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Introduction 
Forests produce a wide variety of useful products and services other than conventional 
timber and wood products. Non-timber forest products (NTFPs) include wild foods such 
as mushrooms, berries, and honey; medicinals and nutraceuticals; essential oils; floral 
greenery; native plants for horticulture and ecological restoration; craft materials and 
specialty wood products. There is also a growing ecotourism industry, with more tourists 
seeking experiences that connect them to the land and local culture. 
  
NTFPs are an important component of rural, forest-based economies. In BC, they 
represent a multi-million dollar industry and support a growing number of large and 
small businesses. Equally important are the ecological and social values they provide. 
Many NTFPs are essential to  wildlife and serve important ecosystem functions. 
Harvesting from the wild is also a source of recreational, educational and spiritual 
benefits for many people. NTFPs have always been integral to First Nations culture and 
continue to be vital and central to the quality of life for many First Nations members. 
 
Growing interest in NTFPs has led to greater recognition in land management planning. 
Leaders in the provincial government and the forest industry are trying to find ways to 
ensure NTFPs are managed sustainably along with timber resources. To do this 
effectively, forest managers need information about the resources: 
 
• What NTFPs occur in the area, and which are the priority ones for management? 
• What is their distribution and abundance? 
• What NTFPs are important to First Nations and how can they be managed? 
• How can forests be managed (compatibly) to optimise production of both timber and non-

timber products? 
• How much are NTFPs worth? How much could they be worth? 
• What non-market/societal values do NTFPs have?  
• What role(s) do natural disturbances play in NTFP production?  
• What role may NTFPs play in ecosystem restoration? 
• What new opportunities are there either for new products or for adding value to existing 

products? 
 
Canadian Forest Products Ltd. (Canfor) and BC Timber Sales (BCTS) conduct forestry 
operations within the Invermere Timber Supply Area (Canfor’s Forest License A18979 
and BCTS Chart area).  These licensees have jointly drafted a Sustainable Forest 
Management Plan (SFMP) for the Invermere TSA (Tamelin and Pollard 2006). Tembec 
Inc. also operates within the Invermere TSA (Forest Licence A18978 and Managed 
Forest 72), although it has its own SFMP that is not tied directly to the Canfor/BCTS 
SFMP (Brown and Stuart-Smith 2005).  Managing for NTFPs is an integral part of 
sustainable forest management that is recognised in both the Canfor/BCTS and Tembec 
SFMP. 
 
The purpose of this project is to gather information needed to integrate non-timber forest 
products into sustainable forest management (SFM) planning for the Invermere TSA. The 



SFM process requires criteria, indicators and monitoring to assess and report on its 
progress towards accomplishing this goal. 
 
The project has two phases: 
 

Phase I is intended to gather the background information necessary for developing 
draft NTFP indicators, targets and monitoring plans for the Invermere TSA. 
  
Phase II is intended to identify specific NTFPs and develop baseline inventory 
information and monitoring plans to assess progress towards meeting the identified 
targets. This phase will entail field data collection, mapping and identifying 
compatible NTFP and timber management strategies.  

 
The project is being funded through the BC Forest Investment Account (FIA), Land Base 
Investment Program (LBIP).  The goals of the LBIP are to: 
• actively foster sustainable forest management; 
• improve the public forest assets base; 
• promote greater returns from the utilization of public timber. 

 
It is worthwhile to define some of the terms and phrases used here within the scope and 
context of this report and sustainable forest management objectives in the Invermere 
TSA. 
 
Non-timber Forest Products (NTFPs):  also referred to as non-wood forest products, 
botanical forest products, or special forest products, are products of biological origin and 
associated services of the forest other than conventional timber and wood products.  
Examples include wild foods, medicinals and nutraceuticals, floral greenery, native plants 
for horticulture and restoration, arts and crafts materials, small diameter and specialty 
wood products, biofuels, animal products (e.g., antlers) and ecotourism.  If we consider 
the broader range of services that forested ecosystems provide such as clean water, air, 
soils and carbon cycling, a more encompassing definition is “non-timber forest 
resources”, since they are not necessarily all “products”.  However, the term NTFP is 
widely accepted and is generally applicable to most discourse about forest values other 
than timber.  
 
This report does not address forage or range practices, hunting and trapping, mining, 
biofuels or commercial backcountry recreation services that might be associated with the 
TSA. Although these are recognised as important products and services, there are existing 
regulatory and tenure frameworks in place to manage them, unlike for the numerous other 
NTFPs. 
 
Sustainable Forest Management Planning (SFMP):
There are various definitions of sustainable forest management. Canadian Forest Products 
Ltd. has adopted a definition that embodies common elements of the various definitions: 
  



“Sustainable forest management (SFM) is the balanced, concurrent sustainability of 
forestry-related ecological, social and economic values for a defined area over a defined 
time frame.” (Canadian Forest Products Ltd. [Internet], 
url:http://www.canfor.com/sustainability/management.asp, Feb 2007) 
 
Criteria and Indicators
The Montréal Process is working toward developing internationally agreed criteria and 
indicators (C&I) for the conservation and sustainable management of temperate and 
boreal forests (Anon 1995). 
 
The Montreal Process defines a criterion as: 
 
“A category of conditions or processes by which sustainable forest management may be 
assessed.”  
 
and, an indicator as: 
 
“A measure (measurement) of an aspect of the criterion. A quantitative or qualitative 
variable which can be measured or described and which, when observed periodically, 
demonstrates trends.“ (Montreal Process, [Internet] url: 
http://www.mpci.org/criteria_e.html, Feb. 2007). 
 
Criteria and indicators are policy instruments by which progress towards implementing 
sustainable forest management may be evaluated and reported on. Criteria define and 
characterise the essential elements, as well as a set of conditions or processes, by which 
sustainable forest management may be assessed. Periodically measured indicators reveal 
the direction of change with respect to each criterion. 
 
A key tenet of Canfor and BCTS SFMP is to demonstrate SFM objectives can be met on 
the ground, at the management unit level. To accomplish this, there is a need for 
establishing more clearly defined indicators and measures specific to NTFPs in the 
Invermere TSA. This report presents information gathered on NTFPs relevant to the 
Invermere TSA, including input received from stakeholders and First Nations, and 
recommended draft indicators and measures for incorporating NTFPs into sustainable 
forest management planning. 

Study Area 
The following description of the Invermere TSA is derived from the Canfor/BCTS 
Radium SFMP document (Tamelin and Pollard 2006) and the most recent Timber Supply 
Review (TSR3, Brown 2004). 
   
The Invermere TSA is within the BC Ministry of Forests’ Southern Interior Forest 
Region – Rocky Mountain Forest District, situated in the southeastern corner of British 
Columbia. The district contains approximately 2.63 million hectares, of which 1.15 
million hectares falls within the Invermere TSA. Approximately 48% of the total area is 
considered Crown Forested Land Base (CFLB). The remaining 52% is considered non-

http://www.canfor.com/sustainability/management.asp
http://www.mpci.org/criteria_e.html
http://www.mpci.org/criteria_e.html
http://www.mpci.org/criteria_e.html


productive (i.e. rock, ice, alpine, etc), or is not managed by the B.C. Forest Service (i.e. 
private, First Nations, woodlots, etc). Only about 20% of the total TSA is considered 
economically and biologically available for timber harvesting.  Biogeoclimatic subzones 
within this area include the Ponderosa Pine (PP), Interior Douglas-fir (IDF), Interior 
Cedar Hemlock (ICH), Montane Spruce (MS), Englemann Spruce-subalpine fir (ESSF) 
and Alpine Tundra (AT). 
 
The TSA has a relatively small population of about 9 000, dispersed amongst several 
settlements, including Edgewater, Windermere, Canal Flats, Wilmer, and Parson, Radium 
Hot Springs and Invermere. There is a significant number of part-time residents (mainly 
from Alberta) at Panorama Mountain Village, Fairmont Hot Springs, Radium Hot 
Springs and Lake Windermere. 
 
The TSA is part of the traditional territories claimed by both the Ktunaxa (KNC 2007) 
and Secwepmc First Nations (SNTC 2007). According to the KNC map, the Ktunaxa 
territory encompasses the entire TSA. The SNTC map shows their territorial boundary 
just south of Invermere. Ktunaxa Nation Council member bands having interests in the 
TSA include the St. Mary’s Band in Kimberley and the Akisq’nuk Band at Columbia 
Lake. The Shuswap Band in Invermere is aligned with the Shuswap Nation Tribal 
Council and also has territorial interests in the TSA. 
    

Methods 
We acquired and reviewed relevant literature on NTFPs, sustainable forest management 
planning and various Criteria and Indicator (C&I) processes and outcomes applicable to 
the project area. There is very little published literature specific to NTFPs within the 
study area; the literature we used was largely to provide background information and 
supporting examples for including NTFPs in sustainable forest management. 
 
Ultimately, successful inclusion of NTFPs in forest management plans will require 
information on the products themselves, comprising a large variety of plant and fungal 
species with known or potential economic, subsistence, traditional, cultural or 
recreational value to people. Identifying priority species for management is essential to 
provide direction for forest managers. The authors’ personal knowledge and expertise in 
the subject and study area, including previously developed NTFP species lists for 
ecosystem types in the study area, provided much of the baseline information. 
 
Meetings were held with local First Nations and stakeholders in the NTFP sector. Emails 
and letters describing the project and inviting representatives to meet with us were sent to 
the respective First Nations bands and councils whose territorial interests include the 
study area.  
 
A meeting with the general public to solicit input from stakeholders in the NTFP sector 
was held in Invermere at the College of the Rockies on Wednesday, February 28. The 
meeting was promoted in two local papers (Kootenay Advertiser & Invermere Valley 



Echo) (Appendix 1). We also conducted telephone interviews and site visits with NTFP 
businesses in the East Kootenay. 
 
The existing C&I relating to NTFPs outlined in the SFMPs were reviewed. Additional 
indicators and measures were recommended based on the information we gathered. 
Recommendations were provided in the context of the previously defined criteria. The 
revised indicators and measures may replace existing ones, or stand alone in some cases.   

Summary of Relevant Literature 
The following is by no means an exhaustive account of the literature related to non-
timber forest products management in BC. It is a selection of some of the most prominent 
works on the subject and research and discussion that is most applicable to the study area. 
Throughout this report, a number or other information sources are referenced in the 
context of the discussion. 
 
Cocksedge, Wendy (Compiler) 2006. Incorporating non-timber forest products into 
Sustainable Forest Management Planning. An overview for forest managers. This 
document, prepared by Wendy Cocksedge with the Centre for Non-timber Resources, 
Royal Roads University, explored the current knowledge and practice in non-timber 
forest product management, including both inventory and compatible management of 
NTFP values with timber values.  Many different examples of current research related to 
NTFPs in the province and elsewhere. 
 
DeGeuss, Nelly 1995. Botanical Forest Products in British Coumbia: An Overview. 
Provides one of the earliest comprehensive summaries of ‘botanical forest products’ 
harvested in BC. More than 200 NTFPs are listed. 
 
Ehlers and Berch [submitted 2007]. Pine mushroom habitat characteristics and 
management strategies in the West Kootenay Region of British Columbia. 
A five year study was conducted on lands managed by BC Timber Sales in the Nakusp 
area. The study identified and mapped pine mushroom habitat and recommended 
compatible management strategies for pine mushrooms and timber. This study 
demonstrated an adaptive management approach to incorporating public interest and new 
information on pine mushrooms into forest development plans. 
 
Ehlers, Tyson, Shannon M. Berch, and Andy MacKinnon. 2004. Inventory of non-
timber forest product plant and fungal species in the Robson Valley. An inventory of 
NTFPs was undertaken in the Robson Valley Forest District as part of the provincial 
Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project (EFMPP) program. A methodology was 
developed and tested to inventory NTFPs across the landscape. The distribution and 
abundance of NTFP plant species was determined by BEC ecosystem types. Numerous 
NTFP fungal species and their habitat relationships were identified through field 
sampling.  
 
Forest Practices Board. 2004. Integrating Non-Timber Forest Products into Forest 
Planning and Practices in British Columbia. This seminal report presents several 



recommendations to government, including supporting further research into the economic 
contribution of the sector and compatible management of timber resources and NTFPs; 
exploring options to regulate the NTFP sector to ensure that it can be managed in a fair 
and sustainable manner; establishing objectives for NTFPs under the Land Act to guide 
forest planning and practices; and raising awareness of NTFPs among foresters and other 
resource management professionals. Board chair, Bruce Fraser states: “...government can 
ensure NTFPs are recognized through sustainable resource management plans and 
designating NTFP objectives under the Land Act. Creating such objectives would then 
trigger the consideration of NTFP values in forest planning and practices.”  
 
The report notes that there is room for improvement in several areas: 
• There is a need for better knowledge about NTFPs – the economic importance and 
potential of the resource, as well as the science to manage the resource in a sustainable 
manner. 
• It is possible to integrate management of NTFPs with the management of timber. 
Better integration will require: 

o Greater awareness of NTFPs within the forest industry; 
o Land use and sustainable resource management plans that set clear and 
o Measurable objectives for NTFP resources to guide timber harvesting; and 
o Operational planning mechanisms that address NTFPs, including forest 

stewardship plans and public and First Nation consultation activities. 
• The lack of regulation and rights, or tenure, to harvest NTFPs makes it difficult to 
develop the sector in a sustainable manner. The lack of regulation also means there is 
no mechanism to enforce sustainable management of the resource, and the current free 
reign to gather these products from public and private lands in turn creates little 
incentive for regulation or tenure arrangements. 

This report made specific reference to the commercial harvest of huckleberries in the East 
Kootenay along with the perceived problems felt by the Ktunaxa. 
 
Gayton, Donald V. 2000.  Non-timber forest product workshop (Creston, B.C., May 
22-24, 2000): Report and recommendations. In 2000, while working for the Ktunaxa 
Nation, Michael Keefer organised a conference on NTFPs in Creston BC.  Due to 
concerns expressed by the Ktunaxa, this workshop had a strong focus towards the 
management and commercial harvest of the black huckleberry (Vaccinium 
membranaceum).  This workshop was attended by roughly 100 people; the audience was 
well represented by First Nations, academics and forest managers. 
 
Keefer, M. 2005. The Ecology and Economy of Morels in British Columbia’s East 
Kootenay. Michael Keefer’s Masters thesis captured both ecological and socio-economic 
data from the 2004 morel harvest that followed the 2003 Firestorm.  This thesis provides 
valuable information that could be used to make the harvest of burnt wood more 
compatible with the morel harvest. 
 
Keefer, Michael & Pete McCoy.  1999.  Aqxamis Qapi Qapsin - All Living Things.  
Ktunaxa Kinbasket Tribal Council.  This small book provides ethnobotanical 



information on 23 plants that are of importance to the Ktunaxa Nation and Kinbasket 
Secwepemc.   
 
Keefer, M., T. Ehlers and N. MacPherson. 2006. A Profile of Non-Timber Forest 
Products and Associated Businesses in the Kootenay Region of British Columbia. 
The Kootenays Forest Innovation Society (KFIS) conducted a regional profile of NTFPs 
and associated businesses and services across the East and West Kootenay. This report 
provides a description of many of the NTFP sectors, including medicines, food, floral 
greenery, crafts and others. Several businesses are profiled and some of the more 
promising NTFPs for economic development are discussed. NTFP plant and mushroom 
species occurring in the region are listed along with information on key biogeoclimatic 
units in which some NTFPs are expected to occur, and some of their known uses.  
 
KFIS 2005. Seeing the Forest Beneath the Trees Workshops. KFIS hosted workshops 
in the East and West Kootenay to exchange information about NTFPs in the Region with 
members of the public. These were well attended by people with diverse interests in 
NTFPs. A number of local NTFP businesses and First Nations issues were identified.  
 
Wills and Lipsey 1999. An Economic Strategy to Develop Non-Timber Forest 
Products and Services in British Columbia. An in-depth analysis of the most 
economically valuable NTFPs and services in BC. Strategies for economic development 
of the various industries are provided. 
 
Turner, N. 2001. “Doing it right”: Issues and practices of sustainable harvesting of 
non-timber forest products relating to First Peoples in British Columbia. This paper 
addresses concerns about commercial harvesting of non-timber forest products that relate 
to First Peoples of BC. Outlines principles of sustainable harvesting of NTFPs that should 
be followed in developing NTFP industries. 
 
NTFPs in Sustainable Forest Management Planning 
The United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (1992) and Agreement on 
Forests (1993) set the stage for establishing ecological and social standards for 
incorporating NTFPs into sustainable forest management. Since that time, forest 
management in BC has undergone significant changes, including the design of a 
framework for Sustainable Forest Management and the establishment of the Forest 
Investment Account and its Land Base Investment Program. NTFPs fit well into SFM 
and the mandate of the FIA LBIP program. Managing for NTFPs can increase the 
economic value of the land while maintaining or enhancing social and cultural values. 
 
The Montreal Process, through international collaboration, has agreed on a set of 7 non-
legally binding criteria and 67 indicators for sustainable forest management for national 
implementation (Anon 1995). Participating countries have agreed to review and consider 
possible elements for criteria and indicators (C&I) at the forest management unit level. 
From the Montreal Process, several C&I relate directly to NTFPs: 
 



Criterion 6: Maintenance and enhancement of long-term multiple socio-economic 
benefits to meet the needs of societies. 
 
Indicators of production and consumption:  
6.2 Value and quantities of production of non-wood forest products-(b);  
6.4 Value of wood and non-wood products production as percentage of GDP-(a or b);  
6.6 Supply and consumption/use of non-wood products-(a or b).  
 
C&I that are indirectly related to NTFPs include: 
• Indicators of recreation and tourism  
• Indicators of cultural, social and spiritual needs and values  
• Indicators of employment and community needs  

 
The Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM) has developed its own C&I process 
specific to addressing sustainable forest management in Canada (CCFM 1995). The 
CCFM criteria represent “forest values that Canadians want to enhance or sustain, while 
the indicators identify scientific factors to assess the state of the forests and measure 
progress over time.” In 2003, the CCFM reviewed 83 of its indicators in its C&I 
framework (CCFM 2004). These revised indicators are consistent with and linked to the 
majority of the Montreal Process’s indicators, but are more specific to values of 
importance to Canada. CCFM C&I that relate directly to NTFPs include: 
 

Criterion 5: Economic and Social Benefits 
• Indicator 5.1.4 Contribution of non-timber forest products and forest-based 
services to the gross domestic product. 

o Measurement Units: Inflation-adjusted $/year; % of GDP 
 
• Indicator 5.1.5. Value of unmarketed non-timber forest products and forest-based 
services. 

o Measurement Units: Inflation-adjusted $/year; various (e.g., # of pelts). 
 
• Indicator 5.3.2 Annual harvests of non-timber forest products relative to the levels 
of harvests deemed to be sustainable. 

o Measurement Units: number/year, volume/year 
 
Canadian Forest Products Ltd. and BCTS adopted the C&I framework developed by the 
CCFM in their SFMP for the Invermere TSA (Tamelin and Pollard 2006). Criterion 5 
pertains directly to NTFPs: 
 
Criterion 5.  The flow of marketed non-timber economic benefits from forests is 
sustained. 
 
At this time, there is only one indicator (5-1) for this criterion: 
 
• Indicator 5-1. Amount and quality of marketed NTFPs is sustained or enhanced 
over the long-term as a result of forest management activities. 



 
The SFMP acknowledges that, since many of the values of NTFPs are not marketed, they 
are included as social values in the SFMP. Specifically, they are linked to the following 
C&I: 
Criterion 2 – productive capability of forest ecosystems 
Criterion 6 – contribution to a diversified local economy 
Criterion 7 – forest management decisions are informed - social and cultural values 
Criterion 8 – forest management and First Nations link to the forest 
Criterion 9 – range of quality of life benefits 
 
Tembec Inc. has also recognised NTFPs in its SFMP for its Kootenay operations (Brown 
and Stuart-Smith 2005), including its Forest License A18979 and MF 72 in the Invermere 
TSA. Tembec’s C&I are based on the same evolving internationally agreed upon set of 
C&I. Like Canfor/BCTS, the company has developed C&I which “recognise and provide 
for the unique ecological, social and economic conditions of [its management operations 
in] south-eastern British Columbia...” (Brown and Stuart-Smith 2005). Tembec’s C&I 
have also been designed with the intent to “...support the company’s commitment to 
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) forest certification, and meet the context of BC’s 
legislative requirements.” Tembec has defined one criterion and corresponding indicator 
with specific regards to NTFPs: 
 
Criterion 6: Sustained economic opportunities for non-timber forest resources. 
 
• Indicator 12: The capacity and the diversity for marketed non-timber resources. 

o Measurable 1: The number and variety of marketed non-timber resource 
operations/businesses that exist in the management unit. 

o Target: No record of opportunities decreasing as a result of forest 
activities. 

o Measurable 2: Documented rationale for how other marketed non-timber 
resources have been incorporated into forest planning. 

o Target: 100% of plans have documented rationale for considering 
marketed non-timber resources. 

 
NTFPs in Regional Strategic Land Use Planning 
Currently there is little recognition of non-timber forest products in strategic higher level 
forest management plans in the Kootenays. The Kootenay Boundary Higher Level Plan 
(Province of BC 2001) evolved from the Commission on Resources and Environment 
(CORE) in the early nineties and provided a framework for policy and land use planning 
in the Kootenays (Province of BC 1997). The Kootenay Boundary Land Use Plan 
Implementation Strategy (KBLUPIS) was released in June 1997 and represented the 
corporate policy of government and included strategies for managing a number of 
identified values in the region, including: biodiversity, grizzly bear, ungulate winter 
range, mountain caribou, watersheds, landscape visuals, recreation, fire maintained 
ecosystems, timber and mining. There is broad inclusion of non-timber resources such as 
air and water, but, with the exception of Christmas trees, there is little mention of other 
biological NTFPs. In 2001, legal objectives were officially mandated in the Kootenay 



Boundary Higher Level Plan. These included direction on biodiversity emphasis, old and 
mature forests, caribou, green-up and patch size, grizzly bears and connectivity corridors, 
consumptive use streams, enhanced resource development zones (timber), fire maintained 
ecosystems, visuals and the forest economy. 
  
The KBLUPIS outlines regional objectives and strategies for economic, social and 
conservation values associated with Crown Land in the region ((Province of BC 2006, 
Chapter 2, General Resource Management Direction): 

 
“The regional objectives and strategies are intended to provide broad, corporate 
guidance to agencies and resource users for managing the environmental, social 
and economic resources in the region and to guide agencies in the development of 
their individual and inter-agency program priorities.” 

 
 The plan identifies objectives and strategies for management of Christmas trees 
(KBLUPIS).  
 
Objective: 

7. Maintain a viable Christmas tree industry while ensuring integration with other 
resource values and users. 
Strategies: 
7.1 The Christmas tree industry will be supported by enhancing the management 
intensity and investment opportunities on existing tenures and considering 
innovative production techniques, (e.g., Christmas tree harvesting as part of the 
silviculture spacing program and ecosystem restoration). 
7.2 The Christmas tree program will be reviewed to ensure Christmas tree 
production is maintained or increased. For new and existing Christmas tree permits, 
this objective will be achieved by concentrating intensive management on the most 
suitable sites within the permit area. 
7.3 Christmas tree culture plans, which will include rangeland and wildlife habitat 
values and ecosystem restoration, will be developed and implemented. 
7.4 To address long term certainty, maintain the number hectares available for 
Christmas tree production but rationalize location and the Christmas tree culture 
plan to be more consistent with the objectives and strategies in this plan. New 
opportunities on Balsam/Spruce sites will be reviewed for potential subalpine fir 
production.  

     
This section also includes objectives and strategies related to value-added wood 
processing, “sec.4. Increase value-added employment in the timber sector”.  
 

The Kootenay-Boundary Value-Added Wood Manufacturing Association, The 
Kootenay WoodVine will be supported as an organization that encourages 
communication among value-added producers and promotes cooperative 
marketing, training and business support in the value-added area. 

 



The KBLUPIS also provides for Commercial Tourism which may pertain to NTFP 
related ecotourism opportunities, in section 22: “Planning and design of timber 
harvesting, forest management, and mineral exploration should consider affected tourism 
businesses and the resource needs of those businesses.” 
 
In Chapter 2 (Conservation Values, A. General Ecosystem Health), there is direction for 
biodiversity objectives and inventory plans, which indirectly relate to NTFPs in terms of 
contributing to biodiversity and their associated inventory needs:    
 

40. Maintain healthy, functioning ecosystems that are essential to the diversity, 
abundance, distribution and life histories of fish, wildlife, vegetation and water 
resources. 
40.3 A regional inventory plan will be developed that identifies and ranks 
information and mapping needed to support planning and management of terrestrial 
and aquatic ecosystems, and to support the development of air and water quality 
objectives. The regional inventory plan will identify decision criteria for collecting 
information on presence/absence, abundance, distribution, life history, and meta-
population dynamics of species, associations and communities.” 
 
Also included under Conservation Issues are general objectives for water and air 
quality: 
51. Provide reasonable access to potable water for human consumption. Maintain 
water quality, quantity and timing of flow at appropriate levels in community and 
domestic use watersheds.  
52. Maintain air quality within established national and provincial criteria. 
 
And Rangeland ecosystems: 
53. Maintain highly diverse and contiguous rangelands 
 

Other regional land use plans in the Kootenays include: 
• East Kootenay Land Use Plan (Province of BC 1995); 
• Revelstoke and Area Land Use Planning Minister’s advisory Committee (MAC 

1995), established to provide advice to the Minister of Forests on the implementation 
of the land use planning in the Revelstoke area. There are currently no legal 
implications of this planning process.   

• The Southern Rocky Mountain Management Plan (SRMMP 2003) is a landscape 
level strategic plan for resource management on provincial Crown lands, intended to 
replace the KBHLP for the plan area within the Rocky Mountain Forest District.  

 
The Ktunaxa Land Use Plan (LUP) is discussed on their website 
(http://www.ktunaxa.org/fourpillars/land/landuseplan.html); it is unclear to what extent 
NTFPs are included in their land use planning document as the document itself is not 
public (KNC 2007).  From the website (accessed March 2007): 
 



“The goal of the Ktunaxa Land Use Plan is to protect Ktunaxa cultural heritage, fish, 
wildlife and plants while providing direction on where sustainable resource use can take 
place.” 
 
The intended benefits of the Ktunaxa LUP include identifying potential resource-based 
economic opportunities, which is presumed to include marketed NTFPs:  
 
For Economic Benefits the LUP will: 

1. Strengthen the Nation’s position in regard to securing tenure rights over timber, 
range, tourism and other resources; 

2. Identify potential resource-based economic opportunities through analysis of 
existing information and community consultation; 

3. Provide the basis for immediate employment opportunities through joint 
management agreements with other governments and non-Nation companies in 
forestry, tourism, agriculture and other sectors.  

 
Identifying culturally significant plants is included under intended cultural benefits of the 
LUP: 
  
For Cultural Benefits the LUP will: 

1. Identify and protect culturally significant sites and areas within the Traditional 
Territory; 

2. Identify and protect culturally significant plants, fish and wildlife; 
3. Engage Nation members in learning about the important link between the 

Nation’s culture and the use of the Territory; 
4. Strengthen the Nations’ position with other governments and non-Nation 

companies to acknowledge and respect aboriginal rights and title. 
 
None of the higher level plans specifically address the full suite of NTFP values. This 
limited recognition likely results from a lack of available information on specific NTFPs. 
Consequently, NTFPs may be at risk of exclusion in local land use planning initiatives, 
even though many NTFPs are economically and socially important to residents in the 
region. A rough estimate for the current total value of NTFPs in the East Kootenay region 
(excluding eco-tourism) is between $1-3 million annually depending on biological and 
market factors affecting wild harvests (Keefer et al. 2005). NTFPs contribute to 
diversified forest-based economies in the Kootenays; better information on the resources 
can help ensure these resources are recognised in forest management planning. 
 
Management Issues 
There are currently no regulations on the harvest of most understory plants and fungi 
from provincial forest land, with the exception of threatened or endangered species. 
Permission is required to harvest from private lands, leased public lands and First Nations 
Reserve lands. Special permits may be required for Community Forest Tenures and some 
First Nations Forestry Agreements. Harvesting of NTFPs is not permitted in Provincial 
and National Parks; Federal Defence Lands, protected areas such as ecological or special 
reserves, or recreation areas, including Forest Service recreation sites and trails. 



 
Tedder et al. (2002) provide a thorough examination of NTFP management issues and 
approaches in BC. NTFPs are characterized as common pool resources, in that harvesters 
do not own the resources outright, the owner (generally the Crown) cannot or does not 
restrict access, and the use of the resource is subtractable, in that one person’s use of the 
resource restricts the amount available to harvest by another person. Management of 
NTFPs is made challenging by the complexity of their economic, ecological and social 
characteristics, summarized by Tedder et al. (2002) as follows:  
 

1. First Nations have unique concerns regarding non-timber resources that include not 
only access to and availability of the resources, but also the traditional knowledge of 
its use. 
2. Biological heterogeneity.  
Significant diversity of species harvested, annual productivity, temporal and spatial 
variability, and ecological impacts related to harvest volumes and techniques. 
3. Economic heterogeneity.  
Significant diversity and variability of product values, market supply and demand, 
labour force, and harvester and buyer discount rates. 
4. Social heterogeneity. 
Significant diversity within and among commercial, subsistence, and traditional user 
groups, diversity of interests and shared norms. 
5. Institutional homogeneity reflecting lack of sector transparency and formal 
management regime. 
6. Lack of information for most product categories on volumes available and 
harvested, productivity, value, employment and local impacts. 
7. Both competing and complimentary relationships between NTFP product and 
timber harvesting. 
8. No property rights assigned, except for small areas designated under community 
forest tenures. Regulatory tools do not exist to easily establish a management 
regime, or ensure exclusivity, for the wide variety of products. 
9. The NTFP industry is well established and has developed its own system of values 
and norms. 
10. No resource revenues collected by government. Some revenue collected by some 
owners of private forest land. 
11. Monitoring and enforcement capacity does not currently exist. 

 
Kootenays Forest Innovation Society (KFIS) 
Fundamental to developing effective management strategies is knowledge and 
recognition of NTFPs in land use planning. The heterogeneous nature of the industry, 
with many products and many users, means there is no ‘single voice’ to represent the 
sector in land use planning and other policy consultation. The Kootenays Forest 
Innovation Society (KFIS) (http://www.kfis.ca) was formed to promote research and 
advancement of NTFPs in land use planning in the Kootenay region. KFIS is striving to 
explore NTFP opportunities through coordinating applied research, education, and 
business incubation in the Kootenays, and provide information to government(s), 
industry, and interested parties. By taking a lead role in advancement of NTFP issues in 



the region, the Society will help to develop economic opportunities, sustainability 
guidelines, and liaise with the regulatory organisations, harvesters, businesses and others. 
  
One of the major challenges facing developing NTFP enterprises in the Kootenays is 
acquiring start up funding. With assistance from Royal Roads University, Centre for 
Non-timber Resources, KFIS is working on sourcing the necessary funding to assist in 
promoting sustainable development of the NTFP sector in the Kootenays. 
 

Profile of NTFPs in the Kootenays 
In 2005, KFIS developed a profile of NTFPs in the Kootenays (Keefer et al. 2005). The 
following information on different NTFP sectors was selected from that profile as it 
pertains to NTFP opportunities and management in the Invermere TSA.  
 
Edible Plants 
The Invermere TSA contains a wide diversity of plants with edible roots, shoots, flowers 
and berries.  Culturally important and well known root species include bitterroot (Lewisii 
rediviva), nodding onion (Allium cernuum) spring beauty (Claytonia lanceolata), and 
balsamroot (Balsamhorriza sagittata); these species are all of high value to the First 
Nations (Turner 1997, Keefer and McCoy 1999).  The plant shoots include fireweed 
(Chamnerion angustifolium), thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorum) and wild rose species 
(Rosa spp.); the part eaten is the young shoots in the early parts of the growing season 
(Turner 1997).  Key berry species include black huckleberry (Vaccinium 
membranaceum) and other Vaccinium species, Saskatoon (Amelanchier alnifolia), 
highbush cranberry (Viburnum opulus) and chokecherry (Prunus virginiana). 
 
Commercial use of the roots has not been reported.  Of these species, there is interesting 
potential with nodding onion as a premium gourmet food item.  Results of propagating 
this onion at the Aqam Nursery indicate that it may be suitable for cultivation in the 
agroforestry setting.  The whole plant of this species may be eaten and it has a strong 
flavour that is in between onion and garlic.  In productive sites one may find relatively 
large volumes of nodding onion.  The best approach for the development of this species 
might be through agroforestry as the plant is readily propagated via seed.    
 
Of the edible plant shoots, one of the most well-known species is the naturalised 
asparagus (Asparagus officinalis); this species is frequently found in low elevation areas 
near settlements.  Of the indigenous species, fireweed is widespread and abundant.  In the 
early spring fireweed shoots may be eaten like asparagus once the outer layer is peeled 
off (Turner 1995).  In the post-wildfire setting, one may gather large quantities of 
fireweed shoots in a relatively small area.  False Solomon’s seal (Smilacina racemosa) 
and twisted stalk (Streptopus spp.) may also be eaten like asparagus; both these plants are 
in the lily family and they taste rather similar (Dianne Luchtan pers. com. 2004).  There 
may be potential with all of the above species to develop a fresh and canned market for 
sale in specialty food shops and restaurants. 
 



Undoubtedly the most widely used plants are the berries, in particular black huckleberry.  
A popular recreational/subsistence activity in the summer is huckleberry picking, roads in 
productive sites are frequently lined with vehicles.  In neighbouring areas of Idaho and 
Montana there is a well-developed wild huckleberry industry, one has only to drive 
through these regions in the berry season to get a sense of its extent.  The history of 
contemporary huckleberry use in neighbouring states has been thoroughly discussed by 
Richards and Alexander (2006) in their publication “A Social History of Wild 
Huckleberry Harvesting in the Pacific Northwest”.  This industry has drawn concern over 
a number of issues that include the possible impacts to bears, First Nations and 
recreational harvesters.  In 2000, a major regional conference was held at the Lower 
Kootenay Band, though explicitly a non-timber forest product workshop, its primary 
focus was the concerns over the apparently increasing commercial huckleberry harvest 
(Gayton 2000).   
 
While it is difficult to track the commodity chain of this industry, it is believed that much 
of the berry crop commercially harvested goes south to the US market.  As huckleberries 
are not considered an agricultural product, their export is not tracked by US Customs 
(Richard Hallman, BC Ministry of Agriculture, pers. com. 2000).  The summer of 2005 
saw a bumper crop of these berries throughout the study area and a proliferation of signs 
advertising huckleberries for sale on the region’s highways.  One picker contacted 
reported having picked over 130 kg of berries and offered them for sale during this 
productive summer.  Reported prices for huckleberries range widely, from $12.00 to 
$40.00 per litre.  In the West Kootenay, during the summer/fall of 2005, the authors 
noted several harvesters advertised berries at $6.00/lb ($13.20/kg). Huckleberry’s 
restaurant in Invermere incorporates local wild harvested huckleberries into its menu and 
markets huckleberry products (Fig. 2).  They pay $5/lb ($11/kg) to “a few families” who 
supply them with an estimated 1700 - 1800 lbs/yr (770 – 818 kg/yr) of locally picked 
huckleberries (Robert Mason, Huckleberry’s Restaurant, pers comm. 2007). 
 

 



Figure 2. Wild huckleberry products marketed at Huckleberry’s restaurant in Invermere. 
 
While black huckleberry may be found in many ecosystems within the region, it is 
believed to be most prolific in transitional ecosystems (Hamilton et al. 2002).  Some of 
the best producing berry sites are typically transitional between Interior Cedar Hemlock 
(ICH) and Engelmann Spruce Subalpine Fir (ESSF) biogeoclimatic zones (Hamilton et 
al. 2002).  The best berry producing sites identified by members of the Ktunaxa and the 
staff at the former Cranbrook Forest District Office are in the ICHdw, ICHmk, ICHmw, 
MSdk, ESSFdk, and ESSFwm subzones (Hamilton et al. 2002). The MSdk, ICHmk and 
ESSFdk are prominent subzones within the Invermere TSA (Tamelin and Pollard 2006) 
where the majority of huckleberry habitat is expected to occur.  BEC data are largely 
derived from mature forests, and provide an indication of which ecosystem types support 
the species. However, there are other factors that influence berry production (such as 
disturbance history, seral stage, aspect, etc.). BC Ministry of Forests staff at the former 
Cranbrook Forest District Office indicated the best sites were old clearcuts (20-50 yrs.) 
and previously burned sites (Hamilton et al. 2002).  In general, the best berry producing 
sites are partial to completely open, dry to wet coniferous forests with high organic 
content and somewhat acidic moderately moist soil regimes.  Anecdotal evidence from 
berry pickers and others suggests that some of the most productive berry sites are 
initiated by fire; this has been supported by traditional knowledge learned through 
ethnobotanical research in various First Nations communities (Turner, 1997, 1999 in 
Boyd 1999). 
 
In bumper years, there may be large surpluses of these berries; however there has been no 
work to determine the total productivity, nor sustainable harvest levels (Evelyn Hamilton, 
BCMOFR, Research, pers. com 2006).  Further commercial development of wild black 
huckleberry harvests requires a better understanding of the role of natural disturbances 
and forest management in influencing its distribution and abundance.  At present, there 
has been little research on managing wild populations and there are no guidelines for 
forest managers.  Funding is currently being sought through the BC Forest Investment 
Account, Forest Science Program, to fill critical information gaps (Evelyn Hamilton, 
BCMOFR, Research, pers. com 2006).  Research areas include the role of fire in 
sustaining productive berry sites. 
 
Saskatoon and chokecherry are both common at low elevations, these species produce 
abundant crops of berries in good years.  These shrubs produce the most abundant crops 
in open and semi-shaded sites. See Appendix 2 for a complete list of edible plants. Table 
1 (below) lists some restaurants in the Kootenays that incorporate wild foods into their 
menus. 
 
NTFP Mushrooms 
Wild mushrooms are one of the most prominent examples of the NTFP industry in the 
Kootenays.  They represent the classic non-timber forest product: they have commercial, 
recreational and subsistence appeal; they provide nutrition, medicine, dyes and crafts and 
useful biochemicals; they include many valuable species that are entirely dependent on 
forested ecosystems for their production and elude attempts to artificially cultivate.  



 
The Kootenays produce a wide array of edible wild mushrooms, including a number that 
are harvested commercially (Appendix 2).  The major commercial species in order of 
economic importance are: pine mushroom (Tricholoma magnivelare); morels (Morchella 
spp.); lobster mushroom (Hypomyces lactifluorum); white chanterelle (Cantharellus 
subalbidus).  In addition to these, a number of other species are commercially harvested 
in minor amounts: hedgehogs (Hydnum repandum and H. umbilicatum), cauliflower 
mushroom (Sparassis crispa), yellowfoot or winter chanterelle (Craterellus tubaeformis), 
chicken-of-the-woods or sulphur shelf (Laetiporous conifericola), and occasionally 
(though not advisably due to potential toxicity) verpa (Verpa bohemica).  There are a 
number of other edible species commonly found in the Kootenays that may also have 
commercial potential.  Some examples of these are gypsy mushroom (Rozites caperata), 
lion’s mane (Hericium spp.), giant puffball (Calvatia gigantea), blewitt (Lepista nuda) 
and members of the Boletaceae family (spongelike layer of tubes instead of gills), 
including Boletus spp. and Leccinum spp. 
 
The “boom and bust” nature of mushroom seasons makes the wild mushroom business a 
risky venture, but still attractive to a number of entrepreneurs in the Kootenays.  With the 
exception of the commercial morel harvest, which occurs in the spring and summer 
following large scale natural disturbances such as forest fires, the mushroom industry is a 
strictly autumnal seasonal activity, generally from late August through to November.  
Nakusp is the major centre of the commercial wild mushroom industry in the Kootenays.  
Numerous roadside buying stations open in and around Nakusp each fall.  A restaurant in 
nearby Fauquier, The Mushroom Addition, embraces the area’s reputation for wild 
mushrooms, incorporating up to ten local species in its menu.  Buying stations can also 
be found in the communities of Castlegar, Kaslo, New Denver, Trout Lake and 
Revelstoke.  Morel buying stations sprout up in the spring where wildfires from the 
previous year yield commercial crops.  In most years, pine mushroom accounts for the 
greatest volume and value of all commercial wild mushrooms traded in the Kootenays.  
Prices for pine mushrooms are paid according to grade: one to six.  Number one grade 
(“buttons”) are immature mushrooms which have yet to have their caps fully expanded, 
detaching the veil and exposing the gills.  Successive grades vary by degree of 
attachment of the veil, which eventually completely separates from the cap, leaving a 
skirt-like ring around the stem.  Given the large difference in price between grades, prices 
are generally quoted for number ones. 
 
Next to pine mushroom, relatively small amounts of lobster mushroom and white 
chanterelle are handled by buyers, mostly for domestic and European markets.  Though 
less valuable (average prices observed at buying stations in 2005 were $1-$3/lb ($2.20 – 
$6.60/kg), these species can be locally abundant and supplies currently exceed demand.  
Buyers of these species usually have limited markets and give preference to a few 
experienced pickers who can satisfy their orders.   
 
Morels are a spring species that are only produced in commercial quantities following  
major disturbances such as forest fires (Figure 3).  Morels may also fruit in commercial 
volumes following mountain pine beetle infestations (Keefer 2005).  Their proliferation 



after fire is a well-known phenomenon that has sparked scientific enquiry into their 
biology and ecology.  Regardless of the scientific intrigue, the association between fire 
and morels drives an industry that capitalises on catastrophe and revolves around what is 
colloquially referred to as ‘black gold’.  A bad fire season can mean a good morel season, 
and pickers and buyers carefully track forest fires as they anticipate future harvests.  2003 
was such a year in southern interior British Columbia.  High fire activity that year 
produced some large burns in the Kootenays, most notably the Lamb Creek and Plumbob 
fires near Cranbrook and the Arrow Park fire near Nakusp.  Both of these fires yielded 
commercial morel harvests the following spring/summer, and attracted an influx of 
pickers and buyers.  A workshop held in Cranbrook in the spring of 2004, “Getting Into 
Morels and Other Non-Timber Forest Products”, was well timed with this bumper crop.  
Sponsored by the Ktunaxa Nation, the workshop provided participants with information 
about the commercial morel mushroom industry and inspired a number of Ktunaxa 
Nation members to try commercially harvesting morels for the first time that year.   

 
Figure 3. Black morels (Morchella elata group). 
 
The Lamb Creek fire contributed significantly to the region’s economy.  An estimated 
222 metric tons of morels were harvested from the area in 2004 (Keefer 2005).  The 
average price paid to pickers was $6.60/kg, ranging from $4.40/kg to $11.00/kg.  Based 
on these figures, the Lamb Creek fire generated an estimated $1,465,200 million for the 
local economy. 
 
While the Kootenays are relatively rich in wild mushroom resources, there are concerns 
about habitat loss due to a lack of recognition in forest management planning.  Since 
most of the major commercial species are mycorrhizal with trees, they depend on mature 
forests to fruit.  Logging that removes all of the mature trees from a site will render it 
unproductive for these mushroom species for decades.  To avoid such conflicts in 
resource use, highly productive commercial mushroom habitat needs to be identified in 



forest management plans.  This is made difficult by the largely secretive nature of the 
harvesters, and the lack of detailed habitat information needed to manage for commercial 
mushrooms.  Public concern over proposed logging in a popular pine mushroom picking 
area near Nakusp led the BC Ministry of Forests and Range, BC Timber Sales to initiate 
a study to gather information needed to incorporate pine mushroom management 
strategies into their planning (Ehlers and Fredrickson 2005).  The study characterised and 
mapped pine mushroom habitat in the West Kootenay and recommended some alternate 
timber harvesting plans in order to sustain pine mushroom production in the study areas.  
It was found that relatively minor adjustments to logging plans could help maintain 
highly productive pine mushroom habitat.  The methods and information produced in this 
study have implications to managing for pine mushroom and other wild edible 
mushrooms throughout their range in the Kootenays. 
 
Table 1. Restaurants in the Kootenays that incorporate wild foods into their menus. 
Restaurant Name Location Currently serves  
Allegra Cranbrook Dried mixed wild mushrooms 
Heidi’s Restaurant Cranbrook Uses wild dried mix 
Huckleberry’s Invermere Huckleberry products 
Lizard Creek Lodge Fernie Dried wild, porcini, morels, porcini, Saskatoon, 

Blackberries 
Old Bauernhaus Kimberley Dried mushrooms including boletes, chanterrelle 

and morel and occasionally huckleberry 
The Gasthaus Kimberley Mixture of wild dried mushrooms,  
The Mushroom Edition Fauquier Fresh and dry wild mushrooms. 
Village Bistro Kimberely Use dry mushrooms and fresh when available. 
 
Greenery, Boughs and Christmas trees 
This cluster of products includes wild Christmas trees, conifer boughs, floral greens, 
mosses and other products sold as decorative cut plants.  The East Kootenay Christmas 
Tree Association, with roughly 40 members, represents producers in the East Kootenay.  
The Christmas tree industry is well established and historically a major seasonal 
employer.  In 1961, there were over 1.6 million trees cut on private and Crown Land, 
trees were worth $3.00 to the producer (Charlie Willis pers. com 2006); in the late 1990’s 
approximately 400,000 trees were produced on an annual basis (Hallman 1998), and, in 
2002 there were 89,000 cut for an average value of just over $6.00 to the producer 
(Charlie Willis pers. com 2006).  It is believed that the industry could be increased to 500 
- 800,000 trees per year in the East Kootenay (Willis pers. com 2006).  During the late 
1990’s, there was a major infestation of Christmas tree blight (Rhabdocline), which led to 
a major reduction in the harvest that discouraged people from the business.  A barrier to 
the expansion of the Christmas tree industry is the lack of new tenure areas.  Currently 
most tenures occur in the valley bottom areas on Crown Land of the Rocky Mountain 
Trench and on BC Hydro rights-of-way. Additional information on land use related to the 
Christmas tree industry from the East Kootenay Regional District (RDEK 2006) is 
presented in Appendix 3. 
 
The BC Ministry of Forests and Range (MOFR) keeps stumpage reports on Christmas 
trees harvested by permits on Crown lands using stump culture techniques.  Table 2 
shows the past 5 years of volume and stumpage value for the Rocky Mountain Forest 



District (Ministry of Forests 2006b).  Estimates for the farm gate values and through the 
production chain are included to represent the value that the NTFP contributes to the 
economy (Charlie Willis pers. Com. March 2006). 
 
Table 2. Rocky Mountain Forest District Christmas Tree Volumes and Values   
Christmas Tree Stumpage for Rocky Mountain Forest District (2000-2005) 

                2000                 2001             2002  
  Total   
Grade 1 Value $   $             4.50   $            54.00   $      466.50  
Grade 2 Value $   $         481.00   $          797.00   $      445.00  
Grade 3 Value $   $       9,619.60   $        5,533.80   $    8,829.60  
Total Stumpage $   $     10,105.10   $        6,384.80   $    9,741.10  
     
Grade 1 Volume (Pieces)                      3                     36                311  
Grade 2 Volume (Pieces)                   481                    797                445  
Grade 3 Volume (Pieces)              48,098               27,669           44,148  
Total Volume (Pieces)              48,582               28,502           44,904  
     
Grade 1 Price ($1.25/each) >5M     
Grade 2 Price ($1/each) 3><5M     
Grade 3 Price ($.20/each) <3M     
     
Grade 3  Total Farm Gate Value @ $5/tree  $   242,910.00   $    142,510.00   $224,520.00  
Total Wholesale Value @ $10/tree   $   485,820.00   $    285,020.00   $449,040.00  
Retail Value @$20/tree   $   971,640.00   $    570,040.00   $898,080.00  

  (BC Ministry of Forest and Range, 2006) 
 
The vast majority of these trees are grown by the natural stand or stump culture 
agroforestry system (Hallman 1998.).  This method utilises naturally occurring Douglas- 
fir trees, which are cut around 1m high with live branches remaining on the north and 
south sides of the stumps; these branches in turn grow into the next crop.  It takes roughly 
30 years for the first tree, 8 years for the second and four years for subsequent trees – 
each stump can produce 10-12 trees (Willis 2005).  In order to keep a stand productive, it 
is critical to keep the canopy relatively open, typically by logging the overstory.  The 
Christmas tree growers believe the current stumpage rates set by the MOFR are too high 
to make this logging economically viable (Charlie Willis pers. com. 2006).  Current 
stumpage is between $0.23 to $0.26 cents per cubic metre.  Using logging practices 
designed to stimulate regeneration, 1000 cubic metres per hectare every 5 years can be 
removed from some sites.  The Christmas tree growers believe that silvicultural costs 
such as fertilisation and pruning should be applied against stumpage. 
 
Some growers believe this resource can be compatibly managed with cattle; this 
assumption is being tested in a study funded by the Agroforestry Initiative.  Preliminary 
results confirm this assumption with significant increases in Animal Unit Months 
(AUMs)2 as a result of Christmas tree operations (Willis 2006).  These results may be 
applicable to the development of a management system for the urban interface in which 
                                                 
2 (an AUM is the amount of forage required for a cow and her calf to be sustained for one month) 



cattle or sheep are used to lower the fire hazard of grasses and Christmas trees are 
harvested to reduce fuel levels.  Such a system is worthy of further consideration and may 
serve to increase the area cultivated for Christmas trees, thus allowing for the expansion 
of the industry. 
 
Kootenay Bough and Cone is another business in this sector that makes a selection of 
wreaths, garland, and winter hanging baskets from wild crafted evergreen boughs and 
cones, much of which is sourced from the Invermere TSA.  Floral greenery is a large and 
growing sector in BC; it was estimated to be worth $55-$60 million in 1997 and has 
undoubtedly grown since then (Wills and Lipsey 1999)).  Proximity to markets in Alberta 
and the U.S. make the East Kootenay well situated for developing businesses in this 
sector. 
 
Native Plants for Horticulture and Restoration 
 
This cluster of products is amongst the most developed of the non-timber forest resources 
in the region. There are few nurseries specialising in native plants for the wholesale and 
retail markets.  These include the Aqam Native Plant Nursery near Cranbrook and at least 
two smaller nurseries in other areas.  This cluster has traditionally grown plant stock 
primarily for ecological restoration and mine reclamation projects.  Terra Erosion Control 
Ltd. in Nelson, BC specialises in bioengineering and harvests native plants for a variety 
of ecological restoration projects throughout the Kootenays.  The Slocan River 
Streamkeepers conducts riparian restoration efforts using plant materials harvested from 
the wild (Slocan River Streamkeepers pers. comm. 2006).  Due to an increase in public 
awareness, there is increased demand for native plants used in landscaping.  Native plants 
are ideal in residential and commercial landscapes setting due to their low maintenance 
and water requirements when planted in appropriate sites.  There are numerous 
opportunities for growth in this sector, including: native seed sales, selection of cultivars 
and ecovars, native plant landscaping and design businesses, and the salvage of plants 
from areas due to be developed. 
 
One small part-time business supplies native seed.  This business is primarily interested 
in providing seed to the international seed network.  In neighbouring Idaho, the Native 
Seed Network sells large volumes of native seed, some of which is collected in the 
Kootenays (David Roniger pers. com. 2005).  Within the study area there appears to be a 
gap in native seed collection, as reflected by the Aqam Nursery’s difficulty in acquiring 
seed.  In order to be a large scale supplier of seed, it is critical that seed cleaning 
equipment be incorporated into the business.  Without this equipment, one is restricted to 
selling the bulk raw product to businesses that purchase raw berries and other seeds.  By 
cleaning the seed, it becomes readily storable and thus more marketable.   
 
Though many of the regions plants are readily propagated from seed or cuttings, there are 
many desirable species that are prohibitively slow or challenging to grow commercially.  
Habitat destruction or alteration as a result of industrial activities such as forest road and 
landing construction and urban sprawl displaces native plants throughout their ranges.  
The practice of whole plant removals for horticulture is discouraged by the Native Plant 



Society for British Columbia, except when preceding land development (NPSBC 2006).  
Opportunities exist for harvesting valuable native plants in the absence of sustainability 
concerns, where they are threatened by development activities.  In order for a species to 
be desirable for plant salvage, it must be easy to transplant, difficult or slow to grow by 
other methods and high value.  Some species of interest include all members of the lily 
family, wild ginger, ferns and others.  
 
The region has good access to large urban markets in Alberta, and the Pacific Northwest.  
By selecting appropriate species and genetic stock, and marketing to these areas, there is 
significant promise for high volumes of sales.  A visit to US nurseries websites like 
http://www.bitterrootrestoration.com/home.html in Montana reveals that prices are 20% 
higher in the US, not counting relative currency value. 
  
Plant Medicine and Extracts 
This cluster includes medicinal plants as well as essential oils.  The uses of essential oils 
include fragrances, medicines and bases for cleaners and other industrial products.  
Within this cluster, there are two main types of businesses: bulk collectors of wild plant 
material that market to wholesalers, and value added processors.  The region has a 
number of plant species that are currently being exploited, some of which are readily 
harvested in a sustainable manner and others for which there are sustainability concerns.  
Plants with few concerns include: conifer boughs (for oils), willows (Salix spp.), red-
osier dogwood, kinnikinnick (Artostaphlyos uva-ursi), elderberry (Sambucus spp.) and 
arnica (Arnica spp.).  Species with greater sustainability risks include, black hawthorn 
(Crataegus douglassi), Devil’s club (Oplopanax horridus), Canby’s lovage (Ligusticum 
canbyi) and Sitka valerian (Valeriana sitchensis).  The reason these species are 
potentially of concern is that the roots are the principle plant parts harvested, and 
harvesting can destroy the plant.  Appendix 2 provides details on the plant species and 
their ecological associations. 
 
In order to relieve concerns over the potential loss of abundance of key species from 
harvesting, harvesting trials should be initiated on a wide number of species in different 
ecosystems.  The Harrop Proctor Community Forest has conducted such trials on Prince’s 
pine (Chimaphila umbellata), Devils club, and Canby’s lovage.  This work has provided 
preliminary data on sustainable harvesting practices for Prince’s pine (Evan MacKenzie 
pers. com. 2005). 
 
There are many different plant species, both native and exotic, with useful medicinal and 
chemical properties.  Much of the business activity depends on the availability of Crown 
land for the collection of native species.  About half of these businesses also cultivate 
their own native and exotic species on private land.  Cultivation is preferred due to the 
increased control over access, quality and sustainability.  All those surveyed had a strong 
ethic concerning the appropriate harvest of plants.  Two plant species of particular 
concern are wild ginger (Asarum caudatum) and Canby’s lovage.  The latter species is a 
culturally sensitive plant to some First Nations.  There were some anecdotal reports of 
local populations being negatively impacted by over-harvesting.  While over-harvesting 
could be a local concern, habitat disturbance from timber harvesting at higher elevations 

http://www.bitterrootrestoration.com/home.html


may be the biggest threat to this species.  Currently, we do not know what the long-term 
effects of timber harvesting will be on this and other species. 
 
Essential oils 
Essential oils have a wide number of uses including cleaning agents, wood preserves, 
perfumes, medicines and a host of others.  No essential oil businesses were located in the 
study area. Due to the currently low levels of utilisation of this resource, there appears to 
be considerable opportunity available for those who are willing to invest the necessary 
time and financial capital. 
 
Basketry and other Crafts 
NTFPs are incorporated into a variety of craft products.  The sector is mostly represented 
by hobbyists and artists who make supplemental income.  Materials are also harvested in 
bulk and sold to wholesalers for the craft market, although no individuals or businesses 
doing this in the Kootenays were identified at this time.  Locally made products are sold 
at craft sales and through businesses like the Craft Connection in Nelson.  Here you will 
find baskets made from birch bark, pine needles, willow, cedar and other local materials.  
Pine needle baskets were the most regularly observed type of basket found at craft sales; 
they are constructed using ponderosa pine needles and (usually) artificial sinew.  Twiggy 
or bent-willow style furniture is made from a variety of materials including birch 
(glandular and paper), willows, cherry, and wood from other small diameter woody 
plants.  This furniture is generally fastened with nails or screws, however one example 
was found that was constructed using woven willow twigs.  At least two businesses were 
identified in the East Kootenay that use wildcrafted harvested materials for making high 
quality specialty wood products: Kapristo Mountain Woodcrafting in Golden and RC 
Studios in Invermere (Table 3). 
 
Kapristo Mountain Woodcrafting uses all varieties of birch (Betula sp.) and Douglas 
maple (Acer glabrum). Ideal stems are 3” – 6” diameter.  Coppicing produces the best 
materials that are harvested in winter, when the bark is still attached.  Kapristo harvests 
about 6 – 8 full pickup loads a year from around 30 patches in and around the Invermere 
TSA.  The material is used to make high value rustic furniture (Figure 4) that is sold all 
over North America. The proprietor also teaches workshops throughout the Kootenays on 
making specialty furniture. 
 



 
Figure 4. Rustic furniture made from locally harvested birch on display in a craft store in 
Invermere, BC. 
 
Small Diameter Wood 
Small diameter wood is abundant in many parts of the region, is generally underutilised 
and of little present value within the forest industry.  Lodgepole pine is the primary 
species for which there are well developed markets in the post and rail industry.  Small 
diameter Douglas-fir and western larch are currently not widely used, but may supply 
niche markets.  The rot resistance and toughness of western larch may make it ideal for 
use as a source of untreated posts for organic farming applications.  
 
The Kootenay Boundary Land Use Plan and its guidance on the management of Natural 
Disturbance Type 4 (NDT4, frequent stand-maintaining fires) areas provides a substantial 
opportunity for the harvest of these materials.  There are also significant opportunities 
surrounding the towns of the region in the urban interface to access these materials while 
reducing fire hazards.  The interface may be defined as all forest areas within a 5 km 
radius of settlement; this represents a large geographical area in the Kootenays.  Much of 
this area is in the highly ecologically productive bottomlands.  It is estimated that fuels 
treatments in the interface around Cranbrook and Kimberley can cost up to $2000 to 
$7000 per ha (Bob Gray pers. com 2006).  In the Rocky Mountain Trench there is an 
estimated 80-90,000 ha that need treating to return them to open range or open forest 
(Denis Petryshen pers. com 2006).  A commercial thin by Tembec at Sunflower hill in 
the East Kootenay entailed harvest of 4000 cubic metres of ‘problem’ wood for a cost of 
$4/cubic metre and a total cost of $16,000 (Bob Gray pers. com 2006).  To leave 
merchantable trees and treat by the hectare the cost is roughly $3000.00 per ha (Bob Gray 
pers. com 2006).  In another example, Tech Cominco spent $7000 per ha in difficult 
ground above Lois Creek. Based on these figures, treating 80-90,000 ha in the East 
Kootenay alone could amount to expenses in the tens of millions of dollars.  Furthermore, 
additional maintenance expenses are anticipated as plant communities may react rapidly 



to the increased light and require management.  Were markets for undersized wood to be 
realised, this could greatly offset the costs of urban interface fuels reduction. 



 
Table 3. Organizations and businesses with NTFP related activities in the East 
Kootenay. 
Business Name Contact Information 

 
Aqam Native Plant Nursery, Cranbrook 
Native BC plants germinated from locally collected 
seeds, including various species of cones. Plant 
propagation and native BC nursery stock (reforestation 
and landscaping) 

Phone: (250)427-4300 
Email: aqamursery@cyberlink.bc.ca 

Kapristo Mountain Woodcraft, Golden 
Owner: Dean Spence 
Producing distinctive rustic furniture and home accents. 
We specialize in custom rustic furniture including birch 
bark cabinetry, birch bark and twig mosaics in the 
Adirondack style, and rustic furniture workshops. 
NTFP species used include select birch and Douglas 
Maple. 

Website: 
http://www.kapristomountainwoodcraft.c
om/  
Phone: 250-341-3775 

Kootenay Bough and Cone, Invermere 
A selection of wreaths, garland, and winter hanging 
baskets that have been made from wild crafted 
evergreen boughs and cones that are locally abundant 
in the East Kootenay region of BC 
 

Contact: Perry Horning 
Phone: (250) 342-9811 
email: horningforestry@telus.net 

Kootenay Essential Products Ltd. Phone: 250-359-7922 
Email: cherrymeadowsfarm@yahoo.ca

RC Studios, Invermere 
Rory Connell woodworker, knife maker, artist 
Unique hand crafted creations 

Phone: 250-342-9040 
Email: drconnell@cyberlink.bc.ca 

Rocky Mountain Morels Phone: 250-342-6255 
Rocky Mountain Seed Service 
Trees, Shrubs and Perennials 
Plant List 
 

Address: 
P.O. Box 141 
Golden BC V0A 1H0 
Phone: 604.826.6766  
Fax: 604.820.2497 

Wild Mt. Herbs Phone: 250-357-2563  
Email: wildmtn@telus.net

Weiler’s Greenery 
 

Phone: 250-427-4417 
Email: weilerhart@shaw.ca

 

mailto:cherrymeadowsfarm@yahoo.ca
mailto:wildmtn@telus.net
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Summary of Consultations 
First Nations 
The following First Nations organisations with NTFP interests in the Invermere TSA 
were contacted: Ktunaxa Nation Council, St. Mary’s Band, Akisqnuk Band and Shuswap 
Band. Meetings were conducted on Wednesday February 28, 2007.  No-one from the 
Ktunaxa Nation Council (KNC) was available to meet with us. We had a brief meeting 
with Adrian Bergles, Communications Coordinator with the Akisqnuk First Nation. We 
met with Dan Wigle and Dan Joe of the St. Mary’s band. The outcome from these 
meetings is summarised as follows: 
 

The Ktunaxa have been the traditional stewards of non timber resources in their territory 
for over 10,000 years.  This ancient connection to these resources places the Ktunaxa in 
a key leadership role of the contemporary stewardship of these resources.  The Nation 
has voiced a number of concerns over the years over NTFP management and use, these 
include: the commercialisation of huckleberries that is at the expense of traditional 
harvesters and wildlife; the loss and/or reduction of key plant and wildlife resources due 
to forest management and the appropriation of traditional knowledge.  Many Nation 
members harvest these resources and they remain an important part of people’s spiritual 
and physical subsistence.  As part of the Ktunaxa Huckleberry use study, it was 
documented that the vast majority of the Nations members continue to harvest these 
berries for their subsistence.  
  
The Nation appreciates being involved in this project at its preliminary level and has an 
interest in continued involvement in a number of ways.  The Nation’s population is very 
young on average and as such, there is a need to teach the youth about the importance 
of these resources.  For the second phase of the projects field work and other duties, the 
Nation is interested in the provision of employment opportunities that will provide 
meaningful opportunities to learn about this type of resource management.  Within the 
Invermere TSA, the Ktunaxa Nation has many areas and sites of high importance that 
include camps, trap lines, berry patches, root gathering areas and others, many of these 
places have high cultural sensitivity.  Due to many other interests on the land and a small 
workforce, the Nation is currently not in a position to be highly active in the management 
of these resources at present.  This lack of time and human resources must not be 
construed as a lack of interest; rather, it shows a need to develop a mutually beneficial 
means of working together in a means that meets the Nations needs. 

  
 
We met with Chief Paul Sam, Xavier Eugene, Marge Eugene, Audrey Eugene, 
Councillor Alice Sam and several other younger people with the Shuswap Band. The 
outcome from this meeting is summarised as follows: 
 

The Shuswap Band and its members have an intimate and ancient relationship with the 
non-timber resources within the Columbia Valley and surrounding environs that fits under 
the term traditional ecological knowledge (TEK).  Members of the community regularly 
collect plants for food, medicine, wood for the purpose of smoking meat and hides, and 
for the construction of traditional and contemporary crafts.  Through past forest 
management practices the Band has felt impacts from forest harvesting that have 
included the loss of medicinal plant gathering areas, impacts to trapping and others. 
When considering NTFPs it is critical to understand that many of these plants values are 
far higher in the cultural sense than that of conventional economics, for example, ‘plant 



medicines are harvested to save lives and as such are not to be sold’. This perspective 
underscores the need to build a broader understanding of the importance of NTFPs. 
  
The Band and its Elders are interested in seeing other values managed for on the land 
that will guarantee the survival of the cultural ties.  An example is through an increase 
prominence of deciduous trees on the land; they have high cultural values and are 
believed to be compatible in the management of conifers.   The Band is interested in the 
application of predictive NTFP mapping that will highlight specific plant species; this 
mapping may be used to manage for key cultural species.  An example of these plants is 
the Pacific yew; this species is used in traditional medicines and has a narrow distribution 
within the Invermere TSA. 
  
A key part of building understanding on these resources is through the sharing of 
knowledge.  Elders from the Band are interested in hosting a cultural awareness 
workshop with members from the forest industry.  The Band would also like to see this 
process used as an opportunity to find meaningful employment for its youth in a manner 
that would enhance their knowledge of the land and that could be used to further their 
education and employability.   

 
The primary intent of these meetings was to establish meaningful dialogue with First 
Nations from the outset of this project to ensure their interests in NTFPs are included in 
sustainable forest management planning initiatives for the Invermere TSA. Judging by 
the overall positive response of the attendees, we feel that this was accomplished. 
 
Public Stakeholders Meeting 
A total of 8 people attended the meeting in Invermere (Table 4). We delivered a 
presentation describing the project and some background information on inventory and 
management of NTFPs. Those who attended the meeting represented a diversity of 
interests in NTFPs, and there was good discussion. Participants were encouraged to 
complete a short survey to provide information on NTFP activities in the area (a sample 
survey is included in Appendix 1). The information collected from surveys is summarised 
in Tables 5 - 6. Table 3 above lists the NTFP businesses we identified in the region. 
 



Table 4. List of participants and their affiliations who attended the NTFP stakeholders 
meeting at the College of the Rockies, Invermere, Wednesday February 28, 2007. 
Participant Organisation 
Eric Rasmussen Christmas tree grower 
Rick Waters Christmas tree grower 
Shizu E.M. Futa Columbia Valley Botanical Garden and Centre for 

Sustainable Living 
Anne Futa Columbia Valley Botanical Garden and Centre for 

Sustainable Living 
Alison Bell Nature Conservancy, wild foods 
Emilia Cronin Teacher 
Patsy Nicholas Akisqnuk Band 
Phyllis Nicholas Akisqnuk Band 
 
Tables 5-6. Survey results (N=6) from participants who attended an NTFP stakeholders  
meeting at the College of the Rockies, Invermere, Wednesday February 28, 2007. 
 
Table 5. What type of products do you harvest or have a strong interest in? 
NTFP Number that harvest (N=6) Comments 
Berries 6  
Roots 2  
Mushrooms 3  
Floral Greens 3 Cedar; boughs; 
Antlers 2  
Other 2 Botanical and geological 

specimens; spiritual ease 
 
Table 6. Why do you harvest NTFPs? 
Harvester category Number (N=6) 
Personal and family use 6 
Commercial 0 
Recreational/spiritual 2 
 



NTFP Criteria and Indicators Review 
The CCFM, Canadian Forest Products and others responsible for developing C&I for 
SFM in Canada recognise that our knowledge of forest management is constantly 
evolving, and that SFM goals may change over time. As such, the C&I framework is 
intended to be adaptive to new information as it becomes available. This is particularly 
important with respect to NTFPs, for which there is a generally poor understanding of the 
biology, ecology and a corresponding lack of baseline inventory data needed for 
developing effective targets and monitoring programs. 
 
The Canfor/BCTS C&I (Tamelin and Pollard 2006) and Tembec C&I (Brown and Stuart-
Smith 2005) are considered a starting point for incorporating NTFPs into sustainable 
forest management planning in the Invermere TSA. These C&I were reviewed as 
follows:  
 
Canfor/BCTS Criterion 5: The flow of marketed non-timber economic benefits from 
the forests is sustained. 
 
Indicator 5-1: Amount and quality of marketed NTFPs is sustained or enhanced over the 
long-term as a result of forest management activities. 
• Measure 5-1.1: Identification of marketed/commercial NTFPs in the management 
unit.  

o Target: develop a list for the management unit by 2007.  
o Relationship to other C&I:  

Criterion 2 – productive capability of forest ecosystems 
Criterion 6 – contribution to a diversified local economy 
Criterion 7 – forest management decisions are informed - social and cultural values 
Criterion 8 – forest management and First Nations link to the forest 
Criterion 9 – range of quality of life benefits 
  
 
 
Rationale: 
The PAG identified knowledge gaps and strategies to address these gaps for this criterion. 
A critical information gap is the need to identify NTFP species; progress toward this 
target has begun through this project with the development of a list of known or potential 
NTFP plant and mushroom species (Appendix 2). Identified NTFP sectors represented in 
the DFA at this time include: 
• floral and greenery (conifer boughs, cones and evergreen foliage) 
• berries (primarily Vaccinium membranaceum) 
• specialty craft products (small diameter birch and Douglas-maple, birch bark) 
• native plants (seed, cuttings and whole plants for ecological restoration and 

horticulture)  
 
There may be other commercial NTFP enterprises that have not been identified at this 
time. Given the small scale and dispersed nature of NTFP harvesters and businesses, it is 



difficult to identify them all over the relatively short timeframe of this project. A broad 
level random socio-economic survey of the area residents is recommended to identify 
other marketed NTFPs. This could be achieved through a mail out survey, such as 
performed by the Royal Roads University, Centre for Non-Timber Resources (described 
in Keefer et al. 2006). 
 
It is noted that the Canfor/BCTS SFMP describes known marketed non-timber activities 
including commercial recreation, hunting guides, trappers, ranchers and mineral 
exploration and mines. These resource and service industries are subject to existing 
policies and regulations. It is unclear whether they should be addressed within this SFM 
criterion, or if they require their own set of indicators. Smaller cottage-level NTFP 
enterprises are currently unregulated and operate in the absence of formal tenure 
arrangements. These industries are at the greatest risk of being excluded from forest 
management plans and should be the focus of attention within this criterion. 
 
• Measure 5-1.2: Description of potential implications of SFM practices on the 
amount or quality of marketed/commercial NTFPs. 

o Target: 1 strategy/identified NTFP - 2007 
 
Recommended Strategy: Select priority NTFPs for management based on the best 
available information. Conduct inventories of key species across the TSA to identify 
areas where timber harvesting activities will potentially impact selected NTFPs. Develop 
management strategies specific to those NTFPs with commercial and/or 
recreational/subsistence potential.   
 
For marketed NTFPs identified from the TSA, we outline some potential implications of 
SFM practices on their distribution and abundance (Table 7). 
  
 
 
 



Table 7. Potential Implications of SFM practices on some marketed NTFP species in the 
Invermere TSA. 

  Potential SFM Practices - THLB  

NTFP Species 
Habitat and 
Management Timber Harvesting Silviculture 

Practices to enhance 
production - NHLB 

Black huckleberry 
(Vaccinium 
membranaceum) 

• Some of the best 
berry producing sites 
associated with 
transitional 
ecosystems in the 
ICH.  

• Greatest prominence 
in ESSFwm/dk, 
ICHmk/mw,  MSdk 
(Hamilton et al. 2002). 
Indicator species for 
ICHmk-01,03,04,05 
and ESSFdk1-
01,03,06 site series.  

• Fire has a role in 
maintaining 
productive sites.  

• Conifer 
encroachment can be 
limiting; thinning may 
enhance berry 
production.  

• Burton et al. (2000) 
discuss management 
practices, including 
target minimum 
stocking levels to 
extend berry 
production on good 
sites; rotation 
management to 
ensure continuous 
supply of open 
conditions (clearcuts).

• Use low impact 
harvesting (i.e., 
winter, cable 
logging) to minimise 
damage to sites 
with Mod. - High 
capability;  

• Use appropriate 
silviculture system 
(i.e. target 60% light 
using clearcut with 
reserves, regular or 
irregular 
shelterwoods and 
seed tree systems). 

• Low intensity 
broadcast burning 
to prepare site for 
regeneration can be 
beneficial to 
renewing berry 
crops.       

• Avoid spraying or 
cutting berry 
plants during 
weed control 
activities.  

• Plant at lower 
densities (420 to 
700 stems/ha, or 
the minimum to 
meet 
requirements).  

• Planting in 
clusters to 
encourage shrubs 
in gaps. 

• Juvenile spacing 
or young stand 
thinning to 
increase light 
attenuation. 

• Low-intensity 
prescribed burns 
have been used 
traditionally to 
enhance berry 
production.  

• Manual brushing 
and weeding, 
pruning, planting 
and fertilisation of 
berry plants.  

• Most suitable 
where habitat 
capability is high 
outside the THLB 

Native Plants - 
various spp. for 
medicine, 
horticulture and 
restoration. 

• Occupy a variety of 
habitat types and 
management 
depends on species, 
plant part used.  

• Propagation from 
cuttings or seed is 
desirable over 
transplanting whole 
plants. 

• Whole plant 
harvesting not 
generally 
encouraged, unless it 
can be demonstrated 

• Salvage of native 
plants should be 
promoted for areas 
that will be 
converted to non-
productive forest 
(i.e., roads, 
landings, gravel 
pits, range and 
mines). 

• SFM Measure 2-1.1 
specifies a target of 
a maximum 5% (+/-
2%) of the THLB 
that could provide 

Species-specific – 
Generally: 
• Understory 

species increase 
in biomass and 
cover following 
stand thinning, 
particularly clonal 
spp. and woody 
shrubs (Kerns et 
al. 2004). 

• Avoid using 
herbicides in high 
capability 
habitats. 

Variable, depending on 
the species: 
• Some species may 

be suited to 
agroforestry setting, 
using trees as 
cover crops to 
provide shade 
requirements. 



to be sustainable or 
from salvage 
situations.  

• Opportunities for 
whole plant harvest 
from road and landing 
construction that 
permanently removes 
land from the THLB. 

salvaging 
opportunities.  

• Low impact timber 
harvesting that 
retains some 
overstory structure 
for high capability 
habitats. 

• Maintain a range of 
habitats at various 
successional stages 
through age class 
rotation. 

 

Morel 
Mushrooms 
(Morchella spp.) 

• Commercial morel 
(Morchella elata 
group) harvests 
typically follow major 
wildfire events.  

• Site (aspect, 
elevation, etc.) and 
burn characteristics 
(timing, intensity) and 
weather patterns all 
play a role in 
influencing morel 
production. 

• MPB areas also 
produce morels and 
may provide new 
harvesting 
opportunities. 

• Allow opportunities 
to access burned 
sites for morel 
harvesting prior to 
conducting timber 
salvage operations.

• Since morels 
appear early in the 
first growing season 
after a fire, this 
would mean 
postponing salvage 
operations until the 
summer/fall or 
winter, depending 
on elevation and 
fruiting patterns.  

• Production may 
be enhanced 
where prescribed 
burning is done 
for restoration of 
fire maintained 
ecosystems, site 
preparation and 
reducing fuel 
loads.  

• This incidental 
benefit could be 
realised by 
advertising burn 
locations and 
enabling 
harvesters to 
access the areas. 

• Prescribed burning 
used to meet 
ecosystem 
restoration 
objectives could 
have the enhanced 
benefit of yielding 
commercial morel 
crops. 

Floral Greenery 
(Conifer boughs, 
cones and 
evergreen 
foliage) 

• Current harvest levels 
probably not very high 
(one company 
markets in the TSA), 
but could increase 
due to market 
demand in the future. 

• Desirable species 
include Douglas-fir, 
western redcedar, 
white pine.  

• Young healthy trees 
provide the best 
quality foliage. 

• Salvage 
opportunities may 
exist from delimbing 
operations if this 
can be coordinated 
with harvesters. 

• Mutually 
compatible with 
silviculture 
objectives by 
coordinating 
pruning and 
thinning 
operations with 
bough harvesters 
to provide them 
with access to 
materials.  

• Fertilisation 
enhances quality 
of both timber 
and boughs. 

 

Specialty small 
diameter wood 
(ie., willow, birch 
and Douglas 
maple) 

• A couple of small 
businesses use these 
products, though 
harvest levels are 
small. Potential to 
increase through 
better 

• Retain hardwoods 
in logging plans. 

• Maintain access to 
prime harvesting 
sites. 

• Brushing and 
herbiciding could 
be detrimental. 
On the best sites, 
cut materials 
could be made 
available to  



marketing/utilisation. 
• Hardwoods used in 

rustic furniture. Mostly 
harvested from 
roadsides and old 
clearcuts. Coppicing 
can yield materials 
every few years. 

harvesters. 

 
To help begin to build operational planning procedures for NTFPs, we include 
preliminary abundance ratings for all NTFP species identified in the TSA (Appendix 2). 
These ratings reflect the predicted relative abundance of a species within the TSA 
according to the area of representative BEC subzones in the TSA. We used a 5-class 
rating scheme, H (High), M (Moderate), L (Low), N (Nil) and U (Unknown) modelled 
after the provincial wildlife habitat ratings standards (RIC 1999).  No species received a 
Nil rating at this time, since we do not have sufficient data to exclude them. Further 
analysis will be required to more accurately assess habitat capability and suitability for 
ecosystem types mapped in the TSA, based on knowledge of species’ life requisites and 
the PEM database. Provincial benchmarks are the highest capability habitat for a species 
in the province, used as a basis to rate all other habitats (RIC 1999).  Ratings schemes 
(classes) used vary with the status of our knowledge of a given species’ habitat 
requirements, and the level of detail of ecosystem maps that are used. In general, for most 
NTFP plant species, there is likely to be sufficient information on the species to warrant a 
4-class rating scheme (Table 8).  
 
Table 8. Description of 4-Class Rating Scheme (RIC 1999) 

% Provincial Best Rating Code 
100% - 76% High H 
75% - 26% Moderate M 
25% - 1% Low L 

0% Nil N 
 
Monitoring 
Empirical data on the distribution and abundance of NTFPs are currently lacking. 
Baseline inventory needs will vary by species, and should include a measure of 
abundance and quality, linked to BEC units and structural stages across the study area. 
BEC associations are listed for NTFP species identified in Appendix 2. Further inventory 
work is needed to determine distribution and abundance at the level of subzone and site 
series. Efforts should be focused on those species with the greatest commercial potential 
or subject to the greatest harvesting pressure, for which the inventory needs and 
sustainability concerns are highest. Following habitat capability mapping for these 
NTFPs, forest stewardship plans can be reviewed to identify areas of potential conflict 
between SFM practices and NTFP production. Options for compatible management can 
then be explored and resource management emphasis zones defined. 
 
• Recommended Measure 5-1.3: Access to NTFPs is maintained. 



o Target: Maintain incidental access to NTFP harvesting sites identified as 
important through NTFP inventory work and correspondence with local 
harvesters. Promote safe operating procedures and radio communications 
protocols to NTFP user groups. 

o Relationship to other C&I: Indicator 8-2, Measure 8-2.2 (Access to 
Resources for First Nations). 

 
Rationale: Maintaining access will facilitate the use and harvest of NTFPs in the DFA. 
Coordinating road maintenance and timber harvesting activities with NTFP harvesting 
activities will ensure the flow of multiple benefits from the DFA can be sustained.  
 
In the absence of any regulatory framework for most NTFPs, it is difficult to monitor 
harvesting activities. Formal harvesting agreements with NTFP users is encouraged to 
effectively include their interests in SFM planning. 
 
Recommended Indicator 5-3 (or modify wording in Indicator 5-1): Amount and 
quality of non-marketed NTFPs is sustained or enhanced over the long-term as a result 
of forest management activities. 
• Measure 5-3.1: Identification of non-marketed NTFPs in the management unit. 

o Target: develop a list for the management unit by 2007. 
 
Rationale: 
Many forest-dependent species may not be marketed but are important for traditional, 
subsistence, cultural or recreational value. There may be many NTFPs within the 
management unit that have commercial potential, but are currently not utilised by 
existing businesses. Changing market conditions might also open up new commercial 
opportunities for NTFPs previously not marketed.  
 
The list of NTFP plant and mushroom species (marketed and non-marketed) (Appendix 
2) is not exclusive, and may include species with limited distribution and abundance 
within the DFA. Further inventory work will be required to determine the prominence of 
these species within the DFA. New information on species with NTFP value should be 
adapted to the inventory as it becomes available. 
 
Note: A simple wording change of Criterion 5 and associated indicators and measures 
could address non-marketed NTFP values.  
 
Tembec SFM Criterion 6: Sustained economic opportunities for non-timber forest 
resources. 
• Indicator 12: The capacity and the diversity for marketed NTFPs 
• Measurable 1: no. and variety of marketed NTFP operations/businesses that exist 
in the management unit. 

o Target: No decrease in number of opportunities as a result of forest 
activities 

 



• Measurable 2:  Documented rationale for how other marketed NTFPs have been 
incorporated into forest planning. 

o Target: 100% of plans have documented rationale for considering 
marketed NTFPs. 

 
Recommendation: Achieving the targets for Tembec SFM Criterion 6, Indicator 12 
involves the same data and process as for Canfor/BCTS Criterion 5. 
  
It is noted that Tembec’s monitoring strategy is directed at known licenced non-timber 
resource users. Since many NTFP users are not licenced, this stipulation is unlikely to 
sufficiently address all of the NTFP user groups. It is recommended that the wording be 
changed to include all NTFP users, regardless of licence or tenure arrangements. 
 
Canfor/BCTS – Criterion 8: Forest management sustains or enhances the cultural 
(material and economic), health (physical and spiritual) and capacity benefits that 
First Nations derive from forest resources. 
 
Indicator 8-3. The relationship between forest management and First Nations culture 
is acknowledged as important. 
• Measure 8-3.1: Demonstration of knowledge exchange (i.e. local community 
expresses increased knowledge of SFM and forest managers express increased 
knowledge of culturally relevant forest uses). 

o Target: Min. of 1 example of knowledge exchange on an annual basis.  
 
• Recommended measure 8-3.1(b): Work with First Nations to develop information 
sharing protocol and strategy to meet their needs. 

o Relation to other C&I: relates to Indicator 8-2, measure 8-2.1. 
.   
• Recommended Measure 8-3.1(c) Organise annual field trips with First Nations to 
exchange knowledge about culturally important forest uses and SFM practices. 

o Target: at least one field trip will be organised to exchange information.  
o Relation to other C&I: relates to Indicator 8-2, measure 8-2.2 (Access 

to Resources for First Nations). May be considered under Indicator 8-4, 
Measure 8-4.3 (Meaningful First Nations participation). 

 
• Measure 8-3.2 Consideration and accommodation of known First Nations cultural 
issues. 

o Target: 100% of forest management plans include strategies to 
accommodate culturally sensitive areas. 

 
• Recommended Measure 8-3.2(b): Identification of plant species that are 
culturally important to local First Nations. 

o Target: engage local First Nations to develop a list of culturally important 
plant species that they harvest or would like to harvest.  

o Relation to other C&I: Some of this information may be culturally 
sensitive traditional knowledge and protection of this knowledge must be 



assured. This may be addressed by Indicator 8-4, Measure 8-4.1 
(Accessibility of data showing baseline cultural uses). 

 
• Measure 8-3.3 Forest management plans demonstrate consideration and 
accommodation of First Nations’ rights and interests in known non-timber forest 
products. 

o Target: 100% of forest management plans include strategies to 
accommodate rights and interests in known NTFP 

 
• Recommended Measure 8-3.3(b): Seek geographical data from First Nations on 
culturally sensitive areas that include: spiritual sites, plant gathering sites and other 
sites of interest. 

o Target: Identified First Nations culturally important sites are recognised 
in forest management plans. 

o Relation to other C&I: This measure relates to and may be accounted for 
by Indicator 8-4, Measure 8-4.1 (Accessibility of Data Showing 
Baseline Cultural Uses). Also relates to Indicator 9-3, Measure 9-3.1 
(Identification – Unique or Significant Places & Features & Protected 
Areas).  

 
• Recommended Measure 8-3.3(c) Inventory and mapping of culturally important 
plant species to local First Nations. 

o Target: initiate work to develop habitat models and predictive maps for 
identified culturally important plant species. 

 
• Recommended Measure 8-3.3(d) Minimise the potential impacts of forest 
management activities on identified culturally important plant species. 

o Target: 100% of forest management plans will be reviewed for potential 
impacts to identified culturally important plant species. Identify salvage 
opportunities where impacts to plant populations are unavoidable. 

 
• Recommended Indicator 8-4. First Nations capacity building through provision of 
training and employment opportunities to First Nations community members in 
conducting NTFP inventory work. 

o Target: at least one First Nations community member will be involved in 
inventory related to culturally important NTFPs. 

o Relation to other C&I: Measure 8-4.3 
 

Rationale: First Nations communities are losing cultural connections to the land. To 
foster these connections, the communities would benefit from information on access to 
traditionally important plant species in the DFA. Some information may be available 
through various aboriginal traditional use studies; this information is highly sensitive to 
First Nations and its use will require appropriate document control and handling 
protocols. Building trust could come through facilitating harvesting opportunities for 
community members. 
 



First Nations as well as others have serious concerns about expanding commercialisation 
of NTFPs. Concerns include appropriation of traditional ecological knowledge 
(particularly with respect to plant medicines), increased competition and loss of 
traditional harvesting opportunities and compromised sustainability. Based on the 
outcomes from our meetings, some key recommendations to represent First Nations 
interests in NTFPs in the Invermere TSA are as follows:  
 
• First Nations capacity building: 

o by including band members in all phases of the project wherever possible; 
o by providing training and employment opportunities in NTFP inventory 

work; 
• Provide inventory data and predictive habitat maps for culturally important plant 
species. Immediate consideration could be given to: 

o deciduous tree species; 
o traditionally important berry harvesting areas; 

• Cultural awareness workshops and field trips to bring band members (especially 
the youth), forest managers and knowledgeable experts together on the land focussed 
on traditional NTFP gathering activities. Possible events include: 

o guided plant/mushroom identification/gathering workshops with both 
native and non-native experts; 

o a pit-cooking event involving the gathering, ceremony, preparation and 
consumption of traditional wild foods. 

 

Discussion 
Where the unit of measure is the amount of marketed NTFPs (Criterion 5-1), this cannot 
be determined until we have a better understanding of not only NTFPs that are currently 
harvested, but also those that might be targeted in the future. Currently, the amount of 
marketed NTFPs may be very low, however, this could change in the future in response 
to increased demand and fluctuations in local economies. For example, until recently, 
Pacific yew (Taxus brevifolia) was not a commercial NTFP, although it was used by BC 
native peoples for its unique wood and medicinal properties (Turner 2001). The medical 
discovery of the anti-cancer drug, paclitaxel (taxol) in this species led to a surge in 
demand and harvesting activity that targeted yew trees across Canada. As the drug is 
concentrated in the bark, widespread commercial harvesting killed many trees and 
threatened yew populations not already impacted by timber harvest. Yew is not 
considered a commercial timber species and is therefore not promoted in silviculture 
prescriptions. More recently, regulations imposed on wild harvest, better extraction 
techniques (paclitaxel can be obtained from the leaves and twigs of the more abundant 
Canada yew (Taxus canadensis) in combination with cultivation in an agroforestry 
setting have reduced pressure on wild yew populations. Commercial development of 
many NTFPs follows this trend of discovery, over-exploitation, and subsequent fall in 
demand as new sources become available through other parts of the world or propagation.  
 
While there is some commercial activity, our investigations suggest that, in the Kootenay 
region, NTFPs are primarily harvested for subsistence and recreational reasons. A key 



example of this is black huckleberry (Vaccinium membranaceum); though there is some 
commercial harvesting, surveys by Hobby and Keefer (pers. com. 2006) indicate that the 
value to First Nations and other residents may supersede the economic values.  To many, 
the harvest of huckleberries is a highly valued family tradition. 
 
Entrepreneurial ingenuity is often sparked by downturns in traditional employment and 
economic sectors. While the economy of the area may currently be fortified by traditional 
industries such as timber, mining and tourism, there is no certainty that these industries 
will retain their prominence. In other areas of the world that do not have such strong 
economic drivers, non-timber forest products play a vital role in community and 
economic well-being. Since there are no assurances about future demand for NTFPs, it 
would be prudent to incorporate not only NTFPs with known or existing value in 
sustainable forest management plans, but also those with perceived potential value, based 
on the best available knowledge. 
 
According to census figures, the economy of the region is diversified and not highly 
dependent on any one or two sectors for its well-being (Brown 2004). Contributing to this 
diversity is a large tourism employment sector. Tourism and retirement settlement are 
influencing the socio-economic character of the region as a whole. NTFP businesses 
could do well to capitalise on this aspect of the economy.  

Towards Building an NTFP Inventory (Phase II) 
This phase of the project has identified a number of known or potential NTFPs occurring 
in the Invermere TSA. The status of information available to effectively manage for each  
NTFP species is variable and future inventory work must examine each species 
individually to determine what information gaps exist. One approach is to develop an 
ecosystem-based inventory of NTFP species. Using this approach, the landbase is 
stratified by site series and structural stage for each BEC subzone. Existing datasets can 
be compiled to derive estimates of abundance for NTFP species by stratum. Where there 
are significant information gaps, additional field sampling may be required. Limited time 
and resources dictate that efforts should be focused on obtaining the minimum necessary 
information for as many species as possible. Using this method, the sampling design must 
reflect differences in plot sizes, sampling intensity and methodology required for 
different groups of species. Where possible, it helps to group NTFPs according to their 
biological affinities. This method was used in the Robson Valley (Ehlers et al. 2004) and 
on Vancouver Island (Ehlers and Fredrickson 2002) to produce large landscape level 
NTFP inventories. Following standard sampling procedures for describing terrestrial 
ecosystems (i.e., BCMOELP and BCMOF 1998), will yield data that can be readily 
assimilated into existing datasets. This will help strengthen TEM/PEM and other 
inventories.    
 
Another approach is to focus on selected NTFP species to produce detailed inventory 
information. Priority should be given to species with the greatest current demand and 
perceived sustainability concerns. These include NTFPs subject to relatively high 
harvesting pressure and potential impact from timber harvesting activities. Culturally 
important species and those that have a history of traditional harvest by local First 



Nations should also be included. More work is needed to develop this priority list; the 
species identified in Appendix 2 can be used as a starting point. Preliminary species 
models can then be developed following the Provincial Habitat Ratings Standards 
initially developed for wildlife (RIC 1999). Using the PEM or TEM database, ecosystem 
units are assigned habitat suitability ratings for each species. Predictive maps generated 
from these habitat ratings can then be ground-truthed to confirm accuracy and fill in 
information gaps.  By overlaying these maps with timber harvesting plans, forest 
managers can easily identify where timber and non-timber resources overlap. 
  
Data Needs 
Since most NTFPs are plants, standard vegetation inventory datasets can be useful in 
determining distribution and abundance. For some species, valuable information can be 
obtained from existing inventory information. Some potentially useful datasets include: 
• TEM/PEM 
• BEC (raw plot data) 
• VRI 
• Growth and Yield plots 
• SP data 
• Other ecological research projects containing vegetation inventory data. 
 
These datasets may be limited in determining quality or abundance of desired plant parts. 
Berry species, for example, may be widely distributed, but only produce harvestable 
fruits under certain conditions. Information on fungal species is very sparse and may need 
to be supplemented with directed field sampling. 
 
Co-management of NTFPs and Timber 
Compatible management of timber and non-timber resources should be explored for 
priority NTFP species that might be impacted by timber harvesting. Compatible 
management options should seek to optimise the production of both timber and non-
timber resources. This may require trade-offs, but should increase the overall value of the 
stand. One example is managing stands for conifer boughs used in floral greenery, crafts 
and essential oil production. Pruning young stands for boughs can enhance the quality of 
future timber if pruning can be scheduled and regulated in a manner that is mutually 
beneficial to production of both resources.   
 
Comparative estimates for the economic values of NTFPs and timber are generally 
lacking, and are site- and species-specific (Alexander et al. 2002). There is insufficient 
information on the biology and yields of most NTFPs, and value estimates rely heavily 
on assumptions. In some cases, NTFPs may be worth more than timber from the same 
stand. Pine mushroom (Tricholoma magnivelare), for example, can be highly productive 
on some sites where timber quality is poor, such as in low value coastal lodgepole pine 
(Pinus contorta var. contorta) stands (Alexander et al. 2000). In other situations, timber 
values may be higher, but overall site values can be increased by co-managing for both 
timber and non-timber values from the same sites. Managing stands for a particular NTFP 
can increase the total site value, especially when other non-timber values, such as wildlife 
habitat, are factored into the analysis. Compatible management may be as simple as 



scheduling timber harvests in such a way that allows NTFP harvesters access to the sites 
prior to logging, or it may entail silviculture practices such as thinning that promote 
understory species development. Another relatively simple action could be to 
strategically locate reserves such as wildlife tree patches to encompass identified NTFP 
values. Such prescriptions need to be site-specific and designed for the species of interest. 
An example is high value second growth coastal Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) 
stands that are optimal for Pacific golden chanterelle (Cantharellus formosus). 
Commercial thinning can allow some timber to be extracted while maintaining or 
improving chanterelle production (Pilz et al. 2006). There are many other examples 
where NTFPs and timber can be managed compatibly; information is needed to identify 
where and how to do this effectively. 
 

Conclusion 
Recognition for NTFPs in forest management is increasing worldwide and regionally.  
In BC, the Forest Investment Account, Land Base Investment Initiative provides an 
avenue for funding research to incorporate NTFPs into sustainable forest management 
planning.  Canadian Forest Products Ltd., BC Timber Sales and Tembec Inc. have 
demonstrated a commitment to addressing some of the management needs for NTFPs in 
the Kootenays through their SFMPs. Further work is required to demonstrate this 
commitment at the management unit level. 
 
The NTFP sector is highly diverse, and has an associated complexity of economic, social 
and ecological issues. There is a need for policy, planning and legislation with respect to 
NTFPs.  First Nations have unique concerns, traditional knowledge and cultural 
sensitivities regarding many NTFPs that must be acknowledged.  There are sometimes 
conflicting commercial and non-commercial interests in the resources.  Yet, regardless of 
proprietary interests and policy concerns, forest management has the greatest influence 
on the distribution and abundance of NTFPs across the majority of productive forest land 
in the province.  Sustaining or enhancing NTFP resources will depend largely on 
integration with other SFM goals and practices.  Forest managers require more detailed 
information about the resources in order to design effective management strategies. 
 
This project represents the first step in defining the criteria and indicators for 
incorporating NTFPs into the SFMP for the Invermere TSA.  Baseline information has 
been gathered to begin inventory and mapping of identified NTFPs.  Further work should 
focus on selecting priority species for management based on their ecological, social 
and/or economic significance. Factors to consider in selecting NTFPs include: 
• Cultural and economic importance in the region; 
• Known or perceived abundance within the management unit; 
• Intensity of harvest and use; 
• Distribution of benefits; 
• Potential impacts to production from timber harvesting and other forest management 

activities. 
 



With better information on selected species, we can investigate best practices for 
compatible management of timber and non-timber resources, and what interventions are 
most effective at encouraging these practices. 
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1. Stakeholder meeting announcement published in the 
Invermere Valley Echo and Kootenay Advertiser: 
 
Non-timber Forest Products: Seeking input from harvesters and businesses 
(Submitted by Tyson Ehlers and Michael Keefer) 
 
Our forests produce an abundance of useful resources other than conventional timber and wood products. 
These non-timber forest products (NTFPs) include wild foods like gourmet mushrooms and delicious 
berries, medicinals and nutraceuticals, essential oils, floral greenery, native plants for horticulture and 
ecological restoration, and materials for arts and crafts. These resources also help support a growing 
ecotourism industry, with more tourists seeking experiences that connect them to the land and local culture.  
  
NTFPs have always been integral to First Nations culture and continue to be vital and central to the quality 
of life for many First Nations members. NTFPs are also an important component of rural, forest-based 
economies. In BC, they represent a multi-million dollar industry and support a growing number of large 
and small businesses. Equally important is the connection people make with the land when they go into the 
forest to pick berries, gather mushrooms or even make their own plant medicines.  
 
Growing interest in NTFPs has led to greater recognition in land management planning. Leaders in the 
provincial government and the forest industry are trying to find ways to ensure NTFPs are managed 
sustainably along with timber resources. To do this effectively, forest managers need information about the 
resources: 

o What NTFPs occur in the area, and which are the priority ones for management? 
o Where are they most abundant? 
o How can forests be managed for maximum production of both timber and non-timber products? 
o How much are NTFPs worth? How much could they be worth?  
o What role(s) do natural disturbances play in NTFP production?  
o What else is out there? What new opportunities are there either for new products or for adding 

value to existing products?  
 
Canadian Forest Products Ltd., BC Timber Sales and Tembec Industries Inc. are responsible for managing 
forest lands in the Invermere Timber Supply Area (TSA). The Invermere TSA straddles the Purcell 
Mountains to the west and the Rocky Mountains to the east, encompassing the Rocky Mountain Trench 
from just north of Harrogate to around Skookumchuk in the south. The area includes the communities of 
Edgewater, Windermere, Canal Flats, Wilmer, Fairmont Hot Springs, Radium Hot Springs, Parson and 
Invermere. In order to ensure that NTFPs are recognized in their sustainable forest management planning, 
Canadian Forest Products and BC Timber Sales need to identify NTFPs and related businesses within the 
TSA. Funding has been secured through the BC Forest Investment Account (FIA) to hire local consultants 
to assist with this project. 
 
Do you harvest non-timber forest products in or around the Invermere TSA? Do you operate an NTFP 
related business, including ecotourism? Do you have a business idea or potential NTFP that you think 
would benefit from recognition in forest management planning? 
 
If so, we are seeking your input to identify your NTFP interests in the Invermere TSA. 
 
On Wednesday February 28, 2007 at 7:00 p.m., representatives from the project team will be hosting a 
meeting in Invermere at the College of the Rockies, room #104. There will be an overview presentation on 
the project, with opportunity for feedback and discussion following. Refreshments will be provided. To 
register, please contact Tyson Ehlers by email (tysig@uniserve.com) or phone (250-226-7063). 
 



Invermere TSA Non-Timber Forest Products (NTFP) Profile Survey 
 
Non-timber forest products “include all of the botanical and mycological products and associated 
services of the forest such as wild foods, medicinals and nutraceuticals, floral greenery, arts and 
crafts materials, ethno-botanical teaching and ecotourism.  This survey is intended to collect 
information on those using NTFPs in the Invermere Timber Supply area to provide guidance on 
the management of NTFPs by Canfor, Tembec and BC Timber Sales. 
 
Do you harvest/collect or otherwise use NTFPs? 
__ 1. Yes 
__ 2.  No 
 
If you answered yes, please answer the following three questions.  If you need any additional 
space, please use the back of this page. 
 
What type of products do you harvest or have a strong interest in? (Please specify which species) 
__ 1.  Berries___________________________________________________________________ 
__ 2.  Roots____________________________________________________________________ 
__ 3.  Mushrooms_______________________________________________________________ 
__ 4.  Floral Greens______________________________________________________________ 
__ 5.  Antlers___________________________________________________________________ 
__ 6.  Other (Please describe)______________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Why do you harvest NTFPs? 
__ 1.  Personal and family use 
__ 2.  For sale 
__ 3.  Other (Please describe)______________________________________________________ 
 
If you have an NTFP related business, what is its name and what are the key products?  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Are you aware of any other NTFP related businesses in your community? 
__ 1.  Yes  
__ 2.  No 
If you answered yes, please provide names and contact information. 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please provide us with your contact information and indicate whether we can use your name in 
the final report. 
Name:________________________________ Phone number: __________________________ 
Mailing Address:________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________Email:_____________________________ 
 
Can we list your name in the report?  __yes  __no 
Thanks for your assistance. 



Appendix 2.  Lists of NTFP Species for the Invermere TSA. 
Table 9. Plant names, BEC associations, uses, and commercial viability 

NTFP Species  Use    

Scientific Name Common Name BEC unit(s) Plant Part Used 
Use 
Category1 Abundance2

Abies lasiocarpa subalpine fir ICH, MS, ESSF pitch, foliage   H 

Acer glabrum Douglas maple ICH, IDF, MS whole plant L, C H 
Actaea rubra baneberry ICH, IDF roots M L 
Allium cernuum nodding onion ESSF, ICH, 

IDF, MS, PP 
bulbs CU M 

Amelanchier alnifolia Saskatoon ICH, IDF, ICH, 
PP, MS 

berries, whole plant CU, L L 

Anaphalis 
margaritacea 

pearly everlasting ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

aerial parts M H 

Anemone 
occidentalis 

western 
pasqueflower 

ICH, IDF, PP aerial parts M L 

Angelica arguta sharptooth 
angelica 

ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS 

roots M M 

Apocynum 
androsaemifolium 

spreading 
dogbane 

ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

root, whole plant M, L M 

Aralia nudicaulis wild sarsaparilla  ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS 

roots CU, M L 

Arctium lappa great burdock  ICH, IDF, MS, 
PP 

roots CU M 

Arctium minus common burdock  ICH, IDF, MS, 
PP 

roots CU M 

Arctostaphylos uva-
ursi 

kinnikinnick  ICH, IDF, MS, 
PP 

berries, leaves CU, M, L, C, 
Misc 

M 

Arnica cordifolia heart-leaved 
arnica 

 ICH, IDF, MS, 
PP 

aerial parts, roots M, L M 

Arnica latifolia mountain arnica MS, ESSF, AT aerial parts M H 

Arnica spp arnicas all aerial parts M M 
Artemisia 
dracunculus 

tarragon IDF, PP aerial parts CU, L L 

Balsamorhiza 
sagittata 

arrowleaf 
balsamroot 

ICH, IDF, PP flowers, leaves, roots CU, L M 

Betula papyrifera paper birch ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

bark, sap, leaves CU, M, CR M 

Calochortus spp. mariposa lily ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

roots CU U 

Ceanothus 
sanguineus 

redstem 
ceanothus 

ICH, IDF whole plant L M 

Ceanothus velutinus snowbrush ICH, IDF, PP whole plant L M 
Chamerion 
angustifolium 

fireweed AT, ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

shoots CU, M M 



Table 9. Plant names, BEC associations, uses, and commercial viability 
Chimaphila umbellata prince’s pine ICH, IDF, MS, 

ESSF 
aerial parts M M 

Circae alpina enchanter’s 
nightshade 

ICH aerial parts M U 

Claytonia lanceolata Western spring 
beauty, Indian 
potato 

AT, ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

roots, whole plant CU, L L 

Cornus canadensis bunchberry ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS 

whole plant L H 

Cornus stolonifera red-osier 
dogwood 

ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS 

berries, bark, branches CU, CR, L, 
Misc 

H 

Corylus cornuta beaked hazelnut ICH whole plant L U 
Crataegus douglasii black hawthorn ICH, IDF, PP whole plant L U 
Elaeagnus 
commutata 

silverberry, wolf-
willow 

IDF, PP, MS seed, bark, whole plant CR, L L 

Equisetum arvense common horsetail ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

aerial parts M M 

Equisetum spp. horsetails ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

aerial parts M M 

Erythronium 
grandiflorum 

yellow glacier lily AT, ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

roots, whole plant CU, L U 

Fragaria virginiana wild strawberry AT, ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

berries, whole plant CU, L M 

Galium triflorum sweet-scented 
bedstraw 

ICH, IDF, MS, 
ESSF 

aerial parts M U 

Gaultheria ovatifolia western tea-berry ICH berries, whole plant CU, L U 
Heuchera cylindrica round-leaved 

alumroot 
ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

roots, leaves M, CR L 

Holodiscus discolor oceanspray ICH, IDF whole plant L U 
Hypericum 
perforatum 

common St. 
John’s-wort 

ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

aerial parts M U 

Juniperus communis common juniper AT, ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

bark, needles, wood CU, M, L H 

Juniperus 
scopulorum 

Rocky Mountain 
juniper 

ICH, IDF, MS, 
PP 

bark, needles, wood CU, M, L H 

Larix occidentals western larch       H 
Ledum glandulosum trapper’s tea ESSF, MS leaves CU L 
Ledum 
groenlandicum 

Labrador tea ESSF, MS, IDF leaves CU L 

Lewisia rediviva bitterroot IDF, PP roots CU U 
Ligusticum canbyi Canby’s lovage ESSF, ICH, MS, 

AT 
roots M L 



Table 9. Plant names, BEC associations, uses, and commercial viability 
Lomatium spp. desert-parsley AT, ESSF, ICH, 

IDF, MS, PP 
roots CU M 

Lonicera involucrata black twinberry ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

whole plant L H 

Mahonia aquifolium tall Oregon-grape ICHxw berries, foliage, roots CU, CR, M L 
Matricaria 
matricoides 

pineapple weed  ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

berries, foliage, roots CU, F, M, L H 

Oplopanax horridus devil’s club ESSF, ICH, MS, aerial parts CU, M L 

Osmorhiza chilensis mountain sweet-
cicely 

ESSF, ICH, MS stem bark M L 

Pedicularis 
groenlandica 

elephant’s head 
lousewort 

ESSF, MS aerial parts M M 

Philadelphus lewisii mock orange ICH, IDF, PP aerial parts M U 
Phyllodoce 
empetriformis 

yellow mountain-
heather 

ESSF whole plant L M 

Physocarpus 
malvaceus 

mallow ninebark ICH, IDF, PP whole plant L U 

Pinus monticola western white 
pine 

ICH foliage, cones F L 

Pinus ponderosa  ponderosa pine IDF, PP foliage, cones F H 
Pinus contorta lodgepole pine ESSF, ICH, 

IDF, MS, PP 
foliage, resin F H 

Pinus albicaulis whitebark pine ESSF seeds L L 
Populus balsamifera 
ssp. trichocarpa 

black cottonwood ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

buds, inner bark, seeds L M 

Prunus virginiana chokecherry ICH, IDF, PP buds, inner bark, berries M L 
Pseudotsuga 
menziesii 

Douglas fir ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

foliage, cones F H 

Ribes lacustre black gooseberry IDFdm2 berries M L 
Rosa acicularis prickly rose ICH, IDF, PP, 

MS 
hips CU M 

Rosa gymnocarpa baldhip rose ICH, MS hips CU, M, L M 
Rosa woodsii prairie rose IDF, PP hips CU, M L 
Rubus idaeus red raspberry ESSF, ICH, 

IDF, MS 
berries, leaves CU, M M 

Rubus parviflorus thimbleberry ESSF, ICH, MS berries CU, M M 

Salix spp. willows ALL bark, leaves, seeds CU, L M 
Sambucus cerulea blue elderberry ICH, MS berries, whole plant M U 
Sambucus racemosa red elderberry ESSF, ICH, MS berries, whole plant CU, M, L U 

Scutellaria 
galericulata 

marsh skullcap ICH, IDF, MS berries, whole plant CU, M, L U 

Shepherdia 
canadensis 

soopolallie IDF, MS young shoots CU, L H 
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Smilacina racemosa false Solomon’s-

seal 
ICH, IDF, MS, 
ESSF 

aerial parts CU L 

Solidago canadensis Canada 
goldenrod 

ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

berries, whole plant M L 

Sorbus sitchensis Sitka mountain-
ash 

ESSF, ICH, MS aerial parts CU, L U 

Sphagnum spp. peat moss IDFdm2 aerial parts M U 
Spiraea betulifolia birch-leaved 

spirea 
MSdk aerial parts M M 

Symphoricarpos 
albus 

common 
snowberry 

ICH, IDF, MS, 
PP 

entire plant M M 

Tanacetum vulgare common tansy ICH, IDF, PP bark, branches CU, M L 
Taraxacum officinale common 

dandelion 
AT, ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS, PP 

leaves, roots M, CR M 

Taxus brevifolia western yew ICH whole plant CU, M L 
Thalitricum 
occidentale 

western 
meadowrue 

ESSF, ICH, 
IDF, MS 

roots F, C, M, L,  U 

Thuja plicata western redcedar ESSF, ICH, MS leaves, roots CU L 

Typha latifolia common cattail ICH, IDF, PP, 
MS 

berries, whole plant CU, M L 

Urtica dioica stinging nettle ICH, IDF, MS berries CU, L L 
Vaccinium 
membranaceum 

black huckleberry ESSF, ICH, MS berries CU M 

Vaccinium 
myrtilloides 

velvet-leaf 
blueberry 

ICH berries CU U 

Vaccinium ovalifolium oval-leaved 
blueberry 

ESSFwc1 berries CU U 

Vaccinium 
ceaspitosum 

dwarf bilberry ESSFwmu roots CU U 

Vaccinium scoparium grouseberry ESSFwmu aerial parts M U 
Valerian sitchensis Sitka valerian ES(unclassified) leaves M U 

Verbascum thapsus great mullein ICH, IDF, PP leaves M M 
Viburnum edule squashberry ESSF, ICH, MS leaves M L 

Viburnum trilobum high-bush 
cranberry 

ICH, IDF fruit, bark M U 

Viola spp. violets   whole plant M U 
Xerophyllum tenax bear grass AT, ESSF, ICH, 

MS 
  F U 

 
2 Plant use categories: C=Craft and Floral Greenery; CU=Culinary and beverage; L=Landscaping and Seed Production; 
M=Medicinal; Misc=Miscellaneous. 
3 Abundance classes: H (High), L (Low), M (Moderate), U (Unknown).  
 



 
Table 10. Some edible and medicinal mushroom species found in the Kootenays. 
Commercial species indicated in bold.1

Species Common Name Edibility 
Agaricus arvensis horse mushroom excellent 
Agaricus campestris meadow mushroom excellent 
Albatrellis ovinus sheep polypore edible, fairly good 
Amanita muscaria fly agaric medicinal 
Armillaria ostoyae honey mushroom edible 
Auricularia auricula tree ear edible, medicinal 
Boletus edulis King bolete, Porcini, Steinpilz excellent 

Boletopsis leucomelaena kurotake 

edible, but bitter; 
medicinal (consumed in 
Japan) 

Boletus mirabilis admirable bolete delicious 
Cantharellus formosus Pacific golden chanterelle excellent 
Cantharellus subalbidus white chanterelle excellent 
Calvatia gigantea giant puffball good 
Chroogomphus tomentosus woolly pine spike edible 
Coprinus comatus shaggy mane excellent 
Craterellus tubaeformis yellow foot; winter chanterelle excellent 
Fomitopsis pinicola red-belted conk edible, medicinal 
Fuscoboletinus ochraceoroseus rosy larch bolete edible 
Ganoderma applanatum artist’s conk medicinal 
Ganoderma tsugae hemlock varnish conk, reishi medicinal 
Gomphidius subroseus rosy gomphidius edible 

Gyromitra esculenta brain mushroom, false morel 
not recommended due to 
possible toxicity 

Gyromitra gigas snowbank false morel 
not recommended due to 
possible toxicity 

Hericium coralloides Lion’s mane excellent, medicinal 
Hericium abietis conifer coral hericium excellent 
Hydnellum peckii bleeding hydnellum no (used for dyes) 
Hydnum fuscoindicum violet hedgehog no (used for dyes) 
Hydnum repandum hedgehog mushroom excellent 
Hydnum umbilicatum umbrella hedgehog excellent 
Hygrophoropsis olida bubblegum mushroom unknown 
Hygrophorus bakerensis brown almond waxy cap edible 
Hygrophorus camarophyllus sooty brown waxy cap edible 
Hygrophorus eburneus ivory waxy cap edible 
Hygrophorus miniatus scarlet waxy cap edible 
Hypomyces lactifluorum lobster mushroom excellent 
Inonotus obliquus Chaga medicinal 
Laccaria laccata common laccaria edible 
Lactarius deliciosus Delicious milk cap excellent 
Lactarius rubrilactius bleeding milk cap excellent 
Laetiporous conifericola sulphur shelf, chicken-of-the-woods excellent 
Leccinum aurantiacum group aspen bolete  good 

                                                 
 



Table 10. Some edible and medicinal mushroom species found in the Kootenays. 
Commercial species indicated in bold.1

Species Common Name Edibility 
Leccinum insigne birch bolete, scaberstalk good 
Lenzites betulina gilled polypore medicinal 
Lepista nuda Blewitt excellent 
Lycoperdon perlatum common puffball edible 
Lycoperdon pyriforme pear-shaped puffball edible 
Lyophyllum decastes fried chicken mushroom excellent 
Morchella elata black morel, fire morel excellent 
Morchella esculenta yellow (white) morel excellent 
Marasmius oreades fairy ring mushroom good 
Piptoporus betulinus birch polypore medicinal 
Pleurocybella porrigens angel wings excellent 
Pleurotus ostreatus Oyster mushroom excellent 
Polyozellus multiplex blue chanterelle excellent 
Ramaria spp. coral mushrooms edible with caution 
Rozites caperata gypsy mushroom good 
Russula xerampelina shrimp russula good 
Sparassis crispa cauliflower mushroom excellent 
Suillus carulescens Douglas-fir Suillus edible 
Suillus cavipes hollow foot edible 
Suillus grevillei Tamarack jack edible 
Suillus granulatus granulated slippery Jack good 
Suillus tomentosus blue-staining slippery jack edible 
Trametes versicolor Turkey Tail medicinal 
Tricholoma caligatum booted Tricholoma good 
Tricholoma flavovirens man-on-horseback edible, with caution 
Tricholoma magnivelare pine mushroom excellent 
Tricholoma portentosum streaked tricholoma edible 
Tricholoma saponaceum soapy tricholoma edible 

Verpa bohemica false early morel, spring verpa 
not recommended due to 
possible toxicity 

 
1This list is not comprehensive, and only includes some of the species that have been observed by the 
author in the Kootenay region. Always be absolutely sure of the identity of any mushroom you collect 
before consuming it. Mushroom names in this list are mostly from “Mushrooms Demystified” by David 
Arora. Compiled by Tyson Ehlers, March 2007. 
 



 Appendix 3 – Summary Tables for Livestock, Christmas Tree, and Bee 
Industry
 
Table 11. Reported land use for livestock pasture and all other NTFP for each 
Regional District Electoral Area (Area) within the RDEK 

  Natural land for pasture 
All other land  
(Including Christmas tree area) 

 Area 
Farms 
reporting Acres Hectares 

Farms 
reporting Acres Hectares 

Area A 41 11,749 4,755 47 x x
Area B 52 28,548 11,553 44 x x
Area C 96 50,615 20,483 114 x x
Area E 45 14,131 5,719 47 5,376 2,176
Area F 22 37,778 15,288 39 x x
Area G 25 13,417 5,430 31 2,471 1,000
RDEK 281 156,238 63,227 322 40,286 16,303
Source: RDEK 2006 
 
Table 12. Reported bee colonies for each Area within the RDEK 

Area Farms reporting Colonies of bees 
Area A 0 0
Area B 1 x
Area C 6 x
Area E 1 x
Area F 1 x
Area G 1 x
RDEK 10 332
Source: RDEK 2006 

 
Table 13. Reported Land Use for Nursery, Sod and Christmas Tree Industries for 
each Area  within the RDEK 

  
Total area of nursery 
products 

Total area of sod grown 
for sale 

Total area of Christmas 
trees grown for sale 

 Area 
Farms 
reporting Acres Ha 

Farms 
reporting Acres Ha 

Farms 
reporting Acres Ha 

Area A 2 x x 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Area B 3 6 2 0 0 0 5 881 357 
Area C 7 23 9 0 0 0 14 1,495 605 
Area E 2 x x 0 0 0 9 1,827 739 
Area F 1 x x 0 0 0 15 4,238 1,715 
AreaG 1 x x 0 0 0 6 1,247 505 
RDEK 16 44 18 0 0 0 49 9688 3,921 
Source: RDEK 2006 
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