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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

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

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

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

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

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

date from the community of Quesnel. 

 

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

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

questions that made up the survey were: 

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

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

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

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

Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 

Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives. 

Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 

Question 10: Global warming. 

Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 

Question 12: Demographics. 

 

There was also space for respondents to provide general comments. 

 

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

first contact letter was sent January 4th 2006; the final contact was sent January 23rd 2006.  Based on the 

population of Quesnel, the initial sample size was determined to be 1,233 people.  A total of 451 

responses were received by March 27th 2006.  This represents a 39.0% response rate after correcting for 

undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 1,155).  Thus, the number of completed returns is 

sufficient to estimate a sample error of ±5% 19 times out of 20. 

 

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

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

are important to local residents; forests and forestry are also seen to be relevant and important.  In 

general, there was agreement that there were enough checks and balances in place to ensure 
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responsible forest management, but that too much attention was focused on timber resources and not 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

important local consideration. 

 

The overall recognition of the importance of forest management objectives suggests that the indicators 

that constitute the Canfor SFM Framework measure values and amenities that are relevant to the public.  

The top three forest management priorities: (1) sustaining the productive capacity of forests ecosystems; 

(2) sustaining ongoing opportunities for a range of quality of life benefits; and (3) sustaining biological 

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

were with provincial forest management outcomes.  There was a high degree of concern about insect 

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

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

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

resource values in the short-term. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

(Canadian Forest Products, 2006). 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of stakeholders. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

available. 

 

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

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

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

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

practices in and near their communities. 

 

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

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

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

received to date from the community of Quesnel. 

 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

level forestry activities.  Seven broad categories of values identified: 

 

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

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

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

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

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

Wondolleck Yaffee, 2000); 

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

6. Ecological processes (CCFM, 2003); and 

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

2004). 

 

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

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

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

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

did not have an opinion about a particular statement. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

did not have an opinion about a particular statement. 

 

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

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

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

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

community in order to: 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

Framework (Appendix B): 

 

1. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits; 

2. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products; 

3. Sustaining biological richness; 

4. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests; 

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

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

7. Managing forests to reduce global warming. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2.1.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

The ten forest management outcomes were: 

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

2.  Water quality 7.  Sustainability for future generations 

3.  Habitat requirements for wildlife 8.  Visual quality 

4.  Communication with public 9.  Wild fire control 

5.  Outdoor recreation 10.  Insect control 

 

 

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

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

criteria that comprise the Canfor SFM Framework: 

 

1. Sustaining biological richness. 

2. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests. 

3. Managing the forest to reduce global warming. 

4. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products. 

5. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits. 

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

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

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

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

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

the monitoring of each criterion. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2.1.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

suggestions from the six Canfor Divisions participating in this survey. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

perceptions of the forest industry’s response to species at risk.  Respondents could indicate that they did 

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

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

the seven statements. 

 

2.1.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 

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

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

concern and knowledge of climate change, whether they had noticed any effects of climate change in 

 



Canfor Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2005/2006 7 
 

their community, whether they have any plans to change their behaviour in response to climate change, 

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

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

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

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

forest managers should be prioritizing their responses to climate change. 

 

2.1.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2.1.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

and PAG constituency. 

 

2.1.13.  General Comments. 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

estimate of the response rate.  The population in 2001 of Quesnel was 10,044 (Statistics Canada, 2003).  
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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), was 

determined to be 370 (Salient & Dillman, 1994).  Based on an estimated 30% response rate, the sample 

size was determined to be 1,233. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

The first contact was an initial contact letter (Appendix C) that was prepared 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 was mailed in advance of the 

questionnaire and was sent Wednesday, January 4th 2006. 

 

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

addressed 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 and 

questionnaire package was mailed Friday, January 6th 2006. 

 

The third contact was a reminder postcard (Appendix E) that was sent to everyone in the sample to 

remind people that had not completed or sent in their questionnaires to do so, and to thank those 

respondents that had completed and returned their questionnaires. This postcard was mailed 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 G), a 

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

package was mailed Monday, January 23rd 2006. 
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2.4.  Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each question.  For those questions that asked respondents to 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

of environmental attitude was calculated.  Responses to the items in the NEP Scale were recoded so that 

the items reflected a consistent scale (i.e. 1 = dominant social paradigm, reflective of anthropocentric 

attitudes; 5 = new ecological paradigm, reflective of biocentric attitudes).  Cronbach's Alpha was 

calculated to test for unidimensionality (i.e. internal consistency) of the Scale.  Tests were preformed to 

gauge whether there were any gains in the internal consistency of the Scale if any of the 15 items are 

removed.  A Principal Components Analysis was then employed to further examine the internal 

consistency of the scale and its applicability to study area.  Cronbach's Alpha was calculated again for 

each of the five facets of the NEP scale to examine whether the facets could be used alone or were better 

used in totality.   Finally, a summative scale was constructed to provide an indicator of environmental 

attitude. 

 

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

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

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

Law of Comparative Judgment was selected.  

 

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

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

attribute is judged a greater or lower priority than all other attributes.  A table containing 21 pairs of 

attributes (combination of seven taken two at a time) regarding priorities for sustaining forest values was 

presented to the respondents (Equation 1). 

 

attributesofpairsC 21!2)!27(
!7

27 =
−

=  (1)
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For each pair, the proportion of times one attribute was selected in preference to another is calculated. 

 

2.4.3.  General Comments. 

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

 

 

3.  RESULTS 
A total of 451 responses were received between January 16th 2006 and March 20th 2006.  This represents 

a 39.0% response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 1,155)2; 

providing an estimate of sample error of ±5% at the 95% confidence interval (i.e. 19 times out of 20). 

 

3.1.  Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC. 
On the whole, respondents were in agreement with the statements presented in Question 1 (Table 1).  

However, a slight majority of respondents (57.8%) mildly or strongly disagreed that there will be sufficient 

wood in British Columbia to meet our future needs.  A majority of respondents (55.6%) indicated that they 

mildly or strongly disagreed that forest companies have earned the trust to manage forests for the long-

term.  Respondents were almost evenly split in their level of agreement that if forests are well managed to 

protect aesthetic values, the ecosystem is being managed well also: 39.8% strongly or mildly agreed, 

while 41.3% strongly or mildly disagreed.

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

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mildly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

There are enough checks and balances in place 
to ensure responsible forest management. 413 24.6% 28.1% 18.6% 13.6% 14.8% 6.7% 2.65 1.374 ± 0.133 

The forest industry controls too much of British 
Columbia's forests. 423 26.2% 18.7% 21.7% 18.2% 15.1% 5.3% 2.77 1.406 ± 0.133 

I know enough about forests and forestry to provide 
Meaningful input in to forestry planning decisions. 408 23.0% 30.1% 23.5% 11.8% 11.5% 8.2% 2.59 1.278 ± 0.123 

British Columbia has enough protected areas such 
as provincial and national parks. 436 31.0% 22.2% 13.3% 16.7% 16.7% 2.2% 2.66 1.479 ± 0.139 

The citizens of British Columbia need to have more 
opportunities for input into forest management. 437 41.0% 26.5% 19.9% 8.2% 4.3% 2.4% 2.08 1.151 ± 0.108 

If forests are well managed to protect aesthetic 
values, the ecosystem is being managed well also. 414 17.1% 22.7% 18.8% 21.3% 20.0% 7.3% 3.04 1.389 ± 0.133 

Providing long-term security of forest lands to 
forestry companies will promote SFM. 423 18.0% 29.6% 19.6% 13.7% 19.1% 4.9% 2.87 1.380 ± 0.131 

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

423 24.8% 28.6% 21.7% 15.1% 9.7% 5.5% 2.56 1.277 ± 0.122 

There will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to 
meet our future needs. 424 11.6% 14.2% 16.5% 21.0% 36.8% 5.3% 3.57 1.401 ± 0.133 

Forest companies have earned the trust to manage 
forests for the long-term. 433 7.4% 15.7% 21.2% 21.0% 34.6% 3.1% 3.60 1.302 ± 0.123 
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3.2.  Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 
In general, respondents strongly or mildly agreed with biocentric-oriented statements and strongly or 

mildly disagreed with anthropocentric statements presented in this question (Table 2).  The sole 

exception to this pattern were responses to the statement the earth has plenty of natural resources if we 

just learn how to develop them, which the majority of respondents (62.9%) strongly or mildly agreed with. 

 

Cronbach's Alpha was calculated to be 0.835, which suggests the unidimensionality of the NEP Scale.  

This suggestion is supported as there are no gains in Cronbach's Alpha if any of the 15 items are 

removed from the Scale. 

 

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

Value = 4.727; Component #2 Eigen Value = 1.369; and Component #3 Eigen Value = 1.285).  The three 

components explain a total of 49.2% of the variance: Component #1 = 31.5%; Component #2 = 9.1%; 

and Component #3 = 8.6. 

 

In the unrotated PCA solution, all but two items load on the first component; there were not any cross-

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

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

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

Growth α = 0.544; Anti-Anthropocentricism α = 0.638; Fragility of Nature's Balance α = 0.629; Rejection of 

Exemptionalism α = 0.439; Possibility of an Eco-Crisis α = 0.728), which provides further evidence that 

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

 

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

ecological paradigm and tended to be biocentric in their attitudes.  The minimum score was 1.27 and the 

maximum score was 5 (i.e. the top bound).  The mean score was 3.60 ± 0.067 and the standard deviation 

was 0.721. 
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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. 407 26.5% 25.3% 19.4% 15.0% 13.8% 8.2% 2.64 1.375 ± 0.133 

Humans have the right to modify the 
natural environment to suit their needs. 438 6.2% 14.6% 21.5% 19.2% 38.6% 1.1% 3.69 1.284 ± 0.120 

When humans interfere with nature it 
often produces disastrous consequences. 441 47.2% 20.9% 19.7% 8.4% 3.9% 0.7% 2.01 1.164 ± 0.108 

Human ingenuity will ensure that we do 
NOT make the earth unlivable. 427 11.2% 14.3% 23.0% 20.4% 31.1% 4.2% 3.46 1.355 ± 0.129 

Humans are severely abusing the 
environment. 435 41.6% 24.6% 19.5% 9.4% 4.8% 0.4% 2.11 1.189 ± 0.112 

The earth has plenty of natural resources 
if we just learn how to develop them. 435 32.6% 30.3% 18.9% 11.5% 6.7% 2.0% 2.29 1.222 ± 0.116 

Plants and animals have as much right as 
humans to exist. 441 58.0% 20.2% 13.2% 5.2% 3.4% 0.7% 1.76 1.082 ± 0.102 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope 
with the impacts of modern industrial nations. 436 2.5% 8.0% 16.7% 21.6% 51.1% 2.2% 4.11 1.104 ± 0.104 

Despite our special abilities humans are still 
subject to the laws of nature. 436 64.9% 24.5% 6.0% 3.0% 1.6% 2.0% 1.52 0.862 ± 0.080 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind 
has been greatly exaggerated. 423 9.5% 17.0% 17.0% 19.9% 36.6% 5.1% 3.57 1.375 ± 0.131 

The earth is a closed system with very limited 
room and resources. 417 27.1% 24.9% 19.9% 16.3% 11.8% 6.4% 2.61 1.348 ± 0.129 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of 
nature. 429 9.1% 10.3% 15.4% 14.5% 50.8% 3.5% 3.88 1.371 ± 0.129 

The balance of nature is very delicate and 
easily upset. 442 49.3% 24.2% 14.7% 8.8% 2.9% 0.7% 1.92 1.120 ± 0.104 

Humans will eventually learn enough about 
 how nature works to be able to control it. 437 5.5% 16.0% 23.6% 16.7% 38.2% 2.2% 3.66 1.281 ± 0.120 

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

430 40.5% 22.1% 18.6% 10.7% 8.1% 3.5% 2.24 1.303 

 

 

± 0.123 
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3.3.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC. 
A summary of the pattern of responses for this question is presented in Table 3.  On the whole, 

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

generations was maintained or enhanced.  However, almost half of all respondents indicated that they 

were not willing to lose any local forestry jobs to increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 

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

 

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

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

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is the same as it is today. 439 2.05 0.915 ± 0.086 

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is improved. 435 2.17 0.958 ± 0.090 

...increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 
areas. 436 1.72 0.888 ± 0.084 

 

 

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

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

to satisfy the conditions suggested in the question, the most frequently cited response to increasing the 

amount of forests in parks and protected areas was none of the forestry jobs. 

 

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. 

26.2% 52.6% 13.2% 5.5% 2.5% — 

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

20.7% 56.1% 13.3% 5.7% 4.1% — 

...increase the amount of forests in 
parks and protected areas. 48.2% 39.7% 6.4% 3.9% 1.8% — 
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3.4.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 
For each pair of forest values, the proportion of times that one value was identified as a priority over other 

forest values was calculated (Table 5). 

 

Table 5. Proportion of times that column forest values were considered a higher priority than forest values in rows.  
 

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 0.234 0.000      
Economic benefits 
from forestry and 
wood products 

0.247 0.525 0.000     

Productive 
capacity of forests 0.193 0.406 0.237 0.000    

Quality of life 
benefits 0.111 0.517 0.385 0.622 0.000   

Benefits that First 
Nations receive 0.702 0.837 0.824 0.825 0.871 0.000  

Reduce global 
warming 0.345 0.551 0.366 0.542 0.428 0.168 0.000 

 

 

The perceived differences between the proportions were assumed to be normally distributed; 

standardizations (z-scores corresponding to proportions) were performed for each attribute.  A ranking 

scale (Figure 1) was created with the distances (differences) from the attributes’ standardized mean 

scores.  The scale illustrates the relative priority of forest values, as well as the ordered rank of priority.  

The origin of the scale, assigned to the number-one ranked forest value, was set to zero. The scale 

distance of each forest value is found by their cumulative distances from the origin.  The scale illustrates 

that sustaining the productive capacity of forests was the top-ranked forest value, followed closely by 

sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits, sustaining biological richness, and 

managing forests to reduce global warming; sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood 

products was ranked fifth.  The lowest ranked attributes were sustaining non-timber economic benefits 

and sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests. 
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Respondents had mixed degrees of satisfaction with the ten local forest management outcomes that were 

presented to them (Table 6).  Over three-quarters of respondents (77.5%) were somewhat unsatisfied or 

not at all satisfied with local insect control outcomes; the number of respondents (60.2%) reporting to be 

not at all satisfied with local insect control outcomes was the largest percentage reported for any local 

forest management outcome or degree of satisfaction.  A majority of respondents (55.9%) reported that 

they were either somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with public involvement in decision-making 

outcomes; relatedly, approximately two times as many respondents reported being somewhat unsatisfied 

or not at all satisfied (44.0%) with local communication with the public than those that reported being very 

or somewhat satisfied (24.0%).  Respondents were generally evenly split in their satisfaction with local 

water quality and visual quality outcomes.  The majority of respondents (51.8%) were either very or 

somewhat satisfied with outdoor recreation outcomes.  More respondents reported being very or 

somewhat satisfied (47.3%) with local management of wild fire control outcomes than did respondents 

that reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not satisfied at all (26.0%).

3.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

 

 
Figure 1. Thurstone scale: ranking and relative distances of 
forest value priorities. 
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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 413 10.2% 22.5% 39.0% 15.7% 12.6% 5.3% 2.98 1.138 ± 0.110 
Water quality 421 15.7% 30.9% 25.7% 16.4% 11.4% 4.2% 2.77 1.227 ± 0.118 
Habitat requirements for 
wildlife 413 10.9% 31.5% 30.3% 18.9% 8.5% 5.5% 2.83 1.119 ± 0.108 

Communication with public 418 6.5% 17.5% 32.1% 22.0% 22.0% 4.2% 3.36 1.187 ± 0.114 
Outdoor recreation 431 17.2% 34.6% 27.8% 13.2% 7.2% 2.2% 2.59 1.134 ± 0.108 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 399 5.5% 13.8% 25.8% 24.8% 30.1% 9.5% 3.60 1.205 ± 0.118 

Sustainability for future 
generations 409 6.4% 15.6% 29.8% 24.9% 23.2% 7.1% 3.43 1.186 ± 0.116 

Visual quality 419 8.6% 22.4% 33.2% 16.5% 19.3% 4.2% 3.16 1.219 ± 0.118 
Wild fire control 412 16.0% 31.3% 26.7% 11.4% 14.6% 6.2% 2.77 1.266 ± 0.122 
Insect control 417 5.0% 4.8% 12.7% 17.3% 60.2% 5.8% 4.23 1.151 ± 0.110 
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Table 7.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Provincial satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Very 

Satisfied 
(1) 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

(2) 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Unsatisfied 

(3) 

Somewhat 
Unsatisfied 

(4) 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic stability 364 6.0% 15.7% 39.0% 20.9% 18.4% 14.6% 3.30 1.121 ± 0.094 
Water quality 352 6.5% 20.2% 31.5% 24.1% 17.6% 17.5% 3.26 1.160 ± 0.122 
Habitat requirements for wildlife 372 8.9% 17.5% 35.5% 23.9% 14.2% 13.3% 3.17 1.146 ± 0.116 
Communication with public 375 2.9% 10.9% 31.2% 23.2% 31.7% 12.4% 3.70 1.115 ± 0.114 
Outdoor recreation 392 11.5% 26.5% 35.2% 16.1% 10.7% 9.8% 2.88 1.141 ± 0.114 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 360 4.2% 9.4% 24.4% 24.4% 37.5% 16.6% 3.82 1.159 ± 0.120 

Sustainability for future 
generations 374 5.1% 11.2% 27.3% 30.2% 26.2% 13.1% 3.61 13.138 ± 0.116 

Visual quality 392 6.9% 19.6% 34.2% 19.6% 19.6% 8.6% 3.26 1.180 ± 0.118 
Wild fire control 387 10.9% 25.3% 25.8% 19.6% 18.3% 10.9% 3.09 1.270 ± 0.127 
Insect control 390 3.6% 4.6% 11.8% 13.3% 66.7% 10.2% 4.35 1.083 ± 0.108 
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More respondents reported being very or somewhat satisfied (42.4%) with local management of habitat 

requirements for wildlife outcomes that did respondents that reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not 

satisfied at all (27.4%).  A relatively small percentage of respondents indicated that they were unsure 

about their satisfaction with local forest management outcomes. 

 

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

with local forest management outcomes.  More respondents indicated that they were somewhat 

unsatisfied or not satisfied at all with eight provincial forest management outcomes than did respondents 

reporting to be very or somewhat satisfied (Table 7).  There were also a relatively high percentage of 

respondents that reported that they were unsure about their satisfaction with provincial forest 

management outcomes.  Almost ten times the percentage of respondents reported being somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial insect control outcomes (80.0%) than did the percentage 

of respondents who reported being very or somewhat satisfied with that forest management outcome; the 

number of respondents (66.7.2%) reporting to be not at all satisfied with provincial insect control 

outcomes was the largest percentage reported for any forest management outcome or degree of 

satisfaction.  Roughly four-times as many respondents reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not 

satisfied at all (61.9%) with provincial public involvement in decision-making than did those reporting to be 

very or somewhat satisfied (13.6%).  A majority of respondents indicated that they were either somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial sustainability for future generations (56.4%) and with 

provincial communication with the public (54.9%).  More respondents reported being somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial water quality outcomes (41.7%), provincial economic 

stability outcomes (39.3%), provincial visual quality outcomes, and provincial habitat requirements for 

wildlife outcomes than did respondents who reported being very or somewhat satisfied with these four 

forest management outcomes.  Respondents were generally evenly split in their satisfaction with 

provincial wild fire control outcomes.  Finally, more respondents (38.0%) indicated that they were either 

very or somewhat satisfied with provincial outdoor recreation outcomes than those who were somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied. 
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3.6.  Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 
In their responses to who ought to have (or share) the responsibility for the management of the nine 

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

for monitoring the forest values presented to them; government was identified by no less than two-thirds 

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

also identified as being most responsible for monitoring the sustainability of economic benefits from 

forestry and wood products (Table 11).  Although there was some support for the roles of First Nations 

and local volunteers identified for each value, the level of support was generally less than for the other 

potential partners. 

 

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

Yes: Potential monitor n SD Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 444 52.9% 0.500 ± 0.002 
Government 444 72.7% 0.446 ± 0.002 
First Nations 444 26.1% 0.440 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 444 27.0% 0.445 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 444 42.8% 0.495 ± 0.002 

 

 

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

Yes: SD Potential monitor n Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 445 67.2% 0.470 ± 0.002 
Government 445 75.5% 0.431 ± 0.002 
First Nations 445 16.6% 0.373 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 445 14.2% 0.349 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 445 22.0% 0.415 ± 0.002 

 

 

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

Yes: SD Potential monitor n Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 441 47.4% 0.500 ± 0.002 
Government 442 80.3% 0.398 ± 0.002 
First Nations 442 20.4% 0.403 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 442 19.7% 0.398 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 442 43.0% 0.496 ± 0.002 
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Table 11.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining economic 
benefits from forestry and wood products. 

Yes: SD Potential monitor n Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 445 70.0% 0.455 ± 0.002 
Government 445 70.3% 0.457 ± 0.002 
First Nations 445 17.8% 0.383 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 445 14.2% 0.349 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 445 16.2% 0.369 ± 0.002 

 
 
 

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

Yes: SD Potential monitor n Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 444 31.3% 0.464 ± 0.002 
Government 445 73.9% 0.439 ± 0.002 
First Nations 445 25.4% 0.436 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 445 30.8% 0.462 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 445 34.6% 0.476 ± 0.002 

 

 

Table 13.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Representing a wide 
range of social & cultural values in forest management decisions. 

Yes: Potential monitor n SD Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 443 37.7% 0.485 ± 0.002 
Government 443 66.6% 0.472 ± 0.002 
First Nations 443 40.9% 0.492 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 443 43.6% 0.496 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 443 44.2% 0.497 ± 0.002 

 

 

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

Yes: Potential monitor n SD Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 441 24.5% 0.431 ± 0.002 
Government 441 70.7% 0.455 ± 0.002 
First Nations 441 52.4% 0.500 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 441 15.6% 0.364 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 441 17.5% 0.380 ± 0.002 
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Table 15.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining 
opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits. 

Yes: SD Potential monitor n Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 445 44.0% 0.497 ± 0.002 
Government 445 82.2% 0.383 ± 0.002 
First Nations 455 28.1% 0.450 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 445 38.9% 0.488 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 445 40.7% 0.492 ± 0.002 

 

 

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

Yes: SD Potential monitor n Monitor 95% CI 

Industry 444 45.9% 0.499 ± 0.002 
Government 444 74.3% 0.437 ± 0.002 
First Nations 444 28.4% 0.451 ± 0.002 
Local volunteers 444 37.8% 0.486 ± 0.002 
Environmental organizations 444 53.6% 0.499 ± 0.002 

 

 
3.7.  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives. 
This question asked respondents about the importance of forest management objectives in the three 

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

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

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

presented to respondents (i.e. rare and vulnerable habitat types; long-term soil fertility; slope stability; 

range of tree ages; landscape recovery from natural disturbance; and forest conditions that help to 

stabilize global warming).  The most frequently identified response for the remaining three objectives (i.e. 

maintenance of habitat; natural distribution of important species and area disturbed by forestry is 

minimized) was very important.  The vast majority of respondents indicated that all of the ecological 

objectives listed were either extremely or very important, with the exception of the objective that natural 

distribution of important species in their habitats in maintained, which was deemed to be either extremely 

or very important for 49% of respondents.  Few respondents indicated that these management objectives 

were not important at all.  There was also a low percentage of respondents (0.9% - 4.4%) that they did 

not have enough knowledge, or did not have an opinion about the ecological forest management 

objectives presented to them. 

 

Much the same pattern of ascribing importance to most SFM objectives was evident for the eight 

economic forest management objectives.  The response most frequently identified by respondents was 
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very important; this was selected for five of the eight management objectives (i.e. timber harvesting 

contributing to economic well-being; the public receives economic benefits from forests; the provincial 

government receives economic benefits from forests; competitive and diversified forest sector exists; and 

the stability of the amount and quality of non-timber products).  Extremely important was the most 

frequently cited response for the management objectives of natural disturbance events (e.g. fire, insect 

attack) are managed to minimize their economic impact, and for employment and income sources in the 

local economy are diversified.  The most frequently identified response for the management objective that 

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

(42.9%) indicated that this objective was slightly important or not important at all.  The majority of 

respondents indicated that the remaining seven economic forest management objectives were either 

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

percentage (88.4%) of extremely or very important responses was employment and income sources in 

the local economy are diversified. 

 

The most frequently identified response for the importance of social forest management objectives was 

very important for six of the nine objectives (i.e. sharing of information between the public and the forest 

industry; recognition and respect of First Nations and their treaty rights; forest resources are accessible to 

First Nations; maintenance or enhancement of recreation resources, opportunities and experiences; 

broad acceptability of visual character of forestry activities; and the conservation of unique or special 

social, cultural, and spiritual places).  The most frequently identified response for the objective that 

information about forestry activities is shared with First Nations before they are started was moderately 

important.  Respondents were generally split in terms of the degree of importance that they accorded to 

the objective that forest resources are accessible to First Nations; the importance reported by 

respondents for the objective of information about forestry activities is shared with First Nations before 

they are started was also almost evenly split.  More respondents (45.8%) indicated that the objective of 

forest management plans recognize and respect First Nations and treaty rights was either extremely or 

very important than did respondents that indicated the objective was slightly important or not important at 

all (31.3%).  The local forest management objective that worker and community safety is maintained 

within acceptable levels, was deemed extremely important by two-thirds of respondents; 95.0% of all 

respondents indicated that this objective was either extremely or very important (the highest rating of any 

of the management objectives).  Over three-quarters of respondents (77.5%) indicated that the local 

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

forest management was extremely or very important to them.  For the remaining social forest 

management objectives, the majority of respondents indicated that the objectives were either extremely 

or very important.



 
24 

 

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. 

424 39.2% 36.6% 19.1% 3.5% 1.7% 4.4% 1.92 0.932 ± 0.088 

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

425 36.2% 42.8% 16.2% 3.3% 1.4% 4.0% 1.91 0.881 ± 0.084 

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

431 3.5% 45.5% 15.8% 5.6% 0.7% 2.4% 1.97 0.877 ± 0.082 

Long-term soil fertility is 
maintained. 429 45.5% 42.7% 9.3% 2.1% 0.5% 2.9% 1.69 0.763 ± 0.073 

Area disturbed by forestry is 
minimized. 426 27.7% 33.8% 21.6% 12.2% 4.7% 3.3% 2.32 1.141 ± 0.108 

Slope stability is maintained 
and soil erosion is prevented. 437 59.0% 30.4% 7.1% 2.5% 0.9% 1.3% 1.56 0.807 ± 0.076 

A range of tree ages in the 
forest is maintained. 435 47.6% 34.3% 12.4% 3.0% 2.8% 1.6% 1.79 0.962 ± 0.090 

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

440 46.1% 39.3% 12.3% 1.6% 0.7% 0.9% 1.71 0.793 ± 0.074 

Forest conditions that help to 
stabilize global warming are 
prioritized. 

433 41.1% 29.1% 15.0% 9.7% 5.1% 2.4% 2.09 1.184 ± 0.112 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

25

 
 
 
 
 

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. 441 38.3% 44.0% 16.1% 1.4% 0.2% 0.2% 1.81 0.765 ± 0.071 

The public receives economic 
benefits from forests. 438 37.2% 45.0% 16.4% 1.1% 0.2% 1.1% 1.82 0.757 ± 0.071 

The provincial government receives 
economic benefits from forests. 432 23.8% 33.6% 27.8% 9.0% 5.8% 1.8% 2.39 1.116 ± 0.106 

Local First Nations receive 
economic benefits from forests. 431 9.7% 18.3% 29.0% 18.3% 24.6% 2.4% 3.30 1.287 ± 0.122 

A competitive, diversified forestry 
sector exists. 411 35.0% 40.1% 16.3% 6.6% 1.9% 7.1% 2.00 0.977 ± 0.094 

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

442 56.3% 27.6% 9.5% 5.7% 0.9% 0.4% 1.67 0.928 ± 0.086 

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

435 30.3% 37.2% 22.1% 8.7% 1.6% 2.0% 2.14 1.001 ± 0.094 

Employment and income sources in 
the local economy are diversified. 439 47.4% 41.0% 9.6% 1.4% 0.7% 1.1% 1.67 0.760 ± 0.071 



 

 

26 

 
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. 

439 39.0% 38.5% 17.3% 5.0% 0.2% 1.1% 1.89 0.879 ± 0.081 

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

441 42.2% 44.4% 11.6% 1.6% 0.2% 0.7% 1.73 0.742 ± 0.069 

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

431 19.3% 26.5% 23.0% 15.8% 15.5% 2.4% 2.82 1.336 ± 0.125 

Forest resources are accessible to 
First Nations. 427 14.5% 24.4% 24.1% 19.4% 17.6% 2.7% 3.01 1.313 ± 0.125 

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

427 15.7% 21.1% 24.4% 16.4% 22.5% 3.3% 3.09 1.378 ± 0.131 

Recreation resources, opportunities 
and experiences are maintained or 
enhanced. 

437 26.8% 44.9% 21.7% 5.6% 0.7% 1.3% 2.09 0.882 ± 0.082 

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

432 18.8% 37.0% 32.2% 9.7% 2.3% 2.0% 2.40 0.975 ± 0.092 

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

429 25.4% 33.6% 19.3% 15.2% 6.5% 3.3% 2.44 1.205 ± 0.114 

Worker and community safety is 
maintained within acceptable 
levels. 

441 66.2% 28.8% 3.9% 0.9% 0.2% 0.4% 1.40 0.632 ± 0.059 
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3.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 
There was little variation in the pattern of responses to this question.  Generally, respondents were in 

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

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

issues presented in the questionnaire (i.e. overall, sustainable forest management practices produce 

positive results for the local community; in general, the forest industry is more environmentally sensitive 

than other local industries; and willingness to accept some visual change in views from local community if 

it reduced ecological impacts in the backcountry) was mostly agree (Table 18).  Respondents most 

frequently identified strongly agree for two local forest management issues: it is a priority to manage the 

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

term; and local communities should receive their fair share of locally generated government income.  

Most respondents (49.6%) strongly or mostly agreed that local forest managers were responsive to public 

concerns (though almost one-third partly agreed with this).  Almost two-thirds (62.7%) of respondents 

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

local community.  A majority of respondents (80.3%) indicated that it was a priority to manage the 

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

term.  Over nine out of ten respondents (93.0%) strongly or mostly agreed that local communities should 

receive a fair share of locally generated government income.  Over half of respondents (58.5%) strongly 

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

in their area.  Nine times the percentage of respondents strongly or mostly agreed (65.3) that they would 

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

in the backcountry than did those that mostly or strongly disagreed (7.0%).  Finally, more respondents 

(43.5%) indicated that they mildly or strongly disagreed with the statement that forestry roads that are no 

longer in use by forestry companies should be deactivated, even if that means less access to remote 

areas than did respondents that strongly or mostly agreed (34.9%). 
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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. 375 18.7% 30.9% 31.2% 9.1% 10.1% 13.1% 2.61 1.185 ± 120 

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

394 19.0% 43.7% 24.1% 6.9% 6.3% 8.4% 2.38 1.066 ± 0.106 

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. 

421 54.4% 25.9% 12.4% 2.9% 4.5% 2.9% 1.77 1.067 ± 0.102 

Local communities should receive a fair share 
of locally generated government income. 429 65.7% 27.3% 6.3% 0.5% 0.2% 1.6% 1.42 0.653 ± 0.063 

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

405 26.2% 32.3% 25.7% 10.1% 5.7% 6.4% 2.37 1.141 ± 0.112 

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

400 23.5% 41.8% 27.8% 4.0% 3.0% 6.7% 2.21 0.948 ± 0.092 

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

430 19.1% 15.8% 21.6% 17.7% 25.8% 1.1% 3.15 1.453 ± 0.137 
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3.9.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 
There was little variation in the pattern of responses to this question.  Respondents were mostly in 

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

management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally (69.7% strongly or mostly 

agreed) and outside of the area where they lived (70.0% strongly or mostly agreed).  The majority of 

respondents (54.5%) strongly or mildly agreed that it is acceptable to limit industrial and commercial 

activities in forests in order to protect species at risk.  A majority of respondents (57.0%) also strongly or 

mildly agreed that the management of species at risk should be given priority over economic 

considerations.  The majority of respondents (55.3%) reported that they strongly or mostly agreed that 

forestry was the commercial activity that most affected species at risk. Although over one-third of 

respondents (35.9%) indicated that they felt that forestry planning and management does a good job of 

managing for species at risk, a relatively large percentage of respondents (17.3%) indicated that they did 

not know enough about forest management and species at risk.  More respondents mildly or strongly 

disagreed (49.6%) with the statement that it is acceptable to protect species at risk even if it harms other 

species than strongly or mostly agreed (13.9%); the most frequently identified response for this statement 

was partly agree/disagree. 
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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. 419 26.7% 30.3% 33.4% 6.2% 3.3% 2.7% 2.29 1.034 ± 0.098 

Forestry planning and management does a 
good job of managing for species at risk. 357 7.3% 28.6% 39.2% 16.5% 8.4% 17.3% 2.60 1.035 ± 0.108 

Forestry is the commercial activity that most 
affects species at risk. 391 19.2% 36.1% 30.7% 9.7% 4.3% 8.9% 2.44 1.043 ± 0.104 

It is acceptable to protect species at risk even if 
it harms other species. 397 4.3% 9.6% 36.5% 29.2% 20.4% 8.0% 3.52 1.053 ± 0.104 

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

422 21.8% 32.7% 34.6% 6.2% 4.7% 2.4% 2.39 1.042 ± 0.100 

The management of species at risk in the area 
where I live is important to me. 420 32.6% 37.1% 21.4% 5.5% 3.3% 3.3% 2.10 1.026 ± 0.098 

The management of species at risk outside of 
the area where I live is important to me. 420 31.4% 38.6% 21.0% 5.7% 3.3% 3.3% 2.11 1.021 ± 0.098 
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3.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 
The majority of respondent reported (69.6%) that they were somewhat or very concerned about the 

effects of climate change (Table 20); only 12.5% of respondents reported being somewhat unconcerned 

or not concerned at all. 

 

Table 20.  Question 10: How concerned are you about 
the effects of climate change? (most frequently 
identified response in bold). 
Not concerned at all (1). 5.5% 
Somewhat unconcerned (2). 7.0% 
Neither concerned nor unconcerned (3). 17.9% 
Somewhat concerned (4). 23.6% 
Very concerned (5). 46.0% 
n 385 
SD 1.189 
95% CI ± 0.120 

 

 

Over three-quarters of respondents (79.3%) of respondents indicated that they had noticed any effects of 

climate change in their community (Table 21). 

 

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

Yes 79.3% ± 0.2 
No 7.1% ±0.0 
Not sure 13.6% ±0.2 
n 420 
SD 0.706 

 

 

Most respondents (48.6%) reported that they have a pretty good or a very clear idea about the effects 

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

frequently identified response to this question was I have some idea (33.6%). 
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Table 22.  Question 10: Do you know what effects 
climate change may have on your community or its 
surrounding environment?  (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 
I have absolutely no idea (1). 7.6% 
I don’t really know (2). 10.2% 
I have some idea (3). 33.6% 
I have a pretty good idea (4). 28.5% 
I have a very clear idea (5). 20.1% 
n 393 
SD 1.146 
95% CI ± 0.114 

 

 

Two in five respondents (40.0%) reported that they personally planed to do something about climate 

change (Table 23). 

 

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

Yes 40.0% ± 0.2 
No 25.6% ±0.2 
Not sure 34.4% ±0.002 
n 418 
SD 0.862 

 

 

The majority of respondents (53.0%) indicated that they thought that forest managers should be doing 

something in response to climate change (Table 24). 

 

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

Yes 53.0% ± 0.2 
No 13.5% ±0.2 
Not sure 33.6% ±0.2 
n 423 
SD 0.911 
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The majority of respondents (69.8%) reported that it is more important to start acting now on climate 

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

change (Table 25). 

 

Table 25.  Question 10: Which statement best describes your opinion about how forest 
management should prioritize their response to climate change? (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 
It is more important to start acting now on climate change with what we know. 69.8% 
It is more important to continue monitoring for climate change so we can learn more. 30.2% 
n 431 
SD 0.459 
95% CI ± 0.2 

 

 

3.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 
Respondents reported participating in twenty-nine recreation activities (Table 26).  Fishing was identified 

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

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

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

 

Table 26.  Question 11: What recreation 
activity is most important to you? (n = 415) 

Activity Frequency % 

Fishing 80 19.3 
Camping 71 17.1 
Hunting 51 12.3 
Hiking 51 12.0 
Other leisure activity 34 8.2 
Walking 28 6.7 
Multiple activities 26 6.3 
Skiing (general) 7 1.7 
Snowmobiling 7 1.7 
ATV 6 1.4 
Backcountry activities 6 1.4 
Enjoying nature 5 1.2 
4-Wheeling 4 1.0 
Boating 4 1.0 
Cross-country skiing 4 1.0 
Horseback riding 4 1.0 
Swimming 4 1.0 
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Table 26 (cont’d).  Question 11: What 
recreation activity is most important to you? (n 
= 415) 

Activity Frequency % 

Biking (general) 3 0.7 
Canoeing 3 0.7 
None 2 0.5 
Mountain biking 2 0.5 
Bird watching 2 0.5 
Exploring 2 0.5 
Back packing 1 0.2 
Butterfly collecting 1 0.2 
Downhill skiing 1 0.2 
Parks 1 0.2 
Scenic driving 1 0.2 
Water sports 1 0.2 
Wilderness areas 1 0.2 
Wildlife photography 1 0.2 
Gathering 1 0.2 

 

 

On the whole, respondents’ involvement with their most important activity spanned many years (Table 

27).  Average involvement in activities ranged from 4 years (ATVing) to 55 years (downhill skiing).  For 

the two most cited activities, respondents had been fishing for an average of 39.20 years and camping for 

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

Activity Frequency Mean SD 95% CI 

Fishing 80 39.20 13.100 ± 2.889 
Camping 71 31.80 13.836 ± 3.218 
Hunting 51 33.48 14.275 ± 3.957 
Hiking 51 27.76 14.543 ± 4.249 
Other leisure activity 34 33.06 16.630 ± 5.590 
Walking 28 20.58 13.459 ± 5.173 
Multiple activities 26 31.65 15.618 ± 6.003 
Skiing (general) 7 21.43 10.031 ± 7.431 
Snowmobiling 7 14.14 8.896 ± 6.590 
ATV 6 4.00 1.265 ± 1.012 
Backcountry activities 6 28.33 19.408 ± 15.530 
Enjoying nature 5 46.80 19.254 ± 16.876 
4-Wheeling 4 14.75 11.843 ± 11.606 
Boating 4 4.50 3.786 ± 3.710 
Cross-country skiing 4 28.67 7.767 ± 8.790 
Horseback riding 4 27.50 11.902 ± 11.664 
Swimming 4 37.00 20.314 ± 19.908 
Biking (general) 3 23.33 10.408 ± 11.778 
Canoeing 3 27.67 18.610 ± 21.059 
None 2 — — — 
Mountain biking 2 15.50 6.364 ± 8.820 
Bird watching 2 45.00 7.071 ± 9.800 
Exploring 2 37.50 3.536 ± 4.900 
Back packing 1 45.00 — — 
Butterfly collecting 1 45.00 — — 
Downhill skiing 1 55.00 — — 
Parks 1 20.00 — — 
Scenic driving 1 20.00 — — 
Water sports 1 15.00 — — 
Wilderness areas 1 44.00 — — 
Wildlife photography 1 50.00 — — 
Gathering 1 45.00 — — 
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Most respondents reported being very skilled at the recreation activity that was most important to them 

(37.2%), while only 2.1% of respondents reported being beginners (Table 28). 

 

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

Beginner (1). 2.1% 
Somewhat skilled (2). 5.5% 
Moderately skilled (3). 33.2% 
Very skilled (4). 37.2% 
Expert (5). 21.7% 
N 419 
SD 0.956 
95% CI ± 0.092 

 

 

Just less than half of respondents (49.8%) reported that the recreation activity that they had identified as 

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

 

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

Not central at all (1). 5.3% 
Somewhat central (2). 12.3% 
Moderately central (3). 32.3% 
Mostly central (4). 26.7% 
Very central (5). 23.1% 
n 415 
SD 1.144 
95% CI ± 0.110 

 

 

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

 

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

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Large, undisturbed wilderness areas. 427 32.3 0.468 ± 0.002 
Large wilderness areas with limited trails & camp-sites. 427 50.6 0.501 ± 0.002 
Semi-wilderness areas with limited motorized access. 427 57.1 0.495 ± 0.002 
Easily accessed natural areas with some facilities. 428 55.6 0.497 ± 0.002 
Rural areas. 428 35.5 0.479 ± 0.002 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of respondents preferring settings 
is greater than 100%. 
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Respondents participated in their most important recreation activity most often in summer and spring and 

least in the fall (Table 31). 

 

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

Season n Mean SD 95% CI 

Spring 312 8.24 7.886 ± 0.875 
Summer 342 12.01 8.779 ± 0.930 
Fall 349 3.95 8.315 ± 0.872 
Winter 304 5.33 7.554 ± 0.849 

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

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

 

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

Alone 11.7% ±0.2 
Friends 33.6% ±0.2 
Family 51.6% ±0.3 
Club 1.6% ±0. 
People from work 1.0% ±0.1 
Other 0.5% ±0.0 
n 384 
SD 0.801 

 

 

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

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

value of their equipment (Table 33). 

 

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? 378 7.60 20.211 ± 2.037 

How many magazine subscriptions do you 
have about your most important activity? 396 21.27 292.641 ± 28.823 

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

402 $15,034.00 41957.56 ± 4101.600 
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Respondents reported having an average of 7.60 ±2.037 books on their most important activity.  There 

was considerable variation among the reported number of magazine subscriptions that respondents 

reported having.  The average cost of replacing all of the equipment related to respondents’ most 

important activity was $15,034.00 ±$4,101.60.  This suggests that the centrality measure described above 

is fairly accurate. 

 

Respondents (n = 369) reported participation in an average of 4.31 ±0.442 recreation activities (SD= 

4.33). 

 

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

land was identified as the setting most often used for recreation engagement (69.4%), followed by 

provincial parks and BCMoF recreation sites. 

 

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 428 61.2 0.488 ± 0.002 
BCMoF Recreation Site 428 60.0 0.490 ± 0.002 
Private Land 428 43.2 0.496 ± 0.002 
Crown land 428 69.4 0.461 ± 0.002 
Public water way 428 54.2 0.499 ± 0.002 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the 
percentage of respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 

 

 

Most respondents (36.5%) indicated that their outdoor recreation needs had been moderately 

represented in land-use planning (Table 35).  More respondents (62.9%) indicated that their recreation 

needs had been either mostly or well represented than did the number of respondents that reported that 

their perception of the representation of recreation was poor, or only slightly represented (24.7%). 
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Table 35.  Question 11: How well do you think that your 
outdoor recreation needs have been represented in 
forest land-use planning? (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 

Poorly represented (1). 9.6% 
Slightly represented (2). 15.1% 
Moderately represented (3) 36.5% 
Mostly represented (4) 26.4% 
Well represented (5) 12.3% 
n 416 
Mean 3.17 
SD 1.125 
95% CI  ± 0.108 

 

 

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

planning, respondents reported that outdoor recreation clubs (35.1%) and government (32.2%) were best 

able the to represent recreation needs (Table 36). 

 

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

Representative n Rank 
1 

Rank 
2 

Rank 
3 

Rank 
4 Mean SD 95%CI 

Government 382 32.2% 26.4% 25.7% 15.7% 2.25 1.071 ± 0.108 
Industry 363 17.4% 20.4% 22.3% 39.1% 2.86 1.143 ± 0.118 
Outdoor Recreation Clubs 362 35.1% 35.4% 18.0% 11.6% 2.06 0.997 ± 0.102 
Individual people 364 25.8% 26.9% 19.8% 27.5% 2.49 1.149 ± 0.118 
 

 

Roughly two out of five respondents (19.1% ±0.2) of respondents (n = 444) reported being members 

of an outdoor recreation club (SD= 0.394). 
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3.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 
Respondents’ average age was 53.18 ±2.620 years (SD = 13.763).  The youngest respondent was 17 

years of age.  The oldest respondent was 92 years of age.  The average age of respondents was older 

than the majority of Quesnel residents (64.6%). The median age of respondents was 53, which was 

greater than the median ages of Quesnel (37.0) (Statistics Canada, 2003). 

 

Of the 442 respondents reporting their gender, 74.9% ±0.2 (n= 331) were male and 25.1% ± 0.2 were 

female (SD = 0.434).  The percentage of male respondents was greater than the percentage of male 

residents of Quesnel (49.3%) (Statistics Canada, 2003). 

 

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

overwhelming majority (89.1 %) of respondents were residents of Quesnel. 

 
Table 37.  Question 12: What community 
do you live in? (n = 366; SD = 2.200; 
(most frequently identified response in 
bold) 

Community Frequency % 

Quesnel 326 89.1 
Cariboo Chilcotin 22 6.0 
Bouchie Lake 3 0.8 
Kersley 3 0.8 
Cottonwood 2 0.5 
Barlow Creek 1 0.3 
Barlow Creek 1 0.3 
Moose Hights 1 0.3 
Nazke 1 0.3 
Kitimat 1 0.3 
South Hills 1 0.3 
Vernon 1 0.3 
Northern BC 1 0.3 
Red Bluff 1 0.3 
Narcosli Creek 1 0.3 

 

 

On average, respondents were residents of their communities for 28.40 ±2.600 years (n = 356; SD = 

25.030).  The number of years of community residence ranged from three months to 84 years. 

 

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

completed high school. 
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Table 38.  Question 12: What is the highest level of 
education that you have completed? (n = 431; SD = 
1.297; (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Community Frequency % 

Some high school 67 15.5 
High school 149 34.6 
Some university/college 101 23.4 
University/college degree 74 17.2 
Graduate degree 20 4.6 
Other 20 4.6 

 

 

Respondents reported being employed in a total of sixty-six different occupations (Table 39).  The 

most frequently cited occupation was retired/semi-retired. 

 

Table 39.  Question 12: What is your occupation? (n 
= 417; SD = 23.232) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Retired/Semi-retired 101 24.2 
Forester 26 6.2 
Logger 20 4.8 
Mill employee 20 4.8 
Other 15 3.6 
Multiple jobs 14 3.4 
Business owner 13 3.1 
Homemaker 10 2.4 
Manager 9 2.2 
Health Care 9 2.2 
Farmer/Rancher 9 2.2 
Truck driver 9 2.2 
Engineer 8 1.9 
Heavy equipment operator 8 1.9 
Pulp mill worker 8 1.9 
Millwright 7 1.7 
Hospitality 6 1.4 
Electrician 6 1.4 
Teacher 6 1.4 
Welder 5 1.2 
Supervisor 5 1.2 
Retail 5 1.2 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 417; SD = 23.232) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Consultant 5 1.2 
Heavy mechanic 5 1.2 
Sales 5 1.2 
Clerical 5 1.2 
Self-employed 5 1.2 
Unemployed 5 1.2 
Plumber 4 1.0 
Labourer 4 1.0 
Carpenter 4 1.0 
Legal services 3 0.7 
Construction 3 0.7 
Student 3 0.7 
Accountant 3 0.7 
Physiotherapist 2 0.5 
Machine operator 2 0.5 
Barber/hair dresser 2 0.5 
Auto mechanic 2 0.5 
Clergy 2 0.5 
Realtor 2 0.5 
Municipal employee 2 0.5 
Information Technologist 2 0.5 
Letter carrier 2 0.5 
Disability: not working 2 0.5 
Government employee 2 0.5 
Business person 2 0.5 
Book keeper 2 0.5 
Painter 1.0 0.2 
Optometrist 1.0 0.2 
Geologist 1.0 0.2 
Maintenance 1.0 0.2 
Transportation 1.0 0.2 
Custodian 1.0 0.2 
Lab technician 1.0 0.2 
Insurance agent 1.0 0.2 
Bank employee 1 0.2 
Medical doctor 1 0.2 
Security 1 0.2 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 417; SD = 23.232) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Dentistry 1 0.2 
Oil & gas worker 1 0.2 
University/College Instructor 1 0.2 
Biologist 1 0.2 
Pilot 1 0.2 
Silviculture 1 0.2 
RPF 1 0.2 

 

 

Respondents reported working in a total of 29 different sectors (Table 40).  The most frequently cited 

occupation was Forestry. 

 

Table 40.  Question 12: What industry or sector 
do you work in? (n = 331; SD = 23.014). 

Sector Frequency % 

Forestry 150 45.3 
Service (general) 31 9.4 
Pulp & paper 24 7.3 
Education 21 6.3 
Government 20 6.0 
Multiple 20 6.0 
Health Care 9 2.7 
Construction 8 2.4 
Retail 7 2.1 
Agriculture 5 1.5 
Automotive 5 1.5 
Financial 4 1.2 
Retired 3 0.9 
Food services 3 0.9 
Legal Services 3 0.9 
Mining 2 0.6 
Tourism 2 0.6 
Hospitality 2 0.6 
Religion 2 0.6 
Saw mill 1 0.3 
Oil & gas 1 0.3 
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Table 40 (cont’d).  Question 12: What industry or 
sector do you work in? (n = 331; SD = 23.014). 

Sector Frequency % 

Municipal government 1 0.3 
First Nations Government 1 0.3 
Transportation 1 0.3 
Real estate 1 0.3 
Telecommunications 1 0.3 
Social services 1 0.3 
Energy 1 0.3 
Recreation 1 0.3 

 

 

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

household income was $50,000 - $59,999. 

 

Table 41.  Question 12: Please check the 
category that best describes your household 
income before taxes last year (n = 404; SD = 
3.074; most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Income Frequency % 

<$10,000 10 2.5 
$10,000 - $19,999 34 8.4 
$20,000 - $29,999 37 9.2 
$30,000 - $39,999 42 10.4 
$40,000 - $49,999 42 10.4 
$50,000 - $59,999 53 13.1 
$60,000 - $69,999 38 9.4 
$70,000 - $79,999 32 7.9 
$80,000 - $89,999 31 7.7 
$90,000 - $99,999 24 5.9 
$100,000 - $149,999 42 10.4 
>$149,999 19 4.7 

 

On average, respondents’ household size was 2.55 ±0.148 people (n = 396; SD = 1.503).  Household 

size ranged from one to 14 people. 

 

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

most frequently cited connections were non-motorized recreation, followed by motorized recreation, and 
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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 443 9.3 0.290 ± 0.001 
Education 443 14.0 0.347 ± 0.002 
Environment 443 28.7 0.453 ± 0.002 
First Nations 443 8.1 0.274 ± 0.001 
Forestry 443 49.0 0.500 ± 0.002 
Guide outfitter 443 4.3 0.203 ± 0.001 
Local government 443 6.1 0.240 ± 0.001 
Mining 443 8.8 0.284 ± 0.001 
Non-timber forest products 443 10.6 0.308 ± 0.001 
Oil & gas 443 4.7 0.213 ± 0.001 
Labour 443 8.4 0.277 ± 0.001 
Photography 443 24.8 0.433 ± 0.002 
Provincial government 443 7.2 0.259 ± 0.001 
Ranching/agriculture 443 19.9 0.399 ± 0.002 
Recreation (motorized) 443 49.2 0.501 ± 0.002 
Recreation (non-motorized) 443 62.5 0.485 ± 0.002 
Small business 443 16.3 0.369 ± 0.002 
Tourism 443 14.2 0.350 ± 0.002 
Trapping 443 2.0 0.141 ± 0.001 
Utilities & transmission 443 1.4 0.116 ± 0.001 
Value-added sector 443 9.7 0.296 ± 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 
In general, respondents agreed that there were enough checks and balances in place to ensure 

responsible forest management.  However, there was also a sense among respondents that the forest 

industry controlled too much of British Columbia’s forests, and that too much attention was focused on 

timber resources and not enough on non-timber resources.  For example, there was recognition among 

respondents that forest management was more than timber management; amenities like healthy 

ecosystems and outdoor recreation were seen to be important elements of forests that should be 

addressed by forest managers.  These two concerns are possibly related to the perception among 

respondents that there was not enough wood in the province to meet future needs.    Without addressing 

the actual state of long-term wood supply, there is a perception among the local public that this is an 

issue.  Although there was a relatively strong sentiment that forest companies had not earned the trust for 

long-term forest management, respondents generally felt that long-term security of forest lands (i.e. 

tenure) was a mechanism that could promote sustainable forest management. 

 

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

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

monitoring the following management outcomes: 

• Sustaining biological richness; 

• Managing the forest to reduce global warming; 

• Sustaining non-timber economic benefits; 

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

• Sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests; 

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

• Species at risk recovery. 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

meaningful input for forest planning decisions, yet they felt strongly that opportunities for input were 

lacking.  As many of the concerns identified by respondents had to do with public participation and 

communication efforts, forest managers might consider strengthening community ties by providing 

information about forestry and forestry-related practices to local residents.  This may help to address the 

issues identified by respondents.  Several respondents expressed a desire to see the results of the 

Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey. 
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The use of the New Ecological Paradigm Scale was a suitable metric for the population of Quesnel and 

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

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

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

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

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

practices) may help to extend current levels of consumption. 

 

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

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

respondents were mixed in their opinions about the extent of protected areas in BC as respondents were 

almost evenly split about whether the current amount of protected areas in the province was enough. 

However, a slight majority of respondents were willing to consider some degree of job losses to increase 

the amount of forests in protected areas. 

 

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

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

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

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

extremely or very important.  This is supported by the rankings of forest management objectives identified 

by the Thurstone Scale, as sustaining the productive capacity of forests ecosystems was the highest 

ranked forest management objective, and sustaining biological richness was the third overall 

management priority.  The overall importance of ecological forest management objectives is also 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Analysis provides insight about which forest management criteria were priorities for local residents 

(above).  Sustaining the productive capacity of forests and sustaining ongoing opportunities for a range of 

quality of life benefits were the top priorities for respondents; this suggests that the following nine 

management objectives (i.e. indicators) be prioritized:  

 

1. Long-term soil fertility is maintained. 

2. Area disturbed by forestry is minimized. 
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3. Slope stability is maintained and soil erosion is prevented. 

4. A range of tree ages in the forest is maintained. 

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

6. Recreation resources, opportunities and experiences are maintained or enhanced. 

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

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

features. 

9. Worker and community safety is maintained within acceptable levels. 

 

Sustaining biological richness and managing forests to reduce global warming are the sustainable forest 

management criteria that should be prioritized next. 

 

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

provincial forest management outcomes.  Respondents had mixed degrees of satisfaction with local 

forest management outcomes that were presented to them.  Insect control management outcomes were 

highlighted as being of concern to local residents.  In particular, there was a high degree of dissatisfaction 

with the local insect control management outcomes.  This is likely due to the proximity of Quesnel to 

salvage efforts for wood infested by the mountain pine beetle.  The degree of dissatisfaction is greater 

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

beetle, there was an overwhelming sense that it was a priority for forest managers to address the 

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

term.  Many respondents commented that the pine beetle problem was a consequence of global warming. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

requires more attention.  This is supported by the perception among respondents that the focus of forest 

management focus is timber and not forests as a whole.  A relatively large proportion of respondents 

indicated that they were uncertain about their satisfaction with the forest management outcomes that 

were presented to them, which suggests that public awareness of the multiple facets of forest 

management activities could be strengthened through communication efforts. 

 

Correspondingly, the majority of respondents indicated that all of the economic forest management 

objectives were extremely or very important with the exception that local First Nations receive economic 
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benefits from forests, which most respondents felt was only slightly important or not important at all; this 

may indicate that there is a lack of awareness of what economic benefits are available to First Nations.  

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

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

disturbance events are managed to minimize their economic impact, that timber harvesting continue to 

contribute to economic well-being, that a competitive forestry sector exists, and the public receive 

economic benefits from forests.  This suggests that economic sustainability, especially at the local level, is 

of concern. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

enhancement of recreation resources, opportunities and experiences was fourth in terms of the 

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

reported that recreation was their main connection to forests.  Acceptance of the visual character of 

forestry by a broad range of the public was generally important, as was the conservation of unique or 

special social, cultural, and spiritual places by forest management.  Less than half of respondents 

indicated that it was extremely or very important that forest management plans recognize and respect 

First Nations and treaty rights, although respondents were split in their perceptions of the importance of 

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

that forest resources be accessible to First Nations. 

 

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

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

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

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

provided by the forestry sector.  As mentioned above, addressing the mountain pine beetle epidemic is a 

priority for the majority of respondents.  Overall, there is a sense that forest management does make 

contributions to local communities (and that economic contributions should be shared locally), although 

there is less agreement that local forest managers are responsive to public concerns (this may be related 

to the perception that communication efforts with the public have not been terribly successful). 
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The management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally and outside of the area 

where they lived.  The high level of importance that respondents' accorded to the importance of managing 

for species at risk was matched by a recognition that this would entail limiting commercial and industrial 

activity in forests and that such recognition of species at risk may be at odds with economic 

considerations.    However, only one-third of respondents were in agreement that forestry planning and 

management did a good job of managing for species at risk; there was also a perception among majority 

of respondents that forestry was the commercial activity that most affected species at risk.  This is an 

area that the forest industry could better communicate its management efforts. 

 

Most respondents expressed some concern about the effects of climate change and have noticed local 

effects of climate change, and were aware of some of climate change impacts. Despite this degree of 

concern for, and local evidence of, climate change, two in five respondents reported that they personally 

planned to do something about climate change; yet the majority of respondents reported that it was more 

important to start acting now on climate change with what we know, in terms of how forest management 

should prioritize their response to climate change.  Respondents’ intentions regarding their personal 

response to climate change seems to be at odds with their generally pro-ecological world view, although 

respondents were of the opinion that human ingenuity could some overcome environmental problems; 

perhaps climate change is one of the areas that respondents feel could be addressed by human 

ingenuity. 

 

Involvement in recreation activities among respondents was varied and longstanding.  Respondents 

identified twenty-nine different outdoor recreation activities that were important to them and generally 

demonstrated prolonged involvement in these activities.  Their recreation participation spanned all four 

seasons from roughly three times a week in the summer to once a week in the winter.  Respondents were 

generally skilled at their recreation activities (likely due to the amount of time devoted to the activity), and 

believed that the activity was fairly central to their lifestyles (which was supported by an examination of 

the amount of some of the activity-related items a person had, as well as the replacement value of their 

recreation equipment).  Respondents' recreation participation was also varied in terms of the average 

number of activities that they participated in.  Recreation activities were engaged in a variety of landscape 

settings from wilderness areas to rural areas, which supports the recreation management strategy of 

ensuring that there is a diversity of recreation settings present on the landscape, as this provides forest 

managers with the option of responding to changes in recreation demand for different settings (Clark & 

Stankey, 1979); it may be that there are sufficient numbers of people engaging in recreation in a variety of 

settings to support the coordinated management of recreation resources across a variety of jurisdictional 

actors and institutions.  On the whole, respondents indicated that their recreation needs had been 

represented, although the overall degree of satisfaction with outdoor recreation management outcomes 

(at both the local and provincial scales) was marginal.  There was a strong sense that recreation clubs 
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and government were best suited to act representatives for recreation in land-use planning efforts 

(although only about one-quarter of respondents were members of a recreation club); however, the 

overall degree of satisfaction with outdoor recreation management outcomes (at both local and provincial 

scales) was marginal.  When one considers the number of respondents that indicated that recreation was 

their main connection to forests, it appears that outdoor recreation has an important role in forest land 

management. 

 

Respondents tended to be older than community residents, and the proportion of men that completed and 

returned a questionnaire was higher than the proportion of men in Quesnel.  This may introduce a degree 

of bias into responses and should be taken into consideration when interpreting results.  Respondents 

were generally well educated, as over three-quarters had completed high school.  Almost one-third of 

respondents were retired, which is not unexpected given the average age of respondents; however, 

respondents did represent a range of occupations and occupational sectors and income levels. 

 

 

5.  CONCLUSION 
This project demonstrated the utility of mail survey as it was able to gather responses from 39.0% of the 

sample population.  A consideration for future public opinion surveys of sustainable forest management is 

the method of delivery.  Mail delivery is a suitable and successful method for soliciting local public 

opinion.  Depending on the intent of the use of survey results (i.e. local connections and use of public 

land or all connections and uses of public forest land), a mixed method of survey delivery could be 

implemented that would retain the delivery of questionnaires to a sample of local residents, but also 

incorporate an on-site exit poll of tourists and recreationists at key attractions in the area. 

 

As the vast majority of the forest management objectives presented in the questionnaire were important 

to respondents, it would seem that the indicators that constitute the Canfor SFM Framework resonate 

with the public and are in-line with public opinion of what forest management objectives are important.  

The top three forest management priorities for the Quesnel area are: (1) sustaining the productive 

capacity of forests ecosystems; (2) sustaining ongoing opportunities for a range of quality of life benefits; 

and (3) sustaining biological richness.  The general lack of overall satisfaction with forest management 

outcomes, especially at the local level, is cause for concern, especially as these outcomes are important 

and relevant to people.  If forest management is in fact addressing these outcomes, then this needs to 

better communicated to the public.  Given the centrality of outdoor recreation to people’s lifestyles, and 

that the vast majority of respondents felt that outdoor recreation was their main connection to forests, 

forest managers might consider highlighting past and current efforts to address this forest amenity. 
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There is an overarching sense that the public has a desire to be included in forest management decision-

making through public participation mechanisms and opportunities for communication with local forest 

managers.  This desired degree of public engagement by respondents demonstrates that forestry and 

forests are relevant to local publics and that the public wants to be engaged.  Communication of all 

forestry activities should be a priority for forest managers.  There are forest management activities 

(especially those having to do with non-timber values) that are relevant to local residents, but are not 

generally seen to have been recognized by forest managers.  Although sustainable forest management 

certification does explicitly require public participation in forest management decisions, opportunities for 

input are not being publicized adequately to the public. 

 

Although there are some aspects of forestry that respondents admitted to being uncertain about, the 

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

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

are important to local residents; forests and forestry are also seen to be relevant and important.  These 

are attributes that could be harnessed by forest managers to support their continued stewardship of 

forested landscapes.
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Very well put survey. 
My name is Matthew.  Forests are very important to me, but my community is built on the forest industry. 
Thanks. 
I resent your approach.  I resent doing this survey.  I resent your intrusion into my life I believe you make 
some propositions and choices in this document that I completely disagree with.  I feel this should be 
voluntary, I am very angry at your insistence I participate. 
I think government should bring back legislation telling forest companies they are obligated, to create jobs 
in the community, where their T.F.L.s are.  Not shut down mills and use timer else where and stopping 
shipping raw logs out of the province. 
I don’t understand why the forestry industry is allowed to harvest our trees and make millions while cutting 
jobs thru mill upgrades a company should be accountable for a certain number of jobs per cubic meter of 
wood or something along those lines. 
I’m assuming the effects of forest management on global warming would be minimal.  My answers on First 
Nations refer to non reserve land except for Q7.  ON Q6 all should be involved but that doesn’t help your 
survey. 
I think the forests can not be managed by just government or industry alone.  As both have only big 
money in mind.  The Pine trees are gone.  The forest industries is on its way to being a number 10 
business 10 is (poorest).  Mining should take a priority to being No. 1 Industry as we have the resources 
to be No. 1.  Tourism, fishing, hunting, hiking, etc. will also help support the fading forestry industries. 
The bug have taken control.  To little to late. 
How come you….send out this b.s.  The bugs will have the bush eat up before you get all this paper work 
done.  You is about 10 years to late. 
I think First Nation people should not receive any special treatment in society. We are all equal. 
I feel Global Warming should be given priority over all other issues. 
I believe we are giving away to much to First Nations, more we give the more they want. They have done 
nothing, a few have. There history in the North is an example cheaper to – get a new house then repair an 
existing one some have lived in 2 or 3, since this give way has happened.  Not all are like this but 90% 
are. 
Disagree with global warming (see question on).  Feel all persons are equal – no special status to any 
group. Too many studies – not enough action.  Also if questionnaire does not identify me – how did you 
know you had not received mine yet – and why was I asked.  (not interested in any future surveys). 
Quit deactivating logging roads so the public can enjoy the back country. And Quit banning ATVs and 
snowmobiles from parks and back country trails, how else are we going to enjoy the country. 
Don’t send anymore papers. 
I have been a guide-outfitter for 25 years and also a trapper.  I have worked as a contractor in forestry and 
mining industry and believe me I have seen some amazingly positive changes come about in the forestry 
industry in relation to the other uses of the Forest.  They’ve come a long way in 25 years.  Thank you for 
this opportunity to contribute! 
The agricultural sector should play a bigger role in the forest management in our Region. There should be 
incentives for forestry land to be put into agricultural land if there is proof of good soil availability.  Poorly 
managed ag. Leases should be reforested in orderly manner. 
Need urgent and definitive control and solution for pine beetle infestation! 
The government has done a poor job on the beetle kill it’s too late now to do anything now. 
Forest management must be equitable for all stakeholders.  No one group of individuals should have 
rights above any other.  We are all residents of Canada and British Columbia. 
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It’s ironic that after the NDPs Forest Renewal was decapitated we have had several years of Liberal forest 
mgmt and are worse off than ever.  West Fraser absorbed it’s competition and has a virtual monopoly in 
this area.  Unprecedented profits have been siphoned south of the border and nothing has been returned 
to the local economy.  Increased fuel rates have not been factored into contractor costs – the little guy is 
left to absorb the loss.  This has resulted in bankruptcy and retirement.  There is no desire nor incentive to 
train a younger work force.  The labour pool is drying up and working conditions dangerous.  With West 
Fraser 51% US ownership why would Mrs. Weyerhauser return softwood taxes when no serious pressure 
is applied to do so.  BC is turning into a province of working poor.  The north is becoming one big ATCO 
camp with all taxes channeled to the lower mainland and large urban centres. 
Q4: In a balanced forest management all the aspects mentioned can be maintained. I do not see why any 
group should have priority, the least the industry. But we need leaders with a vision of a future that 
provides a habitat for all species, which is certainly not the case now. Stop exporting raw logs, what an 
insanity! 
Question Q4 – “The benefits that First Nations receive from forests” I was not sure what was meant by this 
– traditional food harvesting and hunting or commercial logging interests or both? 
Question Q12 – “what is your main connection to forests” My main connection to forests is my home, 
which is surrounded and affected by the forest in every way. Logging in the area without adequate input 
from and consideration of the needs of the citizens would result in devastating consequences in terms of 
our water supplies and water licenses, viewscape, property values, wetland areas, and our recreational 
use of our own land and adjacent crown land. This is a paramount concern to all of us in this area, an 
increasingly populated rural area within easy commuting distance of central Quesnel. 
Additional comments: 

1. There is only one reason we (my particular family) live in this area and that is for the aesthetic 
beauty of the forests and the recreational opportunities afforded by those forests; this raises our 
quality of life to such a level that we have chosen to live here despite that, in doing so, we limit our 
employment opportunities, diminish our earning capacities, and are thousands of miles away from 
either of our extended families.  Considering that one of us is an E.U. citizen and one of us is 
multilingual, we have an enviable number of choices as to where we could live and work in this 
world.  We choose rural British Columbia, and Quesnel in particular, because we can live in a 
semi-wilderness area, take advantage of the outdoor recreational opportunities here, and create a 
lifestyle that revolves around that. Should the forests be ill managed to the point that we lose the 
above, there would, bluntly put, be no point in living here, nor would there be any point in anyone 
visiting this area. 

2. Question Q7. I can imagine nothing more important to sustainability in the Quesnel area than 
diversification of the economy, as the area is far too dependent on the forest industry. It would be 
wonderful to see alternative industries in Quesnel that unlike forestry, are not environmental 
damaging and, unlike tourism, offer stable year-round employment.  An example of this would be 
light industry such as the Pacific Insight printed circuit board and electrical component factory that 
the city of Nelson in the Kootenays was fortunate enough to attract. 

3. I believe that, at the moment, poor air quality courtesy of the wood processing industry is the 
foremost detriment to the health and quality of life of Quesnel residents.  The air pollution is unlike 
anything I have ever experienced – or had experienced until I had the dubious pleasure of 
breathing the air in Prince George! I understand that much of this air pollution is due to a beehive 
burner in town and I find it hard to believe the situation couldn’t be improved if the industry 
interests involved were either willing to invest in doing so or forced to do so by legislation. 

4. Overall, I see no reason to believe that there is anything “sustainable” about forest management 
in this province. It appears that what environmental safeguards did exist in this province have 
been considerably weakened and undermined in recent years. My opinion (since you asked for it) 
is that British Columbia’s forests are being treated like the remaining stock in a business going 
into liquidation. This is going to sound cynical, but when I read the title of your study, the 
“Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey” I laughed (as many did, I’m sure) and 
wondered, “What sustainable forest management are they talking about?” 

5. If sustainability of our forest resources is to be a serious objective there is a dire need for 
increased citizen participation in decision making processes, for more community based forest 
initiatives, much stronger legislation ensuring environmental protection, more of the profit as 
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possible remains in the province, and a shift towards more value added forest exports resulting 
from quality processing and skillful manufacture – it is appalling that a single raw log should ever 
leave this province. 

6. While it is in the long-term interests of British Columbians to maximize sustainability of our forests 
for both timber harvesting and recreational purposes, it is in the short-term interest of forest 
companies to maximize profit – thus we have a very serious conflict of interests on our hands. 
The government is offering the citizenry very little in terms of environmental protection, expansion 
(or even maintenance of) recreational facilities, roads, protected areas, parks, etc. The forest 
companies are offering jobs and economic benefit in the short term but, as things are going at the 
moment, I believe they have little to offer in the long-term except a used-up landscape devoid of 
economic, aesthetic, ecological, or recreational value. The forest companies and government 
policy makers may be using the forests to make us rich in the short-term but in the long term they 
will leave us very, very poor. Are our forests being well managed? From the perspective of the 
short-term bottom line, sure; from the perspective of long-term quality of life for the people of 
British Columbia and the sustainability of their economic well being, no. 

7. As an unfortunate aside, I will add my utter disappointment at the quality of the lumber coming out 
of the large wood processing plants and mills. The wood itself is fine quality but how they butcher 
it in processing! God help the resident of the “WoodSmart City” who has a building project to 
complete! One struggles to find wood that isn’t bent – actually most of it is too bent to use if you 
car at all about the finished quality of what you are building – or that remotely resembles the 
proper nominal size. The 2 x4s, etc., are chronically and erratically undersized (never oversized, 
suspiciously). Because the pieces of wood going through the planer are not big enough to begin 
with, our building centers are fully stocked with so-called finished lumber that has chunks missing 
and bark still attached! What belongs in the reject bin is being offered to us at premium prices. 
Can it be that all finished lumber of passable quality is being exported, and we are being left to 
pick through dregs? 

8. Unfortunate aside #2: Our public roads are suffering mightily under the strain of logging traffic in 
this area and the fact that the logging industry is not require to contribute more towards the 
maintenance of the roads they are tearing apart with their log hauling is a major cause of hostility 
around here. Add to this the considerable increased danger to drivers, pedestrians, livestock, etc. 
and the fact that a lot of truckers drive sloppily, with poorly secured loads, well above the speed 
limit and, as we learned from the recent coroner’s inquest, sometimes impaired by drugs and/or 
alcohol. This entire issue breeds animosity, causes tragic accidents, and leaves the citizens, once 
again, feeling they are of no consequence or concern to industry or government. 

Perhaps I have given you a bit more of my opinion that you were looking for, but thanks for asking. 
Create more jobs for all there concern 
Many of the questions I found were to general – not specific enough. 
I’m very sorry that I have not taken the time to understand the commitments of the forstey. I just know 
enough to realize that we need to work together to ensure our grandchildren will have what we have. 
Pine Beetle. I feel to much time and resources is going into control. We are lost and resources should be 
put into reforestation or recovery of land. 
There doesn’t seem to be much being done above the pine beetle problem. It just looks ugly driving 
through the areas. Clear cut sections look better as there is always new growth happening. 
Most of the questions you ask, are very poorly phrased and difficult to answer, as there are to many 
variable to simply say, yes or no, and still consider them as of any value to anyone. 
I do not hand out personal information. Some of these questions could have double meaning. The Liberal 
Gov. has taken away the rights of the people to have any say/input on most topics. They don’t listen to the 
people. 
Q2: Humans are severely abusing the environment try industries corporations, big money, rape and 
plunder, to hell with humans. Q4: First Nations what they do on their legal treaty lands is up to them, as far 
as First Nations being a better deserving Canadian than I am? I’ve got a problem with that. Q10: Last one, 
learn what we can, I think this is cyclecle, 10 years from now, then we can worry about that right. 
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It is hard to give straight answers to many of these questions because of so many variable (eg climate 
changes – natural or man made?) political, some industries wether they are involved in the community or 
are self interest. Environmental group – one track mind or for community embitterment. Agriculture wasn’t 
mentioned much which definitely has an impact on our forests and water and community. Thank you very 
much for letting me have a say. It is unfortunate that many people don’t know what is going on and don’t 
care. 
Most of the pairs in Q4 are not mutually exclusive. Thank you for sending this survey in printed form 
instead of trying to do it by phone. 
There is a natural vitality and resiliance in our forest landscapes to recover and revitalize forest 
biodiversity of all species following forest disturbances. This process can and is being enhanced by 
prompt reforestation of appropriate tree species. All other species are either already on site and respond 
to warmer soils and more light; or are highly mobile by wing or by foot. The ratios of these populations will 
gradually shift from juvenile to immature to mature biodiversity structures for the working forest 
landscapes. It is important to maintain an overall component of mature aspen as opportunities for the 
cavity nesters. There are no such opportunities in pure thrifty conifer forests. 
There is way to much waste of wood fiber – ie popular–birch: put in piles and burnt or left to rot. 
Q8 – page 6 – 2nd statement has no verb. 3rd statement typo “pin” for Pine. 5th statement type “that” – 
presumably means “than”. Q4 – page 3 – provides apposits that are not mutually exclusive particularly 
noticeable in questions with “First Nations” in them.  I trust that the notes are not indicative of a less than 
stringent survey, albeit, an important one. 
Have something come of this survey – most never prove anything – just cost a lot of money. 
Hobby woodworking. 
Q11(2) my rating of ability is not my opinion of performance, which is well below ability. 
My name is [DELETED].  I have live in Quesnel for 45 years run a game farm with Fred Grams for 30 
years also work in a lumber mill for 20 years. I love to ice fishing, play horseshoes in the Sinior Games. 
Love to travel also enjoy the out doors a lot. Love to grow a big garden. Give all my vegetables away to 
my friends. Play cards at the Sinor Centre 2 days a week also love to see my garden grow. Have ½ acre 
in garden love to go for a drive in the forest in the fall. Love to see all the wild animals around. Vernon 
feels he had a good life so far. Vernon likes to travel have a nice lady to cook my meals and for 
companionship. Vernon see all our trees are dying something should have been done 10 years ago. Now 
its out of control. Vernon thinks 10 years from now we are going to be short of trees the way things are 
going Vernon believes every person has to do there part to improve the times we have now. 
Quad - $10,000.00 
Trailer - $6,000.00 
Fire Arms - $3,000.00 
Apparel - $1,500.00 
Reload Equip - $2,000.00 
Total $23,500.00 
It could be argued that even though I bought the quad and trailer for hunting, that I could still use it for 
other outdoor activities should the Liberals see to fruition their social engineering plan that would see a 
“gun less” Canada. In that case my answer is $6,500.00 
Hope this helps future plans! 
Thanks for doing this ☺  
Q11 – individual people – referring to vandalism and personal safety. 
We are all equal in this country and should be treated as such. The natives should be treated as everyone 
else, not with special consideration. 
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I believe somebody is responsible for the pine beetle epidemic. Whether it is the government, forest 
companies or both. I do not work in the forest sector but am reminded of someone’s incompetence 
everytime I drive the highways and see our beautiful “red” forests. A nice rumour going around suggested 
the forest companies actually initiated the pine beetle epidemic to increase profits from lower stumpage 
fees.  Hmmm. 
More work should be done on the pine beetle festation. 
I don’t appreciate the assumption of inevitable human – caused global warming throughout this survey. I 
also think some industry members do a fairly good job managing, while others need more monitoring by 
govt. It is time that the good managers were recognized and the poor players brought to task. 
I worked in the pulp & paper industry for 37 years – Prince Rupert and Quesnel – I have been retired for 
nearly 3 years. 
Q4 both answers could have been correct, just a matter of balance. 
Several typos in this document and intro. Better buckle up! Use heavier paper. 
Q4 – you don’t explain what are First Nation benefits? 
If we could keep the politics out of the forestry sector, and leave forest management up to the forestry – 
we would be much better off. The forestry should have to answer to a independent governing board made 
up of people from industry and communities in these areas. 
Even though forestry practices in BC is not perfect (if there is such a thing) I believe that we are far ahead 
of many (if not most) other areas on the planet. Forest companies and all of us for that matter take this 
incredibly rich and vast resource for granted and waste far to much (cull piles). If we can continue to 
manage and look after our forests and wild places, BC will remain a place I’m proud to call home. 
I forsee significant economic turmoil in the very near future. North American housing stats will plummet 
from their excessively stimulated 2 Million per yr level in the US resulting in drastic price reductions for all 
forest products in a concomitant world recession/depression which will see much of our forestry industry 
shut down. If this depression ends without violent international conflict, we may see the development of 
new forest product manufacturing, including biofuels. As I see it, the entire Canadian pulp sector is 
saddled with old infrastructure and high costs compared to recently constructed mills in the southern 
hemisphere and northern Europe. A viable pulp sector is important to the solid wood sector for adding 
value to the solid wood sectors residues – ie chips and wood waste fuel. The excess housing construction 
in North America resulted from excess credit expansion and low lending standards, causing great housing 
price rises which facilitated irresponsible equity extraction ($600 billion in 2005) which was largely 
responsible for the huge and unsustainable trade deficit ($800 billion in 2005) which will “correct” in the 
near future. 
Retired. 
I feel the citizens of BC do not benefit as much as they should or could from our forests. i.e. fifty cents 
from each tree harvested should be put into a heritage fund.  The pine beetle situation was not taken 
seriously by government at a critical time of the pests infestation.  Temporary lakes should be developed 
in strategic areas.  Bug wood could be harvested and stored in these lakes.  Thus preserving the fibre for 
future use. The preserved wood could then be allotted or auction to the timer and pulp companies at a 
future date. The temporary lakes could be returned to there previous state. 
Both my recreation and occupation puts me off the road year round. Forestry has continually destroyed 
the other road and trail values that are in the back country, but now they are deactivating their roads that 
are over top of existing or prior trails and roads.  Living in a community like Quesnel is to get into the land 
and lakes around us, but the city people are now being led to believe that no one should be allowed to go 
off the pavement. “Well maybe the lower mainland should not go north of Hope, B.C.” Motorized vehicles 
do not stress wildlife, body language stresses wildlife.  If you can see my trails in the back country then I 
ask – “how did you get here?” Thank you for letting me respond. 
I would like to thank you for having me participate in this project – it makes me feel like a valuable 
member of society – I believe the general public should be more empowered in this manner. 
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The logging practices in the Quesnel area benefit only one user group, the forest companies themselves.  
There is no consideration given to wildlife or livestock interest on crown lands. The major licensees are 
only concerned with acquiring the timber as cheaply they can, logging and processing it as cheaply as 
they can, implementing silvaculture practices that completely disregard the rights of any other users of 
crown land. The only concern of the major timber companies is to get these clearcuts back to what they 
call a free standing forest as fast as they can.  Therefore they implement logging methods that leave so 
much waste and debris on the ground that you cannot walk across these blocks.  Then in total disregard 
for erosion effects, they (?) trench these blocks in the cheapest and easiest ways by giving straight up and 
down the hills instead of sideways. After they have replanted these blocks, the majority of them are 
chemically treated to eliminate all underbrush, aspen and grasses to speed up the growth of their pine, fir 
and spruce with absolutely no thought that, moose and elk cannot survive without this brush, aspen and 
grass. Their only concern is their trees. PS  I have enclosed some photographs so you can see what we 
have to deal with in this area. 
Thank you for asking for my opinions, beliefs and experiences. Your questionnaire made me think, and 
while I seldom answered “don’t know”, there is much I am uncertain of. 
Q1: Forest companies have declined in number, but increased in size (consolidation) and as part of large 
corporations, look to short term profit and rationalize this on the basis of responsibility to investors. 
Q2: Some of my answers may seem contradictory. I believe we are part of nature and can modify our 
environment w/o disaster, but our vast numbers and combined activities do create disaster. I recommend 
A SHORT HISTORY OF PROGRESS. Donald Wright. 
Q4: I believe First Nations have earned the right to manage their territories as they see fit (they have a 
better record than immigrants since native populations settled here), but your question does not specify 
within their territory. Also, the question of managing forests to reduce global warming is complex. I have 
read that Canada’s boreal forests may contribute to global warming as their comparative darkness may 
absorb sunlight, and if they were logged, more of the sun’s energy would be reflected back into space. 
This argument is contrary to the carbon sink role of forests in reducing global warming and I worry forest 
companies might seize on the idea of wholesale boreal forest logging to reduce global warming. In 
general, I support the preservation of natural ecosystems. Let’s leave some of the earth’s resources/land 
untouched (as far as possible) for the preservation of life. 
Q5,6,7: The pine beetle explosion, due to our warmer winters, complicates local forestry issues. There is 
no managing of the problem, all pine trees in this area, beyond a young age, will be dead soon. Other 
pests may follow, attacking spruce and fir. We are in boom times, the bust will soon follow. Little is 
communicated to the public by gov. or industry beyond AAC numbers. I don’t think we even know what 
species to replant our forests with. Our problems require collective wisdom form us as a global species. 
Thanks for your efforts. 
It’s a little late for substanable forest now. 
Opinion survey is a good idea. But the generic multiple choice answers don’t give a clear cut idea for all 
the different interests that are out there. 
Why do we burn all our cull piles.  Could we not use this cull material for small business. Cull piles could 
be used for firewood, pulp, wood pellets, why burn it? (smog and pollution and global warming) Sweden 
uses all this material no waste. Help small business start to use this waste! Develop jobs, logging is now 
big business, where do did the little guys go? Help us to work, develop small business! Don’t waste our 
valuable resources! Use it all! * Bugs have destroyed our trees! 10 years left! Develop some programs 
now! 
Too many jobs gone because of large-scale logging practices, no more handfallers, buckerman etc! Way 
too much waste in the cull piles after the market timer is removed. Waste wood should be chipped and 
utilized. 
When environmentalist like Dr. David Suzuki are stupid enough to advocate burning forests for increased 
habitat for animals rather than log the area to produce more land for the animals to feed he needs his 
brain examined.  Because the smoke from a burn in the parks will produce far more gas then harvesting 
would plus animals killed during the burn. His program about burning the parks should not be entertained 
in any way.  If we want to develop as a country we need equal rights for all people.  We the majority are 
reaching the point that we are losing our rights. So many people are looking to become natives. We have 
many white natives. 
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Q4 – I fails to understand the pairings with “First Nations” – why not West Fraser Timber. The First 
Nations is just another of many “forest industry” user. Any improvement in biological richness, production 
capacity and quality of life should theoretically benefit all forest users including the First Nations to the 
same degree as any of the many other not mentioned users. Why are they singled out when they have 
access to huge land territories not available to others, as well as almost unlimited access to public funds 
from Provincial and Federal treasuries? 
My main reason for being so down on the forestry, and government, is that they did not take any action on 
the pine beetle situation before it was too late. Where I live, there are no mature pine trees still alive. 
Former Weldwood tree-farm license now belongs to West Fraser on west-side of Fraser River and North 
of Blackwater river has thousands of downed trees which somehow should and could be cleaned up and 
made into chips if not good enough for milling and this is only one area I personally have viewed. 
Shameful and disgusting. 
Crafts, heat (fire wood), barriers, forage, agriculture, medica herbs therapy of many peple are some of 
outdoor benefits.  BC forestry not being realistic in some of ther ways of doing things. 
Q3 – not jobs but change in forest practices. 
Q6 – global warming is a sycle.  1. nature conservation not environmental to protect our resorses. 2. many 
roads that were put in by miners ranchers were taken over by loggers then deac. 
Q1 Forest companies only want $ short term. Get the most out of each plot without depleting it. 
The beetle will and extensive pine beetle epidemic is evidence that current forestry management practices 
are seriously flawed. All of the current forest practices and code are suspect and I don’t think they have 
been based on science. (more so on tree huggers). Tweedmuir Park was a factor so why would we want 
more parks? Global warming may or may not be a factor but again our understanding and the current 
science is inadequate to base forest management practices on. 
We are cutting the beetle kill way to fast. No need to increase arc’s as much as they have. The trees are 
not running away, they are just dead. 
Q4 is blank. I was not able to separate the issues when they are equally important. Sorry. 
I personally feel that our government has turned over all monitoring to industry, where all checks and over 
sight has been cut back to the point where the public in general has little or no knowledge of the 
operations that are currently being practiced. 
The government over the past years has done a very poor job in controlling the pine mountain beetle, our 
forest is devasted. 
Quesnel is totally air polluted from 2 pulp mills why not start with these huge air polluters and give them 
incentives to clean up. Lead the world and live long!! 
I think the pine beetle situation was very poorly handled. I would like to know what steps we are now 
taking to control the Fir and Spruce beetle? Surely we have learned a lesson. 
BC should lift the drilling ban that is south of Chetwin and we would be doing just as good as Fort St. John 
or better. Just go to Alberta and see the money and job opportunity because of oil. If government and 
environmenties would get there head out of there ass and let the people have a good life style. 
Govt must listen to average person. The average person is the most important. If a big business is dong 
wrong, govt must step in and fix it now, not 26 years later and it’s still going on and no matter what the 
average person does – like going to the Premier, it’s not being fixed. What is wrong when it takes 26 years 
to fix a problem and the govt won’t fix it because big business is bigger than the average person? Proof is 
in writing, it’s there and its gets swept aside. Why? Health, water, air and land are more important than big 
business. I am very hurt that I don’t count. 26 years of fighting. This problem is very well known. All the 
way to the top, the Premier. I’m very unhappy I cannot help to fix this problem for future generations. Why 
do the govt areas say, yes this is wrong this is harmful to every area of health, water, air and land, and yet 
is not stopped? Is this govt not elected by the people for the people? The people represent land, air, water 
and health, not big business. There is a place for big business where it can’t harm a city. Wake up and fix 
these problems! I am very tortured by how this govt runs my country. 
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I have found this questionnaire very difficult to answer accurately. Answer/questions are and can be 
subject to much debate. It is impossible to do this in 20 minutes. Good luck on your results. Hopefully you 
can decipher some useful information. It would be interesting to know the results and number of 
completed returns. 
I feel that First Nations treaties should be respected, but I don’t feel that racism against non-First Nations 
Canadians through first/only forest-related consultation is appropriate. I am as much worthy of 
consultation and rights to resources as any First Nations person. We should all be bound by the same 
rules for building a sawmill, cutting trees or building a hydro dam, etc. I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in this research. 
The pine beetle devastation is a big concern. And a very challenging one to get a solution. I support the 
extra harvesting that is required to get some useable wood/fibre from this wood, but at the same time I 
see sustainability for future generations as important. In summary, I think we must deal with the larger 
harvesting quotas now, and plan for large re-forestation in the future, or else we won’t get any use from 
our current forest resources. One huge fire, and it will be burned away. 
I believe leaving the job of controlling the infestation of Mountain Pine Beetle to the local government in 
my community has failed greatly. This government (local forest service) was faced with this problem in the 
1980’s and managed to overcome it but this last infestation was a real disappointment to witness. I 
watched the local Forest Service drag their heels and care more about dotted I’s and crossed t’s, that the 
problem at hand. They failed the local communities completely. Industry looks after their own interests.($) 
Well it’s an intensive survey. I hope my participation helps. 
In the Cariboo region ranchers and farmers who own old ag. Leases where the crown still has a reserve 
on the timber. The government should turn over the management of the timber left on these lands over to 
the land owner. To date the stumpage charged is so high that the land owner has his hands tied and can’t 
do any management to control pine beetle or fir beetle. So neither the land owner or the government is 
getting any revenue out of the trees that should be harvested. In some cases the land owner would like to 
keep some of this land in forests forever but so far we have had no opportunity to manage the timber. In 
some cases the stumpage is still around $50 per cu meter. And the local mill are only pay .25 cents per cu 
meter for the timber they are getting off the crown land (land owners should get the same deal). If land 
owners could get a deal on the stumpage they could afford to log and replant and manage the timber for 
the future. 
As I am 80 year old arthritic my recreational activities are related to knitting, reading and crocheting and 
cross stitch. In other words I don’t do very much. 
First Nations (Indians) are the same as anyone else born in Canada and do not deserve any special 
considerations. Stop the world population explosion (now) and learn to live in peace with each other and 
nature. (war causes more global warming). Sell our forest products now as there will be other things to 
take their place soon. Our so called experts are not experts (over educated under experienced) at all. 
Caused the pine beetle problem. Over governed nations (like Canada) are the biggest waste ever. 
(vehicles offices phones computer plus!! Not responsible) Our Federal and also Provincial (BC) 
governments are the biggest problem we have, and cause much or more of so called global warming. 
Governments bog down industry when they are over regulated, and over policied. The BC Liberal 
government started out good downsizing, but fell short, when do gooders complained. They should have 
got rid of all the govt employees and started over. All they have now is a bunch of NDP supporters that 
are working against them, and that causes the problems we now have with our forest management. 
Industry can do a lot better job of looking after our forests than any overpaid, underworked, pensioned 
forest service employee, that is upset because some of their co-works were fired a few years ago. Let 
industry look after the forests and keep out. Indians and government they can do a better job. 
Q8 not the right to spray pesticides indiscriminately over broad areas. 
The reaction to the beetle infestation by the govt was deplorably slow and the short term effect has been a 
bonanza for the local economy. The longer term is going to be devastation. How this is going to be 
handled by govt is a very grave concern of mine. The govt is doing a good job of trying to harvest the 
greatest amount of dead timber in the time that is available before it is worthless. 
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There has been far to much of a shift to control of the forests by a very small number of major companies 
in partnership with government through non-transparent decision-making processes from which the rest of 
us are largely included. Recreation, both for lifestyle benefits and as a source of economic benefits, has 
been badly neglected. Benefits to First Nations are over-stated. The forest management focus in terms of 
sustainability seems to be confined to proving forests as a source of raw material for commodity lumber. 
While there are modest measures taken to protect other forest values, there is no vision of a healthy forest 
being a diverse environment supporting complete ecoystems of plants and animals.  Trees are essentially 
viewed as a “crop”. It is as if the “working forest” is being sacrificed to our purpose, while a few areas are 
largely protected; essentially most land is put into one category, the working forest, while small amounts 
are put into the protected category, when we should be working towards maintaining the complexity of 
forest ecosystems throughout the entire land base. I have yet to meet a forester who has a strategy, or 
even a considered view, about global cycles. Much has been made about greater reliance on forestry 
professionals as of late, but foresters serve a narrow set of interests, dominated by a few large 
companies. Foresters remind me of the airline pilot who said to the passengers “I have good news and 
bad news. We are making excellent progress, but we don’t know where we are going.”  “Old Growth 
Forest Forever”. PS – Just in case you are inclined to slot me as an environmentalist or tree hugger, I 
have made most of my living over the past 20 years from the logging business. During that time I have 
seen forestry dependent communities shrink and become like glorified bunk houses – they are no longer 
the vibrant, driven communities they once were. Forest communities are becoming about as simplified as 
the plantations we are leaving behind us. 
I would like to see industry more responsible.  Beehive burners have been in use for too many years. 
Fibreboard/pulp mills have been polluting our air/and/water quality with minimal fines or no fines for too 
long. Water/air can be purified, these industries should be fined extensively until proper filtration is in place 
so there is next to no emissions available to our planet. The fines should go into fund part for community 
health care, part as forced savings towards top quality filtration of air/water. Slash burning should be used 
as last resort for forest fire control – not 1st choice as it is now for log site management. Selective logging 
needs to be continued to manage our forests to protect urban even from the “natural” wildfires that have 
plagued BC these last few years. Quesnel is a bowl shaped landscape – this needs to be protected from 
industry because it takes a long time to get the air to clear once it is settled in the formation it takes. 
Quesnel stinks – all of BC knows it. It is known as a “hole” because it stinks driving into town and doesn’t 
get better until you drive away. How is industry going to protect this community from attitude/image like 
that? Morale, crime, unemployment rise but forestry always seems to make money for a select amount of 
workers and the employer/owner of major industry. Expect tourism to continue to decline because tourists 
do not like poor air quality either. 
Thank you for asking me to participate in this survey.  It gives a person a chance to express some of their 
concerns.  I have lived in Quesnel for my 59 yrs. I have been involved as a logger and a concerned 
citizen, with the forestry. We in Quesnel are very concerned with the affect of the Mountain Pine Beetle in 
respect to the well-being of our City.  Thank you. 
Its too late to do anything about the mountain pine beetle, its to widespread. The question is not what we 
should do with the trees now, but what do we do when we can’t use the trees anymore. Beetle kill won’t 
last long. What then! 
Whooee! Where’s my participant’s cheque?? Hope your data collates well! 
The saw mills in this area get to much wood for free or next to it. But the little guy small logger has to pay 
very high stumpage rates to the government. So the mills really doesn’t need to buy wood off the little guy 
and they offer the little logger low money for there wood. So eventually the mills control everything!!! And 
they doent take the tops of the trees so you have all this waste because the mill doesn’t want anything 5 
inches or less so you end up with a 20 foot top 5 inch down to a 1 inch top left in huge piles out in the 
bush to be burned! This is crazy there must be something done.  Because this also leads to global 
warming by all this burning and wasting. 
I used to be very involved in all kinds of country sports eg. Down hill and cross country skiing, hiking, 
canoeing, sailing but due to age and medical and general conditions have had to change my perspective 
to water colour painting, gentle walking, swimming, playing the harp. My response to Q11 is what I used to 
enjoy doing, when able, I still enjoy camping – not back packing now! 
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I think people need more information on what is realy going on in our forest, in the form of a newspaper 
examples government decision and industy and environmental views native views propaganda facts. 
Is global warming a given fact? Warming trends are reworked over our history and that is quite short! Too 
short to draw any real conclusions, isn’t it? Science would dictate better data and longer time frame I 
believe for a “global conclusion”. 
We have a problem in our forest. We as worker and contractor and mill management all work very hard at 
doing a good job for the future of the forest. Every day we are concerned with the forest and all that 
depends on it. We are not perfect but we are human. We care more about the future of the forest then 
First Nation the public or government. And you have my word that we will only get better and we will make 
a better forest and environment for future generations. I believe it is wrong for us to separate First Nation 
from the every day working man. We are one country. We all live and die the same. The public does not 
unstand what out there unless he’s beent here. We need knowledge of the problem to come up with good 
solutions. We need to invest in this further to ensure we make good decisions. Our future depends on us. 
I was employed by the Ministry of Forests. Have seen first hand the mismanagement of the beetle crisis. 
Have logged and also been employed by numerous mills. Forest industries only priority is bottom line and 
shareholders opinions. All other economic or social, global concerns are secondary and only are 
addressed if negative pressure from gov. or public is applied. That is the power of money. 
The recreation questions don’t apply to me and I should have left them blank. If I could get around I would 
still cross-country ski in a place with no snowmobiles. 
I believe our forest management practices are far too economically driven. I think we need a more 
balanced approach with equal representation from all areas. We need to look at the future impact of our 
actions today and plan for the long term not the short term. 
I think their should be more opportunity for the value added sector to purchase the wood that is left in the 
bush after it has been logged out. The tree are just burned. Ihave looked into it and they make it so 
difficult to get it. We desided not to continue with it because of the red tape. I am talking about 100’s of 
truck loads. Birch, fur, popular, 4’ pine all left to burn. Not very environmentally friendly. 
Get off First Nations backs, they have been screwed from the time white man came to North America. 
Every time they start to prosper, the white man tries to and usually succeds in knocking them down. 
I feel that because Quesnel produces the most cubic feet of board lumber in North America, we should 
receive some more social and economic benefits from the Provincial taxes. It seems that the lower 
mainland receives all the benefits. From the revenue generated in Quesnel (Sea to Sky Hwy) come see 
our hwy!! Also softwood lumber rebate from the USA should have to go to the communities it was 
generated in for environment/social programs and sustainability.  Thank you. 
Many of my choices have been influenced by pine beetle epidemic and need to harvest natures disaster. 
Don’t agree with govt’s. policy of letting big companies right to manufacture timber wherever they choose. 
Don’t agree with West Fraser and Canfor’s relentless pursuit of building super mills. 
Do not feel the need for any more protected areas, we have plenty.  Do not let the small special interest 
groups or small proportions of our population have undo influence. 
I think these “First Nations people” should be treated like every other Canadian and stop their petty 
whining about treaties – they are not originally of this country – originally they came from Asia before that 
Europe and before that Africa just like I was! And I’m not trying to screw my fellow Canadians out of 
billions of dollars just because I was born here. 
Forests are extremely important to everyone, whether they realize it or not. Without them we can’t live. If 
we as a people continue to consume as much as we do (even though we don’t need most of what we 
consume) there will not be anything for future generations. For some reason most people don’t realize its 
all connected; forest, global warming, quality of life. The more trees we cut down the worse global 
warming gets which decreases the quality of life. I also believe that first nations shouldn’t be separated as 
a people, its like saying Quebec isn’t part of Canada because its French (P.S. I’m ¾ native and don’t get 
benefits). 
 
 
 
 

 



Canfor Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2005/2006 101 
 

There is a lot of wood (usable) left in logging slashes that is burned or just left in piles to rot. I see this 
every fall and I find it disgusting. I was a logger in the 70’s and we never left wood like they do now. 
We are all British Columbians – “First Nations” should not have special allowances made for them as a 
group. Clean up – clear cut – do whatever to clean up the bug kill areas before the Northern/Central area 
of this province ignites. 
This questioner was sent to my father who has past away 2 years ago. I took it upon myself to fill out this 
questioner.  I hope that is acceptable and will help with your survey. 
In questions 6, 11, & 12, I have checked off more than 1 answer. In the case of question 6 I would mean 
that the groups checked off would work in co-operation as on question 11 all boxes checked mean that all 
those aspects are applicable. As for question 12 I have a small livestock operation (mostly cattle) and am 
also employed as a tradesman in a big sawmill owned by a multi-national corporation. 
The long term sustainability of a forest driven economy and the maintenance of a healthy eco-system are 
not mutually exclusive. Industry reaps rewards from the forest. It is not in their best interest to kill the 
golden goose. We must – ALL of us – be vigilant.  Children and future generations of the first nations have 
as much right to a healthy forest as my own children and ALL future generations. No more and no less. 
There is no ownership involved in a forest. Just management maintainance and preservation. We are all 
equally responsible in this. The responsibility must be shared, as must the benefits. No single group can 
claim a bond with mother nature over another. This concept is ridiculous. When I venture into a forest 
mother nature never does a background check. 
British Columbia waterways are to be protected from industry. We need clean water and should be 
prepared to let economic growth slide if the waterways of our province are being threatened in any way. 
In general the Forest sector and Prov. Govt do a fair job with all the difficulties faced; however more 
importantly, raw log exports are hurting B.C. We need more secondary fibre/log processing. This is an 
issue we all must face in BC. Thanks. 
The first thing that needs to be done is for the provincial government to inventory all the lands in the 
province. Identify urban areas, working forests, water values, wildlife values, recreation values, cultural 
and social values, special features and sensitive areas, and how and where resource extraction areas 
overlap or may conflict with other values. The next step would be to develop processes to coordinate and 
streamline the efficient use of all the information gathered. Finally, such information should be easily and 
freely accessible through the internet to the general public, industry, and government. 
Our forest resource is capable of providing economic benefits and stability to every person in this province 
but is not doing so because the majority of the fiber is being wasted. The forest industry is focused 
primarily on higher value products such as lumber, plywood, and chips. What is being ignored is the huge 
amount of fiber not suitable for those types of products. 
The technology is available to utilize every single scrap of it through co-generation power plants. Any fiber 
that cannot be graded to produce a value added product can produce power in volumes that are 
environmentally and economically feasible and beneficial for the smallest communities to the largest 
urban centres. It would: 

• Use all the waste generated from harvesting in the busy 
• Use all the waste generated from mill manufacturing 
• Provide an additional use for excess volumes of chips 
• Provide an additional use for raw logs instead of exporting them 
• Expand employment opportunities substantially in the forest sector 
• Add another high value revenue stream for manufacturers and the province 
• Provide sustainable power for domestic and export markets 
• Provide sustainable power for remote communities at a reasonable cost 
• Reduce our dependence on environmentally unfriendly power sources 

All it lacks is vision and infrastructure, but the long term benefits far outweigh costs. Wouldn’t it be great if 
BC became the world leader in best forest utilization practices? 
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It is 4:00 am please excuse spelling. Industry is incapable of manging forests. A friend of mine was 
ordered to light a slash burn in a wind which burned up a mountain side.  He was given the choice of 
lighting the mountain side or quiting his job. The company of corse then got the burned trees. RE: the 
earth has plenty of natural resources. The earth have a limited supply of copper, oil, etc. As I see it we 
(humanity) will eventually have to go back to living on the land, with a life style that is in harmony with 
nature. I have seen industry fill the Fraser River up with toxic some in middle of the night.  Anyone who 
“trusts” industry has been paid off. So much land has been tied up by ranchers that is great recreation 
land, however there are some great park land in Northern BC where there is no road too. I personall have 
16 acres of large fir tress I do not log as I have left it for wild anamils. I have spent many summers 
watching the enveroment. The best care we can take is to let nature take its course. Around 1978 a 
government brain let lousse a bug in B.C. it kill dam near every willow tree in the province. Every one of 
those trees was to have a bug living on them for the birds. I have absolutely no hope govermet will do the 
“right” thing. We must have a group of retired person who will donate there time. Retired so no company 
can pay them. I have seen about 5 years ago government save industry a permet to transport trees with 
the spruce bug in them from WASCO to Quesnel, now everyone has dead trees. I could and may write a 
book on the illegal imorrale practices I have seen. I hope that when humanity needs to return to substainal 
living the earth will be still there but know it will not. I have givin up somewhere in the excess of $100,000 
by not logging so the animals have my place which you can see from a airplane, a refuge. Most go for the 
money that is what I advice you to do if you think government/industry can help. I would like to see 
recreational clubs with small amounts of land to care for. I could go on for hours but have to go camping. 
PS – I have a small amount of endangered plants I care for. 
I found many questions difficult to answer due to a) my ignorance and b) I feel overall that the forests 
need to be managed and balanced to benefit all – jobs, First Nations, the environment.  How do you 
choose which one is more important? If we don’t manage the forests properly, everyone and thing loses. 

A. The overwhelming Socio Economic issue in the Cariboo region is the impact of the Mountain Pine 
Beetle. I believe there are three major factors: 

1. Global warming due primarily to automobile emissions (primarily from large urban centres) and 
industrial emissions. 

2. Large areas of mature and over mature forests highly sensitive to infestations. Gov’t needs to 
address the issue of these large areas in provincial parks to reduce the exposure. Ie. Tweedsmuir 
Park. 

3. Gov’t needs to re-think present fire prevention policy outside the working forests. 
B. I realize it is not easy to put together a series of questions for a survey. However Q4 should be 
deleted from the survey. In the majority of questions in this section, the pair of values were not 
mutually exclusive. In the majority of cases both objects could be ranked the same and they could 
both be accomplished. In fact in many cases, the statement are complimentary. 

 

 


