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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

The Standing Committee on Forestry and Fisheries has the honour to present its
SECOND REPORT

In accordance with its mandate under Standing Order 108(2), your Committee
assigned to its Sub-committee on Forestry the responsibility to assess the federal role in
achieving sustainable development for Canada’s forests. The Sub—committee on Forestry
has submitted its First Report to the Committee. Your Committee has adopted this report
unanimously and without amendments. It reads as follows :
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FORESTS OF CANADA : THE FEDERAL ROLE

FOREWORD

We feel that important new ground has been broken for forestry in Canada with this
Report. It poses real and practical directions by which sustainable development can be
translated from concept to reality in Canada’s forests.

The first ever full-fledged federal Department of Forestry was established with
unanimous support from the House of Commons in 1960. Little more than five years later,
for a variety of causes and excuses, that department was gone. Today, the reasons for having
such a federal department are far more compelling because of the new imperatives of
sustainable development.

We share the persuasive logic of this Report for a new and expanded federal role in
forestry. Our conviction has been fostered by its thrust, which describes the mission, the
mandate and the means by which federal leadership can become effective in the pursuit of
sustainable forestry development in this country.

One fact seems abundantly clear, the Canadian public is insisting, and none too soon,
upon a binding commitment from its governments to take effective action for the practical
application of the concepts of sustainable development. Because our forests hold such a
commanding position in both Canada’s economic and environmental perspectives, the
obvious place to start with sustainable development is in those forests.

The forest resources of Canada have served as the backdrop for much of our history.
Although that initial record was painted largely in economic terms, there has been a rising
consciousness in recent years of the environmental values associated with forest land. Fish
and wildlife, fresh water, recreational access and wilderness areas have become new
priorities, in parallel with timber. Additional demands have been made to consider the
implications of whole forest ecosystems, biological diversity, and such contentious issues as
the process of clear-cutting and the harvesting of old-growth forests.



Global concerns are even more disturbing. Environmental tragedies, such as the
destruction of tropical forests and the long range transport of air pollutants, are now
intensified by such threats as ozone depletion and global warming. Factors like these gave
rise and prominence during the latter years of the 1980s to the United Nations’ Commission
on Environment and Development, the Brundtland Commission, and it’s report, “Our
Common Future”. It has been from those deliberations that the powerful new concept,
sustainable development, has emerged and been articulated throughout the world.

It is in that context, both national and global, that Canadians have come to ponder
deeply their traditional forest values, and to debate vigorously a series of penetrating
questions. How will forest land use accommodate major shifts in social goals? In what
manner will we reach consensus about forestry decisions? Can we embrace sustainable
development without a vision of our forests? Let us put these questions even more
succinctly: What is the destiny for Canada’s forest legacy?

The debate on these pressing forest issues has motivated the federal government to
move in major ways. A Ministry of State for Forestry was created in 1984, almost twenty
years after the demise of the original department. Full status was restored to the
department with Bill C-29 in February of this year. About that same time, the Commons’
Sub-committee on Forestry was authorized to examine the mandate and terms of reference
for a new Forestry Canada, and to recommend upon its future role and relevance.

As this Report strongly states, the federal government must seize the forest imperative.
Otherwise, the mission towards sustainable forestry development will fail. The time has
come to demonstrate the federal forestry commitment, both in the halls of power at
Parliament and on the ground in the forests of Canada.

While revealing no pretence upon the authority or jurisdiction held by the provinces
over most crown lands, this Report describes well the partnerships that must prevail.
Stewardship cannot be practised by any one party alone. The responsibilities must be
shared —between governments, with industry, and among the broad range of professional,
environmental and individual interests which pertain to our forest resources.

There is not a contest to win, but rather a consensus to build. That is surely the message
from the great majority of Canadians who recognize the multiple values of our forest lands,
and who want to see an end to prolonged conflicts about their use. Given visionary
leadership by both federal and provincial forest ministers across Canada, and in partnership
with stakeholders throughout the private sector, a Canada Forests Accord can be crafted to
express the interdependence which must eventually be realized from the process of
consultation, consensus and commitment.

iv




Sustainable forestry development is the goal. It will require the dedication of all
concerned. Federal leadership should play a particularly unique and strategic role, not
entirely new, but certainly more crucial than ever before.

Sustainability does not mean status quo. True stewardship for future generations means
enhanced values and volumes from the forests, and therefore a wider range of choices.
Therein lies the path to consensus, to make those choices in common accord and always in
the context of sustainable development.

We do, therefore, support and endorse the analysis and the conclusions of this Report.
Its recommendations do constitute a mission, a mandate and a means by which, in our view,
sustainable forestry development can be fostered and nurtured from concept to reality in
Canada. The forest challenge has been cast to the federal government in most compelling
terms. We urge the government — through its Departments of Forests — fo accept that
challenge and to meet it!

i Ul

G. L. Baskerville o e R
Dean of Forestry Dean of Forestry
University of New Brunswick University of Toronto
Claude Godbout Kenneth L@zman
Dean of Forestry and Geomatics Associate Professor
Laval University Simon Fraser University

EL.C. Reed

Chair of Forest Policy

University of British Columbia
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FORESTS OF CANADA : THE FEDERAL ROLE

SYNOPSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This Report addresses the terms of reference and the mandate for the new federal
Department of Forestry which was created by Bill C-29, the Department of Forestry Act,
proclaimed into law in February of 1990.

The Sub-committee on Forestry has heard a broad range of witnesses and received
many submissions over the past ten months. The following recommendations are presented
for consideration by Parliament to enhance and strengthen Forestry Canada in its role
towards the goal of sustainable development in Canadian forestry.

The conclusions of the Committee are primarily based on evidence received from
many diverse and well qualified witnesses. Therefore, we have chosen to use direct quotations
throughout the text to authenticate the judgements and recommendations we have made.

We have been fortunate to benefit from the voluntary assistance of five distinguished
educators from forestry faculties in Canadian universities by way of professional and editorial
advice. In addition to their own direct testimony as witnesses, they have combined to author
the Foreword, which we trust adds to the validity of the Report.

Any consideration of the federal role in forestry must examine and understand the
present circumstances pertaining to those forests. There are two compelling imperatives at
work, frequently in critical conflict with each other.

The first imperative is the enormous contribution to Canada’s economy from its
forests, upon which the country is sorely dependent. This importance is emphasized by
more than $40 billion in annual shipments. Almost one million jobs are provided to
Canadians directly or indirectly by the forest industry. The net balance of trade in forestry
exceeds that of agriculture, mining, energy and fisheries combined!

The federal government’s stake in the forests is also very real in financial terms.
Federal forestry revenues are $2.3 billion annually, five times greater than federal forestry
expenditures.



The second imperative is the realization that our forests are the very essence of
Canada’s environment. Forests cover almost half our national landscape; they provide an
abundance of recreational, cultural and even spiritual pursuits; their ecology contributes
profoundly to clean water and clean air. Canada’s forests are indeed a national treasure!

The challenge is to reconcile these often conflicting imperatives, economic and
environmental. That is the core of sustainable development, and if this concept is ever going
to be practised successfully in Canada, it must begin in our forests!

The Committee believes the mission for the new federal Department of Forestry must
be to help create the circumstances for sustainable forestry development. What is the way
towards sustainable development in Canada’s forests? Especially, what is the federal role
when Canada’s forest resources are primarily within provincial jurisdictions?

We believe the mission must be one of partnership, one which respects the authority of
provincial governments over most forest resources, while offering federal help to share in
sustainable forestry development as a national and international cause. This means
adoption of stewardship of forest resources as a guiding principle, but also recognition that
stewardship cannot effectively be practised by any party alone.

(Please read Recommendations — 1, 2 and 3.)

The federal role must provide for creative and sharing leadership, reflecting the
capabilities and expertise which the federal government can bring to the practice of forestry
in Canada. To achieve this, the new Department of Forestry must be endowed with
convincing strength and stature by the federal government itself.

Such a mandate will first be found in Ottawa. It should be expressed as a priority that
parallels the importance of our forests to the nation. It should be demonstrated in one
single major department with concentrated relevance and strong influence, a Department of
Forestry with real clout in the halls of federal power!

Therefore, we emphasize that our recommendations to strengthen Forestry Canada
are considered pivotal to the thrust and substance of this Report.

(Please read Recommendation — 4.)

The Committee has recommended an expanded organizational mandate. We also
propose a new operational mandate for Forestry Canada, to provide improved forest
management and stewardship on federally-owned lands: National Defence bases, Indian
Reserve forests and Canadian Parks.

(Please read Recommendations — 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13.)




We have stressed the need for an increased capacity in Forestry Canada’s traditional
area of expertise for world class scientific research and technological development.

(Please read Recommendation — 14.)

Two other dimensions are essential to the Forestry Canada mandate. The first is
clarification and confirmation of the constitutional responsibilities of the federal
government in forestry where they do exist, directly or indirectly. The second is a
commitment of human and financial resources sufficient to fulfill the mandate in real terms.

On these two counts, the Committee has clearly expressed its views. Important areas of
legitimate federal intervention in forestry have been reviewed, and improvements to Bill
C-29 have been suggested. To fund the federal role, we propose increased commitments to
the base budget of Forestry Canada, and we recommend that the entire program of Forest
Resource Development Agreements (FRDAs) be directed by the new Department of
Forestry.

(Please read Recommendations — 15, 16 and 17.)

Beyond the mission and the mandate, our Committee suggests in both conceptual and
practical terms the means by which Forestry Canada can help to bring about sustainable
forestry development. To translate theoretical concept into practical results will mean
partnerships in action. It will require both a process and a structure to seek consensus about
two basic questions — What do we want from our forests? How can we ensure the
sustainability of those demands?

The search for such a forests vision must be a national process, and it has already
commenced in several provinces. That process needs to be nurtured in every corner of
Canada, and the consensus should be convened through an existing and proven structure,
the Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM). As a national vision for our forests takes
shape, and as the commitments of interdependence to attain it are made, a formal working
document, a Canada Forests Accord, should be developed to give the entire concept
credibility.

(Please read Recommendation - 18.)

The means to success for Forestry Canada must include major measures to help lead
the way. For example, the facts about forestry must be developed and shared in a national
co-ordinated perspective through a comprehensive database and inventory system. The
principles of stewardship must be advanced through public education and communication,
and through enhanced standards of professionalism. The working woodlot must be
established on a stable basis. The mysteries of relative forest values, Crown versus private
ownership and comparative stumpage rates, must be resolved. Partnerships in all such
measures must prevail.

(Please read Recommendations — 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24.)



In conclusion, the Committee believes there is a unique and essential federal role in
Canada’s national forests strategy. Working closely with all stakeholders, but particularly
with the provinces and the territories, and with a strengthened mandate to do so, the new
Department of Forestry can contribute dramatically to attaining the remarkable reality of
sustainable forestry development in Canada.

It is a mission for all forests ministers, as a partnership through the Canadian Council of
Forest Ministers, inscribed for history as the Canada Forests Accord. 1t is a national mission,
in which Forestry Canada must play a leading national role!

RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 — The Committee recommends that the following
conclusions be adopted as the philosophical foundation for the basic mission of
the new federal Department of Forestry:

(i) The principles of sustainable development and stewardship must be the
basis for public policy concerning the management of Canada’s forests, both
now and in the future.

(ii) The responsibilities for stewardship to achieve sustainable forestry
development rest broadly in an interdependent manner with all stakeholders
in Canada’s forest resources, although policy and land management
decisions belong primarily to provincial governments in their respective
areas of ownership and jurisdiction.

(iii) In terms of developing a national forests strategy, and convening a national
consensus among all interests to ensure the successful implementation of
that strategy, the new federal Department of Forestry must play a leading
role, in co-operative and collaborative partnerships with the provinces, the
territories and all other stakeholders.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2 — The Committee recommends that, as the basic
mission for the new federal Department of Forestry, it be charged with initiating
and developing a process and a structure for the design, planning and
implementation of sustainable development in Canada’s forests, in a manner
that will reflect these key perspectives:




(i) to help sustain and carefully expand Canada’s diverse use and enjoyment of
its forest resources, recognizing that increased future development of the
forests may prove essential to those goals;

(ii) to fulfill Canada’s obligation to help sustain the earth’s ecosystems on a
global basis;

(iii) to help accomplish the foregoing while fully respecting the basic
constitutional authority of the provinces for most forest management in
Canada.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3 — The Committee recommends that, in the context
of its mission and to fully embrace a comprehensive vision of Canada’s forest
resources, the new Department of Forestry should be renamed the federal
Department of Forests (Forests Canada).

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4 — The Committee recommends that the
Government of Canada empower the new Department of Forestry with a mandate
that is fully consistent with the importance of Canada’s forests to the country, and
with a mandate that is fully compatible with the mission to establish the concept
of sustainable forestry development in Canada. Such a mandate should include:

(i) Consolidation of major federal activities relating to forest land
management, forestry and forest industries within the responsibility and
authority of Forestry Canada;

(ii) Provision of the financial and human resources necessary to fulfill that
responsibility.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 5 — The Committee recommends that, consistent
with land-use goals and objectives of the Department of National Defence, all
forest management responsibilities on its lands be delegated to the new
Department of Forestry.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 6 — The Committee recommends that the new
Department of Forestry be assigned responsibility for operational advisory
services to native people for forestry management on all forested lands which fall
directly or indirectly within the administration of the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development; such services would include strategic
planning for integrated management and multiple use, silviculture, professional
training and funding assistance, all in close consultation with native leaders.



RECOMMENDATION NO. 7 — The Committee recommends that, with respect
to the federal Environmental Assessment Review Process (EARP) related to forest
resources or to industrial forestry development, the new Department of Forestry
be assigned statutory responsibilities for developing policies and procedures to
ensure consistent application of the concept of sustainable forestry development
in EARP hearings and decisions, including the formal appearance of Forestry
Canada scientific personnel as expert witnesses where appropriate in such
hearings.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 8 — The Committee recommends that the Canadian
Wildlife Service be transferred from Environment Canada to Forestry Canada,
and that it be restored fully as a comprehensive management and research
agency with broad application to all Canadian wildlife, both game and non-game
species, working in co-operation with provincial government agencies wherever
possible in a context of integrated forest management.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 9 — The Committee recommends that the operations
of the Canadian Parks Service be transferred from Environment Canada and
placed within the new Department of Forestry, to provide optimum scope for the
practice of integrated management of federal forest-based resources, in pursuit
of the national mission for sustainable forestry development.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 10 — The Committee recommends that the new
Department of Forestry be provided directly with facilities and capabilities for
mapping, geographic information systems and all other such database and
inventory technology pertaining to forests, and that such a forests data
applications unit be linked directly to the Canadian Centre for Remote Sensingin
the Department of Energy, Mines and Resources.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 11 — The Committee recommends that the Forest
Products Directorate be transferred from the Department of Industry, Science
and Technology to the new Department of Forestry, including lead responsibilities
for consultation with the forest industry.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 12 — The Committee recommends that the scope of
responsibilities for the Department of Forestry be expanded to include
international forestry considerations such as competitiveness, technology and
environmental regulations, through assignment of its own forestry attachés at
key strategic locations throughout the world, and through intensified




participation in international forest trade efforts with the Department of
External Affairs and International Trade, including direct support to forestry
projects of the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) and of the
International Development Research Centre (IDRC).

RECOMMENDATION NO. 13 — The Committee recommends that in all less
specific federal government activities related to forest resources (such as taxation
policies, pesticide regulations, regional development programs and public
forums on the environment) consultative relationships with Forestry Canada
should be formally mandated through Memoranda of Understanding and
inter-departmental committees.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 14 — The Committee recommends that research and
development in forestry science and technology must be significantly expanded as
a key element of Forestry Canada’s mandate, and that increased resources be
committed to support the research priority, bearing the following principles in
mind:

(i) That all forest-related research now being performed by various federal
agencies should be consolidated under Forestry Canada direction;

(ii) That Forestry Canada take a leadership role in co-ordinating forest
research among the various public and private agencies now conducting
such research in Canada;

(iii) That Forestry Canada direct its own research projects to long-term studies
which bear national implications and are unlikely to be performed by others,
such as growth and yield modelling and analysis;

(iv) That Forestry Canada budgets be increased to provide stable support for
forest research at universities, in matching collaboration from the provinces
and/or from industry, in a similar way to the McIntire-Stennis Co-operative
Forestry Research Program in the U.S.A.;

(v) That innovative new research directions be initiated with respect to such
issues as the environmental impacts of forestry operations and such specific
controversial areas as ecosystem analysis, biological diversity and
clear-cutting practices.

(vi) That wildlife be an integral component of forest research, and that wildlife
research centres be established at key regional locations in Canada.



RECOMMENDATION NO. 15 — The Committee recommends that both the
Department of Forestry Act (Bill C-29) and the Forestry Act be comprehensively
amended to establish the new Department of Forestry as the pre-eminent federal
authority with respect to the management of Canada’s forest resources and the
practice of forestry; and to provide appropriate legislative powers sufficient to
permit the new Department to fulfill its mission towards sustainable forestry
development.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 16 — The Committee recommends that, to fully
support the mandate of the Department of Forestry in its mission to achieve
sustainable forestry development in Canada, the federal government allocate the
necessary human and financial resources, including but not limited to the
following:

(i) Budget provisions for Forestry Canada to establish an operational forest
management capability;

(ii) Budget provisions to enhance forest management on Indian lands;

(iii) Budget provisions to establish at least two regional wildlife management
research centres east and west in Canada;

(iv) Budget provisions to participate fully in funding the development of a
co-ordinated national forest database and inventory system over the
coming five-year period;

(v) Major funding increases to bring scientific forestry research in Canada to
comparable GERD levels with other forest nations;

(vi) Transfer of FRDAs funding directly to Forestry Canada’s base budget, with
major increases to match mutually agreed upon schedules for
implementing sustainable forestry development with the provinces.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 17 — The Committee recommends that, in addition
to the transfer of FRDA funding to the base budget of the new Department of
Forestry, the entire concept of Forest Resource Development Agreements be
comprehensively reviewed and amended, in legislation where appropriate, to
achieve the following objectives:

(i) Structures of Agreements to be for long-term periods, subject to revolving
review and renewal at regular intervals, on an “evergreen” basis;
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(ii) Policy principles and criteria for funding to be established directly with the
provinces by Forestry Canada, and always to be consistent with the
national strategy towards sustainable forestry development;

(iii) Effective means to be provided for third-party inclusion in some
agreements; such as universities for research, woodlot owners for private
forest management, professional forestry associations and other
non-governmental organizations for development of codes, standards and
public education programs.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 18 — The Committee recommends that the new
federal Department of Forestry take the lead, in co-operation with the provinces
and through the Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM), to design and
implement a nation-wide program of public consultation about Canada’s forests
on a province-by-province basis as a means of developing a national vision for
sustainable forestry development, including but not limited to the following
considerations:

(i) That each province and territory be encouraged and assisted in developing
separate vision statements about its own forests;

(ii) That the CCFM be organized and resourced as the forum for building
consensus from provincial and territorial vision plans towards a national
forests strategy;

(iii) That Forestry Canada priorize its resources and programs in the support of
such a national strategy, including federal-provincial cost-sharing, science
and technology, forest inventory data, public education and awareness, and
management planning for federal forest lands.

(iv) That terms and conditions for federal-provincial co-operation in the
long-term strategy towards sustainable development be formally specified
and confirmed in a working document, The Canada Forests Accord.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 19 — The Committee recommends that, as an
immediate high priority, the new Department of Forestry lead the development of
a co-ordinated national forest database and inventory system, to be applicable to
all forest resources, in a manner that will consolidate the best of existing
provincial systems into a comprehensive national model on which future forests
data technology improvements can be built.



RECOMMENDATION NO. 20 — The Committee recommends that Forestry
Canada, in co-operation with the Canadian Federation of Professional Foresters’
Associations, assist and facilitate the development and enforcement of national
standards for professional forestry practice.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 21 — The Committee recommends that Forestry
Canada, in co-operation with Canada’s professional and technical forestry
training institutions, encourage and help to support a high standard of
multi-disciplinary education and training for a full complement of human
resources to meet the needs of the forest sector in pursuit of sustainable forestry
development over the years ahead.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 22 — The Committee recommends that, in
collaboration with the provinces and all other stakeholders in Canada’s forests,
the new Department of Forestry conduct substantial annual programs of public
communication designed to make Canadians at all age levels more factually and
consistently aware of the broad range of issues pertaining to forests and forestry
in Canada.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 23 — The Committee recommends that the new
Department of Forestry immediately undertake a national research project to
determine the comparative and relative values of forest lands and the market
pricing of their timber harvests, with a view to identifying anomalies between
Crown lands, large industrial freehold forests and private woodlots on a regional
profile across the country, all as a basis for reviewing public economic policy with
respect to forest lands.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 24 — The Committee recommends that Forestry
Canada, in partnership with the provinces and the Canadian Federation of
Woodlot Owners, establish and maintain a comprehensive, long-term program
for woodlot management in Canada, including but not limited to the following
considerations:

(i) That special long-term provisions be designed in federal-provincial FRDAs
for direct application to woodlot development and management on a rational
co—-operative basis;




(i) That continuing consultation be conducted with the federal Departments of
Finance and Agriculture, and with the appropriate regional development
agencies to design and implement effective tax reform measures to encourage

woodlot management;

(iii) That assistance and encouragement be provided to foster the development of
woodlot owner organizations across Canada, with a view to using them as
effective vehicles for delivery of woodlot management initiatives.
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FORESTS OF CANADA: THE FEDERAL ROLE

CHAPTER ONE

THE MISSION: SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY DEVELOPMENT

It can be truly said that Canada is a forest nation!

To an extent not always well appreciated by Canadians, the forests of Canada are both
the pillars of our prosperity and the essence of our environment. No other of our natural
resources combine in such measure both the credits and the conflicts of environmental and
economic values, as are to be found in our forests.

Therefore, the federal role in the future of Canada’s forests must surely begin with a
commitment to help sustain these environmental and economic values in balance,
indefinitely into the long-term future.

That is what the compelling phrase sustainable development is all about: the resolution
and reconciliation of our frequently differing economic and environmental values. That is
why it has become the theme for mankind’s very survival in our environment on earth. If this
concept of sustainable development is ever going to be practised successfully in Canada, it
must begin with our forests!

For those reasons, and because the new Department of Forestry Act (S.C. 1989, c. 27) is
the first legislation in Canada ever to contain the words ‘“‘sustainable development” in its
terms of reference, our Sub—committee on Forestry has decided to address that principle as
the foundation for the future mission of the Department of Forestry (Forestry Canada) as it
begins its second life in 1990.



Changing Forest Values

1A. CHANGING FOREST VALUES

There now exists a clear uneasiness over the present utilization and
management of our forest resources. There has been a rapid change in
societal values as it relates to the economy and the environment. This
change has seen public views and values move out in front of both the
actions of government and the forest industry. — A.L. (Sandy) Peel,
Chairman, British Columbia Forest Resources Commission
(Correspondence to the Committee, April 12, 1990).

As we consider the role of the new federal Department of Forestry, we should first
contemplate the meaning today of Canada’s forests to Canadians, in traditional terms to be
sure, but more particularly with respect to the increasing and conflicting demands which
will be placed on the forests of the future. We must then develop a vision of those forests for
tomorrow, because most assuredly forest values are changing and they will be far different in
the years ahead than they were yesterday, or even than they are today.

The economic values of Canada’s forests have been enjoyed for centuries, and in the
judgement of our Committee will continue to be an essential and growing expectation in
any future vision. Today our forests contribute over $40 billion value of shipments each
year to our economy, and directly or indirectly are the source of almost one million
jobs.! Our forest products industry is the single largest industrial sector in Canada, and
accounts for a trade balance surplus of nearly $20 billion, an amount which exceeds the total
trade balance of agricultural, fisheries, energy and mining sectors combined.? In some 350
communities across Canada, forests are practically the only source of economic well-being;
in addition, there are many other towns and cities where forestry constitutes a large part of
the total industrial mix.

I would simply like to stress in the beginning that industrial forestry is
extremely critical to regional economies. I would like to mention as well that
for this reason we must never forget the contribution it makes to economies,
more especially to rural and depressed areas of this country. We must always
bear this in mind when we are dealing with the responsibility of the federal
department. — Honourable Morris V. Green, Minister of Natural
Resources and Energy, New Brunswick (Issue 22:5).

Internationally, Canada is a leading world producer of forestry products, ranking first
in newsprint production, second in pulp production, and third in softwood lumber
production. This enviable position is reflected in our export sales of these items, which
represent about 20% of entire world exports of forest products.
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Our forests comprise a total of 453 million hectares, or almost half of our national
landscape. More than any other geographic feature, they literally constitute the face of
Canada, and for a growing number of Canadian citizens our forests represent the
environmental spirit of our country. Forests contribute in a wide variety of ways to the
quality of our lives, and they demand our care in cautious, compatible and committed ways.

Furthermore, since Canada’s forests represent 10% of the world’s total forested area,
our country has a responsibility for forest resources not only to its own citizens, but also to
the international community. We must recognize and acknowledge the global
interdependence which is imposed upon virtually all nations by such phenomenal hazards
as global warming, atmospheric pollution and world deforestation. Our country clearly
does have a heavy responsibility for managing the sustainable development of our forests,
not just from a domestic perspective, but in the context of our world citizenship.

As a conservationist long interested in protection of forests, I believe the
Houston Summit achieved a truly remarkable and historic result. The
commitment by the G-7 countries to negotiate a convention on world
forestry has been a long standing objective of international conservation
groups. The advantages of such a convention for species protection,
biological diversity, control of soil erosion and sedimentation, and for
climate and rainfall are simply incalculable. — William Reilly,
Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Press
Release, July 16, 1990.3

Canadians from all regions and from all walks of life are becoming increasingly aware
of the multiple values of our forest resources, and they are also becoming deeply concerned
about the need for integrated management of them. This awareness and concern is
particularly driven by environmental issues, including the global perspective. It is now
abundantly clear that industrial and commercial considerations alone will never again be
tolerable as the sole basis for our forest management policies. It has become essential that
forest managers demonstrate very real commitments to integrated management as a means
of assuring Canada’s citizens that both the economic and environmental values of our forests
will remain available for future generations.

... the opinions of Canadians respecting the holistic value of our forests and
their vulnerability to over—exploitation, misuse, global environmental perils
and unwitting debilitation are at unprecedented levels. Rightly or wrongly,
many Canadians do not perceive Canada’s forests to be well managed on a
sustained basis. It is against this backdrop of confirmed importance of our



Changing Forest Values

forests and public misgivings about its management that we have the
emergence of a new federal Department of Forestry.
— Richard C. Goulden, Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of
Natural Resources, Manitoba (Issue 20:4).

Our developing perspective on tomorrow’s forests, and the extent of dramatic change
which has occurred in our sense of values about them, is demonstrated by the following two
quotations, each of which occurred in the House of Commons during debates about a new
Department of Forestry, but almost 30 years apart. In 1960, the Right Honourable John
Diefenbaker stated that:

The proposal to establish a Department of Forestry reflects the realization of
the importance of the forest industries and the resource on which they
depend for raw materials.*

That Department of Forestry, established in 1960 with unanimous support in the
House of Commons, did not survive its first decade, largely because it failed to establish a
relevant mandate. There were many reflections of this, including inadequate financial and
human resources committed to its budgets, presumably all in some resignation to the reality
of provincial jurisdictions and authority for most of Canada’s forests.

More recentlyin 1989, during debate of Bill C-29, an Act to establish the Department of
Forestry, the Honourable Frank Oberle, present Minister of Forestry, outlined a much
broader view :

Those who understand global ecology understand that our planet cannot
survive itself, nor can it sustain the life which we enjoy, without our forests
being in good health. That is what this Bill before us is all about.”

The debate on Bill C-29 has led to the creation of a federal Department of Forestry for
a second time, but with its mandate so far directed only marginally beyond the focus of
1960. While Prime Minister Diefenbaker’s remarks depict a department that was
preoccupied with the industrial and commercial needs of the resource, Mr. Oberle speaks
of the forest as an essential element of the earth’s ecosystem, in addition to having
important timber, wildlife and recreational values. This re-orientation of forest values is a
vital key to understanding tomorrow’s strategies for sustainable forestry development. The
question to be examined in this Report is whether even Bill C-29 provides an adequate role
for Forestry Canada in these respects.
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General Forest Values

As important as forest resources are to the Canadian economy, they are absolutely
essential to the cycle of life. From an ecological perspective, forests are vital to
carbon-dioxide and nitrogen cycles,® as well as to the production of oxygen, which is
essential to the life process. Moreover, it is well known that forests, by their very presence,
minimize soil erosion, regulate the flow of water, improve air and water quality, reduce
temperature variations and serve as an indispensable habitat for countless species of
animals and plants. It is estimated that approximately 20% of the world’s freshwater
resources have their headwaters in Canada’s forested regions alone.” There is no doubt
whatsoever that forests represent an enormous pool of genetic variety and variability which
is important to the evolution of species and in turn to the welfare and quality of life for
mankind. These realities confirm how crucial it is to ensure that our forests are managed
and used in ways that do not threaten their ecological integrity.

In Canada, species losses, species extinctions, are not nearly the issue that
they are in many other parts of the world, but losses of habitat, reductions in
biological diversity and genetic diversity, losses of populations, are very
important issues.

When we talk about biological diversity it is important to know that it is not a
vague, nebulous idea. It is something very concrete which we can define in a
variety of ways, with particular meanings. When I talk about it today I would
like you to think about it in almost a hierarchy of levels; first, genetic
variation within a species among different individuals; then, species
diversity, the variation in number of individuals in different communities,
and then if you go to the bottom, ecosystem level diversity in different places
on the landscape tend to develop different characteristic communities
which identify them as being a particular kind of place. — Ken Lertzman,
Associate Professor, Natural Resources Management Program, Simon
Fraser University. (Environment Issue 33:51).

Forests have always been basic to such activities as fishing, hunting and trapping. Even
though relatively few Canadians carry out these activities today for subsistence purposes,
with the exception of some native peoples, they nevertheless remain extremely popular
recreational pursuits enjoyed by important segments of the population. Similarly, the
public’s passion for outdoor activities has grown over the past twenty years, a situation that
has resulted in an even more diverse utilization of forests across Canada. Activities include
wildlife and nature observation, hiking, cross-country skiing and canoe-camping, to name
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but a few. Finally, it should be noted that the growing popularity of outdoor vacationing has
begun to restrict the industrial use of some areas of productive forest land. Obviously then,
forests satisfy many needs, be they ecological, economic, scientific, spiritual or recreational.

The changing perceptions of and attitudes toward Canadian forests were very clearly
illustrated by a 1989 Environics survey, which found that only 12% of Canadians polled
believe forests should be used primarily for logging, whereas 23% of those surveyed would
like forests to serve more than one purpose. Overall, 25% of the respondents felt that
wilderness preservation should be the most important use for our forests, while 27% said
that it should be for wildlife protection.? Although some see these perceptions and attitudes
as reflecting the public’s dissatisfaction with the management and use of Canada’s forests
for timber, the fact remains that they also reflect a growing appreciation of the broader
values of forest resources by average citizens, and a desire to expand the varied use and
enjoyment of this national treasure. Fulfilling such broader demands for multiple-use of
the forests will, by definition, require application of concepts of integrated forest
management. It will also require human skills and knowledge that go far beyond just timber
values. As the Environics poll said in 1989, “75% of Canadians see the forest as a national
treasure, to be held in trust for future generations!”®

Opinions have been polarized about the use of forests primarily for commercial
purposes. On the one hand, there is the public’s growing concern about the quality of the
environment, and the marked interest shown by many environmental groups in issues
relating to forest management and use; on the other hand, there is frustration about the
relatively private nature of the activities and decisions of the large forestry companies. The
recent controversies regarding forests in B.C.’s Carmanah Valley and in Temagami,
Ontario, are vivid examples of the inherent difficulty of reconciling divergent interests and
perceptions concerning public natural resources.

Moreover, the importance of forests from an environmental, recreational and tourism
perspective can also be seen in the different networks of national and provincial parks and,
to alesser degree, in other kinds of protected wilderness areas. The Canadian Parks system,
for example, currently comprises 34 land-based parks located in all of the provinces and
territories, and one national marine park. In addition, similar networks of provincial parks
and reserved areas can be found right across the country. It is estimated that 6.3% of the
land in Canada is more or less strictly preserved in these different areas. However, if we
exclude areas in which hunting, forestry and mining operations are allowed, this figure
plummets to 2.6%.10

A majority of people support and defend these general forest values, which are not all
consumptive and economic in the normal sense of the word, although in many instances
such as tourism and recreation, even though non-consumptive, they have their own
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economic connotations. Government, industry and environmental experts are no longer
the only ones interested in the forests. One need only think, for example, of all the outdoor
clubs and nature societies that have proliferated in recent decades. Many ordinary people
are trying to convey their vision of, and their aspirations for, Canada’s greatest natural
resource. Unquestionably, one of the biggest challenges facing the forest sector in the
1990’s will be to find ways of marrying these differing concerns and aspirations.
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Timber Values

Notwithstanding the emerging environmental values being placed upon Canada’s
forests, there can be no doubt about the profound economic values of the timber and wood
fibre to be found and harvested in them. Yet, industrial managers in Canada fear that these
more tangible benefits are frequently overlooked and taken for granted.

Finally, there are about 300 cities and towns across this land that depend on
forest products operations as a principal focus. Without that export
capability of which I have spoken, and without a sound forest base to back it
up, the impact on those communities would be immense. In fact, it would be
horrendous. — Howard Hart, President, Canadian Pulp and Paper
Association (Issue 3:7).

Even more significant is the widely held professional judgement that the economic
contribution from our forests must continue to grow and be developed to meet the aspirations
and needs of Canadian society into the long-term future. This premise is one of the more
daunting challenges of sustainable forestry development — recognizing that the concept of
sustainability must be established and realized, while at the same time increasing the scale of
economic development of the resource. In fact, we tend to agree with those who argue that
our future targets for timber harvest could be double our present levels by the year 2050,
and that the future vision for our forests should have such growth goals established for strategic
intervals in time, and be distributed in all regions across Canada.

At the same time, obviously, there should be parallel quantified goals by 2050 for the
use and enjoyment of the forests for recreation and other non-timber values. These must
also be set at equal or greater magnitudes to meet the growing demands described earlier,
with obvious regard for variable circumstances in each region. The Committee believes
that these seemingly conflicting goals can be achieved with the right process and structure for
advanced planning towards sustainable forestry development. Further, it must be done in such
a way that each region of the nation will share fully in the bounty of the forests, and do so
without sacrifice of either economic or environmental values. Such is the promise of
sustainable forestry development, and such also is the immense challenge of attaining it in
our forests.

Ownership of Canada’s forests is primarily vested in provincial governments, but there
are significant portions held privately by industry companies and by a large number of
individual wood lot owners. Many people feel that tenure is a key factor in the practice of
good forest management.
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I guess then you could look at the fact that really the best forests, the forests
that everybody advertises in the world, are privately owned. There are very
rarely any publicly owned forests that are regarded as being up to the
standards of silviculture of privately owned forests, and I think that the
evidence therefore is that private sector behaviour, when there is a clear set
of rules, is constructive and exemplary. You can look from the southern
United States to the north end of Finland and out to the west coast of the
United States, down to Chile and even New Zealand, and it is really all
much the same thing. That is not a knock on anybody, but I think that is
again enlightened self-interest. If you have the land and you know you have
it permanently, you are going to develop these forests to the best possible
extent. — Adam Zimmerman, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer,
Noranda Forests Inc. (Issue 24:5).

The value of standing timber in Canada’s forests varies with the composition of the
forests from one region to another, and the quality of the raw materials to be harvested
varies as well. According to the 1986 forest inventory,!! Canada possesses approximately 24
billion cubic metres of standing timber, most of which can be found in British Columbia
(38%), Quebec (18%) and Ontario (15%). Of the total wood volume in the inventory,
softwoods account for 76% and hardwoods for 24%. The principal softwoods are spruce,
pine and fir, while poplar is the dominant hardwood.

There are three distinct industrial sectors, or segments, in Canada’s total forest
industry: (i) the timber or logging sector, (ii) the wood products sector, and (iii) the pulp and
paper industry. Total direct employment is 349,000 according to the 1989 labour force
survey of the forest industry by Statistics Canada.?

The logging sector of the industry involves mainly companies which harvest timber in
the forest, and ship raw materials to mills in the form of logs, pulpwood or chips. This
segment of the industry is represented by more than 3,500 companies, employs 69,000
people and pays more than $1 billion in wages and salaries.

The main business of our wood products sector is lumber production, most of which is
exported. In fact, Canada is the world’s largest exporter of lumber, and lumber is one of our
major forest products, representing more than 20% of total sales in the forestry sector. The
wood industries include the manufacture of shingles and shakes, veneer and plywood,
particle board and wafer board. These wood manufacturers employed 135,000 people
during 1989 in about 1,500 firms and mills.
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The pulp and paper sector is the most important one in the forest industry, and is also
one of the leading contributors to the Canadian economy. It is estimated that total pulp and
paper employment is 145,000, located in close to 700 mills across the country, and having
an annual payroll of $4 billion. The total sales of the pulp and paper sector represent more
than half of all sales in the Canadian forest industry.

Newsprint is the most important forest commodity produced for export in Canada.
Our sales constitute roughly 60% of the world market, with the United States being our
principal customer. This segment of the industry is now facing major challenges posed by
new recycling laws in the United States and in Canada, where many buyers are insisting on
specific proportions of recycled fibre to help meet environmental demands for reduced
pressure on municipal land-fills, which will also reduce harvesting pressure on the forests.
As a result, many pulp and paper companies are already converting portions of their mills
for recycling, and are building de-inking plants. This trend towards recycling could possibly
result in some significant reduction of demand for raw fibre, although such impacts are not
yet clear, and consequently there may be implications on employment, both in the mills and
in the forests.

Let me give you three figures that might convince you that we are not starting
from zero in this area. Of 143 paper and paperboard mills in Canada, 40 of
them depend in part or fully on recycled fibre for their raw material. About
one-third of the fibre used in pulp and paper production in Canada is
already recycled fibre. To get that one—third we have to import a third of that
one-third from the United States.

Consumption of recycled fibre in Canada last year was 1.8 million tonnes,
of which we have to import 600,000 tonnes from the States. That is a rough,
big answer to a very complex question, because you do not make this kind of
recycled paper out of old newspapers. — Howard Hart, President,
Canadian Pulp and Paper Association (Issue 3:17-18).

Despite recycling, the overall increase in the production of wood products in Canada
has led to a corresponding increase in the demand for raw material. Ever since the early
1960’s, some forest sector analysts have been predicting wood shortages. At the Montebello
Forest Congress in 1966, it was predicted that shortages would be experienced by 1985, and
those forecasts have been fulfilled to some extent in every region, unfortunately. This was
also the view of the Canadian Pulp and Paper Association in its submission to the Royal
Commission on Economic Union and Development Prospects for Canada in 1984. Even at
that time, the association was identifying shortages in softwood for Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick and British Columbia.!3 In some cases, the shortages are not of wood volume, but
more particularly of wood in the desired size and quality.
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The prospect of shortage is particularly intense in New Brunswick, where the province
has literally frozen softwood harvests at current levels over the next growth cycle of 40
years.

In New Brunswick we actually are a net importer of wood. We do not have to
talk about 10 or 15 or 20years in the future being short of wood, we are short
of wood today. That is why we are managing more intensely than any other
province in Canada.

We are short roughly 300,000 cords of wood a year. This is about half of a
pulp mill’s production for a year. In fact, it is the full production from crown
land for the Canadian Pacific mill in Dalhousie. The rest they get from
Quebec and from their own sources. So it is important that we not only
manage what we have, but that we also protect what we have.
— Honourable Morris V. Green, Minister of Natural Resources and
Energy, New Brunswick (Issue 22:25).

There are many factors which contribute to wood shortages, but a high rate of both
managed and unmanaged harvesting has been the major cause, by man but even more by
fire, insect and disease. The best example of wild harvest is probably the spruce budworm
epidemic that affected all of Eastern Canada during the late 1970’s, the latest of a long
history of such attacks. For the period between 1984 and 1986, Forestry Canada estimates
that 16.5 million hectares were devastated on average each year by the spruce budworm
throughout Canada. Major losses by fire occur every year, with 1989 being the worst
example ever in Manitoba, where more than 3.4 million hectares were destroyed in 1,143
separate fires, representing 9% of the total productive forest of that province.

A review of timber statistics over past years has revealed a rather startling truth of
which many Canadians may be unaware : On average, the volume of wild harvest of our

forests each year by fire, insect and disease equals or exceeds the annual commercial cut in
Canada!'*

Thus, as we calculate the values of our inventory of standing timber, we must always
bear in mind that the forest is harvested by nature as well as by man, and in mammoth
clear-cuts at that. Management efforts to preserve the forests must include intensive
protection efforts against nature’s disastrous harvests.

While many observers feel that the Canadian forest is in a state of alarming transition
which will lead to serious wood shortages, others remain guardedly optimistic about the
state of our country’s forests, despite some constraints in the supply of wood fibre which are
evident for the next few years. These analysts point out that Sweden was also expecting
wood shortages back in the 1960’s, but with an accelerated response in research and
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development together with new technologies and management techniques, that nation
succeeded in producing more pulp and paper through diversification and rationalization of
the uses of wood fibre.'> In similar manner, some forestry experts in Canada predict that we
can also avoid serious wood shortages in the future through the adoption of improved
technologies, more intensive silvicultural efforts and a substantial increase in the utilization
of hardwood species.

Right now we can harvest only 10 million cubic metres, which comes out to
about 1.3 cubic metres for every hectare every year. The Swedes now harvest
8 cubic metres for every hectare every year. There is no reason why New
Brunswick could not have 3, 4, or 5, if we had a forest on it that was as well
structured as theirs is after 60 years of working at it. They went through the
transition we are looking at now in the late 1800’s, early 1900’s.

We have a considerable range of development available to us in this country,
simply by virtue of getting a proper forest on the ground. We are limited now
by the structure of the forest and the way we have carried it, not by the
productivity of the land or of the species, if we had a decent forest on it.
— Gordon L. Baskerville, Dean of Forestry, University of New
Brunswick (Issue 1:62).

It is clear that the coming years will be a period of dramatic challenge as we seek to
achieve integrated management in the context of sustainable forestry development. Not
only will new and improved technologies be required, but innovative approaches and
practices must also be found. The new federal Department of Forestry should have a central
role in that drama with so many competing players and so many conflicting views.

In particular the federal agency ought to seek out opportunities to
complement provincial efforts, and thereby provide leading—edge direction
in ensuring our forests are managed to meet the ever changing demands of
society. As well, Forestry Canada has a role in ensuring that the provinces
manage forests in a sustainable way and in doing so, meet the needs of the
global community in protecting biodiversity and the integrity of ecosystems.

— Liz Osborn, Outdoor Recreation Council of British Columbia (Brief
to the Committee, April 12, 1990, p. 1-2).

That raises an interesting question. Is it really possible to manage a designated land
base over the long-term if society’s demands on that land base are ever changing? Therein
lies the challenge with which Canada’s forests sector must come to grips: to set the course
for sustainable forestry development, and to do so by establishing firm objectives for the
forests from the start. To help initiate and direct that course, is the mission for Forestry
Canada.
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1B. MAJOR PLAYERS, MANY VIEWS

There are several distinct groups of stakeholders in the struggle to influence
management policies and priorities for the future of Canada’s forests. Not all share the
same stake from an investment perspective, but each one of them is dedicated to specific
interests and strongly held visions for the future of these resources. In most cases, such
interests and visions are complementary and there is common ground, but in many cases
there seems to be irreconcilable conflict.

In terms of substantive recommendations about shaping the future of forestry in
Canada, and for the role of the new federal Department of Forestry, the Committee has
heard many voices, sometimes sounding as a chorus of shared concern, but more frequently
like a clamour of conflicting claims. Divergent opinions were expressed not only by
different interest groups, but occasionally even by members of the same interest group.
Some differences are only degrees of emphasis, rather than direction, but others originate
from more deeply rooted conflicts about systems of value and methods of analysis. There
are, for example, deep divisions between those who value the forests for environmental
purposes and those who view them as a source of renewable commercial harvests to meet
economic goals.

Canada’s naturalists are clearly concerned about the status of forest
management in this country. There is a strong perception that forests are
managed for timber and, to a lesser extent, game species. If we are to achieve
sustainable development of our forests, forest management must be
approached in an ecosystem context, with timber only one of the many
values to be sustained.

The Canadian Nature Federation views forests as complex ecosystems,
composed of many species of trees, shrubs and herbaceous plants, providing
habitats for birds, mammals and a wide variety of other less visible forms of
life. — Paul Griss, Executive Director, Canadian Nature Federation
(Issue 19:10).

I think we should really disabuse anybody of any suggestion that you can
withdraw land from the working forest land base without cost. Some figures
we have developed at the council would indicate that for every 1% reduction
in that working forest land base we referred to, you would look at something
in the order of 2,400 jobs that would be lost; wages and profits per year of
some $80 million, government revenues of some $15 million plus. It is not
at all clear that you could completely replace that loss by intensive forest
management, but if you could the cost would be something in excess of $650
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million. Peryear. So it is a bit much to blithely indicate that you can remove
land from the working forest base without its having a very substantial
impact on people’s lives and the revenues of governments, not to say
anything of companies. — Allan Sinclair, Vice-President, Government
and Public Affairs, Council of Forest Industries of British Columbia
(Issue 15:20).

Obviously, not all such views can be easily reconciled, but having heard from groups
representing almost all of the major players, the Committee is convinced that a process of
communication and consultation must be found towards a common vision for forests and
forestry in Canada. A new tone must be developed in the debate, so that such angry terms as
industrial rape or environmental terrorism are set aside in favour of a more constructive
search for consensus. The new debate must be based on a common bank of knowledge and
understanding about our forests, and it must be motivated by a common desire to reconcile
conflicts in pursuit of truly sustainable forestry development. In helping to structure and
nurture that debate, the Committee believes Forestry Canada can be a leader. In that
context, the broad spectrum of view—points is worthy of note:

Environmental groups such as Forests for Tomorrow, the Sierra Club, the Canadian
Nature Federation and the Canadian Wildlife Federation, to name only some, shared their
concerns with us about such subjects as the importance of the forest ecosystem and the
value of old-growth forests. We were assured that these groups are not opposed to
development of the forest, but rather are deeply committed to ensuring that development is
sustainable in the context of the whole forest.

Issues of particular concern to Forests for Tomorrow include: the
environmental effects of various elements of timber management, logging
regeneration, herbicide and insecticide use, road building, sustainability of
the industry, wildlife and fisheries protection, timber management
planning, monitoring of the effects of logging, alternatives to the methods
now used, economics of the industry and silvicultural efforts, integration of
non-timber values, alternatives to pesticide use, land-use planning,
mitigation of negative environmental effects, public participation in forestry
planning, the future of the environmental assessment process, and the
status of baseline ecological information. — Don Huff, Chairman, Forests
for Tomorrow (Issue 10:5-6).

Large forestry companies such as Canadian Pacific, Domtar, MacMillan Bloedel and
Noranda made presentations to us, as did also such representative industry organizations as
the Canadian Pulp and Paper Association, L’ Association des industries forestieres du
Québec, the Canadian Forestry Association, the Ontario Forestry Association and the
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Council of Forest Industries of British Columbia. The industry focus was generally
concentrated on the importance and the value of the working forest, and about the major
strides and advances which have been made in silviculture, reforestation and other
intensive management disciplines. Canada’s forest industry voices a clear commitment to
the concept of sustainable forestry development, and significant investments have been
made in pursuit of that concept. In some cases, however, industry vision seems to remain
limited to the interpretation of sustained yield. There is great frustration among industry
leaders who feel that the economic contribution of our forests is not adequately
appreciated, and there are fears that environmental priorities will prevail in unrealistic,
impractical and unsustainable ways.

Again, by way of background, the forest industry in Ontario provides 76,000
people with employment, and those people earn about $2.2 billion a year. In
a good year our industry pays over 3250 million in corporate income tax,
and also in a good year like 1988 it invests about $1.5 billion in new plant
and equipment modernization and pollution abatement measures. The
annual value of production is about 310 billion of which about $3.7 billion
is exported, mainly to the U.S.

This raw material comes from a growing stock of 3.5 billion cubic metres,
and our current annual harvest level of 30 million cubic metres is slightly
under 1% of the growing stock. That comes from a land base of 81 million
hectares, 85% publicly owned, and about half of that is productive forest.
— I.D. Bird, President, Ontario Forest Industries Association
(Issue 23:6).

A further comment from this witness conveys the frustration which the forest industry
feels in Canada, with the exception of the Atlantic Provinces, about arrangements that were
made to settle the softwood lumber dispute with the United States three years ago. A
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) provided for a 15% export charge on certain
softwood lumber products exported to the United States. The British Columbia
government fully replaced the export charge in 1988 as a result of increased stumpage
charges and additional forest management obligations. As well, Québec has partially
replaced the charge, reducing the rate from 15% to 8% in April, 1988. The Atlantic Region
was exempted from the conditions of the MOU in December, 1987.

This export charge has had seriously adverse effects on profitability of the sawmilling
industry in many parts of Canada, particularly in areas like Northern Ontario where lumber
production is heavily based on export markets in the U.S.A. The industry along with both
federal and provincial governments are continuing to consider courses of action concerning
the future of the MOU. Atlantic producers are very concerned that such actions to change
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the MOU could destroy the exempt status which has been applicable to them. Lumber
producers throughout Canada are looking to the federal government for leadership in
dealing with this sensitive and complicated issue.

In the matter of federal-industry relationships, I must refer to the 1987
Memorandum of Understanding with the U.S. on the softwood lumber issue
and the devastating impact it has had on the sawmilling sector, particularly
in northern Ontario. The immediate result of imposition of that 15% tax
was closure of four sawmills in northern Ontario. Those that still survive are
undergoing severe financial difficulties by virtue of the 15% tax,
compounded in the interim by the escalating value of the Canadian dollar
and by declining lumber prices, particularly in North America. In retrospect,
we in the forest industry believe that this bad deal for Canada resulted from
a lack of understanding at the federal level of some of the facts surrounding
the issues. — 1.D. Bird, President, Ontario Forest Industries Association
(Issue 23:7-8).

Professional foresters, including the Canadian Institute of Forestry, discussed the very
subject of professionalism in the forests sector, and the need to assure the general public of
the proficiency, competency and integrity of those who are in the first ranks of forests
managers. In fact, at least partially motivated by such discussions before our Committee,
the Canadian Federation of Professional Foresters Associations decided, at its national
meeting on August 21, 1990, to develop a national standards code for professional
management of the forest resources of Canada, and is now proceeding to develop this code
as quickly as possible. It has simultaneously called for new programs of public education
and awareness to increase the general knowledge and appreciation of Canadians for their
forests, and to help establish the credibility of forestry professionals as the custodians of
those resources. Falling forestry enrollment at universities is also of serious concern to
these professionals.

That is our first concern: regeneration and perpetuation of the forest on into
the future. Our second concern is people, trained professional and
technical people. At a time when the overall enrollment of our colleges and
universities is very high, the number of people registered in forestry is
diminishing. — John Fingland, President, Canadian Federation of
Professional Foresters Associations (Issue 4:7).

Union organizations, such as the Canadian Paperworkers Union and the International
Woodworkers of America (Canada), impressed the Committee with their positive and
forward-looking approach. While their members are obviously very concerned about jobs
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and industrial stability, they are also very perceptive about long-term consequences, and
they favour the need for balance and change in order to implement and achieve
sustainability in forest development.

We hear a lot these days about sustainability. In fact, paragraph 6.(d) of the
bill establishing the new forestry ministry makes explicit reference to the
sustainable development of Canada’s forest resources. As trade unionists,
we are committed to sustaining the jobs of our members and the
communities in which they live, and we are committed to this in the long
term. — Keith Newman, Research Director, Canadian Paperworkers’
Union (Issue 18:22).

The Committee heard from almost all of the woodlot owners associations in Canada,
and has been well briefed on the particular needs of the smaller private sector. The
productivity of family woodlots is a critical part of the forestry equation in many local
situations, and forest management of these properties is deserving of both provincial and
federal government attention and support. Because crown forests have long been used to
create jobs, it seems well demonstrated that ownership and management investment in
private woodlots is frequently not feasible in economic terms given the relative stumpage
values on crown lands. There is a clear need for considerable innovation and research to
help create viability for sustainable woodlot development, and while these woodlots are
private resources, nevertheless they represent a strong case for public assistance.

The development of private woodlots is vital to the long—term sustainability
of rural Saskatchewan. The Woodlot Extension Program is the clearest,
most efficient way of supporting this sector. Every dollar spent to subsidize
tree planting, access, construction, and stand improvement work leads to
healthy, useful work for woodlot owners and their employees, who are often
family members. While the subsidies do not allow for high wages, they offset
costs related to the work and incidentally end up in increased business for
local chainsaw dealers, farm equipment dealers, hardware merchants, eftc.
— Hector Shiell, President, Farm Woodlot Association of Saskatchewan
(Issue 9:21).

Some witnesses talked to us about community forest boards and other such concepts for
local public consultation in forest management decision-making, especially among those
living in rural areas whose lives are most directly affected by forestry decisions. A number of
such groups have been organized in British Columbia to defend their communities’
interests in the forests against those who are perceived to be insensitive to the local impact
of more broadly based economic or environmental policies. There is a widely held feelingin
rural areas that too much influence is exerted on forest policies by those who live in cities,
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where theoretical concepts are not validated by practical experience. Many community
organizations support ideas such as designated forest-use zones or sequential multiple-use,
where the planning process for forest utilization is commenced at the local level, almost like
municipal systems for zoning or provincial regulations for land-use planning.

We do not have all the answers, but we certainly feel that without that
land—use strategy—as described briefly here, the strategy is based on a
zoning system — it is hard to manage multiple resources if you do not know
what resources there are, their relative importance, and how they can
interact. The more you involve the local people in the decision process, the
better off you are. You get a better plan, and you get a plan that is accepted
and implemented. The further away from the ground — from the local area
— the decision is made, and the less control the local people have over at
least good input and recognition of concerns, the less likely the plan is to
pass or succeed.So the answer to your question, as a rural citizen, is that I
would like to see more involvement. — Kelly McCloskey, Vice-President,
Association of British Columbia Professional Foresters (Issue 21:37
and 40).

The forests hold profound traditional values for Canada’s Indian bands, and yet the
potential for managed development of their reserve forests has largely gone unrecognized.
Many opportunities for native participation in forestry as a way of life have been missed asa
result of no consultation and poor planning of both reserve lands and crown forests
contiguous to them. Prospective careers for Indians in the forestry sector have been
diminished by inadequate access and motivation for education and training at forestry
schools. These are all circumstances which can be improved upon and corrected, and so
they should, because no element in Canadian society is more deserving of a place in our
forests than are native peoples. A start has been made by Indian leaders in recent years.

The National Aboriginal Forestry Association is a volunteer association
whose membership is open to all aboriginal peoples, groups and
organizations across Canada. The association’s mission statement is:
Protection, preservation, enhancement and sustained growth of the forest
resource as a primary ongoing goal and responsibility;

Promotion, encouragement and implementation of First Nations
traditional land and forest ethics in the management and use of forest
resources;

To seek common areas of agreement in co—operation with all other interests
in the forest resources. — Willie Wilson, Chairman Indian Forestry
Development Program (Issue 17:28).

’
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Many individual citizens wrote to the Committee expressing their own particular
concerns and suggestions, either as a result of personal experiences from forestry-related
employment, or because of their environmental consciousness. These letters convey a
combined sense of care and concern about the future of Canada’s forests which warrant
serious consideration, and which emphasize the continuing need for public communication
and awareness programs about our forest resources.

The Committee has been favoured with significant testimony and other advisory
assistance from several deans and professors from Canadian university forestry faculties. The
contribution of these faculties to the practice of forestry is invaluable, not only for training
and education, but also for the creative research and consultation which they provide to
governments, industry and other players in the forestry sector. In preparing this Report, the
Committee has been well served by five of these university representatives from across
Canada with editorial assistance and advice. They are quoted often herein.

Testimony from research institutes, such as the Forest Engineering Research Institute of
Canada, (Feric) Forintek and the Pulp and Paper Research Institute of Canada (Paprican),
was revealing about past scientific and technological progress which has been made in
Canada’s forest sector. Especially also, they have been clear about the need and potential
for increased research in future years, and about the competitive application of such
research. With the traditional role of Forestry Canada so strongly focused on science and
technology, there are pressing expectations for increased federal investments in forestry
research as a major thrust of the new Department of Forestry in pursuit of its mission
towards sustainable forestry development.

It has been said many times that we are resource rich, but our competitive
position relative to the other forest regions of the world and their
rapid-growing plantations has changed...we must therefore apply our
knowledge, skills and experience to offset the advantages of increasingly
competitive forest regions.

This can be achieved only with an agressive, sustained, results—oriented
research strategy in all phases of the global forest sector. Time does not
permit a comprehensive review of forest research in Canada, or to
emphasize the need for more research. We all know too well that from a
research point of view, Canada does not hold an enviable position vis—a-vis
other industrialized countries, some of them our most ardent competitors.
— J.A. Bérard, President, Forest Engineering Research Institute of
Canada (Issue 6:24).
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Although invitations were extended to all provincial and territorial Ministers
responsible for both Forestry and the Environment, only the Honourable Morris V. Green,
Minister of Natural Resources and Energy for New Brunswick, actually appeared before
the Committee. In most other cases, written submissions were received from Ministers
responsible for Forestry in those governments. While cautioning against direct intervention
by the new federal department in exclusive areas of provincial jurisdiction and authority,
there seems a consensus of support from these Ministers for an increased role by Forestry
Canada, especially in terms of financial and research leadership towards a national forest
strategy. Some provinces went further than others. For example, the presentation by the
Assistant Deputy Minister of the Manitoba Department of Natural Resources called on the
federal Department of Forestry to become Canada’s lead agency in promoting sustainable
forestry development on a global scale. The brief submitted by the Minister of Renewable
Resources for the Northwest Territories emphasized that Forestry Canada should continue
its leading role in a national forest strategy, and that it should play an even larger role in
assisting with management of northern forests.

The primary role of the new department must be to facilitate the
management of our forest resources by their owners: governments, industry,
and individuals. It is the owners of these resources who are ultimately
responsible for their management. The principal owners are the provinces.
It is the role of the federal government to facilitate management by linking
all of these efforts towards national objectives and by creating a setting that
fosters improved resource management and the development of a wide
variety of social and economic benefits our forests can sustain.
— Honourable Morris V. Green, Minister of Natural Resources and
Energy, New Brunswick (Issue 22:7).

The Committee also examined federal-provincial agencies in the search for a model to
help develop intergovernmental co-operation and collaboration in forestry. The Canadian
Interagency Forest Fire Centre, which was established in 1982 with the federal and all
provincial governments as its members and directors, seems to be quite a good example of
how governments can formally organize themselves to work together for improved forest
management, in this case the fighting of forest fires.

Another federal-provincial body which exists at the policy level is the Canadian
Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM), which has been suggested by several witnesses as the
most appropriate consultative organization for advancing a national strategy of sustainable
forestry development. The Committee agrees that the CCFM does seem to hold the best
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potential as an official forum for building consensus towards a national vision for Canada’s
forests. The strength of the links which can be forged by Forestry Canada through that
organization will be one important harbinger for the success of the new federal department.

Canada’s forests and the practice of forestry impact on many federal government
departments, and the Committee conducted extensive hearings with representatives from
six of them, including the Minister of Forestry himself. Of particular interest were
discussions with officials from the Department of Environment, where there is an
important interface with Forestry Canada in such programs as the Green Plan and the
Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP), both of which are in a state of
evolution at the present time.

In financial terms, forestry deserves to wield significant influence as a large net
contributor to federal coffers. It deserves high priority in federal tax policies and finance
plans. We found that a great deal of attention, effort and investment is provided to forestry
by the federal government, but were left with the impression that the overall response is
lacking in intensity and focus, because the subject of forestry is scattered and dissipated
throughout so many different departments. The present administration of forestry in
Ottawa is organized through various programs and inter-relationships among individual
departments, and in many cases is formalized through Memoranda of Understanding
(MOUs) and special inter—departmental committees. However, it does seem clear that
forestry lacks the concentrated influence that it should have at the federal level. Even inreports
by Statistics Canada, forestry figures are frequently subdued within general manufacturing
members.

Obviously, there are major players to be included and many views to be considered as
the sustainable future for Canada’s forests unfolds, but probably none any more important
than those to be found within the federal government service itself. To consolidate and intensify
the federal contributions already being made to forestry in Canada, will be one of the vital
goals in Forestry Canada’s mission.
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1C. STEWARDSHIP: SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Stewardship is not a slogan, it is a state of mind — a commitment to sustainable
management action!

The concepts of stewardship and sustainable development seem interchangeable.
Perhaps it can be said that stewardship is the principle by which sustainable development is
achieved. In any event, both terms seem to apply well to the definition contained in Section
6(d) of Bill C-29, which created the new federal Department of Forestry, “development that
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs”. This emphasizes the unique and special responsibility of the new
department.

Another way of saying this might be that the Act imposes a responsibility upon the
Minister of Forestry for promoting stewardship of Canada’s forests, which means kelping to
hold and manage them in a manner to enhance and not diminish the sustainability of forest
values. There can be no doubt about the need for that principle of stewardship in any future
approach to our forests. That truth is well expressed by separate quotations from three
British Columbia witnesses, who among themselves frequently have conflicting views of
forestry in Canada, but each of whom has individually contributed to a firm consensus on
this key tenet of stewardship for managing our forests.

First of all, to sustain something means stewardship. Stewardship simply
means protecting things today, sacrificing in the present in order to protect
the future. — Herb Hammond, Professional Forester, Sierra Club of
Western Canada (Issue 7:15).

We have one more chance, not simply to ensure the status quo for industrial
timber supplies, by itself a timid and unworthy goal. Canadian land
managers are now obliged to speak of expanded yield of industrial timber.
Even more important is the urgency of a joint strategy, one which also
recognizes non-timber values and environmental aspects of forest lands
stewardship. — F.L.C. Reed, Chair of Forest Policy, University of British
Columbia (Issue 7A:19).

Stewardship is based upon the principle that the first priority of any forest
use should be the protection in the short and long term of the integrity of our
forests. — Harold Derickson, President, Intertribal Forestry Association
of British Columbia (Issue 18:7).

The Committee has heard virtually unanimous support for applying the concept of
sustainable development to forestry in Canada.
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The forest has a great economical importance in terms of the forest industry
as well as in terms of the fauna and recreational resources it has to offer. As
it covers very vast areas, it must be one of the first things targeted by any
government, private or even community action in terms of sustainable
development... It is the place par excellence to apply and implement the
idea of sustainable development. — Claude Godbout, Dean of Forestry
and Geomatics, Laval University. (Issue 1:8).

Representatives of industry, for example, view the concept as being entirely consistent
with their own long-term objectives, and they see themselves as playing major roles in its
implementation. Many witnesses offered definitions of their own for sustainable
development:

...management which ensures that the use of any forest resource is
biologically sustainable, and will not impair the biological diversity or the
use of the same land base for any other forest resource in the future.
— Jim Cayford, Executive Director, Canadian Institute of Forestry
(Issue 5:5).

In my view, it really does mean environmentally sustainable economic
development, ... — Cecil Flenniken, Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer, Canadian Pacific Forest Products Limited (Issue 24:30).

In contrast, a significant amount of testimony placed a much stronger ecological
emphasis on the definition, including concepts of biological and genetic diversity. This
paralleled the report of the 1980 World Conservation Strategy which proposed as its three
objectives: (i) the maintenance of essential ecological processes, (ii) the preservation of
genetic diversity, (iii) ensuring that the use of species and of ecosystems is sustainable.16
More than one witness addressed these ecological aspects of sustainable development:

To me, the definition really involves one important factor, almost above all
else, and then it involves a second subservient factor. The first factor is that
all uses within a forest, if you are talking about integrated use, have to be
ecologically responsible. That also involves a fair amount of definition, if
you were to go through what ecologically responsible is, but I will say to you
that the cornerstone of ecological responsibility is the maintenance and
protection of biological diversity across the landscape. If you do not
maintain and protect the biological diversity across the landscape, you lose
your options, both economically and ecologically. There is a lot of evidence
behind that to back it up. — Herb Hammond, Professional Forester,
Sierra Club of Western Canada (Issue 7:17).
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It is apparent from these and other definitions that the concept of sustainable
development means different things to different people. Clearly, however, it is more than
merely sustained yield or just ecological diversity. Rather it entails a more comprehensive
and complete approach to forestry, which will require truly integrated management.

For the purposes of this Report, and as a proposal for consideration by others, the
Committee has adopted the definition of sustainable forestry development as being,
“planning and managing the multiple uses of forest resources in a manner that will meet the
needs of the present without compromising the capacity of forest ecosystems to meet the
anticipated needs of future generations.”

One other thing that sustainable development means is that we cannot start simply by
saying stop! Itis not sufficient to merely impose or practise constraints as a way of achieving
management action. Invariably, the results of isolated constraints in one direction have
compounding domino effects in other directions, and frequently inhibit sustainability rather
than enhance it. For example, ‘“to stop clear—cutting”, could be read as, ‘to start
high-grading”, which is not the way to sustainable development. What is needed is
integrated planning and action to serve all sustainable goals.

Absolutely crucial issue: it is impossible to manage a renewable resource by
constraint. It simply is not possible to manage by constraint. You have to
move to taking designed actions to intervene intentionally to cause the
system to move in a direction.

... Virtually all of our legislation is legislation to prevent actions. The
legislation is designed not to allow something to occur. We will speak of
stopping clear—cutting, stopping planting, stopping road building and so on.
We will not achieve, and we will not even approach management of the
resource, until we switch into an active mode. — Gordon L. Baskerville,
Dean of Forestry, University of New Brunswick (Issue 11:5).

More than anything else, we need to set ultimate goals and objectives for our forests
even before we set out to achieve them. Given the major players and many views to be
accommodated by sustainable forestry development in Canada, this means building a
consensus about those goals. That is really the beginning of sustainable forestry
development. That is the primary and vital role — the mission — which we see for Forestry
Canada — fo help build that consensus!

Astart has been made. In British Columbia, a forests vision study is under way. At least
one province, Manitoba, has begun to develop the concept of sustainable development into
a series of operating principles, and is basing its forest policy on them. The CCFM offers a
forum in which to bring all views together. The Committee is persuaded that creation of a
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national strategy for sustainable development of all of Canada’s forests in this manner is
essential, and we are encouraged by the abundance of skills and talents across Canada
available to assist in achieving such a national purpose. There seems a powerful role to be
played by the federal government in setting the process in motion, and we believe Forestry
Canada is the right vehicle for doing so.

The key element here is vision — that is, the importance of developing an
overall mission for the department and charting a path for the forest
community.

Therefore, the main goal — and the overriding first goal — of the
department should be to define and promote a national vision. — Wildlife
Habitat Canada Brief, May 9, 1990 (Issue 21A:6-7).

The costs and benefits of sustainable development will obviously be fundamental to its
planning and implementation. One critical determination will be: how are they to be
shared? The prospects of increased application of the principle of “user pays” would
certainly be an important consideration. However, the basic question is really not whether
we can afford to implement sustainable development, but rather, whether we can afford not
to!

One of the things that often bothers me is the talk about sustainable
development as if it is going to be a major expense. If you are producing a
resource in the land, if the lands do not remain healthy and the ecosystem,
the plants, and the fauna above do not all remain healthy, it will not be
economic. As a Christmas tree producer we are probably a glowing example
of sustainable development. We work on wild stands, naturally regenerated,
and continue to produce trees, some of them for 40 or 50 years now, on a
very economically viable basis.

I hate this feeling that sustainable development is necessarily going to cost a
lot. The reason it will cost us some money in the near future is that we have
neglected our forests and not kept them healthy. We have to correct that.
After we have done that job, I think you will find our forests much more
manageable and healthier. — Matthew Wright, Vice-President, Nova
Scotia Forest Products Association Inc. (Issue 24:44).

Many industry people are justifiably concerned about increasing costs as the result of
new regulatory systems and requirements for multi-disciplinary land management. There
are fears that constraints on timber harvesting will be imposed, instead of positive action for
generating other forest values. This would cause reductions in available timber supplies and
increases in delivered wood costs. One estimate for British Columbia alone is that
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constraint-oriented management disciplines could add annual costs of one-half billion
dollars for raw material based on current harvest levels. Such major economic impacts will
be hard to bear following similar increases in costs due to stumpage and other policy
changes in that Province during 1987-88.17 Not only would these costs come at a time when
the industry is currently struggling with new expenses from pollution control, recycling
investments and present timber shortages, but also at a moment when the Canadian
economy seems on the sharp edge of recession.

It is to be hoped that a more constructive approach to managing for all forest values will
result in moderating costs and improving outputs. Perhaps we can only rationalize any new
burdens as repair costs for insufficient stewardship of our forests in years gone by, and perhaps
also we shall decide that these costs are not fairly a burden for industry alone. After all,
society in Canada has long been using the forest primarily fo create jobs. Taking the long
view, however, as painful as the transitional costs may be, the implementation of
sustainable forestry development must be seen in the very context of survival. The
overwhelming benefits will be to avoid the losses of unsustainability, and to reap the rewards
of environmentally stable economic growth indefinitely into the future. A forest land base
which is developed to support a comprehensive diversity of activities should ultimately be
capable of producing a more diverse and stable economy.

Growth and development, while essential to meet our needs, must be sustainable. Jim
MacNeill, who was Secretary General of the Brundtland Commission, interprets
sustainable growth to mean “growth based on forms and processes of development that do not
undermine the integrity of the environment on which they depend.”’'8 This suggests that where
economic development undermines the sustainability of the environment, then the
environment must take precedence since it is the foundation for economic development.

The Committee agrees with these interpretations, as well as with an analogy that is
frequently drawn between economic capital and ecological capital. Just as maintaining
economic capital is essential to general economic development, so maintaining ecological
capital is an essential condition for sustainable forest resource development. As MacNeill
writes, “a nation’s basic stock of ecological capital should not decrease over time. Rather, a
constant or increasing stock of natural capital is needed so that we can live off the interest.”*
Another way of stating this is that biological capacity to produce must at least be
maintained, if not indeed expanded.

Competing demands on our forest resources, and the consequences of inadequate
management on both economic and ecological fronts, demand action. Who is responsible?
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Ultimately, we the people are responsible! More than 90% of Canada’s forests are
owned by governments, by us/ In Canada, direct forest management responsibilities belong
primarily to the provinces, owning 80% of all forest lands. About 11% is federal
government, while only 9% is private.

Indirectly, however, these are also shared responsibilities: shared among all levels of
government; shared with all companies in our forest industry; and shared with all the vast
number of citizens who use the forest. The means for sharing these responsibilities are
evolving rapidly, but not rapidly enough to keep pace with events. A more comprehensive
and co-operative approach is critical. In Canada’s forests of tomorrow, none of the players can
successfully practise stewardship alone!

Therein lies the potential for Forestry Canada to play its most meaningful role — fo
help convert the concept of sustainable development to reality in Canada’s forests, and o help
convene the consensus required to do so successfully!

RECOMMENDATION NO. 1 — The Committee recommends that the following
conclusions be adopted as the philosophical foundation for the basic mission of
the new federal Department of Forestry:

(i) The principles of sustainable development and stewardship must be the
basis for public policy concerning the management of Canada’s forests, both
now and in the future.

(ii) The responsibilities for stewardship to achieve sustainable forestry
development rest broadly in an interdependent manner with all stakeholders
in Canada’s forest resources, although policy and land management
decisions belong primarily to provincial governments in their respective
areas of ownership and jurisdiction.

(iii) In terms of developing a national forests strategy, and convening a national
consensus among all interests to ensure the successful implementation of
that strategy, the new federal Department of Forestry must play a leading
role, in co-operative and collaborative partnerships with the provinces, the
territories and all other stakeholders.
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1D. SETTING THE MISSION DIRECTIONS

It seems apparent to the Committee that the first step towards sustainable
development in forestry is to reach an understanding of what it means and how it is to be
achieved. What do we want from our forests? What are the development goals to be specified?
How will conflicts be resolved and agreements reached about those goals? What determinations
will be required to prove the goals are sustainable?

The search for these answers is, in the Committee’s view, the foremost mission for
Forestry Canada: to help all stakeholders in Canada’s forests define and develop the terms
of reference for sustainable development in forestry, taking into account its profound
implications both economic and environmental, and its application both domestic and
global. That is the nature of the task for the new federal Department of Forestry which
emerged directly or indirectly from the testimony of virtually every witness heard by the
Committee.

It is now abundantly clear that, to implement the concept of sustainable development
in Canada’s forests, it can no longer be business as usual in the practice of forestry. Neither
just sustained yield of timber, nor increased wilderness areas, nor any other single use of the
forest equates to sustainable development. Forest management in the future must not only
incorporate such values as timber and parks, but must also address and integrate in
substantive ways all other forest values such as wildlife and biological diversity, to name
only two. Further, we must find ways to measure each of those values to be able to manage
them.

As one analyst has written, ... sustainable development is a concept, not a blueprint”. 20

Sustainable development is not just a scientific and technical term, it is also a political term
developed in a non-partisan context. It is through the process of dialogue and debate in a
quasi-political forum that goals and objectives can be defined, that competing interests can
best be reconciled and that consensus can be developed. It is in the political context of
sustainable development that players are brought to the table, that a common database is
engendered and that the process of reconciliation, rationalization and resolution begins. In
the end, the results must obviously be both technical and political.

In the straightforward sense, the idea of getting that inventory, looking at the
various possible uses, what it might do socially, economically, and what
kind of mix of uses would come closer to representing what people believe
would be appropriate would be a good process. At least it would bring it all
out on the table so everybody could see it at the same time. Some of the
difficulties these days is everyone believes there is something there but they
are not sure what it is, and so they perhaps tend to be more forceful about
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points of view than might be the case if they could see in fact that here is the
whole array and there is some sense of balance to it. — Jim Collinson,
Assistant Deputy Minister, Canadian Parks Service, Department of
Environment, (Issue 25:34).

While sustainable development is in part a political concept, it is nevertheless a neutral
one, and must remain so. It is neither environmental nor economic in bias, but rather is a
process to meld those often competing ideologies into judgements and conclusions which
are balanced and workable. It is in the leadership for developing such a process, and
establishing a structure in which to conduct it formally, that our Committee feels the essential
mission of Forestry Canada can be found.

In his extensive testimony before our Committee on two separate occasions,
Gordon L. Baskerville, Dean of Forestry at the University of New Brunswick, provided
many insights, these among them:

Sustainable development is not possible without some fundamental
changes in our approach to the handling of the forest resource. Sustainable
development is not a natural pathway. It is not a pathway that we will find by
simply blundering along from day to day, and telling ourselves we are doing
fine. Sustainable development quite literally requires cultural change.
(Issue 1:49).

The Canadian forestry sector is in transition. The most pervasive thing in
the sector in the 1990’s is change. Literally everything is subject to change.
The way of doing things is changing, the ways we think about things are
changing. And that is essentially good news; really good news. It can turn
into bad news if the change is not structured, and therein lies the potential
role, a crucial role, for Forestry Canada. (Issue 1:47).

We have a constitutional structure that literally is dangerous. The provinces
own the resource, the federal government has access to the largest chunk of
money for the development of that resource. One says, you can develop my
resource if you spend the money my way, and the feds are saying, you can
spend the money on your resource if you do it my way. Instead of
co-operation right now, there is a competition for taking credit.

There is a need for a structure that does not now exist. (Issue 1:51-52).

The Committee senses a general tone of conflict about forestry in Canada, almost a

notion of our forests being torn apart among competing demands. It certainly goes without
saying that Canada’s forests tomorrow will have increasingly complex and conflicting
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disciplines placed upon them, even more so than foday. Some examples of these are worth
reviewing as we set the direction for Forestry Canada’s mission: this list is far from being
exhaustive:

(i) Forestinventory technology such as geographic information systems (GIS) will
have to be applied more broadly to take into account the many emerging
aspects of our forest resources and the variety of uses expected of them.

(i) Similarly, forest management plans, and techniques for monitoring and
evaluating them, will require much wider scope and application.

(iii) Environmental considerations will be dominant factors in all policy and
planning related to forestry, with public consultation becoming an essential
part of the process. For example, the role of the forests in helping to maintain
the carbon—dioxide balance in earth’s atmosphere is considered a major factor
in serious concerns about global warming. As well, environmental assessment
of forest activities will become more commonplace.

(iv) Increased areas of forest land will be demanded for preservation of ecosystems
and genetic diversity; concurrently, forest management practices are likely to
become more intensified on areas identified as working forests, to make up
for reductions of timber supply.

(v) Harvesting methods and practices will have to be re-examined in light of the
broader aspects of sustainable development, with many questions already
being posed. For example, do plantations of single species result in a net
reduction of biological diversity? Does intensive forestry result in a net
reduction of site productivity over time? Do harvesting practices on poor
quality sites result in deforestation? Do some forestry practices result in
species loss? Is clear—cutting a tolerable concept?

About the controversy of clear—cutting, there are the horror stories of
massive clear—cuts. You can just as easily destroy a forest by cutting it poorly
on a selection system as on a clear—cutting system. The point I would like to
make is that if clear—cutting is applied in the right manner versus selection
cutting, both systems can achieve the end objective as forest management.
Clear—cutting is a renewal process. The selection system is a different
process, where you are managing many stems of many ages and what you
are doing through the cutting process is regenerating it. There are
modifications of clear—cutting, of course. In the case of certain areas there
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are modifications, strip cuts, chevrons, patch—cutting, and so forth. Quite
often these are used in conjunction with other considerations, such as
wildlife, to maintain wildlife habitat in those situations. — John Iverson,
Manager, Forestry and the Environment for Ontario, Domtar Pulp and
Paper Products Ltd. (Issue 25:17).

(vi) Recycling of forest products and related wastes will become more
commonplace. While the impacts of recycling are not fully known, the
Committee understands that at its maximum application, annual volumes of
millions of trees might be saved for alternative uses, or to permit an
equivalent harvest reduction. Those seem large numbers, but recycling
potential does not apparently bear much practical significance to current
harvest levels.

Witnesses have emphasized in various ways that the process of sustainable development
must be started by deciding — in advance, and with all interests present — what we want to
accomplish. A schedule of goals is needed, not merely constraints! Without question, our
economic expectations will continue to grow, with forestry being one of the main
generators of employment and revenue dollars. Simultaneously, the forests will
increasingly become a symbol for our environmental quality of life. The real hope for the
future of forestry lies in our ability to integrate and reconcile these competing priorities in
our management plans. It is certainly the ideal for which we must strive.

I would like to mention one particular aspect of sustainable development
which I think is emerging as a very critical need. I think it might help us to
focus as a country on sustainable development. This is the reconciliation of
the conflicting demands over forest land use between the various users,
including the forest companies, the wilderness enthusiasts, the
recreationists and so on.

I think as we move into the 1990’s, it is going to become a very critical
problem. In other words, how do we reach those decisions about what forest
land base is required to sustain that industry through time on into the next
century? What forest land base is required to satisfy other legitimate users of
the forest environment? — J.R. Carrow, Dean of Forestry, University of
Toronto (Issue 1:27).

The testimony before the Committee succinctly summarizes what many witnesses feel
is the most pressing issue facing the forest sector in Canada today; fo find a process and a
structure that will bring together all stakeholders in the search for commonly sustainable
goals. Every prospective user of the forest must be identified, and they all must be able to
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define their objectives. Most importantly, each must be prepared to exercise compromise
and concession as consensus is reached, always with respect for the disciplines of
sustainable development and for the natural dynamics of the forest.

Finally, I would argue that the technology we need to manage the forest
resources exists right now. It is largely in hand. There is nothing we have to
invent. What is needed is a structure to allow that technology to work in the
forest, rather than simply on paper.

At the risk of outraging some of my colleagues, I would also suggest the
answer is not more money. The answer is more reason. We need a more
reasoned approach. We need to look at ways to control the forest itself, and
not be so concerned with how much money we have to do some particular
things we like to do, like plant trees. — Gordon L. Baskerville, Dean of
Forestry, University of New Brunswick (Issue 11:7).

It is therefore a process and a structure that we must develop at this time. The right
prescriptions will emerge if we develop the right approach. The process and the structure
will be every bit as important as the policies they produce.

We first of all have to have a vision. Then we have to have policies that adopt
some kind of visionary direction. Then we have to have targets and priorities
and action plans and accountability. — FEL.C. Reed, Chair of Forest
Policy, University of British Columbia (Issue 7:37).

In some effective and representative fashion — province by province, and as a nation
asawhole — we must bring all of the interests in 