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Visual Impacts of Partial Cutting

Executive Summary
The visual quality of forested scenes is becoming

an increasingly important issue as competition
intensifies for limited forest resources in
British Columbia.

The choice of silvicultural system is an important
consideration when addressing visual quality.
Although clearcutting is widely used in B.C., it is
often difficult to meet more restrictive Visual Quality
Objectives (VQOs) using this system.  There has
been a growing interest in using partial cutting
methods to maintain visual quality and minimize
affects on timber supply.

In this study, research was undertaken to
determine if there are any site or stand variables that
could be used to predict the impacts of partial cutting
on the visual quality of a scene. A second goal was to
determine the public response to scenes that have
been logged using partial cutting.

“Percent volume removed” or “percent stems
removed” by the “average height of residual trees”
was found to be the best predictor of visual quality
(where a uniform leave-tree partial cutting system
was used) (see Section 4.1).

During the public perception survey respondents
showed no clear preference for partial cuts over clear
cuts. However, partial cuts were preferred slightly
more often than clearcuts in slides with visual
classifications of Partial Retention or Modification.
Respondents preferred the appearance of clearcuts
over partial cuts in scenes classified as Maximum
Modification (see Section 4.3).

The age of respondents appears to have
significantly influenced public preferences regarding
partial cutting versus clearcutting and preference for
preserved landscapes over modified ones.  Income
and education also influenced people’s perceptions
(see Section 4.4.1).

As one practical result of this study, a prediction
table has been developed so the practitioner can
evaluate the visual quality to be expected after partial
cutting a stand, given a specific volume removal in a
particular tree height class (see Section 6.1.1).
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Objectives of the Study

There were two fundamental goals in
undertaking this study:

A. to investigate the relationship between the
biophysical characteristics of a site and the visual
impacts of partial cutting; and,

B. to compare public perceptions about the visual
impact of partial cutting with evaluations and
ratings made by visual landscape management
specialists.

Partial cutting is a general term referring to
silvicultural systems other than clearcutting, in
which only selected trees are harvested. As it is used
in this study, partial cutting refers to a silvicultural
system that retains sufficient basal area or volume to
meet given VQOs (see the glossary for further
definitions).

The specific objectives of the study were to:

1. Determine the relationship between Existing
Visual Condition (EVC) and site and stand
variables.

2. Determine the relationship between public
preference (Visual Quality Rating) and EVC
(assessment by visual landscape management
specialists).

3. Determine public preferences (as far as visual
quality is concerned) regarding partial cutting
versus clearcutting.

4. Determine the relationship between public
preferences (re: visual quality) and socio-
demographic/economic variables.

5. Determine the relationship between public
preferences (re: visual quality) and site and
stand variables.

2.0 Methodology

2.1 Overview

This was a complex study involving a number of
elements and steps, including: the collecting of pre-
and post-harvest field data, photographing sites,
classifying their visual quality, analyzing the data,
conducting a public perception survey, and analyzing
the survey results.

Initial field work for the study involved collecting
site and stand data and taking photographs. The
scenes in each photograph were then classified by
existing visual condition (EVC).

The remainder of the study was broken into two
separate components designed to address the two
fundamental goals:

1. To meet Goal A, an analysis of the raw data was
undertaken to determine the relationship between
site and stand variables and EVC.

2. To meet Goal B, a public perception survey was
carried out and the results compared with
assessments of visual quality made by visual
landscape management specialists.

The relationship between the various components
that make up the study can be shown as follows:

Site & Stand Data
Collection &
Photography

Classification of
Slides by EVC

Goal A

Relationship
between site &

stand
attributes and

EVC

Goal B

Public
perceptions
about visual
impacts of
partial cuts

Collection of field data and photography
• Pre- and post-harvest site and stand data (such as

basal area, volume, stems per hectare) was
collected over three years for 80 partial cut stands.

• At the same time, photographic slides were taken
of each site, both within the stand and from
outside (stand level and landscape level).
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Classification by EVC
• The scenes depicted in the slides were classified

according to visual quality by a team of visual
landscape management specialists (MoF and
consultants).

Analysis of site and stand variables & EVC
• The relationship between site and stand variables

and visual quality was analyzed, to address
Goal A.

• The aim was to determine if there were any
specific variables that could be used for predicting
the visual quality of partial cuts (defined in terms
of visual quality classes).

Public perception survey
A public survey was conducted to address

Goal B.

• A sampling of slides was shown to several
audiences to determine public perceptions about
the visual quality of partial cuts. Standard
procedures for conducting public perception
studies were used.

• Participants were asked to “rate” the visual quality
of each photograph on an eleven point Likert scale
according to “the appearance of the scenery as it
would affect their enjoyment of it.”

• Each rating was recorded on scorecards and the
results were analyzed using a variety of statistical
procedures designed to address the objectives of
the study.

• Participants were also asked to fill out a
questionnaire (after viewing the slides) providing
demographic information about themselves and
their views on scenic quality and forest
management.

Note: This study deals only with perspective view
of alterations or, in other words, the view a person
would have from a ground level viewpoint. It does
not deal with plan (aerial) or map view.

2.2 Detailed methodology

2.2.1 Collection of Field Data and
Photography of Sites

A list of candidate partial cut sites in four forest
regions – Vancouver, Kamloops, Nelson, and Prince
George – was compiled with the assistance of region
and forest district staff. A total of 80 sites were
selected based on three criteria:

1. accessible by road,

2. easily photographed from a distance of two to
five kilometers, and

3. even-aged stand with a uniform distribution of
residual trees.

Prior to the field-work, pre-harvest information
on each site was collected from pre-harvest
silviculture prescription forms, and recorded on data
collection forms.

In the field, both stand level and landscape level
photographs and slides were taken of each sample
stand.

For landscape level photographs, all sites were
photographed from a suitable viewpoint with the cut
block located in the midground (see Glossary) of
the picture.

• photographs were taken from a distance of
approximately 2 to 5 kilometers;

• all photographs were taken from a level camera
angle in a horizontal format;

• a telephoto lens was used to minimize distracting
features such as roads, power lines, and adjacent
cut blocks;

• the field of view was adjusted so that the partially
cut area occupied approximately one third of the
total forested area.

Interior, stand level photographs were also taken.

After a site had been satisfactorily photographed,
a minimum of three variable radius cruise plots were
established in each block to determine post-harvest
stand variables. The locations of the plots were
recorded on a map of each site.

Where a plot fell in an unrepresentative portion of
the stand it was moved along the same bearing to a
more representative location.

Pre- and post-harvest site data was entered on a
data-collection form. (See Table 1 for definitions of
the site and stand variables.)
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Table 1.  Definitions for Site and Stand Variables

VARIABLE DEFINITION
SLIDE Slide identification number for partial cut
AREA Area of stand (ha)
SLOPE Slope (%) of land within cutblock
DBH Average diameter (cm)
HT Average height (m)
LCR Live crown (%)
CRNWDTH Crown width (m)
VOLUME1 Pre-harvest volume (m3/ha)
VOLUME2 Volume (m3/ha)
VOLRMV Volume removed (m3/ha) = VOLUME1–VOLUME2
PCVOLRMV Volume Removed (%) = 100 × VOLRMV/VOLUME1 (%)
BA1 Pre-Harvest Basal Area (m2/ha)
BA2 Basal Area (m2/ha)
BARMV Basal Area Removed (m2/ha) = BA1–BA2
PCBARMV Basal Area Removed (%) = 100 x BARMV/BA1
STEMS1 Pre-Harvest Stems (no./ha)
STEMS2 Stems (no./ha)

     STEMSRMV Stems Removed (no./ha) = STEMS1–STEMS2
PCSTMRMV Stems Removed (%) = 100 × STEMSRMV/STEMS1

     EVC Existing visual conditions (MM, M, PR, R, P)

2.2.2 Classification of visual quality

Each of the 80 landscape level photographs was
evaluated by a group of visual landscape management
specialists (consultants and MoF staff) and grouped
into one of five existing visual quality classes based
on visual appearance and biophysical attributes.

The visual quality classes are Preservation (P),
Retention (R), Partial Retention (PR), Modification
(M), and Maximum Modification (MM). Each class
is defined according to the degree of alteration to a
forest landscape as a result of logging or other human
activities (see Glossary for definitions).

2.2.3 Analysis of site and stand variables

Of the 80 sites sampled, a total of 66 slides were
analyzed for site and stand variables (see Appendix 1
for detailed data). These sites were chosen to ensure
adequate coverage of the Vancouver, Kamloops,
Nelson and Prince George forest regions. 14 of the 80
sites were not used because the slides did not meet
adequate standards based on consistency in the
camera angles, consistency in the quality of the
photographs, and completeness of site and stand data.
The analyses are presented in Section 4.0.

2.2.4 Public Perception Survey

The public perception survey portion of the
study was conducted part way through the multi-
year study. At the time, there were 36 slides
available for partial cut scenes, plus 29 clearcut and
non-harvest scenes (for a total of 65 slides used in
the survey). See Table 2 for a detailed breakdown.

 This survey was conducted using standard
procedures for public perception studies. All
participants listened to the same introduction and
looked at 5 practice slides before viewing and rating
the 65 survey slides. Slides were presented to
participants in as consistent a manner as possible.

The survey was conducted in November of 1993.
Participants were asked to view and rate the
appearance (“visual quality”) of each of the 65
slides listed in Appendix 3. Respondents recorded
their ratings on an 11-point Likert-type scale with -5
corresponding to “Very Low” and +5 corresponding
to “Very High” visual quality. Written instructions
indicated that “visual quality can be considered as
the appearance of the scenery as it would affect
your enjoyment of it.”
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Visible Alteration (EVC)

Type of Scene P R PR M MM Total
Partial Cut — 14 12 9 1 36
Clear Cut — 5 8 7 4 24
Natural 5 — — — — 5
Total 5 19 20 16 5 65

These communities were selected so the survey
would include respondents from each of the six
forest regions of the province.

Approximately 150 organizations were
contacted by phone and invited to participate in the
survey. The organizations were selected to
represent a cross-section of each community.
Neither forestry nor environmental groups were
targeted. Of the 150 organizations, 54 agreed to
participate in the survey, resulting in a total of
465 respondents.

The organizations included aquatic centres,
RCMP or city police, employment centres,
government agents, provincial ministries,
community centres, social services offices,
community colleges, service clubs, as well as arts
and other special interest groups. Participants were
surveyed either as individuals or in groups of
about 10, although two larger groups (of 23 and
26 individuals) were also surveyed. The number
of groups, group sizes, and total number of
respondents from each community are summarized
in Table 3.

After viewing the slides, participants were also
asked to complete a brief questionnaire providing
demographic information about themselves and
some of their views on scenic quality and forest
management.

Table 3. Sample sizes for public perception survey

Table 2. Number of slides used in public perception survey by type of scene and amount of visible alteration

The slides were numbered 1 through 65 in random
order for presentation. The scene types (CC = clear
cut, PC = partial cut or N = natural), EVC classes, and
other noteworthy features are summarized in
Appendix 1.

The presentation order of the slides (given by the
slide number) was fixed throughout the survey and was
used for approximately half of the groups. The
remaining groups were shown the slides in reverse
order, to reduce any possible effects from slide order.

Meetings were conducted in eight communities
throughout British Columbia:

1. Terrace (Prince Rupert Forest Region) – pop. 11,330

2. Prince George (Prince George Forest Region) – pop.
69,315

3. Williams Lake (Cariboo Forest Region) – pop.
10,270

4. Kamloops (Kamloops Forest Region) – pop. 66,335

5. Vernon (Kamloops Forest Region) – pop. 22,960

6. Cranbrook (Nelson Forest Region) – pop. 16,245

7. Nelson (Nelson Forest Region) – pop. 8,625

8. Victoria Capital Regional District (Vancouver Forest
Region) – pop. 280,430.

ytinummoC spuorGfo# eziSpuorGniM eziSpuorGxaM
puorGegarevA

eziS
stnednopseRfo#

ecarreT 7 2 32 6.8 06

egroeG.rP 9 5 31 6.8 77

LsmailliW 9 2 9 6.6 95

spoolmaK 7 2 51 4.7 25

nonreV 6 1 62 0.11 66

koorbnarC 5 3 31 0.8 04

nosleN 7 3 51 9.9 96

airotciV 4 8 51 5.01 24

seitinummoCllA 45 1 62 6.8 564
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3.0 Results

3.1  Demographic statistics

This section presents the demographic statistics
collected from the respondents, and in some cases,
compares these with socio-demographic
characteristics for the provincial population taken
from Statistics Canada’s 1994 Summary Census for
British Columbia (data from 1991).

In general, the study sample was reasonably close
to the general population, although participants were
somewhat younger (more individuals in the 30–49
age group and fewer over 49), slightly better
educated and earning higher incomes than the
province as a whole.

Gender: Sample vs Provincial Population

Gender Sample BC
Female 51.7%% 50.6%
Male 48.3% 49.4%

Age Distribution: Sample vs Provincial Population

Age Sample BC
<20   8.3%   8.1 %
20–29 17.3% 19.5%
30–49 52.8% 39.5%
50–69 13.4% 22.3%
>69   8.1% 10.6%

Education: Sample vs Provincial Population

Highest level attained Sample BC
Grades 1 – 8 4.7% 8.7%
Grades 9 – 13 32.8% 39.2%
Post-Secondary 62.5% 52.1%

Income: Sample vs Provincial Population

Total Income Sample BC
<$20,000 17.7% 23.1%
$20–39,000 18.3% 26.9%
$40–59,000 29.1% 14.1%
$60–79,000 21.6% 14.1%
>$79,000 13.3% 12.9%

Forestry Income: Sample vs Provincial Population

Income directly dependent on forest industry?
Sample BC

Yes 23.7% 5.5%
No 76.3% 94.5%

Residence: Sample vs Provincial Population

Length of residence Sample BC
1 to 5 years 32.8% <5 yr 56.2%
6 to 10 years 14.2% >5 yr 43.8%
Over 10 years 53%

Place of Origin**

Location % of sample
BC 57.4
Prairie Province 17.9
Rest of Canada 13.0
Other 11.7
** City or town where the respondent grew up
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3.2 Site and stand data for partial cuts

See Appendix 1 Data for Partial Cut Sites, for
the complete set of site and stand data for 66 partial
cuts with stands grouped by EVC class.

The partial cut stands were classified by EVC as
shown below in Table 4.

Table 4. Distribution of stands by EVC class.

EVC class Number of stands

P 4
R 22
PR 26
M 13
MM 1
Total 66

3.3 Data from the public
perception survey

See Appendix 3 for detailed results showing the
average public rating received by each of the 65*
slides used in the public perception survey.

The slides depicted the following scene types:

• 36 slides showed partial cuts,

• 24 slides showed a range of clear cuts, and

• 5 slides showed natural scenes.

* Please note that only 36 of these slides were taken
at partial cut sites. The 65 public perception slides
should not be confused with the 66 partial cut sites.
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4.0 Analysis
This section reports on the analysis of the results,

organized according to the study objectives (see the
specific objectives in Section 1.0 Introduction).

4.1 Objective I: Relationship between
EVC and site and stand variables

This section reports on the analysis of the
relationship between site and stand variables, and
visual quality as defined in terms of EVC. This is in
keeping with Objective 1: to determine the
relationship between EVC and site and stand
variables.

The analysis was restricted to the EVC classes
Modification, Partial Retention, and Retention (61
out of 66 partial cuts) because of lack of data in the
Preservation and Maximum Modification classes (5
sites).

Appendix 2 summarizes this relationship by
showing the results of fitting univariate logistic
models to the data.

 “Volume,” “ basal area,” and “stems
removed” all showed a significant correlation
with EVC (see Table 1 for list of variables and
Appendix 2 for the techniques used.)

Only 21 of the 61 partial cuts in EVC classes M,
PR, and R had a complete set of measurements – two
thirds of the stands were missing the variables BA1,
BARMV, and PCBARMV. Thus stepwise logistic
regression analysis of the 18 variables in Appendix 2
was limited to the 21 stands with no missing data.
Analysis of this severely reduced data set suggested
that “percent basal area removed” (PCBARMV) was
the best predictor of EVC.

The variable “percent basal area removed” can
be a useful predictor of EVC.

When the list of variables was restricted to DBH,
HT, VOLUME1, VOLUME2, VOLRMV,
PCVOLRMV, BA2, STEMS1, STEMS2,
STEMSRMV, and PCSTMRMV the sample size
increased from 21 to 48 stands with no missing
values.

Stepwise logistic regression analysis of this
second set of variables identified “percent volume
removed,” “percent stems removed,” and “average
height of the residual trees” used together as the best
predictors of EVC (see Appendix 2).

The combination of variables, “percent volume
removed,” “percent stems removed,” and
“average height of the residual trees,” can also
be useful predictors of EVC.

Elimination of apparent statistical outliers and
stands with inconsistent values (e.g., Slides 42, 46,
49, 59, and 78) had no effect on the selected
variables in either case.

The following section, 4.1.1 Probability Analysis
for EVC, presents a practical application of these
results to help determine the probability that a partial
cut would reach a specified EVC class (also see
Table 10 in Section 6.1.1).
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4.1.1   Probability Analysis for EVC

Further analysis of the data provided some
estimates of the probability that a randomly selected
partial cut site would be classified within a particular
EVC class based on specific site and stand data.

Table 5 gives the probability by EVC class based
on the “basal area removed” (%).

Table 6 gives the probability by EVC class based
on the combination of “volume removed” (%),
“stems removed” (%), and “average height of
residual trees” (m).

Using Table 5:

For example: For a partial cut with 20% of the
Basal Area removed, there is a 1.6% probability that
the EVC class of Partial Retention would be
achieved, and a 98.4% probability that Retention
would be achieved. Therefore, the most probable
EVC would be Retention.

aerAlasaB
devomeR

M
)%(

RP
)%(

R
)%(

elbaborPtsoM
CVE

mumixaM
)%(ytilibaborP

5 0 3.0 7.99 R 7.99

01 0 5.0 5.99 R 5.99

51 0 9.0 1.99 R 1.99

02 0 6.1 4.89 R 4.89

52 1.0 9.2 1.79 R 1.79

03 1.0 2.5 7.49 R 7.49

53 3.0 2.9 6.09 R 6.09

04 5.0 6.51 9.38 R 9.38

54 9.0 4.52 8.37 R 8.37

05 6.1 1.83 3.06 R 3.06

55 9.2 0.25 1.54 RP 0.25

06 3.5 9.36 8.03 RP 9.36

56 4.9 3.17 4.91 RP 3.17

07 0.61 5.27 5.11 RP 5.27

57 1.62 3.76 6.6 RP 3.76

08 5.93 8.65 7.3 RP 8.65

58 7.45 3.34 0.2 M 7.45

09 1.96 8.92 1.1 M 1.96

59 5.08 9.81 6.0 M 5.08

Table 5. Estimated probabilities of EVC classes for selected “basal area removed” (%).
Probabilities are given as percentages.
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Using Table 6:

To determine the probable EVC for a partial cut, determine the volume to be removed (%), the stems to be
removed (%), and average height of residual trees (m). For example, consider a partial cut where 30% of the
volume is to be removed, 40% of the stems are to be removed, and the average height of residual trees is
20 meters. In Table 6 below you will find that the most probable EVC would be Retention with a probability
of 85.2%.

Table 6. Estimated most probable EVC class for selected combinations of volume removed (%), stems removed (%),
and average height of residual trees (m). Probabilities are given as a percentage.

)m(seerTlaudiseRfothgieHegarevA

01 02 03 04 05

emuloV
devomeR

)%(

smetS
devomeR

)%(
CVE % CVE % CVE % CVE % CVE %

01 01 R 2.99 R 8.79 R 1.49 R 8.48 R 2.66

02 R 9.89 R 0.79 R 8.19 R 7.97 R 0.85

03 R 5.89 R 7.59 R 8.88 R 5.37 R 3.94

04 R 8.79 R 1.49 R 8.48 R 1.66 RP 7.45

05 R 0.79 R 8.19 R 7.97 R 9.75 RP 9.06

06 R 7.59 R 7.88 R 4.37 R 2.94 RP 6.56

07 R 1.49 R 7.48 R 1.66 RP 7.45 RP 3.86

08 R 8.19 R 6.97 R 9.75 RP 0.16 RP 9.86

09 R 7.88 R 4.37 R 2.94 RP 6.56 RP 3.76

02 01 R 7.89 R 5.69 R 5.09 R 0.77 R 1.45

02 R 2.89 R 1.59 R 1.78 R 3.07 RP 8.05

03 R 5.79 R 1.39 R 6.28 R 5.26 RP 7.75

04 R 5.69 R 5.09 R 0.77 R 0.45 RP 3.36

05 R 0.59 R 1.78 R 2.07 RP 8.05 RP 1.76

06 R 1.39 R 6.28 R 4.26 RP 7.75 RP 9.86

07 R 5.09 R 0.77 R 9.35 RP 3.36 RP 5.86

08 R 0.78 R 2.07 RP 9.05 RP 1.76 RP 9.56

09 R 5.28 R 4.26 RP 8.75 RP 9.86 RP 3.16

03 01 R 9.79 R 3.49 R 2.58 R 9.66 RP 0.45

02 R 1.79 R 0.29 R 2.08 R 7.85 RP 4.06

03 R 9.59 R 1.98 R 1.47 R 1.05 RP 2.56

04 R 2.49 R 2.58 R 8.66 RP 1.45 RP 2.86

05 R 0.29 R 2.08 R 7.85 RP 4.06 RP 0.96

06 R 0.98 R 0.47 R 0.05 RP 3.56 RP 5.76

07 R 1.58 R 8.66 RP 1.45 RP 2.86 RP 0.46

08 R 1.08 R 6.85 RP 5.06 RP 0.96 RP 7.85

09 R 0.47 R 9.94 RP 3.56 RP 5.76 RP 0.25

04 01 R 6.69 R 8.09 R 6.77 R 8.45 RP 8.26

02 R 2.59 R 4.78 R 9.07 RP 1.05 RP 8.66

03 R 3.39 R 1.38 R 2.36 RP 1.75 RP 8.86

04 R 8.09 R 5.77 R 8.45 RP 8.26 RP 6.86

05 R 4.78 R 9.07 RP 2.05 RP 9.66 RP 2.66

06 R 0.38 R 2.36 RP 1.75 RP 8.86 RP 8.16

07 R 5.77 R 7.45 RP 9.26 RP 6.86 RP 8.55

08 R 8.07 P 2.05 RP 9.66 RP 2.66 RP 6.84

09 R 1.36 P 2.75 RP 8.86 RP 8.16 M 6.65
Continued on following page...
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Table 6 (continued)

)m(seerTlaudiseRfothgieHegarevA

01 02 03 04 05

emuloV
devomeR

)%(

smetS
devomeR

)%(
CVE % CVE % CVE % CVE % CVE %

05 01 R 4.49 R 6.58 R 5.76 RP 4.35 RP 0.86

02 R 3.29 R 7.08 R 5.95 RP 9.95 RP 0.96

03 R 4.98 R 7.47 R 8.05 RP 9.46 RP 8.76

04 R 6.58 R 5.76 RP 4.35 RP 0.86 RP 5.46

05 R 7.08 R 4.95 RP 9.95 RP 0.96 RP 3.95

06 R 6.47 R 8.05 RP 9.46 RP 8.76 RP 7.25

07 R 4.76 RP 5.35 RP 0.86 RP 4.46 M 8.15

08 R 3.95 RP 0.06 RP 0.96 RP 2.95 M 4.06

09 R 7.05 RP 9.46 RP 7.76 RP 6.25 M 4.86

06 01 R 1.19 R 1.87 R 6.55 RP 4.26 RP 7.86

02 R 8.78 R 6.17 RP 5.94 RP 6.66 RP 5.66

03 R 5.38 R 9.36 RP 5.65 RP 7.86 RP 3.26

04 R 1.87 R 5.55 RP 4.26 RP 7.86 RP 4.65

05 R 5.17 RP 5.94 RP 6.66 RP 5.66 RP 3.94

06 R 9.36 RP 6.65 RP 7.86 RP 3.26 M 7.55

07 R 5.55 RP 4.26 RP 7.86 RP 4.65 M 1.46

08 RP 6.94 RP 6.66 RP 5.66 RP 3.94 M 7.17

09 RP 6.65 RP 7.86 RP 2.26 M 8.55 M 3.87

07 01 R 0.68 R 2.86 RP 8.25 RP 8.76 RP 9.46

02 R 2.18 R 2.06 RP 4.95 RP 0.96 RP 8.95

03 R 2.57 R 6.15 RP 5.46 RP 0.86 RP 3.35

04 R 2.86 RP 8.25 RP 8.76 RP 8.46 M 0.15

05 R 1.06 RP 4.95 RP 0.96 RP 8.95 M 6.95

06 R 5.15 RP 6.46 RP 0.86 RP 3.35 M 7.76

07 RP 9.25 RP 8.76 RP 8.46 M 0.15 M 8.47

08 RP 4.95 RP 0.96 RP 8.95 M 7.95 M 8.08

09 RP 6.46 RP 9.76 RP 2.35 M 7.76 M 7.58

08 01 R 6.87 R 4.65 RP 9.16 RP 8.86 RP 0.75

02 R 2.27 RP 8.84 RP 3.66 RP 8.66 RP 0.05

03 R 6.46 RP 9.55 RP 6.86 RP 8.26 M 9.45

04 R 3.65 RP 9.16 RP 8.86 RP 0.75 M 3.36

05 RP 8.84 RP 3.66 RP 8.66 RP 0.05 M 0.17

06 RP 0.65 RP 6.86 RP 7.26 M 0.55 M 7.77

07 RP 0.26 RP 8.86 RP 0.75 M 4.36 M 2.38

08 RP 3.66 RP 8.66 RP 9.94 M 1.17 M 5.78

09 RP 6.86 RP 7.26 M 0.55 M 7.77 M 9.09

09 01 R 9.86 RP 1.25 RP 6.76 RP 2.56 M 1.05

02 R 9.06 RP 8.85 RP 0.96 RP 3.06 M 8.85

03 R 4.25 RP 1.46 RP 1.86 RP 9.35 M 9.66

04 RP 2.25 RP 6.76 RP 2.56 M 2.05 M 2.47

05 RP 9.85 RP 0.96 RP 3.06 M 9.85 M 3.08

06 RP 2.46 RP 1.86 RP 9.35 M 0.76 M 3.58

07 RP 6.76 RP 2.56 M 3.05 M 2.47 M 1.98

08 RP 0.96 RP 3.06 M 9.85 M 3.08 M 1.29

09 RP 1.86 RP 8.35 M 0.76 M 3.58 M 3.49
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4.2 Objective II: Relationship between
public preference (VQR) and EVC

This section reports on the analysis of data from
the public perception study, in keeping with
Objective 2 of the study: to determine the
relationship between public preference and EVC.

Table 7 shows the average percentage of
responses received in each VQR category, by EVC.
To use table 7; take for example, the EVC class of
Retention: an average of 1.7% of respondents gave
these slides a Visual Quality Rating (VQR) of –5;
3.4% gave a VQR of –3; and 17.2% a VQR of 4.

Based on the data for all slides from Appendix 3,
Figure 1 below shows a logarithmic analysis of the
average frequency of VQR ratings by EVC. In other
words, this figure shows the relationship between the
percentage of the total response for each VQR rating
and the EVC class.

This type of analysis is useful for comparing the
relationships between EVC classes (-5 meaning
“very low visual quality” and +5 meaning “very high
visual quality”).

Figure 1 shows that, overall, Maximum
Modification scenes received more ratings at the
“low visual quality” end of the scale than they did at
the “high” end. With Modification scenes there was a
shift to a flatter “more neutral” pattern. With
Preservation, Retention, and Partial Retention there
was a strong shift in ratings to the “high visual
quality” end of the scale versus the “low” end.

Figure 1 shows that, in general, the public rated
all scenes in M or MM classes lower in visual quality
than scenes that were classified P, R, or PR. It also
shows that there was a correlation between EVC
classifications used by visual landscape specialists
and public perceptions (i.e. P preferred over R, PR,
M & MM in all cases).

The public rated M or MM scenes lower in
visual quality than P, R, or PR.

RQV

CVE 5- 4- 3- 2- 1- 0 1 2 3 4 5

P 4.2 8.3 4 0. 2.4 7.4 4.7 1.01 9.31 4.51 2.71 9.61

R 7.1 1.2 4.3 4 6.5 3.7 8.11 41 6.71 2.71 8.41

RP 7.1 6.2 8.3 7.5 5.71 3.01 7.41 7.51 4.51 8.21 01 0.

M 4.4 1.5 3.8 3.01 5.21 4.01 3.31 9.21 8.01 1.8 4 0.

MM 9.31 3.9 2.31 2.9 2.01 5.7 6.11 9.8 1.9 9.4 2 0.

Table 7. Average VQR by EVC class and VQR rating

Figure 1. Logarithmic analysis of the average frequency of VQR rating by EVC
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4.2.1 Public Preference by Community

Another way of looking at the relationship
between public preference and EVC is by
community.

In general, the degree of preference for natural
versus altered scenes differed significantly among
communities (see Table 8 and Figure 2).
Respondents from Williams Lake, Cranbrook, and
Victoria were more likely than respondents from
Prince George, Kamloops, and Vernon to give natural
scenes a higher rating than altered scenes (the
preferences of the former three communities exceed
those of the latter). Respondents from Terrace and
Nelson were intermediate in their preferences for
natural over altered scenes.

Table 8 summarizes public preferences for all
pairs of EVC classes, by community. It shows that,
in all communities surveyed, the public preferred
more natural scenes over altered scenes, both partial
cut and clearcut.

In all communities surveyed, the public preferred:

• Preservation over R, PR, M, MM;

• Retention over PR, M, MM;

• Partial Retention over M, MM; and

• Modification over MM.

Average preferences are listed by community and
for all communities combined.

The overall preferences of the respondents, for all
communities combined, were generally consistent
with evaluations by visual landscape specialists:

Preference for P over: # of Slide Pairs
PR 61% 25
M 68% 80
MM 67% 100

Preference for R over: # of Slide Pairs
PR 62% 95
M 71% 304
MM 70% 380

Preference for PR over: # of Slide Pairs
M 63% 100
MM 65% 320

Preference for M over: # of Slide Pairs
MM 56% 80

Respondents showed no preference for P over R
(50%, 95 pairs).

Notes on using Table 8:

The figures shown represent the percentage of
respondents who preferred the EVC class displayed
along the top line. (In all cases a figure of 50% or
less indicates no preference.)

For example, look under Preservation for the
community of Terrace: under the MM column we see
that 68% of the respondents in Terrace preferred
scenes classified as Preservation over Maximum
Modification.

Similarly, look under Partial Retention for the
community of Vernon: under the M column we see
that 60.7% of the respondents in Vernon preferred
scenes classified as Partial Retention over
Modification.

In addition, Table 8 shows the preference for
Partial Cuts over Clearcuts. For example, look under
Partial Retention for the community of Williams
Lake; under the PC:CC column we see that 63.3% of
respondents in Williams Lake preferred partial cuts
over clearcuts in scenes that were classified as Partial
Retention.

Similarily, look under Retention for Prince
George; under the PC:CC column we see that the
figure is 45.6%. This indicates that, for scenes
classified as Retention, respondents in Prince George
did not prefer partial cuts over clearcuts.
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Table 8. EVC preference by community (by percentage of respondents)**

** 50% average preference and under indicates no preference. Standard errors were calculated, and fell between
0.6 and 4.6. The P-values are based on a one-way ANOVA of the group means (P<0.05 suggests that there are
significant differences between communities).

Figure 2. Preference by community for Preservation over R, PR, M, and MM

Note: Value over 50% of respondents (red line) indicates preference for Preservation over other EVC classes.

:revonoitavreserProfecnereferP :revonoitneteRrofferP

ytinummoC MM M RP R MM M RP CC:CP

ecarreT 9.86 96 6.16 7.94 5.17 1.17 4.36 9.74

egroeGecnirP 2.26 9.46 5.95 8.94 4.56 6.66 2.06 6.54

ekaLsmailliW 5.37 9.37 66 45 4.37 2.47 1.46 3.05

spoolmaK 3.26 3.36 6.45 5.74 1.66 2.76 7.85 05

nonreV 3.65 9.06 4.35 7.54 9.16 9.56 9.75 2.84

koorbnarC 5.67 4.77 3.76 65 3.57 3.57 9.26 2.15

nosleN 6.66 1.07 3.16 8.05 1.96 2.27 1.26 7.94

airotciV 1.37 3.07 8.16 5.94 1.97 5.47 6.46 8.54

seitinummoCllA 4.76 7.86 7.06 4.05 2.07 9.07 7.16 6.84

eulav-P 500.0 800.0 700.0 700.0 110.0 520.0 540.0 613.0

:revonoitneteRlaitraProfferP :noitacifidoMrofferP doMxaM

ytinummoC MM M CC:CP MM CC:CP CC:CP

ecarreT 9.46 6.16 8.75 7.65 5.25 83

egroeGecnirP 4.06 9.85 1.55 3.45 7.64 9.43

ekaLsmailliW 3.76 7.46 3.36 3.75 1.16 14

spoolmaK 9.16 8.06 6.85 8.35 4.94 2.43

nonreV 2.95 7.06 2.06 8.05 4.94 8.13

koorbnarC 5.07 5.66 3.06 7.75 5.85 8.73

nosleN 5.66 3.56 9.16 9.55 7.55 2.24

airotciV 5.17 5.36 1.85 3.16 8.85 2.43

seitinummoCllA 3.56 7.26 4.95 0.65 0.45 8.63

eulav-P 340.0 520.0 600.0 780.0 300.0 994.0
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4.3 Objective III: Public preference for
silvicultural system

This section reports on the analysis of the data
from the public perception study, in keeping with
objective 3: to determine public preferences between
partial cutting and clearcutting.

Table 9 and Figure 3 present the public
preferences for silvicultural system [Partial cut (PC)
versus Clearcut (CC)] for all VQO classes except
Preservation (no visible landscape alteration).

All communities preferred partial cuts over
clearcuts in PR and M, except for Prince George.
Cranbrook and Williams Lake showed the strongest
preference for partial cuts over clearcuts, while
Prince George showed the weakest preference over
all EVC classes.

• For slides classified as R, respondents showed no
preference for partial cuts over clear cuts (48.6%,
96 pairs).

• For PR, partial cuts were preferred more often
than clear cuts (59.4%, 96 pairs),

• For M, partial cuts were slightly preferred over
clear cuts (54.0%, 63 pairs),

• For MM, partial cuts were not preferred over
clearcuts (36.8%). Clearcuts were preferred by
63.2% of respondents.** However, this estimate is
based on an extremely small sample of only four
comparisons.

For PR and M there was a slight preference for
partial cuts over clearcuts, and for R and MM
there was no preference.

** Discussion:
The result that there was no preference for partial

cuts over clearcuts in Maximum Modification scenes
may require some explanation.

Maximum Modification EVC is defined as having
human-caused alterations that are dominant and out
of scale. The results show that respondents preferred
the appearance of clearcuts over partial cuts in
scenes classified as Maximum Modification.
Considering the fact that there are extremely few
trees remaining in a Maximum Modification partial
cut, given the choice, respondents are indicating a
visual preference for a clear cut. Apparently, the few
remaining trees in a partial cut of this scale appeared
out of place.

Maximum Modification is not normally
considered a VQO under current forest practices.

noitacoL noitneteR noitneteRlaitraP noitacifidoM
mumixaM

noitacifidoM

koorbnarC 2.15 3.06 5.85 8.73

spoolmaK 0.05 6.85 4.94 2.43

nosleN 7.94 9.16 7.55 2.24

egroeGecnirP 6.54 1.55 7.64 9.43

ecarreT 9.74 8.75 5.25 0.83

nonreV 2.84 2.06 4.94 8.13

airotciV 8.54 1.85 8.85 2.43

.LsmailliW 3.05 3.36 1.16 0.14

llAegarevA 6.84 4.95 0.45 8.63

Table 9. Preferences for partial cuts versus clearcuts by community and EVC

Note: 50% average preference indicates no preference. Values over 50% indicate a preference for patial cuts over clearcuts.

Williams Lake
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Figure 3. Preference for partial cuts versus clearcuts by community and EVC
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4.4 Objective IV: Relationship between
public preference and socio-
demographic variables

This section reports on an analysis of the results
of the public perception study and study
questionnaire; in keeping with Objective 4: to
determine the relationship between public
preferences and socio-demographic and
economic variables.

4.4.1 Socio-economic characteristics

The effects of the socio-economic characteristics
of the respondents are summarized in Appendix 4.

Neither gender nor origin (location of hometown,
type of neighbourhood – rural, urban, or both)
appears to have influenced preference to any large
extent (see Figure 4 and 5). In contrast, age, level of
education, and income were highly correlated with
preference.

Gender
As shown in Figures 4 and 5, there was little

difference between male and female preferences for
either partial cuts versus clearcuts or natural scenes
versus harvested scenes.

Figure 4. Average preference for partial cuts versus clear cuts, by gender.

Figure 5. Average preference for Preservation versus other EVC classes, by gender.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for partial cut over clearcut.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for P over R, PR, M or MM.
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Figure 6. Average preference for partial cuts versus clear cuts, by dependence on forestry income (“Yes” indicates
dependendence on forestry income.)

Figure 7. Average preference for Preservation versus other EVC classes, by forestry income (“Yes” indicates
dependence on forestry income.)

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for partial cut over clearcut.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for P over R, PR, M, or MM.

Dependence on forestry income

Dependence on the forestry industry had little
effect on the relative ratings of the slides, even
though it seems to have influenced the respondents’
express views of clear cutting (i.e., the communities
with the least dependence on forestry had the highest
proportions of respondents who stated that clear cuts
should not be allowed – see Figure 6 and Appendix 4
and 5).
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Figure 8. Average preference for partial cuts versus clear cuts, by age of respondents.

Figure 9. Average preference for Preservation versus other EVC classes, by age of respondents.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for partial cut over clearcut.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for P over R, PR, M, or MM.

Age

In general, younger people rated natural scenes
higher than older people, and also preferred partial
cuts over clearcuts.



19

Visual Impacts of Partial Cutting

Figure 10.   Average preference for partial cuts versus clear cuts, by education.

Figure 11.   Average preference for Preservation versus other EVC classes, by education.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for partial cut over clearcut.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for P over R, PR, M, or MM.

Education and income

In general, respondents with the highest levels of
education or income showed relatively strong
preference for natural scenes.
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4.5 Objective V: Public preferences and
site and stand variables

This section reports on results of the public
perception study, in keeping with Objective 5: to
determine the relationship between public
preferences and site and stand variables.

In general, this particular analysis produced
disappointing results. None of the variables showed a
clear connection with public perception, although
“basal area remaining” seems to have had a minor
influence (i.e., public approval tended to increase
with increasing basal area).

Figure 12.   Average preference for partial cuts versus clear cuts, by income.

Figure 13.   Average preference for Preservation versus other EVC classes, by income.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for partial cut over clearcut.

Note: Values of 50% or more indicate preference for P over R, PR, M or MM.
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4.6 Sample study photographs and
Visual Quality Ratings

Acronyms and abbreviations used:

PP:
The Public Perception Study Slide reference number

(see Table 11 for detailed information).

Silvicultural System Used

PC = Partial Cut

CC = Clearcut

N = No disturbance

EVC (Existing Visual Condition):
This letter gives the EVC class of the slide, as

determined by Ministry of Forests visual landscape
specialists:

P = Preservation

R = Retention

PR = Partial Retention

M = Modification

MM = Maximum Modification

Please refer to the glossary for definitions for
each class.

Ht = Average height of the trees (m)

Vol remv = volume removed (m3/ha)

Stms remv = stems removed (no./ha)

% Alt (Percent Unit Alteration):
(Clearcut Slides only.) This is the percent of the

forest cover removed expressed as a percentage of
the dominant landform or landscape unit.

Sample Photo
Note: Many scenes presented in the report have 2
photographs; however only the external views were
used in the public perception portion of the study.

This section shows both external and internal
views of many study sites, along with the Visual
Quality Ratings and site attributes, such as stand
height and volume removed.

Using the study photographs
This page explains how the sample photographs

are organized and how to read the associated data.
The photographs are organized by EVC class (P, R,
PR, M, & MM) and silvicultural system (Partial Cut
and Clearcut).

Graphs of Visual Quality Rating
Participants were asked to rate each slide on an

11 point scale of -5 to +5, according to the visual or
scenic quality of the scene. Visual quality was
described as “the appearance of the scenery as it
would affect your enjoyment of it.”

The eleven point Likert scale went from -5 Very
Low Visual Quality to +5 Very High Visual Quality
with 0 representing the mid-point (indifference to
visual quality).

The VQR graph accompanying each photo is a
visual depiction of the percentage of the response
received for each individual rating on the scale, from
-5 to +5.

VQR+ (Visual Quality Rating +):
This is an indication of the relative degree of

acceptance for the visual quality of a scene. The
value represents the percentage of ratings received
by the slide on the plus side of the scale (+1 to +5).
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Preservation EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Preservation EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Retention EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Retention EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Partial Retention EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Partial Retention EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Modification EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Modification/Maximum Modification EVC – Partial Cut Slides
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Clearcut Slides
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Clearcut Slides
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Clearcut Slides
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5.0 Conclusions
This section provides conclusions based on

statistical analyses of the results.

Objective i)

Determine the relationship between Existing
Visual Condition (EVC) and site and stand variables.

Conclusion:

Stepwise logistical regression analysis of all site
and stand variables identified the variables “percent
volume removed,” “percent stems removed,” and
“average height of residual trees” used together as
the best predictors of EVC.

Objective ii)

Determine the relationship between public
preference (Visual Quality Rating) and EVC
(assessment by visual landscape specialists).

Conclusion:

The public preferred the more natural scenes over
the altered scenes. Preservation was preferred over
Retention, Partial Retention, Modification and
Maximum Modification. This indicates a correlation
between EVC classes used by visual landscape
specialists and the public’s perceptions.

Objective iii)

Determine public preference (as far as visual
quality is concerned) regarding partial cutting versus
clear cutting.

Conclusion:

Respondents showed no preference for partial
cuts over clear cuts in photographs classed as
Retention EVC. Partial cuts were preferred slightly
more often than clear cuts in the Partial Retention
and Modification classes. The four clearcuts in the
Maximum Modification class were preferred over
the single partial cut.

Explanatory Note: As previously mentioned in
Section 3, there are extremely few trees remaining in

a Maximum Modification partial cut. At this scale of
logging, respondents appeared to be indicating a
visual preference for clearcuts without any
remaining trees versus a partial cut with a few
scattered trees that looked out of place.

Objective iv)

Determine the relationship between public
preferences (re: visual quality) and socio-
demographic and economic variables

Conclusion:

The degree of preference for one class of
landscape over another differed significantly among
communities. Neither gender nor origin (location of
hometown, type of neighbourhood – rural, urban, or
both) appears to have influenced preference. In
contrast age, level of education, and income were
highly correlated with landscape preference.
Preference appeared weakest for the oldest group of
respondents and the strongest for the youngest
respondents. Preferences were also most pronounced
for respondents with the highest level of education or
income.

Objective v)

Determine the relationship between public
preferences (re: visual quality) and the site stand
variables.

Conclusion:

None of the site and stand variables showed a
clear connection with public perception. This could
possibly be explained by the relatively small sample
size used for this portion of the study.

Demographic Statistics

In general, the sample study was reasonably close
to the general population, although participants were
somewhat younger (more individuals in the 30–49
age group and fewer over 49), with slightly better
education and higher income than the province as a
whole.
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6.0 Discussion

6.1 Using the results

A better understanding of the relationship
between visual appearance resulting from partial
cutting and the public’s enjoyment of the scene will
assist resource managers in providing input into land
use planning and resource management decision
making.

It is important to note that this study was not
meant to address the implications of managing for
various degrees of visual quality. This study was
designed to gain a better understanding of public
perceptions about partial cutting, and resulting
alterations to the landscape, from an aesthetic or
visual enjoyment standpoint. The public, for the
purposes of this study, is defined as a sample of the
population that matches the socio-economic profile
of the provincial population as a whole.

The results of this study are similar to comparable
studies done elsewhere throughout North America
[e.g.; Managed Landscapes: What do people like?
(Magill1 1992), Logging in Kootenay Landscapes:
The Public Response (Berris and Bekker2 1989), and
Clearcutting and Visual Quality: a public perception
study (FRDA II3  1996)]. Namely, that respondents
of these public perception studies expressed a
preference for, or enjoyment of, natural over altered
landscapes. It must be recognized that this and other
studies did not take into account the economic and
social implications of managing for different visual
quality objectives.

However, this study provides useful results for
those interested in understanding public perceptions
about visual alterations to the landscape.

6.1.1 Using site and stand variables to
predict VQO for partial cuts

Based on a logistic regression analysis of the
study data, the relationship between % volume
(stems) removed, tree height and probable VQO can
be charted as shown in Table 10. The resulting table
shows the probability that a randomly selected
partial cut would be classified into a particular VQO
class given the values for “percentage of volume
(stems) removed” and “remaining tree height.”

The values in this table are estimated to have a
90% confidence rating in predicting VQO, as long as
a stand is within the parameters of the study (see
note below Table 10).

For example, if 60% of the stems/volume were
removed by partial cutting within a 25 meter high
stand, this table predicts that it would be classified as
a Partial Retention VQO (with a 90%, or better,
probability of accuracy).

1 Magill, Arthur W., 1992. Managed Landscapes:  What do
people like?  Pacific Southwest Research Station, US
Forest Service, US Dept. of Agriculture, Research Paper
PSW–RP–213.

2 Berris, Catherine and Bekker, Pieter, 1989. Logging in
Kootenay Landscapes:  The Public Response. B.C. Ministry of
Forests, Land Management Report #57, ISSN 0702–9861.

3 B.C. Ministry of Forests, Recreation Section, 1996. Clearcutting
and Visual Quality: a public perception study. Canada–British
Columbia Partnership Agreement on Forest Resource
Development FRDA II Report.
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5 01 51 02 52 03 53 04 54 05

01 R R R R R R R R RP RP

02 R R R R R R RP RP RP RP

03 R R R R RP RP RP RP RP RP

04 R R RP RP RP RP RP RP RP M

05 RP RP RP RP RP RP RP M M M

06 RP RP RP RP RP M M M M M

07 RP RP RP M M M M M M M

08 RP RP M M M M M M M M

09 M M M M M M M M M M

Note:  There is a 90% or better chance of achieving the VQO shown, within 10–40 m tree height.

Note: This table is derived from forest stands within the following parameters. Any extrapolation
outside these parameters should be used with caution.

Table 10. Predicting VQOs for Partial Cuts

Tree Height (Meters)

Volume (Stems)
Removed in %

EPOLS %74-3

HBD mc3.68-5.71

THGIEHEERT m93-11

EMULOVTSEVRAH-ERP m448-07 3 ah/

AERALASABTSEVRAH-ERP m86-12 2 ah/

SMETSTSEVRAH-ERP ah/0511-631
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6.2 Limitations

A fundamental limitation of any public
preference study is that the results are highly
dependent on the questions asked and the specific
phrasing used.

In this study the following instructions were given
to the participants:

“Please respond to the appearance of the scenery as if
you were outside experiencing it from a distance. Rate
the scenes relative to each other on a scale from –5
(Very Low Visual Quality) to +5 (Very High Visual
Quality). The mid-point is 0. Visual quality can be
considered as the appearance of the scenery as it
would affect your enjoyment of it.”

The terms “visual quality” and “enjoyment” are
open to interpretation. If these terms had been
explicitly defined, or different terms used (e.g.:
satisfaction versus enjoyment) the results may have
been different.

No sensitivity analysis was done to assess the
dependence of the results on the question or other
aspects of research methodology. This was due to a
lack of time and resources.

As far as the photos are concerned, the scenes
shown to the respondents may not represent the full-
range of scenes found in the province, although the
researchers did their best in selecting a representative
range.

There were several variables in the photographs,
in addition to the relative scale of the alteration,
which could influence an observer’s perception,
such as:

• the design and shape of the alterations;

• colour contrast relative to soil colour and the
degree of green-up;

• the distance between the viewer and the alteration;
and,

• photographic factors such as haze, sharpness,
brightness and colour contrast.

Any interpretation or use of the research findings
should take the above limitations into account.
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Visual landscape inventory:  the identification,
classification, and recording of the location and
quality of visual resources and values.

Visual landscape management:  the identification,
assessment, design, and manipulation of the visual
features or values of a landscape, and the
consideration of these values in the integrated
management of provincial forest and range lands.

Visual quality:  the character, condition, and quality
of a scenic landscape or other visual resource and
how it is perceived, preferred, or otherwise valued by
the public.

Visual Quality Objective (VQO):  a resource
management objective established by the district
manager or contained in a higher level plan that
reflects the desired level of visual quality based on
the physical characteristics and social concern for the
area.

The specific VQO classes are defined as follows:

Preservation: No visible alterations.
Retention:  Human-caused alterations are visible
but not evident.
Partial retention:  Human-caused alterations are
evident but subordinate and not dominant.
Modification:  Human-caused alterations are
dominant but have natural appearing
characteristics.
Maximum Modification:  Human-caused
alterations are dominant and out of scale.

Visual Quality Rating (VQR): a  measure of the
public’s “enjoyment of the scenery,” for use in
this study.

Visual resource:  the quality of the environment as
perceived through the visual sense only.

Visual Sensitivity Class:  a component of the visual
sensitivity inventory that rates the sensitivity of the
landscape based on biophysical characteristics and
viewing and viewer related factors.

7.0 Glossary
Clearcut:  a silvicultural system that removes the
entire stand of trees in a single harvesting operation
from an area that is one hectare or greater and at
least two tree lengths in width.

Existing visual condition (EVC):  a component of
the visual sensitivity inventory that presents the level
of human-made landscape alterations caused by
resource development activities and expressed in
terms of the visual quality objective categories. (see
definitions under Visual Quality Objective)

Human-caused alteration:  any type of disturbance
to a landscape caused by human activity.

Partial cut:  a general term referring to silvicultural
systems other than clearcutting,  in which only
selected trees are harvested. Partial cutting systems
include seed tree, shelterwood, selection, and
clearcutting with reserves.

Percent alteration: the scale of human alteration to
the landscape, including cutblocks, expressed as a
percentage of a landscape unit or the total scene.

Scenic area: any visually sensitive area or scenic
landscape identified through a visual landscape
inventory or planning process carried out or
approved by the district manager.

Viewshed:  a physiographic area composed of land,
water, biotic, and cultural elements which may be
viewed and mapped from one or more viewpoints
and which has inherent scenic qualities and/or
aesthetic values as determined by those who view it.

Visual Absorption Capability (VAC):  a component
of the visual sensitivity inventory that rates the
relative capacity of a landscape to absorb land-use
alterations and still maintain its visual integrity.

Visual impact assessment:  an evaluation of the
visual impact of resource development proposals on
forest landscape.

Visual landscape analysis:  the process of
recommending visual quality objectives based on the
visual sensitivity inventory and social factors.



38

Visual Impacts of Partial Cutting

Visual Sensitivity Inventory:  the identification,
classification, and recording of the location and
quality of visual resources that may be problematic if
not managed to the concepts, principles and practices
set out in the visual landscape management process.

Visually Effective Green-up:  the stage at which
regeneration is seen by the public as newly
established forest. When VEG is achieved the forest
cover generally blocks views of tree stumps, logging
debris and bare ground. Distinctions in height,
colour, and texture may remain between a cutblock
and adjacent forest but the cutblock will no longer be
seen as recently cut-over.

Visually sensitive areas:  viewsheds that are visible
from communities, public use areas, and travel
corridors — including roadways and waterways —
and any other viewpoint so identified through
referral or planning processes.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: Data for partial cut sites

Appendix 2: Detailed methodology for statistical analyses

 Appendix 3: Public Perception Study – Average VQR ratings

Appendix 4: Landscape preferences of selected socio-economic groups

Appendix 5: Response to Public Survey Questionnaire
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Appendix 1: Data for Partial Cut Sites

Table 11. Data for 66 Partial Cut Sites

63 MM 44 36.4 15 50.8 29.5 59.3 4.8 402.1 67.2 334.9 83.3 . 6.7 . . 474.6 133 341.6 72

11 M 3 12.6 35 35.6 28.6 35 2.1 352 28.5 323.5 91.9 37 3 34 91.9 370 30 340 91.9

M 8 26.8 40 44.4 31.3 30 1.6 491 82 409 83.3 58 7.9 50 86.2 749 40 709 94.7

47 M 10 22 15 52.9 29.4 35 1.4 195 24 171 87.7 20 2.4 18 90 276 11 265 96

24 M 14 23 15 50.3 34.1 30 2.3 408 54 363 89 45 4.8 40 88.9 501 24 477 95.2

M 15 25 31 48 31.1 25 1.6 462 88 374 81 50 8.5 41.5 83 642 47 595 92.7

36 M 22 29.8 8 22.8 17.3 40 1.3 199 24 175 87.9 27 4 23 85.2 1067 50 1017 95.3

12 M 30 30 . 26.8 20.2 80.3 3.0 279 33 246 88.2 . 6.7 . . 766 2.5 763.5 99.7

19 M 32 37.7 15 35.9 32.9 53 5.8 287.4 102.2 185.2 64.4 . 10.7 . . 938.1 13.3 924.8 98.6

27 M 34 . 20 22.3 17.2 57.7 3.3 . 34.2 . . . 6 . . . 50 . .

M 37 11.9 38 52.8 33.3 53.2 4.9 425 74.3 350.7 82.5 . 6.7 . . 511.7 33.3 478.4 93.5

42 M 46 53.5 15 23.8 23.4 48.7 2.4 482.6 133.9 348.7 72.3 . 17.3 . . 1000.2 633.3 366.9 36.7

M 69 30.2 40 45.5 29.8 20 7 291.2 47.4 243.8 83.7 . 5 . . 302.9 30.8 272.1 89.8

M 73 2.5 35 86.3 38.9 40 3 505 70.8 434.2 86 60 6.8 53.3 88.8 733 11.5 721.5 98.4

30 PR 1 37.2 40 33.1 20.3 40 1.7 173 97 76 43.9 20 14 6 30 375 167 208 55.5

7 PR 4 . 10 67.5 37.5 45 2.7 500 45 455 91 . . . . . 10 . .

9 PR 9 21 32 29.4 21.1 30 1.5 479 91 388 81 62 13 49 79 1052 190 862 81.9

33 PR 11 29 25 49.2 22.4 75 2 350 51 299 85.4 . 6.8 . . . 36 . .

61 PR 12 42 30 35.9 22.8 30 1.2 409 45 364 89 44 6 38 86.4 701 59 642 91.6

65 PR 13 14 15 45.6 31.9 25 1.3 518 141 377 72.8 54 13.2 41 75.9 651 81 570 87.6

PR 18 . 35 48.2 31.3 35 1.8 450 131 319 70.9 . 12.6 . . . 69 . .

PR 19 . 33 52.6 34 30 1.8 450 54 396 88 . 4.8 . . . 22 . .

PR 23 35 12 27.7 19.8 40 1.3 200 70 130 65 27 10.6 16 59.3 755 176 579 76.7

59 PR 24 99 20 33.3 26.3 40 1.6 . 129 . . . 14.7 . . . 169 . .

PR 29 . 20 60.3 32.8 71.1 8 166 43.8 122.2 73.6 . 4 . . 244.6 30 214.6 87.7

37 PR 35 38.7 22 24.3 14.9 69.2 2.6 208.8 58.4 150.4 72 . 12 . . 340.3 93 247.3 72.7

50 PR 39 33.9 15 42.1 31.1 54.1 4.4 545.2 136.5 408.7 75 . 13.3 . . 1149 300 849 73

58 PR 43 22.6 30 48.3 31.4 37.2 3.9 407.3 236 171.3 42.1 . 22 . . 402.5 400 2.5 0.6

PR 51 10 30 45.5 26.7 73.5 4.1 212.7 122 90.7 42.6 . 12.7 . . 136.3 16.7 119.6 87.7

PR 52 42.4 40 46 24.9 30 2.5 210 142 59.9 28.5 . 18.3 . . 750 269.9 480.1 64

PR 54 90.8 30 31.8 24.3 50 3.5 277.6 244 33.3 12.1 . 28 . . 981.7 352.1 629.6 64.1

PR 61 28.7 31 35.2 27.6 50 7 344.3 105.8 238.5 69.3 . 13.3 . . 560.4 137.1 423.3 75.5

PR 62 41.6 18 48.1 21.9 50 8.5 281.5 97.1 184.4 65.5 . 15 . . 309.5 70.3 23x9.2  77.3

PR 63 17.6 25 29 27.7 30 4 333.2 242.3 89.9 27 . 28.3 . . 1150.6 430 720.6 62.6

PR 64 34.8 40 34.5 28.9 60 6 251.1 122.5 132.6 52 . 13.3 . . 218.5 113.2 105.3 48.2

PR 71 4.6 45 60 36 30 6 671.5 87 584.5 87 57.6 8 49.6 86.1 525 257 268 51

PR 72 26.4 20 43.3 25.7 65 4 214.7 232.4 97.5 45.4 44.5 17.2 27.3 61.2 458 117.2 340.8 74.4

PR 74 11.3 47 55.3 27.5 45 5 844 175.3 668.7 79.2 93 18 75 80.6 304 75 229 75.3

PR 79 38.2 23 22.6 15 90 6 385.2 47.1 338.1 87.8 . 8.3 . . 353 208.4 144.6 41

PR 80 2.9 45 50 37 30 6 747.4 304 443.4 59.3 68.3 27 41.3 60.5 700 134 566 80.9

R 2 24.8 25 30.2 23.3 35 1.3 194 67 127 65.5 21 9 12 57.1 376 121 255 67.8
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Table 11. Data for 66 Partial Cut Sites (cont.)

1 R 5 49.8 30 48.1 30.2 55 2.4 320 77 243 75.9 . 7.6 . . . 42 . .

R 6 49.8 30 38.7 27.7 45 1.7 320 67 253 79.1 . 7.3 . . . 62 . .

44 R 7 24 11 34.8 22.9 45 1.9 320 57 263 82.2 . 7.4 . . . 78 . .

R 17 . 25 31.9 28.7 40 1.2 300 68 232 77.3 . 7.1 . . . 89 . .

22 R 20 27 26 45.9 28.4 40 2.3 391 155 236 60.4 47 16 31 66 500 99 401 80.2

16 R 21 . 22 43.8 28.2 25 2.3 277 152 125 45.1 . 16.1 . . . 107 . .

34 R 26 27.9 3 29.4 20.2 30 1.4 194 88 106 54.6 24 13.1 10.9 45.4 793 193 600 75.7

45 R 27 33.2 45 17.8 13.5 15 1.5 234 99 135 57.7 34.7 16 18.8 54.2 1109 634 475 42.8

15 R 31 80 35 41.9 31.9 57.9 5.2 . 277.7 . . . 26 . . 566.7 300 266.7 47.1

25 R 33 95 15 17.5 10.8 69 3.3 70.4 38.4 32 45.5 . 10.7 . . 247.2 80 167.2 67.6

43 R 38 87 15 22.2 11.5 78.9 3.1 300 20.4 279.6 93.2 . 5.3 . . 550 100 450 81.8

55 R 42 30.8 15 65.6 41.4 28.2 8.3 746.6 696.5 50.1 6.7 . 50.7 . . 249.9 266 -16.1 -6.4

64 R 45 66.4 40 26.8 21.5 51.6 3.7 229 94.7 134.3 58.6 . 13.3 . . 484.4 466.7 17.7 3.7

R 48 . 30 33.3 22.7 57.3 3.3 . 197.1 . . . 26 . . 151.9 73.3 78.6 51.7

R 49 145 15 24.9 15.3 78.2 3.1 166 76.1 89.9 54.2 . 14.7 . . 503.8 600 -96.2 -19.1

R 55 12 35 28.6 26.2 30 4 331.3 174.8 156.5 47.2 . 21.3 . . 414.1 329.9 84.2 20.3

R 56 26.7 14 45.7 38.4 35 6 365.8 247.7 118.1 32.3 . 20 . . 460.4 247.7 212.7 46.2

R 59 18 23 25 17.9 90 6 246 55.3 76.3 31 . 8.3 . . 285.1 169.7 115.4 40.5

R 60 25.4 40 50.8 30.6 60 8.5 238.1 220.3 17.8 7.5 . 23.3 . . 443.5 115.3 328.2 74

R 67 21.4 45 51.9 29.8 30 7 365.5 196.6 168.9 46.2 . 21.7 . . 405.3 102.5 302.8 74.7

R 78 23.3 15 26.6 24.7 30 2.5 296.4 265.2 31.2 10.5 34 28.3 5.7 16.8 980 510.2 469.8 47.9

2 P 28 . 35 22.9 22.9 29.2 3.1 . 167.1 . . . 22 . . . 70 . .

40 P 36 45.1 15 35.6 28.1 59.9 4.3 . 261.1 . . . 28 . . . 500 . .

53 P 41 627.3 25 31.2 21.6 62.8 7.2 107 103.6 3.4 3.2 . 14.7 . . 170.5 43.3 127.2 74.6

P 50 43 45 32.5 29 70 3 230 166.3 64 27.8 27.2 22.8 4.4 16.2 333 243 90 27
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Appendix 2: Detailed methodology for
statistical analyses

 (EVC versus site and stand variables)
The characteristics of the partial cuts in the five

EVC classes were summarized by calculating the
mean, maximum, minimum, and standard deviation
of the variables listed in Table 12. Stands with
unusually large or small values were identified with
the aid of boxplots, histograms, and probability
plots. Pre- and post-harvest measurements were
checked for consistency (e.g., VOLRMV should be
equal to VOLUME1-VOLUME2). All apparent
outliers and discrepancies were checked with the
field sheets and corrected if errors were found.

Analysis of the relationship between the stand
variables and visual impact (See Section 4.1 and
Objective 1) was restricted to EVC classes M, PR,
and R (61 partial cuts) because of lack of data in the
P and MM classes. The following logistic regression
model was fitted to the data:

The predictive value of individual stand variables
(Table 12) was assessed by fitting a series of
univariate logistic models (i.e., models with a single
xi on the right side of Equation 1). Subsets consisting
of two or more potentially useful predictors were
selected by stepwise logistic regression. This
procedure was applied to two sets of variables: all
stand variables and stand variables with few missing
values. All logistic models were fitted by the method
of maximum likelihood estimation. The statistical
significance of the estimated coefficients
β1, β2, …, βK were evaluated with a score test and the
(unadjusted and adjusted) generalized coefficient of
determination R2, which is analogous to R2 in an
ordinary regression analysis (refer to SAS/STAT
Software, Changes and Enhancements, Release 6.10,
1994, SAS Institute, Cary, NC).

where pEVC is the probability that a partial cut with
characteristics χ1, χ2, … , χK has a visual impact
classified as EVC or greater (e.g., PPR is the
probability that the impact is M or PR) and
α EVC, β1, β2, …, βK are unknown parameters to be
estimated. The slope parameters β1, β2, …, βK were
assumed to be the same for all EVC classes. This
assumption – also known as the “proportional odds
assumption” – was tested by computing a score
statistic, which has a chi-squared distribution with k
degrees of freedom under the null hypothesis of
equal slopes (for details refer to SAS/STAT User’s
Guide, Version 6, Fourth Edition, Volume 2, 1989,
SAS Institute, Cary, NC). The EVC classes were
assumed to be mutually independent for all stands in
the sample.

log      = α EVC  +  β1χ1  +  β2χ2  +  … + βKχK

pEVC

1 – PEVC
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Table 12. Summary of relationship between variables and EVC (univariate logistic models).

sdnatSforebmuN

elbairaV M RP R
epolS

X2 borP R2 detsujdA
R2

lauqE
sepolS

X2
.borP

AERA 21 22 91 965.4 5230.0 5780.0 2990.0 621.0 8227.0

EPOLS 21 62 22 631.0 217.0 3200.0 7200.0 849.0 2033.0

HBD 31 62 22 527.2 8890.0 2740.0 6350.0 423.1 9942.0

TH 31 62 22 042.2 5431.0 4830.0 6340.0 100.0 9779.0

RCL 31 62 22 643.0 3655.0 7500.0 5600.0 064.0 8794.0

HTDWNRC 31 62 22 473.0 1145.0 600.0 8600.0 647.0 8783.0

1EMULOV 21 52 02 144.2 2811.0 2830.0 4340.0 714.1 432.0

2EMULOV 31 62 22 242.6 5210.0 6121.0 2831.0 182.4 5830.0

VMRLOV 21 52 02 987.01 100.0 361.0 3581.0 423.1 8942.0

VMRLOVCP 21 52 02 201.31 3000.0 2622.0 2752.0 337.2 3890.0

1AB 7 9 5 664.0 7494.0 9910.0 5220.0 609.2 2880.0

2AB 31 52 22 377.9 8100.0 2871.0 3202.0 836.5 2710.0

VMRAB 7 9 5 344.3 5360.0 1251.0 4271.0 303.2 1921.0

VMRABCP 7 9 5 480.11 9000.0 5025.0 8985.0 342.2 2431.0

1SMETS 21 12 71 441.2 1341.0 6040.0 640.0 0 6499.0

2SMETS 31 62 22 744.6 1110.0 8021.0 2731.0 559.0 4823.0

VMRMTS 21 12 71 666.11 6000.0 2222.0 6152.0 310.0 6019.0

VMRMTSCP 21 12 71 993.61 1000.0 5753.0 8404.0 608.2 9390.0
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Appendix 3: Public Perception Study Data

Table 13. Average VQR ratings

knaR
yb

cilbup
ferp

#edilS epyT CVE 5- 4- 3- 2- 1- 0 1 2 3 4 5
fo#
pseR

1 2 CP R 0 02.0 02.0 92.1 88.0 75.2 87.4 9.31 59.41 11.92 31.23 854

2 46 CP R 0 25.0 08.0 33.1 00.2 71.5 25.8 58.01 1.22 95.72 11.12 854

3 44 CP R 61.0 0 27.0 95.1 37.1 59.6 43.8 29.51 1.02 63.32 21.12 064

4 22 CP R 61.0 78.0 81.1 4.1 83.1 30.8 37.11 44.41 19.02 14.81 84.12 064

5 1 CP R 0 30.1 54.1 30.3 65.2 79.5 23.11 65.11 83.71 10.71 7.82 554

6 35 CP P O 40.1 79.0 63.3 67.2 24.7 94.01 80.71 42.82 38.61 97.11 854

7 26 N P 0 00.1 10.1 54.2 43.4 3.8 51.01 3.91 67.91 28.71 88.51 954

8 64 N P 69.2 33.3 47.1 57.3 04.2 89.3 18.01 86.41 92.61 60.91 00.12 554

9 04 CP P 71.0 21.1 66.2 66.4 84.4 88.6 24.01 20.51 62.61 94.02 58.71 064

01 5 CC R 91.0 20.1 41.1 67.4 58.4 57.7 52.11 06.51 27.81 09.81 45.51 354

11 31 CC RP 14.0 73.1 59.1 38.2 34.5 94.8 97.41 35.91 52.02 28.41 41.01 854

21 4 CP RP 69.0 45.0 11.2 20.5 37.4 14.8 50.21 64.51 74.81 30.91 22.31 454

31 16 CP RP 33.0 51.1 89.1 24.4 22.5 42.01 72.81 45.71 93.81 91.11 82.11 854

41 41 CC R 96.0 53.1 33.2 14.5 87.5 90.9 97.21 72.61 44.71 21.71 17.21 554

51 62 CC R 53.0 27.1 6.1 4.4 85.6 33.9 96.31 30.81 42.41 71 50.31 454

61 34 CP R 07.1 78.0 87.2 10.4 43.6 54.8 73.11 23.41 70.91 43.51 67.51 164

71 83 CC R 08.2 03.2 50.4 64.3 60.5 67.6 84.21 61.21 74.81 3.71 61.51 354

81 61 CP RP 63.0 40.2 99.3 29.4 99.5 85.7 73.11 2.31 9.51 21.81 35.61 254

91 92 N P 66.0 11.4 65.3 7.2 10.5 01 11.21 60.41 31.61 86.71 89.31 654

02 56 CP RP 61.0 41.3 78.1 27.5 45.7 40.9 84.31 66.01 17.61 1.02 75.11 954

12 52 CP R 94.2 5.2 83.4 98.4 89.5 38.7 55.21 6.51 50.81 20.51 17.01 754

22 54 CP R 60.1 98.1 34.4 34.4 91.9 95.7 46.41 33.71 19.81 35.21 10.8 854

32 95 CP R 6.0 59.2 25.3 88.5 78.7 30.8 73.31 62.61 72.71 25.51 47.8 354

42 9 CP RP 55.1 3.1 24.4 44.4 47.5 49.11 73.41 55.71 24.51 45.21 47.01 454

52 33 CP RP 61.0 28.0 80.1 93.5 28.8 51.31 3.71 35.12 43.61 61.01 42.5 554

62 84 CC R 45.5 23.3 96.2 52.7 72.5 78.5 91.9 69.9 75.21 42.71 1.12 654

72 32 CC RP 71.1 14.1 60.6 2.6 82.7 26.9 41.31 25.31 52.61 25.61 28.8 954

82 25 CP RP 75.0 86.3 71.5 13.6 95.9 40.8 84.51 10.61 8.61 79.01 83.7 164

92 71 N P 38.4 33.6 21.7 37.5 96.5 56.4 90.7 30.6 81.11 60.81 3.32 354

03 13 CC RP 29.2 66.3 58.5 18.4 75.7 11.01 91.01 38.71 38.31 74.21 77.01 554

13 02 CC MM 54.4 74.4 9.5 37.4 30.8 17.7 23.6 40.11 77.21 77.51 18.81 954

23 82 CC M 63.5 88.4 60.7 50.9 43.5 79.3 88.7 35.9 84.41 88.81 85.31 454

33 53 N P 84.3 1.4 48.6 65.6 70.6 39.9 73.01 91.51 68.31 72.31 33.01 654

43 55 CP R 28.2 72.3 64.7 63.6 16.5 44.21 83.21 93.11 82.31 63.41 26.01 554

53 7 CP R 54.1 29.3 12.7 57.5 21.01 88.9 34.81 53.21 85.41 63.01 49.5 944

63 43 CP R 62.6 84.4 48.4 67.8 60.8 17.6 6.51 38.9 98.21 10.21 75.01 754

73 05 CP RP 14.1 60.3 27.6 16.9 45.01 76.8 32.41 74.31 56.21 84.01 71.9 754

83 81 CC MM 97.7 66.6 0.8 38.7 16.7 6.3 1.7 73.8 44.41 38.21 77.51 654

93 73 CP RP 7.4 78.5 43.5 80.8 23.9 31.9 2.01 13.31 29.21 21 41.9 354

04 85 CP RP 68.5 58.5 27.6 27.5 93.8 80.01 13.61 6.71 88.21 45.5 50.5 954

14 51 CP R 94.6 14.5 45.5 98.7 90.11 98.6 59.21 17.41 22.31 94.11 23.4 854

24 12 CC RP 27.1 88.2 53.7 13.9 64.11 77.01 95.11 98.51 73.01 48.11 28.6 754
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Table 13. Average VQR ratings (cont.)

knaR
yb

cilbup
ferp

#edilS epyT CVE 5- 4- 3- 2- 1- 0 1 2 3 4 5
fo#
pseR

34 03 CP PR 95.3 49.2 74.7 99.7 84.01 1.11 30.81 48.21 58.21 62.7 54.5 954

44 14 CC M 48.4 19.5 23.9 39.9 95.7 81.6 18.9 82.21 30.11 50.21 60.11 254

54 3 CC RP 56.3 41.6 58.6 30.9 50.01 32.8 46.51 11.21 65.31 78.8 78.5 254

64 63 CP M 16.1 7.2 27.6 90.01 33.11 13.21 44.41 9.41 17.21 44.9 67.3 854

74 01 CP M 13.9 19.5 68.6 4.8 87.7 30.7 64.9 80.41 73.21 3.01 5.8 854

84 23 CC MM 14.11 47.7 10.6 35.7 14.7 89.6 43.01 65.01 37.31 96.01 6.7 754

94 91 CP RP 24.2 11.3 76.3 47.8 62.31 23.61 27.71 97.71 40.7 49.7 2 454

05 8 CC M 40.7 13.8 30.9 79.8 64.5 4.01 49.11 1.21 50.11 58.9 68.5 654

15 72 CP M 47.7 71.6 54.6 43.5 66.01 51.31 1.71 40.21 4.21 51.6 97.2 944

25 94 CC M 99.11 89.9 46.9 24.7 41.5 25.5 72.6 45.9 97.9 71.21 35.21 254

35 75 CC RP 97.2 7 35.8 7.11 78.01 2.21 74.11 39.01 84.11 25.9 5.3 954

45 42 CP M 63.1 2.5 48.9 17.11 73.51 37.9 5.41 45.31 17.11 30.6 10.1 754

55 11 CP M 97.5 85.5 3.7 1.01 89.41 84.9 9.11 85.11 76.8 70.01 65.4 354

65 24 CP M 79.2 6.3 41.01 1.11 97.41 38.11 65.51 20.31 29.9 5.5 75.1 554

75 74 CP M 50.2 48.4 34.9 74.21 51 34.11 41.21 39.31 38.8 68.7 10.2 064

85 15 CC MM 80.71 70.9 53.9 94.01 70.5 46.6 5.01 32.01 16.21 10.6 49.2 554

95 45 CC RP 41.4 49.7 13.01 5.31 60.21 26.01 34.9 82.9 28.9 74.9 54.3 164

06 93 CC MM 80.61 9.01 85.8 31.01 18.7 91.5 60.21 24.8 8.9 76.7 63.3 654

16 6 CC RP 48.7 24.9 48.11 75.01 12.31 33.9 49.01 91.21 61.11 29.2 6.0 354

26 21 CP M 73.7 49.8 42.11 64.31 26.11 76.9 87.01 85.9 29.7 70.7 53.2 554

36 36 CP MM 39.31 23.9 2.31 91.9 2.01 35.7 95.11 29.8 21.9 78.4 30.2 554

46 06 CC M 50.8 85.21 11.21 9.21 98.11 56.8 64.9 7.01 60.7 62.4 43.2 654

56 65 CC M 86.91 1.41 7.51 45.5 28.6 12.8 98.7 33.7 29.7 98.3 29.1 254
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Appendix 4: Landscape preferences of
selected socio-economic groups

noitavreserP noitneteR

redneG MM M RP R MM M RP CC:CP

elaM
)322( b 0.66 7.76 4.06 5.15 2.86 3.96 5.06 9.74

0.2 7.1 4.1 9.0 7.1 3.1 9.0 0.1

elameF
)732(

0.76 5.86 2.06 9.84 6.07 4.17 5.26 0.94

0.2 6.1 4.1 0.1 7.1 2.1 9.0 9.0

eulav-P 527.0 057.0 419.0 550.0 123.0 432.0 601.0 593.0

noitneteRlaitraP noitacifidoM MM

redneG MM M CC:CP MM CC:CP CC:CP

)322(elaM 6.36 0.26 3.85 8.45 4.35 8.43

5.1 9.0 9.0 2.1 6.1 0.2

elameF
)732(

7.56 9.26 4.06 4.65 3.35 8.83

5.1 9.0 7.0 1.1 5.1 9.1

eulav-P 733.0 734.0 470.0 723.0 089.0 941.0

Table 14a. Landscape preferences by gendera

Note: Table 14 is designed to be read as follows (for example); “the preference for Preservation over
MM for Males was 66.0%, for P over M was 67.7%,” etc. The PC:CC column indicates the
preference for Partial Cuts (PC) over Clearcuts (CC) for each EVC, by socio-economic group.
Any value under 50% indicates there was no preference.

a The first and second rows are respectively average preference and its associated standard
error. The P-values are based on a one-way ANOVA of the group means.

b The number of responses for each group is given in parentheses.
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Table 14b. Landscape preferences by agea

a The first and second rows are respectively average preference and its associated standard
error. The P-values are based on a one-way ANOVA of the group means.

b The number of responses for each group is given in parentheses.

noitavreserP noitneteR

niegA
sraey

MM M RP R MM M RP CC:CP

)43(02< 9.57 8.87 7.17 4.65 2.47 7.67 6.76 7.74

2.4 2.3 3.3 5.2 1.4 6.2 0.2 6.2

)87(92-02 3.07 4.17 4.46 9.15 2.27 3.27 9.36 1.94

4.3 6.2 2.2 5.1 0.3 1.2 4.1 7.1

)842(94-03 7.76 0.96 1.06 0.05 9.07 6.17 6.16 3.94

0.2 6.1 4.1 9.0 6.1 2.1 9.0 9.0

)16(96-05 5.26 2.26 6.55 5.84 3.56 0.56 9.75 3.84

7.3 2.3 9.2 9.1 1.3 4.2 7.1 7.1

)63(96> 4.94 8.45 8.05 7.44 9.55 8.06 8.65 8.14

4.4 3.3 0.3 3.2 8.3 8.2 1.2 4.2

eulav-P 0100.0 1000.0 2000.0 0900.0 0600.0 6000.0 9000.0 0160.0

noitneteRlaitraP noitacifidoM MM

niegA
sraey

MM M CC:CP MM CC:CP CC:CP

)43(02 3.36 2.36 7.06 9.35 7.65 3.13

0.4 8.1 6.1 1.3 0.3 3.5

)87(92-02 5.66 8.26 2.06 5.75 2.35 0.83

9.2 7.1 2.1 0.2 6.2 4.3

)842(94-03 9.66 2.46 9.95 5.65 1.65 3.83

4.1 8.0 8.0 1.1 5.1 9.1

)16(96-05 4.26 2.95 8.55 5.55 5.74 3.23

7.2 5.1 7.1 1.2 9.2 6.3

)63(96> 4.05 7.45 1.85 4.74 7.14 6.53

2.3 2.2 1.2 5.2 8.2 9.4

eulav-P 0200.0 4000.0 0461.0 0530.0 0200.0 0605.0
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Table 14c. Landscape preferences by educationa

noitavreserP noitneteR

noitacudE MM M RP R MM M RP CC:CP

8-1sedarG
)81(

8.75 0.56 7.26 7.25 2.06 7.26 0.06 6.84

0.7 8.4 2.5 6.3 8.5 1.4 9.2 2.3

31-9sedarG
)031(

5.85 9.16 3.65 5.74 2.36 1.66 8.95 2.64

7.2 2.2 0.2 4.1 2.2 6.1 2.1 2.1

.ceS-tsoP
)822(

1.27 2.27 5.26 4.15 4.47 7.37 6.26 3.94

0.2 6.1 4.1 9.0 7.1 3.1 9.0 0.1

eulav-P 1000.0 7000.0 0130.0 0530.0 1000.0 3000.0 0151.0 0351.0

noitneteRlaitraP noitacifidoM MM

noitacudE MM M CC:CP MM M CC:CP

8-1sedarG
)81(

3.35 4.45 2.06 8.94 5.94 1.53

7.5 9.2 6.2 1.4 2.4 0.9

31-9sedarG
)021(

2.85 6.85 3.95 8.15 7.64 5.43

9.1 1.1 1.1 4.1 9.1 7.2

.ceS-tsoP
)822(

5.07 8.56 6.95 3.95 8.85 1.93

5.1 9.0 8.0 1.1 6.1 0.2

eulav-P 1000.0 1000.0 0759.0 1000.0 1000.0 0973.0

a The first and second rows are respectively average preference and its associated standard
error. The P-values are based on a one-way ANOVA of the group means.

b The number of responses for each group is given in parentheses.
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Table 14d. Landscape preferences by household incomea

noitavreserP noitneteR

emocnI MM M RP R MM M RP CC:CP

)07(000,02$< 7.06 2.46 5.85 8.94 6.46 9.66 3.06 0.84

6.3 7.2 5.2 7.1 1.3 1.2 4.1 8.1

999,93-000,02$
)08(

4.16 3.46 2.75 2.84 66 9.76 1.06 9.84

5.3 8.2 4.2 7.1 3 2.2 4.1 6.1

999,95-000,04$
)221(

8.96 8.07 9.16 6.05 1.27 5.27 4.26 2.84

7.2 2.2 9.1 2.1 3.2 7.1 3.1 3.1

999,97-000,06$
)69(

8.76 2.96 5.06 1.05 1.17 2.27 1.26 6.84

2.3 8.2 3.2 5.1 6.2 1.2 4.1 4.1

)45(99997$> 2.08 1.77 7.76 7.35 7.97 9.67 9.56 3.94

1.3 6.2 4.2 5.1 9.2 2.2 6.1 2.2

eulav-P 200.0 510.0 360.0 962.0 800.0 910.0 121.0 189.0

noitneteRlaitraP noitacifidoM MM

emocnI MM M CC:CP MM CC:CP CC:CP

)07(00002$< 3.06 3.95 5.95 5.35 1.84 9.43

9.2 7.1 5.1 1.2 6.2 3.3

999,93-000,02$
)08(

9.16 1.16 5.75 4.45 3.94 3.43

7.2 5.1 4.1 0.2 6.2 3.3

999,95-000,04$
)221(

5.76 2.46 1.06 8.65 0.75 2.04

0.2 1.1 0.1 5.1 1.2 8.2

999,97-000,06$
)69(

2.76 7.46 0.06 8.65 1.55 7.83

3.2 5.1 5.1 7.1 6.2 2.3

)45(99997$> 6.17 1.56 5.06 6.06 2.16 1.83

9.2 6.1 7.1 2.2 9.2 9.3

eulav-P 030.0 130.0 785.0 851.0 500.0 816.0

a The first and second rows are respectively average preference and its associated standard
error. The P-values are based on a one-way ANOVA of the group means.

b The number of responses for each group is given in parentheses.
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Table 14e. Landscape preferences by forestry incomea

noitavreserP noitneteR

yrtseroF
emocnI

MM M RP R MM M RP CC:CP

)643(oN 1.66 7.76 8.95 7.94 4.96 5.07 6.16 4.94

6.1 3.1 2.1 8.0 4.1 0.1 7.0 7.0

)901(seY 6.96 1.07 6.26 8.15 7.07 7.07 0.26 2.64

8.2 3.2 1.2 3.1 3.2 8.1 3.1 5.1

eulav-P 392.0 083.0 942.0 091.0 446.0 719.0 747.0 240.0

noitneteRlaitraP noitacifidoM MM

yrtseroF
emocnI

MM M CC:CP MM CC:CP CC:CP

)643(oN 7.46 7.26 4.95 8.55 7.35 3.73

3.1 7.0 7.0 9.0 3.1 6.1

)901(seY 3.56 26 1.95 8.55 8.25 4.63

1.2 3.1 1.1 6.1 1.2 8.2

eulav-P 728.0 636.0 328.0 499.0 217.0 777.0

a The first and second rows are respectively average preference and its associated standard
error. The P-values are based on a one-way ANOVA of the group means.

b The number of responses for each group is given in parentheses.
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Appendix 5: Response to Public
Survey Questionnaire

After providing demographic information,
respondents were asked to respond to questions
related to scenic quality, clearcutting, and forest
resources. This section presents the results of those
responses.

tnatropmIsiytilauQcinecS *tnecreP

eergaylgnortS 7.75

eergA 6.73

eergasidroneergarehtieN 8.3

eergasiD 8.0

eergasidylgnortS 2.0

Figure 14.  Response to Scenic Quality Question

* Based on a total of 443 responses
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Scenic Quality

Respondents were asked, “The scenic quality of
the forested landscape in the province is important.
Do you: Strongly agree, Agree, etc.” (see Table 15
and Figure 14 below).

Table 15. Response to Scenic Quality Question
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Clearcutting

Respondents were asked to complete the statement,
“Clearcutting should:” (See Table 16 and Figure 15).

Table 16. Response to Clearcutting Statement

:dluohsgnittucraelC *tnecreP

.secnatsmucricynarednudewollaebtoN 0.92

.neestonsitierehwdewollaebylnO 2.7

.ylluferacenoddnadengisedllewsitifidewollaeB 7.85

etauqedasierehtdedivorp,tinodecalpsnoitcirtseronevahyllareneG
.gnitnalper

1.5

* Based on a total of 443 responses

Figure 15.   Response to Clearcutting Statement

Forest Management Objectives

Respondents were asked to rate 6 forest management
objectives from most important (1) to least important (6)
(see Table 17 and Figure 16).

evitcejbOtnemeganaMtseroF :ecnatropmI
)gnitaregareva(

tnatropmitsom=1
tnatropmitsael=6

gnitaRegarevAfoesrevnI

ytilauqlatnemnorivnE.1 20.2 89.3

rebmiT.2 37.2 72.3

ytilauQlausiV.3 76.3 33.2

noitaerceR.4 37.3 72.2

msiruoT.5 88.3 21.2

egnaR.6 98.4 11.1
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Only where
not seen

Allowed if
well designed

No restrictions

Table 17. Relative importance of each Forest Management objective (Average Rating)
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Figure 16.   Average Rating of forest Managment Objectives (inverse)
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