the forestry companies to 
police themselves, hardly, not to be trusted.  Do we believe that the government is doing a good job, no, 
cannot be trusted. Big money supports the government. 
Now as to the accessibility of the forests, what a joke!! Deazetting of roads allows no access for the older 
people who like nothing better than going for a drive to see the country and wildlife, without having to 
spend a fortune on planes, guides, etc. The digging up of roads, etc has stopped a lot of access. If the 
government done it for the wildlife, and hunting has been to great then police it but do not stop people 
from having access. 
The Government has closed a lot of area of the province and parts to the average and ordinary people. 
You now have to be rich to have access.  The parks need to select logged, not left to be destroyed by the 
beetle, and then left to have half the province on fire because of the bug kill. What a joke, the wood 
should be utilized, not wasted. 
To the government keep up the good work you would have it, so only the rich or big business has access 
to the forests or the back country. 
My biggest concern is that we have forestry and mining etc., etc. As long as it provides good paying jobs 
in order to provide a solid economic base so I can make a living. 
I was working in the bush and sawmills since I was 14 years old, but now I’m semi-retired . 
Thank you for the opportunity to help in any way – forests forever. 
Surveys, surveys, questioner, questioners… Much talk – little done – in my opinion. I have had 2 
telephone surveys in the past 3 years re: Beetle problem. We still have the problem. Forestry says: can’t 
put your forestry/logging road to close to lakes. That really helps me. They should be allowed to make an 
access to lakes so a 58 yr old does not have to try drag his boat/motor ¼ mile through brush to fish. 
With regards to species at risk, tighter controls/limits on hunting/trapping regulations will do for more good 
than setting aside large tracts of land. 
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Q1 – ecosystem is being determined by bug kill not forest practices! Forest companies are all about the 
almighty dollar – Canfor does little for this community but take the wood out. 
Q8 – we no longer have local forestry personnel – the government took care of that! 
You seem to dwell on native issues and I believe you are only seeing the side of this that they want you 
to see. I grew up and lived between three reserves, went to school with natives and got to know the real 
picture. As technology advances and allowed them to reap more of the natural resources ie fish – game 
they did so with no restriction. The waste and plunder was appalling and still is. I grew up in Squamich – 
1952-2005 and have seen the steelhead runs go the way of the net. At one time the natives were not 
allowed to net steelhead (about pre 75). I grew up hearing that the Elaho Valley was taboo-evil – etc. 
Don’t go there they said. When the tree huggers arrived sacred places cropped up – convenient wo! Now 
that the natives have control of the tree farm #38 watch where the logging takes place.  As for large forest 
companies only the forest practices code an is the need for ISP certification makes them toe the line 
without these we would see very little change. Both of these groups have only one agenda – the bottom 
line! 
Stop clear cutting no wind when I was a kid.  Send these to people that work in the industry. The person 
that this was sent to did not fill out.  Never has worked in the industry. I have worked in the industry for 25 
years. 
I don’t think enough science has been done on global warming. It is an emotional issue for some, not a 
logical issue. The extremist say it is a bad thing. However, if one looks back to the last ice age and live in 
North – global warming is a good thing. Yes I agree that man is impacting on the environment but there 
have warming and cooling cycles without man’s impact. 
Some of these questions are in the genre of: “do I want to be shot or hung”. I’m dead either way! 
I do not wish to see forest companies have any jurisdiction over the forest/environment.  Fundamentally 
their interest is wholly financial.  The govt. should act as a brake on their rapacious activities; 
environmental protection is paramount. Interest of the environment comes before all other considerations. 
Giving forest companies more power to monitor and control is like putting the fox in charge of the chicken 
coop. I hope we can avoid the title “Brazil North”. Many forest company executives see forests as simply 
so much “fibre”, not as vital components of the living planet and magnificent living things. Sadly, I know 
my views are representative of a tiny minority, but in the present situation, the environment is not a big 
issue.  It will loom ever larger as people wake up to the true scope of the disaster facing humanity. 
More sustainable forest management survey and mining survey 
Don’t send me anymore of these. 
In response to the question about household income before takes the answer would be 65,000 without 
overtime. 
Tricky survey – I feel you are trying to make me contradict myself. I would prefer straight out direct to the 
point questions rather than multiple choice type questions. 
Forestry camp sites used to be very nice, now there is no garbage cans, out houses are (gross) we take 
our garbage with us when we leave a lot of people don’t. Used to be firewood not anymore. Cut backs are 
making the sites not near as nice as they used to be. George. 
We have a beautiful province and when out in the forests where logging is taking place the company in 
question, leave so much mess, and debris don’t always pile for burning later, and often ruin forestry 
roads. Very unsightly as well. So who checks up on these logging companies, no one, they sit in their 
offices and play with computer and maps. Don’t even check on contracted people to se if the job is being 
done to spec. Need people in the forestry who really cares, I know some go out to have fun with their 
ATVs. 
Forestry causes too much air pollution. The quality of air in the Bulkley Valley is disgusting. Once you 
head west after Prince George and including Prince George the pollution (air pollutioin) is totally 
unacceptable. Extension after extension on beehive burners is unacceptable. Trust me figures from the 
mills are altered so pollution is covered up. (That’s why my occupation question above is blank). I will 
leave Houston based solely on pollution and there will go mine and my husband’s (physiotherapy) 
expertise. These burners would be shut down closer to the lower mainland. Like Princeton’s with 
economic success not job losses.  Thanks. 
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Until seven years ago I always worked in forestry. Worker safety should be a larger concern now, than 
ever before. 
We can’t “have our cake and eat it too”, but, I want everything done right, to that persons ability in regards 
to environment, nature, etc. etc. We used to boat, fish, camp, travel – great! Insect etc. sprays are 
frowned upon. Forestry has improved, I don’t really know to what extent. 
Q9 – If I could think of a species at risk in this area, it would be easier to have an opinion. 
Q6 – Can’t say I really have a well thought out opinion on any of this. 
Q4 – sigh. That’s about all I can bear of a question like that. 
Q3 – Since Houston depends so heavily on forestry with nothing else of conflicting interest obviously on 
the horizon, this question just somehow doesn’t work. That which would make good parks around here is 
not great for cutting, I think. 
Q11 – We truly cross country ski: pick a destination on the map or spot a cut block or land formation as a 
place to go. Unused logging roads with a snowmobile track make some of the best skis. 
For many years the companies have reaped the benefits of cheap, bug killed wood. They are paying 
small stumpage rates and making huge profits, but they do not use it all. It is rape and pillage. The 
companies should be accountable for the timber they take out of the bush. They should be made to deal 
with all of the waste product.  Chipboard plant? 
I think we should log Parks and reforest to the that way would get some benefit from old tree, also replant 
the ? Off cut tenure so future evil good transfer in the next 50-100 year. 
Overall I believe the forest industry, government and each individual has a responsibility to ensure the 
environment is well maintained and the citizens of BC and their employment is also taken into 
consideration. 
I feel that the people of the province have contributed enough funds, through over taxation. That 
residents of the province should be allowed to enjoy our natural surroundings without user charges. Mot 
forestry campsites are ill kept. (no wood provided, no cleanup) etc. Fishing license fees are much too 
high, limiting the amount of residents who can enjoy fishing or camping opportunities. A portion of 
stumpage fees should be used to subsidize this. Our forests are the property of the people – let us all 
enjoy! I feel forest management should be organized to include people who have the practical experience 
of the log harvesting, tree planning, and forest fire management. The pine beetle problem is a disgrace 
because the problem was ignored in the parks it has destroyed most of BC’s wood supply. 
I have worked in the forest industry for 25 years. This has been in most pre and post harvest application 
with some planning. In my experience, the bulk of our problems with regards to the pine beetle are, due 
to mismanagement of forests and parks. Our bureaucratic government should set aside policies and 
make logical decisions on forest management to prevent disasters like this instead of worrying about 
trying to go by the door. 
Without sustainable forests (Q4) you can’t have sustainable economic benefits. Natives are anyone living 
here, willing to fight and die for their country. If first nations willing to fight and die for their country. If first 
nations should be singled out, does this mean they will be dependent on everyone else forever? Why 
should they get given land and resource rights? (Q4) Sustaining quality of life benefits is done through 
sustaining a productive forest.  A very, well stated, poster shows loggers, tree planters, environmentalists, 
and children (our future) standing in a harvested area with a seedling in each of their hands.  The caption 
reads: “do not let your love for the environment cloud your obligation to your fellow man”.  I hate to say it 
but we can not hide the facs that we are a part of nature, not above it. Economics (harvesting timber, etc.) 
is evolution. It may kill us; but until it does, it also allows us to be financially independent and compete in 
the global market place. “Survival of the fittest” applies to everything we do (hockey, war, business, 
hunting, etc.).  Sustaining and improving lifestyle is a given. 
That gave me a headache. 
Biggest waste of money was this summer when students came around to access fire hazard for 
properties. Most people who I talked to that had the assessment said they made easy money and did 
NOTHING. 
Many questions and concerns that cannot be fully or adequately addressed by yes or no answers have 
been presented in this survey. 
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It seems to me in NW and Central BC Canfor and Westfraser have a monopoly. Sawmills should be 
independent of forest management. RPFs have not been managing ethically when they work for industry 
which manages for profits to shareholders. Over the last 4 years industry miss managed the MPB 
problem in order to pay less stumpage while in the meantime allowing the beetle problem to grow. I think 
they should be held accountable for this crime. I ask why are we increasing AAC’s to manage MPB when 
30-40% spruce is still being harvested? We need a larger woodlot program and a lot more small tenures 
which are limited to companies which harvest less than xm3 per year. I would like to see a greater 
distribution of wealth. 
Q4 - I see no need for one group of people to benefit more from OUR forest than another. We are all 
humans. 
I don’t think you will get a true picture of the survey – example Q4 depending on who is answering the 
survey – first Nation or non-each could have entirely different priorities and who’s to say which is right. In 
other questions I noticed some could have a double meaning. I took my time doing this survey to think 
about issues very carefully. 
In my opinion we need to increase utilization of value added products in the forest. Industrial pellets, 
home heating pellets, cogen plants. We should encourage use of our forests by maintaining good 
recreation sites, shared cost of government and industry. We need to ensure that raw logs are available 
to large and small operators. Sawmills even close to communities should provide bus service to reduce 
vehicles on roads and greenhouse gases. The AAC should be set to sustain our forests. First Nations 
should not be set to sustain our forests. First Nations should not have the right to abuse resources under 
tradition. I have seen many moose kills with only the nose or fetis removed, traditional first nations meals.  
Thank you. 
They should have been more aggressive with the mountain pine beetle situation. When first realized that 
there was a problem, measures should have been taken to stop the infestation, even if it meant selective 
logging in a provincial park. As we are know, we are not getting the extreme cold any more during the 
winter months to kill off the mountain pine beetle. Also as a business person, we need to manage our 
forests in such a way to ensure long term viability of our forest industry. 
There are numerous questions in this survey regarding sustainable forest management that are not able 
to be answered with a yes or no answer or agree/disagree due to the general nature of the questions. 
They are not cut and dry questions. 
There could be a debate on every question asked, so how accurate will this survey be? What results are 
you looking for?  Managing forests to reduce global warming and sustaining the productive capacity of 
forests pretty much covers all other management outcomes, objectives and values. 
Many questions with poor wording. 
I’m wondering how biased this survey actually is, having been sponsored by Canfor.  Will this survey fall 
on deaf ears and contribute to overfilled landfill sites, or will there be any positive impacts? 
I feel very strongly on how our beetle problem is being managed, with our mills its all about making 
money, not about fixing the problem ie cutting and hauling bug wood only when it lines their pockets. I 
know we need cold winters to help but could the rich (Canfor) quit getting richer for a while and start to 
concern themselves with our big problem. 
We shouldn’t let companys have so much control of our forests, and we shouldn’t give government so 
much control of anything. 
Thank you for questioning the public. 
In response to the above question, the only reason my family lives in our community is because of 
forestry. We work in the public service in a forestry town. We don’t work in forestry but our jobs exist 
because people are here to work in forestry. So my public service employment is directly related to 
forestry. If we stopped logging today, my job would be gone and our community would not exist. Q4 – 
questions and very difficult to answer those question. My values and beliefs are in environmental stability 
and ecology. However, my community relies on forestry. 
I appreciate that there was a public survey done. It’s nice to know that the public opinion is important. 
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A lot of the questions given, the answers can be different depending on more information or the 
circumstances. Mostly forest companies are very responsible in maintaining habitat and the ecosystem. 
Our company has a biologist who keeps us aware and does the best to protect spawning, wildlife, etc. 
Some of my connections to the local forest are through my immediate family. I believe many of my 
opinions on the state of local forests were reached through discussions with them, as most of my family 
works closely with the environment in their jobs (ranching, mining, forestry, fishing). Because of this, in 
high school I took some ex-curricular courses on resource management. I have been concerned over 
some of the changes I have noticed locally and I just wanted to say I appreciate the time and effort you 
are putting into this survey, and I wish you well. 
In my opinion the present government has abandoned their duties as the stewards of Crown lands and 
given control over to the lumber companies who are now raping the landscape without any thought to 
long-term sustainability or the communities that they affect.  They put nothing back into the communities 
where they operate apart from wages. Once all the bug killed trees are depleated the Canfors and 
Westfrasers will take the millions that they have made on cheap timber and leave, leaving behind 
communities without employment or any resources with which to generate employment. 
Pine Beetle was mismanaged. We should have torched Tweedsmuir Park the 2nd year after epidemic was 
discovered. (1998). Now, to control is too little too late. Burn and regrow would be too expensive, now. 
Because of our mismanagement we have cost our legacy to future. Now what? 
There are far too many loud self interest groups wanting a say in how the forest is managed (eg Sierra 
club and First Nations) these should all be ignored, and a small group of politically independent people 
empowered to oversee the forest s in a common sense way that allows for maximum benefit to the 
average person in BC. Their mandate should be simple and straightforward, they must not bow to 
pressure and they should be held accountable – much like a public corporation. 
Canfor in Houston seems more interested in logging cheap stumpage wood than halting the beetle 
problem. We have logged patches less than 1 hec. For years with poor results. That is a  very wasteful 
and inefficient method of harvesting. Now (the last couple of years) efforts have been focused on logging 
rest of dead pine (cheaper stumpage) rather than getting green wood with the beetle still in it. Patches 
have increased in size slightly but, only because some stumpage and salvage rules have changed. You 
can see red and dead pine stands everywhere but, we and other contractors are leap frogging around the 
countryside.  Some of my answers might contradict themselves only because of the different moods that I 
was in over different times when I sat down to do this.  Thank you. 
 

 


