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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
 
 
Protecting species at risk is a complex issue.  The protection of species at risk lies mainly with 
the government. However, the protection of species at risk and their habitat relies on a 
partnership between licensees, other stakeholders, residents and governments to be completely 
successful. Protecting species at risk through educating the public about particular species and 
their sensitivities has the potential to go a long way in assisting in the management and survival 
of these species. 
 
The goal of this strategic plan is to develop and implement land use designations, policies and 
management guidelines that effectively protect species at risk through use of the best available 
science, combined with coordinated planning efforts, public involvement and stakeholder 
participation. We need to encourage an environment where we can work together in a landscape 
approach to protect habitat, contribute to the recovery of species at risk and conserve British 
Columbia’s natural legacy. 
 
The annotated matrix (THE STRATEGIC PLAN) presented in Table 1 addresses key issues and 
objectives by identifying strategic (knowledge gaps) outcomes, priorities and the underlying 
rationale.  To be a successful tool, this table needs to be updated annually; facilitating adaptive 
management and providing a method to track research trials, indicating present and future 
opportunities, and prioritizing projects. 
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
Protecting species at risk is a complex issue.  It involves many stakeholders as public acceptance 
is strongly driven by accountable champions, accurate data, transparent processes and 
ownership. The protection of species at risk lies mainly with the government. However, the 
protection of species at risk and their habitat relies on a partnership between licensees, other 
stakeholders, residents and governments to be completely successful. To be successful in our 
endeavors to protect species at risk, we must: 
 
• Educate the public about the impacts of human activity on species at risk and lobby for their 

participation in protective measures 
 
• Communicate, cooperate and develop partnerships with the public, ministry staff, and 

agencies, and other organizations, to develop effective strategies to protect species at risk 
 
• Preserve elements of biodiversity that are not addressed through other components of the 

Forest Practices Code - threatened and endangered species.  
 
GOAL STATEMENTS 
 
Educate the public and increase awareness of species needing special attention and informing 
them of possibilities for their active involvement in protection activities throughout the PG TSA. 
  
Develop and implement land use designations, policies and management guidelines that 
effectively protect species at risk through use of the best available science, combined with 
coordinated planning efforts, public involvement and stakeholder participation.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Roads created to facilitate timber harvesting in BC have also increased public access to 
the backcountry - mainly for recreation. Unfortunately, increased use by the public has 
the potential to negatively impact wildlife and plant species as well as their habitat. Even 
more unfortunate is that there are several species in BC considered to be at risk or 
vulnerable to anthropogenic activities.  
 
The presence of human activity and roads too has potential , to disrupt ecosystems that support 
rare and endangered plants and plant communities. For example, some riparian areas are often 
popular fishing grounds.  These aquatic ecosystems are impacted significantly by increased 
mortality, altered physical environment, spread of exotic species, and increased alteration and 
use of habitats by people1. Roads running parallel to larger rivers often intersect the numerous 
tributaries that feed into them. Culverts are regularly installed at these stream crossings in a 
manner that prevents or restricts movement of fish above the road, reducing fish populations 
through a loss of habitat that may be important for juvenile rearing and/or spawning2. Forestry 

                                                 
1 Trombulak, S. C., and C. A. Frissell. 2000. Review of ecological effects of roads on terrestrial and aquatic 
communities.  Conservation Biology 14, 1:18-30 
2 Shrimpton, J.M., M.A. Bahr, C. Cena, A.D. Clarke, C.J. Williamson, and D.D. Heath.  2002. Do fish respond to 
habitat improvements?  In: Fish Physiology: Mechanisms and Adaptations, E.W. Taylor & D.D. MacKinlay, eds., 
International Congress on the Biology of Fishes, American Fisheries Society, Vancouver, BC. pp. 61-65. 
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roads have also created easy access to firewood. Many species of birds are dependent on trees 
for their survival and valuable habitat is lost when wildlife trees are cut down for firewood3.  
 
Industrial forest operations are carried out so as to minimize the impact on wildlife species, 
particularly species at risk.  Road closures that have been put in place for protective measures 
are often ‘ignored’ because the general public has not been adequately informed about the 
reasons for such access control. As a result, access management has not been successful at 
deterring access in areas where sensitive species exist. 
 
Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) places great emphasis on the preservation of 
biodiversity, particularly the conservation of plant and animal species considered at risk from 
forest development4.  Control of human access and recreational activities in key habitats will 
reduce the level of disturbance to sensitive species; however, regulation has its limits. It is vital 
therefore to develop methods of educating the public about sensitive areas and species and to 
address current management techniques and rationale.  Fundamental to this is the process of 
adaptive management which is facilitated through monitoring procedures and linked directly to 
addressing the species at risk issue. 
 
POTENTIAL SOLUTION 
 
One method of helping to protect species at risk is through access management. Access 
management is a process whereby public access to certain areas via designated roadways is 
controlled with the intent that impacts on sensitive wildlife populations and habitats be 
minimized.  This is pursued through the design and control of access points to specific areas.  
 
An Access management plan has been defined as an operational plan that shows how road 
construction, modification and deactivation will be carried out to protect, or mitigate impacts on 
known resources or sensitive areas while maximizing the efficacy of forest resource 
development5. It is a planning tool that crosses the boundaries between numerous land use 
activities. We therefore need to encourage an environment where licensees, other stakeholders, 
residents and governments can work together using a landscape approach to protect species at 
risk in British Columbia. 
 
“The Coordinated Access Management Plan (CAMP) process evolved in British Columbia as a 
means of dealing with access management issues in a more integrated, long term, and large 
scale manner6 (Appendix 1).” This type of plan was not developed to deal with species at risk. 
However, it could be modified to become a useful tool in addressing the goals of long term 
protection of species at risk. 
 
Potential benefits of managing public access only include: 
 
• Preservation of habitat 
• Achieving wildlife conservation  
• Less backcountry disturbance/disruption 
                                                 
3 (http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfp/pubs/wildlife_trees/Fire.pdf 2003). 
4 Wade, B. 2002. Sustainable Forest Management Plan. Canadian Forest Products Ltd. Fort St. James and Prince 
George Operations. 
5 (http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/pab/publctns/glossary/A.htm 2003) 
6 Fort St. James Forest District Coordinated Access Management Plan (Phase 1) December 2002. Northern long 
term road corridors plan. 
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• Meeting  SFM and certification objectives 
 
Techniques for managing public access: 
 
• Government regulation 
• Physical barriers across roadways:  

o Debris piles  
o Concrete blocks 
o Boulders 
o Logs  
o Gates 
o Removal of bridges and culverts 
o Physical deactivation of a road 
o Signage 

• Use of winter roads  
• Seasonal access 
• Moratoriums  
• Designated recreation areas 
• Parks 
 
What happens if public access is not addressed?  
 
• Reduction of critical habitat  
• Loss of species at risk 
• Litigation cost (s) 
• Will not meet SFM objectives 
• Certification not achieved 

 
A Better way to protect species at risk. 

Education about access management is a rather new subject. Public involvement in planning has 
tended to come late in the planning and design process, usually in the form of public hearings. 
However, government and industry realize the value of promoting and using access 
management. They also recognize the need to educate the public and involve them more fully in 
the access design and implementation process.  This is a key theme of this strategy because how 
to best achieve this objective is currently unknown. 

New direction: 

It is important to remember that Crown land is publicly owned in BC, and the public has a ‘right’ 
to use this land – for hunting, fishing, recreation etc.  There is an inherent difficulty in trying to 
‘control’ public use of these lands7.  It is imperative that land and resource managers truly use 
long-term planning that will benefit both the public and their operations while consistently 
protecting species at risk. If used properly, long-term planning can help avoid some of the 
conflicts that tend to arise when trying to use access management by itself.  If proper long-term 
planning is implemented, the public will be better informed and will be given a variety of areas 
in which to recreate.  Land and resource managers must focus on new methods to help them 
protect species at risk: 

                                                 
7 Sewell, V. Person. Comm. March 3rd, 2000 Engineering Officer, Ministry of Forests Vanderhoof District. 
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• Long term Planning  
• Transparent processes 
• Public education 
• Public participation and assistance  
 
Additional Benefits from this new direction include: 
 
• Reduction of roaded area if planned properly 
• Knowledgeable/abiding public 
• Coordinated planning efforts 
• Cost savings – long term 
• Zoning for recreational activities reduces confusion 
 
 
KEY INFORMATION 
 
Management decisions that are based on credible data are more likely to be accepted. Prior to 
implementing access management, critical base information is required for both wildlife and 
human activities: 
 
Wildlife 

o Wildlife corridors (where do they travel?) 
o Wildlife location (where are they found most often) 
o Seasonal habits 
o Thresholds for individual species 

 
People 

o Habits (historic use) 
o Access points (roadways) 
o Recreation areas (trails, lakes, cabins etc.) 
o Interactions with wildlife 

 
Some base line information is presently available. It simply needs to be compiled into a useable 
document, appropriately mapped, and archived for reference. 
 
 
MEETING SFM CRITERIA 
 
This Strategic Plan specifically addresses the following strategic objectives and SFM criteria5 for 
Canadian Forest Products Ltd.: 
 

 Strategic Direction and Initiatives 
 
♦ Corporate compendium of the best available science 
♦ Standard system/technology to deliver the best available science 
♦ Adaptive management system incorporating advances in science and technology within 

operational practices 
 

 SFM Values and Objectives 
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◆ Biological Diversity  

o Providing for protection of species at risk, including rare plants and rare plant 
communities will assist in maintaining biological diversity. 

◆ Community Acceptance 
o Asking for public participation and using their input in the planning process will 

lead to greater acceptance of forestry practices. 
◆ Social & Economic Benefits 

o Coordinated planning approach will reduce cost, 
o Coordinated planning will direct but not reduce recreational opportunities 

 
The species at risk of most concerned in Canfor’s sustainable forest initiative (SFI) plan within 
the PG TSA include: 
Mountain Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou), Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos), Fisher (Martes 
pennanti), Wolverine (Gulo gulo vancouverensis ), Mountain Goat (Oreamnos americanus), 
Rocky Mountain Sheep (Ovis canadensis canadensis), Sandhill Crane (Grus canadensis), 
American Bittern(Botaurus lentiginosus), Short Eared Owl (Asio flammeus), Bobolink 
(Dolichonyx oryzivorus), Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis atricapillus – accipiter gentilis 
laingi), and Trumpeter Swan (Cygnus buccinator) 
 
 
THE STRATGIC PLAN 
 
The annotated matrix presented in this section addresses the above issues and objectives by 
identifying strategic (knowledge gaps) outcomes, priorities and the underlying rationale (Table 
1). The tactics and priorities are based information obtained in the February workshop 
(Appendix 2), other documents5,6 (Appendix 1), and the authors’ opinions.  
 
This table is intended to be updated annually thereby facilitating adaptive management by 
providing a method to track research trials, indicating present and future opportunities, and 
prioritizing projects. 
 
It is requisite to use the best science and community information available to meet social, 
environmental, and economic values and build a successful and adaptive Coordinated Access 
Management Plan. The matrix presented in Table 1 is a tool to achieve this end. 
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Table 1. Matrix of objectives, strategic or tactical approaches and current level of priority; ++ = short term high priority; + = longer term high priority (often requires short term priority be addressed before 
initiation).  (The ‘Status’ column has been added for tracking purposes, I=initiated, O=ongoing , C=completed) Table last updated March 28, 2003. 

Objectives Status Approach (strategic or tactical) Priorities Rationale Examples 

Objective #1 
Public Education  A. Develop a long term plan to educate a broader public constituency 

that includes a continuous improvement approach. ++ 
Key – without public ‘buy-in’ the process will fail. It is 
necessary to have an informed public. Focus should be 
on informing and educating. 

• Education campaign to 
illustrate why people 
should care.  

• Demonstrate to the public 
how they can play a role in 
protection of species at 
risk. 

 A. Clearly identify responsibility for coordination of partnership among 
agencies ++ Success depends on clearly defined roles and 

responsibilities. 
 

 B. Ensure an authority to mediate between partners +   

 C. Elect neutral spokesperson(s) to speak to the public on behalf of the 
partnership ++ More credibility if there is no ‘vested’ interest.  

Objective #2 
Create 

partnerships 
within the PG 

TSA  
  D. Develop a ‘business case’ that outlines the costs and benefits for all 

users + Sound business case will make plan easier to accept.  

 

A. Coordinated planning :  
i. Baseline objective setting 
ii. Threshold setting for individual species 
iii. Develop tools for predicting/analyzing 

 
++ 
++ 
+ 

 
- Identification of key indicators 
- Effective as to avoid approaching these critical levels 
- So that we know we have reached our goal(s) 

 

I B. Foster a routine that maintains a two-way information exchange with 
the government  +   

 C. Document who and where ALL the users are ++ 

To delineate the landscape based on uses. Will also 
facilitate involvement by all groups: recreators (user 
groups), government (ministries), first nations, 
industry, oil and gas… A function of zonation around 
educating users about specific SAR in specific areas. 

 

 D. Identify sensitive areas and species ++ Knowledge of what requires protecting and where.  
 

Designate specific areas that 
are most sensitive to 
disturbance. 

 E. Define appropriate land uses  + Protect sensitive habitat Redirect recreational users 
where possible/necessary 

 F. Collect examples from other countries  Tied to C above  

Objective #3 
Collect Baseline 
information for 
species at risk in 

the PG TSA 
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Objectives Status Strategies Priorities Rationale Examples 

 A. Identify specific public behaviors that need to be addressed or 
changed in order to better protect species at risk ++ To facilitate the redirection of recreational users to 

help protect species at risk  

• The right to “go 
everywhere” on Crown 
land. 

• Interview Conservation 
Officers about how they 
suggest to  increase 
compliance 

 B. Identify advocates/supporters in recreation shops (ATV, fish, 
outfitters) to spread the message + Using neutral or nonthreatening sources to get the 

message out 
Advertisements that can be 
posted in shops or on websites 

 C. Recreational zoning  ++ Define what recreational activities can occur and 
where 

Areas for non-motorized 
hunting/fishing  

 D. Educate rather than regulate + Information that helps the public understand the 
purpose behind protecting certain species and/or areas 

Develop effective signage 

Objective #4  
Write an 

integrated species 
at risk 

management for 
the PG TSA. 

 

 E. Develop incentives for particular user groups  + 

 making it easier i.e. firewood 
areas and areas set aside for 
particular recreational 
activities, and leave decked 
wood along the roadway for 
people to access 

 A. Develop integrated maps as planning tools ++ Combine key areas for planning (species at risk), 
recreational purposes, and pubic information 

 

 B. Design appropriate harvesting methods and patterns for specific areas  To help meet the needs of specific SAR or sensitive 
areas 

 Concentrate harvesting 

Objective #5 
Coordinate 
Planning 

Activities Among 
Partners 

  C. Include in development plans to maintain an equivalent percentage of 
roaded area over a specified time frame  Area occupied by roads shrinks or does not change No net increase in roads within 

specific area(s) 
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APPENDIX 1 
Coordinated Access Management Plans  
 
Currently there are two Access Management Plans in place in the north central part of British 
Columbia.   
 
The first, The Vanderhoof Access Management Plan8 was driven by environmental and social 
issues of the Vanderhoof Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP).   In 1996, the 
Vanderhoof Ministry of Forests (MoF) put forth the first draft, and by 1998 the document had 
evolved to a useful form7. The plan covers the entire Vanderhoof Forest District and consists of a 
spread sheet that outlines the access management points (name, location, reason for 
establishment and restricted vehicles), and a map that visually displays the location of each 
point.  
 
 The second, Northern Long Term Road Corridors Plan (NLTRCP), phase 1 of Coordinated 
Access Management Planning was recommended by the Fort St. James Land and Resource 
Management Plan (LRMP)6.  Its implementation began through a rigorous public consultation 
process led by the Ministry of Forests, with the Ministry of Environment and an industry 
representative. To date, the CAMP consists of a 60 page document and accompanying area map. 
The document describes the CAMP Phase 1 process including public review and the individual 
NLTRC roadsheds; the map visually delineates the long term road corridors for the northern 2 
million hectares of the Fort St. James District.

                                                 
8 Vanderhoof Access Management Plan January 2003. BC Ministry of Forests. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

Public Education and Access Management  
 

University of Northern British Columbia 
Canadian Forest Products Ltd. 

Discussion Notes 
 

          Workshop – February 7th, 2003            University of Northern BC            

 
 
ATTENDEES: 
 
Patience Byman  UNBC/Canfor SFM Coordinator Prince George * bymanp@unbc.ca 
Craig Delong  MoF – Prince George Landscape Ecologist * Craig.Delong@gems1.gov.bc.ca 
Bill Floyd  Pierre Beaudry and Associates Forest Biologist *pbabill@telus.net  
Perry Grilz  MoF PG Forest Resource and Practices Team Leader 
*Perry.Grilz@gems2.gov.bc.ca 
Pam Hengvelt  Wildlife Infometrics * pamatwildinfo@cablerocket.com 
Doug Heard  WLAP – Prince George * Doug.Heard@gems7.gov.bc.ca 
Chris Hawkins  UNBC Prince George – Mixedwood Chair *hawkinsc@mail.canfor.ca 
Mike Jull  UNBC Prince George - *jullm@unbc.ca 
Joe Kavanagh  Canfor Prince George FIA coordinator- *jkavanagh@mail.canfor.ca 
David Maloney  MoF Prince George Research/Extension Hydrology - 
*David.Maloney@gems9.gov.bc.ca 
Wayne Martin   MoF PG Regional Staff Manager * Wayne.Martin@gems9.gov.bc.ca 
Sandra Kinsey  PG Naturalist Club *sjkinsey@direct.ca  
Terry Lazaruk  Vanderhoof Planning Forester *tlazaruk@Plateau.Slocan.com    
Ken Parker  Birdland Ecosystem Management Prince George -* parkerkr@shaw.ca  
Mike Peterson  DWB Forestry Wildlife biologist *dwbmike@mag-net.com 
Gilbert Proulx  Alpha Wildlife Edmonton - * alphwild@telusplanet.net 
Diane Reed  MoF Prince George Recreation Officer * Diane.Reed@gems1.gov.bc.ca 
Bruce Rogers  UNBC Prince George Graduate Studies *rogersb@unbc.ca 
Mark Shrimpton UNBC Prince George Biology Program- * shrimptm@unbc.ca 
Dale Seip  MoF – Prince George Wildlife Habitat Ecologist * Dale.Seip@gems3.gov.bc.ca 
Vince Sewell  MoF Vanderhoof Engineering Officer * Vince.Sewell@gems4.gov.bc.ca 
Mike Slivitzky   MSRM Prince George – Planning Officer * Mike.Slivitzky@gems9.gov.bc.ca 
Susan Stevenson Silvifauna Research Prince George - * sksteven@pgweb.com 
Stephen Szerencsi Canfor Prince George Forestry Supervisor* sszerencsi@mail.canfor.ca 
Judy Vasily  Canfor Prince George Planning Forester* jvasily@mail.canfor.ca 
Carla Wainwright FORREX Prince George * carla.wainwright@forrex.org 
Nicole Wilder  UNBC Prince George - Extension Officer * wildern@unbc.ca 
Doug Wilson  WLAP – Prince George * Doug.Wilson@gems2.gov.bc.ca  
Leslie Yaremko  WLAP Prince George Senior Ecosystems Officer * 
Leslie.Yaremko@gems5.gov.bc.ca 
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BACKGROUND:  
 
Forest roads are constructed initially for industrial purposes. It is not a new phenomenon that the access 
structures created to facilitate timber harvesting in BC have also increased public access to the 
backcountry - mainly for recreation. Unfortunately, increased use by the public has the potential to 
negatively impact fish, wildlife and plant species as well as their habitat. Even more unfortunate is that 
there are several species in BC considered to be at risk or vulnerable to anthropogenic activities.  
 
The presence of human activity and roads has the potential to disrupt ecosystems that support rare and 
endangered plants and plant communities. For example, some riparian areas are often popular fishing 
grounds.  These aquatic ecosystems are negatively impacted through increased mortality, an altered 
physical environment, the spread of exotic species, and an increased alteration and use of these habitats 
by people (Trombulak and Frissell 2000). 
 
Industrial forest operations are regulated to minimize the impact on these same species.  The general 
public on the other hand does not necessarily have the same objectives, nor fully understand the reasons 
behind access deactivation; often using roads that have been purposely deactivated. As a result, road 
deactivation in susceptible areas is not always successful at deterring recreation. 
 
Canfor’s Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) Plan places great emphasis on the preservation of 
biodiversity, particularly the conservation of plant and animal species considered at risk from forest 
development (Wade 2002).  Control of human access and recreational activities in key habitats will 
reduce the level of disturbance to sensitive species; however, regulation has its limits. It is vital therefore 
to develop methods of educating the public about sensitive areas and species and to address current access 
[deactivation] management techniques and rationale.  Embedded in Canfor’s SFM Plan is the 
fundamental process of adaptive management (Wade 2002). To facilitate this, it is necessary to maintain 
monitoring procedures in addition to directly addressing public education and access management. 
 
 
INTRODUCTION: 
 

Joe Kavanagh 
FIA coordinator- *jkavanagh@mail.canfor.ca 

 
WHY ARE WE HERE? 
° Interest was ‘sparked’ at the species at Risk Workshop in November 2002 
° We are concerned with loosing species at risk 
° For example: Fishing of bull trout, shooting grizzly, running down of caribou, 

inadvertent trapping of fisher and wolverine 
 
The Species at risk we are most concerned with: 
Mountain Caribou, Grizzly Bear, Fisher, Wolverine, Mountain Goat, Rocky Mountain 
Sheep  
Sandhill Crane, American bittern, Short eared owl, Bobolink, Northern Goshawk, and 
Trumpeter swan 
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Please concentrate on the species which we can have the most impact on with roads 
and public access here in the PGTSA (for today): 

 Mountain Caribou  
 Grizzly Bear  
 Fisher  
 Wolverine 
 Mountain Goat  

 
° Habitat projects to help these critters 
 
° Identification and modeling of Grizzly, caribou, fisher, wolverine habitat 

 Habitat clustering project  
 LOWG – seral and patch size projects  

 
° All will have impacts on the habitat and how Canfor manages, BUT how do we 

manage road access and the public 
 
° I think of this as the Grizzly bear’s anti-smoking campaign or 
° The Mountain caribou’s drinking and driving campaign 
° They are fighting us for their lives and we need to help 
 
Points I want to emphasize: 

 We are already working on Habitat in/with other forums, and 
 Concentrate on Impact of Roads and Public Today 

 
 
INVITED SPEAKERS: 
 

Dale Seip 
MoF – Prince George Wildlife Habitat Ecologist Dale.Seip@gems3.gov.bc.ca 

 
Direct Loss of Habitat 

• Direct loss of productive forest and habitat 
• Prince George Timber Supply Review: 4.1% of productive forest area lost to roads 
 

Impacts of road use ROADKILLS 
• Dominant cause of mortality for some species 
• Can be significant mortality for species at risk : Selkirk caribou, Alberta caribou, grizzlies, 

wolves in Banff, wolverine  
• Primarily a problem on highways, less on logging roads i.e. related to level of use 
 

Disturbance and displacement 
• Wildlife may avoid using habitat immediately adjacent to heavily used roads 

– grizzlies 
– caribou 
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• Related to level of use 
• Heavy traffic may isolate populations,  

 
Predator Access 

• Predators may use roads as travel corridors, thereby increasing predation rates, e. g. wolves and 
caribou 

• high road densities can put wolves at risk if human use is high 
• roads create edges for predator access to forest 

 
Human Caused Mortality 

• Access for poachers 
• Mistaken identity 
• Human-bear conflicts 
• Access for sustenance hunters 

 
Hunting Regulations 

• Excessive road access makes it difficult to set hunting regulations that adequately conserve game 
populations 

• Reduced number of open seasons 
• More LEH, shorter seasons, more complex regulations, area closures 
• Major reason given for decreasing interest in hunting. 

 
Access for Backcountry Disturbance 

• Roads provide access to the backcountry for motorised recreation 
• Snowmobiles, ATVs, trail bikes 
• Snowmobile disturbance of mountain caribou 

 
Summary 

• Wildlife conservation objectives can be seriously compromised by excessive, uncontrolled road 
access 

• Roads produced by forest harvesting can be a greater problem for some wildlife species than the 
actual harvesting.  

• The level of human use of the road may be more important than the physical presence of the road 
 
Consequences 

• It is difficult for wildlife management agencies to achieve wildlife conservation objectives 
without having access management as a tool 

• Forest companies will have difficulty achieving sustainable forest management objectives without 
access management 

• Hunters will face increasingly complex and restrictive hunting regulations if uncontrolled road 
access continues to increase 

 
Solutions 

• Plan forest harvesting operations to minimise active road densities 
– larger patch sizes, scheduling, road deactivation 

• physically deactivate roads 
• road closure regulations 
• motorised recreation zoning  
• public education, e.g. hunters and grizzly bears, snowmobiles and caribou  
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Susan Stevenson 

Silvifauna Research Prince George - sksteven@pgweb.com 
 
Road Access and Wildlife Trees 
 
How do roads affect wildlife trees? 
° WCB Regulations require that dangerous trees along active roads be removed. (Procedures 

for assessing roadside trees are covered in the Wildlife/Danger Tree course). 
° Nearly al firewood cutting on crown land occurs within a short distance of roads. 
 
How big an issue is this?  
° “I find firewood cutting a big problem… but I don’t know of any empirical information.” 
° “Many cavity nest trees are located along roads—some of the cavity nesters seem to like the 

open space of a road—and we have nailed the signs on trees to discourage cutting.  It helps a 
bit.” 

° “I and many other woodlot licensees have experienced significant problems with 
indiscriminate firewood cutting on our woodlots.” 

° “Just this fall some firewood cutters cut down a wildlife tree on my woodlot that was an 
excellent one with lots of cavities, a good sound shell but rotten interior.  The firewood 
cutters got three very poor quality firewood rounds from the tree and the rest still lays on the 
ground.” 

° “In my opinion, with higher natural gas costs, there has been and will continue to be an 
increase of indiscriminate firewood cutters, particularly near large populations of resource-
based communities…” 

 
MoF firewood policy (Ministry Policy Manual) 
° Recognize the public demand for firewood. 
° Encourage people to use logging residue, non-commercial timber, and damaged or dead 

timber for firewood. 
° Direct activity to areas that need rehabilitation after logging 
° The DM will explain the wildlife tree concept and ask that the applicant not cut or remove 

any trees that have been posted with wildlife tree signs 
 
PG District Policy 
° Cut and remove only dear timber, standing and down from Crown land 
° Snags greater than 40 cm are RESERVED FROM CUTTING for wildlife protection.  Care 

will be given not to remove any trees showing obvious signs of wildlife use, i.e. cavities, 
nests, foraging marks, etc. 

° The brochure “Firewood or Wildlife Tree” is available on a display rack, but is not ordinarily 
given out with the information sheet. 

 
Good firewood and good wildlife trees 
 
Good firewood 
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° Near road; easy to fell 
° Dead or down (on Crown land) 
° Sound wood 
° Douglas-fir, pine, spruce, birch 
° Dry (for immediate use) 
° Large or medium diameter 
° Few knots 
 
Good Wildlife trees 
Internal decay 
Nest sites for large birds 
Witches brooms 
Cracks, loose bark 
Hunting perches 
Insects 
 
Wildlife tree x firewood quality 
 Good  Neutral Poor 
Internal decay     
Carpenter ants     
Nest sites for large birds    
Witches brooms    
Hunting perches    
Cracks, loose bark    
 
Suggestions – enforcement 
° More MoF enforcement, especially on fall weekends 
° Require written permission of forest licensee to get an MoF firewood permit; licensee hands 

out brochure 
° Access control in areas of critical wildlife habitat 
 
Suggestions – education 
° Stress difference between good firewood and good wildlife trees 
° Public education via newspapers and signs in the bush 
° Involve chainsaw shops in public education 
 

Mark Shrimpton 
Biology, University of Northern British Columbia    shrimptm@unbc.ca 

 
DO FISH RESPOND TO HABITAT IMPROVEMENTS? 

 
In natural habitat, disturbances have the potential to impact the aquatic ecosystem and affect fish.  An 
example of habitat disturbance is the construction of roads which often run parallel to many large rivers, 
and intersect the numerous tributaries that feed into these rivers.  At many stream crossings, culverts are 
installed that prevent or restrict movement of fish above the road, reducing fish populations through a loss 
of habitat that may be important for juvenile rearing and / or spawning.  We have conducted a number of 
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studies to determine where habitat important for spawning is located, characterize factors that make this 
habitat suitable for spawning, assess how available area for spawning is related to population size, and 
determine whether fish utilize newly created habitat.   
 
From a radio telemetry study on bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) in the Morice River watershed, we 
determined areas selected for spawning. Entry to the spawning grounds was variable, and spanned from 
June to September in the two years of the study.  The locations for spawning of the radio tagged bull 
trout, however, were limited to specific reaches of only seven tributaries within the watershed in both 
years.  Fish that spawned in both years were found to utilize the same area for spawning, indicating bull 
trout home to natal streams similar to other salmonids (Quinn 1993).   
 
Given the specific habitat requirements and homing tendency of salmonids, we investigated whether 
modifications that provide access to new habitat will be utilized by fish.  Five stream improvement 
projects were conducted to increase fish passage in tributaries of the Torpy River, BC.  Historically, 
culverts were installed at the road crossings for all five tributaries; all culverts were hanging on the 
downstream side of the road creating a water drop of up to 1.39m.  We sampled these streams for fish 
abundance prior to installation of bridges.  Only two species of fish were found in any of the streams 
examined; rainbow trout (O. mykiss) and bull trout.  Abundance of fish was greater below the road than 
above for all streams.  In two of the streams, the vertical drop from the hanging culvert was more than 
1.15 m and fish were not found above the road.  In streams where fish were captured above the road, 
many young-of-the-year were captured indicating spawning by adults above the road.   
 
Fish sampling conducted the year following habitat improvements found fish above the road on four of 
the streams, but no fish were found above the road in stream 19 (Figure 1).  The sampling effort in the 
summer two years following culvert removal, however, was successful in finding bull trout above the 
road.  Sampling proved that the gradient and water velocity were not too great for fish movement to occur 
above the road.  Young-of-the-year (bull trout <5.0 cm) were observed above the road in stream 19 and it 
appears that there was spawning activity the previous fall above the road.  The small fish observed above 
the road would likely not be able to migrate above the road due to water velocities measured at several 
locations.  In addition a 25 cm bull trout was caught at the end of August above the road in stream 19 
displaying spawning colouration and morphological characteristics.  Milt was also easily expressed from 
this fish.   
 
Culverts likely restricted access to upstream tributary habitat for Torpy River fish populations.  The 
habitat restoration projects conducted appear to have been successful in improving availability of fish 
habitat.  This work shows that bull trout will move into newly created habitat despite the high level of 
spawning site fidelity observed and specific habitat requirements needed by this species. 
Figure 1.  Abundance of different size classes (length in cm) of bull trout captured above and below the 
road in two tributary streams to the Torpy River, BC.  Streams were sampled prior to culvert removal and 
for two years following the installation of bridges.   
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 This extended abstract does not include the new 2002 data, but as we saw in Mark’s 
presentation, the 2002 results show that the above the road areas of these streams are 
being inhabited even more than  previous years. 

     
 
 

Craig Delong 
MoF – Prince George Landscape Ecologist * Craig.Delong@gems1.gov.bc.ca 

 
Comparison between two harvest regimes: 
 

1995 1999 
Harvest area 610 ha  Harvest area 989 ha 
Roads 28.4 km Roads 15.1km 
 
 Craig’s Perspective on Access 
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Stand Replacement vs Gap Replacement 
 

❧  difficult to estimate amount of forest disturbance related to gap replacement type events 
❧  we apparently do nothing to reduce gap replacement processes except possibly reduce the type of 

forests they more often occur in (i.e., old forests) so what we do is additive 
❧  lead to more partial cutting in some areas: problem with roads, more expensive 
❧  need to move towards more gap replacement style harvesting in some NDU’s but look to ways of 

reducing adverse effects 
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Impacts on plant communities 

❧  physical damage from vehicle or foot traffic and camping 
❧  introduction of weedy species 
❧  harvesting of botanical products 
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❧  alteration of drainage 
 
Physical damage 

❧  dry areas and very wet areas take the highest impact once access is gained since they tend to be 
more open (e.g., grasslands, wet meadows) 

❧  dry and very wet areas tend to have a higher proportion of rare species  
❧  the more areas that are accessible the higher the probability of impacting sensitive or rare plant 

communities or species 
 
Example: Carex sprengelii (sprengel’s sedge) 
• Habitat: moist to wet, open sites in the SBS 
 
 Introduction of Weedy Species 

❧  seeds of weedy species survive for long periods of time even if dried 
❧  can be attached to clothing or tires, in vehicles or vehicle boxes 
❧  especially successful along roadsides, exposed mineral soil areas (e.g., skid roads), or areas 

treated with herbicide 
 
Example: Common Tansy 
• prolific seed producer 
• spread by snowmobile trailers and snowmobiles from Alberta to Robson Valley sites 
 
Harvesting of botanical products 

❧  debatable whether it is preferable to have harvesting spread out or concentrated 
❧  key is responsible harvesting   

 
Effects on drainage 

❧  problem is roads not in general use 
❧  drainage either removed or in poor condition 
❧  repeated use causes change in drainage pattern 
❧  leads to increases or decreases in moisture to areas and subsequent impact on plant community   

 
 

Mike Slivitzky 
MSRM Prince George – Planning Officer * Mike.Slivitzky@gems9.gov.bc.ca 

 
Northern Long-term Corridors 
Plan Area 
From: Coordinated Access Management Plan (Phase 1)                                  DRAFT  December 23, 2002     
 
The northern two-thirds of the Fort St. James Forest District is, for the most part, currently unroaded. 
Following Land and Resource Management Plan direction, the Northern Long Term Road Corridor Plan 
covers an area of approximately 2.1 million hectares and includes the following Resource Management 
Zones: 
 
• Mitchell • Takla Lake • Takla/Middle 
• Bait • Driftwood • Hogem 
• Upper Omineca • Squingula • Lower Sustut 
• Sustut • Upper Sustut/Thumb • Skeena 
• Canyon Lake • Damdochax • Upper Sustut 
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• Groundhog • Lower Nation  
 
NLTRC Vision 

 accommodate current and future resource development demands,  
 minimize road related impacts on resources,  
 incorporate values and interests identified by other planning initiatives,  
 accommodate needs of all resource users,  
 Strongly committed to incorporating all comments and feedback from public and 

stakeholders. 
 
NLTRC Public Process 

 400+ documents mailed out 
  Open houses in Fort St. James, Smithers,     Prince George and Hazelton 
  Incorporated submissions into document 

 
From: Coordinated Access Management Plan (Phase 1)                                  DRAFT December 23, 2002     

 
Public Review Process 
A public review of the draft Northern Long Term Road Corridors Plan was held from May to July, 
2000. Approximately 800 potentially interested parties were contacted, and close to 400 plans were 
distributed. Open Houses were held in Fort St. James, Smithers, Hazelton and Prince George, with a 
total attendance of approximately 50 people. Over thirty written comments were received. The two 
tables below provide a synthesis of comments received. Table 1 orders the comments by frequency of 
occurrence, Table 2 groups the comments by broad subject heading. 
 
The Northern Long Term Road Corridors working group considered all comments, and incorporated 
changes to the plan where appropriate. Some comments, such as those dealing with operational roads, 
were outside the scope of the plan. In these instances, comments were passed on to the appropriate 
parties. Comments that dealt with road location or access control in specific geographic areas are 
shown under sub-heading ‘F.’ of each roadshed description, in Section 9 of this document. Some 
specific comments that spanned two or more roadsheds are repeated for each roadshed to which they 
are applicable. 

 
Access Control Points 
A number of access control points are proposed as part of the Northern Long Term Road Corridors 
Plan. The intent of these proposed access control points is to restrict motorized use past a certain 
point so as to provide protection for other resource values (i.e., fish, habitat, wildlife or recreation). 
Depending on the location, forest cover, and topography of the area, snowmobile and ATV access 
will also be restricted by the proposed access control points. Proposed access control points will not 
restrict non-motorized access. The proposed access control points are intended to be used in 
conjunction with wildlife regulations to effectively manage sensitive wildlife populations.  
 
Bridge removal is the access control method that the Working Group felt would be most effective at 
the majority of these proposed access control points. However, field inspections were not carried out 
to determine effectiveness of specific options at each proposed access control point. If deactivation is 
planned at the time that a bridge is put in place, this becomes a cost effective method of access 
control. It is important to note that, provided that the objective of restricting motorized traffic is met, 
the specific access control method and exact location are best determined once a detailed field 
reconnaissance has been completed. Gates are not a preferred method of access control due to the 
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perceived inequity of access caused by their installation. In addition, gates can easily be removed 
without authorization, especially when located in relatively remote areas.  
 
Access control points can be most effective when duration of industrial operations in the area beyond 
the access control point is minimized. This can be achieved by concentrating industrial activities for a 
specific period of time, and subsequently avoiding continuous access to the area in question for 
another defined period of time. Maintenance of access control points will be the responsibility of the 
Road Permit holder.  

 
NLTRC Next Steps 

 Currently being updated 
  Access Control Point Inventory 
  Southern part of planning area? 
  Other areas? 

 
 

Vince Sewell 
MoF Vanderhoof Engineering Officer * Vince.Sewell@gems4.gov.bc.ca 

 
• Vince has been involved in access management for the past 14 years 
 
History 
• Began in ad hoc manner by putting in closures when somebody thought there was a need to 

protect a wildlife population or to protect a lodge or guiding business 
• There were too many kitchen table deals that had to be lived with and managed so they 

started to formalize the process 
• The LRMP decided areas of the district which would have access management and what 

values needed protection 
  
Our Process 
• Took what we had in place 
• Used LRMP direction and  
• Stakeholder and Agency input, and  
• Public input through open houses, group meetings, municipalities, newspaper stories and 

anyone who would listen 
FS Access Management committee put it together, implemented and enforced the plan 

• They tried to limit the number of access closure points as these are expensive and difficult to 
manage 

• Reasons for closures include, wildlife, recreation values, social values and sensitive areas 
• Tried to make closure only as restrictive as needed to protect the specific resource 
• Tried to have something for everyone - places for fly in and places for motor-homes and 

everything in between 
  
• Types of closures - vehicle, ATV closure or snowmobile - as required 
• Restriction method - signs, rocks, concrete blocks, tank traps and even one gate 
  
Created a Living Document - closures come and go as the values change  
  
Things that we have learned 
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o Use access management (controls) as a last resort 
o Design cutblocks and roads in the best way possible so that it does not require access 

management 
o Be transparent about what you are doing and why 
o Don’t offer ‘sweetheart’ deals ie. promise access controls so that a lodge owner won't 

oppose logging ) you have to live with the deal for a very long time and the deals tend 
to expand ( you know give an inch.... ) you are much better to put proposed closures 
through a more neutral agency, such as an Access Management committee like we 
have here. 

o Do not mix deactivation up with access control; don't do access management by 
using deactivation. It’s dishonest and the public will lose faith in both programs. 
Remember that Deactivation is water control and Access Management is people 
control. 

o If you can get 95% effectiveness, then consider it to be working 
o Use signage to tell ‘why’ – not just as regulation, offer an explanation as people need 

to understand why they are not permitted to use an area/road 
o Consider historical use – close an area off before people become accustom to going 

there; once people have access they really resist when you take it away, don't allow a 
pattern of use prior to closing as road 

o communication is critical - people have to be able to understand the reasons 
o if the public doesn't support a closure, you will not win no matter how much effort 

and money you spend 
o -gates make people mad 

-Access management is expensive and time consuming - once you have a point in place, you 
have to maintain it. That means having to inspect the points on a regular basis and to 
reclose them every time they are breached 
Access management is one of those things where you can't please everybody (anybody?) so stick 
to protecting the real resource values. 
 
FIRST BREAK-OUT SESSION: 
 

Examples of how we manage for and protect wildlife: 
 

 protected areas for wildlife protection (i.e. WTPs)  
 government moratoriums for species protection 
 government regulations for hunting and fishing for species protection 
 designated recreational areas, to avoid impacting species at risk 

AND… 
 

 deactivation 
 education 
 winter road access 
 underpasses 
 planning forest development 
 mimicking natural disturbance patterns 
 caribou high, medium corridors 
 Critical timing windows 
 SARA IWMA, FPC, resource features, MOU 
 Signs 
 Mitigation techniques on development to minimize impacts: 

o BMP 
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o Guidebooks (new stream crossing guidebook) 
o Modular bridges 
o Develop proponent action plans 

 Barriers/slash piles 
 Regulations/enforcement/penalties  

o Access management areas  
o Non industrial users 

 Policies 
o DFO 
o Develop proponent action plans 
o Requirements  

 
Of these examples what has worked for managing wildlife species, and what has 
not worked? Are these measures adequate for protecting species at risk?  
 
° We need an improved inventory and habitat information (baseline)  
° Also improved monitoring 
° Increase communication and education (extension) with key user groups 
° Pulling bridges out works well vs blockage and or gates 
° Advocates within user groups (channel information through them) 
° User input into decision making – both helpful, but more complicated 
° Using best science works/adaptive management 
° Certification and SFMP’s are good ‘drivers’ 
° Regulations without extra communications or involvement doesn’t work  
° Gaps in knowledge – sources of mortality, how ‘big’ is poaching, inventory and  
     understanding functional relationships and mechanisms 
° Ability to implement and resource the coordinated access management plan – lack of  
° clear/real coordination and leadership  
° Different rules for forestry vs oil and gas 
° Effective 
° Who’s mandate – ok to be shared but need to step up and make it happen 
 
° Most techniques reduce traffic volume therefore they are partially effective, and therefore we 

are the problem, not the road 
° There is not effectiveness threshold so we cannot evaluate properly 

 i.e. one skidoo track is enough for a wolf to access caribou (site specific) 
° Effectiveness depends on our definition of success and our desirability i.e. road construction 

= reduce, redesign, reschedule 
 
° Big Parks…Muskwa-Kechika, Wells Gray, Spatisi – present PA’s (buffering) 
° Deactivation; controlled assess (i.e. Kakwa) 
° Education; has planning worked (i.e. Hungary Creek) 
° Moratorium; 6month Limited Entry Hunting (LEH) becomes more complex  

 Populations subject to impacts as access changes (ungulate/predator)  
 Cumulative 

° Winter road access – seasonal road access; Kootenays, Washington State (alternative 
assumption – roads assumed closed unless otherwise indicated) 
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° Morkhill road – no hunting if using a motorized vehicle 
 
Planning 

 Increased front end planning 
 Road standards 
 Road quality 

o Right type of road n right place (i.e. winter roads if possible) 
 Different harvest patterns – block size and distribution 

o Emulation of natural disturbance 
 Concentrating harvest 
 Reducing the spread of roads on landbase – concentrating them in less critical habitat 
 Avoid critical habitat 
 Have public input 
 TSR is a concern – how can this be addressed? Need a lower AAC 

 
Critical Areas Management 

 We need more information to make sound scientifically defensible decision  
 We need more research and baseline information 

 
People Management 

 Designated recreation areas do work 
 There is a double standard perceived – they get to use the resource but we don’t 
 Signage has a limited use 
 People feel over regulated – what are the better ways to do this? 

o Better public education for the majority 
o Need more enforcement for the minority 
o Need more outreach – go to the people through newspapers, radio, TV, in the field, 

internet 
 
Have we created our own problem? 
 
Plan Educate and Enforce 

 The public problem is a red herring. Industrial access is creating the problem we need to fix the 
industrial access and do it right. 

 Courts need to use harsher sentences 
 

 Displacement of species – more animals in less habitat 
Human encroachment 
Salt on roads 
Garbage dumps 
High elevation blocks and road network 
Now different types of users  

 Need backcountry recreational planning/zoning 
 Increased predation 

 
 Some roads have naturally disappeared.  
 Dispersed harvesting blocks – easy to drive anywhere on permanent roads  



Public Education: Species at Risk Strategic Plan              March 31, 2003 
 

University of Northern BC, Mixedwood Ecology and Management Program   
 

24

 
What are the real problems? 
 
° We don’t have data and are not measuring against some thresholds 
° We are monitoring trends not impacts  
° Without this we will have problems to determine when there are too many roads 
° May lead to studies 
° In some districts (Vanderhoof) not all are all districts aware? 
° Beetle management – compounds the problem – so many little access trails, excessive skid 

trails creating a network of their own 
° In Vanderhoof terrain is an issue (flat) 
° Have to keep access open because of fire management 
° Multiple access points where by closing is okay or a few won’t help the situation 

o Can cutblocks function as fire blocks instead of roads 
° Knowledge gaps with wildlife and natural processes - is problem real or perceived? 
° Need to decide species objectives (not motherhood statements) – distribution and abundance 

objectives. 
° Measuring the effects of access – caribou and snowmobiles – firewood (Is this a productive 

way to address this)? 
° Use of data 
° Convincing user groups 
 
° Lack of planning – ad hoc vs well planned 
° Attitude because of ignorance  
° Attitude because of approach used 
° Poor or lack of communication 
° Competing interests  
° Legislation may restrict you from doing the right things 
° Poor access maps – where, quality 
° No thresholds for monitoring 
° Expense of enforcement 
° Whose mandate is it? 

o Responsibility not identified 
° Not applied across all industries (different standards for different industries) 
° Dispersed harvest 
° Lack of baseline data on sensitivity of some species 
 
Ideas how to ‘repair’ these problems (including, how do we educate the public?): 
 

 No net increase in roads within specific area(s) 
 Clear identification of responsibility, coordination among agencies 

o Ensure authority to fix problem(s) (or maybe regulate etc.) 
 Tie the problem/solution into forest licensee certification 
 Identify user behaviors that need to be changed 

o Demanding right to go everywhere  
o Use of motorized vehicles everywhere 
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 Designate specific areas that are most sensitive to disturbance 
 Use advocates/supporters in recreation shops (ATV, fish, outfitters) to spread the message 

o Write a blurb that describes the issue and encourage recreation groups 
(snowmobile/naturalist clubs) and recreation shops to post the blurb on their 
website 

 Assumption is that the ‘renegades’ (5% of people – small # of people that don’t want to 
comply) probably don’t belong to clubs or groups. So message to clubs won’t necessarily 
reach these people BUT do we care in the initial stages anyway? If we get 95% compliance, 
then we can assess impact of the 5% later. (There will always be one in the crowd whose 
attitude you can’t change anyway, we should not get hung up that individual – we need to 
start now) 

 Recreational zoning – need somewhere for ‘them’ to go 
 Signage 
 Acknowledge who the users are 
 Not necessarily at the point of having solutions – have identified complexity of problems, 

lots of other constraints 
 Avoid loop roads to reduce traffic (single entry) (also decreases poaching – perception as a 

deterrent) 
 Engineers and planners who design and layout roads – different mindset and constraints 
 Coordinating planning  - baseline objective setting, threshold setting, tools for 

predicting/analyzing 
 Hunting groups, recreation groups, producers of items, - self policing 
 Incentives – making it easier i.e. firewood areas and areas set aside for particular 

recreational activities 
 Areas for non-motorized hunting/fishing  
 Examples form other countries 
 Use neutral spokes people 

 
 
How we get a commitment from companies/industry? 
 
Government buy in – forest licensees say they need #’s re: road density limits 

o Explicit operational guidelines – in order to meet certification requirements.  BUT 
should government be responsible for the plan or the licensee? 

o Ask Conservation Officers how to increase compliance 
 
 
More importantly, how we get a commitment from the public? 
 
Public – education/campaign to illustrate why people should care 

o Sensitive areas/species 
o Newspaper column on naturalist issues – BUT does this reach the target audience? 
o Find a way to instill community pride in our wildlife, tap into this pride to promote 

the message of wildlife conservation and road access impacts. 
o Tell the truth 
o Put effort into communications/extension 
o Gain lay advocates – have them do some of the work (signage, workshops) 
o Increase enforcement 
o Penalties that spread message (big fines) 
o Make it socially unacceptable 
o Dwell on the positive – why will caribou mean something to individual trail 

development in use areas 
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o Promote activities that use less space and promotion of alternative sites (zoning) 
o Educate then regulate 

 
 

 Need good data in terms that the public can understand 
 Ownership – real involvement 

o Reported sightings of species at risk 
o Has to be all encompassing 
o Intense enforcement (education) at first then reduce over time 

 
TOP RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
1. Identify the agency responsible for access management and make it a priority, and make 

them accountable. (Mike suggested that MSRM take the lead and make it a priority – 
through pressure from licensees. 

 
2. Identify sensitive areas and species 
 
3. require a CAMP 
 
4. Create partnerships 
 
5. Concentrate harvesting 
 
6. Improve coordinated planning approach  

a. Large areas 
b. Temporal and spatial 
c. All groups involved user groups, government, first nations, industry, oil and gas… 

 
7. Make access management planning a key part of SFM planning and certification 
 
8. Develop a business case for access management for all users i.e. How does it benefit me? 
 
9. Develop a plan where the % of roads on the landbase remains the same over a specified time 

frame (1:1) 
 
10. Identify specific behaviors that need to be addressed/changed 
 
11. Public outreach 
 

a. Develop and continuously improve education techniques 
i. Brochures 

ii. Pamphlets 
iii. Workshops 
iv. Direct contact 
v. Data to demonstrate the impacts – measurable 

vi. Neutral spokesman 
vii. Start with the Young! 

 
12. Public involvement – ownership 

a. Block watch program 



Public Education: Species at Risk Strategic Plan              March 31, 2003 
 

University of Northern BC, Mixedwood Ecology and Management Program   
 

27

b. Make it socially unacceptable 
 
13. Include user groups in workshops, decision-making, review of recommendations 
 
14. Use the user groups to get the message out 
 
15. Promote alternative activities and areas 
 
16. Invite Conservation Officers to participate in the solution 
 
 
17. Must determine thresholds 
 
18. Lobby for enforcement 
 
19. Develop incentive programs 

a. Easy access firewood cutting areas 
b. Promote and improve certain areas for recreation 
c. Designated areas for non-motorized hunting and fishing 
 

20. Develop effective public education 
a. getting data together to demonstrate impacts 
b. neutral spokesman 
c. education before regulation and ongoing 

 
 
 
 
 


