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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 Public 

Advisory Groups (PAGs) (Beckley, Parkins & Sheppard, in press).  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) 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, to permit PAG members to 
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better understand and represent their constituencies on a range of issues critical to forest managment.  

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 are: Fort Nelson, Fort Saint James, Houston, Invermere/Radium 

Hot Springs, Prince George, and Quesnel.  This report summarizes the responses from the community of 

Prince George. 

 

 

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 analysis are presented. 

 

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 short 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 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 Ethics 
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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 one, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement 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 examines the structure and coherence of respondent’s ecological worldviews to assess  

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 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 

                                                      
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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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. 

 

2.1.3.  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 ask 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 protected areas 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 criteria (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 

priority for the sustainable management of forests.  This method of inquiry is based on the standard 
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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 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 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 

(ecological, economic, and social).  The statements included in this question are 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 order of 

items in this section 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 the management of species at risk 

management options, and will provide information about how the local public feels about species at risk 

and may inform decisions about their management.  Respondents were asked to indicate their level of 

agreement with seven statements about management of species at risk on a five-point scale.  

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 

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 
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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 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 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 should 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 

of Prince George, the 95% confidence interval that was associated with the population size, and an 

estimate of the response rate.  The population in 2001 of Prince George was 85,035 (Statistics Canada, 

2003).  Based on this 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), 
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was determined to be 383 (Salient & Dillman, 1994).  Based on an estimated 30% response rate, the 

sample size was determined to be 1277. 

 

2.3.  Survey Delivery 
The design closely follows the Tailored Design Method (Dillman, 2000) and incorporates 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 I drawing inferences for each community.  Four contact letters were developed to 

accompany this questionnaire; these are described below. 

 

The first contact was an initial contact letter was prepared (Appendix C) to inform potential respondents 

that they have been selected to participate in a research project examining their opinions about forestry 

management and planning activities in their area. This letter is mailed out in advance of the survey and 

was sent Wednesday January 4th 2006. 

 

The second contact was a questionnaire package that contained a questionnaire and a stamped return 

envelope.  A cover letter (Appendix D) 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 conformed to the 

ethical guidelines set out by the University of British Columbia’s Office of Research Services.  This letter 

and questionnaire package was sent Friday January 6th 2006. 

 

The third contact was a reminder postcard (Appendix E) that was sent to all potential respondents to 

remind people that had not completed or sent in their questionnaires to do so. It also thanked 

respondents that had completed and returned their questionnaires. This postcard was sent Friday 

January 13th 2006. 

 

The fourth 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 F), a 

questionnaire, and a stamped return envelope.  This letter and replacement questionnaire package was 

sent Monday January 23rd 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 
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for each level.  The mean response, standard deviation, and 95% confidence interval were also 

calculated for each question (or question item for those questions that had multiple items). 

 

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 

NEP Scale was made to determine if the NEP scale was an appropriate metric for measuring 

environmental attitude for the community; a summative scale to provide indicator of environmental 

attitude was also measured.  Responses to the items in the NEP Scale were recoded so that the items 

reflected a consistent scale (i.e. 1 = pro-environmental view; 5 = pro-human view).  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 Cronbach's Alpha if any of the 15 items are removed from the 

scale.  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. 

Thurstone analysis 

 

2.4.3.  General Comments. 

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

 

 

3.  RESULTS 
A total of 399 responses were received between January 20th 2006 and March 10th 2006.  This represents 

a 33.0% response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 1208)2, 

providing a confidence interval of 95%. 

 

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

                                                      
2 Undeliverable addresses included invalid mailing addresses, respondents that had moved, respondents who were 
deceased, 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. 353 15.9% 28.0% 21.0% 18.7% 16.4% 9.0% 2.92 1.326 ± 0.139 

The forest industry controls too much of British 
Columbia's forests. 353 24.6% 24.1% 18.1% 18.7% 14.4% 8.3% 2.74 1.389 ± 0.145 

I know enough about forests and forestry to provide 
Meaningful input in to forestry planning decisions. 351 20.5% 27.1% 21.4% 13.7% 17.4% 8.0% 2.80 1.375 ± 0.143 

British Columbia has enough protected areas such 
as provincial and national parks. 380 22.1% 26.3% 13.4% 18.4% 19.7% 3.5% 2.87 1.453 ± 0.147 

The citizens of British Columbia need to have more 
opportunities for input into forest management. 379 33.2% 33.5% 21.6% 7.7% 4.0% 3.0% 2.16 1.091 ± 0.110 

If forests are well managed to protect aesthetic 
values, the ecosystem is being managed well also. 356 11.0% 17.4% 24.2% 21.3% 26.1% 8.3% 3.34 1.326 ± 0.137 

Providing long-term security of forest lands to 
forestry companies will promote SFM. 370 16.2% 25.7% 17.6% 15.9% 24.6% 5.5% 3.07 1.432 ± 0.145 

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

362 22.7% 33.1% 26.2% 10.8% 7.2% 7.0% 2.47 1.163 ± 0.120 

There will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to 
meet our future needs. 368 9.5% 17.1% 15.8% 21.2% 36.4% 6.0% 3.58 1.375 ± 0.141 

Forest companies have earned the trust to manage 
forests for the long-term. 373 5.6% 13.1% 22.0% 21.4% 37.8% 5.0% 3.73 1.249 ± 0.127 
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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 = 0.835, suggesting unidimensionality of the scale. 

• 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 PCA: 

o Component #1 Eigen Value = 4.750 

o Component #2 Eigen Value = 1.498 

o Component #3 Eigen Value = 1.268 

o Component #4 Eigen Value = 1.063 

• The four components explain a total of 57.193% of the variance: 

o Component #1 = 31.668% 

o Component #2 = 9.988% 

o Component #3 = 8.450% 

o Component #4 = 7.087% 

• On the unrotated solution, all but four items load on the 1st Component (although 2 are cross-

loaded), suggesting unidimensionality of the scale. 

• The solution that used a Varimax rotation almost cleanly delineated the five facets of the NEP scale. 

• Cronbach's Alpha for the five facets are not as strong as for all items together (further suggesting 

unidimensionality of the scale): 

o Reality of Limits to Growth = 0.526 

o Anti-Anthropocentricism = 0.587 

o Fragility of Nature's Balance = 0.600 

o Rejection of Exemptionalism = 0.505 

o Possibility of an Eco-Crisis = 0.751 

• Applying NEP as a summative scale indicated that: 

o Min = 0.73 

o Max =  5 (top bound is 5) 

o Mean = 3.35 

o 95% CI = ± 0.070 

o SD = 0.714 
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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. 356 26.1% 25.3% 16.9% 15.4% 16.3% 9.3% 2.71 1.422 ± 0.117 

Humans have the right to modify the 
natural environment to suit their needs. 391 4.1% 13.0% 24.6% 19.4% 38.9% 1.0% 3.76 1.213 ± 0.120 

When humans interfere with nature it 
often produces disastrous consequences. 389 44.0% 26.0% 16.2% 7.5% 6.4% 0.3% 2.06 1.216 ± 0.122 

Human ingenuity will ensure that we do 
NOT make the earth unlivable. 372 9.4% 17.2% 22.0% 23.7% 27.7% 4.8% 3.43 1.308 ± 0.133 

Humans are severely abusing the 
environment. 387 43.4% 25.6% 16.5% 9.8% 4.7% 0.3% 2.07 1.187 ± 0.118 

The earth has plenty of natural resources 
if we just learn how to develop them. 382 28.3% 29.6% 20.2% 8.9% 13.1% 2.8% 2.49 1.335 ± 0.133 

Plants and animals have as much right as 
humans to exist. 389 62.5% 18.5% 11.3% 5.1% 2.6% 0.8% 1.67 1.033 ± 0.102 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope 
with the impacts of modern industrial nations. 381 2.9% 4.5% 14.2% 22.0% 56.4% 3.0% 4.25 1.042 ± 0.104 

Despite our special abilities humans are still 
subject to the laws of nature. 389 65.6% 25.7% 6.4% 1.8% 0.5% 1.3% 1.46 0.740 ± 0.074 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind 
has been greatly exaggerated. 368 5.7% 16.0% 16.6% 17.4% 44.3% 5.5% 3.79 1.312 ± 0.133 

The earth is a closed system with very limited 
room and resources. 372 28.8% 25.5% 21.2% 13.7% 10.8% 5.0% 2.52 1.322 ± 0.135 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of 
nature. 385 8.8% 12.2% 13.2% 17.1% 48.6% 2.0% 3.84 1.372 ± 0.137 

The balance of nature is very delicate and 
easily upset. 389 47.8% 31.6% 12.9% 5.7% 2.1% 0.8% 1.83 0.995 ± 0.098 

Humans will eventually learn enough about 
 how nature works to be able to control it. 379 4.5% 12.7% 20.1% 24.0% 38.8% 3.8% 3.80 1.209 ± 0.122 

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

379 39.3% 28.2% 18.2% 8.4% 5.8% 3.3% 2.13 1.192 ± 0.120 
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3.3.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC. 
 

 

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. 383 2.08 0.817 ± 0.082 

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is improved. 382 2.14 0.911 ± 0.092 

...increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 
areas. 383 1.84 0.842 ± 0.084 

 

 

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. 

19.6% 61.6% 12.3% 4.7% 1.8% 0.3% 

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

19.4% 59.9% 11.0% 6.5% 3.1% 0.3% 

...increase the amount of forests in 
parks and protected areas. 36.3% 49.6% 9.1% 3.4% 1.6% 0.3% 
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3.4.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining 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 0.000       

Biological richness 0.221 0.000      
Economic benefits 
from forestry and 
wood products 

0.258 0.584 0.000     

Productive 
capacity of forests 0.206 0.471 0.263 0.000    

Quality of life 
benefits 0.138 0.529 0.398 0.629 0.000   

Benefits that First 
Nations receive 0.734 0.860 0.787 0.812 0.842 0.000  

Reduce global 
warming 0.326 0.506 0.301 0.504 0.424 0.160 0.000 

 

 

 
 
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. 
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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 352 6.5% 23.3% 41.2% 21.0% 8.0% 9.3% 3.01 1.013 ± 0.106 
Water quality 372 15.1% 26.3% 26.9% 20.4% 11.3% 5.0% 2.87 1.228 ± 0.125 
Habitat requirements for 
wildlife 362 10.8% 25.4% 30.7% 20.7% 12.4% 7.0% 2.99 1.180 ± 0.122 

Communication with public 352 5.1% 17.0% 32.7% 26.4% 18.8% 9.3% 3.37 1.122 ± 0.118 
Outdoor recreation 376 17.8% 31.1% 25.0% 19.1% 6.9% 4.0% 2.66 1.175 ± 0.120 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 336 5.7% 14.0% 26.5% 27.1% 26.8% 13.8% 3.55 1.186 ± 0.127 

Sustainability for future 
generations 352 4.8% 15.9% 30.7% 27.0% 21.6% 10.3% 3.45 1.136 ± 0.120 

Visual quality 371 8.1% 18.6% 29.9% 25.6% 17.8% 5.0% 3.26 1.188 ± 0.122 
Wild fire control 361 11.9% 28.3% 31.9% 15.2% 12.7% 8.3% 2.89 1.188 ± 0.123 
Insect control 370 8.4% 8.4% 16.8% 17.8% 48.6% 5.8% 3.90 1.318 ± 0.135 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

17

 
 

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 319 4.1% 17.9% 39.5% 26.0% 12.5% 16.0% 3.25 1.022 ± 0.112 
Water quality 312 7.7% 20.2% 31.4% 25.3% 15.4% 17.5% 3.21 1.158 ± 0.129 
Habitat requirements for wildlife 328 7.3% 21.3% 29.9% 24.4% 17.1% 13.8% 3.23 1.177 ± 0.127 
Communication with public 328 3.7% 12.5% 29.6% 30.5% 23.8% 13.3% 3.58 1.092 ± 0.118 
Outdoor recreation 343 11.7% 28.3% 29.4% 21.3% 9.3% 9.5% 2.88 1.151 ± 0.122 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 313 5.1% 11.5% 22.7% 27.2% 33.5% 17.0% 3.73 1.188 ± 0.131 

Sustainability for future 
generations 329 4.6% 14.0% 28.6% 27.7% 25.2% 12.8% 3.55 1.144 ± 0.123 

Visual quality 343 7.9% 17.5% 31.8% 25.4% 17.5% 10.0% 3.27 1.172 ± 0.123 
Wild fire control 344 8.7% 23.0% 33.1% 19.5% 15.7% 10.0% 3.10 1.181 ± 0.125 
Insect control 330 5.5% 8.8% 16.4% 15.2% 54.2% 13.8% 4.04 1.246 ± 0.135 
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3.6.  Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 
 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 390 50.0% 0.501 ± 0.049 
Government 390 75.6% 0.430 ± 0.043 
First Nations 390 25.1% 0.434 ± 0.043 
Local volunteers 390 21.5% 0.412 ± 0.041 
Environmental organizations 390 44.4% 0.497 ± 0.049 

 

 

Table 9.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining the 
productive capacity of forests. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 390 65.9% 0.475 ± 0.047 
Government 390 73.1% 0.444 ± 0.043 
First Nations 390 15.6% 0.364 ± 0.035 
Local volunteers 390 9.2% 0.290 ± 0.029 
Environmental organizations 390 22.8% 0.420 ± 0.041 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 390 42.8% 0.495 ± 0.049 
Government 390 78.5% 0.412 ± 0.041 
First Nations 390 18.5% 0.388 ± 0.039 
Local volunteers 390 19.7% 0.399 ± 0.039 
Environmental organizations 389 44.5% 0.498 ± 0.049 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 389 67.9% 0.468 ± 0.047 
Government 389 72.8% 0.446 ± 0.045 
First Nations 389 19.8% 0.399 ± 0.039 
Local volunteers 389 11.1% 0.314 ± 0.031 
Environmental organizations 389 14.7% 0.354 ± 0.035 
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Table 12.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining non-
timber economic benefits. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 389 39.3% 0.489 ± 0.049 
Government 389 68.9% 0.464 ± 0.047 
First Nations 389 26.5% 0.442 ± 0.043 
Local volunteers 389 28.8% 0.453 ± 0.045 
Environmental organizations 388 32.0% 0.467 ± 0.047 

 

 

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 390 39.0% 0.488 ± 0.049 
Government 390 70.0% 0.459 ± 0.045 
First Nations 390 35.9% 0.480 ± 0.047 
Local volunteers 390 38.5% 0.487 ± 0.049 
Environmental organizations 389 41.9% 0.494 ± 0.049 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 388 27.3% 0.446 ± 0.045 
Government 388 64.2% 0.480 ± 0.047 
First Nations 388 51.8% 0.500 ± 0.049 
Local volunteers 388 12.6% 0.333 ± 0.033 
Environmental organizations 388 17.3% 0.378 ± 0.037 

 

 

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 390 42.8% 0.495 ± 0.049 
Government 390 77.4% 0.419 ± 0.041 
First Nations 390 25.6% 0.437 ± 0.043 
Local volunteers 390 36.4% 0.482 ± 0.047 
Environmental organizations 390 41.0% 0.493 ± 0.049 
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Table 16.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Species at risk 
should be recovered. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 390 44.6% 0.498 ± 0.049 
Government 390 73.6% 0.441 ± 0.043 
First Nations 390 24.9% 0.433 ± 0.043 
Local volunteers 390 31.0% 0.463 ± 0.045 
Environmental organizations 390 52.1% 0.500 ± 0.049 

 

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

369 42.5% 37.9% 16.0% 3.0% 0.5% 5.5% 1.81 0.848 ± 0.086 

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

385 38.7% 43.4% 15.1% 2.6% 0.3% 2.5% 1.82 0.797 ± 0.080 

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

380 31.1% 47.4% 17.6% 3.4% 0.5% 3.3% 1.95 0.819 ± 0.082 

Long-term soil fertility is 
maintained. 378 44.2% 42.1% 11.4% 2.4% — 3.5% 1.72 0.757 ± 0.076 

Area disturbed by forestry is 
minimized. 376 31.1% 31.9% 26.3% 7.7% 2.9% 4.3% 2.19 1.054 ± 0.106 

Slope stability is maintained 
and soil erosion is prevented. 382 52.4% 34.3% 12.0% 1.3% — 2.8% 1.62 0.745 ± 0.074 

A range of tree ages in the 
forest is maintained. 384 45.6% 40.4% 10.7% 3.1% 0.3% 2.3% 1.72 0.797 ± 0.080 

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

384 45.8% 43.0% 9.1% 1.6% 0.5% 2.3% 1.68 0.747 ± 0.074 

Forest conditions that help to 
stabilize global warming are 
prioritized. 

378 46.6% 28.8% 17.2% 3.4% 4.0% 3.8% 1.89 1.060 ± 0.108 
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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. 386 32.6% 42.2% 22.5% 2.3% 0.3% 2.3% 1.95 0.817 ± 0.082 

The public receives economic 
benefits from forests. 385 33.5% 42.9% 19.5% 3.4% 0.8% 2.5% 1.95 0.857 ± 0.070 

The provincial government receives 
economic benefits from forests. 380 21.6% 33.2% 27.1% 14.7% 3.4% 3.3% 2.45 1.087 ± 0.110 

Local First Nations receive 
economic benefits from forests. 373 9.9% 19.8% 25.5% 22.8% 22.0% 5.3% 3.27 1.278 ± 0.129 

A competitive, diversified forestry 
sector exists. 365 30.1% 42.7% 18.9% 6.6% 1.6% 6.5% 2.07 0.948 ± 0.098 

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

383 48.8% 34.7% 11.5% 2.9% 2.1% 2.5% 1.75 0.919 ± 0.092 

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

372 24.7% 40.9% 26.1% 7.3% 1.1% 5.3% 2.19 0.928 ± 0.094 

Employment and income sources in 
the local economy are diversified. 380 45.5% 43.2% 10.0% 1.1% 0.3% 3.8% 1.67 0.718 ± 0.073 
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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. 

380 36.6% 40.5% 18.2% 4.2% 0.5% 3.5% 1.92 0.871 ± 0.088 

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

381 39.1% 45.7% 13.6% 1.3% 0.3% 3.3% 1.78 0.746 ± 0.745 

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

376 17.6% 32.4% 19.7% 15.7% 14.6% 4.8% 2.77 1.312 ± 0.133 

Forest resources are accessible to 
First Nations. 378 13.2% 27.0% 25.1% 19.3% 15.3% 3.8% 2.97 1.268 ± 0.127 

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

376 17.8% 23.7% 23.9% 15.7% 18.9% 4.3% 2.94 1.365 ± 0.137 

Recreation resources, opportunities 
and experiences are maintained or 
enhanced. 

380 27.4% 44.2% 22.4% 3.7% 1.3% 3.0% 2.05 0.879 ± 0.088 

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

372 20.7% 35.2% 32.8% 9.4% 1.9% 5.0% 2.37 0.974 ± 0.010 

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

364 23.9% 31.6% 26.1% 13.2% 5.2% 7.0% 2.44 1.142 ± 0.118 

Worker and community safety is 
maintained within acceptable 
levels. 

386 62.2% 31.6% 4.7% 1.3% 0.3% 1.8% 1.46 0.672 ± 0.667 



24 Canfor Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2005/2006 
 

 

3.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 
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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. 325 14.5% 33.2% 35.4% 11.4% 5.5% 16.5% 2.60 1.045 ± 0.114 

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

339 15.3% 47.2% 26.3% 7.4% 3.8% 13.0% 2.37 0.959 ± 0.102 

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. 

372 50.0% 30.9% 13.2% 3.2% 2.7% 4.3% 1.78 0.977 ± 0.100 

Local communities should receive a fair share 
of locally generated government income. 386 54.9% 36.3% 6.7% 1.0% 1.0% 2.0% 1.57 0.754 ± 0.074 

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

353 24.4% 32.0% 29.2% 7.1% 7.4% 10.3% 2.41 1.147 ± 0.120 

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

350 21.7% 50.3% 21.4% 3.7% 2.9% 9.3% 2.16 0.903 ± 0.094 

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

374 16.3% 21.1% 21.4% 15.2% 25.9% 4.8% 3.13 1.429 ± 0.145 
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3.9.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 
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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. 379 23.7% 37.5% 29.0% 6.9% 2.9% 3.3% 2.28 0.995 ± 0.100 

Forestry planning and management does a 
good job of managing for species at risk. 308 4.2% 31.5% 36.7% 17.9% 9.7% 21.1% 2.97 1.027 ± 0.116 

Forestry is the commercial activity that most 
affects species at risk. 348 18.7% 32.5% 33.3% 12.4% 3.2% 10.0% 2.49 1.031 ± 0.108 

It is acceptable to protect species at risk even if 
it harms other species. 352 2.3% 9.9% 36.9% 32.7% 18.2% 9.3% 3.55 0.974 ± 0.102 

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

383 25.8% 35.2% 28.2% 9.1% 1.6% 2.5% 2.25 0.993 ± 0.100 

The management of species at risk in the area 
where I live is important to me. 382 35.1% 38.0% 17.5% 7.6% 1.8% 2.3% 2.03 0.998 ± 0.100 

The management of species at risk outside of 
the area where I live is important to me. 379 34.0% 39.3% 17.7% 6.6% 2.4% 3.0% 2.04 0.998 ± 0.100 
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3.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 
 

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). 4.6% 
Somewhat unconcerned (2). 7.2% 
Neither concerned nor unconcerned (3). 15.0% 
Somewhat concerned (4). 28.0% 
Very concerned (5). 45.1% 
n 346 
SD 1.144 
95% CI ± 0.122 

 

 

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

Yes 84.8% 
No 6.4% 
Not sure 8.8% 
n 347 
SD 0.600 
95% CI ± 0.002 

 

 

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). 5.6% 
I don’t really know (2). 10.7% 
I have some idea (3). 34.4% 
I have a pretty good idea (4). 27.6% 
I have a very clear idea (5). 21.7% 
n 355 
SD 1.113 
95% CI ± 0.116 
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Table 23.  Question 10: Do you personally plan to do 
anything in response to climate change? (most 
frequently identified response in bold). 

Yes 42.2% 
No 20.3% 
Not sure 37.5% 
n 384 
SD 0.893 
95% CI ± 0.003 

 

 

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 49.6% 
No 11.4% 
Not sure 39.0% 
n 387 
SD 0.937 
95% CI ± 0.003 

 

 

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. 76.9% 
It is more important to continue monitoring for climate change so we can learn more. 23.1% 
n 387 
SD 0.937 
95% CI ± 0.002 
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3.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 
 

Table 26.  Question 11: What recreation 
activity is most important to you? (n = 354) 

Activity Frequency % 

Fishing 73 20.6 
Camping 61 17.2 
Hiking 46 13.0 
Other leisure activity 38 10.7 
Hunting 32 9.0 
Walking 26 7.3 
Multiple activities 16 4.5 
Hike 8 2.3 
Cross-country skiing 6 1.7 
Skiing (general) 6 1.7 
Snowmobiling 6 1.7 
Biking (general) 5 1.4 
Mountain biking 4 1.1 
Boating 4 1.1 
Horseback riding 4 1.1 
Exploring 3 0.8 
ATV 2 0.6 
4-Wheeling 2 0.6 
Canoeing 2 0.6 
Backcountry activities 2 0.6 
Bird watching 1 0.3 
Enjoying nature 1 0.3 
Parks 1 0.3 
Rock climbing 1 0.3 
Rock hunting 1 0.3 
SCUBA diving 1 0.3 
Wildlife photography 1 0.3 
Kayaking 1 0.3 
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Table 27.  Question 11: How many years have you done this activity? 

Activity Frequency Mean SD 95% CI 

Fishing 73 36.75 12.945 2.990 
Camping 61 30.97 14.310 3.621 
Hiking 46 23.24 13.600 3.974 
Other leisure activity 38 21.22 16.156 5.206 
Hunting 32 33.38 15.529 5.380 
Walking 26 29.67 21.552 8.623 
Multiple activities 16 28.19 16.274 7.974 
Hike 8 25.63 10.836 7.509 
Cross-country skiing 6 21.17 9.239 7.393 
Skiing (general) 6 23.50 19.347 15.481 
Snowmobiling 6 21.83 11.053 8.844 
Biking (general) 5 26.20 17.035 14.932 
Mountain biking 4 10.00 3.559 3.488 
Boating 4 27.50 15.000 14.700 
Horseback riding 4 12.00 7.257 7.112 
Exploring 3 45.00 5.000 5.658 
ATV 2 6.50 4.950 6.860 
4-Wheeling 2 19.00 9.899 13.720 
Canoeing 2 37.50 3.536 4.900 
Backcountry activities 2 35.00 7.071 9.800 
Bird watching 1 50.00 — — 
Enjoying nature 1 35.00 — — 
Parks 1 . — — 
Rock climbing 1 5.00 — — 
Rock hunting 1 15.00 — — 
SCUBA diving 1 10.00 — — 
Wildlife photography 1 20.00 — — 
Kayaking 1 3.00 — — 
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Table 28.  Question 11: How skilled are you at this 
activity? (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Beginner (1). 2.3% 
Somewhat skilled (2). 8.9% 
Moderately skilled (3). 31.5% 
Very skilled (4). 37.2% 
Expert (5). 20.1% 
N 349 
SD 0.975 
95% CI ± 0.102 

 

 

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

Not central at all (1). 1.4% 
Somewhat central (2). 12.9% 
Moderately central (3). 38.3% 
Mostly central (4). 26.3% 
Very central (5). 18.4% 
n 342 
SD 1.058 
95% CI ± 0.112 

 

 

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

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Large, undisturbed wilderness areas. 359 32.6 0.469 ± 0.003 
Large wilderness areas with limited trails & camp-sites. 360 50.8 0.501 ± 0.003 
Semi-wilderness areas with limited motorized access. 358 54.2 0.499 ± 0.003 
Easily accessed natural areas with some facilities. 359 47.4 0.500 ± 0.003 
Rural areas. 360 29.2 0.455 ± 0.002 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of respondents preferring settings 
is greater than 100%. 
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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 294 7.04 7.340 ± 0.839 
Summer 313 11.26 8.593 ± 0.952 
Fall 306 9.05 8.346 ± 0.935 
Winter 282 4.13 6.828 ± 0.798 

 
 
 

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

Alone 13.3% ±0.02 
Friends 35.8% ±0.003 
Family 45.1% ±0.003 
Club 2.8% ±0.001 
People from work 1.5% ±0.001 
Other 1.5% ±0.001 
n 324 
SD 0.923 

 

 

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? 326 6.97 17.734 ± 1.896 

How many magazine subscriptions do you 
have about your most important activity? 336 0.91 4.272 ± 0.450 

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

338 $11,108.99 25,532.562 ± 2680.361 

 

 

• Respondents (n = 317) reported participation in an average of 3.85 ± 0.263 recreation activities 

(SD=2.395). 
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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 362 66.3 0.473 ± 0.003 
BCMoF Recreation Site 362 59.4 0.492 ± 0.003 
Private Land 362 42.5 0.495 ± 0.003 
Crown land 362 66.9 0.471 ± 0.003 
Public water way 362 51.9 0.500 ± 0.003 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the 
percentage of respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 

 

 

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). 6.7% 
Slightly represented (2). 12.8% 
Moderately represented (3) 33.0% 
Mostly represented (4) 35.7% 
Well represented (5) 11.9% 
n 345 
Mean 3.33 
SD 1.057 
95% CI ± 0.112 

 

 

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 325 39.4% 24.9% 21.5% 14.2% 2.10 1.081 ± 0.118 
Industry 311 11.3% 24.8% 27.0% 36.7% 2.88 1.041 ± 0.006 
Outdoor Recreation Clubs 312 39.4% 30.1% 19.9% 10.6% 2.02 1.009 ± 0.112 
Individual people 309 23.6% 27.5% 21.0% 27.8% 2.53 1.132 ± 0.125 
 

• 16.2% ± 0.002 of respondents (n = 317) reported being members of an outdoor recreation club 

(SD=0.369). 
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3.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 
 

• Respondents’ average age was 49.92 ± 1.45 years (SD = 14.444).  The youngest respondent 

was 19 years of age.  The oldest respondent was 94 years of age. 

• Of the 399 respondents reporting their gender, 72.1% ±0.002 (n=276) were male and 27.9% ±0.002 

were female (SD = 0.449). 

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

overwhelming majority (93.7%) of respondents were residents of Prince George. 

 

Table 37.  Question 12: What community 
do you live in? (n = 399; SD = 3.951; 
(most frequently identified response in 
bold) 

Community Frequency % 

Prince George 295 93.7 
Pineview 3 1.0 
Tabor Lake 3 1.0 
Hart Highway 2 0.6 
Blackburn Area 1 0.3 
Chilako 1 0.3 
Colledge Heights 1 0.3 
Foothills 1 0.3 
Hart 1 0.3 
Laferniere 1 0.3 
Lakeland 1 0.3 
Mackenzie 1 0.3 
North 1 0.3 
Powell River 1 0.3 
West Lake 1 0.3 
Westwold 1 0.3 

 

 

• On average, respondents were residents of their communities for 26.01 ±1.94 years (n = 307; SD 

= 17.122).  The number of years of community residence ranged from 3 months to 76 years. 

 

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

had completed some or all of the requirements for university or college degrees. 
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Table 38.  Question 12: What is the highest level of 
education that you have completed? (n = 369; SD = 
1.274; (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Community Frequency % 

Some high school 49 13.3 
High school 74 20.1 
Some university/college 109 29.5 
University/college degree 95 25.7 
Graduate degree 29 7.9 
Other 13 3.5 

 

• Respondents reported being employed in a total of 73 different occupations (Table 39).  The most 

frequently cited occupation was retired/semi-retired. 

 

Table 39.  Question 12: What is your occupation? (n = 
361; SD = 24.732) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Retired/Semi-retired 76 21.1 
Manager 22 6.1 
Forester 17 4.7 
Other 14 3.9 
Multiple jobs 14 3.9 
Sales 11 3.0 
Health Care 11 3.0 
Mill employee 11 3.0 
Truck driver 11 3.0 
Teacher 10 2.8 
Business owner 10 2.8 
Student 9 2.5 
Retail 7 1.9 
Self-employed 7 1.9 
Engineer 6 1.7 
Unemployed 6 1.7 
Accountant 6 1.7 
Heavy mechanic 5 1.4 
Homemaker 5 1.4 
Construction 4 1.1 
Heavy equipment operator 4 1.1 
Clerical 4 1.1 
Government employee 4 1.1 
Carpenter 4 1.1 
Transportation 3 0.8 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 361; SD = 24.732) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Electrician 3 0.8 
Information Technologist 3 0.8 
University/College Instructor 3 0.8 
Letter carrier 3 0.8 
Supervisor 3 0.8 
Logger 3 0.8 
Silviculture 3 0.8 
Pulp mill worker 3 0.8 
Mechanic 2 0.6 
Railroad employee 2 0.6 
Machinist 2 0.6 
Human resources 2 0.6 
Legal services 2 0.6 
Insurance agent 2 0.6 
Bank employee 2 0.6 
Clergy 2 0.6 
Municipal employee 2 0.6 
Biologist 2 0.6 
Disability: not working 2 0.6 
Welder 2 0.6 
Consultant 2 0.6 
Labourer 2 0.6 
Farmer/Rancher 2 0.6 
Administration 2 0.6 
Painter 1 0.3 
Executive 1 0.3 
Not for profit 1 0.3 
Geologist 1 0.3 
Maintenance 1 0.3 
Partsman 1 0.3 
Journalist 1 0.3 
Custodian 1 0.3 
Lab technician 1 0.3 
Barber/hair dresser 1 0.3 
Auto mechanic 1 0.3 
Stock broker 1 0.3 
Resource analyst 1 0.3 
Hospitality 1 0.3 
Medical doctor 1 0.3 
Realtor 1 0.3 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 361; SD = 24.732) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Recreation therapist 1 0.3 
Security 1 0.3 
Oil & gas worker 1 0.3 
Pilot 1 0.3 
RPF 1 0.3 
Millwright 1 0.3 
Business person 1 0.3 
Mechanical design technologist 1 0.3 

 

 

• Respondents reported working in a total of 31 different sectors (Table 40).  The most frequently 

cited occupation was forestry. 

 

Table 40.  Question 12: What industry or sector 
do you work in? (n = 292; SD = 18.727). 

Sector Frequency % 

Forestry 81.0 27.7 
Government 43.0 14.7 
Service (general) 32.0 11.0 
Education 32.0 11.0 
Transportation 12.0 4.1 
Construction 11.0 3.8 
Multiple 11.0 3.8 
Health Care 10.0 3.4 
Retail 9.0 3.1 
Pulp & paper 7.0 2.4 
Insurance 5.0 1.7 
Retired 4.0 1.4 
Tourism 4.0 1.4 
Financial 4.0 1.4 
Mining 3.0 1.0 
Telecommunications 3.0 1.0 
Manufacturing 3.0 1.0 
Oil & gas 2.0 0.7 
Agriculture 2.0 0.7 
Religion 2.0 0.7 
Social services 2.0 0.7 
Municipal government 1.0 0.3 
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Table 40 (cont’d).  Question 12: What industry 
or sector do you work in? (n = 292; SD = 
18.727). 

Sector Frequency % 

Food services 1.0 0.3 
Real estate 1.0 0.3 
Not for profit 1.0 0.3 
Legal Services 1.0 0.3 
Energy 1.0 0.3 
Automotive 1.0 0.3 
Media 1.0 0.3 
Scientific research 1.0 0.3 
Veterinary medicine 1.0 0.3 

 

 

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

level of household income was $40,000 - $49,999, followed closely by $100,000 - $149,999. 

 

 

Table 41.  Question 12: Please check the 
category that best describes your household 
income before taxes last year (n = 349; SD = 
3.103; most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Income Frequency % 

<$10,000 13 3.7 
$10,000 - $19,999 25 7.2 
$20,000 - $29,999 22 6.3 
$30,000 - $39,999 26 7.4 
$40,000 - $49,999 44 12.6 
$50,000 - $59,999 37 10.6 
$60,000 - $69,999 39 11.2 
$70,000 - $79,999 33 9.5 
$80,000 - $89,999 27 7.7 
$90,000 - $99,999 22 6.3 
$100,000 - $149,999 43 12.3 
>$149,999 18 5.2 

 

• On average, respondents’ household size was 2.53 ±0.132 people (n = 346; SD = 1.254).  

Household size ranged from one to eight people. 
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• 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. 

 

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

PAG Constituency n % SD 95% CI 

Art 378 9.5 0.294 ± 0.002 
Education 378 14.8 0.356 ± 0.002 
Environment 378 34.1 0.475 ± 0.002 
First Nations 378 6.9 0.253 ± 0.001 
Forestry 378 36.5 0.482 ± 0.002 
Guide outfitter 378 2.6 0.161 ± 0.001 
Local government 378 5. 0.219 ± 0.001 
Mining 378 7.1 0.258 ± 0.001 
Non-timber forest products 378 6.6 0.249 ± 0.001 
Oil & gas 378 5.0 0.219 ± 0.001 
Labour 377 8.0 0.271 ± 0.001 
Photography 378 23.8 0.426 ± 0.002 
Provincial government 378 9.3 0.290 ± 0.002 
Ranching/agriculture 378 9.5 0.294 ± 0.002 
Recreation (motorized) 378 47.9 0.500 ± 0.003 
Recreation (non-motorized) 376 68.1 0.467 ± 0.002 
Small business 378 12.4 0.330 ± 0.002 
Tourism 378 15.6 0.363 ± 0.002 
Trapping 378 2.1 0.144 ± 0.001 
Utilities & transmission 378 1.9 0.135 ± 0.001 
Value-added sector 378 6.6 0.249 ± 0.001 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of 
respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 
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4.  DISCUSSION 

•  

 

 

5.  CONCLUSION 

•  
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Greetings, 
 
We are hand delivering this letter (and future letters) because we have not been able to obtain post office 
box numbers for your community.  There is a chance that you may have already received the letter and a 
questionnaire package.  If so, I apologize for any duplication. 
 
In a few days, you will be receiving a questionnaire package.  If you have already completed and returned 
a copy of this, please do not complete another one.  Instead, please indicate that you have already 
returned a questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope so that we can delete your name from our 
mailing list. 
 
I appreciate your willingness to consider participating in this important study.  I hope that you are able to 
fill out and return the questionnaire. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Howard Harshaw 
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More rescourse revenue for local infrastructure maintainance, (highways, bridges, railroads, industrial 
cities). Rescources processed in geographic area. Viable communities with tax based jobs.  End the 
export of raw logs, chips to foreign countries and provinces. Improved regulations for the sale of electricity 
to BC Hydro from small co-gen plants utilizing hog fuel and waste from logging operations * a co-gen 
plant where the bee hive burners now are used. Improved regulation and government supervision on 
forest regeneration, silvaculture, spacing and substainable harvesting. Stop the subsidizing of forestry 
rescources transportation on the highway system. The highways are being destroyed and the people of 
BC repair them, not the forest industry! 
Felt I needed more definitions to clearly answer some questions and unfortunately do not follow news 
much so was unable to answer many questions.  i.e. define outdoor recreation Ø First Nations use. 
Its nice to see someone interested in public opinion, from people who live in the community. 
Opinions from the masses matter little if educated political will is absent. 
I think that industry does pretty much as it pleases and all three levels of  govt. are only too happy to 
oblige: whether this is to damn a river for a co. (Nechako damned for Alcan who are now selling the 
power!!) Mining co’s dumping their tailings in lakes (Butle Lake-Van. Isl.) and currently Duncan Lake – 
NW of Prince George is threatened. Forest co’s clearcutting and every pulp mill in BC putting their 
noxious gasses into the air (Prince George air is the 2nd worst in BC or is it Canada?) drive to Quesnel to 
check out their pulp mill – outrageous! 
Although there are no written records dating before 5,000 years, the earth is over 800 billion years old. 
Ice has formed on our planet once every 10 to 30,000 years, initiating an ice-age of approximately 10,000 
year’s duration. A small deviation in earth’s orbit a cyclic rhythm creates this deviation. As the earth 
stresses, volcanic activity increases, with an increase of earthquakes around the world. The magnetic 
field around the earth is greatly altered, ie., the movement of magnetic north, from true north, the 
possibility of pole reversal also indicated by core samples. The sun’s magnetic poles reverse 
approximately once every thirty days, creating violent ejection of matter and energy, in the form of sun-
spots. Earth itself has a molten core, spinning faster than the surface of the planet, the friction creates the 
magnetic fields around our planet. Imbalances occur, on a periodic time-table, creating hostile 
environments, such as global warming followed by an ice-age, then returning to what we consider normal. 
One large volcanic eruption spews more debris and poison into our atmosphere than all of industry 
combined. Man has very little to do with global warming, and can do nothing at all to change it.  The last 
vestiges of our most recent ice-age disappeared about 10,000 years ago.  So, in summary, gentlemen, 1 
feel our time is best spent preparing for the worst, rather than trying to put “our finger in the dike” to  hold 
back the inevitable. The time is now to prepare for the survivability of our future generations. 
I did not like Q4. 
There seems to me a lot of wood waste left in logging practices and road deactivation should be only if it 
goes to lakes, rivers and streams. 
In the future do not ask me to fill out any questionnaires. If sent I will throw them out. You are sending me 
replacement packages that are wasting paper. I am not at all impressed by your waste of the paper you 
keep sending out, as well as the money for sending these forms.  Leave me alone. 
Thanks for taking care of this, for asking questions and especially listening to people in the North. 
Sorry this was so late! I hope my answers help your study! Thank you for your patience. Emily Wessel. 
I like this questionnaire, good work. 

1. Enough is enough on hand outs to the First Nations they are not first nations anymore they are 
the same as any other sole on this land. 

2. Do not sell raw logs out of Province. 
3. Do not carry infected logs across the country infecting other timber. Use portable sawmills and 

process everything at the infected sites. 
4. Spraying might be an option even if it temporarily upsets the equosystem and I mean study the 

fact there will be no long term affects from it. 
I think one of the main issues that will affect the level of sustainable forest management will be the lack of 
people getting their education in forestry. All the questions asked in this survey hinge on the fact that 
there are educated people to implement them and with the ageing work force that might not be the case. I 
graduated in 2004 and I am currently unsure if I will continue my career in the forest industry. In my 
graduating class less than half the people are actually continuing a career in the forest industry. Even 
though in the interior the forest industry is borrowing now because of the mountain pine beetle there are a 
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lack of full time permanent jobs for people with forestry educations. The majority of jobs still are still short-
term temporary positions in which the employee does not receive any company benefits such as a 
medical plan or pension plan. The fact is that most jobs in forestry are with forestry consultants, and it is 
well know that consultants pay much less than licensees. Often people who work for consultants are 
expected to work overtime with no compensation. Travel to the work site with no compensation and do all 
this while receiving no long-term benefits such as a pension or RRSP partnership programs. Unless you 
work for the government or a licensee the forest industry is far behind other scientific or technical 
industries in terms of employee benefits. However consultants are not entirely to blame they have had to 
survive through rampant decreases in the rates offered by licensees, as the cost of operating has 
increased the rates have decreased. 
This trend must be changed if the forest industry is to maintain an acceptable level of forest management. 
The future of this industry lies with people getting and education in forestry and it is up to the government 
and the licenses in the province to ensure that there are a sufficient amount of forestry professionals for 
the future. 
No indication on preference for filling up the “bubbles” or which type of pen/pencil to use. Quite long 
survey. I liked Q11 section.  Good luck. 
Other – my birth family, almost all, work in forestry. 
The questions leave me to believe that I am being manipulated to answer certain ways.  Not enough 
questions about the inaction from government to combat the attack from the beetle. My yard with 100 
year old pine trees is done, gone, finished – bare, and will cost me $1,000.  Which I suppose is good for 
part of the economy, but not me. 
All the references to First Nations and special status to First Nations people in BC is in my opinion not 
based on legal preceedings, it seems to be more of a moral issue. This has done more to create racism 
than anything else I know. A good majority of my passengers are native. I see first hand who profits from 
our resources being given to a greedy few. The issues of native crime and poverty will in my opinion not 
be solved by giving them more privileges than other Canadians. They are Canadian aren’t they? 
Thank you for this opportunity to complete this survey. I hope that my comments and others comments 
have the chance to fall into the hands of those whom are able to make a difference. I fully understand that 
trees and forests are a renewable resource and that forestry jobs are a necessity to many small and 
larger communities. However, I recently had the pleasure of being on the Queen Charlotte Islands and 
saw first hand the effects of logging old growth forests. It is a shame that our children, our children’s 
children etc. may never see such beauty as we are quite literally wiping our asses with it. In my opinion it 
is our job as human beings to preserve this land we live on as it sustains us. Preserving forestry jobs is 
not and should not be our main goal. Our main goal should be to protect what cannot protect itself – the 
earth, the air, the water, the flora the fauna and future generations. 
Unfortunately as it stands I feel small and insignificant with my beliefs, standing in hectares wide 
clearcuts, or quickly passing through Cathedral grove. What I can only hope is that someday some one at 
the top will realize that clear cutting a habitat rich, species abundant forest and replacing it with clones – 
evenly spaced, is not what is best for anyone involved. Thanks again. 
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1. The biggest mistake that has been made over the years, is the demise of the BC Forest Service. 
To let individual forest co’s manage their own tree farm licenses was both unwise and dam 
stupid. Where is the accountability? 

2. What passes for a provincial govt. lifted the requirement for timber to be milled locally. This 
allowed forest co’s to shut down local sawmills and sell crown timber offshore, such as Western 
Forest Products on Vancouver Island and Powell River, BC. This not only hurts the local 
economy but gives American miling interests an endless supply of top quality saw logs. 

3. We are not getting all the sellable wood out of our sawlogs. Here in the north, if it won’t make a 2” 
dimension lumber, “chip it” is the norm. What’s wrong with 1” x 2”, 1” x 4” 1”x6” and 1”x 8”, it’s all 
sellable and worth more than chips. 

4. We aren’t taking out all the timber, from clear cut sales. Popular, birch, cottonwood, and dead, 
dry, standing spruce, fir, pine, are mostly left behind. There are uses for all of it, but the usual 
excuse, are heard, not market don’t get any scale (weight) because it’s dry. 

5. A lot of these forest Co’s are years behind there. Doesn’t appear to e only enforcement in place 
why? 

6. I personally am sick and tired of the term First Nations Benefits, as well as their blockading of 
forest road and railroads, because we want! Crown timber on crown land belongs to all British 
Columbians, not to any one select group. If you don’t want to show up at 8am Monday morning 
with lunch bucket under arm, hard hat on head, ready to put in your 8-10 hours at work, then get 
out of my face and quit your shining and complaining. 

First off, I do not believe that I was randomly selected. I called associates in the area who are active in 
the forestry sector (ie. Silvaculture contractors, fallers, fire suppression) none of whom were contacted 
regarding this survey. About the survey: don’t manage forests with a distinct lilne between protected 
areas and working forests. Protect all areas with the concept of greatest benefit to whole. Balance all 
values with greater emphasis on what is sustainable for both current and future generations. I hope this 
survey will be made public. 
Note 1 – this appears to me to be a loaded question – as such, I refuse to answer. 
Note 2 – I can’t answer these questions. Are 50 jobs worth a national park? Are 5 jobs worth it? Is a 50% 
reduction in a northern regions workforce justifiable if it means that forestry will have a profitable wood 
supply for twice as long? Clearly present quality of life (which includes economic factors as well as 
environmental and recreational issues) must be weighed against future interests, both long and short. 
And I expect my elected leaders to carefully balance the two when making decisions. There is no point in 
going for broke if in 5 years all that is left is a polluted watershed, a number of clearcuts and reduced 
employment because the forestry operations have closed their doors and moved to a different region. I do 
not have the information available to me to judge this short term/long term tradeoff. 
Note 3 – these are all priorities that must be addressed, recognized and balanced. In many cases, they 
are not even competing priorities – just different. Asking the question is like saying: “which do you prefer – 
apples or blue?” the comparison is nonsensical. Those priorities that are competing must both be 
considered – the answer is not one to the exclusion of the other. I refuse to answer. 
Your doing good job on the beetle kill. You could of stoped it years ago if you went into Tweedmore Park. 
But people like David Suzuki have to much input. 
More local control of resources. Total economic integration of First Nations into society (multicultural) 
stress value added wood industry. More local benefit from resources healthy environment must have #1 
priority much less foreign ownership/industry of resources. No raw logs must be shipped out of province. 
Any questions involving First Nations were answered from the point of view that a healthy, well managed 
forest should benefit everyone in the province, not just special interest groups. Ie. Question seven: forest 
resources are accessible to First Nations. My answer would be yes, if they have the training and expertise 
to manage the resource, not just because they are First Nations. 
If the logging blocks were harvested in stripes we could leave all regen. With less disturbance. Our wind 
blows from west to east mostly, so trail the blocks accordingly. Canfor is the worst. We used to have (?) 
zones there all but gone now. Our forestry has been downsized so there hand’s are tied. Everyone just 
looks the other way. If you would like a video I would be happy to make one. Its hard for Canfor to make 
1,000,000,000 a year and do a good job. With our forest being considered a wasteland after there done if 
this was a map of a logging block. I know it would work. Target the pine. Leave the rest. Gordon D. Scott 
(drawn Map) 
The section on choosing one value over another was difficult because it could go either way on a small 
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scale and the overall picture is that we need a balance of all values. Mixed forests are important and 
where we have mixed forests we don’t have pine beetle and spruce budworm etc. as much a problem. It 
might be reasonable to farm some of our land for timber as they do in Europe but please not all. 
Multinational companies focus only on todays profit – not long term benefits or sustaining jobs. Bigger 
machines may be more efficient at getting more wood in but more destructible of the environment and 
offer less jobs for individuals people. 
I would like to see more small salvage opportunities and value added opportunities where we treasure our 
wood – not just cut it and ship it. We could have better use our wood and more jobs on a smaller scale. 
Stumpage rates should be set to make it economically feasible to have good jobs using less wood. We 
need to be looking at long term values. Many trees in this area take 50- - 100 years or more to harvest 
size. That’s a long time. 
Some of the questions are used to illicit responses that will give a biased opinion one way or the other. A 
really good survey should be totally objective and never slanted one way or the other. This survey is 
about a 2 out of 5 in this regards. I try to do as many surveys as are offered to me as they can be a useful 
tool for information. 
The government is not doing a very good job distributing beetle kill wood. Big companies get it all. Small 
business men can’t get any or really have to fight for it. I don’t like the way government employees can 
get woodlots so easily. Ordinary people have to fight like hell. 
I haul bug trees but the trees I haul are the wrong colour green if the bark falls of the bug are gone, if 
there was a portable peeler on site in the pale green forest and they peeled and burned the bark it would 
reduce 90% bugs? We are hauling the brown trees it is just salvage. 
Canada’s forest industry is in financial difficulty. Without industry funds to improve and manage forest it 
will be downhill all on its own. Canada has – high energy cost; high labour cost; high operating cost, 
compared to rest of the world. 
Born into forest resources , spent life till retirement and from lumber piles to middle management covering 
most over. Logger to pulp and paper. 
It is important to secure opportunity for Canadian citizens to buy or purchase our native soils.  
Very concern me about workers dying in the forest industry. As long as workers has to work 18 hours a 
day to meet payments – it will continue. “self contract” should not be allowded. And, I am not an “union 
maniac”. 
Forest in BC will never be properly managed as long as they are part of political foot ball game. 
I found some of the questions difficult to answer. The choices we face in our forests today are not simple. 
Perhaps I am too familiar with the topic. Good luck with the research! 
I would like to see loop roads deactivated to limit road hunting. This could be done in one spot then we 
would still have access from either side for fire access. I would like to see more selective hand logging but 
present day rates do not allow that to be cost effective. I would like to see mor stumpage fee money 
returned to the forest. If – silviculture, spacing, deciduous culling by hand – not herbicides. With the bug 
kill problem comes a lot of dead trees along public routes, trails, powerlines and forestry roads. These 
trees could be fell a lot safer and with a lot more control before they are rotten. This problem needs 
immediate attention.  Thanks for asking for my input. 
The forestry industry is so vital to the Central Interior, yet government inaction over past decades has 
turned a manageable problem into an economic fiasco. In a few years our forest will be gone – and so will 
communities that depend on it.  Also monopolies like Canfor make it very difficult for the “little guy” to 
make ends meet in the log hauling business. And then there’s the cost of fuel. Five years ago a trucker 
paid out $3000 or more a month in fuel. Imagine what that figure is now when you travel on Hwy 97 West, 
both sides of the road are framed in red trees – for miles and miles. The dead pine trees are culled in 
private lots and park area, giving an effect of barreness and ugliness of a razed landscape. This problem 
was evident in the 60’s as my mom remembers viewing a video back then highlighting the problem. What 
a legacy to leave future generations. 
1. Household income is not any of your business and has no bearing whatsoever on this survey. 
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I’m not sure if a primary focus in forestry should be reducing Greenhouse gas when other countries have 
different regulations and companies can trade emission credits. 
There doesn’t need to be more gov’t workers to manage the forest but should be utilized better. Blocks 
have been passed as complete with major site degregation – no one is accountable. 
Waste wood should be given to people who want it – small mills, wood cutters. (After setting out wood for 
firewood was told to pile and burn – can’t give it away).  
There should be better secondary wood industry – we export raw wood and buy it back as finished 
products. Canada should be more self sustained. 
The key to global warming has little to do with temperate forests. It has more to do with industrialization 
and population pressures. The amount of green house gases that will be generated by rapidly 
industrializing countries such as China and India is truly frightening. With a combined population of over 2 
billion (and still growing) it does not bode will for the future. We will certainly live in “interesting times”. 
As with everything, the decisions will be made on Wall Street. With globalization our selling off of all 
natural resources has resulted in almost no say economically or environmentally. We will never be 
proactive we will always be forced into change. 
Husband works in forests. Road maintainance. 
I think the Government has made it more diff. for people to enjoy recreations because of cost, gun laws, 
etc. People need to be more education on the treatment of wildlife and more respect. 
As an employment counsillor, I work with clients who have limited skills, education and means. They don’t 
have driver’s licenses, vehicles, or even a sleeping bag, so the costs of obtaining any of the forestry jobs 
is impossible for a lot of them, particularly First Nations youth. This includes a lot of the surrounding 
communities. I would like to see some training dollars for supervisors to teach them, and support funds 
for camp supplies. Involve high school and University students more in tree planting and summer forestry 
work. 
Lorraine passed this on to her companion to fill out. Hope it can still be valid information. 
In my opinion this survey is too time consuming – it is good, but people in Vancouver think that Prince 
George is Eskimo land – but its in the middle of the province – no Hope past HOPE. 
The government and forest company mgmt. must practice sustainability in regards to using all of the 
resource available, they must reforest and allow the resource to be spread amongst more local (BC) 
enterprise along with multinationals. Environmental sustainability will live economic stability in the future. 
I don’t believe logging should be allowed in or near watersheds. Clean water is our single most valuable 
commodity and should be respected as such. Laws need to be put in place and enforced to protect the 
watersheds. 
I am appalled at the waste that is left behind from logging practices. Surely this wood can be used for 
something. Presently it pushed into huge piles and burned. My proposal would be to chip it and use it for 
OSB board or burne it in hog boilers to produce power. 
I think to fight bug infestation you have to log the green wood that the bugs are still in, not the dry wood 
that they have left. They should be chased by following the prevailing winds at the time of there flight. I 
am also concerned about dry snags and hydro lines, as this could be a real fire hazard with all the dry 
timber. 
I am disappointed with the control of the “Pine Beetle”. 
You don’t have transportation on the above list. Why? 
Please do not deactivate old roads, leave larger buffer zones between logging blocks.  This questionnaire 
is too vague. 
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My biggest concern is the change to the forest cutting rules from going from a 4” top to a 5” top.  With the 
pine species this is leaving vast amounts of wood waste in the bush – see the Wansa Creek area.  
Kilometers of slash piles.  We need to maximize what we are cutting now because once the bug wood is 
gone we will have nothing left. Government and forestry need to force large contractors to chip not burn 
all the waste or allow access to small contractors. The value added sector had to many restrictions and 
hurdles to overcome. The large companies say its not cost effective, they have an obligation to maximize. 
Not just burn and waste.  If wood were like mining ore we would be way more efficient but because it is so 
called renewable there is no urgency to maximize all the wood fiber when it is cut. We need to look at 
European practices or Eastern Canada practices like: using all tree species; portable chipper mills for 
pulp; stump removal chipping?; planting the same species that are cut down, not Pine in a Spruce 
forest?; stop major deactivations so forest “farming” can happen like spacing, grooming, etc. 
With the Beetle plague we are in a panic about cutting or “high grading” the best stuff and leave the rest 
attitude. It is too late to stop the Beetle and we will not be able to cut it all before its viable use is up. So 
we need forestry to fix these issues and enforce them now while it cost effective for the large companies 
to streamline the new practices.  Not to enforce when the “easy” wood is all gone and now all we have left 
to cut is the harder more expensive forest areas on profits are on the line. Profits now are at an all time 
high so this is the time to invest in better practices now! 
Gov. was two late in acting on Beetle wood. Tweedsmier Park was a disaster. Should have been able to 
stabilize and stopping Beetle there. 
I am still guessing about your sentence: “If you don’t feel that you don’t know enough about a particular 
statement or don’t have an opinion about a statement select the don’t know/no opinion box. 
The area behind our rural home was logged, due to pine beetle, no consideration was given to the many 
trails in the area, they were all destroyed, and the area was clear cut instead of taking only the infected 
trees.  There were large spills of fuels and oils that were never cleaned up. 
You should have proof-read the questionnaire – some glaring typos. 
Q4 – I don’t think that First Nations should be considered a separate entity when it comes to protecting or 
managing our environment. We are all one species and no one should have special treatment or rights to 
benefit from environmental resources. 
Thank you for the opportunity to have input on this the most critical issue facing our province. We can all 
do our part, there are no easy answers, but we must think about our future generations and what their life 
will be like. 
Rick Parent is deceased. Please take his name and address off your roster. Thank you. 
Because I do not have a vehicle at present, I am unable to get out to rural areas. When I do own one 
again, I would utilize park and forestry recreation areas, and would probably take up x-country skiing 
again. I am aware that Pine Beetle problem was detected years ago on coast and could have been 
eradicated but was not as it would have required a large prescribed timber burn. Responsible 
management is needed, rather than only thinking about making money. Use the forest resources wisely 
and don’t destroy them. 
Forestry companies should have little or no control of our forests. They are after profit only. They only 
give lip service for the environment for sustainable practices when questioned or forced to do so – our 
Provincial Government unfortunately is beholden to the Forest Grants – thru questionable election 
/donations to the Provincial Liberal Party.  I do not trust either of them. 
Good question for the most part. Most people, including those in forestry, have a very short time frame 
when discussing land use issues. Forest Management issues need to be discussed with the background 
and recognition that forests are dynamic over their life cycle. People/public are under the general 
misunderstanding that forests are static, and make discision based on this. 
The deactivenation of logging roads by some companies are to deep and close together. These are a 
hazard on safety on my trap lines. They are hard to get around by my snowmobile or quad. I don’t see the 
point of deactivatenation period. 
In regards to questions 4 and 10, you assume or I assume you are referring to non-natural global 
warming. Climate proxies show that global climates have warmed and cooled in the past with the 
absence of humans, which I think is completely natural due to global cycles in our oceans and 
atmosphere.  Thank you. 
Q4 is unfair as the definitions do not include examples of benefits that First Nations receive… 
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When industry and government can get their wits together, downsize high volume logging practices, 
return to small scale, highly defined practice of recovery and utility of all materials, to use more manpower 
and less costly huge machinery.  Not necessarily horse or oxen logging, but small efficient machines to 
minimize social impact on environment and air quality, and wildlife habitat. 
Q7 – Forest Management Objectives: a) The forest industry is over producing to the detriment of all other 
non-timber resources and without benefit to the work force or sustainability of the industry. What is the 
purpose of the “l??e” to use up our timber resources especially since very little is being done to assure a 
forest future for our descendants? 
b) our classic example is the current Pine Beetle epidemic which has been with us for twenty or more 
years. Little was done to control the infestation other than talk and speculation. With the situation out of 
control, we are now harvesting the kill. What is being done to ensure sustainability in the future? The 
bottom line “who is going to pay to ensure Pine trees for the future?” 
Q4 – Sustaining Forest Values: a) for many years the Ministry of Forest had qualified and dedicated 
employees capable of managing the forests in the interest of all parties concerned with Forests and their 
uses. Today they are virtual scapegoats at the mercy of politicians and corporate organizations who have 
as their principle values the monetary return for any service provided.  I am alluding to the many non-
timber resources related to quality of life that were once provided for the benefit of citizens which are now 
mostly abandoned or poorly maintained if they still exist. 
b) While historic profits are being reaped in the harvesting of Pine Beetle kill timber in the North West 
sector of the Province, according to financial reports in newspapers, not a single indication has been 
given as to the reforestation of these area using some of the financial gains. 
c) I believe global warming is occurring in North Central BC as a result of forest harvesting in the valleys 
and high ground. Wind currents are altered resulting in changing weather patterns and warmer 
temperatures.  
d) Current log harvesting practices lead to severe ground erosion; leading to brown water conditions; 
leading to environmental deterioration of waterways; leading to reduction in natural forest regeneration; 
leading to ? conditions in economical development in communities, all of this because log harvesting is 
occurring too close to developing communities and clean water sources. 
Q5- Satisfaction with Forest Management a) the Ministry of Forests must be revitalized and return to their 
past role of “managing the forest and non-timber resources in the interest of British Columbia citizens as 
well as the interest of industry. 
b) Government must allow employees of the Ministry to forests to exercise their knowledge and skills in 
managing the forests and support them in performing their responsibilities. Our forests should not be a 
political football serving the personal whims of politicians. 
Should have started grow trees in 1926. Thank you. 
You could have made the return envelope the same size as this questionnaire. (It might avoid some 
people getting annoyed!) 
To few companies control too much of our province and economy. 
If forests aren’t properly managed, species become extinct. Humans should not feel the world is here for 
us. Extinct means forever gone. We as humans need to realize this. Unfortunately $$$ talks. 
This was a waist of time, and very rasist. Please do not send me any more of this crap!  PS The 
management of our forests should be left to RPF’s and foresters with practical experience and not up to 
Greenpeace and hippies. 
I love our Province.  I think it is one of the most beautiful places on earth, we have a little bit of everything. 
It’s just a shame that personal agenda’s can create a monster like the Pine Beetle! That’s where action 
should come before feelings! We would all be winners then; not paying for wrong choices made 14 years 
or so ago! 
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I believe strongly we should have a Forest Act regulating and settling down the rules. This act should be 
for the forests as the traffic laws are to regulate the traffic, so that every one can take part without 
differentiation. Big trucks and pedestrians all the same rules. Imagine if big trucks could do more or less 
what the driver saw fit?  Forests should be maintained in the best possible way, this would guarantee a 
healthy forest, with different species and less pests, fire hazards and environmentally friendly usable by 
all people. The Government of British Columbia is the custodian of the forests. This is given to them by 
the people of British Columbia. The Government should under no circumstances give this custodian ship 
to the industry. The Government of British Columbia should sell the timber under same rules, conditions 
and pricing to whoever has a use for it. Licenses should be issued with a date to begin and a date to end 
as all licenses have. This will make an end on all disputes with the industry and the Natives. It will also 
make no difference who owns the trees private or public. We recently have three instances were the 
people of British Columbia are been made responsible for: The Bettle Epidemic; the accidents with 
logging trucks; the soft lumber dispute with USA.  The beetles nobody takes responsibility for and it is 
seen as an Act of God, while it was known when it first appeared. The few effected trees should have 
been taken out. There is a dispute about the maintenance of the main Logging roads. Who is responsible 
for the condition of the road and the speed trucks should travel. Who is responsible for the accidents? 
During the last years the duty charged by the USA was a hardship on the forest companies but they still 
made money. This is very odious to me for when so much is taken away from the top they should all have 
been broke unless the Government of British Columbia saved them. 
Regulation of Crown land use is not perfect – but at least it happens. My greater concern is the use of 
private land – unregulated logging and environmental damage. As public land becomes less productive, 
private land is and will be stripped of its forests. This is appalling. Land ownership is a privilege in my 
view. It should carry a legally enforced responsibility to properly manage forests. 
I can relate weather pattern change to the forest industries, but not global warming! The forest on Crown 
land belongs to everyone, not to select groups that whine and cry, we want!! If we don’t get what we want, 
we’ll blockade the forest access roads and BC Railline. It works everytime, the bleeding hearts in govt. 
cave in. I wouldn’t mind so much if the benefits went to the tribe as a whole, but they don’t. They wind up 
in chiefs and councilerers pockets. 
I feel the way we run our forestry industry must change. It has the old school mentality – we need to treat 
it as an unreplacable commodity – meaning – stress, education before profit, replacement before 
harvesting and keep forestry in the hands of all the people of BC not natives or industry or cities or 
enviro’s. 
Sorry I have been retired for over 20 years and know little of forest industry. 
For one think I think the first nations as gotten enough land timber right. I am a Canadian I have lived in 
Canada all my life never owned a house or new car yet the government by them new houses cars 
furniture and so on they get welfare because the government say so. If you are born in this country and 
have to go on welfare for awhile they tell you go stand on the corner I don’t understand this government 
where the hell would any of them with there big wages and pensions be if it wert for the little guy. I had a 
great idea but do you think I could get any help from our government now way I might be taking bread out 
of there mouth our leaders want to get elected but don’t want to help anyone but them selfs they said all 
seniors would get 11 hundred a mounth I don’t. I would like to see them live on what I do a mounth eat 
dog food with me. 
I work in a small sawmill and have seen first hand the result of the large lumber producers (ie Canfor) 
monopolizing timber supply and their ability to squeeze out competitors. I believe in the next 10-15 years 
the development of other Natural Resource industries (mining, oil and gas) will replace a lot of forestry 
jobs but it will result in a net loss of jobs. 
Q6 – why not include forestry consultants as an option. Spelling errors. Climate Change = global warming 
– bit of simplistic equation! No deadline for reply – fatal for most surveys.  Maybe UNBC should have 
done this. 
I feel a lot of environmental groups have too much influence on hunting and fishing. We should have 
more qualified biologists etc. making the decisions. I fear my son won’t have the freedom to go hunting or 
fishing or it will become too expensive for the average citizen, or the open areas will be too few and far 
between. Hunters have always been the biggest environmentalists, believe it or not.  
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Climate change is a useless concept. First Nations are a bad example of social engineering. Forests 
aren’t going to change that.  All forms of pollution should be minimized. “Kyoto” is idiotic. Our 
understanding of nature is so limited that we have no clear idea about human impacts. Humans are 
natural until proven otherwise. 
Prince George is very dependent on our forests and how the Pine Beetle has been handled is appalling. 
We are in a crisis and heading for a worse one where the trees run out. Something has to be done – I 
don’t know what but something.  It is surprising as well that there is such an apparent lack of concern for 
the environment from a municipal government that is so dependent on resources. One glowing example 
of this is our virtually non-existent recycling program. It is a disgrace the things that are thrown in our local 
landfill. And City and company vehicles that sit for hours at a time all day, with no occupant, burning fuel 
and producing unnecessary emissions. Addressing these kind of things would give an immediate and 
positive import on our environment. 
This questionnaire slants information toward the values of the Ministry of Forests. This is not good 
consultation – as the best kind of consultation occurs in round-table groups. 
Where I have minimized First Nations concerns in my answers, it is not that I don’t care but that I feel 
everyone has an equal right to the benefits; and the responsibilities of management belong to all of us.  
All my trips into remote wilderness were possible because of the great logging roads. In general, the 
forestry industry seems to have been very responsible. But there are an awful lot of hunters and 
fishermen who show no respect for the environment. I’ve cleared up after many of them but in most 
cases, the mess they left behind was more than I could fix. 
More money needs to be spent in towns like Prince George. On roads etc, because of increase in logging 
truck traffic, because of bug kill. The Province takes more money out than they put back into our town! 
Unable to complete page 3 I did not feel I understood (qualified) to answer. 
1. The Indians do not need any special benefits. We are all Canadians and must be treated equal. 2. 
These are both very important and there is no reason they can’t be addressed at the same time. 3. The 
Parks should be logged when the insects first appear. 4. Government should force industry to leave 
forestry roads intact and bridges in place. 5. see #4 – last answer. 6. See #4 – as well as the reason  - we 
do prospecting, hunting, fishing, camping, fossil hunting and rock hunting. 
General Comments: Nothing was asked about 4 wheelers (ATVs) and snowmobiles, as ATV and 4 
wheelers, are used mainly in summer time and fall, environmental damages can be more severe and as 
such should be restricted to existing roads. (forestry) 
General Concern: as this survey is sponsored by Canfor, I think that anything negative will be 
disregarded. 
I think that the large forest company’s should be paying stumpage for all the beetle wood not giving to 
them for .25 a cubic M3. 
Q2 – these questions were difficult to answer as the statements were too broad. My comments about 
“Climate Change” are founded in fact, Douglas Fir 200 years old are found well north of Pr. George – we 
have only been able in the last 15 or 50 years been able to re-establish Doug-fir this far north again. In 
the last 10 years – the amount of Douglas fir we have successfully planted has increased drastically.  I 
work in the forest – I don’t tend to recreate there as much as others.  Road deactivation is the worst forest 
management in BC. The amount of money spent re-activating and deactivating roads is tremendous.  
This reductions in access has cost the government and Canfor thousand of dollars in increased access 
costs (ATV vs. 4x4; helicopter vs. ATV) just for our small survey company. Province-wide this program 
costs millions of dollars in increased access costs and de-activating and reactivating wildlife or water 
system is threatened should be deactivated.   Prince George’s economy is still based on Forestry. We 
have diversified a lot in the last 20 years, but Forestry is still incredibly important. The loss of Forestry 
jobs to ensure future economic benefits does not make any sense, as the loss of jobs now will result in a 
population loss as it did 10 years ago. 
Q4 – poorly constructed, unless the plan was to confuse the writer or trip the writer from providing a 
concise order of priority. 
My husband helped me to fill out this questionnaire as he would not have done it at all if it wasn’t for me.  
My husband born in 1960 – working in the logging industry as an operator for over 15 years. 
Daughter a RPF. 
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We found this survey very frustrating!! If you want “normal, every day people” with a grade 12 education 
to complete these type of surveys you will have to use language we can understand most of these 
questions are just repetitive.  All these big words and you can’t even spell PINE as in Pine Beetle – the 
epidemic that our forests are experiencing in the central interior. Who makes up these surveys - ? Do 
they even know anything about Forestry? 
Hunting and fishing and snow shoeing – the cost of this survey would do better if used to improve some 
of the campsites in BC. 
This survey makes me aware that I should really be more informed on forestry issues particularly as this 
is the main industry in the community that I live. 
Wildfires – Ministry of Forests’ employees have no accountability – only responsibilities. This is due to 
lack of supervisors knowledge to assess action and progress. Forest service employers are not held 
accountable for their actions – at all levels of the Ministry. 
Long survey. Do I check, fill in, x ? unclear. Lots of questions were difficult to interpret 
Try avoid words such as very/severely in questions.  It makes answering accurately quite difficult. 
Groundwater, surface water and fisheries concerns were not adequately addressed. 
Good survey – government and needs more focus. Minimal bureaucracy – well thought out policies.   
Trick question I camp with my family sometimes friends come out. I camp with scouts. The question can 
not be (check only one). Logging and mining companies should replant and make the forest better then it 
was. If should not stop the fires. Fires that help control – bugs, old wood and reseed the forests. Only if a 
fire is going to harm people should it be stopped. 
I think history should prove that any indian tribe that became strong enough would kill off another tribe 
and take over their territory so what they claim for land today may not have been theirs.  In 1986 I logged 
at Barton Lake and that time, I think Tweedmire Park should have been logged, but we know the 
enviromentists would not have allowed this and we know now what has happened to our forests. To me 
this was the time our government and you the forestry should have saw what would happen.  The 
enviromentalists should stopped when they get crazy ideas, when they would stop enterprise and jobs 
that we need to keep the economy running. (Have we got people to stop this foolishness) 
I expect the BC forestry sector to be surpassing standards and setting the bar for everyone else not 
seeking the minimum balancing act to sustain their livelihood.  I also believe you should incorporate more 
qualitative space on your survey too! The capacity to manipulate (or at least feel manipulated) is very 
strong in your survey. 
When we look at our forests we sometimes forget that trees are a living thing. They are subject to death, 
just like humans. As forest age they become suseptable to blights and will die. When we look at a forest 
we first see the treess are on average the same size. Forest fires are another way in which forests renew 
themselves. We can see by seeing the paterians in the forests of different sized areas of where fire has 
happened and where it hasn’t.  Having seen a large number of trees on my property killed by the Pine 
Beetle, I’m lucky because I have mixture of trees.  Some people have had all the trees on their property 
killed by this bug. Had we logged the infected trees in the park we would prevented this problem. There is 
ways in which wood extraction can take place without damage to the environment (eg using blimps or 
helocopters) Select logging another way to lower the impact on the soil. 
I am not sure how much anyone knows about global warming. I am very disappointed with the govt lack 
of fish inhancements. There could be and should be a lot more done. The Fraser River is a disgrace – too 
much pollution. I am dissatisfied with the way the freshwater sport salmon fishery is managed. Logging of 
Pine Beetle infested timber should happen before green timber is logged. Pine Beetle infestation could 
have and should have been stopped in its infancy. 
I own a music store, electronics instructor and inventor. I have over one hundred inventions. I have 
invented ways of producing electrical energy from the river without dams or harming fish, etc., from the 
wind without killing birds etc. In fact I incorporated my company federally called Butterfly Green Power 
Ltd. Because even a butterfly could pass through my wind generator unharmed. The governments have 
incentives but the amount of red tape and beureaucracy is beyond belief. I just returned from LA and Las 
Vegas between the two cities there are two wind farms one has over 3000 the other over 5000 wind 
turbines. Hoover dam water level dropped 80 feet since 1998. World environments are changing and we 
must act now. I know you don’t want my name and number but… Dave Rubadeau (25) 563-4033 home 
(250) 649-0134 (store) dave@soundentertainment.ca  
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My parents moved to Prince George in 1945 from Vancouver. I as 6 months old at the time. That ws back 
when the roads in the canyon were so narrow you lost your side view mirrors when passing on coming 
traffic. My Mom said she aged a few years on that trip. We first lived in old Army barracks overlooking the 
Nachako river, a mile west of the downtown core. Wildlife lived all around us, moose, deer, bear. I 
remember as a child playing downtown with my friends. The City at the time were busy tearing up the old 
wooden sidewalks and we looked around for old money that had fallen through the cracks. Some hotels 
still had railings out front to tie up your horse while you visited the bar. The good old days when you could 
leave your doors unlocked when you went shopping. My Dad and his brother had a service station on the 
corner of third and george. Later adding on the Chrysler dealership. 
My brother and I grew up hunting and fishing, camping. Our parents loved the great outdoors. I never 
finished grade school, 8 was as far as  made it. Got a summer job working in a planner mill and never 
returned to school. You can probably tell by all my spelling mistakes, just bear with me now this won’t be 
too long I hope. Over the years I worked in saw mills, stud mills, planner etc., as well in the bush some 
falling, setting chokers, running cats. In the 50ty’s into the early 70ty’s the mills and work where plentiful. 
You worked hard and played hard. Some mills were not to safe to work in, so we would have secret 
meetings in the basement of a local compensation investigator. He would later pay a visit to the mill and 
tell them to clean the mill up make it safer. In those days everyone respected the environment. We were a 
part of it, lived in the forests, worked in them, played in them, loving every minute of it. We respected our 
surroundings for it was our only means of existing here in the north. There where hundreds of small mills 
throughout the north employing thousands. 
Then one day along came 3 Pulp mills and Oil refinery. Our good City fathers in council were so happy. 
They gave them the key to the City as well as are health and irreversibly damage to the environment. For 
the city let them build the mills right on the towns edge, across the river from the town core.  Yes the mills 
employed hundreds. But the thousands lost there jobs because the Pulp mills bought up all the timber 
right. The hundreds of small mills shut down. 
Those of us living in town could count on huge clouds of stinking smog covering us every day. But the 
City laughed it off, said that was the smell of money. For years if you got up early in the mourning and 
walked along the banks of the Fraser river you would see huge areas of the river covered with thick 
clumps of colored foam, waste from the mills. They would only let out there waste at night so people 
would not notice, the salmon must have just loved it, but what the hell, its all about money right. 
So you add it all up and a lot of people living in this area over many years have come down with cancer, 
other respiratory problems. City Hall says no it’s the cars in town and those ten or so houses with wood 
stoves. 
Well in the early 70 ty’s I moved out to my dads ranch in Salmon Valley. Feeding cows, putting up hay 
boy what a change. My wife and two sons loved it. Except in 1973 when we broke all records for snow 
fall, 15 feet. Kids thought it was just great, that’s because they were to young to shovel. A few times 
moose came up are driveway and layed down, just looked in the window. You could count there ribs, so 
thin. They could not get to there food. So we took our D7 cat and plowed a path into the bush all through 
some willows. The kids knew they would not eat so they got some green leaf food like lettuce from the 
store. Took it back to the willows dumped it off. We looked some time latter, never seen the lettuce or the 
moose. 
Over the years I used to hike a few miles back to the Salmon river and take a brain dump. Camp out for a 
couple days by myself and relax. When I walked out onto the edge of this hill looking down into the valley, 
it was so green and the river running through it, breathtaking. Once while camping there under my lean 
too, I was awakened by a splashing noise. The sun was just coming up. There was a cow moose and her 
calf on my side crossing over.  They were about 20 ft. away. Once on the other side she ran into a 
problem, two wolves. One would try and get her to chase him while the other one moved towards the calf. 
I sat on the river bank for some time watching. Then the one after the calf was getting too close to it. So 
the hell with mother nature I had to stop this guy. So I stood up with a stick and splashed the water. 
Hollering at the wolve. Both stopped and looked at me then took off. The calf lives to fight another day. 
So over the years the world pollution wipes out some of the ozone layer.  Mother nature strikes back and 
along the BUGS, pine trees dead, forest fires, the pollution was brought on by greed, money, big boys at 
the top. That green valley I used to camp at is now redish brown, dead. Makes you want to hold your 
arms out and scream into the valley I am sorry. Because in a small way we the work force are also too 
blame. 
In the last year or so I had coffee with a few logging truck drivers. You see they are told to pick up a load 
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of logs which of course are infested with the bugs. I have gone out to there trucks and removed bark and 
seen them. Now these trucks are told to haul these logs to saw mills that are in a area of timber that’s not 
infested. When the same company owns a mill a lot closer that’s in a infected area.  
You see this has being going on for years they say, why do you think all the trees in Prince George are 
dead. They said we the truckers have being hauling bugs in for years. When the company has infected a 
area, then they go to Government and say look there is more. OK its yours cut it down.  All for the money. 
Nobody says a word.  In 10 too 15 years there all gone, mills shut down, big boys head for the beach, lie 
in the sun counting there cash.   
Can anyone stop it NO, not you or anyone else, its to late.  Myself it makes me sick, my grandchildren 
god knows whats to come. 
I hate sounding so negative about all this fellows but you did ask the question. 
While I still may have your attention theres one other subject I want to talk about, the farmed salmon. 
These fish are covered with bugs and are contaminating fresh water fish. Again money comes first. Is this 
the reason the salmon run is away down in count. Everyone I talk to up here thinks the same. Plus no one 
is buying the farmed ones in the stores. Can the Government do something YES, will they No, just look 
the other way. They will keep a lid on all the above, there making money, everyone is working who cares 
about 15 years from now. 
Those in power and at the tope will be rich and retired. Sorry its all so dam negative, but when I talk to a 
lot of old timers from this area and I see there eyes getting red and wet, I get pissed off. They know whats 
happened over the years. They are scared for there children and grandchildren.  
Well I hope I haven’t bored you, or put you to sleep. What is really sad about all this, I think you already 
knew of this for some time. I just hope for all are sakes the young lads in your University will sort it all out 
and try to make a change in the future. Our generation when dealing with the environment was set on self 
destruct. Hopefully you can turn it around, good luck. Thank you. 
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Your survey is encouraging in that it shows an attempt to engage the public on forestry issues. I question 
the agenda behind this survey, however, as it has what I believe is a clear bias, contains a number of 
leading questions and seems to be designed to elicit truncated, oversimplified responses that could be 
used to further the interests of the forest industry. 
My concern is that the results this survey, gained through such leading questions, will be used to justify 
the sacrifice of non-timber values when in reality no such sacrifice need occur. The last thing that we 
need in forest management is for the forest industry to start claiming that, according to a UBC survey, the 
public believes that growing the economy is more important that protecting species at risk, for example 
especially when the survey provided little opportunity for the respondent to say that it’s important that we 
manage both. 
I hope that you will consider these comments when forming you conclusions: 

• Implicit in Question #2 is the notion that humans do not currently have the ingenuity to manage 
forests sustainably. I believe that we do currently have the knowledge and the ingenuity; we just 
don’t have the political will to implement the measures that would be necessary to implement 
sustainable management practices. 

• Question #3 implies that forestry is a zero sum endeavour; i.e., that forestry jobs will need to be 
lost in order to manage our forests in an environmentally responsible manner. Again, I disagree 
with what seems to be the premise of the question. I believe that we can increase the number of 
jobs, the quality of jobs and the sustainability of our forest practices: all at the same time. 

• Quest #4 also seems to be based on a “zero sum” bias. Questions of this kind effectively “dumb 
down” that which deserves an informed and necessarily complex discussion. Again, I disagree 
with the premise that the types of resource interests listed in this question are mutually exclusive. 
We can manage for “biological richness” AND First Nations interests. We can manage for “quality 
of life” AND “economic benefit”. The framing of questions in this way creates a perception that 
we, the public, must choose between one interest or the other, and given the economic weight of 
industrial forestry it’s pretty clear what that choice would be. I believe that we can manage for 
multiple interests simultaneously but that it would take systemic changes to the way manage our 
forests.  I would contend that this survey is predicted on the notion that we in BC currently 
manage our forests in a sustainable and environmentally sound way. Imbedded in the questions 
also seems to be the idea that in order to address the concerns of climate change or species at 
risk, for example, we have to make concessions in the form of job loses; that we need to lose jobs 
in order to reconcile indigenous property interests; that that we need to sacrifice our “quality of 
life” if we are going to protect species at risk. I disagree with this premise and my concern is that 
by oversimplifying the issues as “either or”, mutually exclusive values, you are leading the survey 
respondent conclude that we must sacrifice non-timber values or else we’re all going to loose our 
jobs. This survey seems to have been designed to truncate an informed response to the extent 
that a respondent must choose between resource values when, I hope you’ll agree, it’s not that 
simple.   

A lifetime working in resource management has taught me that “forestry management” in BC is mostly 
platitudes’ the bottom line being that we log as much public land as we can; that is, as much land as we 
can convince the public is sustainable. In my view, UBC and the ABCPF are as culpable as industry for 
the myth that “integrated resource management” has proven itself to be. 
There are moral imperatives in forest management. Forestry practices in BC do not in any serious way 
manage for “integrated resource management” values and they certainly do not manage for indigenous 
property interests. The goal of forest management in BC is to make stumps and the moral imperative is 
that we stop pretending otherwise. Forestry in our province has more than an image problem; it has 
systemic problems associated with forest policy that has been designed to maximize corporate profit at 
the expense of forest-dependant communities, the environment and the public interest. Forestry is, in my 
view, the ultimate “Tragedy of the Commons.” 
The answers to our forestry problems cannot be found in leading, multiple choice questions; only skewed 
survey results that can be used to justify the status quo or worse. If given a legitimate opportunity, I don’t 
believe that the public would concede that forestry is a zero sum endeavour. I don’t believe that the public 
would choose to sacrifice species-at-risk in favour of the economy if, for example, there was an 
opportunity to answer more thoughtfully.  What is clearly missing from your survey a question about 
substantive tenure reform and who should have access to our public forests – and since were presenting 
leading questions – I’ll put it this way: who would you rather have access to our public forests: community 
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woodlots, value added manufacturers or huge corporate goliaths with an ascendant devotion to profit for 
anonymous shareholders! 
 
 




