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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 Fort Nelson. 

 

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 February 28th 2006; the final contact was is yet to be sent.  Based on the 

population of 4,188, the sample size was determined to be 560 people.  A total of 79 responses were 

received by March 7th 2006.  This represents a 14.2% response rate after correcting for undeliverable 

addresses (corrected sample size = 556).  These preliminary results suggest that the population of Fort 

Nelson are generally homogeneous, thus the number of current returns is sufficient to estimate a sample 

error of ±10% 19 times out of 20. 

 

Respondents generally agreed that there were enough checks and balances in place to ensure 

responsible forest management, although there was a perception among respondents that there was not 

enough wood in the province to meet future needs.  The economic well-being of future generations was of 
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concern to most respondents, the majority of whom were prepared to lose some local forestry jobs to 

ensure that the economic well-being of future generations was maintained or enhanced.  Respondents 

indicated that government involvement in the monitoring of the management of most forest values was 

supported; there was also a sense that the forest industry had a role to play in the monitoring of the 

sustainability of economic benefits from forestry and wood products. 

 

The overall recognition of the importance of the objectives suggests that the Canfor SFM Framework 

criteria indicators measure values and amenities that are relevant to the public.  All three aspects of 

sustainable forest management (i.e. ecological, economic, and social sustainability) were important to 

respondents; respondents also tended to be supportive of an ecological point of view. 

 

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

provincial forest management outcomes.  In particular, there was a high degree of dissatisfaction with the 

insect control management outcomes.  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. 

 

There was a strong sense that local communities should receive a fair share of locally generated 

government income, such as stumpage.  Such a mechanism could serve to reinforce the dominant 

opinion that forest management does make contributions to local communities. 

 

Outdoor recreation played an important role for respondents, especially with regard to their main 

connection to forests; however, the overall degree of satisfaction with outdoor recreation management 

outcomes (at both local and provincial scales) was marginal.   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.  
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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 communities of Fort Nelson.  Additional survey responses are expected and will 

be incorporated into this report. 

 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

level forestry activities.  Seven broad categories of values identified: 

 

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

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

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

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

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

Wondolleck Yaffee, 2000); 

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

6. Ecological processes (CCFM, 2003); and 

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

2004). 

 

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

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

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

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

did not have an opinion about a particular statement. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

did not have an opinion about a particular statement. 

 

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

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

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

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

community in order to: 

 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

Framework (Appendix B): 

 

1. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits; 

2. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products; 

3. Sustaining biological richness; 

4. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests; 

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

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

7. Managing forests to reduce global warming. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2.1.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

  

The ten forest management outcomes were: 

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

2.  Water quality 7.  Sustainability for future generations 

3.  Habitat requirements for wildlife 8.  Visual quality 

4.  Communication with public 9.  Wild fire control 

5.  Outdoor recreation 10.  Insect control 

 

 

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

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

criteria that comprise the Canfor SFM Framework: 

 

1. Sustaining biological richness. 

2. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests. 

3. Managing the forest to reduce global warming. 

4. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products. 

5. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits. 

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

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

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

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

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

the monitoring of each criterion. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2.1.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

suggestions from the six Canfor Divisions participating in this survey. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

statements. 

 

2.1.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

forest managers should be prioritizing their responses to climate change. 

 

2.1.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

2.1.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

and PAG constituency. 

 

2.1.13.  General Comments. 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

of the response rate.  The population in 2001 of Fort Nelson was 4,188 (Statistics Canada, 2003).  Based 
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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 357 (Salient & Dillman, 1994).  Based on an estimated 30% response rate, the sample 

size was determined to be 1,190.  However, due to the lack of a list of valid mailing addresses for 

community residents, this initial sample size was decreased.  The final sample size was 560 people. 

 

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.  Three 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 letter 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 sent in advance of the questionnaire 

and was delivered 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 delivered Tuesday, February 28th 20062.  An insert was included with this 

letter that explained the reason for hand-delivery of the survey materials, and apologized for the 

duplication of the receipt of survey materials (Appendix E). 

 

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

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

                                                      
2 The initial contact letter was originally sent by mail Wednesday, January 4th 2006.  However, it was determined that 
a substantial proportion of respondents’ addresses were incorrect; specifically, a large number of the addresses were 
street addresses in communities that were serviced by post office box delivery.  In order to address the discrepancy 
between physical addresses and mailing addresses, all four contacts were hand delivered (as individual’s post office 
box number information is considered confidential by Canada Post).  This did cause a delay in the delivery of survey 
materials to these communities.  However, the delivery interval of the hand-deliveries was consistent with the original 
survey design. 
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questionnaire, and a stamped addressed return envelope.  The delivery if this letter and replacement 

questionnaire package was delivered is pending. 

 
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 Scale was made to determine if the Scale was an appropriate metric for 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of environmental attitude. 

 

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

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

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

the Law of Comparative Judgment was selected.  

 

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

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

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

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

was presented to the respondents (Equation 1). 

attributesofpairsC 21!2)!27(
!7

27 =
−

=  (1)

 



10 Fort Nelson 
 

 

                                                     

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 79 responses were received between January 17th 2006 and March 7th 2006.  This represents a 

14.2% response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 556)3.  The 

current number of completed returns is 278 responses short of the threshold necessary to provide a 

confidence interval of ± 5% 95% of the time for a varied population; however, the preliminary results 

suggest that the population Fort Nelson is generally homogeneous, thus the number of current returns is 

sufficient to estimate a sample error of ±10% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. 19 times out of 20).  It is 

expected that the majority of completed responses have yet to be returned and that the final response 

rate will be higher, and may meet the desired threshold to be able to estimate a sample error of ±5% 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 most of the statements presented in Question 1 

(Table 1).  However, a slight majority of respondents (55.7%) mildly or strongly disagreed that there will 

be sufficient wood in British Columbia to meet our future needs.  A majority of respondents (67.6%) 

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 providing 

long-term security of forest lands to forestry companies will promote SFM: 39.0% strongly or mildly 

agreed, while 36.4% strongly or mildly disagreed.

 
3 Undeliverable addresses included invalid street 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. 74 20.3% 27.0% 18.9% 20.3% 13.5% 5.1% 2.80 1.344 ± 0.306 

The forest industry controls too much of British 
Columbia's forests. 76 25.0% 25.0% 23.7% 13.2% 13.2% 2.5% 2.64 1.344 ± 0.302 

I know enough about forests and forestry to provide 
Meaningful input in to forestry planning decisions. 73 19.2% 39.7% 20.5% 15.1% 5.5% 5.1% 2.48 1.132 ± 0.259 

British Columbia has enough protected areas such 
as provincial and national parks. 75 26.7% 24.0% 17.3% 14.7% 19.3% 2.5% 2.72 1.448 ± 0.327 

The citizens of British Columbia need to have more 
opportunities for input into forest management. 77 33.8% 28.6% 23.4% 9.1% 5.2% 1.3% 2.23 1.169 ± 0.261 

If forests are well managed to protect aesthetic 
values, the ecosystem is being managed well also. 76 9.2% 21.1% 21.1% 19.7% 28.9% 2.5% 3.38 1.346 ± 0.302 

Providing long-term security of forest lands to 
forestry companies will promote SFM. 77 10.4% 28.6% 24.7% 13.0% 23.4% 1.3% 3.10 1.334 ± 0.298 

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

76 27.6% 34.2% 19.7% 11.8% 6.6% 2.5% 2.36 1.197 ± 0.269 

There will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to 
meet our future needs. 70 4.3% 15.7% 24.3% 18.6% 37.1% 8.9% 3.69 1.246 ± 0.292 

Forest companies have earned the trust to manage 
forests for the long-term. 77 3.9% 10.4% 18.2% 18.2% 49.4% 1.3% 3.99 1.208 ± 0.270 
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3.2.  Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 
The pattern of response for this question is presented in Table 2.  Cronbach's Alpha was calculated to be 

0.825, which suggests the unidimensionality of the NEP Scale.  There were minimal gains in Cronbach's 

Alpha if four of the 15 items are removed from the scale: We are approaching the limit of the Number of 

people the earth can support (0.830); The earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to 

develop them (0.828); Despite our special abilities humans are still subject to the laws of nature (0.831); 

and Humans will eventually learn enough about how nature works to be able to control it (0.831).  Two of 

these items represent the reality of limits to growth facet, and two represent the rejection of 

exemptionalism facet of the NEP scale.  It is possible that these gains in Cronbach’s Alpha may not be 

applicable when all of the returns have been included in the analysis. 

 

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

Value = 4.760; Component #2 Eigen Value = 1.827; Component #3 Eigen Value = 1.465; Component #4 

Eigen Value = 1.283; and Component #5 Eigen Value = 1.023).  The five components explain a total of 

69.1% of the variance: Component #1 = 31.7%; Component #2 = 12.2%; Component #3 = 9.8%; 

Component #4 = 8.6%; and Component #5 = 6.8%. 

 

In the unrotated PCA solution, all but five items load on the first component, although one item was cross-

loaded; this generally suggests 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 = 0.590; 

Anti-Anthropocentricism α = 0.726; Fragility of Nature's Balance α = 0.667; Rejection of Exemptionalism α 

= 0.298; Possibility of an Eco-Crisis α = 0.738), which provides further evidence that the application of the 

NEP Scale in the community of Fort Nelson is suitable as it is a unidimensional scale. 

 

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

ecological paradigm and tended t be biocentric in their attitudes.  The minimum score was 1.40 and the 

maximum score was 5 (i.e. the top bound).  The mean score was 3.65 ± 0.176 and the standard deviation 

was 0.736. 
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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. 74 20.3% 33.8% 13.5% 21.6% 10.8% 5.1% 2.69 1.313 ± 0.300 

Humans have the right to modify the 
natural environment to suit their needs. 77 2.6% 18.2% 23.4% 24.7% 31.2% 1.3% 3.64 1.180 ± 0.263 

When humans interfere with nature it 
often produces disastrous consequences. 78 48.7% 25.6% 19.2% 3.8% 2.6% — 1.86 1.028 ± 0.227 

Human ingenuity will ensure that we do 
NOT make the earth unlivable. 74 5.4% 14.9% 25.7% 23.0% 31.1% 5.1% 3.59 1.227 ± 0.280 

Humans are severely abusing the 
environment. 75 45.3% 22.7% 20.0% 5.3% 6.7% 1.3% 2.05 1.218 ± 0.276 

The earth has plenty of natural resources 
if we just learn how to develop them. 77 18.2% 28.6% 26.0% 16.9% 10.4% — 2.73 1.242 ± 0.278 

Plants and animals have as much right as 
humans to exist. 76 60.5% 14.5% 11.8% 3.9% 9.2% — 1.87 1.310 ± 0.294 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope 
with the impacts of modern industrial nations. 75 2.7% 4.0% 12.0% 17.3% 64.0% 3.8% 4.36 1.022 ± 0.231 

Despite our special abilities humans are still 
subject to the laws of nature. 77 62.3% 26.0% 3.9% 3.9% 3.9% 1.3% 1.61 1.015 ± 0.227 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind 
has been greatly exaggerated. 75 12.0% 10.7% 12.0% 24.0% 41.3% 1.3% 3.72 1.410 ± 0.319 

The earth is a closed system with very limited 
room and resources. 76 22.4% 36.8% 18.4% 10.5% 11.8% 1.3% 2.53 1.280 ± 0.288 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of 
nature. 75 13.3% 12.0% 14.7% 17.3% 42.7% 3.8% 3.64 1.467 ± 0.331 

The balance of nature is very delicate and 
easily upset. 75 46.7% 32.0% 9.3% 5.3% 6.7% 1.3% 1.93 1.178 ± 0.267 

Humans will eventually learn enough about 
 how nature works to be able to control it. 73 1.4% 16.4% 27.4% 21.9% 32.9% 5.1% 3.68 1.141 ± 0.263 

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

76 35.5% 30.3% 14.5% 11.8% 7.9% 1.3% 2.26 1.279 

 

 

± 0.288 
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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.  Only 36.8% of 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. 77 2.08 0.807 ± 0.180 

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is improved. 75 1.99 0.744 ± 0.169 

...increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 
areas. 76 1.78 0.759 ± 0.171 

 

 

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

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

conditions suggested in the question.  The most frequently cited response for all three statements was 

some 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. 

18.2% 63.6% 13.0% 2.6% 2.6% — 

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

21.3% 64.0% 10.7% 2.7% 1.3% — 

...increase the amount of forests in 
parks and protected areas. 36.8% 52.6% 7.9% 1.3% 1.3% — 
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3.4.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 
This analysis of respondents opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values is pending the receipt of 

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

priorities compared to other forest values. 

 

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

 
Non-timber 
Economic 
benefits 

Biological 
richness 

Economic 
Benefits 

from forestry 
and wood 
products 

Productive 
capacity of 

forests 

Quality 
of life 

benefits 

Benefits 
that First 
Nations 
receive 

Reduce 
global 

warming 

Non-timber 
economic benefits        

Biological richness        
Economic benefits 
from forestry and 
wood products 

       

Productive 
capacity of forests        

Quality of life 
benefits        

Benefits that First 
Nations receive        

Reduce global 
warming        

 

 

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

management. 

 

 
 
Figure 1. Thurstone scale: ranking and relative distances of 
preferred attributes in Prince George. 
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3.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 
Respondents had mixed degrees of satisfaction with the ten local forest management outcomes that were 

presented to them (Table 6).  More respondents (44.0%) were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied 

with local insect control outcomes than were very or somewhat satisfied (28.8%); a relatively high 

percentage of respondents (13.9%) indicated that they were unsure about their degree of satisfaction with 

insect control management outcomes.  Approximately two in five respondents reported being somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (42.1%) with local communication with the public compared with those 

that reported being very or somewhat satisfied (30.3%); relatedly, more respondents (38.9%) reported 

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

making outcomes, than did those that reported being very or somewhat satisfied with this management 

outcome (25.0%).  Slightly more respondents indicated that they were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all 

satisfied with local management outcomes for sustainability for future generations than did the 

percentage of respondents reporting to be very or somewhat satisfied with the management outcome for 

this forest value.  Respondents were generally evenly split in their satisfaction with local visual quality 

outcomes.  The majority of respondents (58.3%) were either very or somewhat satisfied with habitat 

requirements for wildlife outcomes.  Almost four times as many respondents reported being very or 

somewhat satisfied (56.7%) with local management of economic stability outcomes than did respondents 

that reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not satisfied at all (14.9%).  Just less than twice the number 

of respondents reported being very or somewhat satisfied (49.3%) with local management of outdoor 

recreation than did respondents that reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not satisfied at all (25.3%).  

More respondents reported being very or somewhat satisfied with local wild fire management outcomes 

(47.9%) than did the percentage of respondents reporting that they were somewhat unsatisfied or not at 

all satisfied.  Finally, about twice as many respondents (44.4%) indicated that they were very or 

somewhat satisfied with local water quality management outcomes than those indicating degrees of 

dissatisfaction (23.6%).  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; no more than one-third of respondents reported being very or 

somewhat satisfied with provincial management outcomes (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.  The most frequently cited response for seven of the ten provincial 

management outcomes was neither satisfied nor unsatisfied.  Five times the percentage of respondents 

reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial insect control outcomes (70.2%) 

than did the percentage of respondents who reported being very or somewhat satisfied with that forest 
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management outcome; the number of respondents (50.9%) 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.  The majority of respondents reported being somewhat unsatisfied or 

not satisfied at all (60.6%) with provincial sustainability for future generations management outcomes 

than did those reporting to be very or somewhat satisfied (19.7%).  A majority of respondents indicated 

that they were either somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (52.3%) with provincial public 

involvement in decision-making management outcomes; 26.1% of respondents indicated degrees of 

satisfaction with this outcome.  Twice as many respondents indicated that they were either somewhat 

unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial visual quality management outcomes (48.6%) than those 

reporting to be very or somewhat satisfied (20.0%); a similar pattern was evident for provincial 

communication with the public management outcomes, with 47.6% of respondents reporting to be 

somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied.  More respondents indicated degrees of dissatisfaction 

(44.1%) with provincial economic stability management outcomes than those indicating degrees of 

satisfaction (26.5%).  Two in five respondents (41.7%) reported being neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

with provincial water quality management outcomes; this response was the most cited response for this 

item.  Respondents were generally evenly split in their satisfaction the remaining three provincial 

management outcomes: habitat requirements for wildlife; outdoor recreation, and wild fire control.
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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 74 21.6% 35.1% 28.4% 5.4% 9.5% 3.8% 2.46 1.173 ± 0.267 
Water quality 72 9.7% 34.7% 31.9% 16.7% 6.9% 7.6% 2.76 1.068 ± 0.247 
Habitat requirements for 
wildlife 72 19.4% 38.9% 16.7% 9.7% 15.3% 3.8% 2.63 1.326 ± 0.306 

Communication with public 76 6.6% 23.7% 27.6% 28.9% 13.2% 2.5% 3.18 1.140 ± 0.257 
Outdoor recreation 75 20.0% 29.3% 25.3% 16.0% 9.3% 3.8% 2.65 1.236 ± 0.280 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 72 2.8% 22.2% 36.1% 18.1% 20.8% 1.3% 3.32 1.124 ± 0.259 

Sustainability for future 
generations 73 5.5% 26.0% 31.5% 21.9% 15.1% 5.1% 3.15 1.139 ± 0.261 

Visual quality 76 7.9% 30.3% 31.6% 17.1% 13.2% 2.5% 2.97 1.154 ± 0.259 
Wild fire control 73 20.5% 27.4% 26.0% 15.1% 11.0% 6.3% 2.68 1.268 ± 0.290 
Insect control 66 7.6% 21.2% 27.3% 16.7% 27.3% 13.9% 3.35 1.295 ± 0.312 
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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 68 4.4% 22.1% 29.4% 23.5% 20.6% 11.4% 3.34 1.167 ± 0.276 
Water quality 60 5.0% 18.3% 41.7% 23.3% 11.7% 19.0% 3.18 1.033 ± 0.261 
Habitat requirements for wildlife 66 9.1% 27.3% 33.3% 13.6% 16.7% 11.4% 3.02 1.209 ± 0.292 
Communication with public 63 6.3% 14.3% 31.7% 23.8% 23.8% 17.7% 3.44 1.188 ± 0.294 
Outdoor recreation 66 7.6% 22.7% 37.9% 21.2% 10.6% 13.9% 3.05 1.087 ± 0.263 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 65 1.5% 24.6% 21.5% 27.7% 24.6% 15.2% 3.49 1.161 ± 0.282 

Sustainability for future 
generations 66 3.0% 16.7% 19.7% 34.8% 25.8% 13.9% 3.64 1.132 ± 0.272 

Visual quality 70 4.3% 15.7% 31.4% 28.6% 20.0% 8.9% 3.44 1.112 ± 0.261 
Wild fire control 61 14.8% 14.8% 39.3% 19.7% 11.5% 20.3% 2.98 1.190 ± 0.298 
Insect control 57 3.5% 10.5% 15.8% 19.3% 50.9% 25.3% 4.04 1.195 ± 0.310 
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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).  There was support for the role of First Nations in the monitoring 

of the representation of a wide range of social and cultural values in forest management (Table 13) and 

for monitoring the sustainability of the benefits that First Nations receive from forests (Table 14).  There 

was limited support for the role of local volunteers and environmental organizations 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. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 65.4% 0.479 ± 0.012 
Government 78 76.9% 0.424 ± 0.011 
First Nations 78 30.8% 0.465 ± 0.02 
Local volunteers 78 34.6% 0.479 ± 0.012 
Environmental organizations 78 53.8% 0.502 ± 0.013 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 65.4% 0.479 ± 0.012 
Government 78 84.6% 0.363 ± 0.009 
First Nations 78 23.1% 0.424 ± 0.011 
Local volunteers 78 11.5% 0.322 ± 0.008 
Environmental organizations 78 42.3% 0.497 ± 0.012 
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Table 10.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Managing the forest 
to reduce global warming. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 57.7% 0.497 ± 0.012 
Government 78 79.5% 0.406 ± 0.010 
First Nations 78 29.5% 0.459 ± 0.011 
Local volunteers 78 21.8% 0.416 ± 0.010 
Environmental organizations 78 56.4% 0.499 ± 0.012 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 73.1% 0.446 ± 0.011 
Government 78 83.3% 0.375 ± 0.009 
First Nations 78 29.5% 0.459 ± 0.011 
Local volunteers 78 19.2% 0.397 ± 0.010 
Environmental organizations 78 25.6% 0.439 ± 0.011 

 
 
 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 38.5% 0.490 ± 0.012 
Government 78 82.1% 0.386 ± 0.010 
First Nations 78 34.6% 0.479 ± 0.012 
Local volunteers 78 39.7% 0.493 ± 0.012 
Environmental organizations 78 42.3% 0.497 ± 0.012 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 52.6% 0.503 ± 0.013 
Government 78 69.2% 0.465 ± 0.012 
First Nations 78 57.7% 0.497 ± 0.012 
Local volunteers 78 55.1% 0.501 ± 0.012 
Environmental organizations 78 50.0% 0.503 ± 0.013 
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Table 14.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining the 
benefits that First Nations receive from forests. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 35.9% 0.483 ± 0.012 
Government 78 69.2% 0.465 ± 0.012 
First Nations 78 62.8% 0.486 ± 0.012 
Local volunteers 78 20.8% 0.408 ± 0.010 
Environmental organizations 78 24.4% 0.432 ± 0.011 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 52.6% 0.503 ± 0.013 
Government 78 79.5% 0.406 ± 0.010 
First Nations 78 35.9% 0.483 ± 0.012 
Local volunteers 78 55.1% 0.501 ± 0.012 
Environmental organizations 78 48.7% 0.503 ± 0.013 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 78 50.0% 0.503 ± 0.013 
Government 78 76.9% 0.424 ± 0.011 
First Nations 78 33.3% 0.474 ± 0.012 
Local volunteers 78 43.6% 0.499 ± 0.012 
Environmental organizations 78 66.7% 0.474 ± 0.012 

 

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

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

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

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

presented to respondents (i.e. long-term soil fertility; area disturbed by forestry is minimized ; slope 

stability; 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. rare and 

vulnerable habitat types; maintenance of habitat; and the natural distribution of important species and) 

was very important.  The vast majority of respondents indicated that all of the ecological objectives listed 
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were either extremely or very important.  Few respondents indicated that these management objectives 

were not important at all.  There was also a low percentage of respondents (0% - 5.1%) 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 

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

contributing to economic well-being; the public receives economic benefits from forests; a competitive and 

diversified forest sector exists; and employment and income sources in the local economy are diversified).  

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

disturbance events (e.g. fire, insect attack) are managed to minimize their economic impact.  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 (57.4%) indicated that this objective 

was slightly important or not important at all.  The majority of respondents indicated that six of the 

remaining economic forest management objectives were either extremely important or very important; the 

exception to this was that the provincial government receives economic benefits from forests, which most 

respondents (42.9%) indicated was moderately important. The economic management objective that had 

the highest percentage (80.8%) 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 

extremely important for four of the nine objectives (i.e. the public are given meaningful opportunities for 

expressing their opinions and concerns about forest management; sharing of information between the 

public and the forest industry; the conservation of unique or special social, cultural, and spiritual places; 

and worker and community safety is maintained within acceptable levels).   

 

The most frequently identified response for the objective that information about forestry activities is 

shared with First Nations before they are started was very important; more respondents indicated that this 

was of some degree of importance (41.9%) than those that did not (36.5%).  More respondents reported 

that it was slightly important or not important at all (44.4%) that forest resources are accessible to First 

Nations than did respondents reporting that this was extremely or very important (29.2%).  More 

respondents (40.6%) 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 (35.2%).
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Table 17.  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

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

74 33.8% 39.2% 21.6% 4.1% 1.4% 5.1% 2.00 0.922 ± 0.210 

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

77 42.9% 48.1% 6.5% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.70 0.762 ± 0.171 

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

76 31.6% 52.6% 9.2% 5.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.92 0.860 ± 0.194 

Long-term soil fertility is 
maintained. 76 46.1% 44.7% 7.9% 1.3% — 2.5% 1.64 0.687 ± 0.155 

Area disturbed by forestry is 
minimized. 75 34.7% 32.0% 21.3% 9.3% 2.7% 1.3% 2.13 1.082 ± 0.245 

Slope stability is maintained 
and soil erosion is prevented. 78 57.7% 34.6% 3.8% 3.8% — — 1.54 0.751 ± 0.167 

A range of tree ages in the 
forest is maintained. 78 42.3% 42.3% 12.8% — 2.6% — 1.78 0.863 ± 0.192 

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

77 51.9% 40.3% 7.8% — — — 1.56 0.639 ± 0.143 

Forest conditions that help to 
stabilize global warming are 
prioritized. 

75 39.5% 23.7% 22.4% 10.5% 3.9% 2.5% 2.16 1.178 ± 0.265 
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Table 17 (cont’d).  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic Objectives           
Timber harvesting continues to 
contribute to economic well-being. 78 24.4% 42.3% 32.1% 1.3% — — 2.10 0.783 ± 0.174 

The public receives economic 
benefits from forests. 76 21.1% 48.7% 25.0% 3.9% 1.3% 1.3% 2.16 0.849 ± 0.190 

The provincial government receives 
economic benefits from forests. 77 10.4% 31.2% 42.9% 10.4% 5.2% 1.3% 2.69 0.977 ± 0.218 

Local First Nations receive 
economic benefits from forests. 75 5.3% 12.0% 25.3% 26.7% 30.7% 2.5% 3.65 1.191 ± 0.270 

A competitive, diversified forestry 
sector exists. 77 19.5% 41.6% 31.2% 6.5% 1.3% 1.3% 2.29 0.901 ± 0.202 

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

78 46.2% 32.1% 12.8% 9.0% — — 1.85 0.968 ± 0.216 

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

77 19.5% 35.1% 36.4% 9.1% — — 2.35 0.900 ± 0.202 

Employment and income sources in 
the local economy are diversified. 78 32.1% 48.7% 16.7% 2.6% — — 1.90 0.766 ± 0.171 
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Table 17 (cont’d).  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

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

76 38.2% 36.8% 21.1% 3.9% — 1.3% 1.91 0.867 ± 0.194 

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

77 48.1% 35.1% 15.6% 1.3% — 1.3% 1.70 0.779 ± 0.174 

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

74 20.3% 20.3% 24.3% 17.6% 17.6% 3.8% 2.91 1.382 ± 0.316 

Forest resources are accessible to 
First Nations. 72 11.1% 18.1% 26.4% 23.6% 20.8% 5.1% 3.25 1.286 ± 0.298 

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

74 14.9% 27.0% 21.6% 20.3% 16.2% 3.8% 2.96 1.318 ± 0.300 

Recreation resources, opportunities 
and experiences are maintained or 
enhanced. 

78 28.2% 41.0% 23.1% 7.7% — — 2.10 0.906 ± 0.202 

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

77 20.8% 37.7% 20.8% 15.6% 5.2% 1.3% 2.47 1.142 ± 0.255 

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

77 29.9% 28.6% 26.0% 11.7% 3.9% 1.3% 2.31 1.139 ± 0.255 

Worker and community safety is 
maintained within acceptable 
levels. 

78 69.2% 23.1% 7.7% — — — 1.38 0.629 ± 0.139 
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The local forest management objective that worker and community safety is maintained within acceptable 

levels, was deemed extremely important by two-thirds of respondents; 92.3% of all respondents indicated 

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

objectives).  Over four out of five respondents (83.2%) indicated that it was extremely or very important 

that information is shared between the public and forestry companies about forestry activities; relatedly 

(and of a similar degree of importance), 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. 

 

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 

did differ for some items.  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 (Table 18).  The majority of respondents (52.6%) 

mildly or strongly disagreed that 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; just over one-

third of respondents strongly or mostly agreed (35.9%) with this.  Two in four respondents partly agreed 

or disagreed that local forest managers were responsive to public concerns; 38.8% of respondents 

indicated stronger degrees of agreement with this statement.  For the remaining five statements about 

local-level forest management, more respondents indicated that they strongly or mostly agreed than did 

respondents that mildly or strongly disagreed.  Over nine out of ten respondents (93.5%) strongly or 

mostly agreed that local communities should receive a fair share of locally generated government income; 

no respondents expressed mild or strong disagreement with this statement.  Over three-quarters (79.4%) 

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.  Almost two-thirds (60.9%) of respondents strongly or 

mostly agreed that they would be prepared to accept some visual change in views from their community 

of it reduced ecological impacts in the backcountry.  Just les than one in two respondents indicated that, 

overall, sustainable forest management produces positive results for the local community.  More 

respondents (44.6%) 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 than did 

respondents that mildly or strongly disagreed (21.6%).



 

 

28 

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. 67 13.4% 25.4% 40.3% 14.9% 6.0% 15.2% 2.75 1.064 ± 0.255 

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

73 17.8% 31.5% 34.2% 13.7% 2.7% 6.3% 2.52 1.029 ± 0.235 

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. 

68 50.0% 29.4% 13.2% 4.4% 2.9% 13.9% 1.81 1.026 ± 0.243 

Local communities should receive a fair share 
of locally generated government income. 78 67.9% 25.6% 6.4% — — 1.3% 1.38 0.608 ± 0.135 

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

74 10.8% 33.8% 33.8% 16.2% 5.4% 6.3% 2.72 0.041 ± 0.237 

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

69 17.4% 43.5% 33.3% 4.3% 1.4% 10.1% 2.29 0.859 ± 0.202 

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

78 21.8% 14.1% 11.5% 20.5% 32.1% 1.3% 3.27 1.568 ± 0.349 
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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 (65.7% strongly or mostly agreed).  A majority of 

respondents (61.8%) also strongly or mildly agreed that the management of species at risk should be 

given priority over economic considerations.   The majority of respondents (57.2%) strongly or mildly 

agreed that it is acceptable to limit industrial and commercial activities in forests in order to protect 

species at risk.  More respondents (42.3%) reported that they strongly or mostly agreed that forestry was 

the commercial activity that most affected species at risk than did respondents who mildly or strongly 

disagreed.  Although over one-third of respondents (35.9%) indicated that they partly agreed or partly 

disagreed that forestry planning and management does a good job of managing for species at risk, a 

relatively large percentage of respondents (20.3%) indicated that they did not know enough about forest 

management and species at risk.  Over five times the percentage of respondents mildly or strongly 

disagreed (45.2%) with the statement that it is acceptable to protect species at risk even if it harms other 

species than those that strongly or mostly agreed (8.2%); 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. 76 25.0% 36.8% 30.3% 5.3% 2.6% 3.8% 2.24 0.978 ± 0.220 

Forestry planning and management does a 
good job of managing for species at risk. 63 7.9% 27.0% 36.5% 19.0% 9.5% 20.3% 2.95 1.084 ± 0.269 

Forestry is the commercial activity that most 
affects species at risk. 71 8.5% 33.8% 32.4% 14.1% 11.3% 10.1% 2.86 1.125 ± 0.263 

It is acceptable to protect species at risk even if 
it harms other species. 73 2.7% 5.5% 46.6% 26.0% 19.2% 6.3% 3.53 0.959 ± 0.220 

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

77 27.3% 29.9% 36.4% 5.2% 1.3% 2.5% 2.23 0.958 ± 0.214 

The management of species at risk in the area 
where I live is important to me. 76 36.8% 28.9% 27.6% 2.6% 3.9% 3.8% 2.08 1.055 ± 0.237 

The management of species at risk outside of 
the area where I live is important to me. 76 35.5% 34.2% 25.0% — 5.3% 3.8% 2.05 1.044 ± 0.235 
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3.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 
The majority of respondent reported (73.6%) that they were somewhat or very concerned about the 

effects of climate change (Table 20); only 13.9% 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). 8.3% 
Somewhat unconcerned (2). 5.6% 
Neither concerned nor unconcerned (3). 12.5% 
Somewhat concerned (4). 40.3% 
Very concerned (5). 33.3% 
n 72 
SD 1.195 
95% CI ± 0.276 

 

 

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 77.6% ± 1.1 
No 14.5% ±0.9 
Not sure 7.9% ±0.7 
n 76 
SD 0.611 

 

 

Almost two-thirds of respondents (63.5%) 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 a pretty good idea (44.6%). 
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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). 4.1% 
I don’t really know (2). 6.8% 
I have some idea (3). 25.7% 
I have a pretty good idea (4). 44.6% 
I have a very clear idea (5). 18.9% 
n 74 
SD 0.995 
95% CI ± 0.227 

 

 

Half of the respondents (50.7%) 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 50.7% ± 1.3 
No 24.0% ±1.1 
Not sure 25.3% ±1.1 
n 75 
SD 0.840 

 

 

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 57.1% ± 1.3 
No 14.3% ±0.9 
Not sure 28.6% ±1.2 
n 77 
SD 0.886 
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The majority of respondents (70.1%) 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. 70.1% 
It is more important to continue monitoring for climate change so we can learn more. 29.9% 
n 77 
SD 0.461 
95% CI ± 0.012 

 

 

3.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 
Respondents reported participating in thirteen recreation activities (Table 26).  camping was identified 

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

fishing.  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 = 78) 

Activity Frequency % 

Camping 17 21.8 
Hunting 14 17.9 
Fishing 13 16.7 
Hiking 7 9.0 
Walking 6 7.7 
Other leisure activity 6 7.7 
Cross-country skiing 4 5.1 
ATV 2 2.6 
Backcountry activities 2 2.6 
Gathering 2 2.6 
Multiple activities 2 2.6 
Bird watching 1 1.3 
Canoeing 1 1.3 
Snowmobiling 1 1.3 
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On the whole, respondents’ involvement with their most important activity spanned many years (Table 

27).  Average involvement in activities ranged from 15 years (ATVing) to 51.5 years (gathering).  For the 

two most cited activities, respondents had been camping for an average of 30.06 years and hunting for 

35.36 years. 

 

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

Activity Frequency Mean SD 95% CI 

Camping 17 30.06 9.562 ± 4.546 
Hunting 14 35.36 12.586 ± 6.593 
Fishing 13 38.85 10.831 ± 5.888 
Hiking 7 19.86 17.392 ± 12.884 
Walking 6 33.83 21.729 ± 17.387 
Other leisure activity 6 27.50 19.470 ± 15.580 
Cross-country skiing 4 13.00 11.518 ± 11.288 
Gathering 2 51.50 4.950 ± 6.860 
Backcountry activities 2 39.00 1.414 ± 1.960 
Multiple activities 2 19.00 22.627 ± 31.360 
ATV 2 15.00 7.071 ± 9.800 
Bird watching 1 35.00 — — 
Snowmobiling 1 30.00 — — 
Canoeing 1 20.00 — — 

 

 

Most respondents reported being very skilled at the recreation activity that was most important to them 

(39.7%), while only 1.3% 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). 1.3% 
Somewhat skilled (2). 6.4% 
Moderately skilled (3). 30.8% 
Very skilled (4). 39.7% 
Expert (5). 21.8% 
N 78 
SD 0.918 
95% CI ± 0.204 

 

 

Three in five respondents (60.5%) 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). 
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Table 29.  Question 11: How central is this activity to 
your lifestyle? (most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Not central at all (1). 1.3% 
Somewhat central (2). 10.5% 
Moderately central (3). 27.6% 
Mostly central (4). 34.2% 
Very central (5). 26.3% 
n 76 
SD 1.012 
95% CI ± 0.227 

 

 

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. 78 39.7% 0.493 ± 0.012 
Large wilderness areas with limited trails & camp-sites. 78 59.0% 0.495 ± 0.012 
Semi-wilderness areas with limited motorized access. 78 61.5% 0.490 ± 0.013 
Easily accessed natural areas with some facilities. 78 59.0% 0.495 ± 0.013 
Rural areas. 78 24.4% 0.432 ± 0.012 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of respondents preferring settings 
is greater than 100%. 

 

 

Respondents participated in their most important recreation activity most often in summer and fall and 

least in the winter (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 63 6.78 8.88 ± 2.192 
Summer 70 11.54 10.24 ± 2.398 
Fall 69 10.38 10.02 ± 2.364 
Winter 67 6.16 9.600 ± 2.298 

 
 
 

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

cited most often, though friends also played a role; no one cited outdoor recreation clubs (Table 32). 
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Table 32.  Question 11: Who do you usually do your 
most important activity with? (most frequently 
identified response in bold). 

Alone 12.0% 
Friends 38.7% 
Family 40.0% 
Club — 
People from work 2.7% 
Other 6.7% 
n 75 
SD 1.206 
95% CI ± 0.272 

 

 

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? 69 23.50 120.017 ± 28.319 

How many magazine subscriptions do you 
have about your most important activity? 75 2.47 11.515 ± 2.606 

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

76 $89,849.80 572019.400 ± 24668.747 

 

There was considerable variation among the reported number of books and magazine subscriptions that 

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

most important activity was $89,849.80 ±$24,668.75.  This suggests that the centrality measure described 

above is fairly accurate. 

 

Respondents (n = 68) reported participation in an average of 4.41 ± 0.467 recreation activities (SD= 

1.966). 

 

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

Provincial parks were identified as the setting most often used for recreation engagement (84.4%), 

followed by Crown land (74.0%). 
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Table 34.  Question 11: Where do you most often engage ion 
outdoor recreation activities? (most frequently identified 
response in bold) 

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Provincial Park 77 84.4 0.365 ± 0.009 
BCMoF Recreation Site 77 58.4 0.496 ± 0.013 
Private Land 77 39.0 0.491 ± 0.012 
Crown land 77 74.0 0.441 ± 0.011 
Public water way 77 58.4 0.496 ± 0.013 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the 
percentage of respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 

 

 

Most respondents (37.3%) indicated that their outdoor recreation needs had been moderately 

represented in land-use planning (Table 35).  More respondents (34.7%) 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 (28%). 

 

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). 9.3% 
Slightly represented (2). 18.7% 
Moderately represented (3) 37.3% 
Mostly represented (4) 20.0% 
Well represented (5) 14.7% 
n 75 
Mean 3.12 
SD 1.162 
95% CI ± 0.263 

 

 

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

planning, respondents reported that outdoor recreation clubs and government (37.8%) were equally able  

to best represent recreation needs (Table 36). 
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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 74 37.8% 32.4% 21.6% 8.1% 2.00 0.965 ± 0.220 
Industry 73 8.2% 20.5% 20.5% 50.7% 3.14 1.018 ± 0.233 
Outdoor Recreation Clubs 74 37.8% 32.4% 24.3% 5.4% 1.97 0.921 ± 0.210 
Individual people 71 19.7% 29.6% 21.1% 29.6% 2.61 1.115 ± 0.259 
 

Almost one-third of respondents (32.9% ± 0.012; n = 79) reported being members of an outdoor 

recreation club (SD= 0.473). 

 

3.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 
Respondents’ average age was 48.81 ±2.484 years (SD = 78).  The youngest respondent was 23 years 

of age.  The oldest respondent was 80 years of age.  The average age of respondents was older than the 

majority of Fort Nelson residents (80.0%; Statistics Canada, 2003). 

 

Of the 78 respondents reporting their gender, 71.8% ±0.011 were male and 28.2% ±0.011 were female 

(SD = 0.453).  The percentage of male residents participating in the survey was greater than the 

percentage of male residents of Fort Nelson 35.0%; Statistics Canada, 2003). 

 

Respondents represented residents from two communities (Table 37).  The overwhelming majority 

98.6%) of respondents were residents of Fort Nelson. 

 

Table 37.  Question 12: What community 
do you live in? (n = 70; SD = 2.390;(most 
frequently identified response in bold) 

Community Frequency % 

Fort Nelson 69 98.6 
Prince Rupert 1 1.4 

 
 
 
On average, respondents were residents of their communities for 25.15 ±3.548 years (n = 64; SD = 

14.481).  The number of years of community residence ranged from 1 to 56 years. 

 

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

completed some university or college, or had completed a university or college degree. 
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Table 38.  Question 12: What is the highest level of 
education that you have completed? (n = 74; SD = 
1.174; (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Community Frequency % 

Some high school 8 10.8 
High school 13 17.6 
Some university/college 22 29.7 
University/college degree 24 32.4 
Graduate degree 6 8.1 
Other 1 1.4 

 

 

Respondents reported being employed in a total of 28 different occupations (Table 39).  The most 

frequently cited occupation was millwright. 

 

Table 39.  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 76; SD = 24.974) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Millwright 7 9.2 
Mill employee 6 7.9 
Business owner 6 7.9 
Other 5 6.6 
Health Care 5 6.6 
Teacher 5 6.6 
Forester 5 6.6 
Retired/Sem-retired 5 6.6 
Oil & gas worker 3 3.9 
Manager 3 3.9 
Self-employed 3 3.9 
Multiple jobs 3 3.9 
Engineer 2 2.6 
Heavy mechanic 2 2.6 
Sales 2 2.6 
Book keeper 2 2.6 
Executive 1 1.3 
Electronics technician 1 1.3 
Stock broker 1 1.3 
Realtor 1 1.3 
Security 1 1.3 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is 
your occupation? (n = 76; SD = 24.974) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Municipal employee 1 1.3 
Electrician 1 1.3 
Pilot 1 1.3 
Homemaker 1 1.3 
Truck driver 1 1.3 
Carpenter 1 1.3 
Accountant 1 1.3 

 
 
 

Respondents reported being employed in a total of 11 different sectors (Table 40).  The most frequently 

cited occupation was forestry. 

 
Table 40.  Question 12: What industry or sector 
do you work in? (n = 66; SD = 32.284) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Forestry 14 21.2 
Oil & gas 17 25.8 
Government 6 9.1 
Service (general) 9 13.6 
Education 4 6.1 
Health Care 2 3.0 
Tourism 2 3.0 
First Nations Government 1 1.5 
Social services 1 1.5 
Automotive 1 1.5 
Multiple 9 13.6 

  

 

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

household income was $100,000 - $143,999, followed closely by $90,000 - %99,999. 
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Table 41.  Question 12: Please check the 
category that best describes your household 
income before taxes last year (n = 76; SD = 
2.583; most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Income Frequency % 

<$10,000 1 1.3 
$10,000 - $19,999 1 1.3 
$20,000 - $29,999 1 1.3 
$30,000 - $39,999 2 2.6 
$40,000 - $49,999 5 6.6 
$50,000 - $59,999 4 5.3 
$60,000 - $69,999 10 13.2 
$70,000 - $79,999 8 10.5 
$80,000 - $89,999 8 10.5 
$90,000 - $99,999 13 17.1 
$100,000 - $149,999 15 19.7 
>$149,999 8 10.5 

 

 

On average, respondents’ household size was 2.79 ±0.324 people (n = 71; SD = 1.393).  Household size 

ranged from one to six people. 

 

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

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

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

majority of respondents identified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



42 Fort Nelson 
 

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

PAG Constituency n % SD 95% CI 

Art 78 10.3 0.305 ± 0.008 
Education 78 11.5 0.322 ± 0.008 
Environment 78 34.6 0.479 ± 0.012 
First Nations 78 10.3 0.305 ± 0.008 
Forestry 78 38.5 0.490 ± 0.012 
Guide outfitter 78 6.4 0.247 ± 0.006 
Local government 78 7.7 0.268 ± 0.007 
Mining 78 2.6 0.159 ± 0.004 
Non-timber forest products 78 7.7 0.268 ± 0.007 
Oil & gas 78 32.1 0.470 ± 0.012 
Labour 78 6.4 0.247 ± 0.006 
Photography 78 32.1 0.470 ± 0.012 
Provincial government 78 15.4 0.363 ± 0.009 
Ranching/agriculture 78 7.7 0.268 ± 0.007 
Recreation (motorized) 78 61.5 0.490 ± 0.012 
Recreation (non-motorized) 78 76.9 0.424 ± 0.011 
Small business 78 20.5 0.406 ± 0.010 
Tourism 78 23.1 0.424 ± 0.011 
Trapping 78 15.4 0.363 ± 0.009 
Utilities & transmission 78 1.3 0.113 ± 0.003 
Value-added sector 78 3.8 0.194 ± 0.005 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of 
respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 

 

 

4.  DISCUSSION 
Respondents generally 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.  These two concerns are possibly related to 

the perception among most 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. 

 

The economic well-being of future generations was of concern to most respondents, the majority of whom 

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

generations was maintained or enhanced and to increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 
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areas.  The acceptance of economic consequences in the short-term to realize longer-term economic 

benefits highlights the degree of importance that economic sustainability holds for respondents; this is 

strengthened by their willingness to increase the amount of protected areas as a conservation measure 

(which is consistent with respondent’s overall pro-ecological attitudes). 

 

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 most management outcomes.  However, respondents indicated that the forest industry had a 

role to play in the monitoring of the sustainability of 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. 

 

The use of the New Ecological Paradigm Scale seems to be a suitable metric for the population of Fort 

Nelson 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. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

management were of significance to residents of Fort Nelson suggests broad support for a sustainable 
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forest management approach to forestry.  However, understanding the overall importance of forest 

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

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

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

residents. 

 

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.  The prominence of this problem in the minds of 

British Columbians is in part due to the magnitude of the infestation as well as the attention given to the 

problem by the media; that the community of Fort Nelson has ties to forestry through employment and 

historical context also helps to explain the large proportion of people expressing concern about mountain 

pine beetle.  The degree of dissatisfaction is greater when provincial insect control outcomes are 

considered.  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 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 some of the forest management outcomes 

that were presented to them; this suggests that public awareness of the multiple facets of forest 

management activities could be strengthened through communication efforts.  Similarly, the majority of 

respondents indicated that all of the economic forest management objectives were extremely or very 

important.  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 
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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 local forest management issues, slightly more than nine out of ten respondents generally 

agreed that local communities should receive a fair share of locally generated government income (e.g. 

stumpage), suggesting that there is broad support for this belief.  Such an arrangement would no doubt 

help to strengthen community viability, and could help to reinforce 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). 

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 about one-third of respondents were in agreement that forestry planning 

and management did a good job of managing for species at risk.  This is an area that the forest industry 

might 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.  This degree of concern 

for, and local evidence of, climate change, was supported as half reported that they personally planned to 

do something about climate change.  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. 

 

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

identified thirteen 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 just more than 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.  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 
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responding to changes in recreation demand for different settings (Clark & Stankey, 1979); it may be that 

there are sufficient numbers of people engaging in recreation in a variety of settings to support the 

coordinated management of recreation resources across a variety of jurisdictional actors and institutions.  

On the whole, respondents indicated that their recreation needs had been represented, although the 

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

provincial scales) was marginal.  There was a strong sense that recreation clubs and government were 

best suited to act representatives for recreation in land-use planning efforts (although 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 large 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 Fort Nelson.  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 
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. 

 

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.   

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 
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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.
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Greetings, 
 
We are hand delivering this letter (and future letters) because we have not been able to obtain post office 
box numbers for your community.  There is a chance that you may have already received the letter and a 
questionnaire package.  If so, I apologize for any duplication. 
 
In a few days, you will be receiving a questionnaire package.  If you have already completed and returned 
a copy of this, please do not complete another one.  Instead, please indicate that you have already 
returned a questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope so that we can delete your name from our 
mailing list. 
 
I appreciate your willingness to consider participating in this important study.  I hope that you are able to 
fill out and return the questionnaire. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Howard Harshaw 
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I am area chief warden for the Junior Forest Wardens, an am club leader for our area. Teach the younger 
people about our forests wildlife and management of our forests. I strongly believe that the First Nations 
are treated far better than the ordinary Canadian is.  I feel that they should be treated the same as all 
Canadians and be governed by all the same laws as everyone else. If they feel that they should have 
more rights to the provinces’ resources than anyone else then let them live in the style that their 
forefathers did take away their guns boats snowmobiles; quads etc. 
We are but a spec in natures timeline. There have been many different types of habitat since the last ice 
age. Nature is measured in millions of years and people managing forests in this are is less than a 100 
years. I believe that by the time we have managed forestry plantations returned to economic viability we 
will have success in some areas and major problems in others. Time will tell us and we must learn as we 
go. By having viable business working the forests at a profit allows for money to be available for us to 
perform new ideas and correcting of our mistakes. Let us not micro manage a huge area. We should view 
things as a whole and not a single cut block or recreation area. 
The format is confusing strongly – mostly – partly – verry vauge. 1st time ever I have been asked for input. 
Ft. Nelson area is primarily forestry and oil and gas sectors – I have worked in both areas. For a region 
that takes its economic stability from these areas it has few outdoor activity areas. Provincial parks have 
been given to the region to look after. The few camping spots within reasonable distance from town are 
poorly kept and few services. IE: no fire wood available. There is no crown land available to the common 
person for cabins. I hope this survey reflects these opinions. We need to showcase our area to keep it 
sustainable. I think forestry practices have come a long way and only with continuing effort – selective 
logging, reforesting and nurturing will the efforts pay off.  Quicker actions when hazards such as pine 
beetle infestations are needed. In my opinion it is too late for the pine in BC. Years to come will show a 
decline in these species. 
I have worked with both industry and government. BC has been very active in creating parks with no 
access. I see them lots because of my occupation but for the average family it would take thousands to 
get to them. Lets not forget if we want to have free healthcare and all the handouts government gives, 
industry is a must. I’ve seen it swing like a pendulum to both radical sides but never staying in the middle 
and being good for all. Our visions are scewed because of our situation and lively hood. But in order to 
move forward you need money. 
I have been very worried about our forests for a long time. The trees used by the mill were aged 120-180 
years old – (that is not renewable – to get that size and strength again. Thousands of trees are destroyed 
being the wrong variety or wrong size.) Reforestation – planting vast areas with one tree species just 
begs for disease and bug kill, ie Prince George and central BC replanted everything with pine – then are 
amazed at pine beetle kill. Our forests need to burn sometimes (although that is terrifying for us all) and 
need to have mixed species. There are huge log piles waiting to be burned – on private land, on air port 
land and on government land. There were huge birch stands just piled up to burn. I feel this is a terrible 
waste.  Native interests: I have a lot of sympathy for the First Nations and land claims, but, I was on the 
LRMP here in Ft. Nelson and the natives would not come to share their ideas or knowledge (the older 
ones have knowledge of the area). Pretty hard to negotiate! My friend has a trap line which produced a lot 
of martin. Areas have been logged – leaving forest between the clear cuts, but the martin have pulled out! 
Although the animals is small, it didn’t like the patch work of forest. Its hard to say how many years will 
pass before that fur bearing animal returns. 
“Silvaculture – first areas are cleared, scraped, and deforested to plant – then planted with spruce – then 
sprayed with tons of herbicides to kill the grass and willows. This is surely not natures way and I worry 
about the animals and some humans who are affected by these sprays! 
Q3 I am not sure how Forestry makes any contribution to health care?? 
Q3 “How many forest jobs would you be willing to lose in your community” I don’t feel jobs need to be lost 
just changed and jobs that protect the environment.  Just as regulations for safety in the workplace create 
jobs and regulations that protect the environment in the oil patch create jobs so too can this be done in 
Forestry in BC. 
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I am an aboriginal person born in BC, I have worked in the wood industry as well. Govt, local provincial or 
fed, provide only politically correct, knee jerk reaction to any issue, whether this environmental industry or 
publicly driven. The creation and enforcement of laws and regs that are a dance of what is good for the 
environment and the economy would go far in improving their credibility. The feds need to take full 
responsibility for aboriginals as they are suppose to have already. 
MOF needs to make long term tenure available to small and midsized forest companies AND 
accommodate them properly. Forest management has become ridiculously complex and sophisticated 
beyond all practical and beneficial purpose, MOF persues stumpage above all ese and these two things 
have made 5 companies the stewards of about 80% of the province’s (the public’s) forest resources. 
These few companies have monopolies in numerous communities and there is so little competition that 
the 5 companies can coordinate the Province’s (the public’s) resources as one giant monopoly. This is 
the primary reason for American softwood dispute. BC supports these companies above all else, above 
the public’s best interests and any small forest companies.  OSB plants should not be able to utilize high 
quality logs. They should utilize low grade residual sources from all areas in the district before allowed to 
harvest their own stands.  This scenario seems to be left to the natural forces of competitive values. i.e. if 
it was worth more for another product, then that’s what would happen, but this doesn’t work because 
there is no competition and no need to complicate a company’s operation if making plenty of profit 
grinding up premium quality wood.  MOF allowed this to happen for decades on the coast and now there 
is drastic shortage of wood for sawmills and plywood and pulpmills going broke one after the other. 
Logging in the Fort Nelson area is extremely hard on local trapping and “biological richness”. There are 
massive clear cuts that are never replanted. Why doesn’t the government require the logging industry to 
replant everywhere they cut? 
The global warming, its crucial that its checked and caught before its too late. 
The use of chemical herbicides to kill plant species that compete with crop trees has reached a 
dangerous level and should be used more sparingly. Chemical defoliants are detrimental to wildlife, water 
quality, the production of 02 an the absorption of CO2. We need to grow trees but there are better ways 
of assuring they reach maturity. 
Q4 poorly designed. 
Pay attn. to the public on important issues. 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide input through this survey. I do not trust Forest companies to 
manage this public resource any more than I’d trust Col. Saunders to manage a hen house for the good 
of the chickens! There is an inherent conflict of interest when the Forestry Ministry and so called 
“Foresters” function as virtual agents of the forest products companies. Good luck. 
My hat is off to you for finally trying. However I feel that it is too little too late. While trying to deal with and 
improve the problems of global warming, we should learn to adapt to the climate we are going to end up 
with. (floods, hurricanes and lack of vegetation). Science for years have been trying to discover why 
people have disappeared in the past.  Well now you know. Cultures are governed by our surroundings. 
I feel that global warming is over exaggerated if it didn’t begin millions of years before we came along, we 
would still be in the ice age. 
We must watch and manage the oil and gas industry very closely. They are a greedy bunch, with few 
scruples or principals. They do not respect our land, as most are from Alberta. Thank God for the auditors 
and officers that we already have in place to police and discipline the oil and gas people. We must do 
more! I appreciate this opportunity. Thank you. 
In my many flights in this area I have noticed large areas with the forests un-touched.  As an example 
between Fort Nelson and Fort St. John for almost 100 Kms there are trees growing about 3 meters high 
but so close that there is barely 8 to 12 cms between trees, none of these will ever grow into marketable 
timber. 
I have seen areas like this in New Zealand, and Europe, with trees planted about every 5 meters in 
straight lines in row after row, and all cut and cleaned up between rows every year. You cannot help 
seeing how productive this is, when you see about twenty rows which are five meters high, the next rows 
20 meters high, and further rows of 30 meters high and ready to harvest.  Steve Villers. 
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Canfor historically has managed local forests in a minimalistic manner. We need better utilization in the 
forests (ie less waste). Regardless of shipping costs, Canfor should use all the wood they harvest and not 
be so selective. Mill should be redesigned to accommodate this. Waste and residue benchmark should be 
lowered so Canfor has to account for nonutilized wood.  Conserved with coniferous/deciduous balance 
over landscape. Not convinced that Canfor is monitoring this adequately.  Concerned with cumulative 
impact of oil and gas and forestry on landscape. 
 

 


