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1.  INTRODUCTION 
Increasingly, the management of forest lands in British Columbia must address multiple values.  The 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

(Canadian Forest Products, 2006). 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of stakeholders. 

 

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

Advisory Groups (PAGs) (Beckley, Parkins & Sheppard, in press).  PAGs are citizen committees that 

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

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

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

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

characteristic (e.g. they are all union members, they all pursue motorized recreation, etc.), they are not 

necessarily homogenous in their opinions, desires, or concerns.  One of the difficulties facing PAGs is 

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

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

available. 

 

The purpose of the project reported here was to inform public advisory groups of stakeholder/ 

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

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

deliberate SFM issues and contribute to discussions about appropriate forest management practices in 

and near their communities. 

 

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

forest management.  These communities are: Fort Nelson, Fort Saint James, Houston, Invermere/Radium 

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

of Radium Hot Springs and Invermere. 

 

 

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

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

employed for questionnaire design, sample selection, survey delivery, and analysis are presented. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

was piloted with members of Radium PAG to identify difficult questions and to gauge the amount of time 

necessary to complete the questionnaire.  The final questionnaire was a twelve-page booklet (three 

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

comprehensively measured people’s opinions and beliefs about a wide range of forest values and 

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

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

 

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

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

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

level forestry activities.  Seven broad categories of values identified: 

 

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

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

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

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

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

Wondolleck Yaffee, 2000); 

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

6. Ecological processes (CCFM, 2003); and 

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

2004). 

 

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

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

For each one, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement on a five-

point scale.  Respondents had the option of indicating that they did not know enough about a particular 

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

 

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

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

This question employs the New Ecological Paradigm Scale, which taps people’s "primitive beliefs about 

humanity's relationship with the Earth" (Dunlap et al., 2000, p. 439).  The New Ecological Paradigm Scale 

is a robust and widely used tool that has been in use (previously as the New Environmental Paradigm 

Scale) since 1978; this scale has predictive validity, known-group validity, criterion validity, and content 

validity.  The New Ecological Paradigm Scale measures five facets of an ecological view: reality of limits 

to growth; anti-anthropocentricism; fragility of nature's balance; rejection of exemptionalism1; and the 

possibility of an eco-crisis.  Respondents were presented with fifteen statements that expressed different 

views about the environment. For each statement, respondents were asked to indicate their degree of 

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

community in order to: 

 

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

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

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

 

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

to all of the forestry jobs).  The first two questions ask respondents to make tradeoffs between the welfare 

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

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

tradeoffs between protected areas and job losses they would be willing to accept. 

 

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

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

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

Framework criteria (Appendix B): 

 

1. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits; 

2. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products; 

3. Sustaining biological richness; 

4. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests; 

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

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

7. Managing forests to reduce global warming. 

 

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

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

randomized to avoid bias.  For each pair, respondents indicated which value they thought was a higher 

priority for the sustainable management of forests.  This method of inquiry is based on the standard 
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approach developed by Thurstone (1959) in which respondents make repeated comparative judgments 

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

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

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

 

2.1.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 

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

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

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

order of items in this section was randomized to avoid bias.  For both the local and provincial scales, 

respondents had the option of indicating that they did not know enough about a particular outcome or did 

not have an opinion about a particular outcome.  

  

The ten outcomes were: 

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

2.  Water quality 7.  Sustainability for future generations 

3.  Habitat requirements for wildlife 8.  Visual quality 

4.  Communication with public 9.  Wild fire control 

5.  Outdoor recreation 10.  Insect control 

 

 

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

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

criteria that comprise the Canfor SFM Framework: 

 

1. Sustaining biological richness. 

2. Sustaining the productive capacity of forests. 

3. Managing the forest to reduce global warming. 

4. Sustaining economic benefits from forestry and wood products. 

5. Sustaining non-timber economic benefits. 

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

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

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

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

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

the monitoring of each criterion. 

 

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

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

(ecological, economic, and social).  The statements included in this question are based on the twenty-

nine indicators found in the Canfor SFM Framework (Appendix B).  The statements were grouped by 

category of indicator (i.e. ecological, economic, and social values) to help focus respondent’s answers.  

For each statement, respondents were asked to indicate the level of importance that they felt that 

objective should have in their area on a five-point scale; a “Don’t know/No Opinion” option was available if 

respondents felt that they did not have enough knowledge to respond to a particular statement or did not 

have an opinion about a statement. 

 

2.1.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 

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

and asked them to indicate their level of agreement with each statement on a five-point scale; the order of 

items in this section was randomized to avoid bias.  Respondents could indicate that they did not know 

enough about a particular statement or did not have an opinion about a statement.  The statements in this 

section were informed by suggestions from the six Canfor Divisions participating in this survey. 

 

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

This question asked respondents about their opinions regarding the management of species at risk 

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

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

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

Respondents could indicate that they did not know enough about a particular statement or did not have 

an opinion about a statement.  A definition of species at risk (BCMSR/BCWLAP, 2001) was provided to 

respondents in order to provide context for the seven statements. 

 

2.1.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 

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

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

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

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

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

Respondents were also asked their opinion about whether forest management should prioritize 
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responses to climate change.  This question will provide forest managers and PAG members with local 

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

forest managers should be prioritizing their responses to climate change. 

 

2.1.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 

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

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

Public Advisory Group with information on the recreation characteristics of local citizens.  Data was 

collected on respondents’ most important recreation activity, their degree of recreation specialization in 

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

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

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

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

forest lands and gauge the extent of local recreation use. 

 

2.1.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

and PAG constituency. 

 

2.1.13.  General Comments. 

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

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

 

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

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

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

populations of Radium Hot Springs and Invermere, the 95% confidence interval that was associated with 

the population size, and an estimate of the response rate.  The combined populations in 2001 of Radium 

Hot Springs and Invermere were 3,441 (Statistics Canada, 2003a, 2003b).  Based on this population, the 

number of desired returned completed questionnaires, based on a varied population with a sample error 
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of ±5% at the 95% confidence level (i.e. ±5% 19 times out of 20), was determined to be 357 (Salient & 

Dillman, 1994).  Based on an estimated 30% response rate, the sample size was determined to be 1,190. 

 

2.3.  Survey Delivery 
The design closely follows the Tailored Design Method (Dillman, 2000) and incorporates a multiple 

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

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

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

accompany this questionnaire; these are described below. 

 

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

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

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

was sent Tuesday, February 28th 20062. 

 

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

envelope.  A cover letter (Appendix D) accompanied the questionnaire and detailed the purpose and 

procedures of the survey, assured the potential respondents that their responses would be kept 

confidential, provided contact information should they have had any questions about the research project 

arise, and informed potential respondents of their rights as research subjects. This letter conformed to the 

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

and questionnaire package was sent Friday, March 3rd 2006. 

 

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

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

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

March 7th 2006. 

 

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

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

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

sent Monday, March 27th 2006. 

 

 

                                                      
2 The initial contact letter was originally sent Wednesday, January 4th 2006, but a large number of the 
addresses were street addresses in communities with post office box delivery.  In order to address this, all 
four contacts were hand delivered.  This did cause a delay in the delivery of survey materials to these 
communities. 
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2.4.  Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each question.  For those questions that asked respondents to 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

reflected a consistent scale (i.e. 1 = pro-environmental view; 5 = pro-human view).  Cronbach's Alpha was 

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

gauge whether there were any gains in Cronbach's Alpha if any of the 15 items are removed from the 

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

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

facets of the NEP scale to examine whether the facets could be used alone or were better used in totality.   

Finally, a summative scale was constructed to provide an indicator of environmental attitude. 

 

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

Thurstone analysis 

 

2.4.3.  General Comments. 

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

 

 

3.  RESULTS 
A total of 257 responses were received between January 17th 2006 and March 27th 2006.  Of the current 

returns, 213 (82.9%) are from Invermere and 44 (17.1%) are from Radium Hot Springs.  This represents a 

27.5% response rate after correcting for undeliverable addresses (corrected sample size = 933)3.  The 

current number of completed returns is 94 responses short of the threshold necessary to provide a 

confidence interval of 95%; however, more returns are expected. 

 

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

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

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mildly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

There are enough checks and balances in place 
to ensure responsible forest management. 229 18.8% 30.1% 15.7% 18.8% 16.6% 7.0% 2.84 1.374 ± 0.178 

The forest industry controls too much of British 
Columbia's forests. 226 22.1% 21.7% 23.5% 21.2% 11.5% 8.9% 2.78 1.317 ± 0.172 

I know enough about forests and forestry to provide 
Meaningful input in to forestry planning decisions. 214 20.6% 33.6% 20.1% 16.4% 9.3% 14.0% 2.60 1.243 ± 0.167 

British Columbia has enough protected areas such 
as provincial and national parks. 245 26.5% 20.0% 8.6% 20.4% 24.5% 1.6% 2.96 1.566 ± 0.196 

The citizens of British Columbia need to have more 
opportunities for input into forest management. 240 35.0% 32.1% 22.1% 8.3% 2.5% 3.9% 2.11 1.059 ± 0.133 

If forests are well managed to protect aesthetic 
values, the ecosystem is being managed well also. 238 12.6% 18.9% 21.4% 22.3% 24.8% 4.3% 3.28 1.356 ± 0.172 

Providing long-term security of forest lands to 
forestry companies will promote SFM. 236 18.6% 26.3% 21.6% 18.2% 15.3% 5.4% 2.85 1.337 ± 0.171 

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

233 22.7% 36.5% 21.9% 13.7% 5.2% 5.8% 2.42 1.135 ± 0.145 

There will be sufficient wood in British Columbia to 
meet our future needs. 227 9.7% 22.5% 17.6% 22.5% 27.8% 8.6% 3.36 1.351 ± 0.176 

Forest companies have earned the trust to manage 
forests for the long-term. 237 5.9% 13.9% 22.4% 26.2% 31.6% 4.7% 3.64 1.226 ± 0.157 
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3.2.  Question 2: Opinions and beliefs about sustainability issues in BC. 

• The pattern of response for this question is presented in Table 2. 

• Cronbach's Alpha = 0.848, suggesting unidimensionality of the scale. 

• There are no gains in Cronbach's Alpha if any of the 15 items are removed from the scale. 

• Four components were identified in the PCA: 

o Component #1 Eigen Value = 5.000 

o Component #2 Eigen Value = 4.545 

o Component #3 Eigen Value = 1.306 

o Component #4 Eigen Value = 1.035 

• The four components explain a total of 59.2% of the variance: 

o Component #1 = 33.3% 

o Component #2 = 10.3% 

o Component #3 = 8.7% 

o Component #4 = 6.9% 

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

loaded), suggesting unidimensionality of the scale. 

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

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

unidimensionality of the scale): 

o Reality of Limits to Growth = 0.595 

o Anti-Anthropocentricism = 0.611 

o Fragility of Nature's Balance = 0.599 

o Rejection of Exemptionalism = 0.454 

o Possibility of an Eco-Crisis = 0.735 

• Applying NEP as a summative scale indicated that: 

o Min = 0.40 

o Max =  5 (top bound is 5) 

o Mean = 3.69 

o 95% CI = ± 0.095 

o SD = 0.768 
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Table 2.  Question 2: Opinions and Beliefs about sustainability issues in BC (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mildly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don't 
know Mean SD 95% CI 

We are approaching the limit of the 
Number of people the earth can support. 228 33.3% 23.7% 16.7% 15.8% 10.5% 8.2% 2.46 1.368 ± 0.178 

Humans have the right to modify the 
natural environment to suit their needs. 244 2.5% 12.7% 26.6% 18.0% 40.2% 1.6% 3.81 1.169 ± 0.147 

When humans interfere with nature it 
often produces disastrous consequences. 249 50.6% 24.5% 15.3% 6.4% 3.2% 0.4% 1.87 1.092 ± 0.135 

Human ingenuity will ensure that we do 
NOT make the earth unlivable. 231 10.4% 16.5% 22.5% 20.8% 29.9% 6.6% 3.43 1.343 ± 0.172 

Humans are severely abusing the 
environment. 245 44.5% 25.7% 18.0% 7.3% 4.5% 1.6% 2.02 1.152 ± 0.145 

The earth has plenty of natural resources 
if we just learn how to develop them. 247 24.3% 26.7% 21.5% 15.0% 12.6% 1.2% 2.65 1.332 ± 0.167 

Plants and animals have as much right as 
humans to exist. 246 60.2% 17.5% 9.8% 8.5% 4.1% 0.8% 1.79 1.169 ± 0.147 

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope 
with the impacts of modern industrial nations. 239 2.9% 6.7% 13.4% 19.7% 57.3% 3.9% 4.22 1.064 ± 0.139 

Despite our special abilities humans are still 
subject to the laws of nature. 244 66.4% 25.0% 6.6% 0.4% 1.6% 2.7% 1.46 0.777 ± 0.098 

The so-called ecological crisis facing humankind 
has been greatly exaggerated. 243 6.2% 16.0% 19.8% 18.9% 39.1% 2.7% 3.69 1.302 ± 0.165 

The earth is a closed system with very limited 
room and resources. 232 30.6% 25.0% 19.0% 14.7% 10.8% 6.6% 2.50 1.345 ± 0.172 

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of 
nature. 239 8.8% 6.7% 14.6% 16.3% 53.6% 3.5% 3.99 1.322 ± 0.169 

The balance of nature is very delicate and 
easily upset. 247 53.8% 24.7% 10.5% 9.3% 1.6% 1.2% 1.80 1.062 ± 0.133 

Humans will eventually learn enough about 
 how nature works to be able to control it. 246 2.8% 15.9% 22.0% 17.1% 42.3% 1.6% 3.80 1.224 ± 0.153 

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

243 39.1% 29.6% 14.8% 9.9% 6.6% 2.7% 2.15 1.229 ± 0.155 
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3.3.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC. 
 

 

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

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

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is the same as it is today. 238 2.17 0.994 ± 0.125 

...ensure that the economic well-being of future 
generations is improved. 238 2.10 0.961 ± 0.122 

...increase the amount of forests in parks and protected 
areas. 239 2.00 1.055 ± 0.133 

 

 

Table 4.  Question 3: Opinions about economic contributions of forestry in BC (% by response category; most 
frequently identified response in bold). 

How many forest jobs would you 
be willing to lose in your 

community to... 

None of 
the 

forestry 
jobs’ 
(1) 

Some of 
the 

forestry 
jobs 
(2) 

About 
half of the 
forestry 

jobs 
(3) 

Most of 
the 

forestry 
jobs 
(4) 

All of 
the 

forestry 
jobs 
(5) 

Don’t 
know 

...ensure that the economic well-
being of future generations is the 
same as it is today. 

23.1% 52.5% 11.3% 10.1% 2.9% 0.8% 

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

25.6% 52.5% 10.9% 8.4% 2.5% 0.8% 

...increase the amount of forests in 
parks and protected areas. 38.9% 36.0% 13.0% 10.0% 2.1% 0.8% 
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3.4.  Question 4: Opinions about priorities for sustaining forest values. 
This analysis is pending the receipt of all responses. 

 

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

 
Non-timber 
Economic 
benefits 

Biological 
richness 

Economic 
Benefits 

from forestry 
and wood 
products 

Productive 
capacity of 

forests 

Quality 
of life 

benefits 

Benefits 
that First 
Nations 
receive 

Reduce 
global 

warming 

Non-timber 
economic benefits        

Biological richness        
Economic benefits 
from forestry and 
wood products 

       

Productive 
capacity of forests        

Quality of life 
benefits        

Benefits that First 
Nations receive        

Reduce global 
warming        

 

 

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

 
 

3.5.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes. 
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Table 6.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Local satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Very 

Satisfied 
(1) 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

(2) 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Unsatisfied 

(3) 

Somewhat 
Unsatisfied 

(4) 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic stability 211 8.1% 24.6% 36.5% 22.3% 8.5% 12.5% 2.99 1.067 ± 0.143 
Water quality 241 11.2% 24.5% 24.5% 20.7% 19.1% 2.7% 3.12 1.287 ± 0.163 
Habitat requirements for 
wildlife 232 12.5% 22.0% 31.0% 20.3% 14.2% 5.4% 3.02 1.224 ± 0.157 

Communication with public 226 6.2% 16.8% 30.1% 27.4% 19.5% 8.2% 3.37 1.156 ± 0.151 
Outdoor recreation 238 13.9% 25.6% 27.7% 18.5% 14.3% 3.9% 2.94 1.253 ± 0.159 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 218 2.8% 15.1% 25.2% 27.5% 29.4% 11.7% 3.66 1.134 ± 0.151 

Sustainability for future 
generations 220 5.5% 15.9% 27.3% 31.4% 20.0% 10.5% 3.45 1.139 ± 0.151 

Visual quality 238 8.4% 23.1% 29.4% 20.6% 18.5% 4.3% 3.18 1.220 ± 0.155 
Wild fire control 236 13.6% 32.2% 25.8% 14.0% 14.4% 5.8% 2.83 1.249 ± 0.159 
Insect control 223 5.8% 16.1% 28.7% 19.3% 30.0% 10.1% 3.52 1.237 ± 0.163 
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Table 7.  Question 5: Satisfaction with forest management outcomes – Provincial satisfaction (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Very 

Satisfied 
(1) 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

(2) 

Neither 
Satisfied nor 
Unsatisfied 

(3) 

Somewhat 
Unsatisfied 

(4) 

Not at all 
Satisfied 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic stability 198 3.5% 18.7% 36.9% 28.8% 12.1% 17.5% 3.27 0.016 ± 0.141 
Water quality 202 7.4% 16.3% 28.7% 31.7% 15.8% 16.0% 3.32 1.146 ± 0.159 
Habitat requirements for wildlife 203 7.4% 18.7% 31.5% 24.1% 18.2% 15.2% 3.27 1.178 ± 0.163 
Communication with public 198 2.5% 13.1% 32.3% 23.7% 28.3% 16.7% 3.62 1.105 ± 0.155 
Outdoor recreation 214 9.8% 21.0% 33.6% 21.0% 14.5% 10.9% 3.09 1.179 ± 0.159 
Public involvement in decision- 
making 195 2.1% 10.3% 24.6% 27.2% 35.9% 18.3% 3.85 1.087 ± 0.153 

Sustainability for future 
generations 201 5.0% 12.4% 26.4% 31.3% 24.9% 15.2% 3.59 1.137 ± 0.157 

Visual quality 213 7.5% 16.9% 32.9% 22.5% 20.2% 10.9% 3.31 1.189 ± 0.159 
Wild fire control 209 8.6% 27.3% 26.3% 20.1% 17.7% 12.8% 3.11 1.233 ± 0.167 
Insect control 203 3.9% 9.4% 24.1% 24.1% 38.4% 14.8% 3.84 1.155 ± 0.159 
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3.6.  Question 6: Monitoring the management of forest values. 
 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 49.4% 0.501 ± 0.061 
Government 253 74.7% 0.436 ± 0.053 
First Nations 253 23.7% 0.426 ± 0.053 
Local volunteers 253 24.9% 0.433 ± 0.053 
Environmental organizations 253 46.6% 0.500 ± 0.061 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 70.4% 0.458 ± 0.057 
Government 253 73.1% 0.444 ± 0.055 
First Nations 253 14.2% 0.350 ± 0.043 
Local volunteers 253 14.2% 0.350 ± 0.043 
Environmental organizations 253 28.5% 0.452 ± 0.055 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 47.4% 0.500 ± 0.061 
Government 253 76.7% 0.424 ± 0.053 
First Nations 253 18.2% 0.386 ± 0.047 
Local volunteers 253 18.2% 0.386 ± 0.047 
Environmental organizations 253 45.5% 0.499 ± 0.061 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 69.6% 0.461 ± 0.057 
Government 253 68.0% 0.467 ± 0.057 
First Nations 253 15.0% 0.358 ± 0.045 
Local volunteers 253 12.6% 0.333 ± 0.041 
Environmental organizations 253 20.2% 0.402 ± 0.049 
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Table 12.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Sustaining non-
timber economic benefits. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 34.8% 0.477 ± 0.059 
Government 253 66.8% 0.472 ± 0.059 
First Nations 253 23.7% 0.426 ± 0.053 
Local volunteers 253 24.5% 0.431 ± 0.053 
Environmental organizations 253 33.2% 0.472 ± 0.059 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 37.2% 0.484 ± 0.059 
Government 253 66.4% 0.473 ± 0.059 
First Nations 253 37.9% 0.486 ± 0.061 
Local volunteers 253 41.9% 0.494 ± 0.061 
Environmental organizations 253 47.0% 0.500 ± 0.061 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 69.6% 0.461 ± 0.057 
Government 253 33.6% 0.473 ± 0.059 
First Nations 253 50.2% 0.501 ± 0.061 
Local volunteers 253 16.2% 0.369 ± 0.045 
Environmental organizations 253 20.6% 0.405 ± 0.049 

 

 

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

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 252 41.7% 0.494 ± 0.061 
Government 253 75.1% 0.433 ± 0.053 
First Nations 253 30.0% 0.459 ± 0.057 
Local volunteers 253 41.1% 0.493 ± 0.061 
Environmental organizations 253 43.1% 0.496 ± 0.061 
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Table 16.  Question 6: Monitoring responsibility: Species at risk 
should be recovered. 

Potential monitor n Yes: 
Monitor SD 95% CI 

Industry 253 47.4% 0.500 ± 0.061 
Government 253 73.1% 0.444 ± 0.055 
First Nations 253 25.3% 0.436 ± 0.053 
Local volunteers 253 29.2% 0.456 ± 0.057 
Environmental organizations 253 55.7% 0.498 ± 0.061 

 

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

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

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

247 42.5% 38.5% 14.6% 4.5% — 2.7% 1.81 0.846 ± 0.106 

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

249 38.6% 45.8% 12.0% 3.2% 0.4% 1.9% 1.81 0.799 ± 0.100 

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

245 37.6% 42.9% 15.5% 4.1% — 2.7% 1.86 0.823 ± 0.104 

Long-term soil fertility is 
maintained. 249 45.0% 42.6% 10.0% 2.4% — 1.9% 1.70 0.747 ± 0.092 

Area disturbed by forestry is 
minimized. 245 34.7% 33.5% 22.0% 6.9% 2.9% 2.3% 2.10 1.047 ± 0.131 

Slope stability is maintained 
and soil erosion is prevented. 250 59.6% 30.4% 7.6% 1.6% 0.8% 1.6% 1.54 0.771 ± 0.096 

A range of tree ages in the 
forest is maintained. 250 48.4% 38.8% 9.6% 2.8% 0.4% 0.8% 1.68 0.793 ± 0.098 

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

249 53.0% 35.7% 9.2% 2.0% — 1.2% 1.60 0.740 ± 0.092 

Forest conditions that help to 
stabilize global warming are 
prioritized. 

247 46.2% 26.7% 17.8% 7.3% 2.0% 2.3% 1.92 1.054 ± 0.131 
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Table 17 (cont’d).  Question: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

Economic Objectives           
Timber harvesting continues to 
contribute to economic well-being. 249 31.7% 43.0% 19.7% 4.4% 1.2% 1.6% 2.00 0.896 ± 0.112 

The public receives economic 
benefits from forests. 245 30.6% 39.6% 20.8% 7.8% 1.2% 3.1% 2.09 0.964 ± 0.122 

The provincial government receives 
economic benefits from forests. 244 22.5% 36.9% 25.8% 8.2% 6.6% 3.5% 2.39 1.119 ± 0.141 

Local First Nations receive 
economic benefits from forests. 233 6.9% 13.7% 27.0% 24.9% 27.5% 7.0% 3.52 1.221 ± 0.157 

A competitive, diversified forestry 
sector exists. 230 26.1% 46.5% 19.1% 5.7% 2.6% 7.8% 2.12 0.950 ± 0.123 

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

246 45.5% 32.5% 11.8% 7.3% 2.8% 2.7% 1.89 1.056 ± 0.131 

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

237 27.8% 38.4% 23.2% 8.4% 2.1% 5.4% 2.19 1.004 ± 0.127 

Employment and income sources in 
the local economy are diversified. 248 43.1% 40.7% 12.5% 3.6% — 2.3% 1.77 0.806 ± 0.100 
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Table 17 (cont’d).  Question 7: Importance of local forest management objectives (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Extremely 
Important 

(1) 

Very 
Important 

(2) 

Moderately 
Important 

(3) 

Slightly 
Important 

(4) 

Not 
Important 

At All. 
(5) 

Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95% CI 

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

247 37.7% 38.9% 19.0% 3.2% 1.2% 2.3% 1.91 0.895 ± 0.112 

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

249 41.0% 44.2% 12.0% 2.0% 0.8% 1.2% 1.78 0.797 ± 0.098 

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

244 16.8% 30.7% 20.9% 17.2% 14.3% 3.5% 2.82 1.303 ± 0.163 

Forest resources are accessible to 
First Nations. 243 9.9% 20.6% 27.6% 23.0% 18.9% 3.5% 3.21 1.246 ± 0.157 

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

239 15.1% 19.7% 25.9% 19.2% 20.1% 5.1% 3.10 1.339 ± 0.171 

Recreation resources, opportunities 
and experiences are maintained or 
enhanced. 

246 28.9% 45.9% 17.5% 5.7% 2.0% 1.9% 2.06 0.935 ± 0.118 

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

242 19.8% 46.3% 24.8% 7.4% 1.7% 2.7% 2.25 0.914 ± 0.116 

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

242 29.8% 32.6% 26.0% 8.3% 3.3% 4.3% 2.23 1.067 ± 0.135 

Worker and community safety is 
maintained within acceptable 
levels. 

248 56.5% 34.3% 7.3% 1.6% 0.4% 1.6% 1.55 0.735 ± 0.092 
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3.8.  Question 8: Local forest management issues. 
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Table 18.  Question 8: Local forest management issues (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mostly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

Local forest managers are responsive to public 
concerns. 208 19.7% 32.7% 31.7% 8.7% 7.2% 15.6% 2.51 1.121 ± 0.153 

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

220 20.5% 40.9% 28.2% 7.3% 3.2% 9.7% 2.32 0.983 ± 0.129 

It is a priority to manage the mountain pine 
beetle situation even if there is a negative 
impact on other resource values in the short-
term. 

228 45.2% 36.4% 9.6% 6.6% 2.2% 7.4% 1.84 0.994 ± 0.129 

Local communities should receive a fair share 
of locally generated government income. 239 53.1% 36.8% 8.4% 0.4% 1.3% 3.5% 1.60 0.765 ± 0.098 

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

221 14.5% 34.8% 32.1% 13.6% 5.0% 10.5% 2.60 1.051 ± 0.139 

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

234 21.8% 41.9% 26.5% 7.3% 2.6% 4.3% 2.27 0.967 ± 0.123 

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

242 16.5% 14.9% 15.7% 25.2% 27.7% 2.3% 3.33 1.439 ± 0.182 
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3.9.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife. 
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Table 19.  Question 9: Management of rare plants and wildlife (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Item n 
Strongly 

Agree 
(1) 

Mostly 
Agree 

(2) 

Partly agree/ 
Disagree 

(3) 

Mildly 
Disagree 

(4) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(5) 
Don’t 
Know Mean SD 95%CI 

The management of species at risk should be 
given priority over economic considerations. 242 29.3% 35.5% 29.8% 4.5% 0.8% 3.1% 2.12 0.914 ± 0.116 

Forestry planning and management does a 
good job of managing for species at risk. 192 5.7% 32.8% 36.5% 18.8% 6.3% 22.6% 2.87 0.991 ± 0.141 

Forestry is the commercial activity that most 
affects species at risk. 221 14.0% 29.9% 39.4% 13.1% 3.6% 10.1% 2.62 1.000 ± 0.131 

It is acceptable to protect species at risk even if 
it harms other species. 230 2.2% 10.0% 44.3% 30.0% 13.5% 6.6% 3.43 0.921 ± 0.120 

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

244 29.1% 37.3% 26.2% 5.3% 2.0% 1.6% 2.14 0.967 ± 0.122 

The management of species at risk in the area 
where I live is important to me. 243 39.1% 39.9% 18.1% 2.9% — 1.9% 1.85 0.817 ± 0.102 

The management of species at risk outside of 
the area where I live is important to me. 243 35.0% 43.6% 17.3% 4.1% — 2.7% 1.91 0.825 ± 0.104 
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3.10.  Question 10: Global warming. 
 

Table 20.  Question 10: How concerned are you about 
the effects of climate change? (most frequently 
identified response in bold). 
Not concerned at all (1). 3.3% 
Somewhat unconcerned (2). 9.3% 
Neither concerned nor unconcerned (3). 20.1% 
Somewhat concerned (4). 24.8% 
Very concerned (5). 42.5% 
n 214 
SD 1.139 
95% CI ± 0.153 

 

 

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

Yes 66.8% 
No 16.0% 
Not sure 17.2% 
n 238 
SD 0.773 
95% CI ± 0.004 

 

 

Table 22.  Question 10: Do you know what effects 
climate change may have on your community or its 
surrounding environment?  (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 
I have absolutely no idea (1). 7.1% 
I don’t really know (2). 8.9% 
I have some idea (3). 30.8% 
I have a pretty good idea (4). 30.8% 
I have a very clear idea (5). 21.4% 
n 224 
SD 1.144 
95% CI ± 0.149 
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Table 23.  Question 10: Do you personally plan to do 
anything in response to climate change? (most 
frequently identified response in bold). 

Yes 44.9% 
No 21.2% 
Not sure 33.9% 
n 245 
SD 0.882 
95% CI ± 0.004 

 

 

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

Yes 56.5% 
No 9.3% 
Not sure 34.1% 
n 246 
SD 0.927 
95% CI ± 0.004 

 

 

Table 25.  Question 10: Which statement best describes your opinion about how forest 
management should prioritize their response to climate change? (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 
It is more important to start acting now on climate change with what we know. 75.2 
It is more important to continue monitoring for climate change so we can learn more. 24.8 
n 246 
SD 0.433 
95% CI ± 0.002 
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3.11.  Question 11: Experiences with outdoor recreation. 
 

Table 26.  Question 11: What recreation 
activity is most important to you? (n = 242) 

Activity Frequency % 

Hiking 47 19.4 
Hunting 28 11.6 
Other leisure activity 28 11.6 
Fishing 26 10.7 
Camping 26 10.7 
Skiing (general) 18 7.4 
Backcountry activities 12 5.0 
Multiple activities 12 5.0 
Walking 10 4.1 
Boating 6 2.5 
Downhill skiing 4 1.7 
ATV 3 1.2 
Hike 3 1.2 
Mountain biking 3 1.2 
Cross-country skiing 3 1.2 
Biking (general) 2 0.8 
Bird watching 2 0.8 
Canoeing 2 0.8 
Enjoying nature 2 0.8 
None 1 0.4 
Rock climbing 1 0.4 
Snowmobiling 1 0.4 
Swimming 1 0.4 
Mountaineering 1 0.4 
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Table 27.  Question 11: How many years have you done this 
activity? 

Activity Frequency Mean SD 95% CI 

Hiking 47 34.11 14.789 4.228 
Hunting 28 40.25 15.221 5.638 
Other leisure activity 28 29.64 16.738 6.200 
Fishing 26 42.62 13.321 5.120 
Camping 26 28.73 14.351 5.517 
Skiing (general) 18 28.89 13.599 6.282 
Backcountry activities 12 24.58 13.090 7.407 
Multiple activities 12 39.50 10.211 5.778 
Walking 10 36.50 15.883 9.845 
Boating 6 31.00 17.550 14.043 
Downhill skiing 4 27.50 13.229 12.964 
ATV 3 8.50 2.121 2.940 
Hike 3 28.33 5.774 6.533 
Mountain biking 3 14.00 1.732 1.960 
Cross-country skiing 3 25.00 10.000 11.316 
Biking (general) 2 44.50 7.778 10.780 
Bird watching 2 21.00 26.870 37.240 
Canoeing 2 32.50 24.749 34.300 
Enjoying nature 2 44.00 5.657 7.840 
Rock climbing 1 5.00 — — 
Snowmobiling 1 30.00 — — 
Swimming 1 25.00 — — 
Mountaineering 1 16.00 — — 
None 1 — — — 



Canfor Sustainable Forest Management Public Opinion Survey 2005/2006 31 
 

 

 

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

Beginner (1). 1.6% 
Somewhat skilled (2). 5.3% 
Moderately skilled (3). 26.3% 
Very skilled (4). 41.6% 
Expert (5). 25.1% 
N 243 
SD 0.923 
95% CI ± 0.116 

 

 

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

Not central at all (1). 3.7% 
Somewhat central (2). 12.4% 
Moderately central (3). 27.7% 
Mostly central (4). 28.1% 
Very central (5). 28.1% 
n 242 
SD 1.126 
95% CI ± 0.141 

 

 

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

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Large, undisturbed wilderness areas. 245 40.8 0.492 ± 0.004 
Large wilderness areas with limited trails & camp-sites. 245 48.2 0.501 ± 0.004 
Semi-wilderness areas with limited motorized access. 245 49.0 0.501 ± 0.004 
Easily accessed natural areas with some facilities. 245 49.8 0.501 ± 0.004 
Rural areas. 245 27.8 0.449 ± 0.004 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of respondents preferring settings 
is greater than 100%. 
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Table 31.  Question 11: On average, how many days 
per month do you do your most important activity in 
each season? 

Season n Mean SD 95% CI 

Spring 207 7.49 6.881 ± 0.937 
Summer 212 9.61 8.493 ± 1.144 
Fall 216 9.87 8.919 ± 1.189 
Winter 199 5.21 7.548 ± 1.049 

 
 
 

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

Alone 12.6% ±0.006 
Friends 43.0% ±0.004 
Family 37.7% ±0.004 
Club 2.7% ±0.001 
People from work — 
Other 4.0% ±0.002 
n 223 
SD 1.021 

 

 

Table 33.  Question 11: Details of important activity equipment. 

Equipment n Mean SD 95% CI 

How many books do you own about your most 
important activity? 224 11.02 28.472 ± 3.729 

How many magazine subscriptions do you 
have about your most important activity? 237 19.90 217.438 ± 27.683 

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

232 $11,670.61 25,917.84 ± 3335.114 

 

 

• Respondents (n = 213) reported participation in an average of 5.12 ± 0.659 recreation activities 

(SD = 4.905). 
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Table 34.  Question 11: Where do you most often engage ion 
outdoor recreation activities? (most frequently identified 
response in bold) 

Setting n % SD 95% CI 

Provincial Park 245 55.9 0.498 ± 0.004 
BCMoF Recreation Site 245 56.3 0.497 ± 0.004 
Private Land 245 48.6 0.501 ± 0.004 
Crown land 245 80.0 0.401 ± 0.003 
Public water way 245 56.3 0.497 ± 0.004 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the 
percentage of respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 

 

 

Table 35.  Question 11: How well do you think that your 
outdoor recreation needs have been represented in 
forest land-use planning? (most frequently identified 
response in bold). 

Poorly represented (1). 10.5% 
Slightly represented (2). 13.5% 
Moderately represented (3) 35.4% 
Mostly represented (4) 27.8% 
Well represented (5) 12.7% 
n 237 
Mean 3.19 
SD 1.146 
95% CI ± 0.145 

 

 

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

Representative n Rank 
1 

Rank 
2 

Rank 
3 

Rank 
4 Mean SD 95%CI 

Government 218 37.6% 20.2% 27.1% 15.1% 2.20 1.104 ± 0.147 
Industry 209 11.5% 24.9% 29.7% 34.0% 2.86 1.017 ± 0.137 
Outdoor Recreation Clubs 210 39.5% 29.5% 23.3% 7.6% 1.99 0.968 ± 0.131 
Individual people 206 22.3% 27.2% 19.9% 30.6% 2.59 1.143 ± 0.157 
 

• 24.5% ± 0.003 of respondents (n = 253) reported being members of an outdoor recreation club 

(SD = 0.431). 
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3.12.  Question 12: Demographics. 
 

• Respondents’ average age was 53.84 ±1.854 years (SD = 14.864).  The youngest respondent 

was 4 years of age.  The oldest respondent was 91 years of age. 

• Of the 248 respondents reporting their gender, 75.0% ±0.003 (n= 186) were male and 25.0% 

±0.003 were female (SD = 0.434). 

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

overwhelming majority 77.1%) of respondents were residents of Invermere. 

 

Table 37.  Question 12: What community do you live in? 
(n = 201; SD = 5.601;(most frequently identified 
response in bold) 

Community Frequency % 

Invermere 155 77.1 
Radium Hot Springs 26 12.9 
East Kootenays 6 3.0 
Windermere Valley 3 1.5 
Wilmer 2 1.0 
Beaver Valley, Columbia Valley 1 0.5 
Canal Flats 1 0.5 
Columbia Valley 1 0.5 
Juniper Heights 1 0.5 
Dry Gulch 1 0.5 
Rural 1 0.5 
Panorama 1 0.5 
Spillimacheen 1 0.5 
Radium Ridge 1 0.5 

 

 

• On average, respondents were residents of their communities for 24.15 ±2.486 years (n = 199; 

SD = 17.890).  The number of years of community residence ranged from six months to 80 years. 

 

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

had completed university or college degrees. 
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Table 38.  Question 12: What is the highest level of 
education that you have completed? (n = 246; SD = 
1.353; (most frequently identified response in bold). 

Community Frequency % 

Some high school 30 12.2% 
High school 55 22.4% 
Some university/college 48 19.5% 
University/college degree 80 32.5% 
Graduate degree 19 7.7% 
Other 14 5.7% 

 

• Respondents reported being employed in a total of 54 different occupations (Table 39).  The most 

frequently cited occupation was retired/semi-retired. 

 

Table 39.  Question 12: What is your occupation? 
(n = 231; SD = 25.918) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Retired/Semi-retired 73 31.6 
Manager 13 5.6 
Multiple jobs 13 5.6 
Other 10 4.3 
Forester 8 3.5 
Teacher 7 3.0 
Carpenter 6 2.6 
Consultant 5 2.2 
Mill employee 5 2.2 
Accountant 5 2.2 
Retail 4 1.7 
Heavy equipment operator 4 1.7 
Government employee 4 1.7 
Self-employed 4 1.7 
Business owner 4 1.7 
Hospitality 3 1.3 
Municipal employee 3 1.3 
Biologist 3 1.3 
Construction 3 1.3 
Logger 3 1.3 
Sales 3 1.3 
Clerical 3 1.3 
Homemaker 3 1.3 
Truck driver 3 1.3 
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Table 39 (cont’d).  Question 12: What is your 
occupation? (n = 231; SD = 25.918) 

Occupation Frequency % 

Graphic design 2 0.9 
Geologist 2 0.9 
Partsman 2 0.9 
Realtor 2 0.9 
Recreation therapist 2 0.9 
Electrician 2 0.9 
Health Care 2 0.9 
Chef 2 0.9 
Administration 2 0.9 
Mechanic' 1 0.4 
Physiotherapist 1 0.4 
Railroad employee 1 0.4 
Butcher 1 0.4 
Journalist 1 0.4 
Miner 1 0.4 
Insurance agent 1 0.4 
Auto mechanic 1 0.4 
Stock broker 1 0.4 
Guide outfitter 1 0.4 
Clergy 1 0.4 
Dentistry 1 0.4 
Information Technologist 1 0.4 
Pilot 1 0.4 
Supervisor 1 0.4 
Heavy mechanic 1 0.4 
Labourer 1 0.4 
Student 1 0.4 
RPF 1 0.4 
Millwright 1 0.4 
Farmer/Rancher 1 0.4 
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• Respondents reported working in a total of 28 different sectors (Table 40).  The most frequently 

cited occupation was forestry. 

 

Table 40.  Question 12: What industry or sector 
do you work in? (n = 188; SD = 23.575). 

Sector Frequency % 

Forestry 30 16.0 
Oil & gas 5 2.7 
Government 22 11.7 
Construction 14 7.4 
Service (general) 23 12.2 
Retail 2 1.1 
Education 13 6.9 
Health Care 4 2.1 
Agriculture 3 1.6 
Retired 3 1.6 
Municipal government 2 1.1 
Mining 10 5.3 
Tourism 22 11.7 
Food services 3 1.6 
Transportation 1 0.5 
Real estate 2 1.1 
Telecommunications 1 0.5 
Financial 4 2.1 
Not for profit 1 0.5 
Manufacturing 1 0.5 
Religion 1 0.5 
Social services 1 0.5 
Energy 1 0.5 
Automotive 2 1.1 
Advertising 1 0.5 
Arts 2 1.1 
Media 1 0.5 
Multiple 13 6.9 
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• Respondents reported a range of household income levels (Table 41).  The most frequently cited 

levels of household income were $50,000 - $59,999 and $100,000 - $149,999. 

 

 

Table 41.  Question 12: Please check the 
category that best describes your household 
income before taxes last year (n = 232; SD = 
2.998; most frequently identified response in 
bold). 

Income Frequency % 

<$10,000 2 0.9 
$10,000 - $19,999 10 4.3 
$20,000 - $29,999 22 9.5 
$30,000 - $39,999 25 10.8 
$40,000 - $49,999 21 9.1 
$50,000 - $59,999 34 14.7 
$60,000 - $69,999 19 8.2 
$70,000 - $79,999 17 7.3 
$80,000 - $89,999 22 9.5 
$90,000 - $99,999 15 6.5 
$100,000 - $149,999 34 14.7 
>$149,999 11 4.7 

 

• On average, respondents’ household size was 2.51 ±0.159 people (n = 228; SD = 1.226).  

Household size ranged from one to six people. 

 

 

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

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

and then motorized recreation (Table 42).  Non-motorized recreation represented the only 

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

PAG Constituency n % SD 95% CI 

Art 251 10.8 0.310 ± 0.002 
Education 251 18.7 0.391 ± 0003 
Environment 250 48.0 0.501 ± 0.004 
First Nations 251 4.0 0.196 ± 0.002 
Forestry 251 29.1 0.455 ± 0.004 
Guide outfitter 251 5.2 0.222 ± 0.002 
Local government 251 8.4 0.277 ± 0.002 
Mining 251 8.4 0.277 ± 0.002 
Non-timber forest products 251 8.0 0.271 ± 0.002 
Oil & gas 251 4.0 0.196 ± 0.002 
Labour 251 4.4 0.205 ± 0.002 
Photography 251 23.9 0.427 ± 0.003 
Provincial government 251 8.4 0.277 ± 0.002 
Ranching/agriculture 251 11.2 0.315 ± 0.002 
Recreation (motorized) 251 39.4 0.490 ± 0.004 
Recreation (non-motorized) 251 72.9 0.445 ± 0.003 
Small business 251 18.3 0.388 ± 0.003 
Tourism 251 27.5 0.447 ± 0.003 
Trapping 251 4.0 0.196 ± 0.002 
Utilities & transmission 251 0.8 0.089 ± 0.001 
Value-added sector 251 4.8 0.215 ± 0.002 
Note: As respondents could identify multiple settings, the percentage of 
respondents preferring settings is greater than 100%. 
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4.  DISCUSSION 

•  

 

 

5.  CONCLUSION 

•  
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Greetings, 
 
We are hand delivering this letter (and future letters) because we have not been able to obtain post office 
box numbers for your community.  There is a chance that you may have already received the letter and a 
questionnaire package.  If so, I apologize for any duplication. 
 
In a few days, you will be receiving a questionnaire package.  If you have already completed and returned 
a copy of this, please do not complete another one.  Instead, please indicate that you have already 
returned a questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope so that we can delete your name from our 
mailing list. 
 
I appreciate your willingness to consider participating in this important study.  I hope that you are able to 
fill out and return the questionnaire. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Howard Harshaw 
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We should build a giant wall along the Canada/US border so when global warming turns America into a 
dessert they won’t try an steal our food and lower our standard of living. Also Alberta and BC should join 
into a single nation then close our boarders so we could be rich. 
Thank you for this opportunity. I’d like to hear of any results that come from this survey. 
Would like to see some of the forestry jobs that were removed by the present government put back in 
place (ie beetle kill specialist, land use jobs. Jobs reduced from 55 to 5.5). 
Good for multiple use! 
Education and TV radio add is important to make public aware of how important the natural things is.  
Thank you. 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.  Answers left blank:  either I felt the question was unclear or 
couldn’t properly be answered in the available format. Also, I see no evidence of any practices that I 
would call sustainable being applied to logging in my area. 
I hope this survey assists you. 
I have great respect for Forest Industry. Moderate respect for other industry. Little respect for how First 
Nations do not live up to what they preach about looking after our environment. I feel the forest industry 
gets bad undeserved treatment from Environment Groups. Note – no one in my family is employed in 
Forestry – I detest tree huggers. 
My only connection to the forests is the beauty and mystery of them. The economic and diversity of what 
they provide to mankind and all other living species that depend on the survival of them worldwide. 
I feel that the fires we have in national parks, should be logged and replanted, and should be managed by 
more than the federal government, it seems like such a waste to just let it due and rot.  I feel that the 
mining sector should be more accountable for there environment. 
This questionnaire cold have been done electronically (email/website), it seems like a lot of paper to be 
using. (I was away and received 2 of these). 
Good luck! 
I am a Registered Professional Forester that has just (Dec/05) resigned from the Forest Industry after 18 
years experience and am now in the real estate industry.  More economic benefit required for 
communities, employees, and companies in this industry to make it a more attractive workplace/industry!! 
Q3 – In Invermere the forestry office was closed and many many professional foresters lost their jobs 4-5 
years ago, so it is hard to see how more forestry jobs can be lost to ensure economic well-being of future 
generations is improved, or to increase forests in parks and protected area. 
The government is not listening to the population of Invermere. We do not want jumbo! I ski – I love to ski 
– I love to downhill ski – but no concrete belongs in jumbo! Regardless of the fact it snows there. 
Some of the places I saw this year that were recently logged were the most terrible messes I have every 
seen in the bush. There was such a mess that I am sure that the deer and elk could not even travel 
through them. 
Very good survey. 
I have a background in alpine park planning, sat on the ski-snowmobile conflict resolution committee, 
planning contractor with Panorama Mountain Resort, etc, etc. My point is I have a professional 
background targeting backcountry and midcountry issues. Comments: Totally disappointed with the forest 
service and it’s lack of vision regarding the management and enforcement of outdoor recreation activities. 
Ie – motorized vrs non-motorized.  The lack of control of skidoo and ATV activity especially regarding 
environmental and social issues, in time there will also be a serious crash economically.  I say this 
because the “supernatural” appeal is quickly receding. Forest rec sites are a disgrace. Thank God for 
local volunteers!!! BC rec sites are looking a whole lot like California rec sites.  It’s govt is supposedly 
bankrupt. I am somewhat of an insider and know the Forest Service Recreation budget is substantial – 
how is it being used? Very disappointed with Farnham Creek and the “new” road construction standards. 
I hope you guys aren’t supporting the possible egress required for the Jumbo Glacier Resort project 
without involving public opinion. Shame! Shame! This is going to come back and bite some gov’t 
agencies! 
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I have recently moved back to Invermere from Alberta to take over a sawmill and value-added wood 
processing operation.  There is “VERY LITTLE” opportunity for small business to access timber. The big 
companies have most of the wood and their ever-increasing production of construction lumber and panel 
products leaves nothing for value-added operators. Because of Government cutbacks and their inability 
manage forest lands (ie no manpower/$) even the past small scale logging and salvage operations are 
disappearing. Small permits/licenses are getting bigger and geared towards bigger producers. Any 
salvage opportunities have been monopolized by the creation of the SNRFL Salvage licence recently 
awarded to 1 operator. This one person now has 1st refusal of any salvage application, regardless of how 
much work another individual puts into finding and planning the salvage cut.  Small business/value added 
operations need competitive opportunities for wood!!  Thanks. 
The provincial govt should ban the export of raw logs! More money and emphasis should be placed on 
secondary manufacturing involving wood products. 
There is to much development and commercialization in the east Kootenays. What makes this area 
unique and most desirable (wilderness opportunities) are fading fast. Having huge subdivisions, ie Grizzly 
Ridge, Jumbo, shoved down everyone’s throats is morally irresponsible. Industry, (logging, mining) goes 
in, extracts resources, rehabilitates, hopefully for the better, and moves out. Commercial tourism gets a 
strong hold and is there forever, leave some wild spaces, please. 
I would really like to see the results of this study.  Eric’s Christmas Tree Farm, RR4 – 1330 Canyon View 
Road, Invermere, BC V0A 1K4 
The provincial gov’t continues to sell off and grant to private business the resources of the province. 
Thus, making it difficult to stop the pollution and general irresponsibility I am appalled at the short term 
decision for quick $ and the future cost is enormous. 
This survey makes the assumption that Global Warming is a fact rather than a theory. This will affect the 
results of this survey data. 
Concerns: Environmental concerns exist over development in Columbia Valley. Golf courses affecting 
environment. Agricultural zoned land being reclassified for development of subdivisions or golf courses. 
Development of trench, reducing ungulate winter range and habitat. ATV/motorcycle/boat use-impacting 
habitat and wildlife movement. Ranchland ungulate fencing restricting animal movement and yet ranchers 
are allowed to release domestic onto crown rangeland affecting wildlife feed. Government “alternative 
service delivery” or privatization is leading to less legislation monitoring of water resource and other 
resources by trained personnel. Economic benefits still drive provincial government mandate not 
biological consequence. 
I am sorry to see forestry companies deteriorate.  I am sorry to see hiking trails deteriorate. I am sorry to 
see back country roads deteriorate. I am sorry to see the backcountry being sold for skiing (Jumbo) and 
private backcountry, lodges or lodges in provincial parks.  I hate heliskiing, guide tours and outfitters. 
I would like to see a more diversified use of our timber resources. So that the value we receive from 
cutting our forest is maximized. Do not ship raw logs to other countries. We should look at the 
manufacture of many different wood products. Something should be done about the waste of wood 
products from cuttings. Piles of wood are just burned in the forest. They could be used for the supply of 
firewood for local communities. 
We need balanced long term planning with input from govt, industry, first nation and local communities. 
Feel quite ignorant! Wonder whether I should have said “don’t know” more often. Don’t think there is 
much public communion (or I’m hoping I can share my lack of knowledge on this.  Good luck hope this is 
helpful. 
Our local forestry office was gutted by the previous Liberal govt despite a superb track record. The few 
remaining employees are doing an excellent job considering the lack of staff.  We need more local staff!! 
Q3 – I think the role of logging companies should be expanded, not only to log, but retain and entrance, 
the health of a forest ie make it a working forest so the succession continues, that diversity is maintained. 
They must go hand in hand. 
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I would like to focus on wildlife habitat in protected area, and give forest industry long term management 
contracts to manage intensive farming as they see fit. I want to see government to manage assets and be 
rewarded for asset enhancement, not exploitation or destruction. I would like to see motorized recreation 
(snow mobile, quad, motorbike, powerboat) limited to specific areas and leaving large areas for quiet low 
impact recreation only.  I want to see urban sprawl controlled and contained.  We need to protect and 
enhance wetlands and other wildlife habitats at the expense of farming, ranching, and to a small degree 
forestry. I see the problem less as forestry and more as commercial exploitation and development. 
Government and Forestry do nothing for recreation in the back country. No company facilities very limited 
wood resources mostly road closures. 
I think that we are at a crossroads and that decisions should be made with the future and sustainability in 
mind not money. The ways that we are doing, all aspects of , natural resources will bring them to an end, 
which in turn will change the world forever. I am tired of most of the important choices being made by 
someone who has their own retirement in mind or investors profits, this has to stop.  Thank you. 
Q11 – This should perhaps have offered at least two activities (eg. Hunting and fishing often go together). 
This is interesting would like to know the results. 
I think our First Nation’s people are getting to much for nothing, they don’t pay their fair share of taxes. 
They seem to want everything for nothing, at the expense of the rest of the country. 
I am concerned about U.S. companies and how much input they have or influence on decisions.  I feel we 
should be very protective of our natural resources and not be bowled over by big business greed.  I 
believe First Nations should be involved in decisions – they were here first and they have a better record 
than we have when it comes to respecting the land and seas and animals! I am in favour of promoting 
“value added” industries rather than shipping raw logs – this would also create more jobs as well as 
adding the value to our resource.  I have concerns about proposed “Jumbo” development in our area.  
We do not need another ski resort and I think there may be a negative affect on the forest and wildlife to 
the benefit of a group of Japanese business men. 
I just read an article on forest practices in Finland and Sweden. Maybe we should take a lesson.  Good 
think you guys are in Forestry and not English.  Try and decipher the paragraph after “Greetings” in the 
intro letter. 
Sorry this survey took so long to get to you but we are not permanent residents so found it in our door last 
weekend.  It was a very thorough survey – hope our answers helped. 
Since our local Forest Management Dept. (Government office) was deleted, there has been a marked 
decrease in the services provided. Many of the National Parks services are no longer available ie 
companies, picnic sites, etc. 
I believe in sustaining where humanity is at: population, resource exploitation, etc, only then can we 
develop a plan for managing the Earth.  I believe First Nations have to accept that they cannot live in the 
stone age forever but we have to make their assimilation as easy as possible and preserve what we can 
of their traditions. 
Invermere forest district apparently had an excellent forest service working well with logging prior to major 
cutbacks. I think we need to return to that level 0 this way be one sector that needs more regulations to 
achieve eventual sustainability. 
I used to snowmobile a lot. In fact been up to every glacier up the Columbia Watershed. Now they are 
closing all this off to snowmobiles and hikers so heli-skiing and heli-hiking can scare every wild animal off 
the mtn. Used my Rokon bile on every mining trail and even in some of the Yukon mining trails. But it’s a 
good thing you are letting thousands of people heli-ski, heli-hike and doing their business behind rocks 
and trees.  Water is deplorable in BC and should be looked into right away.  Very disappointed with your 
forestry staff. The last 3 years we have called into the Cranbrook office and also talked to the Forestry 
staff on the road regarding our trees in Inverness on Westside Rd. (our property) which are dying and 
some say Koot Root, The Looper (we’ve seen) we have asked the Forestry to have a look with no 
satisfaction or interest.  Re the Kootenay Park with all the wild fires, dead trees, when they start to fall 
over a become windfalls – no wild game well be able to get around to graze.  2 – solutions.  1) let loggers 
clean it up or 2) supply the wild game with little powersavers!! 
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Our job as humans is hot to control nature but to learn, protect and like in harmony with nature. The earth 
will provide far us – it’s all here – and one must respect this and not over – use the many resources 
available to us. It’s simple… look after the earth and the earth can look after us! 
Hope for the future. Thank you. 
Whenever I pass through a landing at a logging site I can’t help but think that there is more opportunities 
for small businesses to make some money. There always seems like there are many logs left behind in 
slash piles that could be chipped or processed in other ways rather than just burning them.  I realize 
some material must be left behind to rot into the ground, but I still feel that there are opportunities out 
there! 
I understand the difficulty in creating an instrument that effectively measures values, however, I found Q4 
difficult to answer.  Thank you for taking the time to measure local values/views towards first 
management. 
A proper balance in forest policy should make all parties winners.  Forest policy should contain 
apurtenancy clauses. 
Economic development is now turning into destruction as there is just too many people.  Water will be the 
changing point. Clean surface water no longer exist in BC.  All back country is being taken over and 
controlled by big money et Valemont BC, Whistler BC and Jumbo.  Crown land being sold off by 
Government for dollars only locals are left out forever.  This may be the first year in local history that the 
lake is not safe. Old days 32” – 24” of ice, now 10” – 5” of ice.  Local water and wet lands being filled with 
sewage.  Every business in town promotes fishing, wildlife, birds, and local mountains to increase their 
profits.  They pay nothing to look after these resources. Back country is getting full of garbage and human 
waste because of business eg helicopter tours.  The local look after this as they know they will be their 
again.  There is no one held responsible in their jobs. No accountability in their jobs. This survey who job 
it to see something is done??  Paul Martin Steel’s or lost 1 billion dollars as finance minister and he still 
on the streets? 
If you cut it down use it, don’t (eligible) log. 
Dear sir or madam, 
I believe the forestry is doing fine. My biggest bitch is that the forestry chiefs are leaving too much wood 
on the landings, and not getting the wood to the mill, left to go bad, if you leave wood in the bush, do not 
water bar the road, at least some people can go up and get some of it for fire wood. Not only that but be 
able to see some new country. Spend all that money to get the wood out, pull the bridges and water ? the 
roads is bullshit.  Ed Kely – former logger and log hauler. 
We have traveled, worked allover the world. This is the most beautiful and varied. We appreciate nature 
and truly hate the intrusion of private, and commercial communities into the urban areas – I want the 
areas of crown, forestry left alone – keep town in town. I don’t like the old cars and junk that’s allowed in 
rural area. I am ashamed of the sights that our tourists see as they travel in our area (benches). There 
are no by laws to make people clean up their junk. I even see old cars left in the forest. My neighbours 
have up to 20 old vehicles in their yard and then complain about rats and skunks. Everyone praises our 
pristine valley (locals) and want to keep it for themselves. However they don’t see the garbage in their 
own yards (not allowed in our neighbour province). Lack of respect by locals and enforcement and from 
local govt’s is disrespectful to our beautiful province.  Sewage going into the lake both Lillian and 
Windermere is disgusting and at Panorama you smell the sewage driving by. Why are there not more 
laws in place for the so called smaller atrocities and maybe the bigger ones wouldn’t be so big.  Birgit 
Kilpatrick. 
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Q3 This question presupposes that the respondent has a significant concern about the economy, either 
current or future. Since the state of the economy is not a priority for me (and in fact I recognize a strong 
economy as being generally correlated to a degraded environment) there is no sensible answer for these 
2 questions for me. 
Q5 (insect control): My dissastisfaction is not that I don’t believe enough is being done to control insects, 
it is that excessive emphasis is being placed at protecting short-term economic value at the expense of 
biodiversity. 
Q7 (mix of young, mature and old growth): This should be dictated by natural disturbance patterns, which 
in some cases might be almost all old growth or almost all young forest. 
In Q3 two of the three parts are on “shakey ground” because you have given no definition of “economic 
well-being”, let along what you envision as an “improvement” to it. From the context it appears that the 
“future generations” mentioned in these 2 lines are made up of British Columbians only. How very short 
sighted! The vast majority of British Columbians already make too much money and they simply waste it 
on “toys” and junk that is killing the earth. There isn’t a single British Columbian worth more than 
$100,000 per year. There is also no necessary job, no matter how lowly, if done conscientiously, that 
shouldn’t receive at least a tenth of that (i.e. $10,000 per year). If everything above a salry cap of 
$100,000 was instead spent on research about, education on and constructive changes to, the way we 
are destroying the very natural systems we depend on, then (thinking well beyond economics, as we 
should be) we will surely improve the well-being of future generations. 
Whether it is forestry, mining, oil and gas or the like, we see the destructive habbit of living off nature’s 
capital rather than her interest. If you have a chunck of money you are trying to live off, into the far distant 
future, you could possibly make it if you live off the interest, but you will surely “bite the dust” if you spend 
lavishly from the capital and draw it down to zero. Since no new minerals, oil or gas are being created 
you’ll never be able to explain this principle to those in these fields. Forestry stands a chance however, 
for ever year interest is created by the yearly growth. However, forestry still continues to saw away at 
BC’s capital. You’ve got to quite it. Yes, we can continue to supply the needs of British Columbians, but 
we have to stop abusing the land base for the sake of unwarrent profits. 
What amazes me is when I see another logging truck go by with original growth – British Columbia’s 1st 
growth has been a huge bounty for over 100 years.  A former geography professor of mine stated “it is 
startling to see the degree that the natural landscape of BC has been altered”. So when it comes to 
protecting healthy forest ecosystems it is about managing the remnant intact areas and restoring these 
we have degraded.  The suppression of fires created problem areas including a threat to human 
communities and climate change makes for more uncertaintys.  One thing about British Columbians is we 
are opinionated about forestry. I’ll bet a few people have written on this second page.  It seemed like a 
good ideas at the time to divide the forests of BC mostly into tenures for the forest companies. 
Unfortunately the forest companies have acted more as tenants than as stewards. True it is a big 
investment/risk to run a forestry company also the tenure system and the demands of AAC made 
stewardship difficult.  (Although so much has already been harvested BC remains a wild and beautiful 
place). Throughout this short but increasingly extractive period of time both industry and government 
were guided by foresters who graduated for UBC forestry. Except for a few individuals, I observe that the 
ecological understanding and application of best practices was not part of the UBC RPF training for all 
young keen forestry students.  Finally it came to a point where the forest practices code was in place and 
it seemed shortly after the local provincial office was cut and the forestry companies now ran the show. 
I’d like to think that best practices and continued research and innovation is better than past but then it 
wouldn’t take much to do better. 
Mr. Gordon Cambell and his troupe of CLOWNS do whatever appeases them anyway – so why fill out 
this survey.  If we give forestry and fisheries back to First Nations we have regressed 150 years. 
The economic value of timber damaged by MPB should be recovered but not at the expense of the 
environment. For example, streamside buffers, WTPs, WHAs, OGMAs should nto be salvaged.  Due to 
increasing amount of roads being constructed, government should implement access management 
strategies to reduce impacts on fish and wildlife habitat. 
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The effect of Parks Canada and therefore the federal government, in my opinion, has a huge effect on 
many of these issues in this specific area, that do not apply in the rest of the province. Parks Canada 
effect on these issues is very positive. 
I live in a very fast growing valley a place I use to cherish for its quaintness. And yes the forest industry is 
the year round source of income for 90% of the locals. And a s unfortunate as it is it feeds and clothes 
their families, but not one of these labours live in riches as the cost of living is very high. I myself was a 
mill wife for 21 years and we struggled with him making a decent wage and myself working, only two 
children.  He is now deceased. We lived in a very moderate home (a fixer upper) and drove very 
moderate vehicles and lived paycheck to paycheck no holidays. This fast growing area is building more 
into the wilderness endangering more wildlife and no one seems to care because someone else’s 
tummies and pockets are getting bigger and fatter. When it is all gone and there is nothing but monster 
houses and brown grass what is going to happen?  Our beauty and serenity is being ripped away by 
other money/oil Europeans etc., big resort industry).  I don’t know if that has anything to do with forest 
management but I am seeing less green and more ugliness.  I cannot go out to the bush anymore to relax 
as more people are taking that way also.  Maybe this is also unrelated but once there was a beautiful 
swamp and now that is gone.  I have more to vent about but I won’t.  Thank you.  PS – My children who 
were born and raised here have left to the city as that is what is happening here.  They hate coming 
home because more and more of their memories of how it used to be is gone as there is so much 
development.  Jonie Mitchell? Tear down the trees and put in a parking lot. 
Please take me off your mailing list. 
You will notice that I did not give the First Nations a lot of leaway here.  Reason is they already have too 
much to do with just about every aspect that runs this province. If this keeps up, they might as well run 
this province, for the elected officials don’t seem to want to, or give in to every little whim these people 
have. I get along well with most of the First Nations people in my neighbourhood, this is just an overall 
opinion. 
We need more data and trending on global warming. 
Long over due for a survey such as this one. Please continue on a regular basis with follow up surveys. 
Also send please the results and or analysis to participants. 
Slash fire burning is done too late in spring so many of them become forest fires that cannot be 
contained. 
If you want to see why so many people have a negative attitude toward the forest industry – get in a 
helicopter and cruise the area around Invermere, Radium. It is a mess and the arrogance of that industry 
and their attitude is unbelievable.  They believe that they own the forest and that is wrong. Take a ride 
and see how they destroy streams and watch as they spill diesel and oils with no cleanup.  It will open 
your eyes. 
I do not feel that First Nations have any special rights to the Forest Resources.  Global warming is the 
most serious threat facing man today.  All groups in mankind are equally threatened. 
Q8 -7 – all old existing main roads should be left open for all to use and to get to the back country but all 
new or side roads build to distract timber should be deactivated when tree planting is finished. 
I think there is too much hype put on the BS of the First Nations of BC. They are getting way out of 
control and they should be put back several notches in the reality of life. There boo hoo attitude of life is a 
bunch of crap!!! They should have to work and pay taxes like the rest of us overtaxed Canadians. I have 
no sympathy whatsoever for their bullshit!!! 
Retired – too old to respond to many questions. 
Thank you for doing this. Will we get info. Re your findings? 
Because I am now handicapped I am blind and in a wheelchair I can no longer go outdoors to do the 
things I love most. I asked my daughter to assist me by filling out the form for me.  She is 63 yrs old and 
did the writing and reading for me.  I hope this is satisfactory. 
We need special areas for motorized rec.  There is enough pedal bike areas and tree hugging areas. 
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Very concerned about overall mgmt. of the forest resource today. As an independent contractor who has 
worked for industry, government and privately for 20 yrs, I feel I have a good insight into the forestry 
industry as a whole.  My business partner and myself, with over 50 yrs combined experience have both 
decided to pursue careers outside the industry due to our distaste and disappointment of unethical and 
illegal planning and field operations by industry, which we were tied to through contract agreements. 
There is no such thing as professional accountability to the resource or the people of BC by industry. 
There is only accountability to shareholders. Two years of watching industry introduce MPB infestations 
into high volume stands, including riparian zones and wildlife corridors, in order to access minimum 
stumpage timber by means of pheromone baiting is enough.  When I am told to ignore this practice or 
forfeit further contract opportunities, it is time to move on. This is only one small example of many.  
Please – government representatives of the forest industry in BC – wake up and look outside! 
 


