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“Good Ecology Is Good Economics”: 
The Slocan Valley Community  
Forest Management Project,  
1973–1979

Nancy Janovicek

Scholarship on the contemporary environmental movement empha-
sizes conflict. The “War in the Woods” in British Columbia in the 
1990s evokes images of confrontations between grandmothers and 
police, young hippies and loggers, and First Nations peoples and gov-
ernment officials. Disillusioned by the unwillingness of governments 
to implement policy that recognizes the urgency of the rapid depletion 
of the earth’s natural resources and the interconnectedness of ecolog-
ical issues and social inequalities, many environmental activists and 
scholars have rejected the politics of compromise and coalition. Some 
believe that green democracy can only be achieved through autono-
my from the state and in conflict with local stakeholders who make 
their living in the woods. As political scientist Laurie Adkin argues, 
“It is time to set aside the master’s tools of ‘sustainable development’ 
and turn our efforts toward the realization of ecological democracy.”1 
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Ecological justice, in this framework, is not compatible with econom-
ic development.

In contrast to this depiction of the divisiveness of environmental 
politics, this chapter examines a community-based research project 
conducted in the West Kootenays region of British Columbia in the 
1970s that sought to bridge the divisions within the community. This 
project aimed to develop an ecologically sound land-use plan that ac-
commodated the economic and political interests of environmental-
ists, loggers, recreationists, trappers, and farmers. The Slocan Valley 
Community Forest Management Project (SVCFMP), a project funded 
by the federal Local Employment Assistance Program (LEAP), began 
as a feasibility study to create new employment opportunities in the 
forest that did not harm the environment. Researching and writing 
the report was a deeply democratic process. The “new homesteaders,” 
who started to migrate to the Slocan Valley in the mid-1960s as part 
of the back-to-the-land movement, initiated the study, but its appeal 
to the residents of the valley rested on the coalitions that they built 
with people who had lived there for generations. As Kathleen Rodgers 
has shown, back-to-the-landers introduced new political theories and 
practices to the area.2 I argue that they also built on the local political 
culture established by the Doukhobors, unions, and old left politics. 
Economic vulnerability, common in resource-based economies, and 
a sense of rural alienation from senior levels of government, which 
was ingrained in the West Kootenays, informed these politics. New 
homesteaders lived according to ideas associated with the counter-
culture, such as local control over resources and government and a 
“DIY” approach to daily life.3 These values resonated with the western 
Canadian co-operative tradition and the pacifist and communal be-
liefs of the Doukhobors. Most important, all people who wanted to 
build a life in the Slocan Valley agreed that government policy should 
ensure that valley residents be the primary beneficiaries of economic 
development and that their children enjoy the benefits of local re-
sources. This applied to both the timber and the beauty of the woods.

The SVCFMP’s 1975 report to government officials and univer-
sities combined environmental stewardship and the protection of 
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forestry jobs as the foundation for economic development. The au-
thors of the report argued that responsible forest management should 
be based on the “sustained yield of all resources, from fish to water 
to trees.”4 Their proposal insisted that local economic independence 
could be achieved only with the complete integration of all of the 
valley’s resources: timber, agriculture, fish, furs, and water. Only by 
decreasing dependence on logging could the community ensure eco-
nomic stability. A second edition of the report, published for com-
munity stakeholders the following year, added a proposal to conserve 
the Valhalla Range as a provincial park. The premise of the research 
was that “good ecology is good economics.”5 This aspect of the forest-
ry project supports recent research demonstrating that the tendency 
to pit environmentalists against workers does not capture the com-
plexities of the history of the environmental movement.6 This chap-
ter also examines the relationship between local organizing and the 
state in countercultural and environmental politics. The federal and 
provincial initiatives in the early 1970s that promoted local civic en-
gagement as a means of solving social and economic problems gave 
this community-based project political credibility. Those who were 
involved in the local consultations to produce the report did not reject 
government involvement in the development and implementation of 
economic policy; rather, they insisted that the government follow the 
direction of local people because they were the most knowledgeable 
resource managers.

The radical environmental politics of the final report of the 
SVCFMP, which scholars attribute to the new ideas that came from 
the back-to-the-land movement, has received cursory attention in 
studies about British Columbia wilderness politics that focus on con-
flict.7 My analysis takes a different approach. I argue that the radical 
environmental politics that the report proposed drew from existing 
economic development plans that emphasized local control over re-
source management. The new homesteaders respected the knowledge 
and experience of people who had worked in the woods for gener-
ations and collaborated with them to develop a forest management 
proposal intended to address the economic and cultural goals of all 
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constituencies in the valley. Like the activists who led the campaign 
to stop herbicide spraying on Denman Island that Sharon Weaver dis-
cusses in this volume, the SVCFMP sought to mobilize all valley resi-
dents. The Valley Resource Society became a coalition among groups 
with disparate political goals, but it emerged from conflict. I begin by 
examining the development of the coalition between the back-to-the-
land community and long-term residents who were upset by forestry 
practices that threatened the future economic viability of the valley. A 
central argument of the SVCFMP report was that single-use resource 
management, focused on “timber mining” for foreign profit, had de-
stroyed local businesses that had managed the woods in an ecological-
ly sound manner. Rapid exploitation of a single resource had created 
a precarious economy. Economic planning, the report argued, had to 
follow “enforce[d] guidelines based on Nature’s ability to regenerate” 
in order to prevent the destruction of “both our forests and the Slocan 
Valley community it supports.”8 The SVCFMP recommended an al-
ternative model to wasteful logging practices that accommodated the 
different needs of loggers, farmers, recreationalists, and trappers.

Moreover, the proposed integrated resource model insisted on 
protecting the Valhalla Range, an area of the Selkirk Mountains that 
was treasured for its old-growth forests and spectacular summits. 
Pre-contact artifacts of the Salish-speaking Sinixt First Nation and 
the remnants of early twentieth-century logging equipment make this 
area an important cultural heritage site. This wilderness was also the 
habitat of endangered species. Thus, conservation became a core prin-
ciple of economic development in the Slocan Valley.

BUILDING A COALITION

Between 1966 and 1971, the population of the Slocan Valley in-
creased by 420 persons, a trend that reversed years of outmigration. 
According to the SVCFMP final report published in 1976, 225 young 
families had arrived in the valley since 1970, comprising about 15 
per cent of the population.9 Drawn to the Kootenays by cheap land, 
these families moved to the country to get away from the rising cost 
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of living and pollution in the cities. They hoped that by growing their 
own food and living a simpler life they would be self-sufficient and 
that they would be able to develop local alternative economic mod-
els based on mutual aid. There were angry, and sometimes violent, 
clashes between the newcomers and long-time valley residents who 
opposed their values. The final report acknowledged these hostilities, 
but observed that “deeper than these feelings, however, is a unify-
ing and commonly shared feeling of love for the Valley landscape, its 
hills, waters, wildlife.”10 Back-to-the-landers and people who had lived 
in the valley for generations learned that they shared a commitment 
to locally controlled economic development that was attentive to the 
environmental impact of a resource-based economy.

At the individual level, mutually co-operative relationships de-
veloped between new homesteaders and their neighbours, especially 
with Doukhobors.11 These friendships did not lead to the general ac-
ceptance of the back-to-the-landers, though. The people who moved 
to the Slocan Valley from cities in the United States and Canada intro-
duced political ideas, family forms, and lifestyles to the Slocan Valley 
that challenged the area’s predominantly conservative social values. 
Despite the hippies’ efforts to co-operate with the community, a small 
and vocal group insisted that these newcomers were an immoral in-
fluence on the area. They were angry at the influx of young people 
who lived alternative lifestyles, used illegal drugs, and practiced pub-
lic nudity. Further, many back-to-the-landers worked part-time or 
seasonal jobs and therefore relied on unemployment insurance. This 
angered some long-time residents, who believed that they were abus-
ing social welfare programs to avoid work. Back-to-the-landers often 
referred to these unhappy neighbours as “the Anglos”—or, more pe-
joratively, “the rednecks”—to distinguish them from the supportive 
Doukhobors who taught them rural and farming skills.

Federal and provincial initiatives that encouraged civic engage-
ment helped the back-to-the-landers establish programs and in-
stitutions based on their values.12 Those who resented the influx of 
Americans and hippies in the valley viewed their use of such programs 
as another abuse of the system. In 1973, a long letter to the editor 
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of the Nelson Daily News, signed by thirty residents, described the 
newcomers as “freeloaders” who had “no intent in proving that they 
were willing to live in harmony with us ‘native people’ of this valley” 
and, further upsetting the residents, had begun “receiving grants in 
astonishing amounts for some of the most ridiculous projects imagin-
able.”13 Local lumberman Don Sutherland organized valley residents 
to “stop the grants, unemployment, nudism, drugs and unfair law en-
forcement.”14 This group opposed the newcomers’ bid to join the Civic 
Action Committee, a provincial initiative intended to encourage local 
governance, and changed the mandate of the committee to focus on 
removing the “hippie element” from the valley.

Sutherland, a member of the International Woodworkers of 
America, had initially supported the application for research into 
alternative economic models for the valley’s forestry industry. He 
withdrew his support because he was outraged that the newcomers 
were receiving government funding for projects that he deemed to 
be of little value. When Michael Pratt, a member of the SVCFMP, 
went to collect literature about the community forestry project that 
Sutherland had agreed to distribute, Sutherland punched Pratt and 
threatened him with a club because he refused to leave without the 
documents. Pratt was not a “typical hippie.” A Canadian who had 
emigrated from England as a child, he was forty-one at the time of the 
altercation with Sutherland. Pratt was a father of four, held a PhD in 
natural biology, and had left a government job in Vancouver to move 
with his family to the valley for health reasons. His children went to 
the Free School, and this association with the local counterculture 
may have compelled Sutherland to call Pratt a “filthy stinking hippy” 
and to push him when he refused to leave.15 Because of the increas-
ing tensions concerning federal funding for projects sponsored by the 
newcomers, the SVCFMP decided to delay applying for LEAP fund-
ing to support its research until the next year.

Conflicts between the “hippie sect” and “the Valley natives” cre-
ated deep divisions in the community, but the SVCFMP persisted and 
managed to attract people from the Doukhobor and “Anglo” com-
munities who supported the idea of local management of the forestry 



613 | “Good Ecology Is Good Economics”

industry. In 1974, the group received a fifty-thousand-dollar LEAP 
grant to raise community awareness about how government policy on 
economic development affected the lives of area residents and to pro-
mote economically and ecologically sustainable forest management. 
The original SVCFMP committee had included twelve people, but it 
grew as people learned about the project. As a photo of the steering 
committee (figure 3.1) subtly underlines, the committee included 
representatives from the three key communities in the valley: Sam 
Verigin and Peter Bloodoff Jr. were Doukhobor; John Braun was a lo-
cal woodsman, hunter, and trapper who joined the group along with 
his friend Jim Warner (not shown), a millworker; Frank Nixon was a 
farmer and sawmill worker; Tell Schrieber, M. L. Thomson, Bob Ploss, 
and Conrad (Corky) Evans were new to the valley. The committee 
hired Evans to be the administrator for the project. Evans recalled 

3.1 Slocan Valley Community Forest Management Project Steering Committee. Source: 
SVCFMP Final Report, 2nd ed., back cover.
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that he was selected over applicants with PhDs because of “people like 
Jim Warner and Johnnie [Braun]. .  .  . I was logging, and they could 
relate to that. So I had an urban life . . . [and] I had work experience 
that they could relate to. So I was kind of a compromise.”16 All of the 
employees of the project were young adults as stipulated by the LEAP 
program, but Evans also observed that the wages allowed by the feder-
al job-creation program were too low to attract professional people.17

The project collected questionnaires from people in the valley as 
well as letters from people interested in the project. This enthusiasm 
for an alternative to the New York–based Triangle-Pacific (Tri-Pac), 
which controlled 90 percent of the logging tenure in the area, cer-
tainly reflected concerns about high unemployment in the region.18 
Federal and provincial promotion of local citizen engagement—albeit 
for political reasons that may not have accorded with the goals of val-
ley residents—also shaped the debates about who should control the 
local industry. Provincially, the New Democratic Party (NDP) gov-
ernment that came into power in September 1972, under the leader-
ship of Dave Barrett, supported local involvement in policy decisions. 
The goal of the Community Resource Boards Act, passed in 1974, was 
to empower citizens to identify social problems and use their knowl-
edge of local needs to develop solutions and services.19 The provincial 
government’s encouragement of local political engagement extended 
to land policy. The Agricultural Land Commission established in 
1973, held public forums to determine which land should be protected 
from development to sustain the agricultural sector. Although these 
hearings were controversial and caused divisions at the local level, 
they demonstrated a commitment to decentralized decision mak-
ing.20 In his analysis of forestry policy and the environmental move-
ment in British Columbia, Jeremy Wilson explains that the Barrett 
government introduced policies that challenged the government-in-
dustry pact and insisted that British Columbians deserved a larger 
share of their resources. For instance, Bob Williams, the minister of 
lands, forests, and water resources, did not support the sustained yield 
policy of previous governments. This central tenet of forestry policy, 
which dated back to the Sloan Royal Commission in 1945, held that 
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old-growth forests were a rotting resource that needed to be harvested 
and replaced with scientifically managed tree farms. Ultimately, the 
NDP government did not introduce radical environmental policy. But 
Williams’s support for diversified control of the industry, as well as 
his belief that talented laypeople were best equipped to manage their 
resources, created political spaces where citizens could present alter-
natives to government policy that was not attentive to local needs.21

Those who joined the SVCFMP brought a range of experience and 
educational expertise to the research, but most of them had no formal 
training in silviculture. Their vision for ecological forest management 
rested on their experience in the logging industry and their anxiety 
about the negative impact of increased mechanization, introduced in 
the 1960s, not only on the logging industry but also on other busi-
nesses, especially agriculture, trapping, mining, and recreation. Both 
long-term and new residents witnessed waste, human-caused flood-
ing, and the destruction of wildlife habitat caused by clear-cutting 
and poorly planned access routes.

They also brought different views about environmentally sensitive 
economic development, ranging from deep ecology to pragmatic con-
servation. Evans recalled that he built bridges among people by ask-
ing them to role-play the different constituencies in the community. 
Drawing on his background in community theatre, Evans challenged 
them to defend interests of a group to which they did not belong so 
that they would learn to understand other people’s positions. He ex-
plained why this was a productive method:

If you’re in a room with a bunch of people, it’s better if 
they’re kind of actors than if real loggers—because if they’re 
real loggers and miners they’re terrified, right, that “you’re 
going to hurt me.” .  .  . But if you’re acting for the miners, 
then you go, “there’s a bunch of silver here. What do you 
mean you want to make this into a park?” . . . And there’s 
no fistfights because you’re articulating a position, which 
everybody can see is real. .  .  . The fact that Peter Bloodoff 
Sr. and Johnnie and Jim and I don’t remember who else 
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was in the room—it had a big moderating influence on 
our  impetuousness, or youth or whatever you were trying 
to make happen. You knew that on Saturday it was going 
to have to be saleable to everyone who had been trying to 
do it all their life. [If] you said trapping was evil, as some 
urban people are likely to do, you’re going to have to say it 
to Johnnie, you know.22

The final report, written by Dan Armstrong and Bonnie Evans, ex-
plained why this process was effective. In the group’s first meetings, 
members had been assigned responsibilities based on their person-
al expertise and interests. However, they realized that this process 
prevented people from compromising with those who held different 
views: “Placing labels on people, such as ‘the economist’ or ‘the conser-
vationist’ defines and therefore limits their involvement in the prob-
lem.”23 Corky Evans’s method compelled people to defend disparate 
positions, helping them to understand the interrelationships between 
different economic sectors and the natural environment.

Working in the same room also meant those who had recently 
moved to the valley learned to appreciate the experience and views of 
their elders. They had to compromise. Using data from the Canadian 
Land Inventory, a project that produced aerial photographs of the 
country, members of the community gathered around a large table 
with a sheet of vellum placed over a base map of land forms and traced 
the different types of land use onto the map. Evans explained that this 
allowed the group to “figure out where things could happen with less 
conflict or what things shouldn’t happen.”24 Most important, all of 
the people working on the project lived in the valley. Their investment 
in creating a viable alternative to single resource management that 
prioritized logging over other industries helped to overcome some, 
though not all, of the disputes over land use in the valley. The final re-
port endorsed economic diversification and defended the protection 
of less profitable businesses, such as agriculture and trapping, by ex-
plaining how different industries and cultural groups had historically 
worked together in the Slocan Valley.
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PROPOSING AN ECOLOGICAL ALTERNATIVE

The fundamental argument of the report was that decentralized con-
trol over the logging industry was the only responsible way to man-
age the valley’s timber resources. Unlike multinational companies, 
which were primarily concerned with increasing their profit margins, 
the community had an investment in the continued viability of all 
resources. The report recommended an economic model based on 
integrated resource management that recognized the changing in-
terrelationships among different resources. The proposed economic 
plan made space for local businesses and independent loggers who 
had been pushed aside by Tri-Pac’s virtual monopoly. It also defended 
“non-tangible” resources—in particular, the bucolic scenery in the 
Kootenays—which were becoming increasingly valuable as more peo-
ple developed an environmental consciousness.

The argument for integrated resource management was grounded 
in history. Evans recalled that when the committee began to discuss 
community-based land-use policy, they followed industry models 
that focused on economic use. Peter Bloodoff Jr. intervened to sug-
gest that they begin by examining the nature of the landscape and the 
history of the community. Ultimately, the report reflected Bloodoff’s 
suggestion: it opens with a discussion of the natural history of the val-
ley and explains the development of both climax forest, characterized 
by the achievement of a stable ecosystem of self-sustaining forests, 
and successional forests, which establish themselves when floods or 
fires disrupt the closed system of the former. The arrival of humans 
caused the “seemingly backward evolution” that had resulted in the 
predominance of successional forests over climax forests, especially 
in the previous one hundred years.25 The authors then discussed the 
different groups of people who had lived in the valley, including the 
Sinixt, Anglo-Saxon homesteaders and miners, Doukhobors, interned 
Japanese Canadians during World War II, and back-to-the-landers. 
The histories of these groups demonstrated how subsistence and local 
market farming, logging, and mining were historically interconnect-
ed. A key criticism levelled in the report was that the emphasis on 
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3.2 George Metzger, “Single Resource Management.” Source: SVCFMP Final Report, 2nd 
ed., pp. 3–98.
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3.3 George Metzger, “Integrated Resource Management.” Source: SVCFMP Final Report, 
2nd ed., p. G-4.
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logging as the region’s economic stimulus destroyed good agricul-
tural land. Protecting farms was important because arable land was 
restricted to the valleys along the rivers and lakes. Even though agri-
culture did not drive the local economy, it was vital to many family 
economies.26

This historical overview laid the foundation for the analysis of 
the inadequacy of single resource management and defended the pro-
posal for integrated resource management. The differences between 
“the existing situation” and the “proposed situation” are captured in 
George Metzger’s illustrations (figures 3.2 and 3.3).27 Damaging log-
ging practices, such as clear-cutting and slash-burning, destroyed 
watersheds. Wasteful logging also threatened the continued viability 
of logging because it destroyed the conditions that would make forest 
rejuvenation possible. Moreover, government management plans did 
not consider the importance of resources besides wood fibre, and they 
ignored the negative impact of irresponsible logging on agriculture, 
recreational land use, trapping, and fishing.

The report was equally critical of the consolidation of small, local-
ly owned logging mills in the hands of foreign-owned multinationals. 
Increased harvests under these larger companies improved econom-
ic stability for most people in the valley, but “the virtual exclusion 
of the independent small operator from any forest activity has had 
ecological and sociological effects that have been unnecessary and 
damaging.”28 Logging happened on publicly owned Crown land, 
which should have instilled a sense of community responsibility for 
the resource. Instead, people considered “the forest as an economic 
extension of ‘the company,’ and not as their own environment, and 
therefore see little reason why they should worry about ‘the compa-
ny’s trees.’”29 Foreign ownership and government policy also meant 
that all of the profits from the region’s key resource left the valley. 
In comparison to other North American jurisdictions, stumpage fees 
in British Columbia were very low. Most of this money went to the 
provincial coffers, while the funds that returned to the Slocan Valley 
went to the logging company’s managers, who did not have a stake 
in the future vitality of the region. The SVCFMP criticized modern 
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“efficient” logging practices that wasted most of the wood as well as 
the failure to produce diversified secondary industries. The report 
emphasized the urgent need for change: “We are sitting on one of the 
largest and most varied, as well as the last great North American, for-
ests. We are cutting it as fast as we can, with little thought to the fu-
ture, selling it too cheaply, in semi-furnished form, or wasting it, and 
then paying exorbitant prices (plus duty) for the manufactured items 
other nations make out of our wood.”30 The timber resources from the 
West Kootenays were producing secure employment in other nations, 
and this increased dependence on external markets created job inse-
curity at home.

Only local control over the forest could reverse these destructive 
practices. The SVCFMP argued that the valley’s lumber resources 
were overcommitted ecologically and demanded a reduction of the 
allowable annual cut. Referring to a 1955 report by Ray Gill on log-
ging in the Slocan Valley, the group argued that the government had 
long been aware of the negative impact of logging on the region. They 
recommended the implementation of Gill’s recommendations, which 
had pointed to the need for selective logging in sensitive areas.31 
Integrated resource management was the only ecological alternative. 
The community was an important resource, too, because it “possesses 
an attribute that is often overlooked in forest management, that of 
permanence.”32 In contrast to the bureaucrats in the provincial cap-
ital, Victoria, and the owners of the logging companies, residents of 
the community would have to live with the consequences of good and 
bad policy. The report recommended the establishment of a resource 
management committee made up of local residents. In public hearings 
to promote the findings, Evans insisted that local residents would be 
less likely to exploit and destroy land than international companies, 
who were not invested in the community.33

The committee rejected forestry management that viewed the 
woods as a “boundless source of timber” and called for policy that 
“allow[ed] the nature of our resources themselves to dictate their 
utilization.”34 To diversify and decentralize the forestry industry, 
the report suggested a system of rural woodlots, ranging from 10 to 
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1,500 acres, to help supplement the incomes of people who farmed. 
Farming—a “common denominator” for most of the people living in 
the valley—needed to be preserved “in these days of escalating food 
prices and debate on the nutritional value of many retail foods.”35 
The rural woodlot system would also protect ecologically sensitive 
areas by adopting older technologies such as horse logging. The de-
velopment of mills to produce other materials, such as wood chips 
and cedar shingles, would ensure that the entire tree was used, thus 
reducing waste.

An interesting aspect of this report was its insistence on the main-
tenance of the diversity of wildlife as a key component of the integrat-
ed management of resources. The protection of this habitat was not 
restricted to conservation areas, but also included places where re-
sponsible logging could occur. The report identified “critical wildlife 
areas,” which had been “compiled by local knowledge and observation 
over many years,” that needed special protection.36 Local woodsmen 
and naturalists were concerned that logging activity had depleted the 
population of mule deer, white-tailed deer, mountain goats, and car-
ibou, as well as fish stocks. Even though the local grizzly bear popu-
lation was healthy, logging was posing a serious threat to its habitat. 
Protecting grizzly habitat was necessary because those bears were less 
adaptable than black bears; this was a key reason for the proposal to 
preserve the Valhalla Range as a conservancy area. Local recognition 
of the need to preserve wildlife habitat reflected a shift in government 
conservation policy after 1970, which asserted that saving endangered 
species depended on the conservation of the places where they lived.37

Conservation of the Valhalla Range did not comfortably comply 
with the key goal of ensuring that people could make their livelihood 
in the woods. The committee explained that “parks, in general, are 
certainly inconsistent with our vision of land use, but so is Victoria, so 
we decided to play it safe and protect this very special place.”38 Adding 
the proposal for a conservancy area demonstrated that a significant 
number of valley residents believed old-growth forest should be re-
garded as “a sanctuary, a museum of and a monument to the natural 
history and scenic beauty of the region.”39 Unlike earlier proposals for 
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a park, which had come from people who did not live in the valley, 
this report accommodated the traplines that currently existed in the 
proposed conservation area because furs were a renewable resource. 
It also supported properly managed sport hunting.40 However, this 
accommodation of older valley lifestyles was unacceptable to activists 
who had joined the SVCFMP to conserve the Valhalla Range.41 Many 
of them left the Valley Resource Society in 1975 to form the Valhalla 
Wilderness Society, to focus on banning logging in the range and to 
lobby for the creation of a park (which they achieved eight years later).

One of the most important recommendations for the commit-
tee—and most likely the reason why politicians did not endorse the 
report—was that a local resource committee should have control over 
the annual $545,000 in stumpage fees. In an interview with Jeremy 
Wilson, Bob Williams praised the work of the SVCFMP: “I still think 
it is probably the finest social economic analysis in modern history 
in British Columbia. . . . So I was impressed with it. But I was still a 
pragmatic politician, saying ‘How far can we go?’ We were talking 
about the Crown jewels and all those ragamuffins up in this nowhere, 
beatnik valley want the jewels.”42 Evans recalled that when they pre-
sented the report to Williams and asked to manage the timber he 
responded, “Not on your life!” The SVCFMP rejected a counteroffer 
for a locally owned sawmill that would have created twenty jobs. The 
delegates insisted that until the annual allowable cut was reduced, the 
future of the industry would not be protected. When the NDP lost 
power, Williams invited Evans to present the SVCFMP report to a 
class that Williams was teaching at Simon Fraser University. Evans 
agreed to speak to the class—on the condition that Williams come to 
the Appledale Community Hall and apologize to the community for 
rejecting the report. He did.43

After their unsuccessful lobbying of the provincial government, 
which advised them that they were “‘pretty naïve’ if [they] thought 
that [they] could control [their] own destiny,” the committee formed 
the Valley Resource Society to continue the discussions about land-
use policy and resource management.44 Members of the community 
debated the recommendations of the report at public meetings held 
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throughout the valley that involved government officials and repre-
sentatives from Tri-Pac. These meetings were well attended; accord-
ing to media reports, 40 to 150 people showed up to discuss the plan.45 
Activists advised people to take control over public land, which was 
owned by the residents of the Slocan Valley, not the government or 
the logging multinationals. An article in the Arrow, an alternative 
newspaper published in Castlegar by back-to-the-landers, insisted 
that all valley residents needed to work together to implement the 
recommendations of the report: “And know your allies. Most of the 
people involved in the Forest Industry, from fallers to Foresters to 
Government workers to Educators are good people. Looking for bad 
guys is dissipation of energy.”46 The Slocan Valley elected members to 
serve on the resource management committee, but they were not suc-
cessful in gaining control over forestry. And they could not prevent 
the massive layoffs in the industry in the 1980s when the Kootenay 
Forest Products sawmill closed.

CONCLUSION

Scholarship on countercultural communities of the 1960s and 1970s 
tends to focus on their rejection of social conventions and advoca-
cy of lifestyles outside of the mainstream.47 Similarly, the history of 
the environmental movement makes a clear distinction between the 
conservation movements in the early and mid-twentieth centuries 
and the contemporary environmental movement. The social move-
ments of the 1960s certainly changed political engagement, but there 
is much to learn from the continuities between the new radicalism 
and older forms of political protest. In the West Kootenays, many of 
the back-to-the-landers came to respect the knowledge of the elders in 
the community. This story reminds us that in terms of environmental 
politics, it is important to examine the contributions of people who 
work in the woods. The SVCFMP represents a moment when peo-
ple with diverse political positions worked together to try to protect 
the valley for future generations. This process of political engagement 
also taught them to find allies in their neighbours and to recognize 
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that these people were their best teachers. This is perhaps best illus-
trated in the report’s dedication, which reads, “to John Braun and Jim 
Warner and others like them. If we did a good job, it’s because of your 
vision. If we didn’t, it isn’t as if you didn’t try.”48

The democratic processes that the Valley Resource Management 
Society demanded did not lead to the implementation of co-operative 
policy development in the 1970s. But it was a precursor of subsequent 
provincial government policy. In an effort to bring peace to the War 
in the Woods that defined BC environmental politics in the 1990s, 
Mike Harcourt’s NDP government established the Commission on 
Resources and Environment (CORE) in 1992. CORE’s mandate was 
to facilitate community involvement in regional planning in order 
to advise the government on land-use policy and environmental 
regulation. The commission instigated planning groups in four re-
gions, including West Kootenay–Boundary Table.49 Basing govern-
ment policy on collaboration with community stakeholders was a 
strategy designed to build consensus among government, industry, 
labour, First Nations peoples, and environmentalists. In his analysis 
of CORE’s deliberations in the Slocan Valley, Darren Bardati argues 
that despite the government’s commitment to engaging local resi-
dents in policy making, community and government were not on a 
level playing field. As a result, local residents felt betrayed by a process 
that was not able to break the industry’s control over forest manage-
ment plans.50 In part due to criticisms of the CORE process, the NDP 
government later implemented smaller-scale Land and Resource 
Management Planning (LRMP) consultations with regional groups 
to make recommendations on land-use policy, a process that Wilson 
calls “hyperconsultative.”51 The LRMP process was more successful. 
The Kootenay-Boundary Resource Management Plan, tabled in 1995, 
recognized agriculture and ranching as important industries and laid 
out a strategy to integrate forest management and agricultural land-
use policy.52

These provincial consultations have carved out spaces for commu-
nity forests. Today, logging co-ops coexist with multinational com-
panies in the West Kootenays. One example is the Harrop-Procter 
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Community Co-op, which runs a community forest located on the 
south shore of the west arm of Kootenay Lake, twenty-five kilometres 
east of Nelson. Founded in 1999, the co-op has developed ecological-
ly sustainable logging methods and is committed to providing local 
people with “socially and economically equitable” jobs.53 Their land-
use strategy draws on ecosystem-based plans to develop a diversified 
economic foundation that also incorporates agricultural development 
and ecotourism, a land-use strategy that echoes the goals of the Valley 
Resource Society. Clear-cutting continues, and neighbours are still di-
vided on how to manage the region’s resources, but these co-operative 
models prove that sustainable forestry is viable and that good ecology is 
indeed good economics. 
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