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INTRODUCTION

ritish Columbia depends heavily on its forest sector
B and other resource industries.

Forests, after all, cover a huge proportion of our province.
They provide vast potential for economic benefit, as well as
fulfilling important ecological and biological functions and
offering opportunities for recreation, exploration and
adventure. One of the reasons British Columbia has been in
the forefront of a worldwide movement to protect and
preserve forests as parks, ecological reserves and
wilderness areas is that British Columbians know that
healthy forests contribute in a major way to the well-being of
people and our planet.

Economically, forests and the forest industry represent
British Columbia’s leading industry. The forest sector is the
province’s major employer and its leading source of jobs, tax
revenues, economic opportunities and export earnings.

But today our forest industry is once more in crisis. Many
sectors of the industry are not performing to their fullest
potential, whether we measure that in terms of employment,
returns to shareholders, international competitiveness,
investment returns or revenues to various levels of
government.

Some people say that the way out of the current crisis is to
give more concessions to companies, for instance by rolling
back workers’ wages and benefits or foregoing taxes owed
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to local, provincial or federal governments. Unsurprisingly,
most of those urging such policies come from within the
industry itself or represent companies and their
shareholders. Perhaps unsurprisingly, as well, many
workers and their unions reject this position, as do many
representatives of resource-based communities.

Instead, we propose an alternative vision for the future of
BC's forest sector. We believe that to thrive, our industry
requires increased commitment to investment, including the
targetted deployment of a significant portion of the cash that
companies will receive back from the Americans due to the
anticipated settlement of the prolonged Softwood Lumber
dispute. In addition, companies, workers and all levels of
government must cooperate in devising a long-term strategy
for the future of the wood, lumber, wood manufacturing and
pulp and paper sectors. We can only relieve the current
impasse in our industry through a concerted effort to
upgrade capital and equipment, provide workers with skills
and training they will need to succeed in a changing industry
and assist communities to build new infrastructures and deal
with the challenges of transition.

Today, many sectors of the forest industry face difficult and
previously unforeseen problems. The pulp and paper sector
is struggling to deal with worldwide excess capacity and
changing markets. The solid wood sector continues to face
the difficulties created by US protectionism, and, in some
regions, years of under investment. In the timber-harvesting
sectors we face an unprecedented infestation of mountain
pine beetles in much of the BC Interior, while in Coastal BC,
workers and contractors are being squeezed in lieu of forest
companies undertaking long-term planning and investment.
The result all over BC is that lives and resources are being
sacrificed to the push for profits.



In the face of these problems, many companies have taken
the path of least resistance and are simply exporting millions
of cubic meters of raw logs that might otherwise be
processed in BC. With the implementation of the new
Forest and Range Practices Act , many observers suggest
that industry might be cutting corners on forest stewardship
in their race to get in the wood and stay afloat financially. A
whole array of other recent changes to the Forest Act and
other legislation has allowed companies to essentially scrap
the province’s long-standing “social contract” between firms,
government, communities and workers. The social contract
strove to provide companies with a reasonable return on
investment while creating good-paying jobs in vibrant,
secure, resource-based communities. Instead, as a result of
recent shifts in legislation and policy, firms today have been
given almost untrammeled rights to process timber where
they please, partition and sell their licenses, harvest at the
pace that best suits them and shut mills, processing plants
and logging operations at will. In a misguided effort to
provide benefits to companies and placate US trade
lobbyists, the government has sacrificed to the market the
forest minister’s considerable former powers to regulate the
industry and the resource on behalf of all British Columbians
and the public good.

The Softwood Lumber Dispute

The Softwood Lumber dispute has also had severe impacts
for workers, communities and small businesses. Some firms
have successfully beaten the tariffs and duties by massively
ramping up production at their most efficient mills. While this
has allowed them to reduce prices for their US-sold lumber
by driving down unit labour costs, it has also left many
otherwise profitable mills idled. The dispute has also left
other firms grasping for investment capital, since they have
had millions of dollars tied up in duty payments. Re-
manufacturers and value-added operations have been
especially and severely impacted by increased prices and
the up-front collection of duties at the border before they
have an opportunity to sell their products. The dispute has
also encouraged Canadian firms to hedge their bets by
investing in production facilities in the US rather than
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investing in Canada or by exporting logs to American mills.
Ironically, those logs enter the US duty free, while lumber
from the same stands of timber are regarded as
“subsidized”. Meanwhile, at mills that are running full out,
loggers, log haulers and sawmill workers are being stretched
out and endangered by longer, more intensive shift
schedules.

Over the past four years, pension plan contributory hours in
British Columbia paint a disturbing picture of the dispute’s
regional impacts. Producers in the southern part of the
province closed many of their mills and laid-off whole shifts.
On the Coast, the impacts were particularly dramatic and
severe: even with strong US housing starts and high prices
in 2004, the decline in contributory hours still translates into
over 3,000 full-time, unionized jobs lost since 2001. The list
of curtailments and closures affecting Coastal workers is a
long one.

The recently announced Softwood Lumber “framework”
offers little comfort. There are no measures in the proposed
deal that would improve the situation for workers and
communities. Is it a good deal for Canada at all? Surely
that's debatable.

First, Canadian forest firms and the federal government —
supported, of course, by hundreds and millions of
taxpayer dollars - were clearly already very close to
winning the legal battle once and for all. The Americans
were reduced to their last round of “extraordinary
appeals”, which they had very little prospect of winning.

Second, at their current, already significantly reduced
level, the tariffs were not in themselves problematic for
Canadian producers (the biggest problem has been the
rise of the Canadian dollar vis-a-vis the US dollar).



Third, the industry is volunteering for a five percent duty
whenever prices fall below $355 per thousand board feet,
a level to which they, in fact, fell in all but six weeks of
2003.

Fourth the deal includes a “surge mechanism” that
serves to cap Canada’s lumber exports at 34 percent of
the US market and a penalty for all the producers of a
region when a few producers push up regional exports.

Finally, Canadian producers will only recoup 80 percent
of the illegally collected duties -- at C$1.10 for every US
dollar when the duties were paid at as high as C$1.60
per US dollar. The remaining 20 percent will go to the
US producers who initiated the unfair and unreasonable
dispute in the first place, even though international
tribunals struck down legislation that rewarded US firms
for launching protectionist actions.

With all of this, there is nothing for the workers, communities
and taxpayers who have borne the brunt of the dispute.
Instead we get the usual, empty assurances that what’s
good for corporations must be good for workers,
communities or Canadians in general.

It's not. In recent years, some companies have made huge
profits. But instead of investing them in new production
facilities, they have used them for mergers — Canfor
purchased Slocan, for instance, while West Fraser
swallowed up Riverside shortly after Riverside purchased
Lignum. On the coast of BC, Cascadia and Western Forest
Products merged. Firms have also purchased foreign assets
— Canfor recently bought six plants in the virtually non-union
state of South Carolina, while Interfor bought three Pacific
Northwest sawmills and Ainsworth purchased OSB plants in
Minnesota. Now the industry is also hungrily eyeing
opportunities in China, where wages are kept artificially and
painfully low by what can only be described as a police state.
Unfortunately, left to their own devices, companies will
continue to shovel the cash they get back from the US
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Commerce Department into paper or foreign assets instead
of investing in real jobs in BC communities.

Many observers have demonstrated that the lack of
adequate investment spending is already harming our
competitiveness and is a serious obstacle to Canada’s future
forest-sector competitiveness in international markets.

...the lack
Oi;\e/lgsﬁr#:;? The Forest Pr'oducts Association of Canada (F_PAC)
spending is warns that “with the capital stock of the Canadian
already industry continuing to age relative to that of its new
harming our competitors, the inability of the Canadian sector to
competitive engage in a more wide-scale renewal of its plant, and
ness and is equipment will further weaken its competitive position
a serious in the global marketplace.” (Forest Sector Renewal:
obstacle to Putting the Pieces Together, 2002).
Canada’s
fgurt:Srﬁ With respect to research and development spending,
“R&D spending, estimated to be $345 million in 2000,
sector . .
competitive is less than half of that conducted by US competitors
ness in and less than a third of the Scandinavian industry.”
internationa FPAC also points out that recent capital expenditure
| markets. for new technology has already fallen “below

depreciation rates.”

In coastal British Columbia, investment in both timber
harvesting and lumber production in 2000 was far
below its level of five years previous and “capital
spending has been insufficient to maintain the
industry’s capital stock, which has declined as a
result.” In wood manufacturing, especially, “coastal
pulp mills and sawmills are becoming uncompetitive
with products in other regions, most of which show
much healthier rates of capital replacement” (Dr.
Peter Pearse).



“Canada ...cannot be complacent about its innovation
performance, as it continues to lag behind key
competitors in research and development (R&D) and
in putting new ideas and technologies to work.” Our
resource-sector competitors in the US, Europe and
Australia are making intensive investments in forestry
and other sectors and “the natural resources sector
must accelerate the pace of innovation and invest
more in R&D” (Natural Resources Canada, Technical
Paper, November 2001).

The wood products industry ranked only 15" in a
Statistics Canada survey of “advanced technology
adaptation” among Canada’s manufacturing
industries. The study also found that competitors
such as Sweden and the US are outstripping
Canada’s forest-sector spending as a portion of gross
industry revenues (Government of Canada,
Innovation Profile, 2002).

Canada “spends little on forest industry science and
technology” and over the course of the nineties the
rate of spending actually declined. By 1997, Canada
was spending a quarter as much of its forest sector
value-added on science and technology as the US,
slightly more than a third as much as Finland and
slightly more than half as much as Sweden. British
Columbia’s science and technology spending is lower
than the national average and declining rapidly even
as the province’s “needs for forestry science and
technology spending have never been greater”
(Forum Consulting Group report for the Committee of
Forest Research Agencies, 2000).

Forest-sector firms are less likely to have distinct R&D
departments or even undertake R&D than other
manufacturing firms. Forest-sector companies are
more likely to contract out research work to other
firms than to do it themselves, and although they are
slightly more likely to develop innovations in
production processes, forest-sector companies
appear much less likely than other manufacturers to
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develop innovative new products. (Statistics Canada,
Innovation in the Forest Sector, June 2002).

All of this merely reinforces what many in the industry,
including workers and community leaders already know that
Canadian wood producers and manufacturers are losing
ground to our competitors. We all know that without
competitiveness there will be no jobs or economic
opportunities in resource-based communities, nor will we be
able to keep on generating the export earnings that
contribute to quality programs for people, support vibrant
communities, put kids through school or allow us to retire in
dignity.

As an example of this process at work, the BC Progress
Board found in its 2001 report that while the area outside the
Lower Mainland has an equivalent population to the
metropolitan region and generates fully 60 percent of the
province’s export earnings, it also generates lower
employment rates, lower incomes, lower rates of capital
formation, lower educational achievement and a lower rate
of new business formation. This picture is unfortunately
repeated in most other resource-producing regions of the
country — while they supply most of the wealth, resource-
based communities are often short-changed when it comes
to government spending or corporate investment. And they
appear to be falling farther behind urban areas.

The whole province has a major stake in investment in our
forest industry. Unfortunately, most of us do not have direct
control over most of the levers that generate research,
innovation or investment. And, with respect to investors, it is
important to note that owners of financial resources exhibit
an increasingly short time frame for profits and have
increasingly more options, as capital becomes more global.
Disturbingly, Avrim Lazar of FPAC recently put forward
industry’s cry for lower taxes with the blunt message that in
today’s world, companies are mere “guests” who seek
“hosts” — workers, taxpayers and governments, that is — who
will either give them what they want or see them take their
capital elsewhere. Coastal firms repeatedly say they cannot



invest before they make more profits. But by the same
token, they clearly cannot make profits unless they invest.

Skills Shortage

The British Columbia forest sector has an ageing workforce.
For example, in BC, forest workers who are members of the
United Steelworkers are, on average, seven years older than
the national average.

This exacerbates the skills crisis that is developing in the
Canadian industry in general. Various companies have
approached forest industry unions in regard to this situation.
In particular, they express concern about a shortage of
skilled workers, both in the trades and in key areas such as
falling. One company recently announced that it expects a
turnover of skilled workers close to 70 percent over the next
decade. Some companies are seeking to negotiate new
training protocols to extend their training for skilled workers
into First Nations communities. Others want to bring in
immigrant workers, even before they try to recruit or train
domestic workers. Companies are generally scrambling to
catch up to the looming skills crisis. Part of the difficulty is
that our industry, in many cases, lacks the resources and the
time to deal with skills shortages, largely because for too
long, government and industry have neglected
apprenticeships and other processes for training people from
within the industry or from resource-based communities.

Log Exports

Provincial government data reports that raw log exports
between 1996 and 2005 increased by 1,000 percent -
reaching 4.7 million cubic metres. In real terms, the
government reports that over 7 percent of the annual cut
was exported in 2005 compared to less than 1 percent in
1996. In more dramatic terms this represents 125,000
logging trucks worth of timber. On top of that, the BC
government recently authorized up to 420,000 cubic metres
more to be exported on the mid-Coast. The B.C. Federation
of Labour estimates that log exports cost BC some 3,300
jobs and $250 million in lost wages.
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In resource-based communities, workers and their families
watch daily as truckload after truckload of our logs leave,
creating work in mills across the border. On Vancouver
Island, for instance, 15 percent of all logs harvested are
currently being exported. TimberWest is now little more than
a raw-log specialist. The firm’s export volumes increased by
43 percent in 2005 and 76 percent in the last three months
of the year alone. According to its annual financial report,
TimberWest’'s Japanese sales are rising and the firm “is
increasingly optimistic about its prospects in other Asian
markets in the upcoming year and anticipates shipping more
volume (of unprocessed timber) to these markets than it has
in the past.”

Truck Loggers Association (TLA) President, Jim Girvan,
recently acknowledged that a lot of the increased exports are
going to mills in Washington and Oregon. “We're suggesting
there are a lot more trucks with logs moving through our
valleys and less and less sawmills working,” says activist
Ken James of the Youbou Timberless Society. “The main
point is there’s more trees being harvested and less people
working, which means less benefits to the community, and
less benefits to BC.”

Girvan almost agrees, admitting that everyone in the industry
wants the logs cut in BC, but he claims that a number of
factors, including low productivity, high labour costs, and US
countervailing duties, have made local mills unprofitable.

But he adds, “You don’t just suddenly ban log exports and
expect mills to pop up.”

Girvan says that log exports are a “necessary evil” the
industry must endure until BC mills are returned to
profitability. It is perhaps surprising that the current
provincial government has overseen such a massive rise in
log exports, since then-opposition leader Gordon Campbell
clearly indicated on several occasions prior to the 2001
election that he and his party were opposed to log exports.



“We’'re not in favour of log exports,” he said. “We believe
that if we get the industry healthy and our regulatory codes
healthy, that we will be able to secure those logs and use
them in the most effective way in the Province of British
Columbia. We don’t want to export logs and export jobs
along with them.”

E % #

The current state of the industry is not an accident. While
the price of lumber, the Canadian dollar and foreign
competition are outside of our control in British Columbia,
the massive changes in forest policy instituted by the
provincial government in 2003/04 were of our own doing.

The BC government instituted The Forest Revitalization Plan
in March 2003 “to help restore the vitality of British
Columbia’s forest industry - the province's number one
economic driver.”

The Plan and related legislation included the previous
mentioned changes, which aimed to “enable private forest
sector companies to make business decisions without threat
of government penalty,” such as the elimination of cut
control, eliminating timber processing and appurtenancy
provision, elimination of the mill closure review process and
mill closure penalties, and allowing unfettered sale and
subdivision of Crown tenures (removing the requirement for
Ministerial approval).

At the time these changes were being suggested, many,
including the USW, CEP and BCFL, said that this was a sell-
out of BC’s public forests that would undermine our future
ability to manage the resource on behalf of all British
Columbians. Most troubling, the changes went through
without much public scrutiny or the benefit of scrutiny in the
Legislature since, at the time, the Opposition only held two
seats.

At the time, Forest Minister Mike de Jong said about the
Forest Revitalization Plan:

...many,
including the
usw, CEP
and BCFL,
said that this
was a sell-
out of BC's
public
forests that
would
undermine
our future
ability to
manage the
resource on
behalf of all
British
Columbians.

12



Towns like
Port Alberni
and Squamish
have lost any
control they
had over who
logs the
forests and
where those
logs are
processed.

13

As part of our heartlands economic strategy,
we’re revitalizing our number one industry
because that is critical to creating new jobs and
supporting the public services we all count
on...

The forestry revitalization plan is a made-in-BC
solution that will open up new opportunities for
entrepreneurs, remanufacturers, First Nations,
communities and the province as a whole. At
the same time, we’re ensuring that the public
receives fair value for its forest resources
today, and that those resources are
sustainably managed for the future with
leading-edge practices. With these changes,
we will enjoy a new, stronger forest economy —
and so will our children and grandchildren.

But the reality is different. Since 2003, mills have closed,
loggers have been thrown out of work, contractors have
gone out of business and log exports have skyrocketed.

The removal of the tie between timber harvesting and local
processing, known as appurtenancy, is a major blow to the
social contract between forest companies and the
communities in which they operate. As we have seen, this is
no accident. Towns like Port Alberni and Squamish have
lost any control they had over who logs the forests and
where those logs are processed. Companies like
TimberWest, Interfor and West Fraser have been relieved of
much of the obligation they formerly had to the people who
work for them and whose livelihood and way of life depend
on the resources those firms control. Workers and
communities have lost mills and they've lost jobs; without the
mill closure review process and no penalties for mill
closures, workers and communities are nearly helpless to
change their fates. They can now have no expectation that
they will land whole in the event of a curtailment or
shutdown.



Aspects of the government’s almost-complete abdication of
responsibility for its Crown assets include a footloose
approach to sale and transfer of tenures. The recent
changes to the Forest Act have allowed Western Forest
Products to accumulate a million cubic meters of coastal
harvesting rights without so much as a public hearing,
making these massive transfers of publicly-owned lands
subject only to federal anti-combination laws.

And, not only is the government not prepared to
acknowledge the failure of these policies, it is also
intransigent when it comes to looking after workers and
communities. When questioned on whether the BC
government sees the collection of the Softwood Lumber
border tax by provinces as an opportunity to funnel
investment back into BC, jobs and communities, current
Forest Minister Rich Coleman stated flatly "no, we’re not
going to take any tax with regards to this from the border and
target it specifically to something,” such as, capital
investment to ensure the industry’s long-term viability. The
money will go into general revenue, he added.

The Opposition was quick to grasp the obvious truth "The
government doesn’t have a plan for the border tax,"
observed forests and range critic Bob Simpson. "The
government doesn’t have a plan to recapture those finances
when they come back from the duty." In other words, in BC
at least, jobs are far down the list when it comes to any
hoped-for benefits from an already crummy lumber deal.

In January 2004, the BC government introduced the Forest
Range & Practices Act . Aimed at allowing the industry to a
more flexibly plan and carry out harvesting, in practice it has
moved too far in the direction of self-regulation by industry.
Public oversight and scrutiny of plans has been reduced;
government regulatory agencies no longer even review
companies’ site plans, which include most of the specific
practices that affect both forest ecology and worker or
community health and safety. Indeed, in spite of urging by
his own Practices Advisory Committee, the forest minister
turned down a request for a “health and safety” objective in
the new Act.
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The Forest Practices Board (FPB), the independent
government body which oversees the activities of forest
companies in BC has expressed concern about the quality of
forest stewardship plans firms submit under the new Act:
“These plans simply do not reflect the high level of forest
practices we find in our regular board audits and
investigations,” says Board Chairman, Bruce Fraser.
Following a review of 15 stewardship plans, the FPB
concluded that they provide very little detail about how, when
and where logging will take place on Crown Land plans to
cover huge areas with no details of exactly where logging is
proposed - plans are written in complex, legal language that
makes it difficult for the public to understand and comment.
Most plans do not make commitments to measurable results
or outcomes and commitments if the plans tend to be vague
and non-measurable and only meet the minimum
requirements.

Our Proposal

An opportunity currently exists in the form of the returned
duties as a result of the recent Softwood Lumber framework
settlement. For British Columbia producers this amounts to
more than $2 billion. The federal and provincial
governments, with taxpayer dollars, assisted greatly in
supporting the Softwood Lumber litigation and negotiations,
just as it has assisted the forest industry through its financial,
legal, negotiating and lobbying activities over the past 20
years of lumber disputes.

In addition, just prior to the last federal election, Ottawa
announced $1.5 billion to support forestry-related initiatives
in BC. This appears to have been slashed to only $400
million nationally in the most recent federal budget. Yet, the
BC government said virtually nothing! We believe the
province should demand that the $1.5 billion commitment be
reinstated, given that it is intended to apply to both mountain
pine beetle issues and worker and community initiatives, and
that this money be targetted to investment in capital and
equipment, training and skills, upgrading, and worker and
community adjustment initiatives.



Obviously, with corporations increasingly wanting to walk
away from long-term commitments to people and
communities, governments now have an opportunity and a
responsibility to look to the longer-term interests of the
provincial industry, the workers and the communities that
sustain it. Analysts are already saying that companies,
particularly those in BC, will likely use their returned duties to
invest outside the province. While mergers and acquisitions
might improve a company’s bottom line, they generally do
little to increase the stability of employment in those firms or
enhance the economy or quality of life in resource-based
communities. Indeed, companies often use mergers and
takeovers as an opportunity to consolidate operations, shut
down operations and in the process, eliminate jobs without
necessarily creating new ones. Indeed, new jobs will only
spring from investment, diversification, development of
infrastructure and retraining.

Specifically, we propose that the provincial government:

1. Lobby the federal government to increase the transitional
funding for the British Columbia forest industry to at least
the level promised by the previous government before
the last federal election and ensure that this money is
directed toward training and skills development and
community and workforce adjustment, including pension-
bridging programs. Similarly, any federal tax collected on
the returned duties should be directed into a fund
dedicated to the same.

2. Take steps to force/encourage forest companies in
British Columbia to invest returned softwood duties in:

Capital & Equipment ... to keep the industry efficient
and competitive, including investment in moving up
the value chain;

People & Skills ... to ensure that the industry
continues to have a productive, well-trained and
highly-skilled workforce; and
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Communities & Infrastructure ... to provide strategic
investment in forest-dependent communities to
ensure that forest-dependent communities can retain
and attract workers, business and investment and,
where necessary, families and the local economies
are able to adjust in the face of industry restructuring.

The resources are available to do this, but what is lacking is
the political will.

Finally, we propose that the federal and provincial
governments and industry sponsor a “Citizens Assembly”-
type structure to commence meetings in the Fall of 2006 with
a mandate to seek consensus on a strategic course for the
British Columbia forest sector. For too long in this province,
the dialogue about the future of our number one industry has
not been inclusive of all of the stakeholders and this
assembly should involve workers, communities, First
Nations, governments, as well as companies.

Conclusion

For decades, British Columbia has benefitted from a process
some economists call dependent development. We relied
on corporations from the United Kingdom and, later, the US
to provide capital, markets and expertise to generated
resource-based economic growth.

The provincial government provided access to public
resources and built the massive infrastructure that facilitated
this growth, used modest taxation to build the roads,
highways, hydro-electric dams, schools, universities, training
institutions and to operate the transportation infrastructure
such development required.

This arrangement provided many opportunities for local
entrepreneurs to prosper. In the general context of a
shortage of labour, workers and their unions won good
collective agreements, high wages and good benefits.
Provincial governments created the social contract, which



assured companies of access to resources and
infrastructure in exchange for commitments and benefits to
communities. This is the British Columbia that existed for
half a century under various Social Credit and New
Democratic Party governments.

In today’s changing global economy, this world is
disappearing. Corporations, driven by the demands of
internationally-based shareholders and financial institutions,
display an increasingly short time horizon and demand
steady profits. They are unwilling to make long-term
commitments to workers or their communities. They are
increasingly reluctant to pay the taxes that support human
services; build communities or impart skills.

Some people in BC today say we must nonetheless respond
to corporate demands - take lower wages, demand less
taxation, require fewer commitments. If we don't, they warn,
we will kill the goose that has laid our golden eggs.

This is a treadmill to ruin.

Instead, British Columbians must take responsibility for our
own destiny and secure our own future. Itis up to
corporations, governments and workers in BC to work
together to build a prosperous future for everyone in our
province. T hat means that it is up to us to look for new ways
to generate investment capital and to harness that capital to
the needs of people across BC.

Governments must not simply throw up their hands and say
that the market will necessarily provide good outcomes for
everyone. Clearly, it will not. Instead, we must invest an
increasing amount of our province’s resource wealth and
resource revenues to achieve this. Our focus must be on
the productive facilities we need to expand exports, maintain
and diversify our markets and provide economic
opportunities for our citizens. We must train people for a
changing economy and educate future generations of British
Columbians. We must renew our commitment to generating
the transportation, communications infrastructures and the
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information networks we need to build a sustainable
economy.

The provincial government must work cooperatively with
companies by providing access to resources on terms that
respect the needs of both corporations and communities.
Governments should set targets in the areas of job-creation,
investment and training, for instance, and then help
companies and workers to cooperate in meeting those
targets. Companies that are prepared to work with British
Columbians to build our future should expect increased
access to our resources and infrastructure.

At the same time, we should investigate every possible
means to create independent sources of investment capital
and to work collaboratively with like-minded jurisdictions
worldwide to develop the markets and trading links that we
need to ensure mutual, long-term prosperity. British
Columbia should, for instance, investigate the possibilities
offered by models such as Crown Corporations,
cooperatives, social enterprises and other arrangements that
would reduce our reliance on international capital flows and
augment our ability to plan and manage the development of
our resources. To ensure that we have the technology,
products and markets we need to prosper, we must also
increase our commitment to publicly-funded research and
development. To ensure that we have the skilled workforce
that a changing industry demands, we must review and
improve training, apprenticeship and skills upgrading in BC.

In short, it is time we moved as quickly as possible beyond
the model of dependent development. It is time that we took
responsibility for the future of our province, ourselves.
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