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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

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

Advisory Groups in the Prince George Timber Supply Area 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 data collection efforts for the communities of Ft. St. James, Prince 

George, and Vanderhoof. 

 

The survey instrument was a twelve-page booklet that contained questions that 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 March 2nd 2009; the final contact was sent March 24th 2009. Based on the 

populations of Ft. St. James, Prince George, and Vanderhoof, the initial sample size was determined to 

be 770 people. A total of 381 responses were received by March 31st 2009. This represents a 51.3% 

response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 742); the number of 

completed returns is sufficient to estimate a sample error of ±5.01% 19 times out of 20. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Increasingly, the management of forestlands in British Columbia must address multiple values. The 

recognition of the multiple values provided by forests (e.g. wood products, 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 has become a necessary component of 

sustainable management, as “… 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, 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, 2002). 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. 
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PAGs represent a variety of interests for a defined forest area (DFA). Often some interests are not 

represented at PAG tables and PAG members and auditors have indicated that they want to hear from a 

broader spectrum of the public. The first wave of the BC Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion 

Survey was administered in the Prince George Region in 2006/2007; since that time, there have been 

many changes in economic, ecological and social conditions in the area. 

 

This project has re-administered and delivered a survey of public attitudes, and preferences for 

sustainable forest management in the Prince George Timber Supply Area (PG TSA). The survey is an 

extension of the BC Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey that was conducted for PG 

TSA licensees in 2006/2007; the delivery of the survey in 2009 will permit the identification of trends in 

public support and attitudes for the sustainable forest management framework developed by the licensee 

group of the PG TSA. The information that is gathered will assist the Public Advisory Groups in their 

deliberations, and will inform forest managers and planners about the public’s views of forestry.  

 

The survey is being repeated now because of the changes being faced by the forest industry as a result 

of the mountain pine beetle epidemic and current economic conditions. The survey will solicit information 

with respect to:  

• The public’s knowledge about, and preferences for, forestry and Sustainable Forest Management 

(SFM);  

• The public’s underlying beliefs about sustainability, how local forests are being utilized by local 

people; and,  

• The public’s opinions on the relative importance of the social, ecological, and economic criteria and 

indicators.  

 

This project will provide updated information about Prince George TSA residents’ attitudes and 

preferences for forest management to PAG members, forest managers and planners; the results of the 

2009 survey will be compared to the 2006 survey to identify any trends in public opinion. Ultimately, the 

information that is collected will be interpreted by the PAGs to develop meaningful criteria and indicators 

to guide the development of SFM plans. Beyond the PAGs, there are other audiences that will be 

interested in the information that is collected, including First Nations, elected officials, Government 

agency staff, and industry managers and operational staff. 
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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 repeated 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. The 

questionnaire employed in this study is identical to the questionnaire that was developed and delivered in 

the first wave of data collection in 2006/2007. Working drafts of the initial 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 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: 
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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. 

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 “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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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 acceptable 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 

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 

Likert 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 
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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. 

 

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. Respondents were asked to indicate the level of importance that they 

felt each objective should have in their area on a five-point scale; a “Don’t know/No Opinion” option was 
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available if respondents felt that they did not have enough knowledge to respond to a particular statement 

or did not have an opinion about a statement. 

 

2.1.8. Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

suggestions from the six Canfor Divisions participating in this survey. 

 

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

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

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

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

risk on a five-point Likert 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 perceived climate change. Respondents were asked about their 

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

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

change, and whether they thought 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 
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citizens. Data was collected about 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 forestlands and gauge the extent and sensitivities 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. 

 

2.1.14. Data Entry. 

The data from all completed questionnaires will be entered into a SPSS database. Quality control will be 

preformed to ensure accuracy of data entry. Any outlying responses will be checked for accuracy; a 

random selection of cases will be also checked for accuracy against the questionnaires. When data 

quality control checking is complete, descriptive statistics and tests of non-response bias will be 

calculated. 

 

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

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

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

populations of the communities of Ft. St. James, Prince George, and Vanderhoof, the 95% confidence 

interval that was associated with the population size, and an estimate of the response rate. The 2006 

population of British Columbia was 100,751 (Statistics Canada, 2009); see Tables 1-3 for details. Based 

on this population, the number of desired returned completed questionnaires, based on a varied 

population with a sample error of ±5% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. ±5% 19 times out of 20), was 
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calculated as 385 (Salient & Dillman, 1994). Based on an estimated 50% response rate, the sample size 

was determined to be 770. 

 

Table 1. Census sub-divisions included in the 
Ft. St. James sample (Statistics Canada, 
2009). 

Census Sub-Division 
Name 

Population 
(2006) 

Fort St. James 1,355 

Bulkley-Nechako C 1,355 

Ye Koo Che 3 93 

Nak'azdli (Necoslie 1) 495 

Sowchea 3 10 

Binche 2 (Pinchie 2) 110 

Tache 1 375 

North Tacla Lake 7 121 

Laketown 3 27 

Dzitline Lee 9 17 

Williams Prairie Meadow 1A 19 

North Tacla Lake 7A 10 

TOTAL 3,987 
 

 

Table 2. Census sub-divisions included 
in the Prince George sample (Statistics 
Canada, 2009). 

Census Sub-Division 
Name 

Population 
(2006) 

McLeod Lake 1 94 

Fraser-Fort George F 1,284 

Fraser-Fort George C 3,217 

Prince George 70,981 

Fraser-Fort George A 3,275 

Fort George (Shelley) 2 107 

Fraser-Fort George D 4,361 

Fraser-Fort George E 502 

Fraser-Fort George H 1,877 

Fraser-Fort George G 349 

TOTAL 86,047 
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Table 3. Census sub-divisions included 
in the Vanderhoof sample (Statistics 
Canada, 2009). 

Census Sub-Division 
Name 

Population 
(2006) 

Vanderhoof 4,064 

Fraser Lake 1,113 

Bulkley-Nechako D 1,665 

Bulkley-Nechako F 3,137 

Nautley (Fort Fraser) 1 153 

Seaspunkut 4 15 

Stellaquo (Stella) 1 186 

Stony Creek 1 384 

TOTAL 10,717 
 

 
Initial sample recruitment was made by telephone in order to obtain valid mailing addresses (valid mailing 

addresses are difficult to get for rural areas and it was important to be able to include both rural and urban 

people in the sample); people that were not listed in the telephone directory were not included in the 

sample. Potential respondents were randomly selected from provincial telephone records, and were 

asked if they wish to participate in the survey (see Appendix C). Sample recruitment was done between 

Monday February 9th and Wednesday February 18th 2009. People that were willing to participate in the 

survey were asked to provide their mailing address. 

 

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 sought to maximize 

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

at the provincial scale and in drawing inferences to the provincial population. Four contact letters were 

developed to accompany this questionnaire; these are described below. All survey materials and the 

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

Columbia’s Office of Research Services, and received approval from the University of British Columbia’s 

Research Ethics. 

 

The first letter was an initial contact letter (Appendix D) that was prepared to remind potential 

respondents that they had provided their name and mailing address for participation in a research project 
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examining their opinions about the protection and recovery of species at risk in British Columbia. This 

letter was sent in advance of the questionnaire and was mailed Monday, March 2nd 2000. 

 

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

addressed return envelope. A cover letter (Appendix E) 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 initial 

questionnaire package was mailed Thursday, March 5th 2009. 

 

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

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

respondents that had completed and returned their questionnaires. This postcard was mailed Thursday, 

March 12th 2009. 

 

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

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

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

package was mailed Tuesday, March 24th 2009. 

 

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

indicate their level of agreement, satisfaction, or importance, the proportion of responses will be 

calculated for each interval. The mean response, standard deviation, and 95% confidence interval will 

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

descriptions for more complex question analysis are presented 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 will be made to determine if the Scale was an appropriate metric for 

measuring environmental attitude for residents of the Prince George TSA; a summative scale to provide 

an indicator of environmental attitude will be calculated. Responses to the items in the NEP Scale will be 

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

preformed to gauge whether there are any gains in the internal consistency of the Scale if any of the 15 

items are removed. A Principal Components Analysis will then be employed to further examine the 
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internal consistency of the scale and its applicability to study area. Cronbach's Alpha will be 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 together.  Finally, a summative scale will be 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 will be used to analyze respondents’ relative 

preference for seven attributes regarding sustaining forest values in Vanderhoof. Specifically, Thurstone’s 

Case V from the Law of Comparative Judgment has been selected.  

 

The technique consists of presenting the respondents with a list containing paired attributes (i.e. 

indicators of sustainable forest management), 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 were presented to the respondents 

(Equation 1). 

 

attributesofpairsC 21
!2)!27(

!7
27 =

−
=  (1) 

 

 

For each pair, the proportion of times one attribute was selected in preference to another will be 

calculated. 

 

2.4.3. Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

In addition to the descriptive statistics calculated for responses to this question, differences in the mean 

satisfaction of local and provincial management outcomes will be examined with a paired samples t-test; 

a significance level of p < 0.05 will be employed. 

 

2.4.4. General Comments. 

The open-ended comments that were provided by respondents are listed in Appendix H. 
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3. RESULTS. 
A total of 2,063 sample recruitment telephone calls were completed; of these completed calls, 770 people 

(37.3%) agreed to participate in the BC Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey. A total of 

381 completed responses were received between March 16th and March 31st 2009, which represents 

18.5% of all telephone calls completed, or a 51.3% response rate for the mail survey after correcting for 

undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 742)2. The number of completed questionnaires is 

sufficient to estimate a sample error of ±5.01% at the 95% confidence interval (i.e. 19 times out of 20). As 

of March 31st 2009, 344 questionnaires have been entered3 in to the database. Taken together, the 

pattern of response by defined forest area (Table 4) indicates that the proportion of current respondents 

from the Prince George sample region was less than the proportion of people residing in that area, while 

the proportion of respondents from the other two sample regions was greater than the proportion of 

people residing in those areas. Thus, residents of Prince George may be under-represented in the 

sample, while residents of Ft. St. James and Vanderhoof may be over-represented.  

 

Table 4. Completed questionnaire returns by defined forest area (n = 381). 

Defined Forest Area Frequency % Defined Forest Area Population 
(as % of Prince George TSA). 

Ft. St. James 113 32.8% 4.0% 
Prince George 112 32.6% 85.4% 
Vanderhoof 119 34.6% 10.6% 

 

 

Based on the completed questionnaires entered into the database thus far, the sample characteristics of 

all three defined forest areas are similar in terms of age (Table 5) and gender (Table 6). 

 

Table 5. Age range in years of completed 
questionnaire returns by defined forest area (n = 
344). 
Defined Forest Area Min. Max Mean 

Ft. St. James 22 84 52.7 
Prince George 21 87 52.3 
Vanderhoof 19 86 53.7 

 

 

Table 5. Gender of completed 
questionnaire returns by defined forest 
area (n = 344). 
Defined Forest Area Male Female 

Ft. St. James 63.3% 36.7% 
Prince George 68.8% 31.2% 
Vanderhoof 62.4% 37.6% 

                                                      
2 Undeliverable addresses included invalid mailing addresses, respondents that had moved, or, respondents who 
were aged or of poor health and unable to complete the questionnaire. 
3 Completed questionnaires are entered twice to allow for quality control; see section 2.1.14 for details. 
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4. NEXT STEPS 

The next stage of the project report will (1) summarize and discuss the results in the context of social vs. 

environmental tradeoffs, (2) examine trends between the 2006 and 2009 surveys, and (3) provide insight 

into a larger population base than is represented by the PAGs in the defined forest areas examined. The 

insight gained from this report will be used to inform the development of a new SFMP in accordance with 

the new 2009 CSA standard for SFM. 

 

There are three options for framing the subsequent analysis: 

1. Assess all three defined forest areas together for whole Price George Timber Supply Area (assuming 

no differences between the defined forest areas). 

2. Assessments of all three defined forest areas defined forest areas are reported together, but 

differences between defied forest areas are explicitly examined and reported. 

3. Assessment of each defined forest area is made in three individual reports. 

 

A decision about the framing of the next stage of analysis will be made after consulting with Canfor about 

their preference for reporting. 
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Telephone Recruitment Script 
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Postcard Reminder 

 



50 Prince George Timber Supply Area 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BC Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2009 51 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

March 12th 2009 
 
Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinions about forest management was 
mailed to you.  Your name was randomly selected, and you provided your name and 
mailing address to us. 
 
If you have already completed and mailed the questionnaire, please accept my 
sincere thanks.  If not, please do so today.  I am especially grateful for your help 
because it is only when people like you share your opinions that we can understand 
how people think BC’s forests should be managed. 
 
If you did not receive a questionnaire, or if it was misplaced, please call me collect at 
(604) 822-3970 and I will get another one in the mail to you today. 
 
 
 

Dr. Howard Harshaw 
Department of Forest Resources Management 
University of British Columbia 
Vancouver, BC 
V6T 1Z4 
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Replacement Questionnaire Cover Letter 
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