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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2002 
 
 The House met at 10:04 a.m. 
 
 Prayers. 
 

Orders of the Day 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong: I call continued debate on Bill 74. 

[1005] 
 

Second Reading of Bills 
 

FOREST AND RANGE PRACTICES ACT 
(continued) 

 
 P. Sahota: It's a privilege to speak to this bill, the 
Forest and Range Practices Act. This is a major piece of 
legislation, and by all accounts I think we can all be 
proud of this legislation. This was one of the major 
planks in our election platform. We made a commit-
ment to the people of British Columbia, and I would 
like to congratulate the minister and the government 
for delivering on that promise. 
 This legislation reflects the work and input of many 
people. There was an extensive consultation process, as 
you've heard from many other colleagues that have 
spoken before me. During this consultation process, 
UBC professor Dr. Hoberg, head of the department of 
forest resources management, met with 58 stakeholder 
groups and individuals and received 133 written sub-
missions. The Minister of Forests appointed a commit-
tee of MLAs — which I was part of, and it was chaired 
by the MLA for North Island — to travel the province 
and consult with British Columbians. 
 Our committee heard more than 250 presentations 
in 13 communities across B.C. As well, the results-
based code website recorded 88,000 hits and 170 regis-
tered users at its discussion forums. Submissions and 
presentations were received from environmental 
groups, community interests, first nations, small and 
large licensees. 
 What did we hear? Our committee was told that the 
draft discussion paper needed more work and more 
consultation. We heard from many that the draft paper 
was still rules-based and not results-based. We were 
told that the draft paper would not improve anything 
and that it would only add costs and make the industry 
less competitive. We were told, in short, that the dis-
cussion paper was off the mark. We heard the concerns 
of the industry, the environmental community, biolo-
gists, professional foresters, woodlot owners, ranchers 
and many more, and I believe we now have a bill that 
addresses those concerns in a balanced way. 
 The extensive consultations carried out by the Min-
istry of Forests, the Ministry of Water, Land and Air 
Protection and the Ministry of Sustainable Resource 
Management have resulted in a major accomplishment. 
What we were looking for was a balance, and I believe 
this bill has achieved that. 

 The committee also heard about many problems 
with the old code. "Too costly, too complex, too pre-
scriptive" is how the old Forest Practices Code was 
referred to by many across this province. Actually, we 
know the old code's problems have been known for 
quite some time. When I heard the opposition leader 
speak about knowing the importance of the forest in-
dustry, I wondered how it was, then, that a billion dol-
lars' worth of costs were added to doing forestry busi-
ness in British Columbia — a billion dollars in the last 
ten years. How was it that close to 8,000 jobs were lost 
due to the Forest Practices Code under the reign of her 
government? It was also during the opposition leader's 
administration that our forest industry became the 
highest cost producer of fibre in the world. 
 This government knows it simply isn't good 
enough to talk about the importance of the forest in-
dustry. It is more important to give them the tools so 
the industry can once again become competitive. I be-
lieve the minister has accomplished this with this legis-
lation. 
 I do want to go back to a bit about what we heard 
during our consultation process from a woodlot owner 
who talked about oppressive rules and regulations. He 
talked about how we are burdened with layer upon 
layer of repetitive and ever-changing micromanage-
ment of the forest, which all results in a foolproof and 
well-balanced, perfect forestry operation on paper 
only. We are told how the old Forest Practices Code 
failed on many accounts. It strangled the industry with 
a tremendous amount of paperwork. It stopped inno-
vation. It certainly didn't stop the environmental cam-
paigns against our forest. 
 Those that oppose this bill have put us on notice, 
but here's what I want them to know: this is about free-
ing up professional foresters so they can be creative 
and not bound with filling out paperwork. It is about 
making rules less complex. This is not about results on 
paper but about results on the ground and in the 
woods. Surely more rules do not translate into better 
environmental standards. 
 I know the opposition leader also quoted Dr. 
Hoberg's remarks quite a few times in her second read-
ing, but somehow she missed these remarks: "The gov-
ernment appears to have listened to the stakeholders, 
environmentalists included, and it adopted many of 
their recommendations." 

[1010] 
 These were remarks also made by Dr. Hoberg, 
which I think we should also remember: "We needed 
sensible laws, and I believe this new code delivers on 
that. The new code will reduce costs, reduce complex-
ity, maintain high levels of environmental standards 
and focus on results rather than processing paper." 
 I know that I would not support this piece of legis-
lation if I thought this bill compromised our environ-
mental standards in any way. Environmental steward-
ship is absolutely essential, and this legislation does 
not compromise it. We need to promote this very im-
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portant industry, and we need to speak about our high 
environmental standards. 
 There will be those who feel that this legislation has 
somehow lessened our environmental standards. The 
opposition leader has talked about those, and we have 
heard about those people that perhaps feel this way. I 
would urge the opposition to look at all the people that 
are supporting this legislation, from woodlot owners to 
biologists to professional foresters to ranchers to the 
IWA and, yes, to the licensees also. Surely all these 
people have a stake in environmental stewardship. 
Surely these people care. I know these people care 
about their forests. They care about the land base. They 
care about good management, and they care about the 
future. 
 We also know that resource use decisions will 
never be controversy free. I have spoken to profes-
sional foresters, to loggers, to the millworkers and to 
the biologists, and I know they have a high regard for 
the environment. I also know they are fully aware that 
it only makes good economic sense to pursue policies 
that do not compromise the environment in any way. 
Having worked in the forest industry for a number of 
years and working specifically on issues like environ-
mental management systems and certification, I know 
companies address the issue of environmental stan-
dards not only through what standards government 
sets but also through certification. 
 The forest industry, to their credit, has recognized 
that in order to compete in a global market, in order to 
have access, they must obtain third-party certification. 
The marketplace expects that from them, and the com-
panies know that if they don't, their access to the world 
market will be restricted. I know the industry has taken 
significant steps over the last three or four years to en-
sure that their forest practices are about ensuring sus-
tainability. 
 Certification's recognition in the marketplace is 
growing. Over 60 percent of B.C.'s AAC was certified 
by the end of 2001 — this considering there was no 
certification prior to 1998. B.C. is double the rest of 
Canada. The environmental policy and principles of 
many licensees are tied to public input as they develop 
their sustainable forest management plans, and to 
third-party audits, and they are always looking for 
ways to continually improve. Certification schemes 
require this. 
 This piece of legislation recognizes these efforts. 
This does not mean that government is no longer in-
volved, but as Dr. Hoberg said, government is still 
there. It still does review and approve the forest stew-
ardship plans. That is important for all of us to remem-
ber. 
 The Vancouver Board of Trade recently reported 
that nearly 25 percent of our entire economy is driven 
by the forest industry. From paper products to trans-
porting forest products on our roads and waterways to 
sustaining communities and families all over this prov-
ince, the industry's importance should not be underes-
timated. The government has a responsibility to not 
only ensure that the forest industry remains competi-

tive, but the government must also ensure that our 
environmental standards are met. I believe this legisla-
tion meets that test. This piece of legislation will help 
restore innovation in our forest practices. It will also 
maintain the high principles of environmental stew-
ardship. 
 The Forest and Range Practices Act is about our 
government's response to seek a balanced result. It 
speaks to the competitiveness that industry must main-
tain in order to provide the jobs for many forest-
dependent communities and families. It speaks to our 
high environmental standards. This legislation is a first 
step to creating a globally competitive industry that 
fully takes into account the importance of environ-
mental stewardship. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Second reading of Bill 74 continues 
with the member for Vancouver–Mount Pleasant. 

[1015] 
 
 J. Kwan: I noted with interest yesterday the debate 
from the government MLAs rising up to speak. Some 
of the items that actually struck me particularly were 
the issues that the government MLAs brought up 
around penalties, the hefty penalties that are to be 
brought up under this new act. I went back to look at 
the old Forest Practices Code of British Columbia to 
look under the fines section to see how it has really 
changed. 
 Now, I must admit I haven't gone through the bill 
nearly as thoroughly as my colleague from Vancouver-
Hastings has. As this bill was introduced, I was busy in 
the House debating other bills and raising the issues, so 
my colleague from Vancouver-Hastings really is the 
expert on this. She actually, in her own comments, 
raised the issue already as well. Having heard the gov-
ernment MLAs rise up yesterday, including the Pre-
mier, including the Minister of Water, Land and Air, 
praising each other and themselves about what a great 
job they have done with respect to the penalties area, 
particularly with respect to the fines, I went to look to 
see what the changes were and how they differed from 
the old act. 
 Lo and behold — would you believe it? — when I 
looked at the old act, the fines provisions under the old 
Forest Practices Code were exactly the same as this 
new act. It's exactly the same as for Bill 74, the Forest 
and Range Practices Act. My colleague from Vancou-
ver-Hastings, in her second reading comments, raised 
the issue. There were several issues she raised, but the 
issue I want to focus in on is not around the adminis-
trative penalties but, rather, the fines which are stipu-
lated clearly in this legislation now. My colleague from 
Vancouver-Hastings is absolutely right. The Leader of 
the Opposition says there's nothing new with respect to 
the fines that are stipulated in this piece of legislation, 
but when you hear the government MLAs speak, you 
would think there was something dramatically new 
being introduced in this area in this new act. 
 Let's just quote from the second reading speech of 
the Premier, just a small portion of it. Here's what he 
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had to say about section 87 of the act: "There is an im-
portant aspect of this legislation that we can't forget. 
Mistakes may be made, but compliance is essential. 
Therefore, there are significant penalties included for 
people who do not take the responsibility of proper 
forest management to heart: up to a million dollars in 
fines and, potentially, jail time for people." Then he 
goes on to talk about how great that section is. 
 Well, let's just take a look and see what the act says, 
the old Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act. 
The numbers are different, of course, because the act 
has been revised, so all the numbers have changed. 
Under the fines section, which was the old section 
143(1): "A person who contravenes section 45 (1), (3) or 
(4) or 96 (1) or (2), or who intentionally or recklessly 
causes damage to Crown forest land by starting a fire 
in contravention of section 76 (1) or 87 (1), commits an 
offence and is liable on conviction to a fine not exceed-
ing $1 000 000, or to imprisonment for not more than 3 
years, or to both. " 
 The million-dollar fine the Premier referenced and 
the jail time the Premier referenced in this new act are 
exactly the same as what was already prescribed under 
the old act. There is no new addition to the fines sec-
tion. The million dollars and the jail time that's been 
stipulated were already in place under the old Forest 
Practices Code. 

[1020] 
 Then I thought maybe I heard him wrong. I 
thought, well, okay, the Premier is one of the earliest 
speakers. Maybe I heard him wrong. After all, I do 
have a cold, and maybe my hearing has been affected. 
As I listened to the debate, another MLA came forward 
and said a similar thing about how great the new legis-
lation is with respect to the fines component. This time 
it happened to be from the Bulkley Valley–Stikine 
MLA. Here's what he had to say: "Our new legislation 
also acknowledges that there are those who do not and 
will not comply with any legislation. Bill 74 is quite 
severe in the penalties for non-compliance, and I think 
you've heard other members speak on it tonight as 
well. There are fines up to a million dollars and/or jail, 
so it's a pretty severe penalty for non-compliance with 
this new act…." 
 I thought, okay, there's another MLA who rose up 
in this House to say that this new act is fantastic, par-
ticularly in reference to the "Fines" section. Look at 
what this new act has brought forward: fines of up to a 
million dollars and/or jail. 
 Again I went back, and I thought maybe my eyes 
had been blurred because of the cold — that not only 
my hearing had been affected. I went back and looked 
at the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act 
once again and picked up Bill 74, and set the two pages 
that deal with fines side by side. No mistake about it. I 
just read minutes ago about what the fines section of 
the old act said, which is if you commit an offence, 
you're liable on conviction to a fine of not exceeding a 
million dollars or to imprisonment for not more than 
three years or both. Under the new act, section 87, 
"Fines," it reads: "A person who contravenes section 46 

(1) or 52, commits an offence and is liable on conviction 
to a fine not exceeding $1 000 000, or to imprisonment 
for not more than 3 years, or to both." 
 They are exactly the same in terms of the penalties 
that are being imposed in legislation. There's nothing 
new. There's nothing new in Bill 74 from what was 
already in place under the fines section in legislation, 
so I don't know why the MLAs get up and say that this 
new act is fantastic with respect to this fines section, 
when everything about it is exactly the same as it was. 
 That comment goes on and on with other MLAs. 
Another one is the member for East Kootenay, who got 
up and said this: "Under the new regime, the onus is on 
the companies to prove they did everything reasonable 
to avoid damage, and without that proof, they face 
fines of up to a million dollars or time in jail." Here we 
have it again. The MLAs are speaking as though this 
new act has introduced something new, when all along 
it was already part of the old act. 
 Now, the million-dollar fine is not the only compo-
nent that is exactly the same as the old act. The new act 
and the old act are exactly the same, as the Minister of 
Forests actually acknowledges, because subsections 
within that bill go on to talk about a $500,000 fine, of 
not more than two years in different areas of violation, 
and it has different stipulations with different areas of 
violation. All the way through, every one of those vio-
lations imposes the same penalties as the old act. 

[1025] 
 I had thought that perhaps the Minister of Water, 
Land and Air Protection would get it right. I had 
thought that the Minister of Water, Land and Air Pro-
tection, whose primary job is to protect the environ-
ment…. I had thought that would be her mandate, but 
how wrong I thought, because everything to date that 
the minister's done seems to show otherwise. It leads 
one to think that we actually don't have a Minister of 
Water, Land and Air Protection, that we don't have a 
minister responsible for protecting the environment. I 
had thought that the Minister of Water, Land and Air 
Protection would be particularly interested in looking 
at what the penalties provision would be and how that 
compared to the old act and would know the differ-
ence. After all, that would be part of her job: to make 
sure the violators' penalties are in place and, in fact, if 
they're superior to what was before, to notice that, to 
identify that and of course to do everything she can to 
ensure that the environment is indeed protected. Yet 
how wrong I was. 
 I turned to Hansard for the comments from the Min-
ister of Water, Land and Air Protection. Here's what 
she had to say: "Under the new act, the onus is on the 
companies to prove they did everything reasonable to 
avoid damage, or they will face fines of up to $1 mil-
lion or time in jail." 
 Perhaps the Minister of Water, Land and Air Pro-
tection didn't bother looking at the old act and the old 
code or hadn't noticed, if she did, that the fines provi-
sion of this new act is exactly the same as the old act — 
no difference. Perhaps there was an edict that came out 
from somewhere, perhaps the Premier's communica-
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tion shop, and gave an edict to all the MLAs who spoke 
in this House: "You must say this, because this is how 
fantastic the act is. Look, we're protecting the environ-
ment, because look at how severe the penalty provi-
sions are. Look how wonderful we are, so you must all 
go in there and say this." I suspect that's the case, be-
cause, quite frankly, the language that different MLAs 
use is awfully similar. 
 Let me just take the two that I've read out by way of 
comparison. The member for East Kootenay said: "Un-
der the new regime, the onus is on the companies to 
prove they did everything reasonable to avoid damage, 
and without that proof, they face fines of up to a mil-
lion dollars or time in jail." The Minister of Water, Land 
and Air Protection said: "Under the new act, the onus is 
on the companies to prove they did everything reason-
able to avoid damage, or they will face fines of up to $1 
million or time in jail." It's strikingly familiar in its lan-
guage. It's almost exactly the same. 
 I suspect that there was some sort of message box 
that was given out at a caucus meeting of the govern-
ment bench to all the government MLAs. "Here's what 
you say about the code." Then each one of them just 
took a line and adjusted a word or two so they are not 
exactly the same. Yet if you sat down and compared it, 
you know well enough that it came from some sort of 
message box. One could only hazard a guess as to 
where the message box came from, given that the com-
munication shop is now all housed in the Premier's 
office. 
 People with the same language are given instruc-
tions to parrot exactly the same things in the House 
when speaking to this bill. Yet I have to say I'm most 
astounded by the comments of the Premier, who ought 
to know the difference. The Premier was in this House 
and should know about the provisions of the fines un-
der the old act. He was around for all that period of 
time. To pretend somehow that this new act has new 
penalty provisions under the fines section of this legis-
lation is simply a farce. 

[1030] 
 The other person that I would highly expect to have 
known the difference is the Minister of Water, Land 
and Air Protection. After all, it is her job to ensure that 
protection is in place for the environment, but yet there 
seems to be no evidence of it — certainly not from sec-
ond reading debate. There seems to be no evidence 
whatsoever that the Minister of Water, Land and Air 
Protection knew the difference at all when she rose up 
to say how great the act is. "Look, the penalty provision 
says a million dollars — up to a million dollars and/or 
jail time" — when that provision is exactly the same as 
the old provision under the Forest Practices Code of 
British Columbia. I can't help but wonder if people 
even bothered to look at the old code and the new 
code. I can't help but wonder about that when they get 
up and rant and rave about how wonderful the new 
code is when all it is, is a borrowed section from the old 
code. There's nothing new that is added. 
 You know, what is most disturbing is this, and per-
haps this speaks to the nature of the government cau-

cus. Many of the details of the code that we need to 
know for how it applies and its ramifications are not in 
this document. They're not written in legislation under 
Bill 74. Those are to be reviewed when regulations are 
introduced. A lot of the information that people are 
talking about on how wonderful this code is, is not 
even known, unless there have been secret, behind-the-
door caucus meetings where the government MLAs are 
given that information. 
 Perhaps they know something more than British 
Columbians know. Perhaps that's the case, and if that's 
the case, there is a major problem with it. Do you know 
what that is? Under this new era the Liberals had 
promised and said they would consult and be trans-
parent and make sure the information is shared with 
British Columbians. If the case is such that the regula-
tions are shared with the MLAs behind closed doors — 
which is why they're in this House saying, "Hooray, 
the code is fantastic," — well, then what the govern-
ment is doing is breaching their own new-era commit-
ment to be open and transparent and consultative with 
British Columbians. 
 You can't have it both ways. Alternatively — and I 
don't know which is worse or, I would submit, equally 
bad — the MLAs don't even know what it is they are 
saying that is so fantastic. They have not seen the regu-
lations and don't actually know what the details are, 
but they've been given their marching orders. They 
come into this House and get up and say, "Hooray, the 
government is fantastic with this new code," yet they 
do not know what the details are. I suspect this is as 
likely a scenario as that of the other one, where they 
might have gotten the information in secret. Either 
way, it doesn't bode well for the government and their 
promise to be open, consultative and transparent. 
 I'd like to note for one moment, in fact, that back in 
1994 when the old Forest Practices Code was intro-
duced in this House, the Liberals, including the now 
leader, the Premier of the government, voted for the 
code. They voted for the code. 

[1035] 
 What is interesting, of course, is that the Premier, in 
his second reading speech yesterday, somehow said 
that the old Forest Practices Code of B.C. was imposed 
through this House. Go figure. The Premier himself 
and the Liberal caucus, when in opposition, voted for 
the old Forest Practices Code. It was not imposed; it 
was not imposed at all. 
 How one can go and revisit history and rewrite it. 
Thank goodness for Hansard. Hansard will record and 
document what comments were made in this House 
and what the voting record was — Hansard, which 
was of course brought forward by the former Premier 
in the NDP, Dave Barrett. Thank goodness for that, for 
Dave Barrett and his foresight and the NDP govern-
ment then to make sure the Hansard record is in place 
so that we could all see what comments were made 
and what actions were taken in this chamber, so people 
like the Premier now could not just decide one day to 
revisit and rewrite history and contradict himself on 
these issues. 
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 I'd like to close by simply letting the MLAs know…. 
Look at the old act, compare it to the new, find where 
the differences are and know where all the similarities 
are as well — before one rises in the House to claim 
how fantastic they have been in bringing forward new 
provisions within an act when those provisions are 
exactly the same as the old. 
 
 S. Brice: I rise to speak in favour of Bill 74, the For-
est and Range Practices Act, and would, prior to mak-
ing my prepared comments, certainly put on the record 
that despite the righteous indignation of the member of 
the opposition about secret meetings and message 
boxes and people being given comments to be made, it 
was with great pleasure that I accepted the Minister of 
Forests' invitation to be a part of the consultative com-
mittee that toured around this province and spoke to 
British Columbians. 
 The member of the opposition talks about lack of 
consultation and all kinds of secret things. I can assure 
the opposition that this committee travelled around the 
province from the north to the south, the east to the 
west, the Kootenays and Vancouver Island, and we 
heard from everybody interested in this very, very im-
portant issue. 
 It is no wonder that the minister gets lots of advice 
on this, because this issue, of course, is so very, very 
important to all British Columbians. This legislation is 
progressive, and it is a testament to the work that has 
been done out of the Ministry of Forests. It's under-
standable that he's receiving extensive advice on the 
matters of how to manage the forests. 
 The consultative committee that was put together 
was representative of the various regions of this prov-
ince. Certainly, I, the representative from Saanich 
South, one of the more urban ridings of this province, 
was included as well, because the minister knew it was 
important to have perspectives from all points of view 
on this very, very important topic. 
 The bill ensures environmental protection while it 
eliminates layers of prescriptive red tape. We heard 
this throughout our dialogue. We didn't just hear it in 
the prepared responses. 
 The minister had appointed the member for North 
Island to chair our consultative committee, and that 
member made certain that quite apart from just the 
formal presentations, there was ample opportunity 
after the formal presentations for us to talk one on one 
with people in all of these communities. We talked 
with people from the industry. We talked to environ-
mentalists. We talked to all representatives from each 
of these communities. The committee was structured in 
such a way as to ensure the maximum input — not just 
the formal presentations but also the anecdotal infor-
mation from people in the north, in the Kootenays, in 
the interior, on Vancouver Island. 

[1040] 
 The overly prescriptive red tape of the former For-
est Practices Code had increased costs and impacted 
negatively on our most important industry. As the 
member for Burnaby-Edmonds pointed out, on our 

consultative mission we did hear that that discussion 
paper had not yet met the mark. In fact, we were told 
at that stage that it still was too prescriptive. 
 To his credit, the minister and the minister's staff ac-
companied us, along with representatives from the staff of 
the Sustainable Resource Management ministry and the 
Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection so that they, 
too, could hear what the people in all parts of this prov-
ince were saying. Changes were made, and of course Bill 
74 is the result. I am proud to stand here and support this 
version of the Forest and Range Practices Act. 
 No doubt, as the debate takes place — and we have 
seen it already on this bill — there will be efforts by the 
opposition to characterize this legislation as a sop to 
industry. This type of rhetoric would highlight just 
how out of touch such accusations are. Those who 
would characterize the issue as the economy versus the 
environment are beating an old drum that simply 
doesn't reflect the reality of 2002. 
 There has been a fundamental shift on the part of 
industry as they realize that their practices are being 
observed by the marketplace. In order to remain viable 
and have access to international markets, many forest 
companies have sought and attained voluntary certifi-
cation. As we travelled throughout the province, we 
heard industry point with pride to the efforts they were 
making to achieve varying levels of certification. They 
know that consumers are seeking to do business with 
responsible companies. 
 This act, the Forest and Range Practices Act, builds 
on those same fundamentals and requirements that the 
respected certification programs require. This act, in 
fact, requires that industry achieve results which have 
been internationally accepted and are scientifically 
based and environmentally sound. 
 Forestry is important to every riding in this prov-
ince. Every British Columbian relies on the vibrant 
forest industry to provide the vital services govern-
ment provides. The six-year-old in grade 1 in my riding 
of Saanich South, the 20-year-old technical student in 
the north, the elderly man seeking hip surgery in the 
Okanagan or the single mother on assistance in Van-
couver all rely on a strong forest industry. This act will 
help the industry to become more competitive, and this 
will be of benefit to all British Columbians. 
 
 J. Wilson: It is indeed a pleasure this morning to stand 
here and say a few words about Bill 74. This is one of 
those pieces of legislation that has lifted a huge weight off 
the shoulders of industry out there, whether it's the forest 
industry, woodlot operators or the ranching industry. It's 
like a new beginning. I can say this with a degree of confi-
dence, because in the past I have been one of those that 
laboured under the old Forest Practices Code. I know 
what it's like to work from the bottom up. In this House 
we work from the top down, but I've had the displeasure 
of having to work under an old code from the bottom up, 
and it was an onerous job indeed. 

[1045] 
 I want to go back a few years to when the code 
came in. I'm kind of disappointed, because we have a 
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couple of members in opposition, and one of them was 
here who brought the old code in. The fact is that they 
have left. They don't want to hear about the onerous 
load their work put on industry. They don't want to 
hear about that. 
 I would like to refresh a few people's memory here. 
The code came in. It was mind-boggling. We had more 
paper attached to it than you can imagine. If you 
stacked it up, it would reach the ceiling in this chamber 
— unreal. To be able to go out and do a proper job on 
the land base…. In many, many cases that job was al-
ready being done. Much of the regulation that was 
associated with the old code was just put in there. 
There was nothing to back it up as far as scientific facts 
went. If someone could create a regulation to be in the 
way of someone being able to do a job in a better man-
ner — maybe a little bit cheaper, so they could actually 
stay in business…. It was not considered. 
 The ministry people that had to take this code and 
apply it were just ordinary people like you and me and 
everyone else in this chamber. They were not Nobel 
prize winners; they were not anything out of the aver-
age. They were expected to enforce something that, if 
they sat down to read through it all, would probably 
take them two years to get through that pile of paper 
and do nothing to go out and implement it. 
 I found it interesting, because you would talk to 
one person who was in charge of a certain aspect of the 
code, and you would get an answer; you would talk to 
someone else, and you would get a different answer. 
There was no continuity. No one understood this. It 
was too big, too complicated and too convoluted for 
anyone who had to work with it to really understand 
it. 
 Yes, there was a training program in place. Unfor-
tunately, after the training program was finished 
with, you could still go back and ask the same ques-
tion, and you would most likely get a different an-
swer from everyone you asked. 
 How do you enforce something so complicated and 
convoluted that even the people asked to work with it 
can't fully understand it? Well, this was drawn to the 
attention of the government, and of course they did 
something. I recall that one of the previous Ministers of 
Forests, Dave Zirnhelt, made great strides in helping 
industry with the code. He reduced the pile of paper 
from 37 feet to 17 feet. Well, what do we need 17 feet of 
paper for on something? This is not complicated; this is 
not rocket science. Good stewardship is all it is. It's 
good environmental stewardship and doing the job we 
have to do in the best way we can do it. The people 
that do it are the ones that know how to do it. 

[1050] 
 That's a little bit of the history of our Forest Prac-
tices Code in this province. Today we have a new code 
that has been brought in. Fortunately, I was one of the 
people that travelled the province. We travelled this 
province from one end to the other, and we listened to 
the people. This hadn't happened before. When the old 
code came in, no one had input into it. It was simply 

brought in, dumped on the industry, and they said: 
"You're going to comply with this." 
 As a government, we went out to all the reaches of 
the province from the north to the Kootenays and all 
throughout the Island. We asked and we listened. I 
think that is the really critical thing: we listened. People 
have never had that opportunity before. The previous 
government didn't listen. They turned a deaf ear on 
concerns raised by the ranching industry, woodlot op-
erators and the forest industry. 
 When the opposition stands up and says, "You 
need more time; nobody was consulted," that's not 
true. Nothing could be further from the truth than that 
statement. 
 The code that we have introduced here in Bill 74 is 
something…. I'd like to compare it to a living docu-
ment. We have built into it the things that are necessary 
for operators out there with tenure on that land base to 
be able to operate, to be able to assess the situation at 
hand on the land base and make decisions — the cor-
rect decisions. Instead of having something that is 
completely prescriptive in nature, they have flexibility 
to be able to manage the job that they do. 
 This document is broken down into the major forest 
companies. It involves the woodlot operators. We have 
recognized that there is not really anything to compare 
between a major forest company operating on thou-
sands of hectares of land base and a woodlot operator 
that is confined to a very small land base, who is re-
quired to do an intensive forest management program 
on that land base. Under the old code there was noth-
ing to allow the woodlot operator to operate any dif-
ferently than a large forest company. The paper trail 
was all there. All the regulations were there. Today we 
have made allowances because we recognize that 
woodlot operators are in a unique situation. They 
should not be expected to have to go through all of the 
work that other operators do, because of the confine-
ment they're under on the land base out there. It is very 
small. 
 Woodlot operators are in this because they like the 
job they do. They live, eat and breathe forestry. They 
understand good, sustainable forest management. They 
need that flexibility to allow them to be innovative and 
creative and to get on with the job of managing their 
woodlot. That's what this bill does for the woodlot op-
erators. 
 For a minute I'd like to go and touch on another 
group of people that are affected by the code. That's the 
ranching industry. Ranchers who have tenure on 
Crown land are not actually in forestry, but they're 
utilizing a resource, which is the forage out there. They 
are a little bit like woodlot operators. They have a fixed 
land base to operate on, but they have some unique 
problems with having to operate on a fixed land base. 
They can't move around. They can't say: "Well, we can 
look at…." 
 A forest company can say: "Here's a cutblock we 
want to put in. Maybe it's going to have an impact here 
on some other user. Maybe we can move it over here so 
it will not have that impact." There was some flexibility 
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there, and now there is a great deal more to address the 
concerns of other tenure holders. 

[1055] 
 The ranching industry, under a grazing licence or 
grazing permit, was restricted to a defined area that 
they had to use. It was very, very prescriptive. When 
you turn a herd of cattle out, it's not like planting trees. 
You can go in, and you can do your silviculture work. 
You harvest the trees, and you go back and plant them. 
You know that next year when you come back, that 
tree will be just where you planted it. It's not going to 
get up in the middle of the night and move down the 
road 20 kilometres. Livestock have minds of their own. 
You turn your animals out on the range, and for what-
ever reason, you have a plan that says there has to be 
this many head in this area at this time. 
 It was extremely difficult for ranchers to be in com-
pliance. We'll say that you have 180 animals in a cer-
tain area on a range permit, and that's fine. We under-
stand that. There's the forage there for them. You go 
out and check your animals in the evening, and they 
are all peacefully lying there regurgitating the forage 
they've ingested that day and working for you, produc-
ing pounds of beef. 
 Along about midnight something changes. Maybe a 
predator moves into the herd. They assess the situa-
tion, and immediately they get up. They call their 
calves. They bunch up. They say to themselves — I 
guess they have a conference; cows can do that; I've 
seen them do it on many occasions: "This isn't so good 
here, is it? Maybe we should get the heck out of here. 
We know where there is some grass down the road." 
They'll pack up. 
 In the morning you come back, and you can see 
where they were. You see lots of tracks, lots of signs, 
but where are the cattle? So you go to find them. It's 
not uncommon for cattle to move ten or 15 kilometres 
in a ten-hour period. It happens all the time. Once you 
find the cattle: "I'm out of compliance here. Here they 
are. They're off the area they're supposed to be in. I 
could get written up here." 
 You have to find these cattle, but by the time you've 
tracked them down, it's 10 o'clock in the morning or it's 
noon. They've had a good hike, and they're hungry, so 
what do they do? They dissipate out into the bush and 
go to find something to eat. They are like quail; they 
vanish in all directions. 
 Now you have a real problem. You have your 100 
head of cattle. You're out of compliance. They've left 
the area they're supposed to be in, and you haven't got 
a clue where they are. You go out and search. You find 
a few. You chase them back to where they should have 
been. You go back the next day. You find a few more. It 
may take you a week or two weeks or three weeks to 
get them all gathered up and back to where they're 
supposed to be. 
 The old code did not allow for flexibility in range 
management. On any given week there were very, 
very, very few producers out there, unless they had 
fenced areas, that were not out of compliance. It was a 
burden that you lived with — a burden you had to 

carry, knowing that you were in violation of your 
range use plan. But there's nothing, really, you can do 
about it. You do the best you can and hope the people 
that are administering the plan understand your prob-
lems and are willing to allow you to deal with them. If 
for any reason something goes sideways, you could be 
in trouble. 
 This new approach to range management is a real 
breath of fresh air for livestock producers. It's some-
thing they've waited for, for a long, long time. We as 
government have listened to them. We've heard them, 
and we have addressed the concerns they brought to 
us in this bill. They have been, over the years, good 
stewards of the land. They respect it. 

[1100] 
 The other issue on range use that I would like to 
bring up is the range users. When you are in a confined 
area, you have to do a good job out there. If you don't do 
a good job, it will impact you economically. The forage 
that's produced is critical to the viability of your opera-
tion. You don't abuse it. You treat your land with re-
spect. The vast majority of users all have the same view-
point. You treat that land with respect, and the land will 
treat you with respect, and it will keep you in business. 
 They're not out there to create environmental deg-
radation. They're not out there to do all of the things 
that, if they really wanted to, they could do. That 
would be damaging. That's not the intent. Their intent 
is to do the very best job they can on that land base 
because their future depends on it. Their existence and 
whoever takes over the operation, maybe their chil-
dren, depend on that — and their grandchildren. 
 It was my privilege to go around the province and 
listen to the people, and we have listened, and we have 
heard. We have put together a bill that is a new begin-
ning for all of the people out there that are going to use 
our resources and that depend on our resources. We've 
rolled into this bill things that should have been done 
before, like using good, sound science to base our deci-
sions on. That is critical to being good stewards on the 
land. It is with a great deal of pleasure and pride, hav-
ing been involved in this from the beginning, that we 
bring this bill into the House for approval. 
 
 G. Trumper: I rise this morning in support of the 
Forest and Range Practices Act. I just want to give you 
some background, because as many of you know, I was 
the mayor of a community for 18 years, the backbone 
of which is the forest industry. In fact, the whole region 
relies on the forest industry. We have been in a mode 
of survival for many years. First of all, we had the issue 
of the Clayoquot many years ago, which as we all 
know made headlines in the news media, the world 
scene, with the actions that were taken by various peo-
ple who came from all over the world to prevent log-
ging from taking place in the Clayoquot. 
 
 [J. Weisbeck in the chair.] 
 
 The decisions that were made by the previous gov-
ernment…. I remember one of our previous Premiers 
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stating, when the decision was made on the Clayoquot, 
that there would be no jobs lost. I can remember hear-
ing him say that down on the west coast. Practically 
following that, Ucluelet shut down, which is a small 
village on the west coast that depended on forestry for 
its income. 
 Following that, the Forest Practices Code came into 
place. During that time, people in British Columbia in 
the forest industry became very, very concerned as to 
what was happening and seeing their logging being 
shut down by all the issues that were taking place in-
ternationally and some of the campaigns that were 
taking place. Many of you may remember — and some 
of the MLAs today took part in it — a huge demonstra-
tion that took place outside of the Legislature building, 
which we called the yellow ribbon campaign. We or-
ganized that to try and tell the government of the day 
how important the forest industry was to this province. 

[1105] 
 But we continually seemed to have more erosion 
taking place in the industry, which at times certainly 
was affected by markets and, recently, by the softwood 
lumber issue. You know, the people who live in those 
communities pay their mortgages, pay for their chil-
dren's education and try to plan for their future. Just in 
my region, as you have heard in the past when I've 
brought it up, from approximately 6,000 forestry jobs 
we are down to less than 2,000, and that has an effect 
on all communities within the region. If that's happen-
ing in my region, it's happening also in the rest of the 
province which relies on the forest industry for its 
work. 
 Also, it meant that people moved. As a matter of 
fact, a member of my family, who is a professional for-
ester, left British Columbia because he was so frus-
trated with the fact that with the old Forest Practices 
Code, he was not able to practise his profession. 
 Professional foresters are trained to do exactly that, 
which is to maintain and protect our forests. Under the 
old Forest Practices Code it was impossible to do that, 
because they were so tied up with all the paperwork 
that had to be done, which consumed their time, which 
made it very, very difficult. I think one of the issues 
that has not been recognized and is going to be recog-
nized in this new bill is the value of our professional 
foresters. They are the ones employed by companies 
large and small, who are going to be making sure the 
standards are met. 
 Comments have been made. I was really quite con-
cerned about some of the comments that were made 
earlier by one of the members of the opposition this 
morning, who stated that it would appear that mem-
bers of the government had been told to support the 
bill and were not thinking for themselves. Well, I can 
tell you, having lived for 35 years in a community 
which has relied on the industry, we live and breathe 
it. I have worked over the years with the unions in the 
community, with the IWA and with the business peo-
ple, and in the difficult times they've all come together. 
As a matter of fact, for that yellow ribbon parade, the 
unions were there and the business people were there 

from our community to help support the forest indus-
try in British Columbia. 
 It is encouraging to note that with the discussion 
and debate that has taken place around the province on 
the new bill, not only are the companies large and 
small…. The woodlot owners, who have had input into 
it, at first were not happy with the discussion paper 
that went out, but as we know from comments that 
have been made this week by them, they are suppor-
tive of this bill. 
 It is encouraging to note, also, that the workers in 
the field are encouraged by it and are supporting it. I 
do want to recognize the fact, as he is a constituent of 
mine, that Dave Haggard, who is the national presi-
dent of the IWA, has also worked very hard to bring 
forth his input into the new act. I think that is com-
mendable and understanding of the issues surround-
ing the whole issue of the old Forest Practices Code 
and how it really affected the people he was represent-
ing. 
 I think that for the leaders in the union it was in-
credibly discouraging to see so many of their members 
being laid off, certainly because of markets but also 
because of the terrible, terrible cost that the old Forest 
Practices Code brought to industry both large and 
small, which made it very difficult for them to be com-
petitive in the global market. And make no mistake: 
people should remember in the province that this is a 
global market. 

[1110] 
 I think it is unfortunate that people seem to think 
that the standards are being lowered. They are going to 
be responsible for what they do. If they do not follow 
the rules and the regulations, not only will they suffer 
as a company, but they will suffer in the world mar-
kets, because today those who are buying lumber — or 
whatever it is, whether it be value-added products — 
want to know what the level of the environmental 
standards is. Many of the companies are going through 
or have reached certification standards. Companies 
cannot afford not to follow the environmental stan-
dards that have been set. They cannot afford to com-
pete in the world market without following those stan-
dards. I believe that companies today, large and small, 
are responsible. They know what the parameters are. 
They know what they've got to do to be successful. 
They know what they've got to do when they are com-
peting in the world market. 
 As we all know, the world market is large. There 
are many, many countries now in the world market 
that are exporting their forest products to countries 
where we used to have the major part of the market, 
and we're having to compete with them. The compa-
nies themselves, whether they're small or large, know 
they have to follow those standards. I know they will 
be doing that, and once again we will have a forest 
industry that is vibrant and that will be the backbone of 
this province. 
 People don't recognize, particularly in the urban 
areas, I think, how valuable the forest industry is. I 
become very concerned when I hear people talking 
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about some of the issues that have been stated in this 
chamber today, when I live there. Many of my col-
leagues in the House today and many of my colleagues 
in government live in these communities that survive 
on the status of the forest industry. 
 I want to congratulate the minister on a lot of hard 
work that he has done. It has been difficult, I know, 
with the discussion paper that was put out earlier, 
which was meant to get people's input. There has been 
a great deal of consultation done. There certainly were 
certain groups who did not want to participate in the 
consultation process, and that's unfortunate. If you 
don't participate, your voice isn't heard. So I want to 
congratulate the minister and congratulate the commit-
tee that travelled the province. 
 As we all know, those are not the easiest trips to do 
when you're on one of these committees. They're very 
time-consuming. You get little sleep, and sometimes 
the food — as I can remember on one of our little trips 
around the north, the pizza flying down the aisle in the 
plane was our dinner for the night — is not good for 
your health either. It's not good for your health travel-
ling around on these committees. It's hard work, but 
you know, you have to get out there and listen to what 
people are saying. It has certainly been with the calls 
I've had this week, and not only from those that are in 
the forest industry. 
 I've also had calls from some of my first nations 
constituents who are also involved in the forest indus-
try and are trying to make their way in partnership 
with some of the companies. They are encouraged by 
this new bill, and I think that it is a step. We are mov-
ing forward. We are going to see great changes, and it 
is enabling legislation to get this forest industry back 
on its feet as we move forward. 
 
 B. Lekstrom: Today it is a privilege for me to stand 
in this House and show my support and speak of my 
support for Bill 74, the Forest and Range Practices Act. 
Right off the bat, I think many people will ask: "Why 
did you support it?" There are a number of reasons 
why you would support it. First and foremost, and I 
think the one that's most straightforward, is that the 
old code simply wasn't working. It was cumbersome. It 
was burdensome on industry. It didn't work for British 
Columbians. 
 Make no mistake about it. The importance of the 
forest industry affects each and every British Colum-
bian, whether you're in a resource-based community or 
you're in downtown Vancouver or the lower mainland. 
There's not one of us as a British Columbian that does-
n't feel the benefits of the forest industry and doesn't 
feel the pain when our forest industry isn't working the 
way it should be. 

[1115] 
 Delivering the resources to market is what a re-
source industry is all about, and the forest industry in 
British Columbia, I'm proud to say, is one of the best in 
the world. I think far too often we overlook that. When 
we look back at the old code, a laudable goal, people 
wanted to make sure we tried to bring a balance with 

how we deliver our trees to market and still maintain a 
quality environment. Unfortunately, that code didn't 
work. It increased costs by over a billion dollars. It 
caused job losses in our province. It's very straightfor-
ward. When something is tried and doesn't work, the 
job of a good government is to try and correct that 
problem. I'm proud to be part of a government here in 
British Columbia that put forward as part of its man-
date that we would correct it, and here today under Bill 
74 we see that. It's not completed, in the sense that we 
have much work to do in the forest sector. But I can tell 
you, Mr. Speaker, this is a bill we should all be proud 
of. 
 I encourage British Columbians, because there's 
going to be a lot of discussion throughout our province 
on this bill, to go and get the bill and read the bill and 
ask questions. Ask questions of your MLA. Ask ques-
tions of members in your forest industry. Try and 
learn about it. I can tell you, it's far too difficult to 
take a bill, read it, not understand it and not ask a 
question. Whether we're legislators in this office in 
British Columbia or we're a citizen of British Colum-
bia, not everyone can just pick up a bill, read it and 
fully understand it without asking questions. I know 
the minister has been more than helpful to everyone 
that's approached him. My colleagues in this House, 
anytime there's a question, go to the people that have 
the background. You can learn. Not a day goes by that 
each and every member in this House doesn't learn 
something new. 
 It's up to good government to create good govern-
ment policy, and that's what we're doing here with Bill 
74, a good policy that's going to bring an environ-
mental balance as well as allowing our forest industry 
to generate the revenue that we all enjoy — not reve-
nue that just goes into the pockets of big business and 
big industry, as many people would have you believe. 
It's money that's generated and that benefits all of us. It 
builds our schools; it builds our hospitals. It delivers 
our social services in the province of British Columbia. 
I can tell you that if we don't have a forest industry 
that's working well, we don't have the ability to deliver 
the services each and every British Columbian so 
rightly deserves and wants and demands, quite 
frankly. The environmental balance in Bill 74 is 
brought forward, I'm happy to say. It brings a balance 
— the stewardship of the land while still maintaining 
the right and the ability to cut our trees and deliver 
those to market to generate the revenue we need. 
 There's been some talk already that we could go 
back. There could be boycotts in the global market on 
how we deliver our trees and how we use our forest 
sector in British Columbia. Well, I can tell you, when 
you look at how we do our forestry in British Colum-
bia, boycotts should be completely the last thing on 
British Columbia's mind. What we have in many cases 
is that the people who promote these boycotts are the 
same people banging their fists on the table demanding 
more services be delivered by government. You can't 
have it both ways. It's our job to bring that balance, and 
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I'm proud to be part of a government that's bringing 
that balance here. 
 I think we sometimes overlook…. We talk about 
our resource sector. When you look at forestry, it is 
truly a renewable resource. We cut our trees; we take 
them to market. We generate the revenues for the ser-
vices we have to deliver. There's a profit made, cer-
tainly. If industry can't make a profit, we'll have abso-
lutely no jobs in British Columbia. So profit is not a bad 
thing. 
 On the other side of that, after we've cut the trees, 
we go into a reforestation mode. We reforest. It's not 
because the forest companies are forced to, as many of 
you would think. It's their livelihood as well. They 
know that for every tree they cut, it has to be replaced 
with the minimum of one — many times much, much 
more — because in the future a forest company that we 
have in British Columbia won't look at a one-cut cycle. 
They're looking at the long term, just as we all do. 
They're looking to cut that tree and get it to market. 
They're looking at being able to go back and cut those 
trees in the same areas years down the road. I think we 
have to remember that. It just doesn't get any better in 
the resource sector when you have a resource that is as 
renewable as forestry. I think we do a good job in de-
livering that. 

[1120] 
 Sometimes it's frustrating as an elected official to 
hear people complain, quite frankly, about our forest 
industry: "What's the government doing to it?" Well, I 
stand here before you and my colleagues in this House 
to say I'm proud of our forest industry. I'm proud of 
the people that work in our forest industry. They're our 
friends, our neighbours and our families that do that. I 
don't believe that any one of them gets up in the morn-
ing and wants to go to work and wonders how they 
can harm the environment. I think that's just dead 
wrong. I think that they get up and go to work to make 
a living for their family so that those families can par-
ticipate in the events and the society that we all have 
and enjoy in British Columbia, and they do the best job 
they can. I'm proud to be a British Columbian. I'm 
proud to be part of B.C., and the forest industry that we 
have in B.C. makes me that much prouder. 
 I've heard people talk in the consultation — or, in 
some people's minds, the lack of consultation — that 
took place. I want to commend the minister. I want to 
commend the committee of the Legislature. I want to 
commend Dr. Hoberg, who went around this province 
and offered extensive opportunities for people to con-
sult. I believe we had 88,000 hits on the website. We 
had many people participate through that avenue. We 
had 440 presentations. People came forward, and I 
commend those people. What they brought to the ta-
ble, whether it was 100 percent in favour or not in fa-
vour, was valuable information. 
 We can learn. As the elected officials we don't have 
all the answers. It's our job to go out and listen to Brit-
ish Columbians, to take our ideas, blend them with the 
ideas of British Columbians and come up with good 
public policy. I want to thank the minister for his effort 

on this, because that's exactly what we've got here in 
Bill 74. 
 We sometimes get caught up under Bill 74 that it's 
really just a forest act. It's more than a forest act. It's a 
range practices act as well, something that's vital to our 
cattlemen and our ranchers. When you look at what's 
laid out in this bill, it ranges from grazing tenure over 
to the cutting of hay. It's vitally important. I've spoken 
in this House before on the importance of our agricul-
ture industry and our ranching industry. This bill re-
flects and allows the flexibility for our ranchers to op-
erate effectively and efficiently in a sound, scientifically 
based manner on the land base that they utilize. This 
bill is about trying to improve how we provide our 
forest industry services in British Columbia with the 
regulations and the guidelines they work under. 
 The one thing I want to tell you in closing — I 
won't carry on long — is that I am a proud British Co-
lumbian. I'm proud to be part of a government that 
brought this legislation forward. To make sure that 
British Columbians know, before they want to step 
forward to bring an issue and complain on the envi-
ronmental side of it, I encourage them to please read 
and understand the bill. It's far too easy to complain if 
you don't bring a solution to the table. We see that time 
and time again. It just doesn't work. 
 In closing, I think the key message we should be-
lieve as a government, and I want British Columbians 
to believe this as well, is that it's our job as a society 
and as legislators to always strive to improve what we 
have in front of us. I'm telling you here today that my 
belief is that Bill 74 does exactly that. It improves our 
forest industry's opportunities. It improves the stew-
ardship of our land. It improves the ability of our prov-
ince to work hand in hand with all British Columbians 
to develop a forest sector we should all be proud of. 
 
 T. Christensen: I think it's probably almost impos-
sible to overstate or overestimate the importance of the 
legislation we're here to debate today, Bill 74. It's cer-
tainly of critical importance to people around the prov-
ince, including many families in the communities that I 
represent in Okanagan-Vernon. 
 Equally, this is a government that from day one has 
made a number of commitments and has indicated a 
very sincere dedication to ensuring that those com-
mitments are fulfilled. What Bill 74 represents is a ful-
fillment of our new-era commitment to streamline the 
Forest Practices Code and to establish a workable, re-
sults-based code with tough penalties for non-
compliance. 
 On that front, I really want to congratulate the Min-
ister of Forests and the very competent and dedicated 
staff within the Ministry of Forests for bringing this 
legislation forward at this time. I think we can all 
agree, and pretty much anybody in the province who's 
been watching what has been happening in forestry 
with softwood and other issues over the last 18 months 
can agree, that it's not like the minister has had nothing 
to do. I do congratulate him for bringing this legisla-
tion forward in such a timely fashion. 
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[1125] 
 We've heard from a number of MLAs in this second 
reading debate, and I'll be quite frank in admitting that 
many of those MLAs from around the province have a 
lot deeper knowledge of forestry and the forest indus-
try than I do. Certainly the member for North Island, 
who has direct experience in the forest industry, does. 
He also led the MLA committee and the other members 
of that committee that travelled the province and heard 
from folks about the Forest Practices Code and what 
we were proposing in the discussion paper issued last 
spring. All of them have a lot more background in this 
particular legislation than I do. 
 As well, we've heard from the member for Prince 
George North, who has some direct experience in try-
ing to work in the forest industry and navigate the 
many rules and regulations that entails. We heard this 
morning from the member for Cariboo North, who has 
a great deal of experience in forestry and certainly on 
the range practices front, who commented on that. We 
heard, as well, from the member for Alberni-Qualicum, 
who has a longstanding dedication to ensuring that our 
forest industry is viable, but also that it is viable in the 
long term, meaning that it is environmentally respon-
sible. 
 It is difficult, in fact, to overstate the importance of 
the forests in this province. Certainly, they are a foun-
dation of biodiversity, which really is the key to having 
a healthy and complete environment. There's no ques-
tion. We often hear a lot of discussion about the value 
of our forests in providing employment in this prov-
ince. There are literally thousands upon thousands of 
British Columbians who are directly reliant on our for-
est resource for employment, but many, many more are 
indirectly reliant on our forest economy. It is, in fact, 
the economic foundation for many communities, par-
ticularly here on the Island and in the interior of the 
province, because of the both forest industry but also, 
increasingly, the tourism industry. It is critical that we 
have a healthy forest environment if we want to con-
tinue to attract tourists from around the world, who 
come here in many cases to see Super, Natural British 
Columbia. 
 It would be very difficult to find a British Colum-
bian that doesn't appreciate our forests for the recrea-
tion values they add, whether they are people who 
simply like to go out for a hike in the forest and breathe 
that nice clean air, whether they are hunters or fishers, 
or whether they are folks who like to go out with a 
camera like the member for Victoria–Beacon Hill. 
 The wildlife values that our forests offer. Again, 
there's just a diversity of wildlife in this province that 
really is unmatched pretty much anywhere in the 
world. I think we often take it for granted, but we 
shouldn't. We should continue to recognize the value 
of our forests in supporting that wildlife value. 
 Finally, by no means is this an exhaustive list, but 
there are very significant spiritual and cultural values 
in our forest certainly for our first nations people but 
equally for our non–first nations people. The value of 

our forests really does form a significant component of 
our personal heritage in this province. 
 Now, beyond those personal values that many of us 
hold when we think of the forests, let's also look at the 
importance of our forests to government, which is in 
essence a collective of the people of this province. Cer-
tainly, as I've mentioned, our forests are a foundation 
of economic activity that provides jobs. That also pro-
vides, then, personal and corporate income taxes, 
which all of us here in this House know are critical to 
ensuring that the government can function and provide 
the many services that British Columbians deserve and 
desire. 

[1130] 
 I was looking at some statistics. In 2001 our forest 
product exports were down a little bit, but they were 
still $14.5 billion. That, in fact, accounted for a full 46 
percent of all provincial exports. Forest revenues, be-
yond the sort of income tax and corporate tax end of 
things, last year through stumpage were about $1.2 
billion. Certainly, I think it's fair to say that no other 
resource that we have in this province, and certainly no 
other industry, dominates the life of British Columbia 
as much as the activities and benefits of managing our 
forests for all of the values those forests give to the 
people of the province. 
 In looking at the debate about this bill and about 
forestry in general in this province, I think it's impor-
tant to realize how we got to today. The current Forest 
Practices Code was enacted in 1994. At that time, it 
actually received almost unanimous support here in 
this Legislature, including members of this govern-
ment. Now, there may be members of this government 
that in hindsight think, well, I could have been a bit 
more critical of it, or perhaps I shouldn't have sup-
ported it. Nevertheless, at the time, given the circum-
stances in 1994, there was unanimous support for the 
Forest Practices Code. 
 There were concerns expressed, certainly by indus-
try, about the degree of bureaucracy that was being 
created by the code, but I think even among industry 
there were some that understood and recognized the 
need to provide a strong legislative foundation for the 
management of our forest resource. I, at that time — 
looking back at what I knew at that time — would have 
supported the introduction of the code. I remember 
that my own views — and admittedly, they were 
probably relatively uninformed views, but nevertheless 
they were my views — that forestry practice at that 
time…. I didn't have a lot of faith in it. I had some con-
cerns about what was going on in the forest and 
whether we truly were looking at things holistically, 
whether we were being good stewards of the forest or 
whether we were simply exploiting the resource. 
 I don't think I was alone in that view at the time. I 
think the reality of the late eighties and early nineties 
was that in general terms, there perhaps was a lack of 
public confidence in what was happening in our for-
ests. Given the importance of the forests in this prov-
ince, as I've mentioned, public confidence is critical. 
The public needs to have the confidence that our for-
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ests are being managed for all their values and that 
they are going to be there and all of those values are 
going to be there for generations to come. 
 We also have to look at where we are now. We've 
had seven years of experience with the Forest Practices 
Code. We know in that experience that there's been 
about a 97 percent compliance rate with the Forest 
Practices Code. We've seen an incredible evolution of 
forestry practice in this province. We've seen the rise of 
the whole concept of certification on an international 
level and certainly within this province. British Colum-
bia has strongly supported certification as a way to 
meet growing customer interest and to demonstrate 
that the province is committed to sustainable forest 
management. 
 In fact, British Columbia has emerged as the North 
American leader in forest certification, and virtually 
every major B.C. forestry company has now met the 
requirements of ISO's environmental management sys-
tem and has either achieved or is pursuing some other 
third-party certification. It's not just the major compa-
nies. It's also of great interest and something that is 
being pursued by many small forestry operators, mills 
and manufacturers. That's being pursued in many 
cases because it results in business operating better, but 
it is also a necessity to satisfy customers around the 
world. It's a necessity in terms of market reality. 
 The world's a pretty interlinked place now. Infor-
mation bounces around the world in seconds, and our 
markets and the folks that are buying British Columbia 
forest products want to know that the forests here are 
being managed responsibly. I think the reality is that 
those involved in the industry are more aware of that 
than pretty much anybody else and are going to ensure 
that they are meeting those standards. 

[1135] 
 Certainly, one of the ways of doing that is by pur-
suing a number of the available certification processes. 
I think in looking at the certification processes, it's im-
portant to recognize what sort of things those processes 
are looking at. For example, the Canadian Standards 
Association certifies both for the management system 
and for the specific forest management performance 
measures that are developed through public consulta-
tion. In fact, many third-party evaluators have ranked 
the CSA as among the best in the world. 
 There are other certifications, like the Sustainable 
Forestry Initiative, which requires that companies meet 
12 standard principles and 30 performance measures 
for forest management. There's another certification 
through the Forest Stewardship Council that has prin-
ciples and criteria to assess plans and on-the-ground 
performance. There are certainly lots of options out 
there for companies to pursue, and all of them have the 
goal of ensuring that forest practices are environmen-
tally responsible and consistent. 
 We've also seen over the last number of years, as 
forest companies have grown to work with the existing 
Forest Practices Code, that they've said to themselves 
and to us that in some cases there are better ways to do 
things. In fact, we have, certainly, in this province some 

of the most innovative practitioners of forest manage-
ment in the world. I think we need to give credit where 
credit is due. 
 I know, certainly, that in my own constituency one 
of the major companies, Riverside Forest Products, has 
embarked on a cooperative effort with the Ministry of 
Forests and the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Pro-
tection under the current code, under part 10.1 of the 
current code, to initiate essentially a pilot project. Riv-
erside made the decision in 1998 to initiate what they 
call the ecological forest stewardship project on tree 
farm licence 49. That's located in the central Okanagan, 
sort of on the west side of Okanagan Lake, and cer-
tainly is in an area of the province that many, many 
people are moving to. Those very many people are well 
aware of the value of the forest resource in the area and 
are certainly watching closely what Riverside is pro-
posing. 
 I want to talk just briefly about the ecological forest 
stewardship project. Its key objectives are to create and 
implement a cost-efficient, ecologically based forest 
resource management system that pursues environ-
mental sustainability, community stability and eco-
nomic security. To do that, what they propose is to 
field-test a workable results-based regulatory frame-
work that shifts administrative effort from managing 
processes to managing for results. 
 Even prior to the introduction of this legislation 
today, we've had companies like Riverside that are 
looking at trying to go in this direction. The problem 
they've had up till now is that to do that, they had to 
jump through many, many hoops and get all sorts of 
lawyers involved to try and figure out how on earth 
within the context of the existing code they can move 
ahead and try and get out from underneath all those 
prescriptive requirements so that they can do what 
they do best, which is be innovative and figure out 
how to best manage that forest resource. 
 Through the ecological forest stewardship program, 
Riverside's proposal is to manage all key ecological, 
environmental and social resources based on scientifi-
cally based principled management. To do that in TFL 
49, what Riverside has been doing is completing an 
inventory, an analysis and modelling and testing nec-
essary to then implement this ecological model. That 
includes developing a system of criteria indicators and 
measurables that are then going to provide a frame-
work for gauging its success in managing the array of 
resources and the values that are there in the forest. 

[1140] 
 It's important to note that in allowing that to move 
forward and allowing companies to be innovative and 
look at results rather than process, what Riverside is 
able to do in TFL 49 is pilot alternative ways of manag-
ing silviculture, riparian areas and aquatic habitat for 
fisheries that reflect the understanding of the natural 
disturbance processes, patterns and structures on 
which the ecological forest resource management 
model is based. They can look at what the end result 
we want is in terms of having a full ecological system 
in that area and how we then get there, instead of hav-
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ing to follow a bunch of prescriptive processes that are 
dictated from here in Victoria. 
 The point I wanted to make is that when we look at 
what's happening in our forests now versus what was 
happening in our forests in the late eighties and early 
nineties, it's really a night and day difference, and 
there's simply no comparison. That's part of the reality 
that we face today. 
 The other part of the reality, and really the impetus 
for change, is that by the previous government's own 
assessment the Forest Practices Code added over $1 
billion in costs to the industry. Fine. Industry is going 
to bear some costs, but for no public benefit. There was 
no environmental benefit to that additional $1 billion of 
cost. So really, that's just wasted money — money that 
could certainly be better reinvested by those involved 
in the industry to provide more jobs in the forest indus-
try in the province, to expand their operations, to re-
search better ways of doing things. Whenever we're 
wasting $1 billion, government needs to take a really 
hard look at what's not working right. 
 As well, what the existing code did — certainly the 
dollars are very important, but this is perhaps its great-
est failure — was stifle innovation, and innovation is 
the foundation of positive change, whether that's in our 
forest industry or elsewhere. The fact that it stifled in-
novation really is, I think in the broader sphere and in 
the long term, one of the very significant failures of the 
existing code. In fact, the current code is so prescriptive 
and inflexible that it requires forest companies to con-
tinue adhering to out-of-date standards. They may 
have found a better way to do something, yet the code 
says that this is the way you do it. You don't want to 
get in trouble, so you just keep doing it that way. It 
doesn't allow for improved and better management. 
 I've got a few examples that were mentioned to me 
in terms of particular problems in light of that. If a 
company wanted to change to a more suitable silvicul-
ture system, the code wouldn't let them do it. If they 
wanted to move towards enlarged patches left in a 
harvest area for wildlife habitat values, the code says 
no — can't do it. If they want to increase the size of 
reserve zones next to streams, the code says: that's the 
reserve zone. If you want to move beyond that, the 
code doesn't say you can. 
 Let's face it. In this province, the forests here on 
Vancouver Island…. You know what? They're nothing 
like the forests in my constituency. The forests in my 
constituency are nothing like the forests in the con-
stituency of the member for Cariboo North. So having 
these prescriptive standards that we're then trying to 
apply around the province simply doesn't work in a 
province like British Columbia, which has such a di-
versity of forest and ecological systems. 

[1145] 
 I think all members of the House, regardless of 
party affiliation, would agree that our forest does pro-
vide us with significant benefits and that we have an 
obligation to ensure that those benefits are maintained. 
We have an obligation to responsible stewardship of 
our forests both now, for the current generations, but 

also so that the values of the forest are there for genera-
tions to come. We have an obligation to ensure there's 
effective environmental protection, and we have an 
obligation to ensure the sustainability of the forest re-
source. 
 I think where we disagree — and it's quite clear we 
disagree — is on how you get there. The opposition's 
approach is to prescribe regulation and insist that those 
working in our forests follow that one way of getting to 
a particular result. Admittedly, that's one way of look-
ing at things. You sort of set the road map there. You 
say: "Here's where you turn left. Here's where you turn 
right. Here's where you go straight. Don't vary." I don't 
think it's the best way to look at things if we truly want 
to strive to have the most progressive environmental 
practices in our forests. 
 If we want to strive for progressive practices in our 
forests, what we need to do is tap into the innovation 
of the people who are working in our forests — the 
professional foresters who have spent years at univer-
sity to gain the scientific knowledge to apply on the 
ground in our forests and who know there's more than 
one way to reach a desired result and who can tell us 
the best way to reach that desired result. In fact, they 
may tell us three or four ways that are equally applica-
ble and effective in reaching that desired result. 
 We've got biologists, and part of this transition into 
dealing with the forest practices in a more results-
based manner is to rely more on our biologists and 
empower them to give those working in the forests the 
advice they are very clearly capable of giving. They can 
examine how systems interact and work together to 
ensure a healthy environment and healthy ecological 
systems. Let's let those biologists do their job. 
 When we think about the people that work in our 
forests — whether they're the biologists, professional 
foresters, forest technicians, loggers, truck drivers or 
whatever they're doing — there's a reason they're out 
there. If you sit down and talk to any one of them, they 
have a passion about the resource. They have a passion 
about being out in the natural environment in our for-
ests and working in that environment. They don't par-
ticularly like to be sitting behind a desk in a building 
somewhere. 
 If you ask them what they do in their time off, cer-
tainly in the communities that I represent, guess what: 
they're back in the forest. They're out there fishing. 
They're out there hunting. They're out hiking. They're 
out enjoying the many other values that resource offers 
to all of us. I think they are, in fact, in many cases the 
best monitors of what is going on out in the forest, and 
they are certainly very, very interested in ensuring that 
our forest resource has effective stewardship. 
 You know what? Bill 74 simply lets these profes-
sionals do their jobs. It says to them: "Here are the 
goals we want you to reach. How are we going to get 
there?" It sets strong world-leading standards for bio-
diversity and protection of watersheds, habitat and 
other forest values, and then lets professionals do their 
jobs in attaining those standards. 
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 In the comments the member for Vancouver-
Hastings made yesterday, she suggested that perhaps 
there might be a conflict, that certainly professional 
foresters have a code of ethics they must maintain and 
they have professional standards in terms of who their 
obligation is to if their employer is trying to push to 
maximize the dollars. I was sort of taken aback by the 
comment, because I thought it was really an insult to 
the folks that are involved in that profession. 
 I know, coming from a professional background 
myself — I was a lawyer prior to doing this — that 
when you're a member of a profession and you have a 
code of standards that you must uphold, you don't sort 
of just give that up to satisfy an employer. Otherwise, 
you're not going to be a member of the profession for a 
long time, for one thing, but you also, given your train-
ing and your experience and your knowledge, have a 
real dedication to that profession. I don't think it was a 
particularly responsible comment. I don't really think it 
reflected reality. 

[1150] 
 I think, as well, that if I were a CEO of a forest com-
pany or somebody involved in the management of a 
forest company looking at the penalties that might be 
imposed upon me for irresponsible forest practices 
under Bill 74, I'd be listening pretty closely to my pro-
fessionals to ensure that they were giving me good 
advice and that I was following that advice. I wouldn't 
be pressuring them to cut corners, because at the end of 
the day I might find myself in a jail cell or certainly 
having to pay a significant fine to the province. I just 
don't think it's realistic to suggest in any way that those 
folks are going to be pressured to not do their job. I 
think common sense dictates that in fact they are going 
to do their job. 
 I want to comment briefly, as well, on the consulta-
tion process that's brought us here today. I think it was 
a very effective consultation process. We had a discus-
sion paper. We didn't just go out and talk about forest 
practices and then put together a piece of legislation 
and bring it into the House. What the minister did is 
come up with a pretty comprehensive and concrete 
discussion paper that he could then go out and talk to 
interested parties and the public as a whole about and 
then come back and move forward with legislation. I 
want to commend the MLA committee, who heard 
from so many people around the province, as well as 
Dr. Hoberg and his very critical work with stake-
holders in coming up with some very strong recom- 
 

mendations and improvements that have resulted in 
Bill 74 that's before us today. 
 What's it going to look like in the future? Well, there 
are three key elements under the existing Forest Prac-
tices Code. We've got standards, we've got planning, 
and we've got enforcement. Those standards will be 
objectives set by government to ensure responsible pro-
tection of biodiversity, including stands of old growth, 
wildlife and fish habitats, species at risk, drinking water 
and watersheds and other standards. These will be the 
foundation of good forest stewardship. 
 Beyond those standards, then we have forest stew-
ardship plans that will set out measurable and enforce-
able results or strategies that must be consistent with the 
standards and objectives that have been set by govern-
ment for a variety of forest values. Those forest steward-
ship plans must be made available for public comment 
and must be approved by government. There will be 
flexibility for professionals preparing those forest stew-
ardship plans to address the unique circumstances of a 
specific plan area and to encourage innovation. 
 Finally, we've got compliance and enforcement. 
There we will have the Ministry of Forests that will be 
thoroughly dedicated to ensuring compliance. We'll 
have the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection 
staff who will be doing similarly, and finally we'll have 
the Forest Practices Board, which will continue its im-
portant role as an independent watchdog for sound 
forest practices by conducting audits and investigating 
complaints. 
 Bill 74 is going to allow our forest sector profes-
sionals to spend their time and resources on managing 
forest values rather than shuffling paper, and it's about 
time. Bill 74 puts us on the path to ensuring a sustain-
able forest industry and a sustainable forest environ-
ment. Again, I congratulate the minister for bringing 
this forward in a timely manner. 
 Noting the time, Mr. Speaker, I would move ad-
journment of the debate. 
 
 T. Christensen moved adjournment of debate. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong moved adjournment of the House. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 The House adjourned at 11:54 a.m. 

 
 
 
 


