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Canfor Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2006/2007

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 responses received from
the community of Vanderhoof.
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. Analysis of these comments is not
provided here.
The delivery of the survey employed a three-contact approach in order to maximize the rate of return. A
questionnaire and cover letter was sent January 3rd 2007; the final contact was sent January 19th 2007.
The final sample size was 2,511. A total of 460 responses were received by March 29th 2007, which
represents a 18.3% response rate. The overall results suggest that the population of Vanderhoof is
generally homogeneous, thus the number of current returns is sufficient to estimate a sample error of
±4.34% 19 times out of 20.
Respondents were generally biocentric in their attitudes. 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, and but not to increase the amount of forests in parks and protected areas. Respondents
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indicated that they were uncertain about several of the provincial-scale forest management outcomes
presented to them. The management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally and
outside of the area where they lived; however, there was not a clear sense among respondents about
whether forestry was the commercial activity that most affected species at risk
Respondents indicated that they had sufficient knowledge of forestry and of forests to provide meaningful
input for forest planning decisions, yet they felt strongly that opportunities for input were lacking.
Respondents generally agreed that there was enough oversight to ensure responsible forest
management and that that long-term security of forest lands (i.e. tenure) was a mechanism that would
promote sustainable forest management. However, there was also a sense that too much attention was
focused on timber resources and not enough on non-timber resources. There was also some concern
among respondents that there may not enough wood in the province to meet future needs. The vast
majority of forest management objectives that were presented to respondents were identified as
important, suggesting that the indicators that constitute the Canfor SFM Framework resonate with the
public and are in-line with public opinion of what forest management objectives are important.
The vast majority of respondent reported that they were somewhat or very concerned about the effects of
climate change, and two-thirds of respondents indicated that they had noticed any effects of climate
change in their community. The majority of respondents indicated that they thought that forest managers
should be doing something in response to climate change and three-quarters of respondents 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.
Over half of respondents reported that the recreation activity that they had identified as being most
important to them was mostly or very central to their lifestyles, and respondents participated in an
average of five recreation activities. Respondents are engaged in recreation activities in a variety of
jurisdictional settings, although Crown land was the most popular.
Respondents represented a range of ages, education, occupations, and income levels. The three most
common connections that respondents had to forested landscapes were non-motorized recreation,
followed by motorized recreation and forestry.
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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. 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, 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.
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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
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 nine Canfor Divisions have been surveyed about their opinions and beliefs about
sustainable forest management. These communities were: Fort Nelson, Fort Saint James, Fort Saint
John, Houston, Mackenzie, Prince George, Quesnel, Radium Hot Springs/Invermere, and Vanderhoof.
This report summarizes responses received from the community of Vanderhoof.

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
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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:
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
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).

4

Vanderhoof

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. 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
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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
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. 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
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
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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
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 forest lands 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.
2.2. 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 Vanderhoof, the 95% confidence interval that was associated with the population size, and an estimate
of the response rate. The population in 2001 of Vanderhoof was 4,727 (BC Stats Population Section,
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2005). Based on this population, the number of desired returned completed questionnaires, based on a
varied population with a sample error of ±5% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. ±5% 19 times out of 20),
was determined to be 361 (Salient & Dillman, 1994). Questionnaire packages were mailed to every post
office box in Vanderhoof; the final sample size was 2,511.
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
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 contact was a package that contained a questionnaire (Appendix A) and a stamped and
addressed return envelope. A cover letter (Appendix C) accompanied the questionnaire and detailed the
purpose and procedures of the survey, assured the potential respondents that their responses would be
kept confidential, provided contact information should they have had any questions about the research
project arise, and informed potential respondents of their rights as research subjects. This first package
was sent Wednesday, January 3rd 2007.
The second contact was a reminder postcard (Appendix D) that was sent to everyone in the sample to
remind people that had not completed or sent in their questionnaires to do so, and to thank those
respondents that had completed and returned their questionnaires. This postcard was mailed Friday,
January 12th 2007.
The third and final contact was a replacement questionnaire package that was sent to everyone in the
sample. This package contained a cover letter asking respondents to complete the questionnaire if they
had not already done so (Appendix E), a questionnaire, and a stamped addressed return envelope. This
letter and replacement questionnaire package was mailed Friday, January 19th 2007.
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
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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 was made to determine if the Scale was an appropriate metric for
measuring environmental attitude for the community of Vanderhoof; a summative scale to provide an
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 then 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 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’ relative
preference for seven attributes regarding sustaining forest values in Vanderhoof. 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 (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 was presented to the respondents
(Equation 1).

7!
7 C 2 = (7 − 2)!2! = 21 pairs of attributes

(1)

For each pair, the proportion of times one attribute was selected in preference to another was calculated.
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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 were examined with a paired samples t-test; a
significance level of p < 0.05 was employed.
2.4.4. General Comments.
The open-ended comments that were provided by respondents are listed in Appendix H.

3. RESULTS
A total of 460 responses were received between January 17th 2007 and March 29th 2007, which
represents a 18.3% response rate. The number of completed returns is sufficient to estimate a sample
error of ±4.34% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. 19 times out of 20).
3.1. Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC.
On the whole, respondents were in agreement with the statements presented in Question 1 (Table 1).
Almost two-thirds of respondents (66.0%) strongly or mildly agreed that the citizens of British Columbia
need to have more opportunities for input into forest management. More than twice as many respondents
strongly or mildly agreed (61.8%) that British Columbia has enough protected areas such as provincial
and national parks than did respondents that mildly or strongly disagreed (22.1%). The majority of
respondents (58.3%) strongly or mildly agreed that they knew enough about forests and forestry to
provide meaningful input into forestry planning decisions, while 18.8% mildly or strongly disagreed. More
than two respondents in five (45.6%) strongly or mildly agreed that there were enough checks and
balances in place to ensure responsible forest management, while just less than one-third (32.3%) mildly
or strongly disagreed. Most respondents (43.7%) strongly or mildly agreed that the forest industry
controls too much of British Columbia’s forests; 29.2% expressed mild or strong disagreement with this
statement. More than two in five respondents (43.4%) strongly or mildly agreed that providing long-term
security of forest lands to forestry companies would promote SFM, while more than one-third (34.0%)
mildly or strongly disagreed with that statement. Most respondents (40.3%) expressed strong or mild
agreement with the statement that forest management currently focuses too much attention on timber
resources and not enough on non-timber resources, while 31.4% of respondents mildly or strongly
disagreed with that statement. The majority of respondents (52.63%) mildly or strongly disagreed that
there will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to meet our future needs, while 21.8% strongly or mildly
agreed. Twice as many respondents mildly or strongly disagreed (52.0%) that forestry companies had
earned the trust to manage forests for the long-term than did respondents that strongly or mildly agreed
(24.0%).

There are enough checks and balances in place
to ensure responsible forest management.
The forest industry controls too much of British
Columbia's forests.
I know enough about forests and forestry to provide
meaningful input into forestry planning decisions.
British Columbia has enough protected areas such
as provincial and national parks.
The citizens of British Columbia need to have more
opportunities for input into forest management.
If forests are well managed to protect aesthetic
values, the ecosystem is being managed well also.
Providing long-term security of forest lands to
forestry companies will promote SFM.
Forest management currently focuses too much
attention on timber resources and not enough
attention on non-timber resources.
There will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to
meet our future needs.
Forest companies have earned the trust to manage
forests for the long-term.

Item

9.6%
8.9%

417
423

15.1%

12.2%

20.0%

18.5%

19.1%

20.5%

19.2%

24.7%

24.9%

15.6%

434

10.2%

18.0%

18.7%

429

24.7%

15.2%

425

9.4%

16.3%

27.2%

38.8%

443

15.0%

11.4%

25.5%

22.3%

39.5%

443

16.6%

16.3%

16.3%

26.5%

31.8%

418

21.0%

9.8%

Mildly
Disagree
(4)

7.6%

15.6%

28.1%

421

15.2%

Partly agree/
Disagree
(3)

21.9%

19.9%

Mildly
Agree
(2)

25.7%

Strongly
Agree
(1)

417

n

3.3%
7.1%
4.0%

32.1%
32.9%

4.5%

4.9%

1.1%

1.1%

6.3%

6.0%

6.9%

Don’t
Know

12.2%

23.8%

21.7%

3.3%

12.7%

7.4%

12.9%

22.5%

Strongly
Disagree
(5)

Table 1. Question 1: Opinions and beliefs about forest management issues in BC (most frequently identified response in bold).

3.54

3.57

2.87

2.96

3.14

2.08

2.33

2.32

2.68

2.82

Mean

1.345

1.350

1.262

1.466

1.372

1.105

1.409

1.272

1.412

1.538

SD

± 0.127

± 0.129

± 0.120

± 0.139

± 0.131

± 0.104

± 0.131

± 0.122

± 0.135

± 0.147

95% CI
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Lastly, more than one-third of respondents (38.0%) mildly or strongly disagreed that if forests are well
managed to protect aesthetic values, the ecosystem is being managed well also, while 31.5% expressed
strong or mild agreement with this statement.
3.2. Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC.
In general, respondents strongly or mildly agreed with biocentric-oriented statements and strongly or
mildly disagreed with anthropocentric-oriented statements presented in this question (Table 2). The sole
exception to this pattern were responses to the statement the earth has plenty of natural resources if we
just learn how to develop them, which the majority of respondents (60.5%) strongly or mildly agreed with.
Cronbach's Alpha was calculated to be 0.869, which suggests the unidimensionality of the NEP Scale.
This suggestion is supported as there was only a minimal gain in Cronbach's Alpha if the earth has plenty
of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them was removed from the Scale (the item that did
not fit the typical response pattern); the resultant Cronbach’s Alpha would be 0.871.
Four components were identified in the Principal Components Analysis (PCA) (Component #1 Eigen
Value = 5.483; Component #2 Eigen Value = 1.323; Component #3 Eigen Value = 1.155; and Component
#4 Eigen Value = 1.061). The four components explain a total of 60.1% of the variance: Component #1 =
36.6%; Component #2 = 8.8%; Component #3 = 7.7%; and Component #4 = 7.1%.
In the unrotated PCA solution, all but one item loaded on the first component; this is further evidence of
the unidimensionality of the NEP Scale. The PCA solution that employed a Varimax rotation almost
cleanly delineated the five facets of the NEP Scale. Cronbach's Alpha for the five facets were not as
strong individually as for all items together (Reality of Limits to Growth α = 0.625; Anti-Anthropocentricism
α = 0.674; Fragility of Nature's Balance α = 0.650; Rejection of Exemptionalism α = 0.428; Possibility of
an Eco-Crisis α = 0.785), which provides further evidence that the application of the NEP Scale in the
community of Vanderhoof is suitable as it is a unidimensional scale.
Applying the NEP as a summative scale indicated that respondents were generally accepting of the new
ecological paradigm and tended to be biocentric in their attitudes. The minimum score was 1.13 and the
maximum score was 5 (i.e. the top bound). The mean score was 3.4 ± 0.071 and the standard deviation
was 0.777.

We are approaching the limit of the
Number of people the earth can support.
Humans have the right to modify the
natural environment to suit their needs.
When humans interfere with nature it
often produces disastrous consequences.
Human ingenuity will ensure that we do
NOT make the earth unlivable.
Humans are severely abusing the
environment.
The earth has plenty of natural resources
if we just learn how to develop them.
Plants and animals have as much right as
humans to exist.
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope
with the impacts of modern industrial nations.
Despite our special abilities humans are still
subject to the laws of nature.
The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind
has been greatly exaggerated.
The earth is a closed system with very limited
room and resources.
Humans were meant to rule over the rest of
nature.
The balance of nature is very delicate and
easily upset.
Humans will eventually learn enough about
how nature works to be able to control it.
If things continue on their present course, we
will soon experience a major ecological
catastrophe.

Item

24.1%
18.5%
30.6%
25.2%
18.5%
10.5%
22.8%

18.4%
25.7%
8.1%
22.3%

35.8%
9.3%
35.6%
35.3%
50.8%
5.0%
66.1%
12.9%
20.1%
19.7%
42.6%
5.5%
38.9%

448
436
445
446
447
448
448
438
437
448
447
434
443

17.9%

17.8%

13.0%

9.7%

450

15.8%

Mildly
Agree
(2)

21.7%

Strongly
Agree
(1)

424

n

18.2%

16.8%

17.7%

9.4%

20.7%

8.0%

10.5%

18.5%

20.3%
14.5%

16.2%

1.1%

20.4%

8.7%

13.2%

9.8%

17.7%

9.7%

15.4%

17.5%

Mildly
Disagree
(4)

21.7%

7.0%

18.8%

13.1%

17.9%

16.6%

19.9%

24.9%

27.8%

14.5%

Partly agree/
Disagree
(3)

3.1%

5.2%

43.7%
8.1%

0.9%

1.8%

35.1%
5.1%

3.5%

3.9%

27.4%
19.6%

2.0%

2.0%

43.3%
1.1%

0.4%

1.5%
8.5%

6.8%

0.4%

3.8%

30.9%
6.9%

1.1%

0.9%

33.3%
4.4%

7.0%

Don't
know

23.5%

Strongly
Disagree
(5)

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

2.23

3.94

2.06

3.23

3.00

3.29

1.45

3.88

2.05

2.30

2.22

3.44

2.22

3.50

3.06

Mean

1.296

1.224

1.180

1.574

1.425

1.399

0.770

1.230

1.326

1.272

1.226

1.362

1.1667

1.332

1.518

SD

± 0.122

± 0.116

± 0.110

± 0.145

± 0.133

± 0.131

± 0.071

± 0.114

± 0.123

± 0.118

± 0.114

± 0.127

± 0.108

± 0.123

± 0.145

95% CI
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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, and 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...
...ensure that the economic well-being of future
generations is the same as it is today.
...ensure that the economic well-being of future
generations is improved.
...increase the amount of forests in parks and
protected areas.

n

Mean

SD

95% CI

439

2.12

0.897

± 0.084

439

2.12

0.912

± 0.086

441

1.76

0.952

± 0.088

Table 4 lists respondents’ opinions about economic contributions of forests by response category.
Although the majority of respondents indicated that they would be willing to lose some local forestry jobs
to satisfy the conditions suggested in the question, the most frequently cited response to increasing the
amount of forests in parks and protected areas was none of the forestry jobs.
Table 4. Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC (% by response
category; most frequently identified response in bold).
How many forest jobs would
you be willing to lose in your
community to...
...ensure that the economic wellbeing of future generations is the
same as it is today.
...ensure that the economic wellbeing of future generations is
improved.
...increase the amount of forests
in parks and protected areas.

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

20.6%

57.1%

14.1%

4.5%

3.2%

0.5%

21.8%

55.6%

13.4%

6.1%

2.7%

0.5%

48.5%

36.7%

4.5%

5.0%

2.3%

–
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3.4. Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values.
For each pair of forest values, the proportion of times that one value was identified as a priority over other
forest values was calculated (Table 5).
Table 5. Proportions of times in which the attributes on the top of the columns were chosen over the ones in each
row.
Non-timber
Economic
benefits
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

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

0.000
0.427

0.000

0.584

0.546

0.000

0.499

0.735

0.538

0.000

0.733

0.824

0.583

0.744

0.000

0.893

0.888

0.839

0.830

0.761

0.000

0.585

0.595

0.506

0.388

0.145

0.128

The perceived differences between the proportions were assumed to be normally distributed;
standardizations (z-scores corresponding to proportions) were performed for each forest value. A ranking
scale (Figure 1) was created with the distances (differences) from the forest values’ standardized mean
scores. The scale illustrates the relative priority of forest values, as well as the ordered rank of priorities.
The origin of the scale, assigned to the number-one ranked forest value, was set to zero. The scale
distance of each forest value is found by their cumulative distances from the origin. The scale illustrates
that sustaining the productive capacity of forests was the top-ranked forest value, followed closely by
sustaining biological richness and sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits.
Managing forests to reduce global warming was ranked fourth, followed by sustaining economic benefits
from forestry and wood products. The lowest ranked forest values were sustaining non-timber economic
benefits and sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests.

0.000
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0.0
-0.24
-0.26
-0.47
-0.55

Productive capacity of forests
Biological richness
Quality of life benefits
Reduce global warming
Economic benefits from forestry
and wood products

-1.0
-1.23

Non-timber economic benefits

-1.93

Benefits that First Nations receive

-2.0

Figure 1. Thurstone scale: ranking and relative distances of
preferred attributes in Vanderhoof.

3.5. Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes.
The degrees of satisfaction that respondents indicated for local and provincial forest management
outcomes were strongly correlated (r = 0.566 - 0.823); however, the degrees of satisfaction for all but one
local forest management outcomes (sustainability for future generations) were higher than the degrees of
satisfaction for provincial forest management outcomes; half of the mean differences between local and
provincial management outcomes were significant (Table 6).
Table 6. Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – t-test results.
Management Outcome

n

Economic stability
Water quality
Habitat requirements for wildlife
Communication with the public
Outdoor recreation
Public involvement in decision-making
Sustainability for future generations
Visual quality
Wild fire control
Insect control

362
346
371
375
386
362
366
382
381
373

Mean Difference
0.094
0.321
0.108
0.333
0.080
0.185
0.030
0.050
0.249
0.080

t

df

p

-1.667
-6.281
-2.451
-6.986
-1.735
-4.161
0.691
-1.251
-5.985
-1.936

361
345
370
374
385
361
365
381
380
372

0.096
0.000
0.015
0.000
0.084
0.000
0.490
0.212
0.000
0.054
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There appeared to be a relatively high degree of uncertainty surrounding respondents’ satisfaction with
forest management outcomes, especially at the provincial scale. Only one forest management outcome
(wildfire control) was deemed satisfactory by the majority of respondents (Table 7). Half of respondents
(50.5%) were very or somewhat satisfied with local wild fire control management outcomes, while half as
many (24.2%) were only somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied. More than twice as many
respondents were very or somewhat satisfied (46.5%) with local outdoor recreation management
outcomes than were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (23.7%) with this management outcome.
Similarly, two-times as many respondents were very or somewhat satisfied (42.7%) with local water
quality management outcomes than were respondents that were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all
satisfied (21.0%). Two in five respondents were very or somewhat satisfied (40.4%) with local habitat
requirements for wildlife management outcomes, while more than one-quarter were somewhat unsatisfied
or not at all satisfied (27.6%) with this management outcome. Almost as many respondents were
somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (31.0%) with local visual quality management outcomes as
were very or somewhat satisfied (34.6%). Two-thirds of respondents (66.2%) were somewhat unsatisfied
or not at all satisfied with local insect control management outcomes, while only 13.7% were very or
somewhat satisfied with this management outcome. Three-times as many respondents were somewhat
unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (50.9%) with management outcomes pertaining to local sustainability for
future generations than the percentage of respondents that were very or somewhat satisfied (16.4%).
The majority of respondents (50.6%) were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with local public
involvement in decision-making management outcomes, while fewer than one respondent in five (17.7%)
were very or somewhat satisfied. Twice as many respondents were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all
satisfied (42.4%) with local management outcomes regarding communication with the public than the
percentage of respondents that very or somewhat satisfied (20.9%). One-third of respondents (33.4%)
were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with local economic stability management outcomes,
while just more than one-quarter of respondents (26.4%) were very or somewhat satisfied.
A relatively high degree of uncertainty regarding satisfaction with provincial management outcomes was
evident. The incidence of don’t know/no opinion responses at the provincial scale was high, ranging from
11.0% of respondents to 19.7%; this suggests that the provincial context of forest management may not
be well understood. Generally, more respondents reported being somewhat unsatisfied or not at all
satisfied with provincial forest management outcomes than did those that indicated that they were very or
somewhat satisfied. Slightly more than two respondents in five (41.4%) were very or somewhat satisfied
with provincial outdoor recreation management outcomes, while less than one-quarter (23.5%) were
somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with this management outcome. More than one-third of
respondents (39.0%) were very or somewhat satisfied with provincial wild fire control management
outcomes, while 29.3% of respondents were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied.

416
425
422
426
437
404
417
425
432
416

Economic stability
Water quality
Habitat requirements for wildlife
Communication with public
Outdoor recreation
Public involvement in decision-making
Sustainability for future generations
Visual quality
Wild fire control
Insect control

7.0%
17.2%
16.7%
7.4%
20.0%
4.7%
5.4%
9.9%
26.9%
7.2%

19.4%
25.5%
23.7%
13.5%
26.5%
13.0%
11.0%
24.7%
23.6%
6.5%

Somewhat
Satisfied
(2)
Somewhat
Unsatisfied
(4)
14.4%
11.2%
11.3%
23.1%
12.3%
20.6%
23.1%
14.6%
12.2%
13.0%

Neither
Satisfied nor
Unsatisfied
(3)
34.1%
31.3%
27.3%
32.4%
27.8%
22.1%
26.2%
29.8%
21.4%
13.2%
19.0%
9.8%
16.3%
19.3%
11.4%
30.0%
27.8%
16.4%
12.0%
53.2%

Not at all
Satisfied
(5)
6.1
4.9
4.7
4.3
2.0
9.6
6.5
4.7
3.8
6.9

Don’t
Know
3.20
3.69
2.86
3.35
2.68
3.64
3.61
3.03
2.57
4.06

Mean

1.195
1.198
1.317
1.175
1.257
1.223
1.190
1.231
1.347
1.298

SD

n
367
351
375
378
387
367
369
384
384
377

Item

Economic stability
Water quality
Habitat requirements for wildlife
Communication with public
Outdoor recreation
Public involvement in decision-making
Sustainability for future generations
Visual quality
Wild fire control
Insect control

3.4%
8.2%
10.8%
4.3%
14.7%
3.6%
3.4%
8.5%
17.2%
5.7%

Very
Satisfied
(1)
13.1%
15.6%
18.8%
9.2%
26.7%
7.5%
10.1%
18.4%
21.8%
5.0%

Somewhat
Satisfied
(2)

Somewhat
Unsatisfied
(4)
16.1%
13.3%
20.4%
20.8%
12.9%
25.1%
21.4%
17.5%
14.9%
13.4%

Neither
Satisfied nor
Unsatisfied
(3)
35.1%
32.0%
25.2%
23.6%
24.1%
15.5%
27.1%
30.3%
19.7%
8.8%

16.5%
11.2%
10.8%
28.6%
10.6%
31.9%
22.8%
13.6%
14.4%
52.6%

Not at all
Satisfied
(5)

15.8%
19.7%
14.2%
13.5%
11.0%
16.4%
15.2%
11.7%
11.9%
14.5%

Don’t
Know

3.35
3.05
3.02
3.70
2.75
3.89
3.59
3.10
2.86
4.20

Mean

1.085
1.153
1.209
1.179
1.234
1.144
1.125
1.183
1.356
1.231

SD

Table 8. Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Provincial satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold).

n

Item

Very
Satisfied
(1)

Table 7. Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Local satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold).

0.112
0.122
0.122
0.120
0.123
0.118
0.116
0.118
0.135
0.123

95% CI

± 0.116
± 0.114
± 0.125
± 0.112
± 0.118
± 0.120
± 0.114
± 0.118
± 0.127
± 0.125

95% CI
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Two-thirds of respondents (66.0%) were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial insect
control management outcomes; however, just more than one in ten respondents (10.7%) were very or
somewhat satisfied with this management outcome. The majority of respondents (57.0%) were
somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial public involvement in decision-making
management outcomes, while only 11.1% were very or somewhat satisfied with public involvement in
decision-making at the provincial level. More than three-times as many respondents were somewhat
unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (49.4%) with provincial management outcomes regarding communication
with the public than respondents that were very or somewhat satisfied. More than two respondents in five
(44.2%) were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with management outcomes pertaining to
provincial sustainability for future generations; more than one respondent in ten (13.5%) were very or
somewhat satisfied with this management outcome. Almost one-third of respondents (32.6%) were
somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial economic stability management outcomes and
16.5% were very or somewhat satisfied. Almost as many respondents were very or somewhat satisfied
(29.6%) with provincial habitat requirements for wildlife management outcomes as were respondents that
were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (31.2%) with habitat requirements for wildlife
management outcomes at the provincial scale. Just less than one-third of respondents (31.1%) were
somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied with provincial visual quality management outcomes, while
more than one-quarter of respondents (26.9%) were very or somewhat satisfied. Lastly, almost as many
respondents were very or somewhat satisfied (24.5%) with provincial water quality management
outcomes as were respondents that were somewhat unsatisfied or not at all satisfied (23.8%) with this
management outcome.
3.6. Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values.
In their responses to who ought to have (or share) the responsibility for the management of the nine
forest values presented to them, respondents indicated that industry, government, and environmental
organizations should be involved (Tables 9-17). Government was identified by the majority of
respondents (ranging from 67.5% of respondents to 78.1%), and received the largest proportion of
support for each of the nine forest values. Industry was identified as being responsible for monitoring of
four forest values (i.e. sustaining biological richness, sustaining the productive capacity of forests,
managing the forest to reduce global warming, and sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood
products) by a majority of respondents (Tables 9 - 12). There was support for the role of First Nations in
the monitoring the sustainability of the benefits that First Nations receive from forests (Table 15). There
was limited support for the role of local volunteers and environmental organizations identified for each
value; however, the level of support was generally less than for the other potential partners.
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Table 9. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining biological
richness.
Yes:
SD
95% CI
Potential monitor
n
Monitor
Industry
453
57.0%
0.496
± 0.214
Government
453
75.3%
0.432
± 0.187
First Nations
453
26.5%
0.442
± 0.191
Local volunteers
453
31.3%
0.464
± 0.201
Environmental organizations
452
37.8%
0.486
± 0.210

Table 10. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining the
productive capacity of forests.
Yes:
SD
95% CI
Potential monitor
n
Monitor
Industry
453
66.7%
0.472
± 0.204
Government
453
77.3%
0.420
± 0.181
First Nations
453
19.2%
0.394
± 0.170
Local volunteers
453
19.9%
0.399
± 0.173
Environmental organizations
453
26.5%
0.442
± 0.191

Table 11. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Managing the forest
to reduce global warming.
Yes:
Potential monitor
n
SD
95% CI
Monitor
Industry
453
52.8%
0.500
± 0.216
Government
453
78.1%
0.414
± 0.179
First Nations
453
20.3%
0.403
± 0.174
Local volunteers
453
24.9%
0.433
± 0.187
Environmental organizations
453
42.6%
0.495
± 0.214

Table 12. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining economic
benefits from forestry and wood products.
Yes:
Potential monitor
N
SD
95% CI
Monitor
Industry
453
66.2%
0.473
± 0.205
Government
453
75.3%
0.432
± 0.187
First Nations
452
21.9%
0.414
± 0.179
Local volunteers
453
24.1%
0.428
± 0.185
Environmental organizations
453
16.3%
0.370
± 0.160
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Table 13. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining nontimber economic benefits.
Yes:
SD
95% CI
Potential monitor
n
Monitor
Industry
452
40.9%
0.492
± 0.213
Government
453
70.2%
0.458
± 0.198
First Nations
453
25.8%
0.438
± 0.189
Local volunteers
453
38.0%
0.486
± 0.210
Environmental organizations
452
34.7%
0.477
± 0.206

Table 14. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Representing a wide
range of social & cultural values in forest management decisions.
Yes:
SD
95% CI
Potential monitor
n
Monitor
Industry
452
41.6%
0.493
± 0.214
Government
452
67.5%
0.469
± 0.203
First Nations
452
40.0%
0.491
± 0.212
Local volunteers
452
48.7%
0.500
± 0.217
Environmental organizations
452
39.4%
0.489
± 0.212

Table 15. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining the
benefits that First Nations receive from forests.
Yes:
Potential monitor
n
SD
95% CI
Monitor
Industry
446
28.7%
0.453
± 0.199
Government
446
68.2%
0.466
± 0.205
First Nations
446
51.3%
0.500
± 0.220
Local volunteers
446
19.3%
0.395
± 0.173
Environmental organizations
446
14.6%
0.353
± 0.155

Table 16. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining
opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits.
Yes:
Potential monitor
n
SD
Monitor
Industry
452
45.6%
0.499
Government
453
78.8%
0.409
First Nations
453
31.8%
0.466
Local volunteers
453
50.3%
0.501
Environmental organizations
453
41.9%
0.494

95% CI
± 0.216
± 0.177
± 0.201
± 0.216
± 0.213
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Table 17. Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Species at risk
should be recovered.
Yes:
SD
95% CI
Potential monitor
n
Monitor
Industry
452
48.5%
0.500 ± 0.217
Government
452
71.7%
0.451 ± 0.195
First Nations
452
27.9%
0.449 ± 0.194
Local volunteers
452
42.3%
0.495 ± 0.214
Environmental organizations
452
51.5%
0.500 ± 0.217

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 is presented in Table 18. In terms of ecological forest management
objectives, extremely important was the most cited response for four of the nine objectives presented to
respondents (i.e. rare and vulnerable habitat types; slope stability; range of tree ages; and forest
conditions that help to stabilize global warming). Very important was the most frequently identified
response for four objectives (i.e. maintenance of habitat; natural distribution of important species;
maintenance of long-term soil fertility; and landscape recovery from natural disturbance). Minimizing the
area disturbed by forestry was identified as moderately important by most respondents. The majority of
respondents indicated that all of the ecological objectives listed were either extremely or very important,
with the exception of minimizing the area disturbed by forestry, which was extremely or very important to
48.6% of respondents. Few respondents indicated that these management objectives were not important
at all. Respondents were generally certain about the importance that they accorded the nine ecological
forestry management objectives that were presented to them, which is evident in relatively low
percentage of respondents that indicated that they either did not know enough or did not have an opinion
about the objectives.
Much the same pattern of ascribing importance to most SFM objectives was evident for the eight
economic forest management objectives, although the degree of importance assigned to the economic
objectives was not as high as were ascribed to the ecological 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; a competitive and diversified forest
sector; the stability of the amount and quality of non-timber products; and for employment and income
sources in the local economy are diversified. Extremely important was the most frequently cited response
for natural disturbance events (e.g. fire, insect attack) are managed to minimize their economic impact;
and that the public receives economic benefits. Most respondents indicated that the management
objective that the provincial government receives economic benefits was moderately important. The most
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frequently identified response for the management objective that local First Nations receive economic
benefits from forests was moderately important; just less than half of the respondents (48.4%) indicated
that this objective was slightly important or not important at all. The majority of respondents indicated that
the remaining seven economic forest management objectives were either extremely important or very
important. The economic management objective that had the highest percentage (88.9%) of extremely or
very important responses was that 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 three of the nine objectives (i.e. meaningful opportunities for the public to express
their opinions; sharing of information between the public and the forest industry; and that worker and
community safety is maintained within acceptable levels). Most respondents indicated that the
management objectives of maintaining or enhancing recreation resources, opportunities and
experiences, and the broad acceptability of visual character of forestry activities were very important.
Moderately important was the most frequently identified response for the management objectives that
forest management conserve of unique or special social, cultural, and spiritual places, that forest
management plans recognize and respect of First Nations and their treaty rights, and that forest
resources are accessible to First Nations. The most frequently identified response for the objective that
information about forestry activities is shared with First Nations before they are started was not important
at all.
More respondents indicated that the objective of forest resources are accessible to First Nations was
slightly important or not important at all than did those that indicated extremely or very important; a similar
pattern was evident for the objective that information about forestry activities is shared with First Nations
before they are started and that forest management plans recognize and respect First Nations and treaty
rights. The objective, worker and community safety is maintained within acceptable levels, was deemed
extremely or very important by 90.1% of respondents (the highest rating of any of the management
objectives). For the remaining social forest management objectives, more of respondents indicated that
the objectives were either extremely or very important than did respondents indicating that they were
slightly important or not important at all.

Ecological Objectives
Rare and vulnerable habitat
types are sustained in natural
conditions.
Habitat is maintained for the
full range and diversity of
native wildlife species.
The natural distribution of
important species in their
habitats is maintained.
Long-term soil fertility is
maintained.
Area disturbed by forestry is
minimized.
Slope stability is maintained
and soil erosion is prevented.
A range of tree ages in the
forest is maintained.
The ability of the landscape to
recover from disturbance is
maintained.
Forest conditions that help to
stabilize global warming are
prioritized.

Item

n

12.5%
16.0%

33.0%
30.1%
39.9%

23.3%

46.9%
47.0%
39.0%

40.3%

439
443
446

440

18.9%

12.1%

12.6%

30.2%

23.1%

25.5%

435

1.8%

12.3%

43.6%

36.6%

438

19.2%

41.8%

29.0%

435

7.9%

2.0%

5.3%

4.4%

5.1%

3.5%

17.9%

38.3%

36.7%

21.2%

5.7%

Slightly
Important
(4)

30.2%

438

Moderately
Important
(3)

34.0%

Very
Important
(2)

417

Extremely
Important
(1)

6.4%

0.9%

2.4%

0.2%

5.1%

2.2%

1.1%

0.4%

0.9%

Not
Important
At All.
(5)

3.1%

2.2%

2.6%

3.3%

3.5%

3.5%

3.8%

3.1%

7.9%

Don’t
Know

Table 18. Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold).

2.14

1.83

1.83

1.74

2.47

1.85

2.04

1.89

2.01

Mean

1.231

0.835

1.012

0.864

1.166

0.875

0.904

0.861

0.968

SD

± 0.116

± 0.078

± 0.094

± 0.080

± 0.110

± 0.082

± 0.084

± 0.080

± 0.092

95% CI

24

Economic Objectives
Timber harvesting continues to
contribute to economic well-being.
The public receives economic
benefits from forests.
The provincial government receives
economic benefits from forests.
Local First Nations receive
economic benefits from forests.
A competitive, diversified forestry
sector exists.
Natural disturbance events (e.g.
fire, insect attack) are managed to
minimize their economic impact.
Amount and quality of non-timber
products do not decline over the
long-term.
Employment and income sources in
the local economy are diversified.

Item

38.3%

41.0%
23.2%
9.1%

447
441
434
425

15.2%
13.3%

20.0%
6.7%

40.6%
27.4%

37.3%
44.6%

32.4%
50.2%

28.4%
44.3%

443

435
442

1.8%

9.3%

5.1%

4.9%

20.0%

12.4%

28.7%
26.6%

3.7%

2.4%

Slightly
Important
(4)

14.5%

14.8%

Moderately
Important
(3)

12.2%

26.9%

43.1%

37.4%

Very
Important
(2)

448

n

Extremely
Important
(1)

0.7%

1.6%

2.0%

2.0%

3.5%

2.0%

5.1%

3.8%

28.4%
1.8%

2.6%

1.5%

0.9%

Don’t
Know

6.2%

0.9%

1.3%

Not
Important
At All.
(5)

1.67

2.15

1.79

1.98

3.48

2.50

1.83

1.86

Mean

Table 18 (cont’d). Question: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold).

0.740

1.005

0.998

0.938

1.290

1.168

0.878

0.853

SD

± 0.067

± 0.094

± 0.092

± 0.088

± 0.122

± 0.110

± 0.082

± 0.078

95% CI
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Social Objectives
The public are given meaningful
opportunities for expressing their
opinions and concerns about forest
management.
Information is shared between the
public and forestry companies
about forestry activities.
Forest management plans
recognize and respect First Nations
and treaty rights.
Forest resources are accessible to
First Nations.
Information about forestry activities
is shared with First Nations before
they are started.
Recreation resources, opportunities
and experiences are maintained or
enhanced.
The visual character of forestry
activities is acceptable to a broad
range of the public.
Forest management conserves
unique or special social, cultural,
and spiritual places and features.
Worker and community safety is
maintained within acceptable
levels.

Item

10.7%

22.1%

29.5%

48.0%

13.7%
9.5%
17.3%

31.8%

17.2%

22.7%

60.6%

447

438
432
435

438

439

439

450

17.4%

26.0%

5.7%

9.5%

32.2%

32.9%

2.6%

8.9%

17.6%

37.8%

15.1%

29.3%
17.0%

16.4%

26.3%

17.5%

0.9%

2.0%

Slightly
Important
(4)

8.4%

16.1%

Moderately
Important
(3)

17.3%

18.4%

20.1%

35.0%

Very
Important
(2)

44.9%

Extremely
Important
(1)

446

n

0.7%

8.6%

5.1%

0.9%

3.1%

3.1%

2.7%

3.8%

27.2%

1.3%

4.2%

3.1%

1.5%

1.8%

Don’t
Know

23.5%

20.4%

0.4%

0.2%

Not
Important
At All.
(5)

1.52

2.66

2.51

2.08

3.20

3.26

3.10

1.63

1.75

Mean

Table 18 (cont’d). Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold).

0.779

1.261

1.057

0.996

1.472

1.291

1.333

0.716

0.814

SD

± 0.073

± 0.118

± 0.098

± 0.094

± 0.139

± 0.122

± 0.125

± 0.067

± 0.076

95% CI
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3.8. Question 8: Local forest management issues.
There was little variation in the pattern of responses to this question. Generally, respondents were in
agreement with the statements about local forest management issues, though the degree of agreement
differed slightly for items. The majority of respondents either strongly or mostly agreed with all but one of
the statements about local forest management: forest roads that are no longer in use by forestry
companies should be deactivated, even if that means less access to remote areas (Table 19). More than
nine respondents in ten (93.5%) strongly or mostly agreed that local communities should receive a fair
share of locally generated government income; less than 1% of respondents indicated levels of
disagreement with this statement. Just more than two-thirds of respondents (67.6%) strongly or mostly
agreed that they would be prepared to accept some visual change in views from their community if it
reduced ecological impacts in the backcountry, while 13.7% expressed mild or strong disagreement with
this statement. Four times as many respondents reported that they strongly or mostly agreed (65.8%)
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 than did the percentage of respondents that mildly or strongly
disagreed (13.7%). Seven times as many respondents strongly or mostly agreed (64.6%) that overall,
sustainable forest management produces positive results for the local community than did the percentage
of respondents that mildly or strongly disagreed (8.4%) with that statement. The majority of respondents
(54.6%) indicated that they strongly or mostly agreed that in general, the forest industry is more
environmentally sensitive than other industries in their area; only 15.3% of respondents indicated mild or
strong disagreement with this issue. Twice as many respondents strongly or mostly agreed (36.8%) that
local forest managers are responsive to public concerns than did the percentage of respondents that
mildly or strongly disagreed; one in ten respondents (10.4%) indicated that they did not know enough
about, or had no opinion about local forest managers responsiveness to public concerns. Finally, the
majority of respondents (52.3%) strongly or mostly agreed that forestry roads that are no longer in use by
forestry companies should be deactivated, even if that means less access to remote areas, while less
than one-third (31.3%) mildly or strongly disagreed.

Local forest managers are responsive to public
concerns.
Overall, sustainable forest management
practices produce positive results for the local
community.
It is a priority to manage the mountain pine
beetle situation even if there is a negative
impact on other resource values in the shortterm.
Local communities should receive a fair share
of locally generated government income.
In general, the forest industry is more
environmentally sensitive than other industries
in my area.
You would be prepared to accept some visual
change in views from your community if it
reduced ecological impacts in the backcountry.
Forest roads that are no longer in use by
forestry companies should be deactivated,
even if that means less access to remote
areas.

Item

20.5%

17.7%

28.3%

39.9%

26.3%

27.7%

16.9%

409

419

439

14.4%

3.3%

25.1%

68.4%

440

13.7%

16.9%

19.5%

46.3%

435

431

22.3%

15.3%

405
36.7%

Partly agree/
Disagree
(3)

27.9%

Mostly
Agree
(2)
34.5%

Strongly
Agree
(1)
21.5%

n

14.2%

5.1%

4.9%

0.7%

9.3%

5.5%

11.7%

Mildly
Disagree
(4)

Table 19. Question 8: Local forest management issues (most frequently identified response in bold).

7.1%

2.7%

38.1%

9.7%

2.2%

3.5%

4.6%

10.4%

Don’t
Know

2.4%

10.4%

0.2%

4.4%

2.9%

6.6%

Strongly
Disagree
(5)

3.44

2.08

2.39

1.35

2.03

2.15

2.70

Mean

1.539

0.970

1.273

0.605

1.207

1.005

1.123

SD

± 0.143

± 0.092

± 0.123

± 0.057

± 0.114

± 0.094

± 0.110

95%CI
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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 20). The
exception to this pattern was responses to the statement that it is acceptable to protect species at risk
even if it harms other species: 55.9% mildly or strongly disagreed while 8.7% expressed mild or strong
agreement. The management of species at risk was important to respondents, both locally (62.4%
strongly or mostly agreed) and outside of the area where they lived (63.3% strongly or mostly agreed);
few respondents indicated that they mildly or strongly disagreed with the importance of management for
species at risk. Three-times as many respondents strongly or mostly agreed (48.4%) that it is acceptable
to limit industrial and commercial activities in forests in order to protect species at risk than did the
percentage of respondents (14.4%) that mildly or strongly disagreed. More than two respondents in five
(46.4%) strongly or mostly agreed that the management of species at risk should be given priority over
economic considerations; 12.6% of respondents expressed mild or strong disagreement with this
statement. Twice as many respondents strongly or mostly agreed (44.2%) that forestry was the
commercial activity that most affected species at risk than did respondents that mildly or strongly
disagreed (18.3%). Lastly, three respondents in ten (30.4%) expressed strong or mild agreement that
forestry planning and management does a good job of managing for species at risk, while 17.7%mildly or
strongly disagreed with that statement; almost one respondent in five (19.1%) indicated that they did not
know enough, or did not have an opinion, about whether forestry planning and management did a good
job of managing for species at risk.

The management of species at risk should be
given priority over economic considerations.
Forestry planning and management does a
good job of managing for species at risk.
Forestry is the commercial activity that most
affects species at risk.
It is acceptable to protect species at risk even if
it harms other species.
It is acceptable to limit industrial and
commercial activities in forests in order to
protect species at risk.
The management of species at risk in the area
where I live is important to me.
The management of species at risk outside of
the area where I live is important to me.

Item
23.2%
8.0%
12.1%
2.0%
22.4%
30.2%
29.1%

365
415
425
438
442
440

Strongly
Agree
(1)

435

n

26.5%
26.3%

32.2%
34.2%

5.1%

4.9%

10.2%

34.4%

26.0%

2.4%

3.8%

4.2%

23.8%

32.1%

30.7%

6.7%

5.6%

30.1%

32.1%

7.1%

5.3%

Strongly
Disagree
(5)

12.7%

10.6%

32.8%

22.4%

Mildly
Disagree
(4)
7.3%

Partly agree/
Disagree
(3)
37.2%

23.2%

Mostly
Agree
(2)

Table 20. Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife (most frequently identified response in bold).

2.9%

2.4%

2.7%

4.7%

7.4%

19.1%

3.8%

Don’t
Know

2.15

2.18

2.46

3.72

2.65

2.83

2.46

Mean

0.992

1.048

1.088

0.985

1.061

1.062

1.103

SD

± 0.092

± 0.098

± 0.102

± 0.094

± 0.102

± 0.110

± 0.104

95%CI
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3.10. Question 10: Global warming.
The majority of respondents (58.7%) reported that they were somewhat or very concerned about the
effects of climate change (Table 21); only 24.3% of respondents reported being somewhat unconcerned
or not concerned at all.
Table 21. Question 10: How concerned are you about
the effects of climate change? (most frequently
identified response in bold).
Not concerned at all (1).
11.8%
Somewhat unconcerned (2).
12.5%
Neither concerned nor unconcerned (3).
17.0%
Somewhat concerned (4).
21.3%
Very concerned (5).
37.4%
n
417
SD
1.395
95% CI
± 0.133

More than two-thirds of respondents (68.0%) of respondents indicated that they had noticed any effects of
climate change in their community (Table 22).
Table 22. Question 10: Have you noticed any effects of
climate change in your community? (most frequently
identified response in bold).
Yes
68.0% ±0.210
No
13.1% ±0.152
Not sure
18.9% ±0.176
n
435
SD
0.793

The majority of respondents (51.4%) reported that they have a pretty good idea or a very clear idea about
the effects climate change may have on their community or its surrounding environment (Table 23). More
than one-third of respondents in Vanderhoof (34.1%) indicated that they felt that they had a very clear
idea of the local effects of climate change.
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Table 23. Question 10: Do you know what effects
climate change may have on your community or its
surrounding environment? (most frequently identified
response in bold).
I have absolutely no idea (1).
5.6%
I don’t really know (2).
8.9%
I have some idea (3).
34.1%
I have a pretty good idea (4).
25.6%
I have a very clear idea (5).
25.8%
n
414
SD
1.130
95% CI
± 0.110

Two in five respondents (42.8%) reported that they do not plan to do anything about climate change, or
were unsure what their response would be (Table 24).
Table 24. Question 10: Do you personally plan to do
anything in response to climate change? (most frequently
identified response in bold).
Yes
42.8% ±0.218
No
24.3% ±0.189
Not sure
32.9% ±0.207
n
444
SD
0.865

The majority of respondents (52.5%) indicated that they thought that forest managers should be doing
something in response to climate change (Table 25).
Table 25. Question 10: Do you think forest managers
should be doing something in response to climate
change? (most frequently identified response in bold).
Yes
52.5% ±0.219
No
15.5% ±0.159
Not sure
32.1% ±0.205
n
446
SD
0.897
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More than two-thirds of respondents (69.2%) reported that it is more important to start acting now on
climate change with what we know, in terms of how forest management should prioritize their response to
climate change (Table 26).
Table 26. Question 10: Which statement best describes your opinion about how forest
management should prioritize their response to climate change? (most frequently identified
response in bold).
It is more important to start acting now on climate change with what we know.
69.2%
It is more important to continue monitoring for climate change so we can learn more.
30.8%
n
442
SD
0.462
95% CI
± 0.
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3.11. Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation.
Respondents reported participating in twenty-eight recreation activities (Table 27). Fishing was identified
most often as the recreation activity that was most important to respondents; camping was the second
most frequently identified activity. Hunting was the third most frequently identified recreation activity.
Table 27. Question 11: What recreation activity
is most important to you? (n = 421)
Activity
Fishing
Camping
Hunting
Hiking
Multiple activities
Walking
Other leisure activity
Cross-country skiing
Horseback riding
Boating
Canoeing
Snowmobiling
Bird watching
Backcountry activities
ATV
Swimming
Enjoying nature
Skiing (general)
Biking (general)
Downhill skiing
Water sports
Mountain biking
Mountaineering
Kayaking
Exploring
Scenic driving
4-Wheeling
SCUBA diving

Frequency
93
73
53
41
33
24
23
10
9
9
8
7
6
4
4
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

%
22.1%
17.3%
12.6%
9.7%
7.8%
5.7%
5.5%
2.4%
2.1%
2.1%
1.9%
1.7%
1.4%
1.0%
1.0%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%
0.5%
0.5%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
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On the whole, respondents’ involvement with their most important activity spanned many years (Table
28). Average involvement in activities ranged from 3.0 years (kayaking) to 62.0 years (enjoying nature).
For the two most cited activities, respondents had been fishing for an average of 35.3 years and camping
for 27.9 years.
Table 28. Question 11: How many years have you done this activity?
Activity
Fishing
Camping
Hunting
Hiking
Multiple activities
Walking
Other leisure activity
Cross-country skiing
Horseback riding
Boating
Canoeing
Snowmobiling
Bird watching
Backcountry activities
ATV
Swimming
Enjoying nature
Skiing (general)
Biking (general)
Downhill skiing
Water sports
Mountain biking
Mountaineering
Kayaking
Exploring
Scenic driving
4-Wheeling
SCUBA diving

Frequency
93
73
53
41
33
24
23
10
9
9
8
7
6
4
4
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Mean
35.34
27.93
32.88
26.23
36.42
30.87
32.71
29.00
27.33
17.89
27.00
11.14
27.00
16.75
7.50
18.67
62.00
30.00
19.00
18.00
10.00
20.00
25.00
3.00
12.50
49.00
40.00
10.00

SD
14.02
13.40
11.65
14.82
15.77
20.54
18.47
16.42
13.23
16.30
12.77
8.84
19.24
9.22
8.43
12.06
12.53
10.00
24.04
5.66
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

95% CI
2.842
3.116
3.175
4.586
5.370
8.389
7.899
10.172
8.644
10.643
8.859
6.546
16.856
9.036
8.252
13.642
14.171
11.309
33.320
7.840
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

36

Vanderhoof

Most respondents reported being very skilled at the recreation activity that was most important to them
(39.6%), while only 1.9% of respondents reported being beginners (Table 29).
Table 29. Question 11: How skilled are you at this
activity? (most frequently identified response in bold).
Beginner (1).
1.9%
Somewhat skilled (2).
4.7%
Moderately skilled (3).
30.6%
Very skilled (4).
39.6%
Expert (5).
23.2%
n
422
SD
0.922
95% CI
± 0.088

Over half of respondents (55.6%) reported that the recreation activity that they had identified as being
most important to them was mostly or very central to their lifestyles (Table 30).
Table 30. Question 11: How central is this activity to
your lifestyle? (most frequently identified response in
bold).
Not central at all (1).
2.9%
Somewhat central (2).
10.0%
Moderately central (3).
31.6%
Mostly central (4).
28.0%
Very central (5).
27.6%
n
421
SD
1.070
95% CI
± 0.102

Respondents reported preferring a range of settings for their outdoor recreation pursuits (Table 31).
Table 31. Question 11: What setting(s) do you prefer for your most important activity?
Setting

n

Large, undisturbed wilderness areas.
Large wilderness areas with limited trails & camp-sites.
Semi-wilderness areas with limited motorized access.
Easily accessed natural areas with some facilities.
Rural areas.

427
427
427
427
427

%
38.2%
54.1%
51.8%
53.6%
38.2%

SD

95% CI

0.486
0.499
0.500
0.499
0.486

± 0.223
± 0.229
± 0.229
± 0.229
± 0.223

Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of respondents preferring settings is
greater than 100%.
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Respondents participated in their most important recreation activity most often in summer and fall and
least in the winter (Table 32).
Table 32. Question 11: On average, how many days
per month do you do your most important activity in
each season?
Season

n

Mean

Spring
Summer
Fall
Winter

308
350
350
283

8.26
12.36
10.57
5.30

SD

95% CI

7.657
8.961
8.547
7.483

± 0.855
± 0.939
± 0.895
± 0.872

Respondents engaged in their most important recreation activity with a variety of people. Family and
friends were cited most often (Table 33).
Table 33. Question 11: Who do you usually do your most
important activity with? (most frequently identified response
in bold).
Alone
10.3% ±0.166
Friends
27.3% ±0.243
Family
56.3% ±0.271
Club
0.8% ±0.049
People from work
0.6% ±0.042
Other
4.7% ±0.116
n
359
SD
1.022

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 34).
Table 34. Question 11: Details of important activity equipment.
Equipment
How many books do you own about your most
important activity?
How many magazine subscriptions do you
have about your most important activity?
About how much would it cost to replace all of
your equipment for your most important
activity?

n

Mean

SD

95% CI

366

6.82

12.833

± 1.315

388

0.80

1.189

± 0.118

371

$18,283.57

28,715.91

± $2,922.08
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Respondents reported having an average of 6.82 ±1.315 books on their most important activity. There
was considerable variation among the reported number of magazine subscriptions that respondents
reported having. The average cost of replacing all of the equipment related to respondents’ most
important activity was $18,283.57 ±$2,922.08. This suggests that the centrality measure described above
is fairly accurate.
Respondents (n = 360) reported participation in an average of 4.41 ± 0.280 recreation activities (SD =
2.711).
Respondents had engaged in recreation activities in a variety of jurisdictional settings (Table 35). Crown
land was identified as the setting most often used for recreation engagement (73.2%), followed by public
water ways, BCMoFR recreation sites and provincial parks.
Table 35. Question 11: Where do you most often engage ion
outdoor recreation activities? (most frequently identified
response in bold)
Setting
Provincial Park
BCMoFR Recreation
Site
Private Land
Crown land
Public water way

n

%

SD

95% CI

424

56.4%

0.497

± 0.229

425

64.5%

0.479

± 0.221

425
425
425

51.1%
73.2%
66.4%

0.500
0.444
0.473

± 0.231
± 0.204
± 0.218

Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage
of respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%.

Almost one-third of respondents (32.6%) indicated that their outdoor recreation needs had been
moderately represented in land-use planning (Table 36). More respondents (40.6%) 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
(26.7%).
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Table 36. 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).
15.3%
Slightly represented (2).
11.4%
Moderately represented (3)
32.6%
Mostly represented (4)
26.0%
Well represented (5)
14.6%
n
411
Mean
3.13
SD
1.248
95% CI
± 0.122

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 (33.1%), government (32.5%) and individual
people (28.9%) were best able the to represent recreation needs (Table 37).
Table 37. 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).
Rank
Rank
Rank
Rank
Representative
n
Mean
SD
95%CI
1
2
3
4
Government

375

32.5%

20.8%

24.5%

22.1%

2.36

1.152

± 0.118

Industry

367

11.4%

22.3%

26.2%

40.1%

2.95

1.040

± 0.106

Outdoor Recreation Clubs

372

33.1%

32.8%

22.0%

12.1%

2.13

1.010

± 0.102

Individual people

370

28.9%

26.5%

19.5%

25.1%

2.41

1.152

± 0.118

More than one respondent in ten (16.2% ± 0.033; n = 457) reported being members of an outdoor
recreation club (SD = 0.369).
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3.12. Question 12: Demographics.
Respondents’ average age was 49.5 ±1.311 years (n = 451; SD = 14.206). The youngest respondent
was 16 years of age. The oldest respondent was 86 years of age. The average age of respondents was
older than the majority of Vanderhoof (83.1%) residents. The median age of respondents was 49.0, which
was greater than the median ages of Vanderhoof (32.0 years; Statistics Canada, 2003).
Of the 450 respondents reporting their gender, 67.3% ±0.204 (n= 303)
were male and 32.7% ±0.204 (n=147) were female (SD = 0.470). The percentage of male respondents
was grater than the percentage of male residents in Vanderhoof (49.0%).
Although respondents represented residents from a total of 16 communities (Table 38), the overwhelming
majority (88.1%) of respondents were residents of Vanderhoof.
Table 38. Question 12: What community do you live in?
(n = 428; SD = 7.881;(most frequently identified response
in bold)
Community
Vanderhoof
Cluculz Lake
Prince George
Mackenzie
Fort Fraser
Engen
Central Interior
Saik'uz First Nation
Rural
B H Reg. Dist.
Fort Ware
Mapes
Nechako Valley
Prince George/Cluculz Lake
Prince George/Vanderhoof
Tsay Keh Dene

Frequency
377
19
7
5
5
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

%
88.1%
4.4%
1.6%
1.2%
1.2%
0.7%
0.5%
0.5%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%

On average, respondents were residents of their communities for 25.18 ±1.65 years (n = 398; SD =
16.838). The number of years of community residence ranged from two months to 86 years.
Respondents represented a range of education levels (Table 39). The most frequently identified level
of completed education was high school.
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Table 39. Question 12: What is the highest level of
education that you have completed? (n = 433; SD =
1.328; (most frequently identified response in bold).
Level of Education
Some high school
High school
Some university/college
University/college degree
Graduate degree
Other

Frequency
63
133
100
93
21
23

%
14.5%
30.7%
23.1%
21.5%
4.8%
5.3%

Respondents reported being employed in a total of 53 different occupations (Table 40). The most
frequently cited occupation was retired/semi-retired.
Table 40. Question 12: What is your occupation? (n =
346; SD = 20.372)
Occupation
Retired/Semi-retired
Mill employee
Multiple jobs
Forester
Teacher
Logger
Farmer/Rancher
Truck driver
Heavy equipment operator
Other
Health Care
Manager
Self-employed
Business person
Clerical
Government employee
Mechanic
Construction
Millwright
Business owner
Welder
Supervisor
Sales

Frequency
50
28
28
22
19
16
14
14
13
10
10
9
9
8
7
7
6
5
5
5
4
4
4

%
14.5%
8.1%
8.1%
6.4%
5.5%
4.6%
4.0%
4.0%
3.8%
2.9%
2.9%
2.6%
2.6%
2.3%
2.0%
2.0%
1.7%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
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Table 40 (cont’d). Question 12: What is your
occupation? (n = 346; SD = 20.372)
Occupation
Homemaker
Accountant
RPF
Chef
Railroad employee
Custodian
Insurance agent
Bank employee
Realtor
Electrician
Retail
Student
Unemployed
Safety
Child Care
Machinist
Journalist
Miner
Electronics technician
Municipal employee
Dentistry
Oil & gas worker
Information Technologist
Letter carrier
Plumber
Labourer
Silviculture
Carpenter
Book keeper
Administration

Frequency
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

%
1.2%
1.2%
0.9%
0.9%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.6%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
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Respondents reported working in a total of 22 different sectors (Table 41). The most frequently cited
occupation was forestry.
Table 41. Question 12: What industry or
sector do you work in? (n = 355; SD =
25.884).
Sector
Forestry
Service (general)
Education
Government
Multiple
Agriculture
Health Care
Construction
Tourism
Retired
Mining
Transportation
Retail
Saw mill
Not for profit
Pulp & paper
Real Estate
Financial
Manufacturing
Automotive
Insurance
Recreation

Frequency
146
34
31
30
29
17
15
9
7
6
6
6
5
4
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

%
41.1%
9.6%
8.7%
8.5%
8.2%
4.8%
4.2%
2.5%
2.0%
1.7%
1.7%
1.7%
1.4%
1.1%
0.8%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
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Respondents reported a range of household income levels (Table 42). The most frequently cited
levels of household income were $100,000 - $149,999.
Table 42. Question 12: Please check the
category that best describes your household
income before taxes last year (n = 405; SD =
2.881; most frequently identified response in
bold).
Income
<$10,000
$10,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $59,999
$60,000 - $69,999
$70,000 - $79,999
$80,000 - $89,999
$90,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $149,999
>$149,999

Frequency
10
23
24
40
42
44
61
36
42
22
50
11

%
2.5%
5.7%
5.9%
9.9%
10.4%
10.9%
15.1%
8.9%
10.4%
5.4%
12.3%
2.7%

On average, respondents’ household size was 2.91 ±0.140 people (n = 397; SD = 1.420). Household
size ranged from 1 to 9 people.
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Of the twenty-one options presented to respondents about their main connection to forests, the three
most frequently cited connections were non-motorized recreation, followed by motorized recreation
and then forestry (Table 43); these three connections to forests represented the only ones that the
majority of respondents identified.
Table 43. Question 12: What is your main connection to forests?
(most frequently identified response in bold).
PAG Constituency

n

%

SD

Art
Education
Environment
First Nations
Forestry
Guide outfitter
Local government
Mining
Non-timber forest products
Oil & gas
Labour
Photography
Provincial government
Ranching/agriculture
Recreation (motorized)
Recreation (non-motorized)
Small business
Tourism
Trapping
Utilities & transmission
Value-added sector

449
449
449
448
449
449
449
449
449
449
449
449
449
449
448
449
449
449
449
449
449

8.7%
14.5%
28.3%
6.7%
51.2%
3.3%
4.5%
3.6%
7.6%
1.6%
6.0%
20.7%
7.1%
31.8%
55.8%
57.9%
18.0%
13.1%
6.0%
0.4%
5.6%

0.282
0.352
0.451
0.250
0.500
0.180
0.207
0.186
0.265
0.124
0.238
0.406
0.258
0.466
0.497
0.494
0.385
0.338
0.238
0.067
0.230

95% CI
± 0.123
± 0.154
± 0.197
± 0.109
± 0.218
± 0.087
± 0.099
± 0.081
± 0.116
± 0.055
± 0.104
± 0.177
± 0.112
± 0.203
± 0.217
± 0.216
± 0.168
± 0.147
± 0.104
± 0.028
± 0.100

Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of
respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%.
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4. DISCUSSION
This section is loosely organized around the seven Canfor SFM Framework criteria that framed the
development of the questionnaire. Two other areas of forest management are addressed: trust and
tenure, and public participation.
In terms of demographic representativeness, 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 Vanderhoof. 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 four
respondents in five had completed high school. Respondents represented a range of occupations and
occupational sectors and income levels. Although no one sector was responsible for the majority of
employment in the area, forestry, services, education, and government were the top four employment
sectors.
Respondents tended to be biocentric in their overall attitudes and world views. However, respondents did
not necessarily feel that limits to growth were absolute and that human ingenuity could serve to provide
solutions to environmental problems. In particular, there was general agreement amongst respondents
that the earth has plenty of natural resources if we just learn how to develop them; this suggests that
community residents may be supportive of innovative management practices that help to extend current
levels of consumption. However, given the overall biocentric leanings of respondents, another course of
action could to highlight the practices that forestry already employs to help maintain current levels of
consumption (e.g. silviculture, manufacturing improvements); this could serve to demonstrate some of the
successes of sustainable forest management.
As the forest management objectives that were presented in the questionnaire were derived from
indicators of the Canfor SFM Framework, the general recognition of the importance of the objectives
suggests that the indicators measure values and amenities that are relevant to the public. There was
general agreement among respondents that all of the ecological forest management objectives were
extremely or very important. This is supported by the rankings demonstrated by the Thurstone Scale,
and is consistent with the general acceptance of biocentric values by respondents, which explicitly
recognizes the importance of ecology in sustaining other amenities (i.e. economic and social values).
The Thurstone Scale illustrates that sustaining the productive capacity of forests was the top-ranked
forest value, followed closely by sustaining biological richness and sustaining opportunities for a wide
range of quality of life benefits. Managing forests to reduce global warming was ranked fourth, followed
by sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products. The lowest ranked attributes were
sustaining non-timber economic benefits and sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from
forests. Thus, ecological sustainability can be seen as a priority for local residents. That so many
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aspects of forest management were of significance to residents of Vanderhoof suggests broad support for
a sustainable forest management approach to forestry. However, understanding the overall importance
of forest management objectives does not help in establishing a priority for their implementation, it only
suggests that forest managers have identified objectives that resonate with the local community. The
Thurstone Analysis provides insight about which forest management criteria were priorities for local
residents. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests and sustaining biological richness were the top
priorities for respondents, which suggest that the following eight forest management objectives be
prioritized:
1. Long-term soil fertility is maintained.
2. Area disturbed by forestry is minimized.
3. Slope stability is maintained and soil erosion is prevented.
4. A range of tree ages in the forest is maintained.
5. The ability of the landscape to recover from disturbance is maintained.
6. Rare and vulnerable habitat types are sustained in natural conditions.
7. Habitat is maintained for the full range and diversity of native wildlife species.
8. The natural distribution of important species in their habitats is maintained.
Sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits and managing forests to reduce global
warming are the sustainable forest management criteria that should be prioritized next. However, it is
important to recognize that despite the overall importance of sustainable forest management among
respondents, the provincial context of forest management may not be well understood, and this was
reflected in the large degree of uncertainty surrounding satisfaction with provincial forest management
outcomes.
4.1. Trust and Tenure
Respondents generally agreed that there was enough oversight to ensure responsible forest
management. However, there was a sense that the forest industry controlled too much of British
Columbia’s forests, and that too much attention was focused on timber resources and not enough on nontimber resources. These two concerns may be related to the widely-held perception among respondents
that there was not enough wood in the province to meet future needs; without addressing the actual state
of long-term wood supply, there was a perception among the local public that this is an issue. There was
a sentiment among respondents that forest management was more than timber management; amenities
like healthy ecosystems and outdoor recreation were seen to be key elements of forests that should be
addressed in forestry planning activities. Although there was a relatively strong sentiment that forest
companies had not earned the trust for long-term forest management, respondents felt that long-term
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security of forest lands (i.e. tenure) was a mechanism that would promote sustainable forest
management.
Respondents seemed to be distinguishing local forest managers from forest companies; it is possible that
local forest managers are known and seen as being responsive to stakeholders, while companies are
concerned with shareholders. This pattern of scale (i.e. local / corporate; local / provincial) is evident for
respondents’ degree of satisfaction with forest management outcomes as well: mean satisfaction was
higher for all local forest management outcomes than provincial forest management outcomes; it is
possible that respondents were more aware of local issues than of provincial issues, which suggests that
the degree of concern for management outcomes decreases with scale. Although there was a modest
level of agreement that local managers were responsive to public concerns, almost two in five
respondents did not know, nor had an opinion about local manager’s responsiveness; increasing the
community presence of forestry managers could serve to address this concern.
4.2. Public Participation
Generally, respondents felt that they had sufficient knowledge of forestry, and of forests, to provide
meaningful input for forest planning decisions, yet they felt strongly that opportunities for input were
lacking. There was a strong sense among respondents that the citizens of British Columbia need to have
more opportunities for input into forest management. This perception is supported as two-times as many
respondents expressed degrees of dissatisfaction with local public involvement in decision-making
management outcomes than did those were satisfied. This perceived lack of satisfaction with public
involvement in decision-making is also present at the provincial scale, which suggests that the issue of
lack of opportunities for public involvement is not just a local issue but is more systemic. Although the
CSA National Sustainable Forest Management Standard requires a high degree of public participation,
which the Canfor Vanderhoof Division has met through the creation of its public advisory group and other
efforts (such as the delivery of this survey), it is possible that the communication of these efforts (as well
as opportunities for public participation) have not resonated with the public. There is some support for
this assessment as roughly two respondents in five expressed dissatisfaction with the communication of
both local and provincial forest management outcomes. It is also important to consider that almost one
respondent in ten indicated that they did not know about their satisfaction with local public involvement
management opportunities; this degree of uncertainty regarding satisfaction with this management
outcome (paired with the one in five respondents who were neither satisfied nor unsatisfied) is further
evidence that communication with the public should be strengthened and that perhaps new ways of
approaching the public should be considered.
More than half of the respondents expressed agreement that they knew enough about forests and
forestry to provide meaningful input into forestry planning decisions, which was greater that the
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percentage of respondents that were employed in the forestry and saw-milling sectors; this suggests that
forestry issues are relevant (and of interest) to a broad segment of the community, and that the local
residents have some capacity to make meaningful contributions to discussions about forest management
activities. It is possible that many of the non-foresters in the community are deriving their interest,
impressions and knowledge about forestry though their direct interaction with forested landscapes though
recreation participation.
4.3. Sustaining Biological Richness
Sustaining biological richness was ranked second in terms of priority among the seven forest values
presented to respondents. The relative importance of this forest value is also reflected in the ratings
respondents assigned to the ecological management objectives; there appeared to be a fair degree of
certainty among respondents in the degree of importance accorded to ecological management objectives,
as few indicated that they either did not know enough or did not have an opinion about the objectives.
Although respondents indicated that all of the local forest management objectives (i.e. ecological,
economical, and social) presented in the questionnaire were important, the degree of importance
assigned to ecological forest management objectives was markedly higher. This lends support to the
overall importance placed on this management criterion by respondents. Respondents were divided in
their opinions about sound ecological management and visual resource management, as the moderate
degree of disagreement with the notion that if forests are well managed to protect aesthetic values then
the ecosystem is being managed well also was tempered with a similar degree of agreement. 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.
The monitoring of the sustainability of biological richness was seen as a government responsibility,
although there was a role to be played by industry. A similar pattern of assigning responsibility was seen
for the monitoring of the recovery of species at risk, though environmental organizations were accorded
responsibility by more respondents. In terms of the impacts of natural resource development, there was
modest agreement that in general, the forest industry is more environmentally sensitive than other
industries in the Vanderhoof area.
A minority of respondents expressed satisfaction with local and provincial management outcomes
regarding habitat requirements for wildlife (although local satisfaction with this forest management
outcome was 10% higher than satisfaction with provincial outcomes); this concern for wildlife habitat may
be related to concern for species at risk. The management of species at risk at local and provincial
scales was important to the majority of respondents; few respondents expressed strong disagreement
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with the importance of management for species at risk. The only area of substantial disagreement
surrounding species at risk management was with the statement that it is acceptable to protect species at
risk even if it harms other species: three times as many respondents expressed disagreement than did
agreement; thus any strategies that include predator control should be paired with a communication effort
that details the rationale and ecological benefits (and the necessity of the application) of such an
approach). The high level of importance that respondents' accorded to the importance of managing for
species at risk was matched with a general 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 There was some uncertainty among respondents about the relationship between forestry
and forest planning activities and the management of species at risk, which can partly be attributed to a
lack of knowledge about this issue. However, as almost one respondent in five did not know whether or
not 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.
One mechanism for sustaining biological richness is the maintenance of a network of parks and protected
areas. Almost three-times as many respondents agreed that British Columbia has enough protected
areas, which could be due to the proximity of Vanderhoof to a large number of exiting parks and protected
areas (i.e. Stuart River, Francois Lake, Mt. Pope, Paarens Beach, and Beaumont Provincial Parks).
Roughly half of the respondents did not support any forestry job losses to support the creation of new
forested parks and protected areas; it is important to note that the method for realizing these job losses
was not specified (e.g. attrition, lay-offs).
4.4. Sustaining the Productive Capacity of Forests
Sustaining the productive capacity of forests was the forest management value that was assigned the
highest priority by respondents. Forest productivity is linked to the same ecological forest management
objectives that inform the sustainability of biological richness, which suggests that all of the objectives
share a high degree of importance among respondents. Government and industry were seen as the
bodies with the most responsibility for monitoring the sustainability of forests’ productive capacity.
In terms of local forest management issues, addressing the mountain pine beetle epidemic is a priority for
the majority of respondents, even if there are short-term negative impacts on other resource values. 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. The proximity of Vanderhoof to the
Emergency Bark Beetle Management Area where insect control approaches are focused on salvage
efforts, is likely an influence to this broad belief; that the community of Vanderhoof have ties to forestry
through employment and historical context also helps to explain the large proportion of people expressing
concern about mountain pine beetle. The majority of respondents were not satisfied with local and
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provincial insect control efforts. Several respondents associated the mountain pine beetle epidemic with
global warming (due to rising temperatures).
4.5. Managing Forests to Reduce Global Warming
The management of forests to reduce global warming was ranked fourth in terms of priority of sustainable
forest management. This prioritization of global warming is also reflected in the overall concern about the
effects of climate change expressed by respondents. A possible influence on this degree of concern is
the local effects of climate change that were noticed by two-thirds of respondents; additionally, most
respondents reported awareness of the possible effects climate change may have in Vanderhoof and the
surrounding environment. The majority of respondents indicated that they thought that forest managers
should be doing something in response to climate change; an even higher majority thought 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 rather than waiting and monitoring climate
change to learn more before acting. One component of addressing climate change is monitoring:
government was seen as being the most responsible for the monitoring of the management of forests to
reduce global warming; however, there was some support for extending some monitoring responsibility to
industry and environmental organizations.
The degree of concern expressed by respondents was not necessarily matched by a personal
commitment to address global warming as only a minority of respondents indicated that they had
personal plans to do something about climate change. Respondents’ lack of planned action to take
personal steps to address climate change seems to be at odds with their generally pro-ecological world
view, although respondents were of the opinion that human ingenuity could overcome some
environmental problems; perhaps climate change is one of the areas that respondents feel could be
addressed by human ingenuity.

4.6. Sustaining Economic Benefits from Forestry and Wood Products
This forest value was ranked fifth in terms of priority for sustainable forest management. Economic forest
management objectives were important to the majority of respondents with the exception of local First
Nations receive economic benefits from forests, which the majority of respondents felt was only slightly
important or not important at all; this may indicate that there is a lack of awareness of what economic
benefits are available to First Nations as well as what benefits First Nations are entitled to. The economic
forest management objectives that resonated most with the public in terms of their importance were that
employment and income sources in the local economy be diversified, that timber harvesting continue to
contribute to economic well-being, the public receive economic benefits from forests, that a competitive
forestry sector exists, and that natural disturbance events are managed to minimize their economic
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impact. This suggests that economic sustainability, especially at the local level, is of concern to
residents. In terms of local forest management issues, there is a very strong sentiment among
respondents that locally generated government income (e.g. stumpage) should be shared with local
communities (fewer than one percent of respondents expressed disagreement). Such an arrangement
would no doubt help to strengthen community viability, and may reinforce the recognition of some of the
benefits of the forestry sector. However, there is less agreement that local forest managers are
responsive to public concerns, which may be related to the perception that communication efforts with the
public have not been terribly successful.
Overall, there is a sense that forest management does make contributions to local communities (and that
economic contributions should be shared locally). Currently, the community of Vanderhoof is reliant upon
natural resources, and this is reflected in employment by sector as forestry, agriculture, and tourism are
responsible for about one-half of the employment for respondents. It is useful to examine respondent’s
household income in terms of the number of low-income households. Statistics Canada describes lowincome families as those that have household incomes below the “Low Income Cutoff” (LICO), “an
income threshold below which a family will likely devote a larger share of its income to the necessities of
food, shelter and clothing than an average family would” (Income Statistics Division, 2004, p. 6). The
LICO is based on family and community size. Using the before tax income cutoff for 2003, Vanderhoof
has LICOs of $19,1202. Among respondents, less than 3% were below the LICO, which suggests that
residents of Vanderhoof are able to meet their basic needs.
On the whole, roughly four respondents in five respondents were willing 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 areas. This acceptance of forestry job losses by
respondents was made without knowing how the job losses would be realized (e.g. attrition, lay-offs), yet
most respondents were willing to make this economic trade-off.
A relatively large proportion of respondents indicated that they were uncertain about their satisfaction with
the forest management outcomes that were presented to them, particularly at the provincial scale; this
suggests that public awareness of the multiple facets of forest management activities might be
strengthened through communication efforts. The proportion of uncertain responses was generally
smaller at the local-scale than at the provincial-scale, which may indicate that local forestry issues are
most relevant, or that provincial-scale forestry issues are not well understood.

4.7. Sustaining Non-timber Economic Benefits
2

Based on respondent average reported household size of 2.79 ± 0.249 and a community size of < 30,000.
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Sustaining non-timber economic benefits was ranked sixth in terms of priority for sustainable forest
management. Many of the items in the question that asked 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). Generally, as more respondents
indicated that they were generally not satisfied with forest management outcomes than did respondents
reporting degrees of satisfaction, 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. An exception to this pattern was wild fire control,
to which respondents reported higher degrees of satisfaction.
Respondents indicated that it was important that the amount and quality of non-timber products does not
decline over the long-term. Providing opportunities for the realization of non-timber economic benefits
would serve to diversify local employment and income sources, which had a high degree of importance
among respondents; such action could also serve to enhance the low degree of satisfaction currently
associated with economic stability. Government was seen as being most responsible for the monitoring of
the sustainability of non-timber economic benefits; the support for a role for industry was not as great.
4.8. Sustaining the Benefits that First Nations receive from Forests
Sustaining the benefits that First Nations receive from forests was ranked seventh in terms of priority for
sustainable forest management. Almost seven percent of respondents indicated that their main
connection to forests was as a First Nation. Generally, respondents did not accord the local forest
management objective that local First Nations receive economic benefits from forests much importance.
Relatedly, not much importance was attributed to the objective that forest resources are accessible to
First Nations; however, the conservation of unique or special social, cultural and spiritual places and
features by forest management was seen to be relatively more important. A low degree of importance
was indicated for the local forest management objective that forest management plans recognize and
respect First Nations and treaty rights. Similarly, there were low degrees of importance ascribed to the
idea that information about forestry activities is shared with First Nations before they are started.
Government and First Nations were identified as being the actors most responsible for the monitoring of
the sustainability of the benefits that First Nations receive from the forests. Government was seen as
being most responsible for the monitoring of the representation of a wide range of social and cultural
values in forest management decisions.

4.9. Sustaining Opportunities for a Wide Range of Quality of Life Benefits
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Sustaining opportunities for a wide range of quality of life benefits was ranked third in terms of priority for
sustainable forest management. There was general agreement that overall, sustainable forest
management produces positive results for the community of Vanderhoof. The perceived importance of
the social forest management objectives generally followed a similar pattern identified for ecological and
economic objectives. The maintenance of worker and community safety within acceptable levels was
perhaps the most important forest management objective of all, as almost 90% of all respondents
indicated that it was extremely or very important. In terms of the rank of the proportion of respondents
that identified social forest management objectives as being extremely or very important, providing the
public with meaningful opportunities for expressing their concerns or opinions about the management of
public forest lands was second to worker and community safety, followed by the maintenance or
enhancement of recreation resources, opportunities and experiences was also perceived to be fairly
important by respondents (this is supported by the large proportion of people that reported that recreation
was their main connection to forests). The sharing of information between the public and forestry
companies (i.e. two-way communication) and the acceptance of the visual character of forestry by a
broad range of the public were generally important, as was the conservation of unique or special social,
cultural, and spiritual places by forest management. However, there were some areas of sustainable
forest management related to quality of life issues that respondents expressed dissatisfaction about at
both the local and provincial scales: sustainability for future generations and visual quality management
outcomes.
Participation in recreation activities (both motorized and non-motorized) represented an important
connection to forests for respondents. Involvement in recreation activities among respondents was varied
and longstanding. Respondents identified twenty-eight 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 and fall to slightly
more than once per week in the winter. Respondents were generally skilled at their activities (likely due
to the amount of time devoted to the activity), and believed that the activity was fairly central to their
lifestyles (which was supported by an examination of the amount of some of the activity-related items a
person had as well as the replacement value of their equipment). Respondents' recreation participation
was also varied in terms of the average number of activities that they participated in. Recreation activities
were engaged in a variety of landscape settings from wilderness areas to rural areas, which supports the
recreation management strategy of ensuring that there is a diversity of recreation settings present on the
landscape, as this provides forest managers with the option of responding to changes in recreation
demand for different settings (Clark & Stankey, 1979); it may be that there are sufficient numbers of
people engaging in recreation in a variety of settings to support the management of recreation across a
variety of jurisdictions actors and institutions. On the whole, respondents indicated that their recreation
needs had been represented, and that government, recreation clubs (although only about one-fifth of
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respondents were members of a recreation club), and individual people were best suited to act
representatives for recreation. When one considers the number of respondents that indicated that
recreation was their main connection to forests, it appears that outdoor recreation has an important role in
forest land management; however, respondent satisfaction with local and provincial recreation
management is less than desirable.
4.10. Areas of Uncertainty and Lack of Knowledge.
A number of areas of forest management were identified that respondents did not know much about.
These are areas where extension and communication efforts could be focused:
•

General information about the sustainable

•

forest management approach.
•

Long-term and short-term provincial and local

sustainability for future generations
•

wood supply.
•

Forestry’s contribution to provincial economic
Sustainable forest management and local

•

Sustainable forest management and local
public involvement in decision-making

Local forest managers’ responsiveness to
public concerns.

•

insect control management outcomes.
•

The relative effects of forestry on species at
risk.

stability.
•

Sustainable forest management and provincial

Sustainable forest management and species at
risk.

•

The relative environmental sensitivity of the
forest industry.

management outcomes.

5. CONCLUSION
Although there are some aspects of forestry that respondents admitted to being uncertain about, the
residents of Vanderhoof 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.
That so many aspects of forest management were of significance to residents of Vanderhoof suggests
broad support for a sustainable forest management approach to forestry. However, understanding the
overall importance of forest management objectives does not help in establishing priorities for their
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implementation, it only suggests that forest managers have identified objectives that resonate with the
local community.
There is an overarching sense that the public has a desire to be included in forest management decisionmaking 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 continue to be a priority for forest managers. There are forest management
activities (especially those having to do with non-timber values) that are relevant to local residents, but
are not generally seen to have been recognized by forest managers. As many of the SFM certification
frameworks require a high degree of public participation, it is important that communication strategies that
inform local residents of forest management issues and opportunities for public participation resonate with
the public. However, it appears that, despite the efforts of forest managers, the public either remains
largely unaware of opportunities that do exist for them to provide their input, or that they are not
comfortable with traditional forums for public dialogue. The former suggests that more effort is required to
publicize these opportunities; the latter may suggest that vehicles for identifying and including public
values into discussions about sustainable forest management, such as public opinion surveys, might be
more broadly accepted.
The question about respondents’ satisfaction with 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 provincial 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 that are provincially coordinated.
This project demonstrated the utility of a mail survey as it was able to gather responses from 18.3% of the
sample population. However, the response rate from the community of Vanderhoof was lower than
desired. A further consideration for future public opinion surveys of sustainable forest management is the
method of delivery. Mail delivery is a suitable and successful method for soliciting local public opinion.
However, the numerous recreation opportunities and the natural setting in this area attract a large number
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of people from outside of the area (i.e. a community of interest, as opposed to a geographically-defined
community) whose opinions might be of interest. Depending on the intent of the use of survey results (i.e.
local connections and use of public land or all connections and uses of public forest land), a mixed
method of survey delivery could be implemented that would retain the delivery of questionnaires to a
sample of local residents, but also incorporate an on-site exit poll of tourists and recreationists at key
attractions in the area.
5.1. Recommendations3.
The following recommendations reflect insights gleaned from the preceding discussion and results.
•

In order to permit forest managers to gauge the successes of communication and extension efforts
over time, provide the Vanderhoof Public Advisory Group with current information about the opinions,
priorities, and preferences of their stakeholders, the public of Vanderhoof, the survey, or a subset of
the questions could be administered in the future. This would also allow for the monitoring public
opinions about, and preferences for, sustainable forest management.

•

Communication efforts between Canfor and Vanderhoof residents could be strengthened.
Disseminate, through multiple vehicles, the results of this survey. Copies of the report could be made
available as hard copies through the local Canfor Woodlands office and as digital copies on the
Internet. Highlights of the survey could be detailed in one or more articles in the local newspaper.

•

Perhaps one way of addressing issues of trust and securing long-term security of forest lands would
be to seek out and secure partnerships for the monitoring of sustainable forest management
outcomes; these partners could include (but are not limited to) other resource industries, government,
and environmental organizations. There does appear to be general support for the inclusion of
multiple parties in the monitoring of the management of forest values among the local public. A
possible exception to this pattern of response is the incorporation of local volunteers for the
monitoring of the productive capacity of forests, global warming, economic benefits from forestry, and
the benefits that First Nations receive from forests; there may be a perception that these forest values
require technical (or cultural) knowledge that is not widely available. However, the broad level of
support for monitoring efforts suggests that this is an area where forest managers could explore local
partnerships which could (1) strengthen monitoring efforts and (2) possibly defray some of the costs
of monitoring. Such partnerships could also strengthen links with the local community.

3

The recommendations that are presented in this section were developed with the assistance of Gordon Clarkson,
Forest Practices Manager for the Canfor-Vanderhoof Division.
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Opportunities for outdoor recreation should be enhanced and supported. The majority of Vanderhoof
residents experience forested landscapes though the lens of outdoor recreation activities. By
recognizing outdoor recreation as an important component of sustainable forest management, forest
managers could demonstrate their commitment to non-timber resources and help local residents (and
visitors) experience forests and forestry.

•

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. This may help to address the issues
identified by respondents. Several respondents expressed a desire to see the results of the
Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey.
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January 12th 2007
Last week a questionnaire seeking your opinions about forest management was
mailed to you. We have sent the questionnaire to everyone in your community.
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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Most of this survey is beside the point, as 90% of the forest in our area is dead. I have been involved in
beetle management since the start of the infection. Probing, fall & burn, snip and skid, logging layout, and
tried to get involved in value added small scale industry. The ministry MOF has been very incompetent,
and a hindrance every step of the way. The major forest companies have been very greedy and profit
oriented, bending all rules to their advantage eg SBFEP. In their rush to get green up, they are planting
100% pine even in areas that had good stands of Douglas Fir (in the Central Interior). The way the wood
is deteriorating, they will never get around to logging it all, as there soon will be no economic benefit for
doing so. Just recently the MOF admitted that they many only get 60%. Small and medium sized
operation have had no end of trouble getting volume. District Managers like [NAMES DELETED] in
Vanderhoof have been a major road block for any persons, except the forest majors, to have any access
to timber. Besides being a very poor corporate citizen, Canfor, now a virtual monopoly in our area, has
been a major cause of the beetle infestation, high grading near the mill and leaving over mature stands
further away. I have tried many things, been to many meetings, and am now totally disillusioned by the
people and the mindset in industry and government. Any time government gets on an issue (eg. Avian
flue, SARS, mountain pine beetle, water quality, BSE) usually the opposite happens from what was
intended. What were Canfor’s motives for sponsoring this survey? People like me with opposing
viewpoints have been ignored, black listed and hassled. For a meeting, call me, [NAME DELETED]
BC Forest Service responsible for pine beetle epidemic. Could have been controlled 25-20 years in
Tweedmuir park. Too busy with red tape and BC / BS politics about themselves. BC will pay for next 80120 years. For a fair unqualified forest service people in management positions.
In regards to First Nations I don’t think anybody on this planet should have special rights over anybody
else, regardless of race, religion or otherwise. Why should they’re rights be more important than my own
son or daughter’s? I was born and raised in BC/ my mother and father were born and raised in BC/ my
grandparents had been citizens of BC and I have just as much to lose as First Nations. I think
government is creating a real divide and making matters worse between First Nations and others that
occupy BC.
Question 4 was worded in a way that made me feel that the answers I wanted to choose were wrong. For
example, choosing economic benefits over First Nation benefits made me feel guilt over my decision,
although I’m sure that a win-win situation can be reached. The questions I chose not to answer were left
that way due to personal opinions and reasons.
Putting one company that does not look for or care about our community and will disappear when they
have finished mining the resource in charge of our forests will have a negative impact over the long term.
This company does not care about anything but the bottom line – just ask them!
My major concern is limiting access to sensitive area. All should be limited including outfitters. If it is
sensitive set it aside completely. 1st Nations have a role to play in Forest mgt. and responsibility to
negotiate openly and fairly.
I am a widow and am party handicap. My husband as passed away 13 years ago. He worked in a logging
business at Vanderhoof and Burns Lake BC. I am sorry I can’t give you more information. [NAME
DELETED]
Would be very disappointed if this crap about closing our crown land to recreational use comes about.
This isn’t the USSR. There is already plenty of red tape and licensing/fees that I pay to enjoy the
outdoors. It should be available to any who want to enjoy it (as long as they don’t destroy it!)
I strongly believe that more needs to be done. Less talking and promises and more action. As we stall
time will run out and may be too late to do anything. We have 10 acres (now some devastation due to
extreme windy conditions this winter) and pine beetle kill our “park like” 10 acres yearly gets planted and
transplanted seedlings since the 16 years we’ve lived here. The wildlife enjoy their habitat.
We have two children who are RPFs trained at UBC. Forestry matters are of interest to us. As we live
beside the river we see a variety of wildlife so that is very important to our family. We also have a lumber
mill and a pellet mill very near our home. I do not like the smoke output or the messy yard we have to
pass each day – only from the mill!
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It is important to remember that the earth is constantly changing and going through hot and cold cycles. It
is very important for us to keep pollution and erosion to minimum levels to protect our environment for
ourselves and all thee who follow us. Past history proves that earth has had hot and cold cycles many
times before us. Many of the resources that we enjoy come from this process.
We should not be exporting raw or logs with a slab taken off. The average person is not aware this is
happening. This should be an election issue.
On some questions it appears I have come down hard on first nations people but I feel experience has
shown that they are not quite ready to take more responsibility for the forests. They are moving in the
right direction (more education etc) a proper balance has to be maintained.
Stop clear cutting, replant right after logging is done. Keep logging companies accountable for their fuel,
land maintenance spills waste mgmt control. Do not cut trees near creeks, streams, lakes, rivers. Keep
cutting to minimal hunting habitat is lost. God gave us the land to look after it not to destroy the land.
This sucks. Wasting my time.
The problem with some of the questions is that sometimes (environmentalism, Native demands, etc) are
far out of proportion that in my mind should be basically eliminated from the decision making sectors.
Natives should be treated like anyone else and environmentalists have some value but they shouldn’t be
permitted to take it to the extreme all the time. The earth was not made to abuse but it was made to be
used!
No more “park” land. Allow industry to make more decisi9on. Stop having Northern BC forest practices
dictated by “public opinion” of lower mainland (who live in the world’s largest cutblock). Provide more
money to Northern BC forest communities and not to lower mainland.
This questionnaire is too late the mountain pine beetle has destroyed our way of life here in the North. It
will take 80 years to recoup. The government has not taken the problems in the North seriously enough.
They only worry about the trees in Stanley Park.
Government needs to focus on greater long term access of timber to small forest companies – specifically
value added companies. Too much tenure held in the hands of a few large forest companies. Another
20% take-back is in order and distributed in the form of long term licenses to promote the value added
industry – preferably small businesses and many of them. The 20% can be traded back to large
companies for access to lumber/fiber.
It is past time the forestry and government started listening to the private sector and businesses that are
involved in the forest. The forestry’s handling of the pine beetle was and is most atrocious, bordering on
criminal. You are still allowing loggers to cut timber in the green zone North of Vanderhoof. This should
be stopped immediately and allow logging in the 1. dead and 2. diseased areas only. If the Tweedsmuir
Park infestation had been handled correctly, we wouldn’t be in this present mess.
Q4 – the options were very misleading. Biological richness is that regeneration naturally and left
undisturbed or planting by people? Productive capacity is that health trees to be harvested and clear cut
or healthy trees to have future generations enjoy?
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1) Global warming – this is a true of our age. Observe the enclosed graph for undeniable proof of the
nescary cure. The Alberta tar sand is a crime against humanity. Doctors: Sheppard, Kozak, Harshaw and
Maness have responsibility to take this solution to the Canadian people and government. Economy,
ecology and ethics all spell out our common survival. Canada is worst reason in the world for climate
change. Act now – UBC – Faculty of Foresty, please. Tourism and Recreation in BC – can replace forest
products in 5-10 years time when the beetle diseased trees are of no more value. Does anyone care
about this Forest Recreation resource? I do. Those government of BC officials for Central BC must be
evaluated for incompetency [NAME DELETED]. The Ministry of Forests pasted responsibility for forest
recreation to Ministry of Tourism. The person in charge of Vanderhoof and Fort St. James should be
energetic, have out door skills, be well educated, and have a good knowledge of native culture and
geology of the area, its trails, waterways and campsite. (this is not the case). BC Parks could do much
better job here: ie the well used Mt. Pope trail should have loop trial completed to proper stands (not 12
switch backs in 150 meters) i.e. The Stuart River Provincial Park should be a continuous Park right to
Nechabe River. Park officials are afraid of natives which is unreasonable for the Chinlac site needs
important recognition. The first snow fall (November 06) was so heavy that hiking trails in Central BC are
very damaged with bent over brush. This is a major problem if hiking trails are to be enjoyed in future.
Water resource is everything! The Nechabe River is main tributary to the Fraser River. It is now = 24% of
its original flow because of Alcan company. In 1987 and again in 1997 the Provincial Government signed
secret agreements with Alcan. I fear a similar agreement soon if Alcan will keep its aluminum smelter
operating in exchange for power sales to BC Hydro to the USA. Barely sustaining sockeye salmon stock,
changing snow fall amounts and ground water changes from the hillsides of Pine trees dead from the
beetles demand flexibility in the water flows of the Nechabe River, and Alcan must not be given another
sweet hear deal secretly but it must be deal with from a position of strength by government just as any
regular company in BC is. I fear Alcan taking 90% of the Nechabe River, I fear safety of Kenney Dam
breaking and destroying a vast part of populated BC, if snow melts too quickly due to our climate change.
Thank you, sirs.
I am not an outdoorsy person – prefer the urban environment but am very aware of the forestry industry
and climate change and conservation.
The LRMP is set up for guides and outfitters and to keep local people out of the back country unless they
pay $. The areas they have closed are for the benefit of guides and outfitters. Why close a vast area of
land to motorized transportation that border a huge park with limited access.
Too much importance placed on First Nations so-called ‘rights’. Government wasting too much time and
tax dollars trying to appease FN. Gov’t needs a more wholistic view of their decisions and agreements
with FNs. The public and the majority should be included in important land claims (ie referendums). FN’s
have already received more than an adequate amount of “settlement”. It is time for FNs to assimilate into
society rather than demanding more and more monetary and land benefits. Wake up government!
I wish to have continued motorized access via forest industrial roads. Industrial restrictions are making
economic benefits to the community more challenging.
A person should have access to lakes that are not going to be disturbed. Especially when a group of
friends/family are looking into go camping, swimming, etc., but are deactivated to get access to by
vehicle.
I find in this area it is difficult to find info on rec. trails: condition maintenance etc. I would like to see more
funds available for these issues. * Local forestry office has let contracts, but is unsure of exactly where or
how much work has been done? A lot of our trail systems are experiencing serious blow-down issues.
We have, one yr ago to try to acquire funds to do this work, but we were informed no money available
also they (MOF) must let contracts to first nations.
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Canfor has come into this community and basically ruined logging forever. I strongly feel there is too
much dictating – not enough support from them – locally. The “forestry management” should have done
something a long time ago to help control the pine beetle. Nothing has been done to slow or stop this! It
has devastated all or much of the forest in this area and is spreading! The forest is in a terrible state!
Where are all the animals going to live – if it isn’t pine beetle it’s fire. If this would have been contained in
Tweedsmuir park – much of this devastation – I feel could’ve been avoided. This is effecting wildlife and
jobs! The forestry building up at the top of the hill here doesn’t need so many workers! How many trucks
and workers do you need running around looking at all the dead trees! Not as many as they have here
that’s for sure. The government needs to cut back on some of these forestry workers – or put a few of
them to take care of some of the forestry campsites. We went out camping – it’s a mess – locked garbage
cans, no outhouses! It was a mess! This bug wood is being wasted somewhat, it needs to be harvested
– we need to try and figure something out, as to what we can do with this wood! I am appalled to what
has happened to the forest and industry around here – soon there is going to be nothing left here for
logging. And as for the environmentalists who came to this community years ago and told us not to use a
solution and mixture of things to kill off the pine beetle – thanks now look what you’ve done – and they
call themselves environmentally friendly – they’ve killed off just about everything! Angry – in Vanderhoof.
There has been an unreasonable amount of time and money being put into the Native issues. The term
“First Nations” is offensive to all other peoples in this province and country. Participation in the
improvement of our province would benefit natives far more than the civil disobedience displayed
throughout our great country.
Some areas of beetle killed pine should be left, not only for biodiversity and wildlife protection, but for
nature/ backcountry ? which will help diversify the economy following the fall down in cut level.
The reference points from which people answer these questions are numerous (eg. Social, psychological,
educational, geographical, spiritual). I am not sure how well they are covered here.
The questions regarding First Nations I did not answer or answered with low value is due to the fact that
they are no more important, or less important than any other member of society so why should they have
more say, and or rights, than any other member of the Canadian public!
Public access seems to be declining to our Crown land. Forest service campsites are in poor shape and
not maintaining like they were in the past.
The time has come that Canadians have to review our priorities and decide what is really important for
our future and the future of our children. If we do not immediately start making meaningful changes
towards economic stabilizing the environment I am sure the point will come where radical changes are
necessary and the suffering will be far greater.
Lack of govt intervention in Tweedsmuir park when the mnt. Pine beetle started in BC is directly
responsible for our largest natural disaster within BC’s forests, affecting our economy and contributing to
global climate change.
We love the land, sorry to see it go to the pine beetles. The wife doesn’t like to see/hear hunters near our
property, stricter hunting laws in residential rural areas need to be met.
Eliminate clearcut logging. Have govt mandated minimum jobs per cubic metre, we are raping our forests
far to fast to benefit so few. Have minimum wages for non-union forest workers and working conditions.
Take away CANFOR’s control of our government and our economy.
Some tough questions – seemingly to identify or promote aboriginals as a threat to forestry management
harmony. I just want to comment that all peoples have a responsibility but ultimately the Gov’t has to put
laws in place, ensure these laws are adhered to and if not, punishment is issued in fair and provide all
peoples the opportunity to input for these laws. The gov’t should/must provide the leadership!
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Minimal competition in the forest industry ie takeover by large corporations are the demise of our
communities. Large corporations do not know what is best for communities. They are economically driven
whereas communities are concerned about economics, environment, social and cultural matters. It is
imperative that a government that represents the people as well as the people themselves is charged
with making the decisions about our local communities, saying “our roots are in your community” will only
last until the profits are made in the area and the large corporation moves on. Everyone should read
“Collapse” by Jared Diamond. Let’s look out for ourselves. History repeats itself over and over.
Some questions not very well designed. We need more competition in the forest industry.
Found many questions – vague/slanted – difficult to answer. Husband gave up! ie. reduce global
warming vs. biological richness – if you have diversified biological richness it will reduce global warming.
First Nations benefits – if its traditional use with respect to forest is very different from commercial logging
– the way “the white man does” perhaps rapacious – then no the rights of the forest/mother nature/etc. to
be healthy/diversified and cared for take precedence over first nations economics.
I feel it is way too late to do anything about the pine beetle epidemic. It should have been dealt with at the
onset. The money the federal government allotted for this use was used instead for upgrading forestry
roads. The caretakers of the forestry campsites (particularly the toilets) should not have been terminated.
The forests are now full of human waste and the sites a disgrace.
I chose to live in the middle of nowhere in 1979 when we took our family out of Surrey and moved to 5
acres west of Williams Lake, then in 1983 .43 acre next to/on Cluculz Lake, Central BC. Come visit us,
Hwy 16 west of Prince George.
If Natives want to benefit they should go out and work for their living. If the treaty has been agreed to and
been signed then we should keep our agreement.
As you probably can tell I am not very satisfied with the response of government and industry to our local
problems. I feel that they are not willing to listen to common folk but would rather form a committee and
study. The bottom line is money in almost every instance. As for example in this area where there is so
much pine beetle wood why is there any green trees being harvested at all? This is a crop and if we don’t
harvest it when it is ready we loose it. It does seem as if there are some contradictory questions and
opinions in this survey and I am sure my answers will lead one to believe that of me. That is not my
intention but I do feel that there is very little honesty in government and industry and some type of
independent and unbiased overseeing group with authority is needed before it gets too far out of hand.
After all industry is in it for the money and government is in it for the pensions. Who is in it for my
grandchildren? The last thing we need is another “task force”.
Forestry is extremely essential and important in this area, as it is the biggest source of employment here.
The government should have started cutting down and burning infested trees (beetle infested) years ago
when the bug first appeared in Tweedsmuir Park. But no, you can’t cut a tree that is in a park, look at
what that insect has done to our forests now! As usual government didn’t do anything until the bug
showed up in trees in the Vancouver area. We all know that by then it was completely unstoppable. I’m
completely upset with the fact that these bugs weren’t stopped when they first appeared in that park. The
park would have been more beautiful and substantial to all life, with fewer trees, than it is full of dead
trees.
Industry has not proven its dedication to environmental sustainability unless it means money in the
pockets of shareholders. Corporate shareholders are the scourge of the planet. Government is in the
“back pocket” or corporations and allow them to dictate policy based on profit margins. Salaries and
bonuses for shareholders and CEO’s are not on par with other countries outside of North America.
Industry is bankrupting this survey not the government. Industry has already begun to purchase sawmills
in the US since the devastation of the pine beetle infestation. The tax credits given to industry by
government is further evidence of collusion. Perhaps modeling our industry/government relationships
after the European economic union would we achieve environmental and economic harmony.
Fifteen years ago while canoeing in Tweedsmuir Park, I saw the first noticeable infestation of the pine
Beetle. I have often wondered why early initiatives were not employed to control this pest.
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In what I observe in this area, the Indian people have too much says so without any input of their own. I
have come to the conclusion that in Canada the people that live here should all be Canadians without this
self gov. problems that create hardships and huge costs to all but them, the time is at hand for the
Canadian gov. to start taking a hard look at what is taking a toll on the well being of this fair land. Too
sum up my view of the whole thing why don’t we all in Canada try to live under one gov. and begin to take
care of the country as one.
The ministry of “logging” (forests) in Vanderhoof have a very condescending attitude to those who live off
the grid. We are the eyes and ears of what is actually happening in the bush. We have to fight tooth and
nail to find out what logging contracts are issued in our area. MOFs response is: “all the logging co’s
have to do is issue a notice in the local paper”. When pointing out that we do not get newspaper delivery
in the busy, MOF’s response is: “too bad”. When asking MOF how to change this so that stakeholders
who do not live in town have some notification, the MOF response is “It can’t be done”. The Pine Beetle
has given the logging co’s fre will to decimate the landscape, disregarding habitat, you name it, it is an
environmental disaster out here. Last Fall hunters were saying that it was easy to get their game as the
animals were going back and forth between 2 tree patches. There was no where else for the animals to
go. This isn’t hunting, this is target practice. Ever since the old forest practices code was dropped and the
logging co’s are self regulating, this area of the province has deteriorated. Time to call “WWF or
Greenpeace”.
In this questionnaire, “First Nations” kept coming up. We do not support special privileges for anyone.
They should receive same benefits (economic) from forests on crown land as the general public. It’s too
late to try and manage the Mountain Pine Beetle. That should’ve been done in the mid-nineties. The
Tweedsmuir Park infestation should’ve been burnt. No special forest management regarding “global
warming” or “climate change” is required. Logged trees are already being replanted.
Can the forestry figure out better use for good wood left in brush piles I see on every log block (hog fuel
chips) special permits to contractors to retiring and use wood. Forestry to come up with better plan on
leave trees (spruce) on blocks as they just blow down making it hard for moose to go through a block.
I found many of the questions in the survey to be misleading, biased and subject to manipulation. I am
not convinced about “global warming” and find it presumptuous and borderline manipulative to equate
global warming with the term “climate change”. I don’t feel the First nations people have any other rights
than other Canadians. Such as special rights or ownership to forests or natural resources.
This is a waste of tax payers money – shame on all.
Forestry is very important to our lives, take good care of it and be thankful to God for it do not be greedy
for the trees and do not waste it through papers, and Christmas tree, we are losing many trees because
we are using it for totem pole and carve images God hates that, we have to repent and ask God to
forgive, then we will see a turn around. Also vinegar is good to kill pine beetle try it see if it will work, also
prayer is better. Sincerely a friend. Thank you. Remember to give thanks to God for the forest and trees.
It seems that Q8 is not geared toward the general public. Unless you work directly in the forest itself and
have the background to support your views, the outcome of that portion of your survey will be
meaningless. Q8 – I could not answer many of the questions event though I have a forestry degree,
because I have not practiced in this area of the province, and I am unfamiliar with the landscape and the
forest management objectives with practices of local forest managers.
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I believe the government is doing it all wrong. 1) I think there is too many studies out there. 2) no results
have come back with a solid solution. 3) the government increased the stumpage so high they are just
cutting small business sale or woodlots not their own sales 4) I personally think the government should
lower stumpage to .20 a meter so mills will go back full force which the harvest of their own blocks they
replant. The way it is now the government @ $27 a meter so whatever is reaped, sold, logged it becomes
the forestry’s responsibility to replant and anything the government is involved in is a disaster because
they are not responsible to go back and replant as a mill would have to on trees that didn’t make it.
Question: How does the earth rebalance itself after the miners, earth moving, oil withdrawal, logging, etc.
happens? Does the earth rebalance itself with earthquakes, slides, tsunamis, etc…? Regulations: The
average man cannot keep up to the list of rules and regulations in the logging industry now. It is a total
disaster. Safety – you can have all the regs you want the people are only going to be safe if they want to
be safe. There is so many regs out there one cannot keep up and that cause it to be unsafe. I suggest all
regs to help or save one man should be looked over. If a big company can pass the cost of the issues to
contractors or individual bodies work for them that becomes rules or laws but if the big companies cannot
pass the responsibilities to the little company it becomes an issue because they are not going to pay the
cost. Indians have done nothing to contribute to anything besides voice and they only want $ or more and
give nothing back. Not now not ever! They could get good paying jobs on or off the reserve if they were
more self regulating/responsible. Not because of the colour of their skin. Unemployment – WCB is
mandatory by law and to collect is way to hard – bullshit – cash cow – wasted reserves and too high of a
cost. Truck safety – slow drivers down by stopping contractors oversupplying trucks in the bush that wait
to load and rush to town to get paid by the meter. Mills should be responsible to pay the trucks by the
hour. This will take out a middleman, there will be less paperwork, and the drivers can get paid by the
hour and slow everything down for trucks and sped up the mill end and the contractors end. Should be
mandatory by law everyone gets paid by the hour and rid of majority part-timers.
Clear-cutting the forest is a nonsustainable use of public property. The large corporations have brain
washed forestry personel into believing that clear-cutting is the only feasible means of harvesting timber.
Really it is mearly easier for them and gives better profits than managing the forest in a sustainable
manner. Those of us working in the industry (which I did for years) were ridiculed when we questioned
the intelligence of trucking loads of beetle infested logs to far away mills. Now they – the beetles – are
everywhere. The beetles are a manmade epidemic through bad policies and the fool hardy attempt to
ignore them in Tweedsmuir Park. Hardly anyone questioned can explain how millions of acres planted in
one species (pine) can be considered a forest. That is because it isn’t. A forest consists of many species
including shrubbery and flowers which big business destroys in order to grow “fiber”. If you want
economic stability and employment get rid of all the diesel machinery puking hydraulic fluid and sucking
up fossil fuels while eliminating humans doing the same job – sure handfallers are slower – but what is
the damn hurry to clearcut the country when men can work for years doing the same job as a few
machines in a month. Put a thousand teams of horses and men out there to bring the logs to roadside.
Many more jobs. Less global warming. This is clearly a situation where “progress” is killing us. The
multinational companies are the ones making all the money and throwing peanuts to an ever shrinking
workforce. Soon they will move on to greener hills and we will be left with nothing but a mess – maybe a
desert at that. It is truly hard to believe that learned people like yourselves do not see that having
MacMillan Bloedel teach foresters how to “see” forestry resulted in RFPs who repeated the same
mistakes over and over. Of course they only learned what business wanted them to, business built their
curriculum. That is like letting the fox put the chickens to roost,. Now I hardly think you have read this
through so if you ask for someone’s opinion and get it, but don’t use it you are more the fool for that. If
you did read all, thanks.
It’s great you’re doing this survey but did you use recycled paper? Also make sure you actually do
something with the responses not just record and file them under ”g” for garbage! I took the time to fill this
out, do me the courtesy of using the info!
My biggest concern are the roads in our part of BC. Hyway 16 is far too narrow for the volume of traffic
we encounter. We seem to be forgotten in our part of BC. There is a tremendous volume of taxes and
monies generated here that benefits the whole province. Sometimes we feel that Vancouverites and the
government in Victoria think BC starts at Hope. We do appreciate the children’s hospital, which was a
great blessing when our granddaughter was born with a heart defect. Thanks.
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This questionnaire does not give enough attention to Mountain Pine Beetle and its long term effect. It
seems that Victoria still does not have a handle on the catastrophic impact it has had locally and
provincially. Ie. Picture a slow moving forest fire (10-15 years) burning all the pine trees in BC!!
I feel sometime environmental organizations are given to much leverage. Also First Nations should be
though of as part of our society not separate. Everyone needs to think about our forest our planet as
whole not what meets their individual needs and wants. There are way to many people to please we need
to work towards the future of our planet. By some how sustaining our economic benefits.
Government should get out of the way of people trying to make a living by utilizing waste wood and dead
trees. They have a responsibility to ensure the environmental concerns society has been being adhered
to. But I know that fiber is burned rather than given away or sold because firms have to pay stumpage on
it or it comes out of their quotas. (whole log chipping; fence posts; rails; firewood) You single out natives
as if they are not humans or citizens of society. They have no divine rights over “our” forests. Our
meaning: Italians/Chinese/Japanese/Dutch/German. Quit treating them (natives) as specials
Gear this survey to its intended audience. All access or no access, if logging or mining can come and use
an area any time why must I not quad on it the year or two before?
I’ve lived in BC most of my life. To see the destruction of the pine beetle epidemic is heart wrenching. The
landscape has changed from the pristine beauty only BC could brag about on our license plates; to
something that looks like the remains of a nuclear holocaust. So sad! This should have been addressed
ages ago. I shudder to think of what we will endure once the timber has all fallen to the ground. It will be
like living on a “hilly” prairie! Wind power should be an easy green option soon.
Once that an area has been cut the land should be prepared for replanting/planted right away. Don’t cut
near lakes, rivers, creeks, any watered area: at least 150 meter surrounding watered area. Wildlife need
to drink too. Fishing need fresh water.
The forests of the world are disappearing on an alarming rate. About 50% of all the rainforests are gone
already. Since we have only a small influence on the cutting practices outside of our country we should
reduce the amount of timber cuts within our country drastically. We are wasting too much fibre at the
moment that could be used for a huge variety of products/uses. We have to make sure that our impact
on nature is as small as possible even if it means personal sacrifices.
I know a lot of us what goes on in the Forestry because I have a son who works in reforestation. I also
have two sons who do a lot of hunting and camping, in Vanderhoof and surrounding areas.
I work in the forest industry. I’m of first nations descent, but receive no benefit in any way sape or form
from the forest industry. I’d like to know where all the money or resources goes toward first nations
bands. Myself, or my family, haven’t seen a penney come our way and don’t expect to see anything in the
future. The dispute between natives and nonnatives is going to go on for decades. The government
should sign a check to each first nations person in Canada for $1,000,000 with an apology and be done
with it!!! In case it wasn’t clear on the last page. Instead of throwing millions of dollars and resources at
first nations over decades to come, with no promise of every ending. Find every native Indian across
Canada and sit them down, write them a check for $1,000,000 along with a letter. In the letter, apologize
for any wrong doings in the past and be done with it, finished, over, no more dispute. What will this do?
End uncertainty in the forest industry; end uncertainty in agriculture (farmers, woodlots); end wasted
spending in native and nonnative government; get compensation to the natives of today, before they die,
because there are thousands who won’t see a penny before they pass on.
Your questions sucks.
Government should have done more when the pine beetle was in Tweedsmuir Provincial Park. Now look
what we have. /
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I feel that the forest has not been managed well. I am not referring to the logging and ranching
communities, I’m referring to the forestry itself. Years ago we knew we had beetle problem, and yet
nothing was done until it was to late. Now what! The future for my children and grandchildren in the
forestry business looks bleek. Losing the young people to other provinces seems to be the norm today.
That’s to bad! It seems to me that some of the larger companies and the USA are telling you the govt how
it’s going to be. I was born and raised in a logging family and things are going from bad to worse. I find
this questionnaire needs to be rewritten so the common person could answer everything, I feel that
unless you are from the forestry office it’s confusing. Thank you!
I found this survey focused a little too much on first nation issues, instead of thinking of all Canadians.
I think that we have a lot of changing to do in the way that we “use” or “abuse” the “natural resources” that
we take for “granted”.
Need to look at other NRG resources instead of non-renewable resources. Change from wood burning
heat, oil heating and nuke power to more viable less harmful to environmentally kinder sources (wind,
solar). Carpool ASAP to cut down on emissions or walk/bike ride to work whenever possible. To buy only
recycled materials; buy in bulk (foods, etc) use own containers also plant any type of garden (can, freeze,
preserve) Purchase shade grown coffee/teas. Purchase paper products that are certified FSC only as you
can be assured forests through these companies are carefully managed, species/habitat protected,
ecosystems and local communities not effected. Only by working together can we achieve a sustainable
lifestyle. Need to reverse our thinking: we don’t own the oceans, lakes, wetlands, trees, soil, forests: they
are part of this vast biosphere we inhabit with species of every kind and must learn to respect/share. To
cut out deforestation of boreal, tropical, coniferous forests. Must prevent global degradation any further as
the massive glaciers are receding now and water and many species are at risk (high) as well as humans.
Needs to be some drastic changes in industry/govt thinking.
I would have enjoyed this much more if my name would be entered to win a prize! We need to do more to
prevent disasters such as the beetle kill. BC has so much untouched land. We need to show the world
that we are not harvesting all our land like environmentalist make it look. Sometimes we should let forest
fires burn. There is good that comes from them. As long as they are not threatening human life and
home/business.
This questionnaire is quite difficult for the average citizen to fill out. I hope our opinions will be of some
use and not just fill a filing cabinet. I note the frequent mention of First Nations concerns – I wish they
would stop demanding privileges and through education becoming productive Canadian citizens.
Min of Highways Bridge Super – building small bridges and doing bridge maintenance and YRB, doing
the same type of work. Own 80 acres of land, grow hay on 60 acres.
Limit the amount of control BCTS and MOFR has on the use of the timber resource in BC. As I have a
small sawmill, I would like the opportunity to use the timber locally to produce a product. I am constantly
being told NO.
Why do the “first nation” people get this “bug wood” money why isn’t it all going to road improvements
from PG to Prince Rupert for this new port? There’s also talk about the pipe lines etc., when that gets half
done, is it going to be some tribes’ burial grounds, so that will go over budget we might as well put the
money away to give away in a treaty.
Since moving to Vanderhoof from Creston I have noticed there seems to be a different attitude towards
the use of Crown lands. The forest companies agenda takes priority here. The concept of a multi use plan
is not given priority. I have found this to be a source of frustration to me since coming here. All people in
this land should have equal opportunity to access and use the natural resources. No group should be
given priority.
I believe there should be more timber given out to the small logger. I don’t think the large logging
companies should say in the forestry. [NAME DELETED]

Canfor Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2006/2007

101

I started filling out this form, and most questions I would be guessing at, as I am not familiar with a lot of
things going on. I don’t believe we should abuse or misuse any part of creation. We are to manage it to
the best of our knowledge. It was given to us to make a living, not to let greed get in the way, but to live
and let live, and use what we have. We should not be destructive or wasteful. I believe a responsible
government needs to make the decisions for most part. A government elected by sensible and
responsible people could do a good job. If you ask for opinions you have many and varied, and the
majority is not necessarily always right. On global warming – I am not so sure we can control. I believe
you will see many changes come in the future and increase in number, such as earthquake, floods,
disasters, etc.
Too tired.
Clearer, well defined areas for non-motorized recreation and barriers to keep motorized out. Segregation
is a good thing.
Former owner/worker of forest co.
I would like to see forest land that has been logged made available for growing grass for livestock and
wildlife.
Make passable 4 x 4 deactivation if any deactivation on forest roads. Leave the road, money has all
ready been spent by tax payers and industry! (for access to mining).
I feel this questionnaire was not really explicit in what was required for important data and should consist
of yes / no answer for more clarity. In regards to 1st nations I feel they should abide the same as others –
not special privileges. Also in regards to recreation activities, when the area one lives in is regulated by
the seasons – your questionnaire doesn’t reflect the Northern society. We live where we have definite
seasons which reflect our activities – not only one.
I felt your questions re First Nations were confusing. First Nations treaty process could be identified, while
First Nations citizens could be identified as part of the general public.
BC forests are vital to the economic stability of the province. Forestry is not our only industry, but I think
we can all agree, that it is by far the main industry in BC. It should not matter where I work or how much
money I made last year, all citizens of BC should be reassured that we have a sustainable resource. Your
continued research being the key, we need government funding through all our tax dollars to get us to the
point where all BC residents can benefit from the efficient management of this vast resource. I am not
currently working in the forest industry but I know that everyone in BC depends on the successful
sustainability of the forests for water, wildlife, recreation and whatever else, the Federal and Provincial
ministries of forests had mandates years ago, but somehow back then, they lost sight of the immensity of
the pine beetle’s devastation. Everyone now is scrambling, screaming and point fingers, but he fact
remains that we need to re-establish a healthy forest. Once we have that back, I feel many other
questions will answer themselves. As much as I feel the public have some input, I firmly believe that the
ministries must make a stand. Make the decisions that we pay them so dearly to make, put aside the
value of the almighty dollar for a change, and let the government and industry experts speak out and help
rebuild what this province once had. We, the public, are not always up to date on all the terminology used
in the industry and legalities are far fro our expertise, but we, the public, are concerned.
30+ years ago the big fear was that another ice age is coming. Today it is global warming. Who know
about tomorrow. Our earth/nature, has a tremendous capacity to heal itself given the opportunity. I can
only speak for my area. 32 years of logging and I don’t see hardly any environmental damage that hasn’t
been able to heal itself in 2 to 3 years.
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I grew up on a remote ranch 120 miles from Vanderhoof. I watched the bug kill problem from the start the
forestry and parks sat on their butts until it was to late to do anything. Then they tried to act the big forest
companies didn’t mind because it would give them access to wood that was protected but they did not
have the brains to look past the dollar and at the long term. The timber attacked by bugs gets a blue stain
that is fungus and in standing timber rots in about 5 years in wet areas. The forestry needs to quit
catering to the large sawmills and doing their best to blocking the small operators because in the long run
the small mills put more money back in to the communities than the large mills. Farm the timber
according to the time it takes to regrow the trees in the area you are working. Some areas have a 30 year
regen potential others are closer to 100 years to merchantable timber so selective logging will keep you in
the same area and in work. Get back to farming instead of turning loose a bunch of university “educated
idiots” that have book learning, but no experience to back them up and no “common sense” (it is getting
real rare to find any more).
I think too much time and money is spent on “our” concerns for the first nations and not enough on what
the forestry ind. Can do to help out the community. Ie Vanderhoof has no recreations available for kids
(swimming pool, civic centre, outside skating rink).
MPB was truly botched by provincial and federal governments. The forests are in a deplorable state with
the infestation. MPB dominates many of the questions that if there were not an infestation would be
answered otherwise.
For Q11 = I do a lot of gardening in the spring summer – fall. In the winter – snowshoeing, snowmobiling,
sliding and shoveling.
Regarding Q11 – we are a family of mom, dad, and four adult children. We live on a rural property of
under 300 acres. 20-40 acres arable. The vast majority of our outdoor recreation is done on our property
where we can afford to do things. I could write or talk about this stuff for days but will stop with this –
economic prosperity seems to be the only truly important subject to our culture. Economic prosperity will
kill everything we say or hold dear. I am completely disgusted with stupid humanity.
I am embarrassed to realize how very little I know about an industry that is a large contributor to BC’s
economy and the community I live in.
Government needs hold forest companies feet to the fire to stop the pulp mills from polluting Prince
George 3rd in Canada for pollution.
Canfor sucks.
Keep the Americans out of our forests. Keep up the good work. Where is the leadership in the beetle bug
war? Please do something to reduce the slash piles that are burnt every fall. The wood should be ground
up and used to generate power or something.
I believe BC forests are in trouble, mostly due to the pine beetle. I am not well enough informed about the
whole situation to contribute to a solution. I do know that when I look around and see all the “red” trees,
trees that are dead, I feel very sad. I don’t know why or how the beetles were able to spread or were
allowed to spread, but it is really awful to watch all that forest die. As for the Native interest, I think
maintaining the forest and Native interest naturally go hand in hand. If the integrity of the forest and
nature is maintained then what the Native people believe is also maintained. I really hope some good will
come of this Public Survey and that this is not just a lesson in futility on everyone’s part.
Out dated practices need to reevaluated, not for years of study but a “quick” what needs to happen today
to help save tomorrow; even if it “costs” individuals, starve some to feed plenty! Too much time and
money have been spent on First Nations input, they should just become part of our society, there really is
no need for this separate group of people in today’s society. A Canadian should just be a Canadian and
live with the same regulations
I am concerned about the poor quality of lumber being sold at local lumberyards and wonder why good
quality lumber is being sent elsewhere?
Indians should not be given any special benefits. I know global warming affects some areas but I don’t
think its that bad where I live. I would like to see more work done on recreation trails both for ATVs and
hiking.
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I think First Nations should have to go through the same paper work as the white man. I think the days
have passed for white man vs red man. I think if you want people to fill out these damn things you should
work harder to keep them simple.
The government is more concerned about profit than about any environmental issues with forestry,
maybe people in Victoria need to come experience the logging and lifestyles of people in this industry first
hand to really understand it. In order to save our forests all the beetle wood has to go or there will be
nothing to have a survey about.
Who is funding this survey? What is its purpose? Could it be to see if all the propaganda we’ve been fed
is producing the opinions and mindset that you want? “There are lies, damn lies, in statistics.” Mark
Twain
First of all the pine beetle has done its damage and is still doing it. Should we not try to do something
about all the damaged wood, like setting small mills up in the forest and let them start cutting? Instead we
have Canfor (Plateau division) which can’t cut wood at a steady pace. And it employs 250 people. 150
small mills employ 5-10 each – 750 -1150 people. It would put a lot of people to work, and we would all
be better off than just sitting around.
I feel natural environment in Canada is managed with only a short term view of things. I feel that it is not
in the public’s interest to privatize Crown land. Provincial parks should not places where hotels, resorts
are built. Why should we be promoting even more recreational opportunities, resorts, infrastructure for the
wealthy but that only provide menial, low-wage jobs for local people?
Do not agree with not allow motorized vehicles, anywhere that a person wants to go they should be
allowed, not everyone has several days to go out and hike to a chosen spot, camp and go home again.
Fines for intentionally tearing up the country side is ok but not allowing access is wrong.
Put taxes on items that are bad choices which influence global warming. Eg. Hummers and other luxury
vehicles. Canada must embrace Kyoto immediately. Recycling charge for everything. 93% of the north of
BC will be unemployed, What is the provincial province going to do. Stop wood waste burning. This is a
carbon deposit that should be put into the soil not the air. Put charges on imports from countries that do
not support Kyoto initiatives. Look at alternatives to how we light our city streets. Too many communities
do not know how to proper environmentally dispose of waste water. Guidance and rules are needed and
reassurance given to the public. More of these questionnaires are needed. Government could help
subdivisions or communities develop geothermal systems and other means to save the environment.
Living up North concerns me. I’ve lived up North my whole life. It is a very uneasy feeling when driving
along the highway or going camping to see all the red trees. The feeling of dying trees will reflect on our
dying communities. What new opportunities do we have – so many small Northern communities are at
risk of collapsing – how can these towns survive – everything, every job is connected to Forestry. What
will there be for us to replace that? Mining, gas, oil – nobody tells us anything. How will this “port” in
Prince Rupert sustain 5000 jobs in Vanderhoof? People talk in town like there is no hope for a secure
future – people don’t want to be tied to town in case it becomes a ghost town – please – The chance of
our small Northern Communities ex: Vanderhoof, Burns Lake, Ft. St. James, Quesnel, Houston
Becoming Ghost Towns – please answer – 1. most definitely 2. unlikely 3. not happening. When you
have the answer let us know!! The whole province counts on our little towns – forestry in the North drives
the economy. What is there plan – how many jobs will we loose. We need more answers – we need more
surveys!! * For further questions – info – mail to: [ADDRESS DELETED]
I think the MOF should be privatized!!! As soon as possible, as they are useless. Thank you. [NAME
DELETED]
Please deal with Pine Beetle, before logging other tree stands. Ie. Spruce
Reduce chemical spraying. Reduce or eliminate clear-cutting.
Should not allow tree planters to use our recreational sites at all and don’t charge me to use them.
Global warming – fresh water fish don’t taste the same as when I was young. They are tasteless and soft.
Not much rabbits, goose, ducks are disappearing. No blue birds, gone. Hardly any frogs or snakes seen.
Mountain streams are dried up twenty years ago an elder stated the trees are gonna die and if nothing is
done the water will be next.
Too late.
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I believe that 1st nation people need to be treated the same as non-native people. There should be no
special treatment for anybody regardless of race, sex or culture.
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