
	  

	  

 
May 14, 2015 
 
 
 
MLA Mike Morris 
Parliament Buildings 
Victoria, BC 
V8V 1X4 
 
 
Dear Mr. Morris, 
 
Thank you for meeting with us on March 11 in regards to your review of the professional reliance model. 
We wanted to provide you with our recommendations in writing: 
 

1 Enhance the internal government review by establishing an independent third party to carry out 
a comprehensive review of professional reliance and BC’s regulatory framework. 

2 Government develops concrete strategies to enhance its capacity as a knowledgeable owner: 
minimize the use of contracted services and review where those can be delivered more 
efficiently by staff resources, eliminate the practice of replacing professionals with technicians, 
build professional capacity and institutional knowledge through appropriate knowledge transfer 
and professional development, address recruitment and retention challenges flowing from the 
compensation system and most importantly begin to restore the number of professionals in the 
public service to ensure appropriate oversight. 

3 Retain decision-making authority within government by restricting professional reliance to areas 
where there is limited discretion needed, few complexities and variables, low public conflict 
potential and low risk to the environment and public health and safety. Restore regulations that 
provide guidance to independent professionals and allow government to approve and monitor 
the professional work product. 

 
As you know, we represent licensed professionals working for the BC public service. We have 
encouraged our membership to provide us with insight into their experiences with the professional 
reliance model. Attached you will find insight and comments from our members. Members’ comments 
have not been edited or revised in any way. This should assist you with your review of the professional 
reliance model and provide you with the on-the-ground expertise needed to complete your review.  
 
Should you have any questions please don’t hesitate to contact us.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Scott McCannell 
Executive Director 
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COMMENTS 1 
 
How professional reliance has worked or not worked in their particular area?   
 

• Lack of trust exists to begin with, not helped by optics or sound of the very words 
‘professional reliance’ - concept is almost inflammatory.  Both government and industry 
staff have huge workloads, meaning even those with best intentions to be diligent end 
up missing something at some point which further inflames lack of trust.  The workload 
issues might be masked as PR not working, when really whether it was results based or 
prescriptive, things would be falling through the cracks as there are literally not enough 
hours in a day to complete everything that needs to be done given current staffing 
levels on both sides (industry and government) 

 
Has PR contributed to the protection of our ecosystems and wildlife in your area which you work?   
 

• Not enough monitoring to know what the impact or contribution may have been - can’t 
really say.  Based on my experience in industry though, the lack of consistency in 
management strategies amongst companies and amongst industries, plus numerous 
proprietary inventories instead of landscape-wide, comprehensive and complete habitat 
and ecosystem inventories managed by government on behalf of the public leads me to 
think that any contributions that were made would have been at a very localized scale 
and were not likely maximized to the level they could have been had the information 
been managed in a coordinated, broadly communicated way.  

 
Has it enabled government to retain control over how individuals and industry utilize the resources of 
the environment?  
 

• No. But Aboriginal rights and title provide the opportunity for Aboriginal governments 
to exert some control over how individuals and industry utilize resources and 
environment, provincial government seems to have to fall back on that in many cases 
where it would like to take action but has no power to.  Example is 2014 FPB report 
investigating visuals, same principle could also be applied to values other than visuals  

 
Has the PR regime enhanced public engagement in a positive way?   
 

• Reduced. Public engagement is interpreted differently by every organization and 
‘meaningful’ engagement is more-or-less optional, so even if a professional would like 
to engage with the public, if his/her employer is trying to minimize costs and workloads 
are already to the max with things that are mandatory, if the employer says that they do 
not support the professional in engaging the public, it creates a difficult situation for the 
professional.  My recent experience in a forest industry job (not government job) was 
being told not to stir the pot, not to engage where we didn’t absolutely have to, and that 
we’d put out fires if they pop up.  This created an ethical dilemma on my part.  I chose to 
act against my employer’s wishes on several occasions, and I spoke out against that 
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way of doing business to my supervisor and woodlands manager, but no progress was 
made, which eventually resulted in such an uncomfortable situation after about a year 
that I left my position.  While I could have gone to the ABCFP, I didn't feel like that 
would have made my situation any more comfortable.  I did voice my concerns within 
my articling agrologist final report submitted to the BCIA, but I received no response. 
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COMMENTS 2 
 
We have had pressure in Timber Pricing to work towards greater professional reliance for the 
past several of years.  When the province went to FRPA as the legislation for planning forest 
management it was done under the auspices of professional reliance.  When this happened 
many of the functions the government previously reviewed like site plans and Forest 
Development plans changed to almost complete licensee professional management. 
  
Very little or no review is done now on this part of forest management.  With the concept of 
professional reliance have a trust but verify component it leaves the government relying on the 
professional to meet the expectations of the public.  So far this seems to work both well and 
poorly depending on where it is used and how much or how little monitoring occurs.  
  
As the district staff have been allocated to other priorities over the last several years there has 
been very little or no post-harvest checks to ensure the information submitted in timber pricing 
was being done accurately.  This has a direct impact on stumpage owing the crown.  We have 
done field checks across the southern interior that show how poorly this can work and how well 
it can work.  As for the checks done last year over 50% of the appraisals had not been 
resubmitted when changes were due. 
  
The issues arise when the professional isn’t made responsible directly and therefor the licensee 
is left with the ownership. It also arises when there is no government presence monitoring for a 
period of time.  Typically the government decides after a system is in place that it is not cost 
effective to field verify so in a system of limited government employees to be spread around to 
all the risks some things get dropped for too long with the thinking that it is low risk.  Several 
years later either someone from the public or a concerned employee takes a look and finds a 
wide range of issues.  Where money or habitat in this case is involved this can be very costly.  
  
The point of this conversation is to suggest that to make this system work we need to have a 
commitment to randomly verify that we are getting the work done that we think we are and 
enforcement tools that are not complicated to match the level of reviewing that is 
intended.  This creates a system that encourages honesty, encourages professional reliance and 
limits the government resources to publicly acceptable level.  Without one of these processes in 
place we leave ourselves without a public service that the public can trust.  
  
In summary it has increased our risks to the public in some areas, but it has decreased the cost 
as well.  It doesn’t have to increase the risks as that can be captured by the level of monitoring 
necessary.  It does need to be managed by seriously looking at both the financial costs and the 
risks to the public and environment by those that have the knowledge.  
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COMMENTS 3 
 
The PEA raised the following three issues regarding professional reliance with MLA Morris: 
 

1. Enhance the internal government review by establishing an independent third party to carry 
out a comprehensive review of professional reliance and BC’s regulatory framework. 

 
• We don’t need a third party to carry out comprehensive review. We already 

have some internal review by licensees, by FLNRO staff (e.g. FREP monitoring) 
and then we have The Forest Practices Board and then most if not all licensees 
have some level of 3rd party certification (CSA, SFI, FSC, etc.). So we don’t 
need more independent 3rd party review, we need to better use and improve 
the existing tool that we have. 

 
2. Government develop concrete strategies to enhance its capacity as a knowledgeable owner: 

minimize the use of contracted services and review where those can be delivered more 
efficiently by staff resources, eliminate the practice of replacing professionals with technicians, 
build professional capacity and institutional knowledge through appropriate knowledge 
transfer and professional development, address recruitment and retention challenges flowing 
from the compensation system and most importantly begin to restore the number of 
professionals in the public service to ensure appropriate oversight. 

 
• Yes, I fully agree with this as it is every important. Professional reliance does 

not work if no-one is monitoring or verifying (that’s actually blind deference). 
So we need the staff and financial resources to be able to adequately and 
effectively monitor what’s going on out there and to be able to ascertain that 
professional reliance is actually working. We also need knowledgeable 
government professionals in order to challenge industry professionals should 
the need arise. 

 
3. Retain decision making authority within government by restricting professional reliance to 

areas where there is limited discretion needed, few complexities and variables, low public 
conflict potential and low risk to the environment and public health and safety. Restore 
regulations that provide guidance to independent professionals and allow government to 
approve and monitor the professional work product. 

 
• I strongly disagree with this. Government does not need to retain all decision 

making authority. That’s a return to the Forest Practices Code days and that is 
not desirable at all. What government need to do is set the objectives and the 
goal posts and retain that aspect of the decision making (strategic, direction-
setting and what/where the goal posts are). How to get to the objectives & goal 
posts needs to be decided by industry with government having an oversight 
role, combined with the ability to re-direct industry if need be (e.g. when major 
goal posts will clearly be missed).  
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COMMENTS 4 
 
How professional reliance has worked or not worked in their particular area? 
 

• It’s a mixed bag.  It could work if the professionals are clear on what is required and 
expected for the particular regulatory purpose, and they are aware that their work 
products are critically reviewed.  On the other hand, I’ve seen a number of inferior work 
products that would not meet the specific regulatory purpose. 

 
Has PR contributed to the protection of our ecosystems and wildlife in your area which you work? 
 

• Yes, but I’d think a more pertinent question is how effective and how efficient it has 
been, and the cost - both to the government and to the resource industry - are superior 
to other options. 

 
Has it enabled government to retain control over how individuals and industry utilize the resources of 
the environment? 
 

• It varies.  As many natural resource projects are in remote areas, it is not possible to 
have a reliable assessment on how the environmental risks and impacts have been 
managed unless there is close oversight.  I have doubts that regional offices have 
sufficient resources for close oversight. 

 
Has the authority of government officials been enhanced or reduced in your experience? 
 

• Reduced 
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COMMENTS 5 
 
I have been working in this province as a professional biologist for about 25 years. When I first 
started as a biologist with the Province in 1994, I spent a lot of time on backlog blocks, 
discussing treatment options. These were legacy cut blocks, a result of a policy/program that 
let the forest industry decide what their strategies to free-to-grow would be, that was applied (I 
think) in the eighties. We (the Province, the public) were spending millions applying treatments 
(mostly large amounts of herbicide) to these backlog blocks because they weren’t anywhere 
near the production targets they were supposed to be. This was a direct result of industry 
professionals not spending the money to properly set up the stands, a great example of 
professional reliance not working. At the time, I couldn’t believe that the fox had been left in 
charge of the henhouse. 
  
The same thing is happening and growing now, with unprecedented legal language that 
devolves responsibility and oversight from the regulating agencies to the industries and 
organizations that stand to profit from abusing the resources. The government is losing their 
experts to retirement; wages do not attract the professionals; and, industry can’t be trusted to 
regulate themselves. Have a look at Water Act section 9 approvals, where the applicants have 
the opportunity to apply as a notification for less oversight; whenever they can (if they are 
savvy), they apply as a notification, even when it’s clearly an approval situation. Look at the 
Environmental Assessment process; companies spend a lot of money hiring experts to baffle 
increasingly inexperienced regulatory staff, instead of spending money on the actual studies 
and research required to properly characterize long term residual project effects. 
  
I'm afraid it will take a long time to undo the steps that have led us to this point. 
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COMMENTS 6 
 
I believe professional reliance has worked reasonably well at the cut block level, for such things 
as harvesting practices and Silviculture. 
  
However it has not worked well in the following instances: 

• Ability to refuse cutting permits that are inappropriate.  Case in point are multiple 
industry submissions of 60-100% spruce permits when the intent of the AAC for the 
TSA is to harvest pine under the uplift.   This reduces the midterm timber supply.   

• Ability to refuse or modify cutting permits where some other stakeholder has valid 
concerns.   Government has zero control in this area 

• Ability to ensure sufficient landscape level retention in large beetle clearcuts.  Even 
though the Chief Forester sent every forester a letter describing the need for much 
higher retention levels in large 1000-2000 ha salvage clearcuts, a report by the Forest 
Practices Board showed this was not followed.  Significant moose decline on the 
Ominica plateau, once viewed as the most resilient species to harvesting, is partially 
attributed to lack of calving and birthing cover.   What about the less resilient species 
given the lack of connectivity?  In my opinion government is the best party to provide 
the oversight to ensure better connectivity.  Although in our TSA there is a joint 
industry/govt committee to work our spatial retention, it is a negotiating exercise 
where the optimal cover will not be delineated.  At least 2 large areas have already gone 
below the order-directed amounts for the minimum retention in our TSA. 

• The only way to enforce Landscape orders is by the wording in their FSP.  There is no 
mechanism written in order itself to enforce it.  Many FSPs are weakly worded with 
immeasurable language.   Where is gov’t oversight over the public resource in this 
situation.    

• I have noted less retention along large lakes, which have no legislative requirements for 
a reserve.  This negatively impacts riparian values and animal habitat. 

• I have noted less retention along all streams in general.  As well, as part of my FREP 
work, there does seem to be a lot of not properly functioning streams, due to less 
retention and also in some cases, less care with crossings.   

• In FSP/ Woodlot Licence Plan Reviews we government professionals can only 
comment on legal requirements.  This give minimal ability to ensure proper forest 
management. 

• FSP reviews done by gov’t foresters are very narrowly limited and do not begin to cover 
the breadth of proper forest management.  They MUST be approved if they meet 
content requirements.   

• As well, many industry foresters have developed the attitude who are you to ask for 
that information?  Its under professional reliance.  Although contrary to the ABCFP 
association guidelines for professional reliance, many industry foresters do still have 
this, frankly somewhat arrogant,  attitude. 

  
I think the professional reliance approach on bridges is worsening public safety.   In many 
instances although the professional may deem the bridge unsafe, it is the company or the 
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Crown who has the budget.   This is too much pressure on the professional and puts him/her up 
against financial goals.   Bridge safety should also be on the licensees shoulders, as well as the 
professional’s.  It is like the old Forest Practice Code site plan‹it needed to be signed by 3 
parties:  the professional to say this is sound science; the company saying we commit to this 
plan and the Crown saying we agree this manages the forest properly.  Bridge safety sign off 
should be similar.    The Engineering officer in our office is very stressed about having to call road 
structures sound or not, and moving unsafe structures up to management for their decision to 
close the road or spend the repair money. 
 
The PR regime has diminished the public’s engagement in my opinion.  FSPs have no tangible 
information about where harvesting and road building will occur, so there is nothing for 
trappers, range holders to comment on.  To most stakeholders, where harvesting/road building 
will occur is as important as how it will occur.  FSPs only have the how and a few places where it 
will not occur.  The rest of the landscape is wide open. Although in most cases say the trapper 
would be told of an upcoming CP via industry liaison, that stakeholder has minimal time lead or 
meaningful input.  His ability to manage his business is reduced. 
  
The PR regime does not have any mechanism to properly deal with cumulative effects of both 
too much development and multiple industry players on the same landbase.   I believe that the 
adequately manage and conserve clause should be re-instated legislatively so government 
takes back its ability to manage Crown Land. 
  
Besides Professional Reliance, the FRPA regime was predicated on adequate COMPIANCE 
AND ENFORCEMENT.  C&E has moved from enforcing forestry to spending a huge time 
amount, my estimate from sitting next to them, is that in this district spends about 60% of their 
time patrolling rec sites and watching for bears within the city.  This is not forestry.  Foresters 
are seldom hired now in C&E, but rather Parks and enforcement types.    You can tell they are 
not enforcing forestry licensees because they now have to wear bullet proof vests!!! Even Free 
Growing compliance, which is absolutely fundamental to ongoing timber supply, is severely 
reduced.   
  
The other component of FRPA was EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATIONS with the supposition that 
there would be a continuous improvement loop whereby FREP effectiveness evaluations would 
inform future practice and in some cases be made legal requirements.  This has not happened 
according to a Forest Practice Board report. Ie practices are frozen in many instances, with only 
extension for foresters to know what the problems are.  When I was Tenures forester, no one in 
our team had time to even read the FREP reports,  so that new knowledge would influence the 
wording in our FSP/WLP reviews.  As well, in reviews we could only stick to legal requirements 
anyway. 
  
I am also dismayed by the ABCFP ability to actually disciple their members.  They tend to 
prosecute lone consultants, not big industry or Crown employees.   And the scope of practice for 
between RFTs and RPFs is so vague, that government employees now accept work from any 
forest professional.  It appears the ABCFP has endorsed professional reliance lock stock and 
barrel, regardless of several internal surveys by it own members, showing only about 60% 
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support of professional reliance.  The ABCPF subsequently made few changes in response to 
member concerns.    In a govt survey on professional reliance that I helped organize about 6 
years ago, many members spoke to how poor the discipline process worked, how long it took 
and how poorly professional reliance managed landscape values.  This government survey on 
professional reliance had some extremely low scores ie in the 35-60% approval range for many 
aspects of professional reliance. 
  
I am also very disturbed by the move to move professional reliance wider to qualified 
persons.  Who are they responsible to?   At least forest professionals have a responsible 
association. 
  
I recommend that Mike Morris read the FPB reports summaries or have his staff summarize 
them.  Many shed light on the effectiveness of professional reliance and the ability of the Crown 
to adequately manage public forestry resources. 
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COMMENTS 7 
 
I have not had direct experience with wildlife habitat designations such as WHAs. However I 
have seen professional reliance used extensively with the establishment of Old Growth 
Management Areas that often overlap wildlife habitat as that is one of the values considered in 
OGMA selection.  See below for my comments on the questions posed. 
 
How professional reliance has worked or not worked in their particular area? 
 

• For OGMAs overall it has worked well for the projects I have been involved 
in.    Professional staff in Industry have done the initial selection of OGMAs and 
discussed the selection with professionals in government with both old growth and 
wildlife expertise.  FN information sharing, public input all shape the final selection of 
OGMAs which are reviewed by professional staff in government and if the tests are 
met for approval under the Land Use Objectives Regulation they are then 
recommended for approval by the statutory decision maker.  

 
Has PR contributed to the protection of our ecosystems and wildlife in your area which you work? 
 

• Yes in that many OGMAs overlap wildlife habitat and protect ecosystems at the variant 
level. 

 
Has it increased or decreased the risks to public safety? 
 

• OGMAs rarely involve public safety issues so no experience in that specific aspect. 
 
Has it enabled government to retain control over how individuals and industry utilize the resources of 
the environment? 
 

• Final decisions in the case of OGMAs are made by the statutory decision maker day to 
day management of the OGMAs is done by industry.   

 
Has the authority of government officials been enhanced or reduced in your experience? 
 

• Having worked under both the FPC and FRPA I have not found a significant difference in 
the areas I have worked in. 

 
Has the PR regime enhanced public engagement in a positive way? 
 

• We rarely get any significant public engagement on OGMA plans so difficult to 
compare under both the FPC and FRPA public advertising is required but comment is 
rarely received.   Some exceptions are ones that received media attention before 
establishment e.g. Avatar grove in that case we did receive a lot of comment most of it 
positive.  
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The PEA raised the following three issues regarding professional reliance with MLA Morris: 
 

1. Enhance the internal government review by establishing an independent third party to carry 
out a comprehensive review of professional reliance and BC’s regulatory framework. 

 
• Seems a reasonable approach 

 
2. Government develop concrete strategies to enhance its capacity as a knowledgeable owner: 

minimize the use of contracted services and review where those can be delivered more 
efficiently by staff resources, eliminate the practice of replacing professionals with technicians, 
build professional capacity and institutional knowledge through appropriate knowledge 
transfer and professional development, address recruitment and retention challenges flowing 
from the compensation system and most importantly begin to restore the number of 
professionals in the public service to ensure appropriate oversight. 

 
• Agree government needs to retain the ability to competently review work done 

in order to provide professional advice to government decision makers. 
 

3. Retain decision making authority within government by restricting professional reliance 
to areas where there is limited discretion needed, few complexities and variables, low 
public conflict potential and low risk to the environment and public health and safety. 
Restore regulations that provide guidance to independent professionals and allow 
government to approve and monitor the professional work product. 

 
• I do not agree with this third point as it assumes there is some significant 

difference between professional decision making strictly based on the 
employer.   A professional is either competent to practice and the decision 
making power that comes with that or they or not who they work for is not 
relevant.   As in any system there must be checks and balances and 
transparency of decision making that does not mean a professional working for 
government is somehow more competent or a better guardian of the public 
interest than one that does not work for government.  
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COMMENTS 8 
 
I am a soil scientist who frequently helps the Forest Service Compliance and Enforcement with 
investigations into excess soil disturbance and environmental damage.  In the course of these 
investigations I regularly find that soil information on blocks is incorrect and the incorrect 
information may have contributed to the ensuing excessive soil disturbance we are 
investigating. Neither C&E that I have worked with nor I have ever taken a licensee to task for 
the incorrect information.  Usually the incorrect information is offered by an RPF and I am a 
P.Ag.  Even if I could, I would not initiate a professional misconduct allegation because it would 
be too stressful and destructive of my working relationships in the local community. 
 
I have on multiple occasions seen what I consider to be errors in soil disturbance surveys 
undertaken by professionals to assess compliance with forest regulation.  The whole process of 
determining compliance or non-compliance with numerous of the requirements in the Forest 
and Range Practises Act is so vague that in my opinion a court would have an extremely 
difficult time determining if assessments of compliance were addressing the legal requirements 
in act and regulation. 
 
There seems to be consistent trend in this area of placing non-professional people in positions 
of authority, possible in preference to professionals in the resource management ministries.  For 
example, many of the District Managers who probably have more authority over what actually 
transpires on the landbase in BC than any other position, are not professionals and do not have 
the educational background that would be desirable to allow them to assess the scientific 
validity of information on which they are dependent for rational decision making. 
 
There are many uncertainties with regard to forestry regulation in BC.  Much of current 
regulation is based simply best guesses derived from minimal data.  Systematic observation, on 
the rare occasions that it is employed, regularly and routinely finds errors, inadequacies and 
discrepancies in current management practises.  With the destruction of the research capability 
within BC Forestry, there is no mechanism for systematic identification or rectification of 
outdated, inadequate or incorrect guidance and practice.  Resource management in BC is done 
to a very large degree based on precedent and not on current information.  Individual 
professionals and professionals employed by the forest industry do not have the resources to 
systematically collect data to allow them to address complex natural resource management 
questions.  Universities are out of touch with the day to day issues which govern how our 
forests are managed. 
 
C&E is operating at approximately 1/4 the capacity it was operating at 12 years ago.  The FREP 

budget has been cut by 4/5s from its initial levels.  The government publishes specious 
statistics saying that the number of convictions for forest violations is dropping or is at 
acceptable levels.  The statistics do not account for reduced capacity to initiate and follow 
through on investigations. 
 
 



PEA MEMBERSHIP FEEDBACK OF THE PROFESSIONAL RELIANCE MODEL 

	   13 

COMMENTS 9 
 
Professional reliance doesn’t work the same way in timber pricing as in other fields.  Whenever 
revenue is involved, government cannot rely only on professional work.  It is the function of the 
Ministry to assert the financial interest of the crown (Section 4 (e) of the Ministry of Forests 
and Range Act) and we are accountable to the Auditor General and Office of the Comptroller 
General.  It is imperative for us to have strict financial controls and auditing procedures in place 
to protect crown revenue. 
  
Appraisals can only be submitted by registered members of the ABCFP.  A registered or 
associate member (RPF, RFT, ATE or ATC) must sign off on and take responsibility for the 
timber cruise portion of the appraisal submission as well.  These members can be held 
accountable by the ABCFP if their work is not to professional standards, but disciplinary cases 
are resource consuming and are not brought forward often.   The government must maintain a 
level of auditing over these submissions and not strictly rely on the submitting professionals.  
  
Industry is consistently pushing us towards increasing professional reliance in timber 
pricing.  We have taken some steps:  clarified our manuals, conducted training sessions, 
etc.  One auditing concept that has been proposed is to do more of a back end audit and look at 
the final results.  However, in our world, the back end is post harvest.  How can we audit 
information on trees that no longer exist? 
  
Some members of industry (not all) seem to be pushing for less regulation.  This direction 
seems to be consistent with the current political climate.  This trend combined with de-
professionalization, the reduction of government resources, not filling vacancies and 
contracting out is troubling to me.  I feel the authority of government officials is and continues 
to be reduced.  
  
The bottom line is as professional reliance increases, the risk to crown revenue increases.  I 
believe strict limits need to be placed on the scope of professional reliance with regards to 
timber pricing. 
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COMMENTS 10 
 
How professional reliance has worked or not worked in their particular area?   
 

• In the sector I work in, range management and the crown range resource, there are no 
requirements to have professionals prepare range related operational plans. Range 
plans are usually prepared and submitted by non-professionals. The plans that I have 
reviewed do not contain sufficient measures to adequately protect many crown 
resources, e.g wildlife values, species at risk, biodiversity etc. Plan proponents do not 
have the expertise on many of these subjects. In addition they have an underlying 
interest to protect themselves from compliance action and therefore do this by being 
non-committal. 
 

• Professional reliance has not adequately replaced the use of government staff to 
perform the same functions. Professionals in government usually have the interest of 
the Crown as a priority. Professionals hired by industry may have the added pressure of 
meeting industries bottom line. This can create conflict of interest. The current system 
does not adequately address this conflict. 

 
• Despite this I am seeing more examples of government staff in positions within 

government who I believe may be practicing outside of their field of expertise. For 
example, an agrologist within the Ministry of Highways in a position that should require 
a professional biologist, non-professionals in positions that should be filled by a 
professional, a range agrologist in a position of orchard and tree fruit specialist, other 
Range agrologists in past positions who had no training in range management, plant 
science or a related field (e.g. trained in economics). 
 

Has PR contributed to the protection of our ecosystems and wildlife in your area which you work?  
 

• Professionals in government (especially ecosystem or habitat biologists in the Regions) 
have been reduced in numbers so that checking plans such as range use plans/ 
providing review and comment, especially to ensure the addition of content to protect 
ecosystems, wildlife, species at risk can no longer occur. Industry hiring of professionals 
to address this in the range sector does not seem to be an option (excuse is cost to 
industry) and therefor there is a void. 

 
Has it enabled government to retain control over how individuals and industry utilize the resources of 
the environment?  
 

• I would say in general it has increased the risks and reduced the control. The lack of 
input on range use plans and range management in general to address 
ecosystem/wildlife issues and impacts is strongly evident. Much of this has been 
documented by the Forest Practices Board in past reviews.  
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• Another issue that has and will continue to increase risk is the PR system itself. 
Government is required to prove that a professional’s plan or submission will fail or wait 
until it does fail before action can be taken. Also when there is or has been a 
disagreement by gov staff with a professional’s opinion, the action to address this 
through the associations is now extremely onerous and time consuming and is placed 
on the shoulders of government professionals who are already overloaded. There are no 
incentives to do this. 

 
	  


