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SD 1 INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this document is to provide the statutory decision maker with supporting
documentation that BCTS used in arriving at various results and strategies in the Forest
Stewardship Plan for Chinook TSO’s Squamish operating area. This document accompanies the
Forest Stewardship Plan but is not part of the Forest Stewardship Plan.
SD 2 RESULTS or STRATEGIES
SD 2.1 Soils
BCTS has elected to employ the default objectives set by government as detailed in sections 35
and 36 of the FPPR with respect to soil management.
SD 2.2 Wildlife
SD 2.2.1 Marbled Murrelet
Marbled Murrelet is dependent on large trees within old forests for its nest sites. In addition to
the old forest that exists outside of the timber harvesting landbase, the strategy/result CHS-10111015 maintains old growth proportion by landscape unit, and will ensure that this old forest
structure is maintained. In addition, this strategy will ensure a distribution of patch sizes is found
on the landscape: this should help reduce the amount of forest fragmentation - likely better for
the Murrelet (Accounts and Measures for Identified Wildlife –Marbled Murrelet, 2004).
BCTS identified Marbled Murrelet areas which represent the attributes, amount, and distribution
as indicated in the Notice using survey information from MoE,. Suitable habitat was depicted as
class 1, 2 or 3 habitat from the survey information (contract No. CLW06-023-ES) for suitable
nesting habitat in the non-contributing landbase; suitable Marbled Murrelet nesting habitat
within Old Growth Management Areas; and an amount of suitable nesting habitat to maximum
net mature timber harvesting landbase of 415 ha as covered with the proposed Marbled Murrelet
WHA’s.
In respect to R&S 1002, BCTS may harvest in proposed marbled murrelet resource management
areas only if it can be determined(by a qualified professional) that the area does not meet the
habitat values of Class 1, 2 or 3 habitats – as described in the Accounts and Measures for
Mangaing Identifed Wildlife (Identified Wildlife Management Strategy Version 2004). BCTS
will only propose harvesting in these areas in unique circumstances such as: designing road
locations, landings, yarding corridors, or where small pockets of timber may be isolated from
future harvest opportunities.
Details of the methodology and survey parameters are outlined in the report “Soo TSA Marbled
Murrelet Low Level Aerial Assessment” prepared for MOE and found in Appendix C.
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SD 2.2.2 Grizzly Bear
For TSA
BCTS block and road design and operations will be consistent with the WHA’s as shown on the
FSP maps. The amount of 7280 ha with an impact to the mature THLB of approximately 385 ha
is consistent with the Section 7 Wildlife Notice. The impact of the 385 ha of the THLB will be
distributed between the TSA and TFL 38 as shown in the table on the next page.

Picture of Grizzly Bear Habitat
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A summary of the Soo Grizzly polygon areas by contributing class is shown in the table below:
Grizzly Bear polygons and summary of THLB area with partially contributing areas based on TSR2 netdowns
Contributing Cont
Non contr.
N Total
Partial
P
Excluded
Total
contributing
total
WHA
Imm. Mature (ha)
Immature
Mature
(ha)
Immature Mature (ha) Immature
2-172
0
254.7
254.7
0
59.6
2-173
0.5
0.5
4.4
142.6
147
0.1
0.5
0.6
319.4
2-174
4.3
0.4
4.7
73.7
73.7
6.1
6.1
306.8
2-175
0
0
0
321.7
2-177
0
6.4
98.0
104.4
0
150.4
2-178
4.2
4.2
6.1
6.1
0
8.5
2-179
45.5
45.5
4
140.6
144.6
2.2
2.2
245.9
2-180
1.4
1.4
140.4
140.4
0
232.9
2-181
0
88.8
88.8
0
360.2
2-182
16.7
14.1
30.8
155.2
69.7
224.9
3.2
3.2
170.2
2-183
4.7
4.7
35.1
67.4
102.5
0.4
0.4
46.2
2-184
0
82.4
82.4
0
258.5
2-185
0
85.1
85.1
0
334.8
2-186
0.5
0.5
48.9
48.9
0.1
0.1
69.9
2-187
8.2
5.8
14
33.1
33.1
1.2
1.2
69.2
2-188
0
99.9
99.9
0
328.0
2-189
26.4
26.4
14.2
87.5
101.7
0
358.6
2-190
1.3
1.3
152.5
152.5
0
193.2
2-191
0
7.3
77.0
84.3
0.8
0.8
158.1
2-192
7.3
7.3
3.7
3.7
0.4
0.4
14
2-193
13.5
13.5
1.7
7.0
8.7
0.5
0.5
31.4
2-204
0
171.2
171.2
0
148.1
2-254
8.0
8
13.0
13
0
104.8
2-255
0
7.1
7.1
0
138
2-256
0
16.6
16.6
0
379.7
2-257
0
13.1
13.1
0
49.3
2-258
0
2
14.2
16.2
0
146.9
2-259
7.7
11.4
19.1
2.1
18.6
20.7
0.7
0.7
159.6
2-260
0
113.9
113.9
0
233.2
2-261
0
95.4
95.4
0
204.3
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X Total
Mature
22.9
12.9
58.7
26.2
82.5
1.8
30.7
46.0
24.4
22.1
11.7
40.9
1.3
12.6
27.3
4.0
84.3
63
2.1
17.2
64
73.3
75.5
0.1
0.2
20
7.7
25.7

(ha)
82.5
332.3
365.5
347.9
232.9
10.3
276.6
278.9
384.6
192.3
46.2
270.2
375.7
71.2
81.7
355.3
362.6
277.5
221.1
16.1
31.4
165.3
168.8
211.3
455.2
49.4
147.1
179.6
240.9
230.0

Grand
Total
(ha)
337.2
480.4
450.0
347.9
337.3
20.6
468.9
420.7
473.4
451.2
153.8
352.6
460.8
120.7
130.0
455.2
490.7
431.3
306.2
27.5
54.1
336.5
189.8
218.4
471.8
62.5
163.3
220.1
354.8
325.4

Grizzly Bear polygons and summary of THLB area with partially contributing areas based on TSR2 netdowns
Contributing Cont
Non contr.
N Total
Partial
P
Excluded
Total
contributing
total
2-262
0
24.4
24.4
0
49.1
7.6
2-263
0
46.3
46.3
0
179.9
25.6
2-264
0
22.5
22.5
0
228.3
45.6
2-265
16.5
16.5
42.6
42.6
0
340.4
26.9
2-266
0
10.5
10.5
0
164.5
14.5
2-267
0
17.8
17.8
0
201.2
0
2-268
0
16.7
16.7
0
78.4
33.2
2-269
0
23.5
23.5
0
79.9
307.9
2-270
2.3
2.3
81.0
81.0
0.2
0.2
194.6
24.3
Grand
42
201
232
2508
2740
1
16
7118
1345
16
159
total
Mature C+P
175
Balance of
385*
-175 =210 ha
to come from TFL38 area.
area
*Section 7 Wildlife Notice states an amount of 7280 ha with impact to the mature (>60yrs) THLB of approximately 385ha.
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X Total
56.7
205.5
273.9
367.3
179.0
201.2
111.6
387.8
218.9
8462

Grand
Total
81.1
251.8
296.4
426.4
189.5
219.0
128.3
411.3
302.4
11,419

For TFL 38, (FDUs Elaho and Upper Squamish)
Although there are as of yet no established WHA’s in TFL 38, there is a completed “draft”
grizzly bear management plan: “TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Strategy”.
BCTS will work with MOE and the TFL holder to identify proposed WHA’s. Up to the point
that proposed grizzly bear WHA’s are identified and approved, BCTS block and road design will
be in a manner that is consistent with the draft Grizzly Bear Plan for the TFL 38. Details of the
grizzly bear plan in TFL 38 are attached in Supporting Document Appendix D.
BCTS commits to following the intent of the draft Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Strategy
for any operations conducted in TFL 38 until such time as there are approved Wildlife Habitat
Areas established within TFL 38.
SD 2.2.3 Spotted Owl
SRMZs and Matrix Activity Centres (MAC) Applicable to the Squamish Forest District
SRMZ 14 Douglas
SRMZ 15 Glacier & Tuwasus
SRMZ 17 Lillooet Lake
SRMZ 18 Birkenhead
SRMZ 21 Squamish
MAC Tuwasus
MAC Billygoat
SD 2.2.4 Coastal Tailed Frog
Coastal Tailed Frog (Ascaphus truei)
Given the relatively small amount of area allotted (30 ha.) to the protection of the coastal tailed
frog through the FPPR section 7 Notice and the relative local abundance of the species, the
Squamish Forest District licensees have worked together to develop a strategy to maintain two
key habitat management areas. The areas include a portion of Roe Creek (34.7 ha.) in the
Callaghan FDU and a portion of Harvey Creek (20.9 ha.) in the East Howe FDU.
The Roe Creek area was surveyed by Cascade Environmental Resource Group Ltd. in September
2000 and is known to contain coastal tailed frog (see “Steam Classification: Tributaries to Roe
Creek – Block H-305, C-F”, dated September 8, 2000 in Appendix E). The Harvey Creek site
has not been formally surveyed, but similar creeks on the east side of Howe Sound between
Horseshoe Bay and Squamish have been surveyed extensively and are known to contain coastal
tailed frog. The Harvey Creek site has attributes similar to adjacent creeks with known
occurrences.
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Table 1 – FDU Amounts by Contributing Class and MTHLB
Partial
NonContributing
Contributing
Contributing
FDU
(C)
(P)
(NC)
East Howe

15.81
3.63
Callaghan
0.3
0
Total
16.11
3.63
*A portion of the area is within an approved OGMA.

1.45
25.2
2.65

Nonforested
(X)

MTHLB
(Ha.)
C+P

Total
(Ha.)

0
9.1
9.1

19.44
0.3
19.74

*20.9
34.7
55.6

SD 2.2.5 Ungulate Species
1. Soo TSA
a) Deer and Moose:
The approved Ungulate Winter Range Order #U2-005 for black tailed deer and moose meets the
requirements set out in the Notice. Therefore, no results or strategies are specified in the FSP for
black tailed deer and moose in the Soo TSA. BCTS will comply with the General Wildlife
Measures as specified in the Order.
b) Mountain Goat
There is no Section 7 Notice for Mountain Goat. BCTS will comply with Order #U2-002 as a
result or strategy.
2. TFL 38
a) Moose
There is no Section 7 Notice for moose inTFL38. However, Order #U2-010 is established for
Moose. As a result or strategy, BCTS will comply with the General Wildlife Measures.
b) There are no proposed results/strategies for deer or goat within TFL 38. BCTS intends to
adopt the results/strategies from the TFL 38 licence holder once the FSP for TFL 38 becomes
approved.

SD 2.3 Water
Result/Strategy CHS-1007
BCTS is adopting the default riparian classifications for streams, wetlands, lakes, and the
restrictions in riparian management areas as outlined in the FPPR sections 47-51, 52(2) and 53
for temperature sensitive streams.
Result/Strategy CHS-1008
Prior to authorizing primary forest activities within community watersheds, BCTS commits to
conducting a hydrological review by a qualified professional. The hydrological review will
consider potential impacts to water quality, water quantity, timing of water flows and assess the
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risk to public health. BCTS will ensure that any forest activities undertaken in the community
watershed will be consistent with the recommendation outlined in the professional report.
A copy of the hydrological review will be retained by BCTS and, if requested, will be made
available for review by outside agencies/ stakeholders.
BCTS recognizes the Integrated Watershed Management Plans (IWMP) for the Stawamus/
Mashiter and Pemberton watersheds and will ensure this information is considered in any
hydrological review within a community watershed.

Result/Strategy CHS-1009
Retention levels within Riparian Management Zones will be prescribed by a qualified
professional through a riparian assessment. This assessment will consider all factors listed in
Schedule 1(2) of the FPPR. Road and cutblock design will be consistent with the RMZ retention
levels as recommended in the riparian assessment.
Due to the variability of riparian features and the role of trees in riparian areas, (ex. conserving
water quality, habitat, biodiversity and streambank integrity) the RMZ retention levels may vary
on a site specific basis.

SD 2.4 Fish
Consistency with the objectives for fish within riparian areas is achieved through results and
strategies that are provided in sections CHS-1008 through CHS-1010.
SD 2.5 Biodiversity
Consistency with the objectives for biodiversity is achieved through results and strategies that
are provided in sections CHS-1010 through CHS-1014.
SD 2.6 Cultural Heritage Resources
BCTS commits to refer operational plans to First Nations on a regular basis, as per section CHS1015.
Details around information sharing will be developed mutually (in jointly agreed to protocol
agreements) between BCTS and First Nations. As a part of these agreements with First Nations,
blocks will be reviewed on an individual basis with First Nations at which time the appropriate
Cultural Heritage Resources can be identified and managed. For example, BCTS currently has
an agreement with Northwest Squamish Forestry Limited around management in TFL 38. This
agreement can be found in the Partnership/ Agreement section of the Review and Comment
document.
With regard to the retention of western redcedar, BCTS is aware of the “Guidelines for
Managing Cedar for Cultural Purposes (Coast Forest Region Jan 2005)”.
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SD 2.7 Recreation Resources
Consistency with the objectives for recreation resources are achieved through results and
strategies that are provided in section CHS-1016.
SD2.8 Visual Quality
Consistency with the objectives for visual quality is achieved through results and strategies that
are provided in section CHS-1017.
SD 3 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
SD 3.1 Forest Health
Forest health has been defined as a resiliency to disturbances caused by various disturbance
agents. The term resilience implies an ability to cope with disturbance, not an existence in the
absence of it. A study was commissioned by BCTS in 1999 to study the fire maintained
ecosystems of the Gates and Birkenhead landscape units. The focus of this study (“Ecosystem
Health and Risk Assessment in Fire Maintained Landscapes in the North End of the Squamish
Forest District” by Gray and Riccius 1999 was to determine ecosystem resilience in the face of
various disturbance agents such as wildfire, insects and diseases well know to foresters and
others working in these landscapes. The study concluded that the predominant factors identified
as leading causes of the lowering of ecosystem resilience in the face of disturbance agents was
the significant departure of these ecosystems from their historic range of variability. The historic
range of variability for these ecosystems included the plant and animal species, various
biological structures such as snags, logs, variable tree densities and canopy layers as well as
natural disturbance processes such as wildfire, First Nations burning and insect and disease
damage. A key element of this study was the measurement of fuel accumulations and associated
risk analysis in these landscape units to catastrophic wildfire and their associated management
implications. Conclusions in this report show that all indicators of ecosystem resiliency have
been significantly degraded primarily as a result of the interruption of the natural fire cycle. The
results show these landscapes have been altered from high frequency, low fire severity to low
frequency, high severity fire regimes.
The following information with respect to these disturbance agents is largely drawn from this
study.
SD 3.1.1 Western Spruce Budworm
The earliest recorded outbreak of spruce budworm in western North America was centered in the
Birkenhead/Gates LUs in 1909. Based on 1991 detection data, the western spruce budworm
defoliated approximately 42,000 ha of Douglas-fir in the Pemberton area and there is an
extensive outbreak currently ongoing in these landscape units.
Stand level susceptibility to spruce budworm is linked more to stand characteristics and tree
physiology than it is to physiographic characteristics. High crown closure, high stand density,
stand age, low individual tree and stand vigour and high overall proportion of species
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susceptibility (Douglas-fir) and the uneven-aged or multi-storied canopy structure of these stands
make them highly susceptible to defoliation. Current stand conditions throughout these two LUs
make them highly susceptible to budworm defoliation. The single greatest stand characteristic
that has enabled budworm populations to increase throughout these areas is stand density and the
resultant increase in crown closure.
SD 3.1.2 Phellinus weirii and Armillaria ostoyae root rots
Stand characteristics contributing to susceptibility include low stand vigor, high stand density
and high proportions of susceptible species. The current stand conditions throughout these areas
leave them highly vulnerable to infection. Stand density is very high on moist sites, Douglas-fir,
which is a very susceptible species, is proportionally dominant; tree vigour is low due to
moisture and nutrient stress as well as defoliation by spruce budworm.
BCTS will use the Forest Practices Code “Root Disease Management Guidebook” dated July
1995, for guidance when determining whether or not a root disease survey is warranted.
SD 3.1.3 Spruce Bark Beetle
There is widespread mortality of Engelman spruce throughout the Gates LU (predominantly in
the Haylmore and Spruce Creek drainages) and adjacent Lost Valley in the Lillooet Forest
District. This outbreak has been occurring over the last 5-10 years and the timber value has
increasingly diminished over this period. Coupled with low timber value is the severe
infrastructure and harvesting costs associated with steep unstable terrain. This area will remain a
fuel management problem for many years to come.
SD 3.1.4 Mountain Pine Beetle
Like the spruce bark beetle in the Gates LU the mountain pine beetle has caused widespread
mortality of Lodgepole pine in the Birkenhead, Gates and Whistler LUs. Although Lodgepole
pine does not contribute in any significant way to the harvesting land-base the mortality in this
species is a concern due to the potential for catastrophic wildfire. Dead and dying Lodgepole
pine contribute large amounts of elevated, dry available fuels for long periods of time. In the
event of wildfire the prolific seeding of this species could significantly alter the structure and
species composition of these landscapes far beyond the currently departed condition. Species at
risk such as the northern spotted owl and Marbled Murreletwould not benefit from such a
landscape.
SD 3.1.5 Douglas-fir Beetle
Stand hazard ratings for all drainages measured in the study area by Gray and Riccius indicate a
“very high” hazard. The results of high stand densities of susceptible species (Douglas-fir); high
population levels of bark beetles attacking Douglas-fir weakened by root-rot, defoliation (spruce
budworm), drought stress and lightning damage dispose these landscapes to a very high risk of
catastrophic wildfire.
SD 3.1.6 Management Implications
Studies by Gray et al. have shown that the observed landscapes (Gates and Birkenhead) have
changed significantly between pre-settlement (European) era and today. Ecosystem structure has
been highly altered from a range of fairly low-density stands made up of multi-aged individuals
to very high density stand of fairly homogenous age-classes. Historically disturbances were of
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low-moderate severity, depending on landscape location. The historic effects of insects and
diseases would have been highly variable. With much lower historic densities of food sources
both insect and disease populations would have been lower.
Fire, therefore, has been the primary regulator of balance in these ecosystems. With frequent fire,
disturbance was frequent, of low intensity, and contributed to biodiversity. In the absence of
frequent fire disturbances are much more severe, have the potential to be very severe in the
future, and continually result in the loss of biodiversity and a diminishment of ecosystem health.
Management of these ecosystems therefore should be based on the recognition of this current
dysfunctional state and focus efforts on managing ecosystem structures, species and processes
toward resiliency and sustainability.
SD 3.1.7 Fire/Fuel Management
Extensive studies have been carried out by BCTS with respect to fire/fuels management in the
Gates and Birkenhead FDUs where these landscapes have historically been dominated by
frequent fire and which are characterized as Natural Disturbance Type 4 (NDT 4) Biodiversity
Guidebook 1995.
See “Ecosystem Health and Risk Assessment in Fire-Maintained Landscapes in the North End of
the Squamish Forest District” by Gray and Ricius 1999., “Wildfire Threat Analysis” by Gray and
Blackwell” and “Fuel Management Strategies in 60 Year-Old Douglas-fir and Ponderosa Pine
Stands in the Squamish Forest District”, by Gray and “The Growing Wildfire Threat in B.C.
How to Sustain Ecosystems, Economies, and Society” by Gray and Blackwell.
Much is now known as a result of these studies. They point to landscapes and ecosystems at high
risk from a wide range of disturbance agents. These agents occur naturally in these landscapes
but due to interruption of the natural fire cycle, these ecosystems are structurally and
compositionally significantly different today than they were during the pre-settlement era. This
difference predisposes these landscapes to a host of catastrophic events which ultimately tend to
reduce biodiversity and undermine their underlying health, resilience and sustainability. The
process that maintained these ecosystem attributes was fire.
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Supporting Document Appendices
Appendix A
Stocking Standards
Within the Chinook Business Area operations in the Squamish Forest District, even-aged
coniferous management comprises the majority of harvesting undertaken by BCTS and the major
licensees. BCTS has been assigned a bench-marking mandate to achieve the objectives of the
market pricing system. Unless licensees switch to a greater percentage of uneven-aged
management, it is likely that most of the cutblocks harvested under this plan will be managed as
even-aged stands. The stocking standards will apply to partial cutting even aged silviculture
systems where there is less than 40% of the pre-harvest basal area retained or there is greater
than two tree lengths between retained trees or tree patches in patch cut silviculture systems.
Other considerations such as spotted owl management or achievement of visual objectives may
encourage the use of uneven-aged management regimes. In the event that BCTS proposes a
cutblock for uneven aged management where the stand retention at post harvest consists of three
or more age classes then the prescribing forester will propose a set of stocking standards for
approval to the delegated decision maker that is consistent with section 6 “Factors relating to
stocking specifications” subsection (3)(b)” for an area that is managed as an uneven-aged stand”.
Stocking standards achievement will be measured using accepted silviculture surveying
techniques. As commonly expected, it is possible that minor portions of a cutblock may not
achieve stocking standards at the milestones even though the cutblock as a whole has achieved
the requisite stocking standard/milestone. This determination will be based on the survey and
assessment signed and sealed by a qualified professional.
Root Disease Management Strategies and Stocking Standards
The rationale is to use commercially accepted, ecologically suitable coniferous species where
possible, but allow the prescribing forester to use deciduous as an option, to help manage and
mitigate the effects of root disease within the block.
Benefits of making deciduous a component of blocks affected by root disease include:
• A deciduous stand component is expected to promote ecological stability, diversity and
improve stand structure.
• Wildlife recruitment opportunities as avian (and other) species make use of mixed stand.
• Alder has nitrogen fixing capabilities and an increase in nutrient cycling is expected to
improve site productivity for future crops.
• Increased litter fall from deciduous can increase humus levels and potentially improve
moisture/ nutrient retention capabilities.
• Deciduous component is expected to reduce the levels of inoculum in the soil over time
and may allow for the future reestablishment of coniferous species.
• The economic value of deciduous species has been increasing and the rotation length is
generally shorter than that of conifers.
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Appendix B
Wildlife Notice Squamish Forest District
NOTICE – INDICATORS OF THE AMOUNT, DISTRIBUTION AND ATTRIBUTES OF
WILDLIFE HABITAT REQUIRED FOR THE SURVIVAL OF SPECIES AT RISK IN
THE SQUAMISH FOREST DISTRICT
This Notice is given under the authority of section 7(2) of the Forest Planning and Practices
Regulation (B.C. Reg. 14/04) and 9(3) of the Woodlot Licence Planning and Practices
Regulation (B.C. Reg. 21/04).
The following Notice includes indicators of the amount, distribution and attributes of wildlife
habitat required for the survival of the species at risk outlined in Schedule 1.
Approved Wildlife Habitat Areas are not included in the indicators of amount, distribution and
attributes for each of the species outlined in Schedule 1. As per section 7(3) of the Forest
Planning and Practices Regulation, forest tenure holders are exempt from the obligation to
specify a result or strategy in relation to the objective set out in section 7(1) of the Forest
Planning and Practices Regulation, for approved Wildlife Habitat Areas.
This Notice applies to the Squamish Forest District.
Schedule 1
1) Marbled Murrelet(Brachyramphus marmoratus)
1) Marbled Murrelet()
Amount:
1.
An amount equal to the total amount of currently suitable nesting habitat in the noncontributing landbase. Government policy for determining the amount of suitable nesting
habitat is provided in the species account for Marbled Murreletin the Accounts and
Measures for Managing Identified Wildlife (Identified Wildlife Management Strategy
Version 2004);
2
An amount of suitable Marbled Murreletnesting habitat within Old Growth Management
Areas consistent with the direction from landscape unit planning; and
3.
An amount of suitable nesting habitat to a maximum net mature timber harvesting landbase
impact of 415 ha.
Distribution:
1.
The amount of habitat referenced above must be distributed to provide:
• areas of suitable nesting habitat of the size and spatial distribution identified in the
species account for Marbled Murreletin the Accounts and Measures for Managing
Identified Wildlife (Identified Wildlife Management Strategy Version 2004).
2.

The areas described above are located within the biogeoclimatic units and preferred
elevations identified in the species account for Marbled Murreletin the Accounts and
Measures for Managing Identified Wildlife in the Identified Wildlife Management Strategy
Version 2004.
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Attributes:
Species: Marbled Murrelet
Attribute
Characteristics
Size

Maintain a balanced range of patch sizes including a mix of large (>200 ha),
medium (50-200 ha) and small (<50 ha) patches within managed forests. The
area should include vertical canopy complexity,

Tree Features

Large branches or branches with deformities, and presence of mossy platforms

Tree Species

It is unlikely that Marbled Murrelets select particular tree species, however
certain species are more likely to provide large horizontal platforms suitable for
nesting. This includes yellow cedar, western hemlock, Sitka spruce, Douglas-fir
and western red cedar. Less likely species include mountain hemlock and
amabilis fir.

Nesting Habitat Features Suitable nesting habitat includes old seral stage coniferous forests, providing
large trees with platforms (limbs or deformities >15cm diameter) with variable
canopy structure and small gaps in the canopy. Readily nest on steep slopes
but is not essential if forest canopies are non-uniform.
Tree Size

Most nesting trees in BC are >200 yr. Nest trees are typically >40 m tall and
nest heights are typically >30 m. Nest limbs range in size from 15-74 cm
diameter.

Structural Stage

7 old forest (>250 yr - age class 9, but 8 is acceptable if older forest is not
present and the age class 8 provides platform limbs and other nest attributes).

Additional information

Table 3 of the IWMS Version 2004 species account for Marbled Murrelet
provides detailed information about the habitat features that are associated
with most likely, moderately likely and least likely habitat within each of the
Marbled Murrelet Conservation regions.

2) Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos)
2)2) Grizzly B)
Amount:
1.
7280 ha with an impact to the mature timber harvesting landbase of approximately 385 ha.
Distribution:
1.
The amount of habitat referenced above must be distributed in the Soo Timber Supply Area
to provide:
•

2.

areas of suitable foraging and security habitat of the size and spatial distribution
identified in the species account for Grizzly Bear in the Accounts and Measures for
Managing Identified Wildlife (Identified Wildlife Management Strategy Version 2004).

The areas described above are located within the biogeoclimatic units and preferred
elevations identified in the species account for Grizzly Bear in the Accounts and Measures
for Managing Identified Wildlife (Identified Wildlife Management Strategy Version 2004).
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Attributes:
Species:
Grizzly Bear
Attribute

Characteristics

Size

1-500 ha, depending on the area of use, extent of seasonal habitat and buffer
size required.

Critical Patch Habitats

Critical patch habitats include, estuaries, rich non-forested fens, the edges of
forested and non-forested bogs, herb-dominated patches on avalanche chutes
with adjacent forest (particularly south-facing ones), herb-dominated subalpine
parkland meadows, skunk cabbage swamps, floodplain ecosystems, white
bark pine forage areas, and areas where bears fish for spawning salmon. Den
cavities and surrounding stands are also considered critical. Non-forested
critical habitats include a core area and buffer of forested cover. Forested
critical habitats are not buffered.

Denning Habitat Features Hibernating habitats tend to be high elevation areas that are sloped with dry,
stable soil conditions that remain frozen throughout the winter. Dens are
typically located on steep north-facing slopes, areas where vegetation will
stabilize the den roof and where snow will accumulate for insulation. Dens are
rarely re-used but Grizzly bears will often return to the same vicinity to dig new
dens.
Foraging Habitat Features Habitat selection is strongly influenced by meeting nutritional requirements,
access to mates, thermal cover (i.e., dens), social interactions and the
presence and activities of people. Habitat requirement vary greatly as some
bears are more transient while others are more resident. Both residents and
transients select patches or complexes of habitats within landscapes.
Structural Stage

Generally, foraging is more abundant in non-forested sites, sites with partial
forest or sites with many tree gaps in older forest. Closed forest sites near
quality habitat may be used for security and day bedding areas. Many or all
structural stages can be used seasonally or for specific needs and as such,
forage type is not necessarily tied to one particular structural stage.

Elevation

All elevations from sea level estuaries to high alpine meadows and talus
slopes.

3) Coastal Tailed Frog (Ascaphus truei)
3) Coastal Tailed Frog ()
Amount:
1.
40 ha not exceeding an impact to the mature timber harvesting landbase of 25 ha.
Distribution:
1.
The amount of habitat referenced above must be distributed to provide:
• areas of suitable habitat of the size and spatial distribution identified in the species
account for Coastal Tailed Frog in the Accounts and Measures for Managing Identified
Wildlife (Identified Wildlife Management Strategy Version 2004).
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2.

The areas described above are located within occupied streams in the biogeoclimatic units
and preferred elevations identified in the species account for Coastal Tailed Frog in the
Accounts and Measures for Managing Identified Wildlife in the Identified Wildlife
Management Strategy Version 2004.

Attributes:
Species:
Coastal Tailed Frog
Attribute

Characteristics

Size

Approximately 20 ha (depending on number and length of suitable stream
reaches). Larger areas may be appropriate in watersheds with unstable terrain
(class 4-5). Areas should include at least two streams or stream reaches (i.e.,
S4 to S6) with previous detections of tailed frogs. The area should include a 30
m core area buffered by a 20m management zone on both sides of occupied
stream reaches.

Habitat Attributes

Tailed frog aquatic habitats are generally characterised by year round flow, non
fish bearing (S4-S6), intermediate gradient (>2.5%), coarse substrates (>6.4
cm), stable channel beds and forest cover (generally associated with structural
stage S6 or S7). Retain 100% of forest cover within the core area. Within the
management zone maintain 70% basal area with appropriate structure to
maintain riparian forest, important structural elements (e.g., coarse wood
debris,) water quality and temperature (5 to 18 degrees), and naturally
dispersed water flows.

Elevation

From sea level to 2140 m.

4) Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis)
4) Spotted Owl s)
Amount:
An amount of area consistent with the area contained within Special Resource Management
Zone and Matrix Activity Centre boundaries in the Squamish Forest District as identified in the
1997 Spotted Owl Management Plan.
Distribution:
The amount referenced above must be distributed consistent with Special Resource Management
Zones and Matrix Activity Centres boundaries in the Squamish Forest District as identified in the
1997 Spotted Owl Management Plan.
Attributes:
Attributes consistent with those identified for Long Term Activity Centres (LTACs) in the 1999
Spotted Owl Management Plan – Resource Management Plans and attributes consistent with
those identified for Matrix Activity Centres in the 1997 Spotted Owl Management Plan for the
Squamish Forest District.
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Appendix C
Soo TSA Marbled MurreletLow Level Aerial Assessment Report
Prepared For:
Greg George
Wildlife Biologist
Ministry of Environment
Fish and Wildlife Section
Lower Mainland Region

Prepared By:
Smart Forest Planning
Brian Smart, RPF, RPBio.
8131 Frances Avenue
Halfmoon Bay, B.C. V0N 1Y1

Ministry of Environment Contract # CLW06-023-ES
Final Report of January 25, 2006
Introduction
Purpose and Scope of Contract
The purpose of this contract was to confirm the presence of, assess the quality of and map Marbled
Murrelet (MAMU) habitat within 9 landscape units in the Squamish Forest District, and recommend
potential MAMU Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHA).
This contract is the second phase of identifying MAMU habitat within the Squamish Forest District. A
previous contract (Leigh-Spencer 2005) developed GIS shapefile polygons of potential MAMU habitat
based on aerial photograph interpretation and summary report. These initial polygons formed the general
survey area for the low level helicopter surveys conducted under this contract and, in addition, direction
was given in the contract to survey additional suitable habitat if encountered.
Methods
The limited contract budget required the setting of priorities among the 9 Landscape Units to be surveyed,
which determined the survey order. It was not known if the budget would allow all potentially suitable
habitat within the 9 LUs to be flown and rated. The Ministry of Environment assigned a lower priority to
the Callaghan, Whistler and Soo LUs in relation to the others because they were not expected to contain
large amounts of suitable MAMU habitat due to their distance from marine waters. These three areas
were only to be surveyed if budget permitted or habitat quality was better than anticipated.
The low-level survey flights were conducted on August 20 - 23 2005. All flights took place during clear
calm weather. Three full fuel cycles were flown each day.
A major forest fire was ongoing in the East side of the upper Elaho River during the survey which did
prevent some area being surveyed (see Results below).
Surveys were conducted in a manner consistent with “Standard Methods for Identifying and Ranking
Nesting Habitat of Marbled Murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus) in British Columbia Using Air Photo
Interpretation and Low-level Aerial Surveys. Burger A. ed. 2004”
(see http://wlapwww.gov.bc.ca/wld/documents/fia_docs/mamu_standard.pdf )
The surveys were conducted by a single surveyor with the pilot and did not include an observer. This
procedure, to not include an observer, was approved by the Ministry of Environment prior to the closing
date for contract proposals. The decision to not include an observer was made based on the following
considerations:
A large amount of the area to be surveyed was far from fuel supplies. The additional weight of the
observer would reduce fuel cycle survey time compared to fuel ferrying time. It was not certain that the
budget would allow enough flying time to complete the project, so this consideration was thought to be
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significant. The observer adds additional weight which affects the handling of the helicopter at low speed
and altitude.
An additional person might add a limitation due to potential motion sickness, slowing down the survey
flights. The pilot was chosen by the contractor ahead of the contract award and based the survey
performance on their past experience and ability to fly together without any limitation to motion sickness.
The adequate time given to complete the contract ensured that surveys could be undertaken during
perfect weather. This, along with the spot-5 image maps prepared for the contract, eliminated the need
for navigation assistance from an observer.
The contractor has extensive experience in conducting MAMU heli surveys with and without an observer.
Licensee and ministry staff expressed an interest to join in some of the flights to observe the process, and
4 in the helicopter would be very inefficient. 1;10,000 scale paper maps were produced by the MOE for
the surveys with SPOT-5 satellite image and the preliminary MAMU habitat polygons plotted in colour.
These were used by the surveyor in the front seat during the surveys for both navigation and for recording
survey results onto. Polygons were revised, adjusted, divided and added and rated for habitat quality in
the process of the survey. Stand attributes, that were not available through inventory data, were recorded
onto these maps during the survey for subsequent completion of the MAMU survey data sheets.
One MAMU habitat survey data sheet was filled in for each of the predetermined MAMU polygons and for
those habitat areas added during the survey that were not contiguous to existing polygons. A modified
version of the data form was used for this survey, as allowed in the contract, and was completed in a
computer spreadsheet (Microsoft Excel format)
Data entry and digital revisions to the original MAMU survey polygon shapefile was done using Arc GIS
8.3 in a geodatabase format in accordance with government standards. The shapefile was revised to:
Adjust inaccurate Forest Cover polygons used in the original MAMU polygon creation
Delineate boundaries (divide polygons) between areas of different habitat quality.
Add new habitat areas encountered during the survey.
add new data fields for polygon subdivision identification
add quality ratings from each polygon
Following shapefile editing and data entry the area of each MAMU habitat quality was tallied for each
landscape unit.
The draft survey results were then provided to licensees for their FSP and other planning purposes, and
for their review prior to meeting with them. This information included:
The revised post-survey shapefile (in draft form, prior to QC check)
The tallies of habitat quality area per landscape unit,
PDF maps of the MAMU habitat quality colour-themed and displayed on SPOT-5 satellite image.
Potential WHAs were chosen from the surveyed areas based on habitat quality and size of suitable
habitat polygons. Potential WHAs were delineated until their accumulated impact on the timber
harvesting landbase totalled approximately 415 ha (as specified by MOE in the Species At Risk Section 7
& 9 Notice). A meeting was then held with forest tenure agreement holders and MOE to discuss
preliminary results and potential WHAs.
Results From Survey Flights
A small area of the Elaho Valley could not be surveyed due to a forest fire in the area and fire fighting
aircraft traffic. This amounted to 183.1 ha of polygon area that could not be surveyed. This area being
excluded from the survey is of little consequence because:
The area is largely THLB and fragmented by recent harvesting and road construction
Adjacent stands were not highly rated for MAMU habitat
Much of the area to be surveyed was burnt in the fire
There is considerable better habitat nearby, on the other side of the valley
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These unsurveyed areas are identified in the map shapefile data as MAMU Habitat quality “7”, but
recorded in table 2 under Habitat quality 6.
A significant amount of habitat area was added to the survey during the flight, totalling 3993.2 ha overall.
This included potential WHA area. The area added per LU is shown in Table 1, below:
Table 1: Area Added to the Survey in Each Landscape Unit
Landscape Unit
East Howe
Indian
Mamquam
Lower Squamish
Upper Squamish
Elaho
Callaghan
Whistler
Soo
Total:

ha added during survey
117.5
613.2
120.6
993.9
864.2
1167.0
116.8
0
0
3993.2

The survey results are shown in Table 2, below (see also Appendix 1, 2 & 3 for survey forms, results and
summaries). A total of 33,674.5 ha of potential habitat was surveyed in 7 landscape units. No
comprehensive low level aerial surveys were conducted in Whistler and Soo LUs because initial point
sampling indicated no suitable habitat structure or mossy platforms. Overall, very little of the area was
rated as class 1 or 2 habitat (940 ha). Approximately 12,900 ha was rated as either Class 3 or 4 habitat,
while the majority was Class 5 (poor) habitat quality. Both PDF maps and Arc GIS shapefiles have been
produced for the Ministry of Environment showing the location of the surveyed areas and the shapefile
database includes the quality ranking and individual identification numbers for each polygon.
Table 2: Survey Results
Landscape Unit:

East
Howe

Lower
Squamish

Indian

Mamquam

Upper
Squamish

Elaho

Callaghan

Total

3132.7

2462.4

3189.7

4719.9

4702.0

7676.1

5849.0

32468.4

22.2

170.5

53.0

148.4

386.6

430.5

102.8

1314.0

117.5

613.2

120.6

993.9

864.2

1167.0

116.8

3993.2

3228.0

2905.1

3257.3

5565.4

5179.6

8412.6

5863.0

33674.5

Habitat Quality
1
0.0
0.0
2
29.6
20.4
3
326.0
818.7
4
428.3
556.2
5
2422.5
1298.7
6
26.7
211.1
* this includes the Elaho fire area

0.0
22.3
388.8
374.4
2357.5
114.4

16.9
114.8
1617.9
1511.7
2118.0
186.0

8.8
244.8
960.9
989.6
2570.4
405.1

140.4
342.3
2396.5
1573.0
2799.6
1160.8*

0.0
0.0
145.5
813.8
4440.0
131.2

166.1
774.2
6654.3
6247.0
18010.7
2235.3

Original survey
area
Harvested Area
Deleted
Additional Habitat
Surveyed
Total area
surveyed

Potential WHAs were delineated based on the best MAMU habitat (high quality plus large size) until 415
ha of contributing landbase was included, which was the THLB impact limit assigned by the Ministry of
Environment. Other than parks, no existing constraints or other management considerations were taken
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into account in choosing these areas. Minor adjustments were made to a few potential WHA boundaries
following the licensee meeting. Both PDF maps and Arc GIS shapefiles have been produced for the
Ministry of Environment showing the location of the potential WHA areas, and the shapefile database
includes the quality ranking and individual identification numbers for each potential WHA. In addition to
the location maps, shapefiles have been created to show the contributing, partially-contributing, noncontributing and excluded forest land base classifications of each of the potential WHAs. Refer to
Appendix 2 for areas and contributing status of the potential WHAs.
Licensee Meeting
A meeting was held in Squamish on November 30, 2005 to review initial findings and potential WHAs with
Squamish Forest District Licensees. The following were present:
List of attendees:
Tom Cole - Richply
Greg George - MOE
Dave Marquis – Terminal Forest Products
Jeff Fisher – International Forest Products
Mike Wallace – Consultant representing Cascadia Forest Products
Brian Smart – contract consultant for this project
Steve Rochetta - MOE
A map of the surveyed areas colour-coded for their assigned MAMU habitat quality was provided by the
Ministry of Environment, and individual maps of the potential WHAs with summary tables of the WHA
contributing classes and the overall survey result were made available. Greg George provided a
summary of background information regarding the contract objectives and the legislative/regulatory
direction for the undertaking of this project. The project consultant then described the project
methodology, survey results, objectives of identifying the potential WHAs and then a description of each
individual potential WHA and the forest stands included. The majority of the discussion that ensued was
related to the contributing status of stands within the potential WHAs identified and the potential habitat
values of non-contributing forest in the District. Many comments regarding the potential WHAs were
provided which were subsequently used to revise their locations. Although beyond the scope of this
contract, it was evident that additional discussion between MOE and forest licensees would be required to
finalize WHA boundaries.
Individual Landscape Unit Survey Notes
East Howe
The East Howe LU did not contain much suitable MAMU habitat. Almost all of it was found in the larger
valleys in the Northern half of the LU. The outer ridges along Howe Sound and the smaller valleys in the
Southern half of the LU had good structure but the stands were almost completely devoid of mossy
platforms. It is likely that the SW aspect and the exposure to the winds in Howe Sound may be a factor in
this absence of moss. The Howe LU in the Sunshine Coast Forest District and the Southern end of the
Lower Squamish LU had a similar lack of moss in such exposures despite good stand structures.
Most of the MAMU habitat found in the East Howe LU was in higher elevations where harvesting access
is difficult. There is little valley-bottom and lower-slope old growth remaining in this LU due to early
harvesting and mining history.
No potential WHAs were identified within the East Howe LU
Lower Squamish
The Lower Squamish LU does not contain a large amount of suitable MAMU habitat, but it does include
several areas of good habitat. The Southern half of the LU is very similar to the East Howe (see above)
and despite good structural attributes stands are devoid of moss. The past disturbance history of the
Lower Squamish LU, including wildfire, harvesting and hydro line and gas pipeline right-of-ways has
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limited lower elevation old growth. Several large areas of suitable habitat exist within higher valleys
above Woodfibre, and some small areas of good quality are within Tantalus Provincial Park.
Two potential WHAs have been identified within the Lower Squamish LU.
Indian
The Indian LU has a very extensive disturbance history from wildfire, harvesting and hydro right-of-ways.
The small amount of suitable habitat within the LU is scattered and is mostly within areas of difficult
harvesting access.
There were no potential WHAs identified within the Indian LU.
Mamquam
The Mamquam does not contain a large amount of MAMU habitat but some of it is very good. Despite a
significant disturbance history and large areas of low productivity (urban and lava flow) there are three
good potential WHA candidates within the LU. These areas include low-elevation valley bottom forest,
mid-elevation drainage and some mid-to-high elevation steep gulley complex areas. Garibaldi Provincial
Park contains some good MAMU habitat and contributes to two of the WHAs.
Upper Squamish
The Upper Squamish LU contains a great deal (relative to the Squamish Forest District) of suitable
MAMU habitat, including a wide range of forest types. Some very good quality habitat exists along the
river and at the base of the valley slopes. These are stands of very large trees with superb structural
attributes. The terrain within the Upper Squamish LU is very rugged and the non-contributing landbase
includes a significant amount of good quality MAMU habitat. The North end of the Squamish River is
quite high in elevation and the large valley bottom forest gets progressively smaller and fewer mossy
platforms are found. Five potential WHAs have been selected within the LU.
Elaho
The Elaho LU contains a great deal (relative to the Squamish Forest District) of suitable MAMU habitat
including a wide range of forest types. It is very rugged and contains a large amount of non-contributing
landbase. There are some areas of superb habitat along the river and lower slopes adjacent to the valley
bottom. Large amounts of good habitat are within Clendenning Provincial Park. Although valley bottom
forest continues beyond identified MAMU habitat at the North end of the Elaho River, the elevation is so
high that the stands consist of only very small trees with infrequent mossy platforms. Four potential
WHAs have been selected within the LU, all of which are within Clendenning Park.
Callaghan
Very little suitable MAMU habitat was found within the Callaghan LU and hence no potential WHAs were
designed. Much of the forest is at high elevation and the lower forest is much drier than the six LUs
above. Although there are extensive stands of contiguous forest in the Callaghan valley most of it is high
in elevation and consists of small trees with small branches with very few suitable platforms. This
landscape unit should not be managed for Marbled Murrelets.
Whistler
No suitable MAMU habitat was found within the entire Whistler LU. None of the stands surveyed (point
surveys only) had mossy platforms despite suitable stand structure. This landscape unit should not be
managed for Marbled Murrelets.
Soo
No suitable MAMU habitat was found within the entire Soo LU. None of the stands surveyed (point
surveys only) had mossy platforms despite suitable stand structure. This landscape unit should not be
managed for Marbled Murrelets.
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Conclusions
Only 7 of the 9 priority LUs contained suitable Marbled Murrelet habitat, although potential WHAs were
not proposed in all 7 due to habitat distribution and small amounts. Fourteen potential WHAs covering a
total area of 4044.1 ha were designed in 4 of the highest priority Landscape Units.
Although there is substantial work remaining to be done (e.g. address operational concerns) to establish
WHAs for Murrelets in these landscape units, the majority of the area identified should be considered for
long term Marbled Murrelet management.
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Appendix D
TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Strategy
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

It has been suggested that no other creature better represents the wilderness in British Columbia
than the grizzly bear; nothing is a better measure of our success in maintaining biodiversity than
the survival of this species [Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks1, 1995].
The grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) is classified by the British Columbia Conservation
Data Centre [BCCDC] as a blue-listed species, and is also classified by the Committee on the
Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada [COSEWIC] as a vulnerable species. The provincial
population estimate for grizzly bears is 10,000-13,000 and they are found in a wide range of
diverse habitats from the coast to the interior.
In 1995 the Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks [MELP] developed The British Columbia
Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy to ensure the continued existence of grizzly bears and their
habitats for future generations. The goals and objectives of this strategy address three major
issues: loss and alienation of grizzly bear habitat, interaction with humans, and international
considerations. The report states that the greatest single cause of the declining populations is
loss of habitat, through permanent changes and habitat alienation. One of the primary means of
reducing the loss of important grizzly bear habitat is to preserve a network of grizzly bear
ecosystems as management areas. The province has been divided into sixty Grizzly Bear
Population Units (GBPUs), rated for their capability of supporting grizzly bear populations and
their conservation status labelled as either threatened, viable or extirpated. TFL 38 is within the
Squamish-Lillooet GBPU, designated as threatened, with 0-25% capability of supporting grizzly
bear populations. This designation is due to a decrease in historic populations and the potential
to extirpate the low present population. This decrease in population numbers is a result of the
area’s proximity to increased human development with an increased road density, fragmentation
of critical habitats, an increase in human-bear conflicts, decrease in fish populations, and lack of
knowledge.
The current population of grizzly bears in the TFL is estimated to be 5-10 animals
[Sally Leigh-Spencer, personal communication 2003] and, although grizzly bears are not that
common in TFL 38, they have been identified as a management concern by the public and
government agencies.
1

Presently known as the Ministry of Water, Land, and Air Protection (MWLAP).

The British Columbia Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy suggests that a higher level planning
process such as a Land and Resource Management Plan may eventually provide some formal
requirements for managing grizzly bears and grizzly bear habitat in TFL 38. In the interim this
management strategy is intended to address grizzly bear habitat management within TFL 38.
The purpose of the strategy is to, at a minimum sustain the current population, but also to
maintain enough suitable habitat to support possible future grizzly bear population increases.
This strategy is based on the TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat Assessment completed by Ecologic
Consulting in 2002.
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Figure 1. TFL 38 Grizzly Bear forage habitat. (Photo: J. Webb)

2.0

OBJECTIVES

There are five primary objectives to Interfor’s TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat Management
Strategy.
1. The first objective is to manage the critical grizzly bear habitat within the TFL so that it is
capable of supporting the current population of grizzly bears, and so that forage availability
is not a limiting factor to grizzly bear population growth.
2. The second objective of this strategy is to maintain or restore critical grizzly bear
forage/security habitat in areas of historic forest harvesting where current stand management
prescriptions and objectives may limit future grizzly bear forage production.
3. The third objective is to maintain adequate grizzly bear habitat within TFL 38 so that it can
make a significant contribution to achieving the grizzly bear management goals [population
target] set out for the Squamish-Lillooet Grizzly Bear Population Unit by a Higher Level
Plan at some point in the future.
4. The fourth objective is to maintain some degree of habitat linkage within the TFL so that
grizzly bears can move in and out of the TFL to adjacent coastal and interior habitats.
5. The fifth objective of this strategy is to achieve the first four objectives within the overall
context of sustainable forest management. This means that grizzly bear habitat is managed
for the conservation of the grizzly bear population [which may include a population
increase], and a socio-economically viable forest industry continues to function within
TFL 38; specifically in the general areas of the grizzly bear habitat.
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It should be noted that Interfor’s objectives focus on habitat management, and not actual grizzly
bear management, as Interfor only has a mandate to manage the habitat. Other grizzly bear
management issues such as hunting regulations are managed by the Ministry of Water, Land and
Air Protection [WLAP]. Currently the hunting of grizzly bears is not permitted in TFL 38.
3.0

STRATEGIES

According to the Identified Wildlife Management Strategy [Forest Practices Code 1999] it is
difficult to make generalizations about grizzly bear habitat requirements. However, it is
generally agreed that grizzly bear habitat value depends on the availability of good forage,
thermal cover [e.g., dens /bedding sites], security cover, and denning sites, intra-specific (social)
interactions and the presence [or lack thereof] and activities of people. On a landscape and/or
regional level, grizzly bears need the ability to move between one habitat or region and another.
Henceforth, the objectives of managing grizzly bear habitat in TFL 38, so that it is capable of
supporting the current grizzly bear population, a possible future increase in grizzly bear
population, and a sustainable forest industry, are to be accomplished by the implementation of
the following strategies which focus on the management of critical grizzly bear habitat.
3.1

Establishment of Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Zones [GBHMZ].

Although coastal grizzly bear home ranges are relatively large, individual patches of important
habitats are disproportionately valuable on a seasonal basis (Hamilton, 2000). In recognition of
this, in excess of 5,000 hectares of Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Zones [GBHMZ] have
been identified/established within TFL 38 based on the following factors:
•
They include relatively large areas [10-500 ha] of forage habitat, rated as 1 [high] or 2
[moderately high], for at least one season of the year based on the TFL 38 Grizzly Bear
Habitat Assessment habitat capability ratings [Leigh-Spencer, 2002].
•
There are mature conifer stands 1-20 ha in size included within the forage area and these
mature stands can function to provide thermal and/or security cover to grizzly bears and
possibly denning habitat.
•
The identified habitats were selected for their “isolation”, having a very low level of human
visitation and almost no motorized access. There are also no plans for significant future road
access except as outlined in the Access Management Strategy [3.4].
•
The inclusion of floodplain sites adjacent to salmon spawning habitat where feasible.
•
The habitats were selected based upon distribution throughout the TFL where feasible.
•
The habitats selected had socially acceptable impacts on timber supply.
It should be noted that the selection of habitats as GBHMZs required an “optimization” of the
selection factors. For example, some highly rated forage production sites had very active road
systems within them and were therefore not selected as GBHMZs.
It should also be noted that although not actually established as GBHMZs, Clendinning Park
includes in excess of 2000 hectares of good grizzly bear forage/security/thermal habitat that
contributes to the overall TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Strategy.
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3.1.1

Operating Guidelines:

3.1.1.1

No harvesting is permitted within Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Zones.

3.1.1.2

Road construction is not permitted within GBHMZ areas unless it is the most
practicable location for the road and the road construction plan is designed to minimize
disturbance to the GBHMZ. Road construction should generally not be a significant
issue as most of the identified GBHMZs are located in areas that should not normally
need to be roaded to access timber. However, there will have to be some roads built
through some of the GBHMZs in the future to access timber. These roads are to be
designed, built and maintained as per the Access Management Strategy [3.4].

3.1.1.3

Existing roads and infrastructure are not required to be changed or removed to
accommodate GBHMZ areas. Approximately 5% of the GBHMZs have within them
existing roads which are long-term mainlines. These GBHMZs will be available to the
bears during seasons or years of low traffic.

3.1.1.4

Danger trees may be removed from GBHMZ areas adjacent to block boundaries and
along roads where necessary for the safety of forestry workers or the public. The effect
of danger tree removal on the GBHMZs is considered relatively minor and should not
significantly alter the functionality of the GBHMZs. Small openings may even
temporarily “brush in” and increase forage supply.

3.1.1.5

It is preferable to fall away from the GBHMZ areas when harvesting an adjacent stand,
but falling into the GBHMZ and retrieving the logs is permitted if the trees cannot be
felled away.

3.1.1.6

Logging rigging may be hung in GBHMZs and tailhold anchor trees may be felled in
GBHMZs, as long as disturbance to the GBHMZ is minimized.

3.1.1.7

Small scale salvage from GBHMZ areas is not permitted, as the coarse woody debris
component of the conifer patches within the GBHMZs contributes to the overall
ecological integrity of the GBHMZs. The coarse woody debris is also habitat for some
of the small mammals and insects which grizzly bears feed on. Large scale salvage of a
conifer patch within a GBHMZ may be considered if the patch has been disturbed to
such a degree that it no longer functions to provide thermal or security cover [i.e. large
forest fire or catastrophic blowdown]. Salvage or other treatments may also be
considered as part of a program to control a serious pest epidemic [i.e. a catastrophic
bark beetle outbreak]. Any planned salvage operation will have to be conducted with
minimal impact on the overall GBHMZ.

3.1.1.8

Within the larger, more remote GBHMZs [GB22-10 for example] consideration should
be given to letting wildfires burn if there are no other significant resource values at risk.
Wildfire management is currently the responsibility of the Ministry of Forests [MOF]
and any decision to let a fire burn would have to be made jointly between the MOF and
Interfor.
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3.1.1.9

As people and grizzly bears do not generally mix well, recreation will not be actively
promoted within GBHMZs. This does not mean that wilderness recreation will be
prohibited in GBHMZs. However, formal trails and recreational facilities such as
campsites will not be established in GBHMZs without considerable effort given to
developing alternative locations.

Table 1. Summary of Grizzly Bear Habitat Management Zones [GBHMZs].

GBHMZ#

Location

Total

Productive

Area of Mature Forest

Area

Forest Area

[Age Class 7,8,9

(ha)

(ha)

thermal / security cover]

Comments

(ha)

GBHMZ02-1
GBHMZ02-2

Snafu Creek / Jill G Lake

84

84

147

26

26

66

8

3

17

9

9

125

108

54

Upper Ashlu Creek

GBHMZ03-1
GBHMZ04-1

150

Lower Squamish River

GBHMZ94-3
GBHMZ04-2

Lower Squamish River

22

21

9

GBHMZ04-3

Lower Squamish River

22

22

18

GBHMZ04-4

Lower Squamish River

9

9

9

GBHMZ13-1

Upper Elaho River

274

38

38

GBHMZ13-2

Upper Elaho River

9

9

---

GBHMZ13-3

Upper Elaho River

9

9

---

GBHMZ13-4

Upper Elaho River

9

9

7

GBHMZ22-1

Sims Creek

37

36

36

GBHMZ22-2

Sims Creek

5

5

5

GBHMZ22-3

Sims Creek

40

4

3

GBHMZ22-4

Sims Creek

51

2

2

GBHMZ22-5

Sims Creek

10

0

0

GBHMZ22-6

Sims Creek

65

5

5

GBHMZ22-7

Sims Creek

34

3

3

GBHMZ22-8

Sims Creek

171

28

28

GBHMZ22-9

Outrigger Creek

309

22

22

GBHMZ22-10

Arseneau Creek

190

46

46

GBHMZ22-11

Sims Creek

173

41

41

GBHMZ23-1

Elaho River

19

---

---

GBHMZ23-2

Elaho River

35

23

23

GBHMZ23-3

Elaho River

181

66

66

GBHMZ23-4

Elaho River

80

39

35

GBHMZ23-5

Elaho River

45

45

30

43

34

30

37

28

28

GBHMZ23-6
GBHMZ33-1
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Upper Elaho River /
Blakeney Creek

GBHMZs are
grouped to
make one
contiguous unit
GBHMZs are
grouped to
make one
contiguous unit

GBHMZs are
grouped to
make one
contiguous unit

Table 1. Continued.
GBHMZ#

Location

Total
Area

Productive
Forest Area

Area of Mature Forest

(ha)

(ha)

[Age Class 7,8,9
thermal / security cover]
(ha)

GBHMZ24-1

Upper Squamish River

106

18

17

GBHMZ32-1

Sims Creek

118

10

10

GBHMZ32-2

Sims Creek

20

0

0

GBHMZ32-3

Sims Creek

23

2

2

GBHMZ32-4

Sims Creek

48

6

6

GBHMZ32-5

Sims Creek

30

2

2

GBHMZ32-6

Sims Creek

88

15

15

GBHMZ32-7

Sims Creek

81

0

0

GBHMZ33-2

Upper Elaho River

34

26

15

GBHMZ33-3

Lava Creek

31

7

7

GBHMZ42-2

Upper Elaho River

108

48

34

GBHMZ43-1

171

158

158

GBHMX42-1

Upper Elaho River / Moose

80

63

63

GBHMZ52-1

Pasture Creek

45

38

38

GBHMZ53-1
GBHMZ43-2

Upper Elaho River

GBHMZ83-1

308

282

282

44

34

34

265

147

147

837

384

384

Tatlow Creek
GBHMZ93-1
GBHMZ93-2

Falk Creek

200

71

71

GBHMZ93-3

Lower Ashlu Creek

183

40

31

GBHMZ94-1

Lower Squamish River

39

39

36

GBHMZ94-2

Lower Squamish River

101

100

35

GBHMZ94-4

Lower Ashlu River

42

42

0

5,386

2,311

2,047

Totals:
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Comments

GBHMZs are
grouped to
make one
contiguous unit

GBHMZs are
grouped to
make one
contiguous unit

3.2

Establishment of Linkages through Mountain Passes to Adjacent Habitats.

It appears likely that grizzly bears use specific mountain passes as linkages to adjacent habitat. The
passes that link the TFL to Jervis and Toba Inlets are of particular importance because it is likely that
grizzly bears travel through them to access spawning salmon [Hamilton, 2000]. In order to “protect”
these linkages, a series of GBHMZs, and Old Growth Management Areas [OGMA] have been
established in key passes. Clendinning Park also serves to protect a significant linkage from the TFL
to Toba River, Little Toba River and on to Toba Inlet. The Linkages include OGMAs and/or
GBHMZs as well as some unclassified alpine areas. The following table summarizes the
“protected” Linkages.
Table 2. Summary of Mountain Pass Linkages

Pass
Name

Linkage to

GBHMZ or
OGMA
Identification
GB02-2

1,102

10 km long linkage to the Ashlu River.

GB22-9

309

6 km long linkage to Sims Creek.

GB22-10

190

4 km long linkage to Sims Creek.

Tatlow

Clowhom River/Salmon Inlet

GB83-1

Creek

Tzoone River/Narrows Inlet

GB93-1

Outrigger

Potato Creek/Jervis Inlet

Creek

Loquilts Creek/Princess Louisa Inlet
Jervis Inlet

(ha)
Uppermost 4 km of Ashlu River Valley.

Deserted River/Jervis Inlet

Creek

Comments

213

Ashlu River

Arseneault

Total
Area

GB03-1

This linkage consists of a 14 km long
OGMA that is approximately 400 m wide at

Upper

From Meager Creek to

OGMA #s

Elaho

Clendinning Park

20,23,24,25,26,27

1,706

its narrowest and was designed as a longterm wildlife corridor transecting the Upper
Elaho Valley from Meager Creek to
Clendinning Park.

Clendinning

Toba River/Toba Inlet

Park

Little Toba River/Toba Inlet
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Clendinning Park

29,152

32 km long linkage between the TFL and
Toba Inlet.

3.2.1

Operating Guidelines:

3.2.1.1

No harvesting is permitted within identified Linkages, as they are either GBHMZs,
OGMAs or Parks.

3.2.1.2

With the exception of the Upper Elaho Linkage, road construction is neither planned
nor permitted within the identified Linkages. In the case of the Upper Elaho Linkage, it
will eventually have to be breached by a few road systems to access timber on the north
and west sides of the Linkage. Road construction will be planned and implemented
with due regard for the grizzly bears and their habitat, and will be managed as per the
Access Management Strategy [3.4].

3.2.1.3

Danger trees may be removed from Linkage areas adjacent to block boundaries and
along roads and trails where necessary for the safety of forestry workers or the public.
The effect of danger tree removal on the Linkage is considered relatively minor and
should not significantly alter the functionality of the Linkage. Small openings may
even temporarily “brush in” and increase forage supply.

3.2.1.4

It is preferable to fall away from a Linkage area when harvesting an adjacent stand, but
falling into the Linkage area and retrieving the logs is permitted if the trees cannot be
felled away.

3.2.1.5

Logging rigging may be hung in Linkages and tailhold anchor trees may be felled in
Linkages, as long as disturbance to the Linkage is minimized.

3.2.1.6

Small scale salvage from Linkage areas is not permitted, as the coarse woody debris
component of the conifer patches within the Linkages contributes to the overall
ecological integrity of the Linkage. The coarse woody debris is also habitat for some of
the small mammals and insects which grizzly bears feed on. Large scale salvage of a
conifer patch within a Linkage may be considered if the patch has been disturbed to
such a degree that it no longer functions to provide thermal or security cover [i.e. large
forest fire or catastrophic blowdown]. Salvage or other treatments may also be
considered as part of a program to control a serious pest epidemic [i.e. a catastrophic
bark beetle outbreak]. Any planned salvage operation will have to be conducted with
minimal impact on the overall Linkage.

3.2.1.7

Within the more remote Linkages [e.g. Tatlow creek] consideration should be given to
letting wildfires burn if there are no other significant resource values at risk. Wildfire
management is currently the responsibility of the MOF and any decision to let a fire
burn would have to be made jointly between the MOF and Interfor. Wildfires are still
to be suppressed in the Upper Elaho Linkage as it is contiguous with operable stands of
timber.
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3.2.1.8

As people and grizzly bears do not generally mix well, recreation will not be actively
promoted within Linkages. This does not mean that wilderness recreation will be
prohibited in Linkages. However, formal trails and recreational facilities such as
campsites will not be established in Linkages without considerable effort given to
developing alternative locations.

3.3

Stand Level Management for Grizzly Bear Forage Habitat within the Timber
Harvesting Land Base.

As the supply of quality forage habitat can be one of the primary limiting factors on the population
of grizzly bears, this strategy is designed to ensure a long run stable supply of quality grizzly bear
forage opportunities in all seasons, distributed across the TFL. It is recognized that forage
opportunities that are available in conjunction with thermal and security cover may be better utilized
and the strategy will attempt to address thermal and security cover as well, but it is primarily focused
on forage habitat management. This strategy is based on the TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat
Assessment [Leigh-Spencer, 2002], the Interim Grizzly Bear Conservation and Management
Strategies - Elaho River Valley [Hamilton, 2000], the Identified Wildlife Management Strategy Managing Identified Wildlife: Procedures and Measures [Forest Practices Code 1999] and the
Guidelines for integrating grizzly bear habitat and silviculture in the coastal western hemlock
biogeoclimatic zone [Establishment to Free Growing Guidebook - Vancouver Forest Region Appendix 11, FPC 2000].
For the purpose of this strategy, High Value Grizzly Bear Forage Types [HVGBFT] are considered
to be those contiguous microsites >0.5 ha in size that are dominated by a site series that is rated with
a Habitat Capability Rating of 1, based on the TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat Assessment, [LeighSpencer, 2002] in any one of the four grizzly bear “seasons”. The TFL 38 Grizzly Bear Habitat
Assessment mapping is to be used to predict the potential for HVGBFTs, but ground truthing is to be
used to determine the actual value and extent of the habitat.
3.3.1

Harvesting Operating Guidelines:

3.1.1.1

When planning a new harvest block, all HVGBFT are to be considered for first priority for
“protection” within a Wildlife Tree Patch [WTP], a Riparian Management Zone, or as a
retention area within the context of a variable retention prescription. The HVGBFT must
be “considered” for “protection” relative to the following factors at a stand level and local
landscape level.
•
Operational safety.
•
Economic efficiency.
•
Operational feasibility.
•
The relative abundance or rareness of the HVGBFT within the stand and local
landscape.
•
The relative “value” of other attributes [aesthetics, biodiversity, wildlife trees, other
wildlife habitat values etc.], which could be captured in a non-HVGBFT WTP.
•
The potential for actual use given proximity to recreation sites and heavily used road
systems.
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This guideline is meant to guide the choice of “protecting” HVGBFT within the stand level
“protection” budget [usually 8-10% WTP]. This is not to suggest that all of the HVGBFT
is going to be protected or that the “protection” budget should necessarily be increased to
protect HVGBFT.
3.1.1.2 When planning a new harvest block that includes a substantial amount [>50%] of HVGBFT,
consideration should be given to making the block a retention block. The following factors
are to be considered in the decision to make the block a retention block.
•
Operational safety.
•
Economic efficiency.
•
Operational feasibility.
•
The relative abundance or rareness of the HVGBFT within the stand and local
landscape.
•
The relative “value” of other attributes [aesthetics, biodiversity, wildlife trees, other
wildlife habitat values etc.], which could be captured in the application of a retention
prescription to this block or another block.
•
The potential for actual use given proximity to recreation sites and heavily used road
systems.
This guideline is not meant to suggest that all blocks with >50% HVGBFT must have
retention prescriptions, but only that they should be given serious consideration for
retention prescriptions, and that the decision must be made in the context of overall
sustainable forest management goals for the TFL.
3.1.1.3

Retention prescriptions for blocks with >50% HVGBFT should be designed with grizzly
bear habitat in mind and should address, wherever practical, the need for security habitat
[effective visual screening], escape cover [e.g. climb trees for cubs], and thermal habitat
[for day bedding] in association with the forage habitat. Retention prescriptions should,
where practical, incorporate some of the following elements.
•
A range of retention clump/patch sizes including some relatively larger clumps/patches
up to 0.5 hectare [may be classified as a WTP].
•
Concentrate retention near active roads so as to provide a visual screen of the forage
areas.
•
Select retention clumps/patches with significant amounts of understorey vegetation for
security cover.
•
Concentrate retention around the HVGBFT.

3.1.1.4

When planning new harvest blocks adjacent to identified GBHMZs, and the adjacent
portion of the GBHMZ is non-forested HVGBFT [e.g. avalanche track], the establishment
of forested buffers should be considered to provide security cover and bedding cover. The
location and width of the buffers should be determined on a site-specific basis. It is not
necessary to have a buffer on all sides of a non-forested HVGBFT. It is also not necessary
that buffers be totally off limits to harvesting and in fact some selective removal may help
to windfirm the buffers. Factors to consider in establishing buffers are the landform,
relative value of the HVGBFT in a local context, stand condition, safety, and operational
practicality. Although buffers are not mandatory, it is expected that the majority of
GBHMZs with non-forested HVGBFT adjacent to harvest blocks will have buffers
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averaging 10-20m in width for most of their lineal contact with the block, although the
width can vary from 0-50m. These buffers will constitute much of the WTP budget for the
block and they must be weighed against other wildlife/biodiversity values which could be
protected within WTPs.
3.1.1.5

Consider early harvesting [ie. before culmination age is achieved] as a technique to return a
closed canopy mid-seral stand on a HVGBFT back into the high forage production status
associated with a recently logged [i.e. early-seral] vegetative community.

3.1.1.6

Consider commercial thinning to reduce crown closure and stimulate the production of
herbaceous forage species in stands with substantial amounts of low production
HVGBFT. Commercial thinning may be done uniformly across a stand or involve
removal of small groups to target a mosaic of mature trees and forage areas in the
future.

3.1.1.7

Commercial thinning, in combination with delayed or extended rotation final harvest, may
also be considered. Multiple entry commercial thinning may be considered as a part of this
strategy.

3.1.1.8

Road construction should be planned to avoid significant patches of HVGBFT where
practical. Where roads are constructed through HVGBFT they should be planned for
permanent deactivation or rehabilitation if practical, and where they do not access any
additional forest resources. It should, however, be recognized that there is a lot of
HVGBFT within the TFL and many patches of HVGBFT will have long-term roads
constructed through them.

3.3.2

Reforestation Operating Guidelines:

3.3.2.1

Generally, reforestation strategies which optimize timber production and forage production
are to be used on substantial patches of HVGBFT that are harvested.

3.3.2.2

Reforestation prescriptions for contiguous patches of HVGBFT >2.0 ha should include
modified stocking standards [i.e. lower density planting] or cluster planting so that crown
closure is delayed and forage production is maintained further into the rotation. These
prescriptions are to be made at the stand/site level and are to be based on the Guidelines for
integrating grizzly bear habitat and silviculture in the coastal western hemlock zone
[Establishment to Free Growing Guidebook - Vancouver Forest Region - Appendix 11,
FPC 2000], but significant departure from the guidelines is permitted to meet the overall
sustainable forest management objectives for the TFL.

3.3.2.3

Within substantial areas of HVGBFT, brush control prescriptions should focus only on
control of brush that is directly competing with crop trees and should specifically avoid
incidental or broadcast brushing of high value forage species.

3.3.3

Stand Tending Operating Guidelines:
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3.3.3.1

Within substantial areas of HVGBFT, juvenile spacing may be used to reduce crop tree
density and thereby increase light to the forest floor and stimulate forage production.
Variable density or gap/cluster spacing techniques are preferred.

3.3.3.2

Within substantial areas of HVGBFT, pruning prior to crown closure may be used to
increase light penetration and maintain forage production longer into the rotation. Pruning
[2nd lift] may also be used on suitable older stands with high degrees of crown closure to
reduce crown closure and stimulate forage production.

3.3.3.3

Intensive silviculture activities such as juvenile spacing and pruning for grizzly bear habitat
management will only be considered when funding sources are available.

3.4

Access Management in and adjacent to Grizzly Bear Habitat Management
Zones.
Road development and motorized access in and around grizzly bear habitat can result in: 1)
increased mortality risk; 2) displacement from preferred habitat; and 3) home range and
population fragmentation [Hamilton, 2000]. As such it will be necessary to
control/regulate motorized access in and around the GBHMZs.

3.4.1

Access Management Operating Guidelines:

3.4.1.1

Road construction is not permitted within GBHMZ areas unless it is the most
practicable location for the road and the road construction plan is designed to minimize
disturbance to the GBHMZ. Road construction should generally not be a significant
issue as most of the identified GBHMZs are located in areas that should not normally
need to be roaded to access timber. However, there have to be some roads built
through some of the GBHMZs in the future to access timber, and some GBHMZs have
or will have roads constructed adjacent to them.

3.4.1.2

Roads constructed in or adjacent to GBHMZs, which do not access additional forest
resources, are to be permanently deactivated or rehabilitated [where practical] within
two years following the completion of primary harvesting. This deactivation or
rehabilitation should include the removal of drainage structures so that the road is not
passable with a 4- wheel drive vehicle or an ATV.

3.4.1.3

Roads that traverse or run adjacent to GBHMZs and are needed for long-term access
may require access control. Access control can be accomplished through the use of
gates or by removing drainage structures when a road is not needed for an extended
period of time. Any access control measures, which would reduce public access to
significant roaded areas, must be done after public and First Nations consultation, and
in conjunction with a public education program as to grizzly bear behavior/biology and
the need to control access.

4.0

Monitoring and Adaptive Management

It should be recognized that this strategy has been developed based on current information, a
literature review, discussions with the Ministry of Forests and the Ministry of Water, Land and
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Air Protection, and consideration for the values of society. It is intended to be an interim
strategy to manage grizzly bear habitat in the absence of higher level plan direction. New
information may come forward, society’s values and goals may change, and our understanding
of grizzly bear habitat requirements may change. In recognition of all these factors, the success
of the strategy will be monitored as a part of Interfor’s Sustainable Forest Management
monitoring and adaptive management program, and formally reviewed every five years with
consultation from the Ministry of Forests, Ministry of Water, Land, and Air Protection and the
Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management. The strategy will then be modified if necessary.
5.0
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Appendix C-1
TSA Grizzly Bear THLB Area Calculations
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Feldes, Leonard
Wednesday, May 17, 2006
Gilliam, Jim; Haasjes, Karen
FSP supporting infor griz numbers unconfirmed

Hi Jim/Karen here are the figures on grizzly for the TSA for the 39 proposed WHA's given as a handout
from last grizzly bear meeting in Squamish Office. We should confirm these numbers with Greg George,
MOE, to see if there has been any changes before putting them into the supporting document. If there
has been changes then we need we should get the latest shape files to update our maps prior to final
submission to MOF.
Based on the mature THLB impact (Wildlife notice says "approximately 385ha"), I took the figures in the
scanned document griz_THLB1 and added the Contributing 159ha ( C) and Partial contributing (P) 16ha
for subtotal of 175 ha. Subtracting the notice amount of 385 ha - 175 = 210 ha which we have committed
to working with MOE to identify in the TFL38 as Greg George has indicated that the balance of mature
THLB for grizzly bear will come from the TFL as per my last email to you from Greg.

From:
Feldes, Leonard FOR:EX
Sent:
Wed, May 17, 2006 2:13 PM
To:
Gilliam, Jim FOR:EX; Haasjes, Karen FOR:EX
Subject:
FW: Squamish Forest District Grizzly Bear Notice requirements
Fyi on supporting information regarding grizzly. I'm still trying to track down the THLB hectares.
______________________________________________
From:
George, Greg ENV:EX
Sent:
Wed, February 8, 2006 2:18 PM
To:
Feldes, Leonard FOR:EX
Cc:
Rochetta, Steve J ENV:EX
Subject:
Squamish Forest District Grizzly Bear Notice requirements

Hi Leonard,
As per our telephone conversation on Feb 2, this is a status update for the grizzly bear Section 7 Notice
requirements in the Squamish Forest District.
The important number in the notice is the 385 ha mature THLB, MOE will be held to the mature THLB
amount. From a planning perspective we chose to separate the WHA development process into 2 distinct
phases: the TSA and TFL. In the TSA the current group of 39 WHAs will be going forward soon for
establishment. We don't know precisely what the mature THLB impact will be, but it will be less than the
notice amount. As we talked about, MOE anticipates that the majority of the remaining mature THLB
hectares from the notice to be allocated to the TFL. It is my understanding that Interfor as the previous
licensee has completed a grizzly bear management plan that we believe will adequately conserve critical
grizzly bear habitats in the TFL. MOE hopes to work with new licensees to bring this plan forward in the
coming fiscal year.
We are also planning for more grizzly bear WHAs in the TSA but expect the amount of mature THLB in
any new WHAs to be very small; 26 new grizzly bear WHAs have already been mapped.
The only uncertainty I should mention is that the Sea to Sky LRMP recognizes the need for grizzly bear
management and from what I understand allows for up to 5% of the productive forest land base to
manage for grizzly bears. If the plan is approved it may influence grizzly bear management (e.g.
managed via different policy).
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I hope this is helpful.
Greg George, RP Bio
Wildlife Biologist
Lower Mainland Region, MOE
10470 - 152 Street
Surrey, BC V3R 0Y3
Telephone: 604-582-5212
Fax: 604-930-7119
Satellite Office: 604-824-2304
Satellite Office Fax: 604-858-4905
e-mail: greg.george@gov.bc.ca
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Appendix D
Tailed Frog Report
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