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INTRODUCTION 

Environics Research Group is pleased to present the 
following report on a survey of Canadian rural land-
owners, carried out on behalf of a coalition of clients 
interested in the issues of afforestation and stewardship 
of Canadian rural lands. Fieldwork took place between 
March 17 and April 15, 2003. A total of 382 callbacks 
were conducted between June 16 and June 22 to clarify 
the responses to specific questions.

The groups sponsoring the survey are: 

      Agriculture and Agri-food Canada 
      Canadian Federation of Agriculture 

 Natural Resources Canada – Canadian Forest 
Service 

      Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
      Wildlife Habitat Canada

This study updates and builds upon a benchmark 
national survey of farmers and ranchers on the topic 
of land use and land stewardship, undertaken by the 
same sponsors in 2000 and hereafter referred to as 
the Phase I survey. The current survey also explores a 
number of issues studied in a wide-ranging survey of 
rural landowners in Ontario, conducted in 2001 and 
hereafter referred to as the Phase II survey. This survey 
was conducted among rural landowners who owned 
25 acres or fewer in Southern Ontario and 50 acres or 
fewer in Northern Ontario.

Like the original benchmark survey, this is one of the 
most comprehensive surveys of its kind ever undertaken 
in Canada. The primary purpose of this study – as for 
the Phase I and Phase II studies – was to provide policy 
makers and program developers with current data to 
assist them in the development of stewardship policies 
and programs. However, the current survey was also 
designed to widen the scope of the Phase I survey, by 
including a significant proportion of non-farming rural 
landowners, and to broaden the scope of the Phase 
II survey by taking some of the issues raised among 
Ontario rural landowners and explore them among a 
national sample of rural landowners.

The reader should note that the tracking data discussed 
in this report is largely confined to observations between 
the results of the Phase I survey and those of the Phase 

III survey. There is a sound methodological reason for 
doing this, since both of those surveys were based on 
national samples. Further, since the Phase I survey was 
conducted solely among Canadian farmers, the tracking 
observations are made comparing farmers in the Phase 
I survey with those in the current survey (as opposed 
to comparing them with the entire current sample of 
farmers and non-farming rural landowners). It is always 
very important, when making tracking observations, 
that the samples and methodologies being compared 
are as closely matched as possible.  

Up to this point, the Phase II survey has been used 
largely as intelligence to inform the design of the 
questionnaire for the current survey. However, future 
comparative analyses of the Ontario results from the 
current survey with those of the Phase II survey may 
well prove fruitful for those wishing to further explore 
issues of land stewardship in Ontario. The reader is 
cautioned, however, that the Phase II sample also 
varies from the current Ontario sample in that it was 
composed almost entirely of respondents who owned 
30 acres of land or fewer (compared to 43% of Ontario 
rural landowners in the current survey who report own-
ing 30 acres or fewer).

Some of the topics covered in the Phase I and Phase II 
surveys and tracked in the current survey include:

•    Landowners’ top-of-mind concerns about environ-
mental issues as they affect both the agricultural 
sector in general and their own land in particular

•    Landowners’ understanding of the nature and func-
tion of the physical environment, for example, their 
understanding of the value of forests and wildlife

•    Landowners’ understanding of the concept of 
stewardship

•    Factors affecting landowners’ decisions regarding 
use of their land, including stewardship consider-
ations

•    The degree to which landowners are already prac-
tising stewardship and would consider participat-
ing more actively in stewardship initiatives
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•    Landowners’ openness to programs, policies and 
regulations that promote stewardship

•    Landowners’ confidence in various organizations 
as sources of information on stewardship and their 
attitudes toward various vehicles for conveying 
stewardship information. 

Some of the new topics covered in the Phase III survey 
are:

•    Landowners’ reported recent afforestation activities 
and their interest in afforestation activities in the 
near future

•    Landowners’ assessment of their own conservation 
efforts and the impact of land management prac-
tices on the environment and their perception of 
their image among urban Canadians

•    Support for government financial assistance to 
rural landowners who undertake stewardship 
activities.

To qualify for the sample of 1,647 rural landowners, 
respondents had to own a minimum of ten acres of land 
outside a village, town or other urban centre and be one 
of the people in the household primarily responsible for 
making longterm decisions affecting the land. 

Respondents were classified as “farmers” if they report-
ed earning at least $2,500 per annum from their land 
(Statistics Canada’s definition of a farmer). For the pur-
poses of this report, any references to “farmers” should 
be looked at in terms of this definition. The reader 
should also be aware that the term “farmers” refers to 
both “farmers” and “ranchers.” The term “farmers” is 
used in a generic sense to refer to respondents across 
the country.

For further details on the methodology used, please 
refer to the Methodology in the attached Appendix.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Environics Research Group is pleased to present the 
following report on a survey of Canadian rural land-
owners, carried out on behalf of a coalition of clients 
interested in the issues of afforestation and stewardship 
of Canadian rural lands. Fieldwork took place between 
March 17 and April 15, 2003. A total of 382 callbacks 
were conducted between June 16 and June 22 to clarify 
the responses to specific questions.

The groups sponsoring the survey are: 

      Agriculture and Agri-food Canada 
      Canadian Federation of Agriculture 

 Natural Resources Canada – Canadian Forest 
Service 

      Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
      Wildlife Habitat Canada

The Phase III study updates and builds upon a bench-
mark national survey of farmers and ranchers on the 
topic of land use and land stewardship, undertaken by 
the same sponsors in 2000 (Phase I survey) and a survey 
of rural landowners in Ontario, conducted among rural 
landowners who owned 25 acres or fewer in Southern 
Ontario, and 50 acres or fewer in Northern Ontario 
(Phase II survey).

The primary purpose of this study – as for the Phase I 
and Phase II studies – was to provide policy makers and 
program developers with current data to assist them in 
the development of stewardship policies and programs. 
However, the current survey was also designed to widen 
the scope of the Phase I survey by including a signifi-
cant proportion of non-farming rural landowners, and 
to broaden the scope of the Phase II survey by taking 
some of the issues raised among Ontario rural land-
owners and exploring them among a national sample 
of rural landowners.

Profiles of Respondents 

The sample for the Phase III survey consists of 1,647 
rural landowners across Canada who report owning ten 

acres or more of rural land – that is, land outside of a 
village or town – and being one of the people in the 
household primarily responsible for making longterm 
decisions affecting the land. This resulted in a sample 
of 950 farmers (so classified because they met Statistics 
Canada’s definition of a farmer being someone who 
earns at least $2,500 per annum from the land he/she 
owns), and 664 non-farming rural landowners. 

Fewer than half of the sample of the Phase III survey 
list farming as their primary occupation. Among those 
who meet the definition of “farmer,” this proportion 
increases to six in ten, but that proportion is still sig-
nificantly below that reported for the Phase I survey 
of 2000. Among farmers, four in ten report that most 
or all of their household income is derived from the 
land or farm they own; this proportion is also down 
significantly from 2000. Among non-farming rural 
landowners, almost all – nine in ten – report that none 
or hardly any of their household income is derived from 
the land they own. 

As was the case in 2000, household income levels 
among farmers are fairly well distributed across the 
spectrum. Overall, reported income levels are similar for 
farmers and for non-farming rural landowners. The cur-
rent sample of farmers appears to be somewhat younger 
than that reported in 2000, but in both cases there is 
a skew slightly toward middle-aged respondents. The 
proportions of farmers and non-farmers are fairly con-
sistent across the age groups.

Farmers and non-farming rural landowners both report 
high levels of access to computers and the Internet. In 
both cases, nine in ten report having a computer in their 
homes, and similar proportions say their computer is 
linked to the Internet. 

Again, as in the Phase I survey, respondents to the 
Phase III survey indicated a high degree of interest in 
the issues explored in the study: the survey had a much 
higher than average compliance rate of 93 percent. 
This means that almost everyone who qualified for the 
survey completed the entire interview, and virtually no 
one quit mid-interview.
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Summary of Findings 

The following is an outline of the major sections of the 
report, and of the findings reported in each section. 
 

THE LEADING ISSUES IN 2003

When Canadian farmers are asked, top-of-mind, to 
name the issues that most concern them regarding their 
own land specifically, they are more likely to mention 
environmental concerns than economic issues. The top 
environmental issues, by far, are related to drought and 
water issues, with soil quality and erosion, and weather, 
tied in a distant second place. The top economic issues 
for farmers are: making a living, commodity prices and 
expenses/input costs. 

The findings for non-farming rural landowners are 
similar, although, for obvious reasons, they express 
less concern over the need to make a living from the 
land and over commodity prices. When farmers are 
asked to name the most important issue, aside from 
economic issues, facing the agricultural sector at large, 
they are most likely to mention commodity prices, with 
environmental issues in general a close second; urban 
sprawl is the leading issue, by far, among non-farming 
rural landowners.

THE ECOLOGICAL CONTEXT IN 2003

The Phase III survey continues to find Canadian farm-
ers divided on the question of what is meant by “land 
stewardship,” but there is a clear consensus that it 
refers to the future rather than the present. Among 
non-farming rural landowners, there is a consensus that 
the term refers to voluntary conservation of the natural 
environment for the future. 

There is a consensus among both Canadian farmers 
and non-farming rural landowners that people like 
themselves can – and do – have a positive impact on 
wildlife conservation and the natural environment, but 
that urban Canadians have a poor understanding of 
the contribution that rural landowners make toward 
conservation and a healthy environment, and of the 
conservation issues facing rural Canadians.

The Phase III survey found a slight decrease since 2000, 
among Canadian farmers, in reported levels of wildlife 
activities on their land, but a slight increase in the per-
ceived seriousness of wildlife damage as a problem for 
farmers. Non-farming rural landowners are less likely 
than farmers to report increased wildlife activity over 
the past five years, and they are less likely to perceive 
wildlife damage as a serious agricultural problem. Both 
farmers and non-farmers express majority support for 
the proposal that farmers should receive compensation 
for any crop damage caused by wildlife, but this sup-
port is greater among farmers than among non-farming 
rural landowners. 

All rural landowners report fairly high levels of famil-
iarity with wildlife habitat requirements, but rather 
low levels of knowledge regarding the presence of 
endangered species in their local areas. However, non-
farming rural landowners are more likely than farmers 
to believe there are endangered species in their commu-
nities. Clearly, there is still a need for greater awareness 
and public education efforts, especially among farmers, 
regarding the issues surrounding endangered species. 

At the same time, it should be noted that rural land-
owners are sensitive to the importance of wildlife, both 
in the role that wildlife play as indicators of overall 
ecological well-being and in the benefits they bring 
to rural lands. Moreover, the survey results suggest 
that Canadian farmers are slightly more sensitive now 
than they were in 2000 to the importance of wildlife as 
“ecosystem indicators” and in the benefits they provide 
in the areas of recreational activities, such as hunting, 
fishing and trapping.

The Phase III survey finds that stewardship consider-
ations continue to influence Canadian landowners’ land 
use decisions, and there is a strong consensus that land 
management practices can offer a great deal of benefit 
to downstream users of water and land resources. How-
ever, most rural landowners cannot name a change to 
their land management practices that would increase 
current benefits. Non-farming rural landowners are 
noticeably more likely than farmers to consider the 
impact of their decisions on wildlife habitat. 
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STEWARDSHIP IN PRACTICE IN 2003

The Phase III survey results indicate that almost all 
rural landowners, whether they are farmers or not, are 
following one of the basic tenets of land stewardship: 
nine in ten report no clearing of forested areas on their 
lands. This is strong evidence that rural landowners 
continue to value the forested land they own. At the 
same time, although the number of farmers who are 
cutting trees remains small, the average acreage of 
cleared areas is about twice that reported in 2000. As 
would be expected, the trees that are cut tend to be 
either mature or over-mature trees. 

Among Canadian farmers who report clearing forested 
land, most say they cleared the forest for crops, pas-
ture or other agricultural production. Non-farming 
rural landowners report clearing forest for a variety of 
reasons, including crops, pasture or other agricultural 
production, for regeneration/reforestation, for aesthetic 
reasons, for economic reasons, and for housing/urban 
development.

The Phase III survey found that just under two in ten 
rural landowners report afforestation activities, with 
non-farming rural landowners being slightly more 
likely than their farming counterparts to say they have 
planted blocks of trees. Planting is more likely than 
average to have been done on high productivity land 
(compared to medium or low productivity soil). For 
each type of soil, farmers report planting larger blocks 
of trees than do non-farming rural landowners. Most 
report that their afforestation activities have resulted 
in at least some trees surviving in good health.

Planting was done primarily for shelterbelts/wind pro-
tection and aesthetics, with farmers being more likely 
to report the former reason and non-farming rural 
landowners the latter. Spruce is the most popular spe-
cies for farmers, and pine is the most popular variety 
for non-farming rural landowners. Just over half report 
paying out-of-pocket for the trees they planted; among 
those who received a grant, opinion is divided as to 
whether they would have planted the trees without 
a subsidy.

STEWARDSHIP POTENTIAL FOR THE FUTURE 

Nine in ten rural landowners – whether they are farm-
ers or non-farmers – agree that forests can reduce the 
effects of climate change. However, non-farmers are 
more willing than farmers to commit to planting trees 
– more than seven in ten compared to just under six 
in ten – in order to facilitate ecological improvements, 
and there has been a decrease since 2000 in farmers’ 
willingness to help in this effort. At the same time, it 
should be emphasized that a majority of rural landown-
ers, including a majority of farmers, are willing to plant 
trees in order to improve the environment for future 
generations.

There has been a slight increase since 2000 in the pro-
portion of Canadian farmers, now more than eight in 
ten, who agree that it is important to plant trees that 
are native to one’s local area; interest in native species 
is even higher among non-farming rural landowners. 
Just over four in ten rural landowners are interested in 
planting species of trees that are naturally fast-growing; 
interest in these is slightly greater among farmers than 
among non-farmers.

Among rural landowners who have land on which they 
might plant trees, two in ten plan afforestation activi-
ties over the next five years. The projected incidence 
of afforestation planting is higher among non-farming 
rural landowners than among farmers. Lack of interest 
is mostly related to the need to use the land for other, 
primarily agricultural, purposes, and to a feeling that 
rural landowners have enough trees.

Rural landowners who plan afforestation activity expect 
to plant an average of 8.6 acres. Projected afforestation 
activity is much greater for high productivity land than 
for medium or low productivity soil.

Those who are planning afforestation activity are pri-
marily motivated by the desire for shelterbelts/wind 
protection and by aesthetic reasons. Farmers tend to 
be motivated more by a desire for windbreaks and 
non-farming rural landowners are equally motivated 
by both reasons. About three in ten rural landowners 
are planning afforestation efforts for reasons related 
to conservation and wildlife habitat, and about half 
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that number are motivated by a desire to improve the 
quality of water and soil. About one in ten report being 
motivated by reasons related to reforestation. 

Projected afforestation activities are much more likely 
to be planned for idle land than for land that’s currently 
being used for crops or for pasture land, although about 
one-third of rural landowners are planning to plant on 
pasture land. 

The results of the Phase III survey indicate a slight 
increase since 2000 in Canadian farmers’ interest in 
proposed inducements to plant trees. About five in ten 
farmers, compared to about four in ten in the Phase I 
survey, say they would be interested in planting if they 
were provided with free seedlings, their planting costs 
were covered, and they would own the mature trees. 
Nearly six in ten non-farming rural landowners respond 
positively to the offer. Rural landowners who respond 
positively to the inducement of free seedlings are more 
likely to say they would plant on high or medium pro-
ductivity land than on low productivity land.

When rural landowners are asked about renting out 
their land for tree plantations, interest is noticeably 
greater among farmers (almost half of whom respond 
positively, regardless of the productivity of their 
 available land) than among non-farming rural land-
owners (two in ten of whom express interest in leasing 
good productivity land and one in ten of whom express 
interest in leasing medium or low productivity land). 
It should be noted that, among rural landowners who 
do specify a price, farmers tend to name a lower rental 
price for their land than do non-farmers. 

The survey results indicate that the work that’s in-
volved in tending trees after they have been planted 
has a significant impact on the decision to undertake 
afforestation activities. This is the case both for those 
who have undertaken recent afforestation activity and 
for those who plan to undertake this activity within the 
next five years. About half of rural landowners say the 
work that’s involved in tending trees after they have 
been planted has a major or moderate impact on their 
decision whether to plant blocks of trees; this propor-
tion increases significantly when rural landowners are 
told specifically what needs to be done.

The Phase III survey finds a very strong consensus 
among both farmers and non-farming rural landown-
ers that tax dollars should be used to provide financial 
assistance to rural landowners who undertake improve-
ments that will protect or improve natural resources. 
However, opinion is divided on the question of whether 
this assistance should be provided by the federal or 
provincial governments, with farmers expressing a 
slight preference for the former and non-farming rural 
landowners tending to prefer the latter.

There is significant interest among rural landowners in 
learning more about the planting and tending of trees, 
with about one-third saying they require more informa-
tion and technical assistance regarding the longterm 
tending of trees, choosing the species of trees that they 
might plant, and to a lesser extent, the actual planting 
of trees.

When rural landowners are asked about a number of 
sources of land management information, the largest 
proportions say they have confidence in landowner or 
farmer associations and non-government or conser-
vation groups. On the next tier are local municipal 
governments, provincial governments and volunteer 
groups such as Stewardship councils. Inspiring the least 
confidence are private consultants and the federal gov-
ernment, with Ottawa being the only source of informa-
tion in which a majority say they lack confidence.

When rural landowners are asked how they would 
most like to receive information about land manage-
ment, the largest proportion, by far, say they would 
like to receive brochures or manuals. On the next tier 
are demonstration sites, government offices, manage-
ment workshops, on-site consultation, and websites or 
e-mail. Least preferred is information dispensed over 
the phone. 

More than five in ten rural landowners believe the In-
ternet is a good source of information on issues associ-
ated with ownership of rural land. When this finding is 
considered in conjunction with the finding that almost 
all rural landowners report having access to the Net, the 
combined results confirm that the Internet is, indeed, 
a resource with a great potential for communicating 
with rural landowners.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Phase III survey confirms the main conclusions of 
the Phase I and Phase II surveys: namely that Canadian 
landowners remain generally sensitive to, and knowl-
edgeable about, environmental issues as they pertain to 
their land and, for the most part, are already practising 
good stewardship. However, the current survey results 
indicate that non-farming rural landowners are more 
open than farmers to improving stewardship practices, 
most probably for the reason that farmers are more 
likely to think of land stewardship in terms of keeping 
the land productive rather than strictly in terms of 
environmental conservation. These differences should 
be kept in mind when planning communications and 
programs.

There also appear to be some information gaps in terms 
of rural landowners’ knowledge of how they might 
change their land management practices in order to 
improve benefits for downstream users, and in terms 
of the presence of endangered species of animals and 
plants. These are two important areas that might be 
addressed by future programs and communications 
efforts.

Interest in afforestation activities is greater among non-
farming rural landowners than among farmers. Interest 
in afforestation activity is motivated more by the desire 
for wind protection (especially for farmers) and for aes-
thetic reasons than for reasons related to conservation 
and wildlife habitat or to improve the quality of water 
and soil. There is also evidence that the work that’s 
involved in tending trees after they have been planted 
has a significant impact on the decision to undertake 
afforestation activities. 

The survey results indicate that afforestation induce-
ments offering free seedlings, coverage of planting 
costs and ownership of mature trees resonate better 
with non-farmers than do those offering lease money 
for tree plantations. Both types of inducements attract 
about half of farmers, but leasing options, although 
potentially more expensive, may result in larger blocks 
of trees being planted by Canadian farmers.

The survey also found that both farmers and non-farm-
ing rural landowners believe that people like themselves 
have a positive impact on wildlife conservation and 
the natural environment. At the same time, they feel 
that urban Canadians have a poor understanding of 
the contribution that rural landowners make toward 
conservation and a healthy environment, and of the 
conservation issues facing rural Canadians.
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FIGURE 1
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Land Generates Farm Receipts of $2500

Q.D1
Does the land generate gross annual farm receipts of $2,500 or 
more?

PROFILES OF RESPONDENTS

Personal Profiles

The sample for the Phase III survey consists of 1,647 
rural landowners across Canada who report owning ten 
acres or more of rural land – that is, land outside of a 
village or town – and being one of the people in the 
household primarily responsible for making longterm 
decisions affecting the land. This resulted in a sample 
of 950 farmers (so classified because they met Statistics 
Canada’s definition of a farmer being someone who 
earns at least $2,500 per annum from the land he/she 
owns), and 664 non-farming rural landowners. (See 
Figure 1.) 

In contrast, all of the 1,437 respondents to the Phase 
I survey, conducted in 2000, had to report that they 
earned at least $2,500 per annum from their land and 
that their primary farming operation was in one of the 
following six commodity groups: grain/oil seed, cattle, 
dairy, forage, hog/other meat or horticulture in order 
to qualify for the survey. Ontario respondents also had 
to report that they owned at least 25 acres if they lived 
in Southern Ontario, and at least 50 acres if they lived 
in Northern Ontario.
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Among the sample for the Phase III survey, a plurality 
of 38 percent of rural landowners list farming as their 
primary occupation. This proportion rises to 57 percent 
among those who meet the definition of “farmer,” as 
described above; this proportion is 14 points lower than 
that reported in the Phase I survey of 2000. In other 
words, the current survey not only has a smaller pro-
portion of respondents who qualify as farmers, but also 
a smaller proportion of farmers who list their primary 
occupation as that of farming. The current survey is 
twice as likely as the earlier survey to have farmers who 
list their primary occupation as that of professional or 
skilled tradesperson (See Figures 2 and 3.) 

Among all rural landowners in the current survey, a 
total of 34 percent list their primary occupation as that 
of professional (18%) or skilled tradesperson (16%). 
Non-farming rural landowners are twice as likely as 
farmers to list either of these as their primary occupa-
tions. (See Figure 3.) 

FIGURE 2

FIGURE 3
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Q.D6
What is your primary occupation? [If more than one, the job that 
generates the most income.]



environics                                                                                                   LAND STEWARDSHIP 13
                                                                                                                                            

FIGURE 6
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Q.D7b
Approximately, what proportion of your total household income is 
derived from the land or the farm that you own?

Q.D7a
For statistical purposes only, we need information about your 
income. All individual responses will be kept confidential. What 
was your total gross household income before taxes for 2002? 
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Among farmers, 41 percent report that most or all 
of their household income is derived from the land or 
farm that they own; this proportion is 12 points lower 
than that reported in 2000. In other words, more than 
half of the respondents are in two-income households 
or they work at another job to supplement their farm-
ing income. (See Figure 4.) Among non-farming rural 
landowners, almost all, 91 percent, report that none or 
hardly any of their household income is derived from 
the land they own. (See Figure 5.) 

As was the case in 2000, household income levels 
among farmers are fairly well distributed across the 
spectrum. Two in ten report annual incomes under 
$40,000, and another two in ten report incomes of 

$100,000 or more. Just under two in ten report incomes 
in the $40,000-$60,000 range and just under two in 
ten report incomes in the $60,000-$100,000 range. 
(See Figure 6.) In most cases, reported income levels 
are similar for farmers and for non-farming rural land-
owners, but the latter less likely than farmers to report 
incomes of $100,000 or more. (See Figure 7.) 
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FIGURE 8

FIGURE 9

65 and older

55 to 64

45 to 54

35 to 44

18 to 34
5

8

17
20

27
31

24
22

25
18

May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Age of Respondents

65 and older

55 to 64

45 to 54

35 to 44

18 to 34

8
8
9

19
20

18

28
31

26

22
22

21

20
18

23

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Age of Respondents

Q.D5
What year were you born?

The current sample of farmers appears to be somewhat 
younger than that reported in 2000, but in both cases, 
there is a skew slightly toward middle-aged respon-
dents: just under three in ten are 44 years of age or 
younger (but almost all of these are in the 35-44 year-
old age bracket); three in ten are between the ages 
of 45-54; one-quarter are between the ages of 55-64; 
and about two in ten are 65 years of age or older. The 
proportion in the oldest age group is smaller than that 
found in 2000. (See Figure 8.) The proportions of farm-
ers and non-farmers are fairly consistent across the age 
groups, although there are slightly more farmers than 
non-farmers in the 35-44 age group, and slightly fewer 
farmers in the oldest age group. (See Figure 9.) 

Farmers and non-farming rural landowners both report 
high levels of access to computers and the Internet. In 
both cases, two-thirds report having easy access to a 
computer; almost all of these say the computer is in 
their homes and linked to the Internet. (See Figure 
10.) 

Regular/easy access
to computer

Computer
in home*

Home computer
linked to Internet*

67 67 67

91 91 90 87 88 86

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Computer and Internet Access

Q.D8a
Do you have regular or easy access to a computer?
Q.D8b
Is this computer in your home?
* Subsample: Those who have regular or easy access to a computer 
(n=1,107)
Q.D8c
Is this computer linked to the Internet?
* Subsample: Those who have regular or easy access to a computer 
(n=1,107)

FIGURE 10
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Q.5S
I would like to ask if you remember doing a survey for us, that is, 
for Environics, on issues related to rural landowners ...?

FIGURE 11

Remember Doing Survey for Environics

Non-farmers

Farmers

Total 9 44 43 3

8 42 47 3

12 47 38 2

Yes, personally or someone in family

No one in household

Maybe, can’t remember

dk/na

April 2003
In May 2000

Non-farmers

Farmers

Total 6 47 44 3

4 44 47 4

8 50 39 3

In March or April 2001

Since the available sample of rural landowners is more 
limited than that of the general population, Environics 
recommended that the survey determine what propor-
tion of respondents had completed one or both of the 
Phase I and Phase II surveys. Just eight percent of 
respondents reported that they had taken part in the 
Phase I survey in May 2000, and five percent reported 
taking part in the Phase II survey in March or April of 
2001. In each case, another one percent thought that 
someone in their household had been a participant. 
About four to five in ten confirmed that no one in 
their household had participated in the earlier surveys, 
and a similar proportion could not remember if their 
household had been part of one of the earlier surveys. 
(See Figure 11.) 
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FIGURE 12

Manage Rent out

94 91

6 8 May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Responsible for Land Management

Manage Rent out

92 91 95

7 8 4

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Responsible for Land Management
FIGURE 13

Q.4Sa
Are you one of the people responsible for making the longterm 
management decisions regarding this land?              

Land Ownership Profiles

The sample is almost entirely composed of rural land-
owners – nine in ten – who manage their land on a 
day-to-day basis. Just one in ten report renting out 
the land. (See Figure 13.) These findings are similar to 
those reported in 2000. (See Figure 12.) 

Among farmers in the Phase III sample, the largest pro-
portions report that grain farming (38%, up ten points) 
or beef farming (30%, down seven points) are the terms 
that best define their farm operations. These two types 
of farming operations also predominated among the 
Phase I sample, although the order has switched. One 
in ten or fewer describe their farm operations as con-
centrating on some other area of agricultural activity. 
(See Figure 14.) 

FIGURE 14

Other

Horticulture

Hogs/veal/
mutton/lamb

Dairy

Forage

Beef

Grain
28

38

37
30

9
7

13
5

8
3

6
3

14
20

May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Farm Operation

Q.D2
Which of the following commodity groups best describes your farm 
or ranch operation ...? 
Subsample: Those whose land generates gross annual farm receipts 
of $2,500 or more (n=950)
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FIGURE 15

April 2003
Year Land Acquired

2001 to 2003

1991 to 2000

1981 to 1990

1971 to 1980

1961 to 1970

1951 to 1960

Before 1950
5
5
5
5
6

4
11

13
8

24
26

21
21
21
22

28
24

34
4

3
5

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

Q.D3
When did you first take ownership of your land? (If more than 
one land holding, ask about the property that respondent has 
owned the longest.)

The reported acquisition of land ownership is primarily 
concentrated in the years 1970 to 2000. About two in 
ten rural landowners report having owned their land 
since 1970 or longer and just four percent report acquir-
ing ownership within the past two years. About two in 
ten (each) report acquiring the land either in the 1970s 
or the 1980s. About three in ten say they acquired the 
land during the years 1991-2000; this is more likely 
to be the case with non-farming rural landowners than 
with farmers. (See Figure 15.) 
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As would be expected, farmers tend to report owning 
significantly larger acreages than is the case with non-
farming rural landowners. Farmers report owning an 
average of 900 acres (up from the 761 acres reported 
in 2000). Among non-farming rural landowners, the 
average is 179 acres. At the top end of the spectrum, 
six in ten farmers (compared to five in ten farmers in 
2000, and one in ten non-farmers today) report that 
they own more than 300 acres. At the other end of the 
spectrum, two in ten farmers (compared to more than 
seven in ten non-farmers today) say they own 100 acres 
or less. (See Figures 16 and 17.) 

FIGURE 16

Over 300

201 to 300

101 to 200

26 to 100

25 or less
4
5

16
13

20
18

9
6

51
58

May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Total Number of Acres

Over 300

201 to 300

101 to 200

26 to 100

25 or less

18
5

39

21
13

34

17
18

16

4
6

2

38
58

8

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Total Number of Acres
FIGURE 17

Note: Maximum value = 40,000 acres

Q.D4
How many acres [hectares] in total make up your rural property 
or landholding?
Figure 16 subsample: Farmers (n=950)
Note: Wording slightly different in 2003

Note: Maximum value = 40,000 acres
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FIGURE 18

Total Farmers Non-farmers

63
53

80
April 2003
Any Land Covered with Forest

Q.1Fa
Currently, is any of the land that you own or rent covered with 
forest?

Land Use Profiles

About six in ten rural landowners report owning for-
ested land (63%) or land that is growing crops (60%). 
However, farmers are much less likely to report owning 
forested land (53%, compared to 80% of non-farming 
rural landowners) and are much more likely to report 
having land in crops (81%, compared to 28% of non-
farming rural landowners). The proportion of farmers 
reporting crop land is down from the 69 percent in 
2000. (See Figures 18 to 20.) 

FIGURE 19

FIGURE 20

May 2000 April 2003

91
81

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Any Land Growing Crops

Total Farmers Non-farmers

60

81

28

April 2003
Any Land Growing Crops

Q.2Fa
Currently, is any of your land growing crops?
Figure 19 subsample: Farmers (n=950)
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Over 150

101 to 150

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

1 to 10

Less than one

2
2

3
23

18
28

18
15

20
18

20
15

18
19

17
6
6
6

13
19

7

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Number of Forested Acres
FIGURE 21

Note: Maximum value = 7,760 acres

Q.1Fb
How many acres [hectares] are covered with forest? 
Subsample: Those who own or rent land covered with forest 
(n=1,065)

FIGURE 22

FIGURE 23

More than 100

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

10 and under
6

4

5
6

10
8

17
14

62
67

May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Number of Acres in Crops

More than 100

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

10 and under

9
4

30

8
6

16

9
8

19

14
14
14

57
67

18

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Number of Acres in Crops

Note: Maximum value = 8,000 acres

Q.2Fb
How many acres [hectares] are in crops?
Subsample: Those whose land is growing crops (n=977)

Farmers report owning an average of 132 acres of for-
ested land (compared to 101 acres in 2000 and 73.1 for 
non-farming rural landowners today) and an average of 
526 acres of crop land (compared to an average of 395 
in 2000 and to 123 for non-farming rural landowners 
today). As the adjacent graphs show, the distribution 
of forested land is smaller and more varied than is the 
case with crop land (with majorities of those who own 
crop land reporting they own in excess of 100 acres). 
(See Figures 21 to 23.) 

Note: Maximum value = 8,000 acres
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FIGURE 24

FIGURE 25

Pasture Idle

55
65

38 40
32

53

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Use of Open Land

More than 100

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

10 and under

19
11

44

14
11

22

14
14

16

14
17

7

35
45

10

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Number of Acres in Pasture

More than 100

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

10 and under

41
35

46

21
17

25

15
18

13

11
13

8

9
13

6

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Number of Idle Acres

Note: Maximum value = 1,300 acres

Q.4Fb
Not counting wetlands, how many acres [hectares] of your land 
are left open as idle land?
Subsample: Those who have any land that’s left open as idle land 
(n=682)

Q.3Fa
Currently, is any of your land left open as pasture or grazing 
land?
Q.4Fa
Not counting any wetland you might own, is any of your land left 
open as idle land?

Note: Maximum value = 130,000 acres

Q.3Fb
How many acres [hectares] are left open as pasture or grazing 
land?
Subsample: Those who have any of their land left open as pasture 
or grazing land (n=895)                      

FIGURE 26

When rural landowners are asked about their open 
land, 55 percent report having open land that is used 
as pasture and 40 percent report having open land that 
is left idle. Not surprisingly, farmers are much more 
likely to say their open land is used as pasture (65%, 
compared to 38% of non-farming rural landowners) 
than left idle (32%, compared to 53% of non-farming 
rural landowners). (See Figure 24.) 

Farmers report owning an average of 651 acres of 
pasture land (compared to 145 for non-farming rural 
landowners) and an average of 59.9 acres of idle land 
(compared to 30.9 for non-farming rural landown-
ers).

Among farmers who report having pasture land, the 
largest proportion say they have in excess of 100 acres. 
Among farmers who report having idle land, the largest 
proportion report having ten acres or less. Among non-
farming rural landowners, however, pluralities report 
having ten acres or less, whether they are reporting on 
pasture or idle land.  (See Figures 25 and 26.) 
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When rural landowners are asked to rate the quality of 
their unforested land in terms of its ability to produce 
crops that are traditionally grown in their area, farmers 
tend to give their land higher ratings than do non-farm-
ing rural landowners. However, both groups are more 
likely to say they have good or medium productivity 
land than to say they have poor land. About two-thirds 
of all rural landowners report having good productivity 
land and a slightly smaller proportion say they have 
medium productivity land, but fewer than half say they 
have poor productivity land. (See Figure 27.) 

Farmers are much more likely than non-farmers to re-
port having good productivity land (74%, compared 
to 54% of non-farming rural landowners); they are 
also more likely than non-farmers to report having 
medium productivity land (67%, compared to 55% 
of non-farming rural landowners). However, they are 
less likely than non-farmers to report having poor pro-
ductivity land (43%, compared to 48% of non-farming 
rural landowners). 

FIGURE 27

Good Medium Poor

66
74

54
62

67

55
45 43

48

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Productivity of at Least Some of Unforested Land

Q.5F
Thinking now about the soil productivity of your non-forested 
or open land, in terms of its ability to produce crops that are 
traditionally grown in your area, would you describe any of this 
land as ...?
Subsample: Those who have any land that’s left open as pasture, 
grazing or idle land (n=1,245)



environics                                                                                                   LAND STEWARDSHIP 23
                                                                                                                                            

FIGURE 28

Issue of Greatest Concern regarding Land
2000 - 2003

 MAY 2000        APRIL 2003
                             NON-
 FARMERS     TOTAL    FARMERS FARMERS

Drought/water issues              12            14 14             13

Making a living/
profitability/sustainability       –              6 8               2

Taxes                                        3              4 3               5

Government restrictions/
lack of control                        6              4 5               4

Urban sprawl/loss of
farm land                               6              4 3               5

Soil quality/erosion                   5              4 5               2

Pollution/chemicals                  –              4 3               6

Commodity prices                  19              3 5               1

Expenses/input costs                –              3 5               2

Weather                                    –              3 5               1

Maintenance/stewardship         –              3 2               3

Environmental issues              14              2 3               2

Drainage/excess water              –              2 2               2

Trees                                        –              2 1               4

Other economic concerns         7              2 2               1

Trespassers/poachers               1              2 1               3

Dwindling industry/no new
generation of farmers             3              2 2               1

Growth/productivity                   –              2 2               1

Weed control                            –              1 2               1

Farm management                    5              1 1               1

Fire                                          –              1 *               2

Lack of government
subsidies/support                  1              1 1               1

Being able to keep farm            –              1 1               *

Small farm issues/
competition                           1              1 1               *

Zoning                                      –              * *               1

Biotechnology/fertilizers           5              * 1               *

Other                                        5              3 3               3

None                                        6            17 12             24

dk/na                                      12              4 4               5

* Less than one percent

Q.2W
Specifically, when you think about your own land, what is the one 
issue that causes you the greatest concern?

Most Important Land Use Issue – Own Land

Environmental issues, particularly water issues, top 
the list of concerns for both farmers and non-farming 
rural landowners.

The survey results confirm rural landowners’ ongoing 
concern with a wide range of environmental issues, with 
water-related issues continuing to top that list. 

When Canadian farmers are asked, top-of-mind, to 
name the issues that most concern them regarding their 
own land specifically, four in ten mention environmen-
tal concerns and three in ten name economic issues. 

Farmers’ environmental concerns include: drought and 
water issues (14%, up two points from 2000), soil qual-
ity and erosion (5%, unchanged), weather (5%), urban 
sprawl and loss of farmland (3%, down three points), 
pollution/chemicals (3%), environmental issues in gen-
eral (3%, down 11 points), drainage/excess water (2%), 
weed control (2%), maintenance/stewardship of the 
land (2%), trees (1%), and biotechnology and fertilizers 
(1%, down four points). These findings are similar for 
non-farming rural landowners, although non-farmers 
are slightly more likely to mention pollution/chemicals 
and trees, and are less likely to mention weather. (See 
Figure 28.) 

Farmers’ economic concerns include: making a liv-
ing (8%), commodity prices (5%, down 14 points), 
expenses/input costs (5%), taxes (3%, unchanged), 
growth/productivity (2%), the absence of a new gen-
eration of farmers to take over the agricultural industry 
(2%, down one point), the ability of small farms to com-
pete (1%, unchanged), farm management issues (1%, 
down four points), the lack of government subsidies 
and support (1%, unchanged), being able to keep the 
land (1%), and other economic concerns (2%, down five 
points). The findings for non-farming rural landowners 
are similar; non-farmers express less concern over the 
need to make a living from the land and commodity 
prices. (See Figure 28.) 

THE LEADING ISSUES



24        LAND STEWARDSHIP                                                                                                  environics

Farmers also mention concern over government restric-
tions and lack of farmer control (5%, down one point) 
and trespassers/poachers (1%, unchanged). Again, 
findings are similar for non-farming rural landowners. 
Non-farming rural landowners are twice as likely as 
farmers to say they have no concerns regarding their 
own land (24%, compared to 12%). (See Figure 28.) 

Rural landowners in Alberta are more likely than av-
erage to mention drought and water issues. Those in 
Quebec are more likely than others to say they have 
no concerns about their land, and those in Atlantic 
Canada are less likely than average to offer no opinion 
on the question. 

There are no statistically significant differences on the 
issues between those who define “land stewardship” in 
terms of voluntarily conserving the natural environ-
ment and those who define the term as keeping the land 
economically productive, although the former group, 
who are less likely to be farmers, are more likely to say 
they have no particular concerns.

Non-economic Agricultural Issues 

When Canadian farmers are asked to name the most 
important issue, aside from economic issues, facing the 
agricultural sector at large, about one-quarter men-
tion environmental issues. However, almost five in 
ten mention an issue that is related to the economics 
of farming.

The survey results suggest that Canadian farmers have 
some difficulty thinking in terms of non-economic 
agricultural issues. When asked to name the most 
important issue, aside from economic issues, facing 
the agricultural sector at large, they are most likely to 
mention commodity prices, with environmental issues 
in general a close second. Among non-farming rural 
landowners, the leading issue, by far, is that of urban 
sprawl. 

About one-quarter of Canadian farmers mention the 
following environmental issues: environmental issues 
in general (7%, down nine points from 2000), drought 
and water issues (5%, up one point), urban sprawl 
(4%, down two points), weather (3%), soil quality 
and erosion (3%, up one point), pollution/chemicals 
(2%), waste management/contamination (1%), and 
biotechnology and fertilizers (1%, down three points). 
(See Figure 29.) 
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FIGURE 29

Most Important Non-economic Issue Facing 
Agricultural Sector
2000 - 2003

 MAY 2000           APRIL 2003
                             NON-
 FARMERS     TOTAL    FARMERS FARMERS

Commodity prices                  15              8 10               5

Environmental issues              16              7 7               7

Urban sprawl/loss of
farm land                               6              7 4             11

Government restrictions/
lack of farmer control             7              5 7               3

Drought/water issues                4              5 5               6

Rising costs of operation          –              5 6               2

International trade/
competition                           4              3 4               2

Making a living/
profitability/sustainability       –              3 4               2

Pollution/chemicals                  –              3 2               5

Small farm issues/
competition                           4              3 3               3

Lack of government
subsidies/support                  4              3 3               2

Dwindling industry/no new
generation of farmers             5              3 3               3

Farm management                    3              3 2               3

Weather/climate                       –              3 3               2

Soil quality/erosion                   2              2 3               1

Marketing                                 –              1 1               1

Other economic concerns         7              1 2               1 

Taxes                                        1              1 1               1

Waste management/
contamination                        –              1 1               1

Biotechnology/fertilizers           4              1 1               1

Infrastructure/
transportation                        –              1 1               1

Attitude toward famers/
public image                         5              1 1               *

Problems with 
wheat board                           –              * 1               –

Other                                        4              4 4               3

None                                        2              2 2               1

dk/na                                      22            23 17             32

* Less than one percent

Q.1W
Apart from economic issues, what do you think is the most 
important issue facing Canada’s agricultural sector?

Although asked to name issues apart from “economic 
issues,” a total of just under five in ten farmers say the 
most important agricultural issues facing our country 
today are: commodity prices (10%, down five points), 
the rising costs of production (6%), international trade 
(4%, unchanged), making a living (4%), the ability 
of small farms to compete economically (3%, down 
one point), lack of government support (3%, down 
one point), the absence of a new generation of farm-
ers to take over the agriculture industry (3%, down 
two points), farm management issues (2%, down one 
point), marketing (1%), infrastructure (1%), and other 
economic concerns (2%, down five points). Farmers also 
mention concern over government restrictions and lack 
of farmer control (7%, unchanged) and their public 
image (1%, down four points). (See Figure 29.) 

Among non-farming rural landowners, the leading is-
sue is urban sprawl (11%) and they are less likely than 
farmers to say the leading agricultural issue is com-
modity prices and the costs of production. Non-farmers 
are about twice as likely as farmers to simply offer no 
opinion on the question (32%, compared to 17% of 
farmers). However, on most of the issues, there are no 
statistically significant differences between farmers and 
non-farmers. (See Figure 29.) 

Rural landowners in Saskatchewan are more likely 
than average to mention commodity prices. Those 
in Quebec are more likely to mention environmental 
issues in general, those in Alberta are more likely to 
mention drought/water issues, and those in Ontario are 
more likely to mention urban sprawl/loss of farmland. 
Atlantic Canadian rural landowners are less likely than 
others to offer an opinion on the question.

As would be expected, the leading issues among rural 
landowners who define “land stewardship” in terms 
of voluntarily conserving the natural environment are 
environmental concerns in general and urban sprawl. 
Among those who define the term as keeping the land 
economically productive, the leading issues are com-
modity prices and the rising costs of production.
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Perceptions of “Stewardship”

As was the case in 2000, Canadian farmers continue 
to be divided on the question of what is meant by 
“land stewardship,” but there is a clear consensus that 
it refers to the future rather than the present. Among 
non-farming rural landowners, there is a consensus 
that the term refers to voluntary conservation of the 
natural environment for the future. 

When Canadian farmers are asked to choose between 
two definitions of the term “land stewardship,” a slight 
plurality say it means the voluntary conservation of 
the natural environment (35%, up two points) but al-
most equal proportions believe it refers to keeping the 
land economically productive (30%, unchanged) or a 
combination of the two definitions (29%, down three 
points). (See Figures 30 and 31.) 

Among non-farming rural landowners, a majority say 
the term means the voluntary conservation of the natu-
ral environment (53%), and fewer than half as many 
say either that it refers to keeping the land economi-
cally productive (15%) or a combination of the two 
definitions (20%).

THE ECOLOGICAL CONTEXT

Both

Keeping land economically
productive

Voluntarily conserving
natural environment

33
35

30
30

32
29

May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Definition of “Stewardship”

Both

Keeping land economically
productive

Voluntarily conserving
natural environment

42
35

53

25
30

15

26
29

20

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Definition of “Stewardship”

FIGURE 30

FIGURE 31

Q.3Wa
How would you define the term “stewardship” in terms of land 
use? Does stewardship mean ...?
Figure 30 subsample: Farmers (n=950)
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Among Canadian farmers who have heard the term, 
a majority of 58 percent believe that stewardship 
activities are undertaken for the future and another 
26 percent believe that stewardship activities are per-
formed both for the present and for the future health 
and productivity of the land. Just 14 percent believe 
that stewardship activities are oriented solely toward 
the present. These findings are largely unchanged from 
2000. (See Figures 32 and 33.) 

Similarly, among non-farming rural landowners, a ma-
jority of 58 percent believe that stewardship activities 
are undertaken for the future and another 21 percent 
believe that stewardship activities are performed both 
for the present and for the future. Just 18 percent 
believe that stewardship refers to the voluntary con-
servation of land.

The perception that “land stewardship” refers to the 
voluntary conservation of land appears to be most 
prevalent in Quebec (where the sample was evenly 
split between farmers and non-farmers) and Ontario 
(where there is a predominance of non-farming rural 
landowners). It is lower than average in Saskatchewan 
(where farmers predominate) and in Atlantic Canada 
(where non-farming rural landowners predominate).

This understanding is also less pronounced among men 
than among women, among those who have owned 
their land for more than 50 years and among those 
who own in excess of 300 acres. 

There is a consensus across all regions that “land stew-
ardship” refers to the future rather than the present. 
This is also the consensus among those who think the 
term refers to the voluntary conservation of land for 
the natural environment and among those who think 
it refers to keeping the land economically productive. 
However, among those who think it refers to a combi-
nation of both, opinion is divided between those who 
say the term refers to activities that are oriented solely 
toward the present, and those who say it refers to both 
the present and the future.

Q.3Wb
Do you think that stewardship refers more to activities that are 
undertaken ...?
Figure 32 subsample: Farmers who have heard of “stewardship” 
in terms of land use (n=903)
Figure 33 subsample: Those who have heard of “stewardship” in 
terms of land use (n=1,534)

FIGURE 32

FIGURE 33
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FIGURE 34

FIGURE 35

Major impact Moderate impact Little/no impact

52 51 54

33 34 31

13 13 12

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

Impact of Rural Landowners on

April 2003
Wildlife Conservation

Q.5W
Do you think that rural landowners like yourself have a major 
impact, a moderate impact or little or no impact on wildlife 
conservation in Canada?

Agree Disagree dk/na

69 65

21
30

10
6 May 2000

April 2003

Farmers Do Excellent Job Protecting

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Natural Areas and Wildlife Habitats

Q.18Wc
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements ... Farmers 
do an excellent job in protecting natural areas and wildlife 
habitats?
Figure 35 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

Agree Disagree dk/na

61 65

53

32 30
37

7 6
9

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

Farmers Do Excellent Job Protecting

April 2003
Natural Areas and Wildlife Habitats

FIGURE 36

Image of Rural Landowners 
as Stewards of the Land

There is a consensus among both Canadian farmers 
and non-farming rural landowners that people like 
themselves can – and do – have a positive impact on 
wildlife conservation and the natural environment. 
However, there is also a consensus that urban Cana-
dians have a poor understanding of the contribution 
that rural landowners make toward conservation and 
a healthy environment, and of the conservation issues 
facing rural Canadians.

The survey results indicate that rural landowners under-
stand the impact that their actions can have on wildlife 
and the environment, and that they give themselves 
good marks for their efforts in these areas, but there is 
also a consensus that these efforts are largely unappre-
ciated by urban dwellers. There is clearly a disconnect 
– in the minds of rural landowners – between the im-
age they have of themselves as “stewards of the land” 
and their perception of how they are perceived by their 
urban compatriots.

More than eight in ten rural landowners say that people 
like themselves have a major (52%) or moderate (33%) 
impact on wildlife conservation in Canada; just 13 per-
cent say they have little or no impact. These findings are 
similar for both Canadian farmers and for non-farming 
rural landowners. (See Figure 34.) 

In response to a related question, 65 percent of Cana-
dian farmers agree with the statement that farmers do 
an excellent job in protecting natural areas and wild-
life habitats; this proportion is down four points from 
2000 and there has been an increase of nine points in 
the number, now 30 percent, who disagree with that 
assessment; six percent offer no opinion. Among non-
farming rural landowners, 53 percent agree that farm-
ers do an excellent job in protecting natural areas and 
wildlife habitats, 37 percent disagree and nine percent 
offer no opinion. (See Figures 35 and 36.) 
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FIGURE 37

Q.6W
From what you’ve seen and heard, do you think that Canadians 
who live in urban areas have a very good, somewhat good, 
somewhat poor or very poor understanding of ... [rotate] ... the 
environmental and conservation issues facing rural Canadians ... 
the contribution that rural landowners make toward conservation 
and a healthy environment?

Contribution of rural
landowners toward

conservation/environment

Environmental/
conservation issues

facing rural Canadians

29

25

34

32

28

39

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

Very/Somewhat Good     April 2003
Understanding of Issues by Urban Canadians

A majority of 68 percent of rural landowners say that 
urban Canadians have a poor understanding of the 
environmental and conservation issues facing rural 
Canadians; just 29 percent think that urban Canadi-
ans have a good understanding, and the proportion 
who perceive the understanding is very poor (34%) 
is more than five times that who say it is very good 
(6%). Non-farming rural landowners are more likely 
than Canadian farmers to believe that urban Canadians 
have a good understanding (34% compared to 25%). 
(See Figure 37.)

Similarly, a majority of 65 percent of rural landowners 
say that urban Canadians have a poor understand-
ing of the contribution that rural landowners make 
toward conservation and a healthy environment; just 
32 percent think that urban Canadians have a good 
understanding, and the proportion who perceive the 
understanding is very poor (30%) is almost four times 
that who say it is very good (8%). Non-farming rural 
landowners are more likely than Canadian farmers to 
believe that urban Canadians have a good understand-
ing (39% compared to 28%). (See Figure 37.) 

Rural landowners in Atlantic Canada and Quebec are 
more likely than average to think that people like 
themselves have a major impact on wildlife conserva-
tion. This opinion is also more prevalent among those 
who believe that “land stewardship” refers to the vol-
untary conservation of land for the natural environment 
(compared to those who think it refers to keeping the 
land economically productive), among those who be-
lieve that good land management practices can have 
a great deal of benefit on all downstream users of wa-
ter and land resources (compared to those who think 
good land management practices can have only some 
benefit), and among those who consider the impact 
on wildlife habitats when they make their own land 
use decisions.

There is a consensus in all regions of the country that 
farmers do an excellent job in protecting natural areas 
and wildlife habitats, although this is more pronounced 
in Atlantic Canada and Quebec than in British Colum-
bia. It is also more pronounced among those who own 
more land, and among those who believe that “land 
stewardship” refers to keeping land economically pro-
ductive (compared to those who think the term refers 
to natural conservation of land). 



30        LAND STEWARDSHIP                                                                                                  environics

Interestingly, those who say that their own land use 
decisions are influenced by their impact on wildlife 
habitats are less likely than those who do not to give 
farmers an excellent rating in this area. (This may be 
because the former group is more sensitive to the needs 
of wildlife and therefore, more likely to be critical of 
farming practices). Similarly, those who believe that 
good land management practices can have a great deal 
of benefit on all downstream users of water and land 
resources tend to be somewhat more critical of farm-
ers’ efforts to protect natural areas (compared to those 
who think good land management practices can have 
only some benefit on downstream users of water and 
land resources).

The belief that urban Canadians have a very poor 
understanding of the environmental and conservation 
issues facing rural Canadians, and of the contribution 
that rural landowners make toward conservation and 
a healthy environment is more pronounced in Atlantic 
Canada; the latter is less pronounced than average in 
Quebec and British Columbia.

Those who have owned their land longer are also more 
likely to think that urban Canadians have a very poor 
understanding of the environmental and conservation 
issues facing rural Canadians, and of the contribution 
that rural landowners make toward conservation and 
a healthy environment. These feelings of not being 
appreciated are also more prevalent among those who 
believe that “land stewardship” refers to the voluntary 
conservation of land for the natural environment (com-
pared to those who think it refers to keeping the land 
economically productive), and among those who believe 
that good land management practices can have a great 
deal of benefit on all downstream users of water and 
land resources (compared to those who think good land 
management practices can have only some benefit).
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FIGURE 38

Increased Same Decreased

51
44 41 44

6
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May 2000
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Farmers     2000 - 2003
Wildlife Activity on Own Land

Q.10W
Over the past five years, has wildlife activity on your land ...? 
Figure 38 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

FIGURE 39

Increased Same Decreased

40 44
34

46 44 48
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Total

Farmer

Non-farmers

April 2003
Wildlife Activity on Own Land

Awareness of Wildlife

The survey results indicate there has been a slight 
decrease since 2000, among Canadian farmers, in 
reported levels of wildlife activities on their land, but 
a slight increase in the perceived seriousness of wildlife 
damage as a problem for farmers. Non-farming rural 
landowners are less likely than farmers to report in-
creased wildlife activity over the past five years, and 
they are less likely to perceive wildlife damage as a 
serious agricultural problem and to support compensa-
tion for crop damage caused by wildlife (although a 
majority of non-farming rural landowners do support 
the latter).

There does appear to be a split of opinion between 
Canadian farmers and their non-farming neighbours 
on the question of wildlife’s impact on farming opera-
tions.

There has been a decrease of seven points since 2000 in 
the proportion of Canadian farmers, now 44 percent, 
who report that the level of wildlife activity on their 
property has increased over the past five years; there 
have been slight increases in the numbers who say ei-
ther that the level has stayed the same (44%, up three 
points) or that it has decreased (10%, up four points). 
(See Figure 38.)

Among non-farming rural landowners, 34 percent re-
port that the level of wildlife activity on their property 
has increased over the past five years; a plurality of 48 
percent say the level has stayed the same, and 14 per-
cent believe it has decreased. (See Figure 39.) 
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FIGURE 40

May 2000 April 2003

57 58

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Wildlife Activity Causes Damage to Land

Q.16W
Does wildlife on your own land cause damage to your farm 
operation?
Subsample: Farmers (n=950) 

FIGURE 41

FIGURE 42
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Extent of Wildlife Damage to Land

Serious Not serious dk/na
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Total
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Extent of Wildlife Damage to Land

Q.17W
Would you say that damage by wildlife is or is not a serious 
problem for farmers in general?
Figure 41 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

There has been virtually no change since 2000 in the 
proportion, now 58 percent of Canadian farmers, who 
report that wildlife on their land causes damage to their 
farm operations; 41 percent report no damage from 
wildlife. (See Figure 40.) Reported levels of wildlife 
damage are greatest in Saskatchewan, British Columbia 
and Alberta, where six in ten report damage; reported 
levels are lowest in Atlantic Canada, where over seven 
in ten report no damage.

Canadian farmers are now almost evenly divided on the 
question of whether damage by wildlife is (49%, up six 
points) or is not (46%, down four points) a serious prob-
lem for farmers in general. (See Figure 41.) However, 
there has been no change in the substantial majority 
of 81 percent who believe that farmers should receive 
compensation for crop damage caused by wildlife; 17 
percent disagree. (See Figure 43.) 
 
Among non-farming rural landowners, a majority of 50 
percent say damage by wildlife is not a serious problem 
for farmers in general; 43 percent disagree. (See Fig-
ure 42.) Although less supportive of the proposal than 
are farmers, a majority of 62 percent of non-farmers 
believe that farmers should receive compensation for 
crop damage caused by wildlife; 33 percent disagree. 
(See Figure 44.) 
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FIGURE 43

FIGURE 44
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Crop Damage Caused by Wildlife
Farmers Should Receive Compensation for
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April 2003
Crop Damage Caused by Wildlife
Farmers Should Receive Compensation for

Q.18Wb
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements ... Farmers 
should receive compensation for crop damage caused by wildlife?
Figure 43 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

Rural landowners in Atlantic Canada and Saskatchewan 
are more likely than others, especially those in Quebec, 
to perceive wildlife damage as a serious problem for 
farmers. Those in Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta 
are more likely than others, especially those in Ontario 
and British Columbia, to support compensation for crop 
damage caused by wildlife.

The perception that wildlife activity has increased over 
the past five years is more pronounced than average 
among those who own larger parcels of land, and also 
among those whose land use decisions are influenced 
by the effect on wildlife habitat.

Reported damage by wildlife is greater among those 
who own more land, those whose land use decisions 
are influenced by the effect on wildlife habitat, those 
who report increased wildlife activity on their land, 
and by those who think wildlife damage is a serious 
problem.

The perception that wildlife damage is a serious prob-
lem is greater among rural landowners who own larger 
parcels of land, and those who have owned rural land 
for longer periods of time. It is also greater among those 
who believe that “land stewardship” refers to keeping 
the land economically productive (compared to those 
who think it refers to the voluntary conservation of 
land for the natural environment). Not surprisingly, 
these same three groups are also more supportive of 
compensation for crop damage, as are those who believe 
wildlife damage is a serious problem for farmers.
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FIGURE 45

FIGURE 46

Habitat Requirements of Wildlife in Your Area

April 2003

May 2000 32 37 6 2 21

32 40 7 2 18
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Not a concern

Farmers     2000 - 2003

Habitat Requirements of Wildlife in Your Area

Non-farmers

Farmers

Total 32 41 8 3 15

32 40 7 2 18

31 45 10 3 11

Very familiar

Somewhat familiar

Not very familiar

Not at all familiar

Not a concern

April 2003

Q.14W
Are you very familiar, somewhat familiar, not very familiar, or 
not at all familiar with the habitat requirements of the wildlife 
that exist in your area, that is, what they need in terms of food, 
water, shelter and room to move around, or is this not a concern 
for you?
Figure 45 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

Rural landowners, whether farmers or not, report 
fairly high levels of familiarity with wildlife habitat 
requirements, but the survey results indicate rather 
low levels of knowledge regarding the presence of 
endangered species in their local areas. Non-farm-
ing rural landowners are more likely than farmers 
to think that there are endangered species in their 
communities.

When rural landowners are asked how familiar they 
consider themselves to be with the habitat needs of 
wildlife, seven in ten describe themselves as either very 
(32%) or somewhat (41%) familiar with these needs. 
One in ten report being not very (8%) or not at all 
(3%) familiar with the habitat requirements of wildlife. 
Fewer than two in ten say that the habitat needs of 
wildlife are not a concern for them (15%). Non-farm-
ing rural landowners are more likely than farmers to 
express some familiarity with habitat requirements and 
are less likely to say this is not a concern for them. (See 
Figure 46.) 

The findings for Canadian farmers are similar to those 
reported in 2000, although there has been a slight 
increase in the proportion who say they are somewhat 
familiar with habitat requirements, and a slight de-
crease in the proportion who say this is not a concern 
for them. (See Figure 45.) 
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FIGURE 47 FIGURE 48
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Q.13W
Can you name one plant or animal in your local area that could be described as endangered, or would you say there are no endangered 
species? 
Figure 47 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

The survey results indicate there is still a need for 
greater awareness and public education efforts, espe-
cially among farmers, regarding the issues surrounding 
endangered species. When Canadian farmers are asked 
to name one endangered plant or species in their area, 
the survey finds a decrease of six points in the propor-
tion, now 33 percent, who name some species of wild-
life, including plants, and a number of these responses 
refer to wildlife that is not endangered, for example, 
rabbits and deer. In addition, the survey finds that a 
total of 66 percent report either that there were no en-
dangered species in their area (51%, up four points) or 
there probably are endangered species in their area but 
that they cannot name any (10%, up one point) or of-
fer no opinion (5%, down one point). (See Figure 47.) 

Awareness is somewhat greater among non-farming 
rural landowners: 40 percent name some species of 
wildlife, including plants (although, again, a number 
of these responses refer to species that are not endan-
gered). A total of 59 percent report either that there 
were no endangered species in their area (40%) or there 
probably are endangered species in their area, but that 
they cannot name any (14%) or offer no opinion (5%). 
(See Figure 48.) 
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Reported familiarity with wildlife habitat requirements 
is greater than average in British Columbia and lower 
in Quebec. It is also slightly greater among those who 
believe that “land stewardship” refers to the voluntary 
conservation of land for the natural environment (com-
pared to those who think it refers to keeping the land 
economically productive), among those who believe 
that good land management practices can have a great 
deal of benefit on all downstream users of water and 
land resources (compared to those who think good land 
management practices can have only some benefit), 
among those who consider the impact on wildlife habi-
tats when they make their own land use decisions, and 
among those who report an increase in wildlife activity 
(compared to those who report a decrease).

Rural landowners in Atlantic Canada are more likely 
than average to think there probably are endangered 
species, but they cannot name any, and rural landown-
ers in Manitoba are more likely to assume there are no 
endangered species.

Rural landowners with larger parcels of land are also 
more likely to assume there are no endangered species, 
as are those who believe that “land stewardship” refers 
to keeping the land economically productive (compared 
to those who think it refers to the voluntary conserva-
tion of land for the natural environment), those who do 
not factor wildlife habitat requirements into their land 
use decisions and those who report increased wildlife 
activity on their land (compared to those who report 
declining activity).
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FIGURE 49

FIGURE 50

Rural landowners are sensitive to the importance of 
wildlife, both in the role that wildlife play as indica-
tors of overall ecological well-being and in the benefits 
wildlife bring to rural lands. Moreover, the survey re-
sults suggest that Canadian farmers are increasingly 
sensitive to the importance of wildlife as “ecosystem 
indicators” and in the benefits they provide in the 
areas of recreational activities like hunting, fishing 
and trapping.
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Health of Wildlife Populations Is One of

Q.18Wd
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements ... The 
health of wildlife populations is one of the best indicators of the 
health of our environment?
Figure 49 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

There is almost unanimous agreement that the health 
of wildlife is one of the best indicators of the health 
of the environment in general, both among Canadian 
farmers (89%, up five points from 2000) and among 
non-farming rural landowners (94%). Only about one 
in ten (each) disagree with this statement. (See Figures 
49 and 50.)

The survey also continues to find widespread recogni-
tion of the benefits of having wildlife on one’s land. 
Among Canadian farmers who have had wildlife activity 
on their land over the past five years, large majorities 
agree that wildlife contributes to insect and rodent 
control (70%, up two points from 2000), that wildlife 
makes their land more conducive to hunting, fishing 
or trapping (62%, up 13 points), that it contributes 
positively to the maintenance of fundamental natural 
balances such as soil fertility and water quality (60%, up 
two points) and that it serves to beautify their property 
(59%, up three points). (See Figure 51.)

FIGURE 51

To appearance/value
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Farmers     2000 - 2003
Wildlife Makes an Important Contribution

Q.12W
Do you agree or disagree that the wildlife on your land makes 
an important contribution to ... [rotate] ... the appearance or 
aesthetic value of your property ... maintaining the fundamental 
balance in nature such as soil fertility and water quality ... 
controlling insects or rodents ... recreational hunting, fishing or 
trapping?
Subsample: Farmers who have had wildlife activity on their land 
over the past five years (n=928)
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FIGURE 52Non-farming rural landowners are even more likely 
than Canadian farmers to see the benefits of wildlife 
in terms of making a contribution to insect and rodent 
control (79%), the maintenance of fundamental natural 
balances such as soil fertility and water quality (78%) 
and the beautification of rural property (78%). A large 
majority also agree that wildlife makes their land more 
conducive to hunting, fishing or trapping (60%). (See 
Figure 52.)

There is almost unanimous agreement in every region 
and among all demographic groups that the health of 
wildlife populations is one of the best indicators of the 
health of our environment. 

Appreciation of the benefits of having wildlife on rural 
land is greater than average, on all four measures, in 
Atlantic Canada. Quebecers are also more likely than 
others, especially British Columbians, to appreciate 
the recreational benefits of wildlife. Residents of Sas-
katchewan are less appreciative than average of the 
aesthetic benefits and the contribution to nature’s 
balance; Albertans are also less likely to appreciate 
the latter contribution. 

Appreciation of the benefits of having wildlife on ru-
ral land is greater than average, on all four measures, 
among those who believe that “land stewardship” refers 
to the voluntary conservation of land for the natural 
environment (compared to those who think it refers to 
keeping the land economically productive) and among 
those who consider the impact on wildlife when making 
land use decisions.

Appreciation of wildlife’s aesthetic contribution, and of 
its contribution to pest control and the balance of na-
ture, tends to be greater among those who have owned 
their land for shorter periods of time, among those who 
own smaller acreages, as well as among those who re-
port declining wildlife activity on their land (compared 
to those who report increasing activity). Not surpris-
ingly, appreciation of wildlife’s aesthetic contribution 
is lower among those who think wildlife causes serious 
damage for farmers, although even among this group, 
a majority agree that wildlife does make an impor-
tant contribution to the appearance of their property. 
Similarly, appreciation of wildlife’s contribution to 
recreational activities is slightly lower among those 

Q.12W
Do you agree or disagree that the wildlife on your land makes 
an important contribution to ... [rotate] ... the appearance or 
aesthetic value of your property ... maintaining the fundamental 
balance in nature such as soil fertility and water quality ... 
controlling insects or rodents ... recreational hunting, fishing or 
trapping?
Subsample: Those who have had wildlife activity on their land 
over the past five years (n=1,594)
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who report declining wildlife activity, although even 
among this group, a majority agree that wildlife does 
make an important contribution to activities such as 
hunting, fishing and trapping. 
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FIGURE 53

FIGURE 54
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Q.7W
Do you think that good land management practices can have 
a great deal of benefit, some benefit or little or no benefit on all 
downstream users of water and land resources, such as villages, 
towns and cities?

Q.8W
Are there any changes you could make in your land management 
practices that would benefit downstream users?

Factors Affecting Land Management Decisions

Stewardship considerations continue to influence 
Canadian landowners’ land use decisions, and there 
is a strong consensus that land management practices 
can offer a great deal of benefit to downstream users 
of water and land resources (although most cannot 
name a change to their land management practices 
that would increase current benefits). Non-farming 
rural landowners are noticeably more likely than 
farmers to consider the impact of their decisions on 
wildlife habitat. 

The survey finds clear evidence that land use decisions 
are influenced by considerations associated with stew-
ardship. Rural landowners are aware of and consider 
the impact of their land use decisions on downstream 
users of water and land resources, on their neighbours’ 
lands and on wildlife habitat.

A majority of 74 percent of rural landowners say that 
good land management practices can have a great deal 
of benefit on all downstream users of water and land 
resources, such as villages, towns and cities and another 
21 percent say there is some benefit. These findings are 
similar for Canadian farmers and for non-farming rural 
landowners. (See Figure 53.) 

However, when rural landowners are asked if there are 
any changes they could make in their land management 
practices that would benefit downstream users, 72 per-
cent of farmers and 81 percent of non-farming rural 
landowners say none come to mind. (See Figure 54.) 
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FIGURE 55

FIGURE 56

Q.4W
When you make decisions about the activities on your land, does 
the effect on your neighbours’ land have an impact on your land 
use decisions?
Figure 55 subsample: Farmers (n=950)
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49 51 47

April 2003
Effect on Neighbours’ Land Impacts Decisions

Among Canadian farmers, 51 percent state that the ef-
fect of their land use decisions on their neighbours’ land 
is a significant factor in those decisions; this proportion 
is down five points from 2000. Among non-farming 
rural landowners, 47 percent consider the impact on 
their neighbours’ land. (See Figures 55 and 56.) 

Among Canadian farmers, 52 percent say the effect 
on wildlife and wildlife habitats has an impact on their 
land use decisions; this proportion is up four points 
from 2000. Among non-farming rural landowners, a 
substantial majority of 65 percent consider the impact 
on wildlife habitat. (See Figures 57 and 58.) 

FIGURE 57

FIGURE 58

May 2000 April 2003

48 52

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Effect on Wildlife Impacts Decisions

Total Farmers Non-farmers

57
52

65
April 2003
Effect on Wildlife Impacts Decisions

Q.11W
When you make decisions about agricultural activities on your 
land, does the possible effect on wildlife and their habitats have 
an impact on your decisions?
Figure 57 subsample: Farmers who have had wildlife activity on 
their land over the past five years (n=928)
Figure 58 subsample: Those who have had wildlife activity on 
their land over the past five years (n=1,594)
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When farmers are asked to name one change they 
might make in their operations to help local wildlife, 
seven in ten answer either that there are no such chang-
es (31%, down five points) or that they don’t know 
what changes they could make to benefit wildlife (40%, 
up four points). A total of 29 percent mention such 
changes as planting trees/allowing trees and bushes to 
grow, using different fertilizers/insecticides, or planting 
crops/leaving feed for wildlife. (See Figure 59.) 

Most rural landowners (81%) disagree with the state-
ment that “the damage caused by wildlife makes me 
care less about what happens to endangered species of 
wildlife in my area.” These results are virtually identi-
cal for farmers and for non-farming rural landowners. 
These results are also essentially unchanged from 2000 
for Canadian farmers. (See Figures 60 and 61.)

FIGURE 59

dk/na

None/nothing

Other

Plant crops/leave
feed for wildlife

Different/less
fertilizers/insecticides

Plant/allow trees/
bushes to grow

6
5

4
4

5
4

12
16

36
31

36
40

May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
One Change that Will Benefit Wildlife

Q.15W
Can you think of any one change that could be made in your day-
to-day farming operations that will also benefit wildlife?
Subsample: Farmers (n=950) 

FIGURE 60

FIGURE 61

Agree Disagree dk/na

15 17

79 80

7 3
May 2000

April 2003

Farmers     2000 - 2003
about Endangered Species
Damage by Wildlife Makes Me Care Less

Agree Disagree dk/na

16 17 14

81 80 82

3 3 4

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
about Endangered Species
Damage by Wildlife Makes Me Care Less

Q.18Wa
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements ... The 
damage caused by wildlife makes me care less about what happens 
to endangered species of wildlife in my area?
Figure 55 subsample: Farmers (n=950)
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The perception that good land management practices 
can have a great deal of benefit on all downstream 
users of water and land resources is less pronounced 
in Atlantic Canada. However, Atlantic Canadian rural 
landowners are more likely than average to say they 
consider the impact on wildlife habitat and the impact 
on their neighbours’ land when making land use deci-
sions. Quebec rural landowners are noticeably more 
likely than average to agree that damage caused by 
wildlife makes them care less about what happens to 
endangered species of wildlife in their area although, 
even among this group, a majority disagree with the 
statement.

The perception that good land management practices 
can have a great deal of benefit on all downstream users 

of water and land resources is less pronounced among 
rural landowners who own larger parcels of land, those 
who have owned rural land for longer periods of time, 
and among those who believe that “land stewardship” 
refers to keeping the land economically productive 
(compared to those who think it refers to the volun-
tary conservation of land for the natural environment). 
These same three groups are also less likely to consider 
the impact on wildlife habitat when making land use 
decisions. Those who consider the impact of their land 
use decisions on wildlife are more likely to consider 
the impact on their neighbours’ land, and to be able to 
name a change they might make in their operations to 
help local wildlife (although, even among this group, 
a majority either say there are no changes to be made 
or offer no opinion on the question).
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FIGURE 62

May 2000 April 2003

12 9

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Rented or Sold Land for Clearing
Cleared Forested Land

Total Farmers Non-
farmers

9 9 10

April 2003
Rented or Sold Land for Clearing
Cleared Forested Land
FIGURE 63

Q.6Fa
Since 1995, have you permanently cleared any of your forested 
land, or sold or rented out forested land that you knew would be 
permanently cleared of all or most of its trees?
Figure 62 subsample: Farmers (n=950)
Note: In 2000, this question asked “Over the past five years, 
have you cleared forest areas ...?”                          

Reported Clearing of Trees

Nine in ten rural landowners indicate they are fol-
lowing one of the basic tenets of land stewardship by 
reporting no clearing of forested areas on their lands. 
These findings are similar for Canadian farmers and 
for non-farming rural landowners. 

The survey results indicate that rural landowners 
continue to value the forested land they own. Among 
farmers in general, just nine percent report that, since 
1995, they have permanently cleared forested land, or 
sold or rented out forested land that they knew would 
be permanently cleared of all or most of its trees; this 
proportion is three points lower than that reported in 
2000, when Canadian farmers were asked if they had 
cleared any forested land. Among non-farming rural 
landowners, ten percent report permanent clearing of 
forested land. (See Figures 62 and 63.) 

Among the 63 percent of rural landowners who report 
currently having land that is covered with forest, just 12 
percent report that, since 1995, they have permanently 
cleared forested land, or sold or rented out forested land 
that they knew would be permanently cleared of all or 
most of its trees; this proportion is three points lower 
than that reported in 2000. Among those who report 
that they now have no forested land, just four percent 
report clearing forest in the period since 1995.

STEWARDSHIP IN PRACTICE
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FIGURE 64

Other
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Young trees

Old/over-mature trees

Mature
33

27
42

31
35

24
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23

8
11

3

6
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5

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Age of Trees Cleared

Q.6Fb
Which one of the following best describes the trees that were 
cleared ...?
Subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of their 
forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would be 
permanently cleared since 1995 (n=159)

FIGURE 65

FIGURE 66

Over 100

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

Up to 10
55

45

21
17

14
17

8
10

2
9

May 2000: average 24.0 acres

April 2003: average 49.6 acres

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Acres of Cleared Forest

Over 100

51 to 100

26 to 50

11 to 25

1 to 10

Less than 1
10

6
16

42
39

47

17
17
18

12
17

5

8
10

6

7
9

4

Total: average 38.5 acres

Farmers: average 49.6 acres

Non-farmers: average 21.4 acres

April 2003
Acres of Cleared Forest

Note: Maximum value = 360 acres

Q.6Fc
How many acres [hectares] were cleared, including the acres that 
you might have sold or rented out? 
Figure 65 subsample: Farmers who have permanently cleared 
any of their forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that 
would be permanently cleared since 1995 (n=87)
Figure 66 subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of 
their forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would 
be permanently cleared since 1995 (n=159)

The trees that were cut are equally likely to have been 
mature or over-mature trees. Although the number of 
farmers who are cutting trees remains small, the results 
of the current survey suggest that the average acreage of 
cleared areas is about twice that reported in 2000.

Among the nine percent of all rural landowners who re-
port having cleared forested land since 1995, 33 percent 
report cutting down mature trees, 31 percent very old 
trees and 20 percent young trees. (See Figure 64.) 

Among all rural landowners, an average of 38.5 acres 
of forest were cleared. However, the average amount of 
acreage cleared is twice as great among farmers (49.6 
acres) as among non-farming rural landowners (21.4 
acres) (See Figures 65 and 66.) The former proportion is 
also about twice the average reported among Canadian 
farmers in 2000 (24 acres).

Note: Maximum value = 360 acres
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Left on site to decay

Removed/used or sold
for firewood

Burned on site

Removed/used or sold
for lumber/pulp

38
35

42

37
40

33

23
22

25

21
18

23

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Utilization of Trees

Q.6Fe
How were the trees themselves disposed of?
Subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of their 
forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would be 
permanently cleared since 1995 (n=159)

Buried

Removed off site

Removed/burned off site

Burned on site

Left on site to decay
53

44
67

37
45

25

12
11
12

6
7

4

3
4
2

Total

Farmers

Non-farmers

April 2003
Disposal of Stumps and Other Debris

Q.6Ff
How were the stumps and other debris disposed of?
Subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of their 
forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would be 
permanently cleared since 1995 (n=159)

FIGURE 67Utilization of Trees

The trees that were removed were mostly used or sold 
for lumber or pulp or burned on the site.

Rural landowners who cleared forest were equally likely 
to report having removed the timber from the site and 
used or sold it for lumber or pulp (38%) or having 
burned it on the site (37%). Smaller proportions report 
removing it from the site to be used for firewood or 
simply burned off-site (23%), or to have left in on the 
site to decay (21%). (See Figure 67.) 

The stumps and other debris were most often left to 
decay on the site (53%), although in some cases they 
were burned on the site (37%). In a few cases, they were 
removed and burned off-site (12%), just moved off-site 
(6%), or buried (3%). (See Figure 68.) 

FIGURE 68
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FIGURE 69
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April 2003
Purpose of Land Cleared

Q.6Fd
For what purpose or use was the land cleared?
Subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of their 
forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would be 
permanently cleared since 1995 (n=159)

Q.6Fh
Are the trees starting to grow back, that is, is the land reverting 
back to forest?
Subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of their 
forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would be 
permanently cleared since 1995, and whose clear land is not 
being used for the same purpose today (n=13)

FIGURE 70

Total Farmers Non-farmers

91 95
85

April 2003
Cleared Land Still Used for Same Purpose

Total Farmers Non-farmers

61

48

67
April 2003
Cleared Land Reverting Back to Forest
FIGURE 71

Q.6Fg
Is the clear land still being used for the same purpose today?
Subsample: Those who have permanently cleared any of their 
forested land, or sold or rented out forested land that would be 
permanently cleared since 1995 (n=159)

Purpose for Clearing Forest

Farmers generally clear land for agricultural activi-
ties; non-farming rural landowners clear for a variety 
of reasons.

Among Canadian farmers who report clearing forested 
land, most say they cleared the forest for crops, pasture 
or other agricultural production (84%). Non-farming 
rural landowners report clearing forest for a variety 
of reasons, including crops, pasture or other agricul-
tural production (19%), for regeneration/reforestation 
(15%), for aesthetic reasons (13%), for economic rea-
sons (12%), and for housing/urban development (11%). 
(See Figure 69.) 

In almost all cases, 91 percent, rural landowners report 
the cleared land is still being used for the same purpose 
as when it was cleared. Among the very few who re-
port that the land is no longer being used for the same 
purpose, a majority (61%) say the trees are starting to 
grow back. (See Figures 70 and 71.) 
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FIGURE 72

Total Farmers Non-farmers

16 14
20

April 2003
Planted Trees on Bare Land from 1990 to 2002

Q.7F
Between 1990 and 2002, did you plant blocks of trees on areas 
that had been bare of forest cover before that period, that is, before 
1990?      

Reported Afforestation Activities

Just under two in ten rural landowners report affores-
tation activities, with non-farming rural landowners 
being slightly more likely than their farming counter-
parts to say they have planted blocks of trees. 

Sixteen percent of rural landowners report that they 
planted blocks of trees between 1990 and 2002 on 
areas that had been bare of forest cover prior to 1990. 
Non-farming rural landowners (20%) are slightly 
more likely than farmers (14%) to report afforestation 
activities. (See Figure 72.) Related tracking data from 
2000 indicate there has been little change in farmers’ 
reported incidence of planting: at that time, 16 percent 
of Canadian farmers reported they had planted blocks 
of trees within the previous five years. 

Reported afforestation activity is greatest in Quebec and 
lowest in Alberta. It is also greater among those who 
own smaller parcels of land, those who report having at 
least some idle land, those who have no land growing 
crops, and those who plan to plant more trees over the 
next five years. 
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FIGURE 73

Acres of Trees Planted on Each Type of Land
April 2003

                                                           G O O D / H I G H                      M E D I U M                     P O O R / L O W

                                                                      NON-                 NON-                          NON-
                                                   TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS         TOTAL FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS  FARMERS

None 36 31              42                  53             58             48                   60 67            52

1 to 10 acres 33 32              33                  25             18             33                   19 13            24

11 to 25 acres 6 8                5                    5               6               4                     7 8               8

26 to 50 acres 8 7                9                    5               6               4                     3 2               5

51 to 100 acres 5 5                5                    2               3               –                     3 3               3

Over 100 acres 6 10                2                    2               3               3                     1 2               2

dk/na 6 7                5                    7               6               8                     6 7               6

Q.8F
If you were to rate the soil productivity of the land on which you planted trees, in terms of its ability to produce crops that are traditionally 
grown in your area, how many acres [hectares] would be classified as ...?
Subsample: Those who planted blocks of trees on areas that had been bare of forest cover before 1990 (n=270)  

Planting is more likely than average to have been done 
on high productivity land (compared to medium or low 
productivity soil). For each grade of soil, farmers report 
planting larger blocks of trees than do non-farming ru-
ral landowners. Overall, eight in ten rural landowners 
report at least some success in terms of trees surviving 
in good health.

When rural landowners who report afforestation activ-
ity are asked to rate the soil productivity of the land 
on which they planted trees, 58 percent report having 
planted an average of 51.4 acres on high productivity 
soil. The incidence of planting and average acreage is 
noticeably lower for medium productivity soil (45% 
report planting an average of 34.7 acres) and low pro-
ductivity soil (34% report planting an average of 35.4 
acres). (See Figure 73.) 

On average, farmers report planting larger blocks of 
trees than do non-farming rural landowners, whether it 
be on high productivity soil (an average of 73.7 acres, 
compared to 25.5), medium productivity soil (53.5 
acres, compared to 18.0) or low productivity soil (47.7 
acres, compared to 27.6). (See Figure 73.) 

When rural landowners who planted blocks of trees 
are asked how many acres are still in good health, 82 
percent report at least some acreage. Nine percent say 
none have survived in good health, and another nine 

FIGURE 74
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Total: average of 21.4 acres in good health

Farmers: average of 20.7 acres in good health

Non-farmers: average of 22.3 acres in good health

April 2003
Acres Planted Still Alive and in Good Health

Note: Maximum value = 1,000 acres

Q.9Fc
Of the trees that you planted, how many acres [hectares] are still 
alive and in good health?
Subsample: Those who planted blocks of trees on areas that had 
been bare of forest cover before 1990 (n=270)
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FIGURE 75

Reason for Past Afforestation Activity
April 2003

                                                                                                 F I R S T  M E N T I O N                 A L L  M E N T I O N S  

               NON-                         NON-
 TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS   FARMERS 

Shelterbelts/wind protection                                                                     34            49              19                        41 55            27

Aesthetics                                                                                                19              9              29                        37 31            44

Reforestation                                                                                            10              8              12                        13 13            13

Improve water/soil quality                                                                           9            10                6                        16 17            14

Commercial wood supply                                                                           6              4                8                          8 6            11

Conservation/wildlife habitat                                                                       6              5                7                        19 16            21

Produce fruit/nuts/berries                                                                           2              4                1                          2 4              1

Recreation                                                                                                  2              –                4                          3 3              4

Other                                                                                                        11            10              14                        29 28            30 

Q.9Fa
Why did you plant these trees?
Subsample: Those who planted blocks of trees on areas that had been bare of forest cover before 1990 (n=270)

percent offer no response. Rural landowners, as a whole, 
report that an average of 21.4 acres are still in good 
health; this finding is similar for farmers and for non-
farming rural landowners. (See Figure 74.) 

It is interesting to note that there is not a great deal 
of difference, in terms of the average size of successful 
acreage, between those who plan to plant more trees 
in the future and those who do not (16.5 acres, com-
pared to 15.7).

Planting was done primarily for shelterbelts/wind 
protection and aesthetics, with farmers being more 
likely to report the former reason and non-farming 
rural landowners the latter. These motivations out-
ranked those associated with wood supply or recre-
ation. Spruce is the most popular species for farmers, 
and pine is the most popular variety for non-farming 
rural landowners.

When rural landowners are asked why they planted 
blocks of trees, the largest proportion, a total of 41 
percent, say they did it to create shelterbelts, that is, 
protection for open land from wind and desiccation. 
However, this is a much greater motivator for farmers 
(55%) than for non-farming rural landowners (27%). 
The desire to create a shelterbelts is also noticeably more 
likely than aesthetic reasons to be mentioned first as 

the prime motivator behind the planting of blocks of 
trees (34%, compared to 19%). (See Figure 70.) The 
reader is cautioned at this point that respondents who 
say they have planted trees for shelterbelts, when asked 
how many acres they planted, may have reported the 
area around which they planted trees rather than the 
actual area on which they planted trees. Therefore, the 
reported estimates for the average area planted by land 
type may be overestimated. This issue will be addressed 
in future analysis.

A total of 37 percent say they planted for aesthetic rea-
sons. This is a greater motivator for non-farming rural 
landowners (44%) than for farmers (31%). Aesthetic 
considerations are a “first mention” for 19 percent of 
non-farming rural landowners, but for just nine percent 
of farmers.

A total of 19 percent of rural landowners say they 
planted for reasons related to conservation and wildlife 
habitat; there are no statistically significant differences 
between farmers and non-farming rural landowners, 
but it should be noted that this is a “first mention” for 
just six percent of rural landowners. Another four per-
cent, in total, say they planted in order to help reduce 
climate change; this is a “first mention” for one percent 
of rural landowners. 
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FIGURE 76

Types of Tree Species Planted
April 2003

                                                                     NON-   
                                                  TOTAL    FARMERS FARMERS

Spruce 54 53              54

Pine 46 30              62

Maple 21 16              26

Poplar 16 19              14

Ash 13 14              12

Cedar 12 8              17

Fir 9 5              13

Oak 9 8              10

Willow 8 11                5

Birch 6 1              11

Walnut 6 4                9

Various fruit/berry 6 6                6

Caragana 6 9                3

Black cherry 5 5                5

Larch 5 3                7

Elm 4 5                4

Lilac 4 6                2

Apple 4 3                4

Tamarack 3 2                5

Hemlock 2 –                4

Other 19 23              19

Q.9Fb
What types of tree species did you plant?
Subsample: Those who planted blocks of trees on areas that had 
been bare of forest cover before 1990 (n=270)

A total of 16 percent report they planted to effect 
improvements to the quality of water and soil. Again, 
there are no statistically significant differences between 
farmers and non-farming rural landowners; this is a 
“first mention” for nine percent of rural landowners. 

A total of 13 percent report planting for reasons related 
to reforestation. There are no differences between farm-
ers and non-farming rural landowners; this is a “first 
mention” for ten percent of rural landowners. 

The environmental commitment of rural landowners 
is reflected in the finding that a large proportion – at 
least half of all those who report afforestation activity 
– were motivated to plant trees in order to improve 
the environment or reduce the risk of negative envi-
ronmental impacts (e.g., for reforestation, to improve 
water/soil quality, or for conservation/wildlife habitat) 
and it can certainly be argued that the leading motiva-
tor of afforestation (for wind protection) also offers clear 
environmental benefits. (See Figure 75.) 

Relatively few rural landowners report planting trees 
for commercial reasons such as commercial wood supply 
(8%) or to produce fruit, nuts or berries (2%). Non-
farming rural landowners are slightly more likely than 
farmers to say they planted trees for commercial wood 
supply, but the proportions who say they planted for 
this commercial reason is much smaller than the propor-
tions who planted for windbreaks or for conservation/
wildlife habitat. (See Figure 75.)

Among rural landowners who planted trees, the larg-
est proportions report planting spruce (54%) or pine 
(46%) trees. Half as many, or fewer, planted maple 
(21%) or poplar (16%). About one in ten each report 
planting ash (13%), cedar (12%), fir (9%), oak (9%) 
or willow (8%). Smaller proportions report planting a 
wide variety of other species. (See Figure 76.) 

Pine trees are the most popular species for non-farming 
rural landowners (62%, compared to 54% for spruce). 
However, spruce trees are the most popular variety 
among those who are planning afforestation activity 
within the next five years (61%, compared to 42% 
for pine).
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FIGURE 77
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April 2003
Financing of Tree Planting

Q.9Fd
Did you receive a grant or subsidy to plant the trees or did you 
pay for them out of your own pocket?
Subsample: Those who planted blocks of trees on areas that had 
been bare of forest cover before 1990 (n=270)

A majority of rural landowners paid out-of-pocket 
for the trees they planted. Among those who received 
a grant, opinion is divided as to whether they would 
have planted the trees without a subsidy.

Among rural landowners who became involved in af-
forestation activity, a majority of 55 percent report that 
they paid for the trees out of their own pockets. This 
proportion is slightly higher among non-farming rural 
landowners (60%) than among farmers (50%). These 
findings are yet another indication of the commitment 
that rural landowners have toward conservation of the 
environment. A total of 32 percent report that all (24%) 
or part (8%) of the costs were covered by some kind 
of grant or subsidy, and another two percent say the 
government provided the trees. (See Figure 77.) 

Among rural landowners outside Quebec1 who became 
involved in afforestation activity, a majority of 62 per-
cent report that they paid for the trees out of their own 
pockets. This proportion was slightly higher among 
non-farming rural landowners (66%) than among 
farmers (58%). A total of 26 percent report that all 
(18%) or part (8%) of the costs were covered by some 
kind of grant or subsidy, and another two percent say 
the government provided the trees. (See Figure 77.) In 
Saskatchewan, seven percent of rural landowners report 
getting a grant from the Prairie Farmers’ Rehabilita-
tion Association.

Among the few rural landowners who did get a grant 
for planting trees, 52 percent say they would have 
planted the trees whether or not they received a sub-
sidy, but a statistically equal proportion, 45 percent, 
say they likely would not have gone ahead without the 
financial incentive. (See Figure 78.) 

Rural landowners in Quebec are much less likely than 
others to say they paid out-of-pocket (31%). It is in-
teresting to note that rural landowners who plan to 
plant trees in the next five years are no more or less 
likely than others to report getting a grant for recent 
afforestation activity.

Q.9Fe
Would you have planted these trees if you had not received a grant 
or subsidy to plant them?
Subsample: Those who planted blocks of trees on areas that had 
been bare of forest cover before 1990, and received a grant or 
subsidy to plant the trees (n=65)

FIGURE 78

Total Farmers Non-farmers

52 48
57

April 2003
Would Have Planted Trees Even Without Grant

1   Respondents in Quebec were not asked this question because the regional agencies in Quebec that manage the provincial financial as-
sistance program for the development of private woodlots provide rural landowners with free seedlings and support to cover planting 
establishment and tending costs.
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FIGURE 79

Total Farmers Non-farmers

18 15
23

April 2003
Planning to Plant Trees in Next Five Years

Q.13Fa
Within the next five years, are you planning to plant blocks of 
trees on land that has been bare of trees since 1990?
Subsample: Those who have any land left open as pasture, 
grazing or idle land (n=1,245)

FIGURE 80

Main Reason Not Interested in Planting Trees
April 2003

                                                                     NON-   
                                                  TOTAL    FARMERS FARMERS

Need land as pasture 12 13                9

Need land for crops 11 15                4

Have enough trees 11 10              14

Already treed/forested 10 7              14

My age/retiring 7 7                6

Not enough space 7 5                9

No need/interest 6 7                4

Cost of planting trees 6 6                4

Trees growing naturally 5 4                8

Land is productive 4 5                2

Time involved 4 5                2

No economic value 4 5                1

Land is for farming 4 4                1

Prefer look of landscape 3 2                5

Other 22 19              25

Q.13Fb
What is the main reason you are not interested in planting trees?
Subsample: Those who have any land left open as pasture, 
grazing or idle land, and are not planning to plant blocks of trees 
on land that has been bare of trees since 1990 (n=991)

STEWARDSHIP POTENTIAL
                          

Interest in Future Afforestation 

Among rural landowners who have land on which they 
might plant trees, two in ten plan afforestation activi-
ties over the next five years. The projected incidence 
of afforestation planting is higher among non-farming 
rural landowners than among farmers. Lack of interest 
is mostly related to the need to use the land for other, 
primarily agricultural, purposes and to a feeling that 
one has enough trees.

Among rural landowners who report having land that 
has been left open as pasture, grazing or idle land, 
18 percent say that, over the next five years, they 
are planning to plant blocks of trees on land that has 
been bare of forest since 1990. As was the case with 
reported afforestation activity since 1995, non-farming 
rural landowners (23%) are more likely than farmers 
(15%) to be planning afforestation activity in the near 
future. (See Figure 79.)

Those who report no afforestation plans primarily say 
they are not interested in planting trees because they 
need to use the land as pasture (12%) or for crops 
(11%) or because they have enough trees (11%) or 
have already planted trees (10%). Farmers are more 
likely than non-farmers to say they need the land for 
other purposes; non-farming rural landowners are more 
likely than farmers to think they have no need for more 
planting. (See Figure 80.)

Projected levels of afforestation are higher than aver-
age in Quebec. As might be expected, they are also 
higher among those who report recent afforestation 
activity and among those who do not have any crop 
land. Rural landowners in British Columbia are notice-
ably more likely than average to report their lack of 
interest in planting is related to the need to use the 
land for pasture.
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FIGURE 81
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Total: average 8.6 acres

Farmers: average 10.1 acres 

Non-farmers: average 7.1 acres

April 2003
Acres Planning to Plant

Note Maximum values = 100 acres

Q.13Fc
About how many acres [hectares] are you planning to plant?
Subsample: Those who have any land left open as pasture, 
grazing or idle land, and who are planning to plant blocks of 
trees on land that has been bare of trees since 1990 (n=221)

Rural landowners who plan afforestation activity ex-
pect to plant an average of 8.6 acres. Overall, projected 
acreage is slightly higher among farmers than among 
non-farming rural landowners. Projected afforestation 
activity is greater for low productivity land than for 
high or medium productivity soil.

Rural landowners who plan afforestation activity say 
they expect to plant an average of 8.58 acres. Overall, 
projected acreage is slightly higher among farmers (10.1 
acres) than among non-farming rural landowners (7.11 
acres). (See Figure 81.) 

When rural landowners are asked to rate the soil pro-
ductivity of the land on which they are planning affor-
estation activity, 82 percent say they expect to plant on 
high productivity soil (an average of 7.4 acres). Much 
smaller proportions are planning afforestation activity 
on medium productivity soil (59% planning to plant 
an average of 6.3 acres) or low productivity soil (53% 
planning to plant an average of 12.0 acres). There are 
no striking differences between farmers and non-farm-
ers in terms of the average acreage they are planning 
to plant. (See Figure 82.) 

FIGURE 82

Projected Acreage for Future Afforestation by Type of Soil
April 2003

                                                           G O O D / H I G H                      M E D I U M                     P O O R / L O W

                                                                      NON-                 NON-                          NON-
                                                   TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS         TOTAL FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS  FARMERS

None 14 14              16                  33             33             34                   42 43            41

1 to 10 acres 66 65              67                  50             48             52                   39 40            38

11 to 25 acres 12 16                5                    8             13               3                     7 5               8

26 to 50 acres 4 2                8                    1               –               2                     6 6               7

51 to 100 acres – –                –                    –               –               –                     1 3               –

dk/na 5 5                5                    8               7               9                     9 9               9

Average number of acres 7.4 7.3             8.0                 6.3            6.9            5.6                12.0 12.7          11.5
 acres acres          acres              acres         acres         acres               acres acres         acres

Maximum values = 50 for good land, 50 for medium land and 70 for poor land

Q.14F
If you were to rate the soil productivity of the land on which you’re planning to plant trees, in terms of its ability to produce crops that are 
grown in your area, about how many acres [hectares] would be classified as ...?
Subsample: Those who have any land left open as pasture, grazing or idle land, and who are planning to plant blocks of trees on land that 
has been bare of trees since 1990 and who specify an acreage that is equal to or less than that specified in Q.13Fc (n=113 for good land, 
93 for medium land, and 82 for poor land) (n=221)
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FIGURE 83

Reason for Planned Afforestation Activity
April 2003

                                                                                                 F I R S T  M E N T I O N                 A L L  M E N T I O N S  

               NON-                          NON
 TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS   FARMERS 

Shelterbelts/wind protection                                                                     37            46              28                        45 53            36

Aesthetics                                                                                                15              9              20                        36 34            37

Conservation/wildlife habitat                                                                     12            10              14                        27 26            29 

Improve water/soil quality                                                                           9              9                8                        15 19            12

Reforestation                                                                                              9              5              13                        10 5            15

Commercial wood supply                                                                           7              9                5                        11 12            11

Fruit                                                                                                           2              2                1                          3 3              3

Reduce climate change                                                                               1              2                1                          7 5              9 

Privacy                                                                                                       1              –                3                          5 2              8

Shade                                                                                                         1              1                1                          2 1              4

Recreation                                                                                                  1              3               –                          2 4              – 

Other                                                                                                          8              8                7                        14 12            18 

Q.13Fd
What is your main reason for planting trees on this area?
Subsample: Those who have any land left open as pasture, grazing or idle land, and who are planning to plant blocks of trees on land that 
has been bare of trees since 1990 (n=221)

Projected afforestation is planned primarily for 
shelterbelts/wind protection and aesthetics, with 
farmers being motivated more by a desire for wind-
breaks and non-farming rural landowners being about 
equally motivated by both reasons. 

When rural landowners are asked why they are plan-
ning to plant blocks of trees, the largest proportion, a 
total of 45 percent, say they want to create shelterbelts, 
that is, protection for open land from wind and desicca-
tion. However, as was the case with recent afforestation 
activity, this is a much greater motivator for farmers 
(53%) than for non-farming rural landowners (36%). 
The desire to create shelterbelts is also noticeably more 
likely than aesthetic reasons to be mentioned first as 
the prime motivator behind afforestation (37%, com-
pared to 15%). (See Figure 83.) Again, the reader is 
cautioned that respondents who say they will plant 
trees for shelterbelts, when asked how many acres they 
will plant, may have reported the acreage around which 
they will plant trees rather than the specific acreage on 
which they will plant. This issue will be addressed in 
future analysis. 

A total of 36 percent say they are planning to plant 
for aesthetic reasons. Overall, there are no statistically 
significant differences in the total number of farmers 
and non-farming rural landowners who give this reason, 
but this is more likely to be a “first mention” for non-
farming rural landowners (20%) than it is for farmers 
(9%). Overall, aesthetic considerations are a “first men-
tion” for 15 percent of rural landowners.

A total of 27 percent of rural landowners are planning 
afforestation efforts for reasons related to conservation 
and wildlife habitat; there are no statistically signifi-
cant differences between farmers and non-farming rural 
landowners. This is a “first mention” for 12 percent of 
rural landowners. Another seven percent, in total, say 
they are motivated by a desire to help reduce climate 
change; this is a “first mention” for one percent of rural 
landowners. 

A total of 15 percent say they are motivated by a desire 
to improve the quality of water and soil. Again, there 
are no statistically significant differences between farm-
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ers and non-farming rural landowners; this is a “first 
mention” for nine percent of rural landowners. 

A total of 11 percent of rural landowners are planning 
to plant trees to be harvested as commercial wood. 
There is no significant difference between farmers and 
non-farming rural landowners; this is a “first mention” 
for seven percent of rural landowners. 

A total of ten percent report being motivated by reasons 
related to reforestation. This is a more powerful motiva-
tor for non-farming rural landowners (15%) than for 
farmers (5%). This is a “first mention” for nine percent 
of rural landowners. 

Even more so than was the case with reported afforesta-
tion activity, the environmental commitment of rural 
landowners is reflected in the finding that over half of 
all those planning afforestation activity are motivated 
to plant trees in order to improve the environment or 
reduce the risk of negative environmental impacts (e.g., 
for conservation/wildlife habitat, to improve water/soil 
quality, for reforestation or to reduce climate change) 
and it can certainly be argued that the leading motiva-
tor of planned afforestation (for wind protection) also 
offers clear environmental benefits. (See Figure 83.) 

Relatively few rural landowners say they are planting 
trees for commercial reasons such as commercial wood 
supply (11%) or to produce fruit (3%). (See Figure 
83.)
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Projected afforestation activities are much more likely 
to be planned for idle land than for land that’s cur-
rently being used for crops or for pasture land, although 
about one-third of rural landowners are planning to 
plant on pasture land. 

When rural landowners who are planning afforestation 
activities are asked about the current status/use of the 
land they’re planning to use for these activities, 62 per-
cent say they plan to plant trees on an average of 10.5 
acres of land that is currently being used for agricultural 
crops. An equal proportion, 62 percent, say they plan 
to plant trees on an average of 7.5 acres of land that is 
currently being used for pasture. A noticeably larger 
proportion, 71 percent, say they plan to plant trees on 
an average of 9.6 acres of land that is currently idle. 
(See Figure 84.) 

Farmers who are planning afforestation activities are 
more likely than their non-farming counterparts to 
indicate that they will plant on crop or pasture land. 
Non-farming rural landowners who are planning af-
forestation activities are more likely than their farming 
couterparts to say they will plant on idle lands. These 
differences undoubtedly reflect the fact that non-farm-
ing rural landowners are much less likely than farmers 
to have any current crop or pasture land.

Among Canadian farmers who are planning afforesta-
tion activities, 75 percent say they plan to plant trees on 
an average of 9.6 acres on land that is currently being 
used for agricultural crops (compared to just 45% of 
non-farmers who plan to plant an average of 12.9 acres). 
Similarly, 67 percent of farmers planning afforestation 
activities say they will plant an average of 9.1 acres on 
pasture land (compared to 54% of non-farmers who 
plan to plant an average of 5.0 acres). In contrast, 65 
percent of farmers planning afforestation activities say 
they will plant an average of 11.1 acres on idle land 
(compared to 75% of non-farmers who plan to plant 
an average of 8.7 acres). (See Figure 84.) 

FIGURE 84

Current Use for Land on which Planning to Plant Trees
April 2003

                                                 A G R I C U LT U R A L  C R O P S        P A S T U R E / G R A Z I N G           I D L E / N O T  I N  U S E

                                                                      NON-                 NON-                          NON-
                                                   TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS         TOTAL FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS  FARMERS

None 37 28              52                  37             30             45                   26 32            20

1 to 10 acres 50 59              36                  54             57             51                   57 51            61

11 to 25 acres 6 10                –                    5               7               3                     8 8               8

26 to 50 acres 6 6                6                    3               6               –                     4 2               6

51 to 100 acres 1 –                3                    –               –               –                     2 4               –

dk/na 1 –                3                    4               5               3                     4 4               4

Average number of acres 10.5 9.6           12.9                 7.5            9.1            5.0                  9.6 11.1            8.7
 acres acres          acres              acres         acres         acres               acres acres         acres

Maximum values = 60 acres for agricultural land, 50 for pasture, and 100 for idle land

Q.15F
Thinking now about the land on which you are planning to plant these trees, about how many acres [hectares] are currently being used ...?
Subsample: Those who have any land left open as pasture, grazing or idle land, and are planning to plant blocks of trees on land that has 
been left bare of trees since 1990, and who apecify an acreage that is equal to or less than that specified in Q.13Fc (n=84 for agricultrual 
land, 85 for pasture and 101 for idle land) (n=221)
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FIGURE 85
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Note: Maximum value = 20,000 acres

Q.16F
I would now like you to please consider the following hypothetical 
situation. If you were provided with free seedlings and your 
planting costs were covered and you would own the trees once they 
reach maturity, how many acres [hectares], in total, would you 
consider planting on the land you currently own?
Note: Previously, this question did not mention “owning the trees”
Subsample: Rural landowners outside Quebec who have any 
land growing crops, or left open as pasture, grazing or idle land 
(n=1,302)

Inducements to Planting Trees

The survey results indicate an increase since 2000 in 
Canadian farmers’ interest in inducements to plant 
trees. 

When farmers (outside Quebec2) who have at least 
some unforested land are asked how many acres they 
would plant if they were provided with free seedlings, 
their planting costs were covered, and they would own 
the mature trees, 49 percent express interest in plant-
ing an average of 75.5 acres (compared to 19.0 acres 
in 2000).  Interest appears to be greater now than in 
2000, when farmers were offered the same inducement 
package, but with no explicit mention of whether they 
would own the trees.

Among non-farming rural landowners (outside Quebec) 
who have at least some unforested land, and were of-
fered the same inducement package, 57 percent express 
interest in planting an average of 14.2 acres. 

The inducements appear to be more attractive – in 
terms of expressed willingness to plant any seedlings 
– to rural landowners who have owned their land for 
shorter periods of time, among those who report recent 
afforestation activities, and also among those who are 
planning afforestation activities in the near future.

Rural landowners who respond positively to the induce-
ment of free seedlings are more likely to say they would 
plant on high or medium productivity land than on 
low productivity land.

Among rural landowners who say they would plant 
the free seedlings, 62 percent say they would plant 
an average of 48.3 acres of trees on high productivity 
land. There is some indication that the inducement is 
more attractive to farmers (65% say they would plant 
an average of 67.7 acres) than to non-farming rural 
landowners (57% say they would plant an average of 
14.6 acres).

2   Respondents in Quebec were not asked this question because the regional agencies in Quebec that manage the provincial financial as-
sistance program for the development of private woodlots provide rural landowners with free seedlings and support to cover planting 
establishment and tending costs.
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FIGURE 86

Projected Acreage for Planting Free Seedlings by Type of Soil
April 2003

                                                           G O O D / H I G H                      M E D I U M                     P O O R / L O W

                                                                      NON-                 NON-                          NON-
                                                   TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS         TOTAL FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS  FARMERS

None 34 32              38                  51             52             48                   70 75            62

1 to 10 acres 40 38              42                  29             27             34                   17 13            24

11 to 25 acres 8 7                8                    5               6               4                     4 3               6

26 to 50 acres 6 9                3                    4               5               3                     2 2               3

51 to 100 acres 5 5                4                    3               3               2                     2 3               1

Over 100 acres 4 7                –                    2               3               1                     1 1               1

dk/na 4 3                5                    5               3               7                     4 4               4

Note: Maximum values: 2,000 acres for good land, 1,600 acres for medium land, and 3,500 acres for poor land.

Q.17F
If you were to rate the soil productivity of this land in terms of its ability to produce crops that are grown in your area, about how many 
acres [hectares] would be classified as ...?
Subsample: Rural landowners outside Quebec who have any land growing crops, or left open as pasture, grazing or idle land, and would 
consider planting on the land they currently own (n=710)

Among rural landowners who say they would plant 
the free seedlings, 44 percent say they would plant an 
average of 37.8 acres of trees on medium productivity 
land. There is little difference between farmers and non-
farmers in terms of the likelihood that they would plant 
on medium productivity land, but, as usual, farmers 
say they would plant larger blocks of trees (45% say 
they would plant an average of 52.2 acres, compared 
to 45% of non-farmers who say they would plant an 
average of 16.9 acres).

Among rural landowners who say they would plant 
the free seedlings, 26 percent say they would plant 
an average of 50.1 acres of trees on low productivity 
land. (See Figure 87.) Interest seems to be slightly 
lower among farmers, in terms of the likelihood that 
they would plant, but again, those who are interested 
say they would plant larger blocks of trees (21% say 
they would plant an average of 81.9 acres, compared 
to 34% of non-farmers who say they would plant an 
average of 18.4 acres).

Interest in leasing land for tree plantations is notice-
ably greater among farmers: just under half of farm-
ers express interest, regardless of the productivity of 
their available land, as opposed to non-farming rural 
landowners (two in ten of whom express interest in 
leasing their good productivity land and one in ten of 
whom express interest in leasing their medium or low 
productivity land).

Rural landowners were asked to name the minimum 
amount of annual rent, per acre, that they would re-
quire before they would consider leasing their good, 
medium or low productivity land for 20 years, so that 
the land could be used as tree plantations where the 
trees themselves would be established, maintained and 
owned by someone else, and then harvested at the end 
of the 20-year period. Farmers are more likely than 
non-farming rural landowners to specify a rental price, 
and are less likely to say they would never consider 
renting land for tree plantations. Interestingly, among 
rural landowners who do specify a price, farmers tend 
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to name a lower price than do non-farmers.3 However, 
for the obvious reason that they tend to have more 
land, farmers are willing to rent larger parcels of land 
than is the case with non-farming rural landowners. 
(See Figure 87.) 

Among farmers who own good productivity land, 47 
percent name a rental price; 33 percent say they would 
never lease the land for a tree plantation, and 19 percent 
do not name a rental price. However, among non-farm-
ing rural landowners who own good productivity land, 
just 22 percent name a rental price; 42 percent say they 
would never lease the land for a tree plantation, and 
35 percent do not name a rental price.

A total of 33 percent of farmers specify a rental price 
of $100 or less for good productivity land (compared 
to 7% of non-farmers), and 14 percent name a price in 
excess of $100 (compared to 15% of non-farmers). The 
average rental price is $147 for farmers (compared to 
$507 for non-farmers). The average number of acres 
that would be leased is 177 acres for farmers (compared 
to 27 acres for non-farmers).

Among farmers who own medium productivity land, 
43 percent name a rental price; 31 percent say they 
would never lease the land for a tree plantation, and 
22 percent do not name a rental price. In contrast, 
among non-farming rural landowners who own good 
medium productivity land, just 15 percent name a 
rental price; 47 percent say they would never lease the 
land for a tree plantation, and 36 percent do not name 
a rental price. 

A total of 33 percent of farmers specify a rental price of 
$100 or less for medium productivity land (compared 
to 6% of non-farmers), and ten percent name a price in 
excess of $100 (compared to 9% of non-farmers). The 

average rental price is $123 for farmers (compared to 
$293 for non-farmers). The average number of acres 
that would be leased is 130 acres for farmers (compared 
to 47.4 acres for non-farmers).

Among farmers who own low productivity land, 42 
percent name a rental price; 32 percent say they would 
never lease the land for a tree plantation, and 23 percent 
do not name a rental price. In contrast, among non-
farming rural landowners who own low productivity 
land, just 13 percent name a rental price; 51 percent say 
they would never lease the land for a tree plantation, 
and 33 percent do not name a rental price.

A total of 34 percent of farmers specify a rental price 
of $100 or less for low productivity land (compared to 
4% of non-farmers), and eight percent name a price in 
excess of $100 (compared to 9% of non-farmers). The 
average rental price is $129 for farmers (compared to 
$481 for non-farmers). The average number of acres 
that would be leased is 96 acres for farmers (compared 
to 23.6 acres for non-farmers).

Among rural landowners as a whole, those who name 
a price of $100 or less per acre for good productivity 
land are willing to rent an average of 188 acres for tree 
plantations; those who name a price in excess of $100 
per acre are willing to rent an average of 77.5 acres. 
Rural landowners who name a price of $100 or less per 
acre for medium productivity land are willing to rent 
an average of 127 acres for tree plantations; those who 
name a price in excess of $100 per acre are willing to 
rent an average of 79.7 acres. Rural landowners who 
name a price of $100 or less per acre for low productivity 
land are willing to rent an average of 92.6 acres for tree 
plantations; those who name a price in excess of $100 
per acre are willing to rent an average of 73.7 acres.

3   The reader is cautioned that the dollar amounts specified in a phone survey should be read only as a broad indication of what rural 
landowners, hypothetically, would like to get or be willing to take, and may or may not reflect the actual value of land in their area or 
the amount for which land would eventually be leased in a “real life” situation. Moreover, in the current survey, Environics followed 
accepted practice when calculating averages, and removed responses in excess of $2000 per acre from the analysis of this question.
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FIGURE 87

Leasing Land for Tree Plantations**
April 2003

                                                           G O O D / H I G H 1                    M E D I U M 2                     P O O R / L O W 3

                                                                      NON-                 NON-                          NON-
                                                   TOTAL     FARMERS FARMERS         TOTAL FARMERS FARMERS TOTAL     FARMERS  FARMERS

Interested in renting                                 40            47              22                  34            43 15                  30             42 13

Would never lease                                   35            33              42                  36            31 47                  40             32 51

No price given                                         24            19              35                  26            22 36                  27             23 33

No unforested land                                    1              1                2                    4              4 3                    4               4 4

Prices per acre specified

 $10 or less                                             1              *                1                    1              1 –                    2               4 –

 $11 to $25                                             4              5                *                    6              8 1                    7             11 1

 $26 to $50                                           12            16                3                  11            16 2                    9             14 2

 $51 to $100                                           9            12                3                    7              8 3                    4               5 1

 $101 to $500                                         8            10                5                    6              7 5                    4               5 3

 Over $500                                              6              4              10                    3              3 4                    4               3 6

Average $/acre                                    $206        $147         $507              $148        $123 $293              $192         $129 $481

Acres specified

 Less than 10                                        35            27              68                  31            25 59                  36             29 61

 11 to 25                                                 9              8              14                  13            15 6                  18             20 12

 26 to 50                                               12            14                3                  15            16 8                  16             20 2

 51 to 100                                             16            18                7                  12            12 15                  12             12 9

 101 to 150                                             2              3                1                    2              2 3                    2               2 3

 Over 150                                              20            25                2                  20            23 5                  11             14 3

Average number of acres                        146.0        177.0          27.0             115.0       130.0 47.4                81.2          96.0 23.6
                                                           acres         acres         acres              acres        acres acres               acres         acres acres 

* Less than one percent
** All responses shown in percentages, unless otherwise indicated
Note: Maximum value for “Prices per acre specified” = $2,000. Maximum values for “Acres specified”= 2,400 acres for good land, 
2,400 acres for medium land, and 1,500 acres for poor land.

Q.19Fa, 20Fa, 21Fa
Now, I would like you to think about any land you have on which trees could be grown, that you would classify as ... good or high ... 
medium ... poor or low ... productivity land and that has been bare of forest cover since at least 1990. What is the minimum amount of 
annual rent [per acre] that you would require before you would consider leasing this land for 20 years, so that it could be used as tree 
plantations where the trees themselves would be established, maintained and owned by someone other than yourself and then harvested at the 
end of the 20-year period?
1 Subsample: Those who have good productivity open land (n=822)
2 Subsample: Those who have medium productivity open land (n=762)
3 Subsample: Those who have low productivity open land (n=564)
Q.19Fb, 20Fb, 21Fb
How many acres [hectares] in total, of your ... good ... medium ... low ... productivity land would you consider leasing at this rental price? 
1 Subsample: Those who have good productivity open land and would consider leasing that land (n=325)
2 Subsample: Those who have medium productivity open land and would consider leasing that land (n=255)
3 Subsample: Those who have low productivity open land and would consider leasing that land (n=173)
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FIGURE 88
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Q.18Fa
Would the work that’s involved in tending trees after they are 
planted have a major impact, a moderate impact, or little or no 
impact on your decision to plant blocks of trees?
Q.18Fb
If I told you that you’d have to weed and fertilize these new trees 
for five years, and protect them against fire and insects, would you 
then say that this would have a major impact, a moderate impact, 
or little or no impact on your decision to plant blocks of trees?

Barriers to Planting Trees

About half of rural landowners say the work that’s in-
volved in tending trees after they have been planted has 
a major or moderate impact on their decision whether 
to plant blocks of trees; this proportion increases sig-
nificantly when rural landowners are told specifically 
what needs to be done.

The survey results indicate that the work that’s in-
volved in tending trees after they have been planted 
has a significant impact on the decision to undertake 
afforestation activities. This is the case both for those 
who have undertaken recent afforestation activity and 
for those who plan to undertake this activity within 
the next five years.

When asked top-of-mind, a total of 48 percent of rural 
landowners say the work that’s involved in tending 
trees after they have been planted has a major (25%) 
or moderate (23%) impact on the decision of whether 
or not to plant blocks of trees; 50 percent say this 
consideration has little or no impact. Farmers are more 
likely than non-farming rural landowners to say the 
work involved would have a major impact on the deci-
sion-making process. (See Figure 88.) 

When rural landowners are told that they would have 
to weed and fertilize new trees for five years, and protect 
them against fire and insects, a total of 65 percent of 
rural landowners say the work that’s involved would 
have a major (39%) or moderate (26%) impact on the 
decision of whether or not to plant blocks of trees; 33 
percent still say this consideration would have little or 
no impact on their decision to plant blocks of trees. 
These findings are similar for farmers and for non-farm-
ing rural landowners. (See Figure 88.) 

When those who report a moderate impact (when asked 
top-of-mind) are given the specific information on the 
work that’s involved with tending trees, 35 percent say 
this would have a major impact on their decision-mak-
ing process. Among those who report little or no impact 
when asked top-of-mind, the added information causes 
a total of 43 percent to say the work would have a major 
(22%) or moderate (21%) impact on their decision. 

The top-of-mind perception that the work involved 
would have a major impact is less pronounced than 

average in Ontario and British Columbia. However, 
in both cases, the proportion who say there would 
be major impact doubles when rural landowners are 
given more information about the actual work that’s 
involved.

Interestingly, if you combine those who say there would 
a major or moderate impact (top-of-mind), there is not 
a great deal of difference in opinion among those who 
have undertaken recent afforestation activity (51%, 
compared to 47% of those who have not done this) and 
among those who plan to undertake this activity within 
the next five years (54%, compared to 46% of those 
who have no such plans). At the same time, it should 
be noted that, when those who have no afforestation 
plans are given concrete information about the work 
that’s involved, the proportion who say there would be 
a major impact increases from 26 percent to 41 percent 
(compared to 20% increasing to 27% among those who 
do plan to plant blocks of trees in the near future).
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FIGURE 89

FIGURE 90

May 2000 April 2003

80 83

Farmers     2000 - 2003
Important to Plant Trees Native to Area

Total Farmers Non-farmers

86 83
91

April 2003
Important to Plant Trees Native to Area

Q.10F
Is it important or is it not important to plant trees that are native 
to your area?
Figure 89 subsample: Farmers (n=950)

Planting Preferences

There has been a slight increase since 2000 in the pro-
portion of Canadian farmers, now more than eight in 
ten, who agree that it is important to plant trees that 
are native to one’s local area; interest in native species 
is even higher among non-farming rural landowners. 
Just over four in ten rural landowners are interested 
in planting species of trees that are naturally fast-grow-
ing; interest in these is slightly greater among farmers 
than among non-farmers.

Since 2000, there has been an increase of three points 
in the proportion of Canadian farmers, now 83 percent, 
who agree that it is important to plant trees that are 
native to their local area. Among non-farming rural 
landowners, 91 percent agree with this objective. (See 
Figures 89 and 90.) 

In response to a related question, 43 percent of rural 
landowners say they are interested in planting species 
of trees that are naturally fast-growing, such as poplar 
and willow; this proportion is slightly higher among 
farmers (46%) than among non-farming rural landown-
ers (41%). However, slight majorities of both groups 
indicate that the rate of growth is not an interest for 
them. (See Figure 91.) 

Interest in planting native species of trees is somewhat 
greater among those who report recent afforestation ac-
tivity (compared to those who do not) and among those 
who plan to undertake afforestation activity (compared 
to those who have no plans to plant blocks of trees).

Interest in planting fast-growing trees is slightly 
greater among those who report recent afforestation 
activity (compared to those who do not). However, it 
is much greater among those who plan to undertake 
afforestation activity within the next five years (68%, 
compared to 40% of those who have no plans to plant 
blocks of trees). Q.11F

Are you interested, or not interested, in planting species of trees 
that are naturally fast-growing, such as poplar and willow, that 
is, fast-growing trees that have not been genetically-modified?  

FIGURE 91

Total Farmers Non-farmers

43 46
41

April 2003
Interested in Planting Naturally Fast-growing Trees
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FIGURE 92

FIGURE 93

Willing to plant trees
to help reduce climate change

Forests help reduce
effects of climate change
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Farmers     2000 - 2003
Forests and Climate Change

1

2

Willing to plant trees to
help reduce climate change

Forests help reduce
effects of climate change

88
87

90

63
56
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Total Farmers Non-farmers

April 2003
Forests and Climate Change

3

Q.22Fa
Do you think that forests can help reduce the effects of climate 
change?
Q.22Fb
Would you be willing, or able, to plant trees on your non-forested 
land in order to help in this effort? (Note slightly different 
wording in 2000: Would you be willing to plant trees to help in 
this effort?)
1 Subsample: Farmers (n=950)
2 Subsample: Farmers who think that forests can help reduce the 
effects of climate change (n=826)
3 Subsample: Those who think that forests can help reduce the 
effects of climate change (n=1,447)

Climate Change

Nine in ten rural landowners agree that forests can 
reduce the effects of climate change. These findings 
are similar for farmers and for non-farming rural 
landowners. However, non-farmers are more willing 
than farmers to commit to planting trees – more than 
seven in ten compared to just under six in ten – in 
order to facilitate ecological improvements and there 
has been a decrease since 2000 in farmers’ willingness 
to help in this effort.

The survey continues to find almost unanimous agree-
ment among farmers that forests can reduce the ef-
fects of climate change (87%, unchanged from 2000). 
Among non-farming rural landowners, 90 percent 
agree with the statement. (See Figures 92 and 93.) 

Among farmers who agree that forests can reduce the 
effects of climate change, a total of 56 percent say either 
that they are willing and able (47%) or that they are 
willing but not able (9%) to plant trees on their non-
forested land in order to help in this effort. In 2000, 
65 percent of farmers expressed willingness to help by 
planting trees and there has been an increase of seven 
points in the proportion, now 39 percent, who say they 
are not willing to help. (See Figure 92.) 

Among non-farming rural landowners who agree that 
forests can reduce the effects of climate change, a total 
of 73 percent say either that they are willing and able 
(61%) or that they are willing but not able (12%) to 
plant trees on their non-forested land in order to help 
in this effort; 23 percent say they are not willing to 
help. (See Figure 93.) 

The perception that forests can reduce climate change is 
slightly more prevalent among those who are planning 
afforestation activities (95%, compared to 86% among 
those who have no plans to plant blocks of trees).

Willingness to plant trees is higher than average in At-
lantic Canada and Quebec, and lower in Saskatchewan. 
It is also greater among those who have owned their 
land for shorter periods of time and who own smaller 
parcels of land. Reluctance to plant trees in an effort 
to reduce climate change is greater among those who 
currently have crop land. 

Willingness to plant trees is much greater among those 
who have recently undertaken afforestation activities 
(78%, compared to 60% of those who have not) and 
among those who are planning afforestation activity 
within the next five years (88%, compared to 56% of 
those who have no such plans).
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Government Financial Inducements 
for Environmental Protection

There is a very strong consensus among both farmers 
and non-farming rural landowners that tax dollars 
should be used to provide financial assistance to rural 
landowners who undertake improvements that will 
protect or improve natural resources. However, opinion 
is divided on the question of whether this assistance 
should be provided by the federal or provincial govern-
ments, with farmers expressing a slight preference for 
federal responsibility and non-farming rural landown-
ers tending to prefer provincial responsibility.

The importance that rural landowners’ attach to envi-
ronmental conservation is also reflected in the finding 
that almost all agree that these efforts should be sub-
sidized by tax dollars. This level of support is actually 
higher than that found in other Environics surveys that 
have asked about tax support for health care programs 
and services.

Nine in ten rural landowners strongly (52%) or some-
what (36%) agree that tax dollars should be used to 
provide financial assistance to rural landowners who 
undertake improvements that will protect or improve 
natural resources such as land and water; just ten 
percent disagree with the proposal. These findings are 
similar for farmers and for non-farming rural landown-
ers. (See Figure 94.) 

Rural landowners are somewhat divided on the ques-
tion of which level of government should provide this 
assistance. A slight plurality of 32 percent say it should 
come from the federal government, but an almost equal 
proportion (29%) see this as a provincial responsibility. 
Just six percent think the money should come from lo-
cal or municipal governments. Thirteen percent favour 
joint federal-provincial funding and 14 percent say all 
levels should be involved. (See Figure 95.) 

Among Canadian farmers, a plurality of 35 percent see 
this kind of funding as federal responsibility. Among 
non-farming rural landowners, a plurality of 35 percent 
look to their provincial government. (See Figure 95.) 

FIGURE 94

Make Improvements Protecting Natural Resources
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Should Provide Tax Assistance for Improvements
FIGURE 95

Q.9Wb
Which level of government should provide this assistance?
Subsample: Those who agree that tax dollars should be used to 
provide financial assistance to rural landowners who undertake 
improvements that will protect or improve natural resources 
(n=1,471)

Q.9Wa
Do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or 
strongly disagree that tax dollars should be used to provide 
financial assistance to rural landowners who undertake 
improvements that will protect or improve natural resources such 
as land and water?
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Strongly expressed support for financial assistance to 
rural landowners who undertake improvements that 
will protect or improve natural resources is higher than 
average in Ontario and Quebec, and lower in Atlantic 
Canada and Alberta. It is also more pronounced among 
those who believe that good land management practices 
can have a great deal of benefit on all downstream 
users of water and land resources (compared to those 
who perceive only some benefit), and among those 
whose land use decisions are influenced by the impact 
on wildlife habitats (compared to those who do not 
consider these factors).

Rural landowners in Atlantic Canada and Saskatchewan 
are much more likely than those in Quebec, Ontario 
and British Columbia to think the funding should come 
from the federal government. In Ontario and British 
Columbia, pluralities favour provincial funding. Opin-
ion is quite divided in Quebec.
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FIGURE 96
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Q.12F
Thinking generally about having trees on your land, do you 
require technical assistance or information in any of the following 
areas ... choosing the species of trees that you might plant on your 
land ... how to plant trees ... on the longterm tending of the trees?

Information on Trees

About one-third (each) of rural landowners say they 
require technical assistance or information regarding 
the longterm tending of trees and choosing the species 
of trees that they might plant, and a slightly smaller 
proportion would like to know more about how to 
plant trees.

The survey results indicate there is significant inter-
est among rural landowners in learning more about 
the planting and tending of trees. About one-third 
(each) say they require more information and techni-
cal assistance regarding the longterm tending of trees 
(37%), choosing the species of trees that they might 
plant (36%) and to a lesser extent, the actual planting 
of trees (29%). These results are similar for farmers 
and non-farmers, although the former express slightly 
higher levels of interest in learning more about the 
different species of trees. (See Figure 96.) 

Interest in all three areas of information is greater 
than average in Atlantic Canada and lowest in British 
Columbia. 

Interest is also greater among those planning affores-
tation activities within the next five years, with about 
half saying they would like to learn more about species 
of trees and the longterm tending of trees, and more 
than four in ten wanting to know more about planting 
trees. Somewhat surprisingly, those who report recent 
afforestation activity are no more likely than those who 
do not report such activity to say they require more 
information about the longterm tending of trees. 

INFORMATION NEEDS AND PREFERENCES
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FIGURE 97

Have Confidence to Provide 
Land Management Information
April 2003

                                                                     NON-   
                                                  TOTAL    FARMERS FARMERS

Landowner/farmer associations              73             76 68

Non-government/
conservation groups                            65             62 72

Your municipal government                    56             60 52

Your provincial government                    50             52 49

Volunteer groups                                   48             49 49

Private consultants                                41             42 41

Federal government                               34             33 37

Q.19W
Do you or do you not have confidence in each of the following 
organizations to provide information on land management ...? 

Confidence in Specific Organizations to Provide 
Information on Land Management

About seven in ten (each) rural landowners have 
confidence in the ability of landowner or farmer as-
sociations and non-government or conservation groups 
to give them land management information. About five 
in ten (each) say the same of their local municipal gov-
ernment, their provincial government, and volunteer 
groups such as Stewardship councils. About four in ten 
have confidence in private consultants and just over 
three in ten have confidence in the federal government. 
The federal government is the only source of informa-
tion for which a majority say they lack confidence.

When rural landowners are asked about a number of 
sources of land management information, the largest 
proportions say they have confidence in landowner or 
farmer associations (73%) and non-government or con-
servation groups (65%). About two in ten (each) say 
they lack confidence in these groups. (See Figure 97.) 

About half of rural landowners say they have confidence 
in their local municipal government (56%), their pro-
vincial government (50%) and volunteer groups such 
as Stewardship councils (48%). Between three and four 
in ten lack confidence in their municipal and provincial 
governments, and about one-quarter lack confidence 
in volunteer groups. (See Figure 97.) 

Well below half of rural landowners say they have con-
fidence in private consultants (41%) and the federal 
government (34%). About one-third lack confidence 
in private consultants and just over half lack confidence 
in the federal government. (See Figure 97.) 

Confidence in landowner or farmer associations and lo-
cal governments is greater among farmers than among 
non-farmers. Non-farming rural landowners express 
greater confidence than do farmers in non-government 
or conservation groups. (See Figure 97.) 

Confidence in provincial governments varies signifi-
cantly, from about two-thirds (each) who express con-
fidence in Atlantic Canada and Quebec, to one-third in 
British Columbia; about half (each) express confidence 
in Ontario and the Prairie provinces. Interestingly, con-
fidence in the federal government is higher than average 

in Quebec, where majorities of rural landowners express 
roughly the same levels of confidence in all three levels 
of government. Confidence in municipal governments is 
lowest in Ontario and British Columbia; in all the other 
provinces, about six in ten (each) express confidence 
in their local government as source of information on 
land management. 

Those who define “land stewardship” in terms of vol-
untarily conserving the natural environment are more 
likely than those who define the term as keeping the 
land economically productive to say they have con-
fidence in non-government or conservation groups, 
volunteer groups and the federal government. Those 
who think of stewardship in terms of the productivity of 
the land are slightly more likely than others to express 
confidence in landowner or farmer organizations. 



68        LAND STEWARDSHIP                                                                                                  environics

FIGURE 98

Preferred Sources of Land 
Management Information
April 2003

                                                                     NON-   
                                                  TOTAL    FARMERS FARMERS

Written materials such as brochures/
self-help manual                                 67             67 68

Demonstration sites                               54             57 52

Government offices                                46             47 46

Workshops                                            44             46 44

On-site consultation                              42             40 45

Websites/e-mail                                    39             37 43

Over the phone                                      26             25 29

Q.20W
Would you personally like to get information on land management 
through each of the following ...?

Preferred Sources of Information 
on Land Management

Brochures and manuals are the most preferred sources 
of information on land management, and information 
given over the phone is the least preferred medium. 

The survey results indicate that rural landowners 
prefer to get information on land management from 
written materials. When asked how they would most 
like to receive information about land management, 
the largest proportion, by far, say they would like to 
receive brochures or manuals (67%). On the next tier 
are demonstration sites (54%). Just under half would 
like to get information from government offices (46%). 
About four in ten (each) prefer management workshops 
(44%), on-site consultation (42%), or websites or e-mail 
(39%). Least preferred is information dispensed over 
the phone (26%). (See Figure 98.) 

There are few differences between the preferences of 
farmers and non-farming rural landowners, although 
the latter are slightly more likely to prefer website 
communications and on-site consultation, and farmers 
express a slightly greater preference for demonstration 
sites. (See Figure 98.) 

Preference for all the sources is greatest in Atlantic 
Canada. Preference for websites or e-mail, and going 
to government offices is lowest in Saskatchewan. Rural 
landowners in Quebec are more likely than others to 
prefer to use the phone. 

Those who define “land stewardship” in terms of vol-
untarily conserving the natural environment are more 
likely than those who define the term as keeping the 
land economically productive to say they prefer to get 
information via websites or e-mail, workshops and 
demonstration sites.
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FIGURE 99

Q.D9
Generally, would you say that the Internet is a very good, 
somewhat good, somewhat poor or very poor source of information 
on issues associated with ownership of rural land?

Internet as Source of Land Ownership Information

Non-farmers

Farmers

Total 21 33 10 36

21 36 10 33

23 29 10 38

Very good

Somewhat good

Somewhat/very poor

dk/na

April 2003

Confidence in the Internet

More than five in ten rural landowners believe the 
Internet is a good source of information on issues associ-
ated with ownership of rural land, and this proportion 
rises to more than six in ten among those who have 
access to the Net.

The survey finds the Internet gets passing marks from 
rural landowners, especially from those who have access, 
but this endorsement is rather tentative. Assessments 
are slightly higher among farmers than among non-
farming rural landowners.

A majority of 54 percent of rural landowners say the In-
ternet is a very (21%) or somewhat (33%) good source 
of information on issues associated with ownership of 
rural land; ten percent say it is a poor source of informa-
tion and 36 percent offer no opinion. Overall positive 
assessments are slightly higher among farmers (57%) 
than among non-farmers (52%). (See Figure 99.) 

Among rural landowners who have access to the Inter-
net, a majority of 64 percent say the Internet is a very 
(26%) or somewhat (38%) good source of information 
on issues associated with ownership of rural land; ten 
percent say it is a poor source of information and 27 
percent offer no opinion. Among those who do not have 
access to the Internet, 48 percent say the Internet is a 
very (19%) or somewhat (29%) good source of informa-
tion on issues associated with ownership of rural land; 
seven percent say it is a poor source of information and 
45 percent offer no opinion.

Confidence in the Internet is much higher among 
Quebec rural landowners than among other rural 
landowners. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The primary purpose of this study – as for the Phase 
I and Phase II studies – was to provide policy makers 
and program developers with current data to assist 
them in the development of stewardship policies and 
programs. As was noted in the Introduction section 
of this report, the current survey was also designed to 
widen the scope of the Phase I survey, by including a 
significant proportion of non-farming rural landown-
ers, and to broaden the scope of the Phase II survey by 
taking some of the issues raised among Ontario rural 
landowners and exploring them among a national 
sample of rural landowners.

The Phase III survey confirms the main conclusions of 
the Phase I and Phase II surveys, namely that Canadian 
landowners remain generally sensitive to, and knowl-
edgeable about, environmental issues as they pertain to 
their land and, for the most part, are already practising 
good stewardship. In fact, the survey results suggest 
that Canadian farmers are slightly more sensitive now 
than they were in 2000 to the importance of wildlife as 
“ecosystem indicators” and to the benefits they provide 
in the areas of recreational activities like hunting, fish-
ing and trapping.

The current survey results also indicate that openness 
to improving stewardship practices is slightly greater 
among non-farming rural landowners than among 
farmers, most probably for the reason that farmers are 
more likely to feel the need to weigh the possible eco-
nomic impact of changing land management practices. 
Certainly, farmers are more likely to think of land stew-
ardship in terms of keeping the land productive rather 
than strictly in terms of environmental conservation. 
These differences should be kept in mind when plan-
ning communications and programs for what are actu-
ally two rather different types of rural landowner.

These differences also reflect those reported in the 
Phase II survey, where it was noted that landowners 
with small holdings (50 acres or fewer) were less open 
to stewardship issues than had been the case with rural 
landowners in the Phase I survey (where nine in ten 
reported owning in excess of 50 acres).

The Phase III survey finds a certain disconnect between 
rural landowners’ widespread awareness that land man-
agement practices can offer a great deal of benefit to 

downstream users of water and land resources and the 
finding that most rural landowners cannot name a 
change to their land management practices that would 
increase current benefits. The current survey also finds, 
as did the Phase I and Phase II surveys, that many 
landowners cannot correctly name any endangered spe-
cies in their area. Again, we point out that this “lack 
of knowledge” about endangered species indicates the 
need for policy makers to consider the language they 
use when educating landowners about the problem of 
endangered species.

The current research confirms the need – noted in 
the Phase I and Phase II reports – to keep the lines of 
communication open between those who are designing 
policies and programs to encourage stewardship and 
the actual landowners. In this way, policy and program 
developers will be better equipped, not only to design 
programs that address real needs or opportunities (as 
revealed by the research), but also to use language that 
actually resonates with the actual landowners. This is 
not to say that communicators need to “talk down” to 
landowners. In fact, the survey results suggest just the 
opposite, in light of landowners’ demonstrated appre-
ciation for the principles of environmental stewardship. 
The point is that it may be necessary to identify the 
words and phrases that have become “buzz words” for 
policy and program developers, but are not understood 
in the same way by landowners in the general public. 
Communications with landowners will need to take 
these sorts of “information gaps” into account.

The data that have been collected and summarized in 
this report can certainly be used as intelligence for the 
development of stewardship programs and policies, and 
of a set of guidelines that might be applied whenever 
planning these programs and policies. However, the 
same caution noted in the Phase I survey still applies 
today. The guidelines, although critical, should not be 
used as the sole determinant in developing policies and 
programs: other inputs, in addition to quantitative sur-
vey research data, should be considered. For example, 
if a communications plan were to be conceived, we 
continue to advise qualitative research (such as focus 
groups) with different types of landowners to confirm 
that various messages are being heard by the target 
groups, and that the appropriate spokespeople are de-
livering these messages through suitable media.
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In terms of spokespeople, the current survey results 
show that rural landowners are most likely to listen to 
representatives of landowner or farmer associations and 
non-government or conservation groups. They would 
also be open to communications from local municipal 
governments, provincial governments and volunteer 
groups such as Stewardship councils. The survey does 
not indicate much receptiveness to communications 
from private consultants (largely because they are an 
unknown commodity to many rural landowners) or 
from the federal government (which is rejected as a 
credible source of information by a majority of rural 
landowners).

The Phase III survey found that relatively few rural 
landowners – only about one in ten – reported having 
cleared forested land within the past eight years. It 
should also be noted that this proportion is signifi-
cantly lower than that found for rural landowners who 
are planning afforestation activities over the next five 
years. In other words, the survey results indicate that 
more trees will be planted in the near future than have 
been cut down in the recent past. (Of course, it will 
take many years for those newly planted trees to reach 
a level of maturity that will allow them to effectively 
replace the trees that were cut.)

The survey finds that the key drivers behind tree clear-
ance are different for farmers – almost all of whom 
report clearing forested land for crops, pasture or other 
agricultural production – than for non-farming rural 
landowners, who appear to be motivated by a variety 
of reasons, including crops, pasture or other agricul-
tural production, regeneration/reforestation, aesthetic 
considerations and economic considerations (including 
housing/urban development). 

The Phase III survey also found a number of interesting 
trends in regard to rural landowners’ participation and 
interest in afforestation activities. Interest in afforesta-
tion is greater among non-farming rural landowners 
than among farmers – a finding that reflects the fact 
that lack of interest is mostly traced to the need to use 
the land for purposes other than planting trees. How-
ever, the farmers who are interested indicate they would 
plant larger blocks of trees, for the obvious reason that 
they mostly own more land. 

Interest in future afforestation activity is motivated 
more by the desire to provide protection from wind 
and desiccation – this is especially the case among 
farmers – and for aesthetic reasons than for reasons 
related to conservation and wildlife habitat, wood 
supply, or to improve the quality of water and soil. 
The survey results also indicate that the work that’s 
involved in tending trees after they have been planted 
has a significant impact on the decision to undertake 
afforestation activities. 

The finding that one of the prime motivators for affores-
tation is wind protection, or shelterbelts, has raised the 
issue of whether respondents who either have planted 
or plan to plant for this reason are expressing acreage 
in terms of the area around which they have planted or 
will plant trees or in terms of the actual area on which 
they have planted or will plant trees. Therefore, the re-
ported figures for the average area for past and planned 
tree planting may be overestimated. This issue will be 
addressed in future surveys and analysis. 

The survey offered respondents two different hypotheti-
cal packages of inducements to afforestation: the first 
package offered free seedlings, covering the costs of 
planting and ownership of the trees; the second pack-
age consisted of annual lease payments whereby rural 
landowners would rent their land out for tree planta-
tions but would not own the mature trees. The results 
indicate that farmers are about equally attracted to 
each package (about half express interest) but that the 
package offering annual lease payments may result in 
larger acreages being planted (an average of about 75 
acres if given free seedlings compared to leased acreages 
that ranged from an average of 177 acres for good land 
to 96 acres for poor land). However, the cost for the 
seedlings package would be considerably less than that 
of the leased package (with farmers specifying amounts 
of about $150 per acre to lease good land to $120 for 
medium land to $130 for poor land).

Among non-farming rural landowners, the first pack-
age offering free seedlings seems to hold the greater 
potential for a greater participation rate. About six 
in ten express interest in this package, compared to 
about two in ten or fewer who express interest in the 
annual lease package. Even more so than was the case 
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with farmers, the potential costs appear to be greater 
with the annual lease package (with non-farming rural 
landowners specifying amounts of about $500 per acre 
for good land, $300 for medium land and $500 for poor 
land, with acreages that varied from an average of 27 
acres for good land to 47 acres for medium land to 23 
acres for poor land). 

Efforts to promote afforestation efforts should, of course, 
keep all of the above considerations in mind. Afforesta-
tion could be encouraged by giving rural landowners 
information or financial or other assistance to help, not 
just with the planting but also with the maintenance 
of trees. The survey results also indicate that educating 
rural landowners about the use of trees as wind breaks 
or to improve the appearance of their properties might 
result in more afforestation than would appeals to the 
environmental benefits of planting trees.

In addition, the reader is reminded that the Phase III 
survey finds a very strong consensus among both farm-
ers and non-farming rural landowners that tax dollars 
should be used to provide financial assistance to rural 

landowners who undertake improvements that will 
protect or improve natural resources (including affor-
estation efforts). Certainly, most agree that forests can 
reduce the effects of climate change, although farmers 
are less likely today than in 2000 – and less likely than 
non-farmers – to say they would plant trees in order 
to help in this effort.

Finally, it should also be noted that both farmers and 
non-farming rural landowners believe that people like 
themselves have a positive impact on wildlife conserva-
tion and the natural environment, but that urban Ca-
nadians have a poor understanding of the contribution 
that rural landowners make toward conservation and 
a healthy environment, and of the conservation issues 
facing rural Canadians. Addressing rural landowners’ 
feelings of being under-appreciated and misunderstood 
could open up a wide-ranging dialogue between urban 
and rural residents across the province. The survey re-
sults also suggest the need for future research among 
urban Canadians, to test the hypothesis that there is a 
disconnect between the perceptions of urban and rural 
dwellers.



TECHNICAL COMMITTEE





Survey Technical Committee 
 
Lynn McIntyre 
Manager, Country Side Canada Program 
Wildlife Habitat Canada 
Ottawa, ON 
 
Terry Hatton 
Senior Economist, Economics and Statistical 
Services Division 
Canadian Forest Service, Natural Resources 
Canada 
Ottawa, ON 
 
 
Technical Working Group 
 
Darren Allen 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Christy Arseneau 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Bryan Bogdanski 
Environment Canada 
 
Nello Cataldo 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Steve Dominy 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
John Henderson 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Sylvain Masse 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Dan McKenney 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Adam Wellstead 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
Thomas White 
Natural Resources Canada 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project Team 
 
Environics Research Group Limited  
E. Jane Armstrong, Senior Vice President 
Project Director 
Environics Research Group Limited 
416-920-9010 
 
Mary Jane Lennon, Senior Associate 
Project Co-ordinator  
Environics Research Group Limited 
416-920-9010 
 
Dominique Delaroche 
Data Manager 
ERG – Research House 
416-488-2333 





METHODOLOGY





The results of this survey are based on questions asked 
to a sample of 1,647 rural landowners across Canada. To 
qualify for the sample of rural landowners, respondents 
had to own a minimum of ten acres of land outside a 
village, town or other urban centre and be one of the 
people in the household primarily responsible for mak-
ing long-term decisions affecting the land.

The 25-minute survey of rural landowners was con-
ducted by telephone from March 17 to April 15, 2003. 
A three-minute callback survey was conducted between 
June 16 and June 22 among 382 respondents to the 
March17-April 15 wave. 

SAMPLE SELECTION

Return to sample design was primarily utilized in se-
lecting the sample for this survey. Specifically, usable 
sample from two previous phases of this study was 
incorporated into the initial sample for the current 
phase. The characteristics of the sample drawn from 
these previous phases are as follows.

Phase I: Sample was derived from a number of sources, 
including sampling among the general public in areas 
that have higher than average densities of farms, lists 
acquired from farmers’ organizations and publications, 
respondents identified as farmers in previous Environics’ 
surveys and respondent referrals. The Ontario sample 
frame was a subset of the 1999 Ontario property tax roll 
listing rural landowners (25 acres or more in Southern 
Ontario and 50 acres or more in Northern Ontario). 
Matching this sample with known listed telephone 
directories gave the survey access to approximately 70 
percent of the names on the tax roll. 

Phase II: The sample frame was a subset of the 1999 
Ontario property tax roll listing rural landowners (2 
to 25 acres in Southern Ontario and 2 to 50 acres in 
Northern Ontario). Matching this sample with known 
listed telephone directories gave the survey access to 
approximately 40 percent of the names on the tax roll. 
Interviewing took place in eight regions, with specific 
quotas in each region. Sampling was disproportion-
ate, with rural landowners in Northern Ontario being 
over-represented.

In addition to the sample drawn from previous phases, 
fresh sample was obtained for this survey. This sample 
consisted of listed numbers drawn from the most re-
cently available directories; the sample frame included 
rural areas in nine provinces (additional sample was not 
required in Ontario) delineated by FSA (Canada Post 
Forward Sortation Area). Through the use of previously 
generated sample and the acquisition of new sample, 
a total of 42,389 numbers were available in the initial 
sample. A total of 33,470 numbers were drawn from 
this sample.

Specific regional quotas were used to allocate inter-
views. These quotas were based largely on the actual 
incidence of landowners in the regions; the quotas also 
included an oversample in the Atlantic Region to ensure 
that there was a sample of at least 100 in each region. 
The final sample is distributed as follows.

                                                WEIGHTED UNWEIGHTED MARGIN
                                         QUOTA N N OF ERROR

Atlantic Canada 100 59 100        9.8
Quebec 225 217 229        6.5
Ontario 385 394 386        5.0
Manitoba 125 142 126        8.7
Saskatchewan 325 351 327        5.4
Alberta 350 361 354        5.2
British Columbia 125 124 125        8.8

Total 1,635 1,647 1,647        2.4

The national sample was weighted in proportion to 
the number of rural landowners/farmers in each region 
(Atlantic, Quebec, Ontario, Prairies, British Columbia), 
based on current Statistics Canada data.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWING

Field supervisors were present at all times to ensure 
accurate interviewing and recording of responses. Ten 
percent of each interviewer’s work was unobtrusively 
monitored for quality control in accordance with the 
standards set out by the Canadian Association of Mar-
keting Research Organizations. A minimum of five 
calls were made to a household before classifying it as 
a “no answer.”



COMPLETION RESULTS – MARCH 17-APRIL 15, 2003

A total of 1,647 interviews were completed. A sample 
of 1,647 persons within the population produces a 
sampling error of plus or minus 2.4 percent in 95 out 
of 100 samples. The margins are wider for demographic 
subsamples

The effective response rate for the survey is ten percent: 
the number of completed interviews (1,647) divided 
by the total dialled sample (33,470) minus the non-
valid/non-residential numbers, the numbers not in 
service and the numbers that presented a language 
barrier (16,317).

The actual completion rate is 16 percent: the number 
of completed interviews (1,647) divided by the number 
of qualified respondents contacted directly (10,164). 

The compliance rate is 93 percent: the number of com-
pleted interviews divided by the number of interviews 
commenced.

                                    N  %

Total Dialled Sample 33,470 100

Not eligible 9,225 28
Non-residential/not in service 6,519 20
Language barrier 573 2
    Subtotal 16,317 49

New Base (33,470 – 16,317) 17,153 100

No answer/line busy/
 respondent not available 6,989 41
Refusals 8,402 49
Mid-interview terminations 115 1
    Subtotal 15,506 90

Net Completions (17,153 – 15,506) 1,647 10

Completion Rate (1,647/[17,153 - 6,989])  16

Compliance Rate (1,647/[1,647 + 115])  93

COMPLETION RESULTS – JUNE 16-22, 2003

A total of 449 calls were made between June 16 and 
June 22, 2003 to respondents to the March-April wave 
of the survey. These calls resulted in 382 completed 
callback surveys.  



QUESTIONNAIRE
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