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Executive Summary 

Protecting species at risk in British Columbia poses an urgent and complex challenge for 
the provincial government. It is urgent because inaction may result in adverse economic 
consequences and federal impositions on provincial jurisdiction. It is complex because 
international organizations and foreign governments have an array of instruments they 
can use to influence both forest policy and programs in BC and the market acceptability 
of BC forest products. 

In this report, we explore ways to reduce existing and potential conflicts between the 
Province’s goals of maintaining timber supply and protecting species at risk. We review 
applicable agreements and legislation that involve international, national, and provincial 
levels of governance. In order to ascertain how species have been protected in the 
province to date, we conducted research in two coastal forest districts, both of which are 
relatively high in biodiversity values. For each district, we determined the number of new 
species that will be listed under the new federal Species at Risk Act and the number that 
will be included in the provincial Identified Wildlife Management Strategy – all in order 
to estimate the increased effort that will be required to manage species at risk in forested 
areas. In this report, we analyze the results of the research, and make recommendations to 
optimize effective protection of species while maintaining access to timber volume in the 
province. 

We provide 12 recommendations. Most significant among these is the need for a strong 
provincial equivalent of the federal Species at Risk Act and the allocation of sufficient 
authority, staff, and budgets to a single provincial government agency to implement it. 
We recommend an amended Wildlife Act for this purpose. We also recommend an 
amended Wildlife Act that includes provisions that would authorize it to override 
competing pieces of legislation and to apply to all provincial Crown lands, including 
protected areas. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Two of the Province’s and Forest Investment Investment’s forest management goals are 
in potential conflict: (a) maintaining or improving access to timber volume, and (b) 
improving sustainability practices, especially in terms of protecting species at risk. The 
overall intention of this project is to begin exploring ways to ensure compatibility 
between these two goals.   

In Section 1, we describe the context for protecting species at risk in British Columbia–
the legislative and policy environment in which sustainable forest management is being 
implemented, while maintaining timber supply. We also present the methods that we used 
to conduct this research.  

In Section 2, we review existing international, national, and provincial agreements for 
conserving biodiversity, and delineate the specific governing bodies that are responsible 
for decision-making that pertains to protecting species at risk. We describe and explain 
linkages between voluntary and legally binding initiatives at the different scales of 
governance.  

In Section 3, we present case studies that illustrate how federal and provincial processes 
to protect species at risk have been applied to date in two of British Columbia’s forest 
districts (Sunshine Coast and South Island). We list each of the species at risk in these 
two districts, and, in The Appendix (separate document), describe both the habitat 
requirements and the current condition of the populations.  

In Section 4, we discuss the potential and existing limitations of the federal and 
provincial processes for protecting species at risk. We then review the way in which new 
policies and legislation, currently under development, may be applied to effectively 
protect the listed species that occur in each district. We explain why it is necessary for 
British Columbia to prioritize conserving biodiversity, and address possible implications 
of failing to protect species at risk. These include legal challenges, trade embargoes, 
forest product boycotts, and difficulties in obtaining forest certification. We recommend 
ways that government could improve the protection of species at risk in BC in Section 5, 
and suggest areas where further research is needed. Our broad conclusions are 
summarized in Section 6. 

1.1 Context 

Pressures are increasing to improve the protection of species at risk in British Columbia. 
The federal Species at Risk Act has now received royal assent and likely will be 
proclaimed within the next few months. The Act carries provisions for mandatory 
recovery strategies for species listed under the Act, including those on provincial 
forestlands. The Province has agreed to cooperate with the federal government in the 
protection of species at risk. The Province has also agreed to conserve biodiversity–as the 
first principle of sustainable forest management–in both national and international 
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agreements. First Nations will play a significant role in managing species at risk, and 
their increasing influence on forest operations in BC. may increase the pressure to protect 
species at risk. National and international non-governmental organizations are growing 
increasingly aware of the large discrepancy between the number of species at risk in BC 
and those that are under legal protection. 

The implications of these policy changes and pressures on forest operations planning 
have not yet been fully recognized. Forest Development Plans–or Forest Stewardship 
Plans (FSPs), the form they will take under the FRPA–will need to accommodate the 
protection of species at risk, and will need to be seen as accommodating their protection. 
Protecting species at risk is important for the sake of (a) meeting the Province’s prior 
legal and quasi-legal commitments, (b) maintaining or improving public confidence in 
forest management in BC, (c) implementing improved sustainable forestry practices, (d) 
maintaining or improving the market acceptability of BC forest products, and (e) 
enabling forest certification. Yet, at the same time, it will be important to maintain access 
to timber for harvesting.  

A complete analysis of these implications would need to include estimates of the 
potential economic, social, and ecological implications of protecting and failing to protect 
species at risk, at both the management unit and provincial scales. This study is more 
narrowly focused: it is an initial exploration into the nature of the implications for forest 
operations planning that can be expected to result from the new policy changes and the 
growing pressures to protect species at risk.  

1.1.1 Timber Supply and Protecting Species at Risk 
The objectives of maintaining timber supply and protecting species at risk are related and 
often conflicting. The concept of protecting species at risk usually implies constraints on 
access to timber for harvesting. In many cases in BC, species have been recognized as 
falling into the “at risk” category precisely because of the impact of forest harvesting 
patterns and practices1.  

The number of species at risk that require legal protection is about to grow significantly. 
By the term “at risk” we refer to four species-classification processes that apply to 
forestlands in BC:  

• Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) listing, 
which will afford legal protection under SARA; 

• BC Conservation Data Centre (CDC) listing, which assigns species status 
provincially, but does not afford legal protection;  

• BC Wildlife Act, which gives legal protection to species listed in the Act; and 

                                                                  
1 Potential threats include: habitat loss and fragmentation; absence of natural ecological disturbances; and increased 
backcountry access for predators (for example, along forest access roads) and recreationists (for example, hunters, hikers, 
and snow-mobilers). 
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•  Identified Wildlife Management Strategy, which allows legal protection of species 
designated as “Identified Wildlife” under the Forest Practices Code of BC Act. 

To lend scale to this issue, COSEWIC currently lists 51 endangered species in BC (28 
vertebrates, 4 invertebrates, and 19 plants) and 26 threatened species (16 vertebrates, 2 
invertebrates, and 8 plants). Also, COSEWIC lists many more species in its “Special 
Concern” category meaning that, without careful management attention, these could soon 
fall into the endangered or threatened categories. As well, COSEWIC has prioritized lists 
of species that are to be considered for future designation.  

The BC Conservation Data Centre lists 114 vertebrate species alone on its Red List and 
another 110 on its Blue list.  

In 1980, the BC Wildlife Act was used to legally recognize four species at risk four 
species, but has not been used to list any since then. 

The Identified Wildlife Management Strategy was established under the 1996 Forest 
Practices Code of British Columbia Act and is expected to be maintained under the new 
Forest and Range Practices Act. The IWMS legally recognized 40 species as Identified 
Wildlife in 1999, in what is known as IWMS Volume 1. Identified Wildlife require 
special protective measures in forest planning and operations. A new list, IWMS Volume 
2, currently in draft form, will recognize 246 species2 as requiring legal protection. 

Under the new Species at Risk Act, recovery-planning processes leading to legally 
recognized strategies for listed species will be mandatory and will have time limits for the 
successful completion of recovery strategies. The BC provincial government has agreed 
to cooperate with the federal government in these recovery processes by way of the 1996 
National Accord for the Protection of Species at Risk, which is part of Canada’s joint 
federal-provincial means of implementing the nation’s international commitments under 
the Convention on Biological Diversity.  

It is vitally important that the Province meet its stewardship objectives, especially with 
respect to protecting species at risk, and that it be seen as meeting these objectives. 
National and international non-governmental organizations are growing increasingly 
aware of the large discrepancy between the number of species at risk in BC and those that 
are under legal protection. Failure to correct this imbalance carries negative implications 
for the marketability of BC forest products and the chances for the attainment of forest 
certification. 

It is also vitally important for the Province and the forest industry in BC to ensure that the 
accessibility of timber supplies and the efficiency of forest operations planning are not 
disrupted. The reliability of the supply of timber at times and locations required by forest 
managers in industry and government is uncertain because of our current inability to 
ascertain precisely which areas of forestland will be affected by recovery planning for 
species at risk. 
                                                                  
2 Some of the “species” consist of subspecies or plant communities. 
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1.1.2 The Need for Biodiversity Conservation 
Why should the Province of British Columbia conserve species at risk? Or more 
generally, why should it conserve biodiversity? In broad terms, three types of answer can 
be offered: 

The Province has agreed to conserve biodiversity 

First, the government of BC should conserve biodiversity because it has directly or 
indirectly agreed to do so in the form of international and national agreements. We 
outline the nature of these commitments in Section 2.  

Obligations to future generations 

The second answer is sometimes overlooked. It is more fundamental; it is the primary 
reason international, national, and regional agreements and policies have been developed 
in the first place. Not only is it prudent to conserve biodiversity for those of us in the 
present generation, we have an obligation to future generations. This is easy to 
understand at an intuitive level, but more in-depth analyses are rare. Conservation 
biologists are generally in full agreement that the world’s biodiversity should be 
conserved, but explaining exactly why we should conserve biodiversity is more difficult. 
Although one of the authors of this report has written extensively on the topic (Wood 
1997, 2000), this is not the place to engage in a full discussion of our obligations to future 
generations with respect to biodiversity. Nevertheless, we feel it is important to 
emphasize that recent literature has helped to clarify this issue.  

In brief, recent research has concluded that biodiversity is not simply one value among 
other competing values, the combination of which we should “balance” for an overall 
maximization of value to be derived from forests for the benefit of society. On the 
contrary, biodiversity is the source of all the other values that we derive from forested 
environments, and that future generations will depend upon. This means that instead of 
balancing forest values, the conservation of biodiversity needs to be our first priority, 
followed in turn by a balancing of other forest values.  

Although biodiversity is typically described as an umbrella term for the diversity of 
genes, species, and ecosystems, this conception fails to capture why its conservation is so 
fundamentally important for humanity. Biodiversity is a concept on a higher logical plane 
than simply the sum of genes, species, and ecosystems. Instead, it is best viewed as an 
environmental condition (Wood 2000).  

From this point of view, it can be compared to other major environmental conditions on 
which humans are fully dependent. The steady rate of solar influx, the Earth’s orbit 
around the sun, and the average global temperature are examples of other major 
environmental conditions. Humans can adjust to minor perturbations in these conditions, 
but not to major or rapid changes. 

As an environmental condition, biodiversity is now beginning to undergo not merely a 
minor change, but one of the major changes of all geological time. At five times in the 
geological record, cataclysmic events have caused what are known as major mass 
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extinction events in which most of the world’s species were lost in a relatively short 
period of time. We are now entering, and in fact precipitating, the “sixth major mass 
extinction event” (Leakey and Lewin 1995; Pimm et al. 1995).  

The alteration, fragmentation, or destruction of species habitats–all for the sake of short-
term economic gain–is the single largest factor. According to recent research, if the 
nations of the world cannot stop the human-caused loss of biodiversity, global economic 
and social systems will be placed in jeopardy. In short, biodiversity conservation is a 
necessary precondition for the maintenance of economic systems. It should be given 
priority and not traded off against other forest values, as if they were on the same logical 
plane. 

All of this has a direct bearing on forest management in British Columbia. When 
biodiversity is seen as an environmental condition, the need to conserve native species in 
general, and the need to recover species at risk in particular, can be understood in context. 
For this main reason the conservation of biodiversity requires priority attention in the 
governance of public lands and waters.  

Negative economic repercussions of failing to conserve biodiversity 

There is a third reason why we should conserve biodiversity in general and species at risk 
in particular: the possible economic repercussions of failing to do so might be 
unacceptable. In Section 2 of this report, we discuss some of these possible repercussions. 
They include possible legal challenges, trade embargoes, forest product boycotts, 
difficulties in obtaining forest certification, and others. The risk of incurring these 
repercussions varies and would require a separate analysis. Here we can state only that 
the possibilities exist and that numerous mechanisms are in place to implement them. 

1.2 Research Methods 

The methods that we used for this research include reviewing literature and engaging in 
interviews. The literature includes international, federal, and provincial agreements, 
legislation, and policy. It also includes legal cases, research papers, and reports that have 
been developed by recovery teams for COSEWIC listed species, and draft accounts that 
are in the process of being developed for Identified Wildlife in BC.  

We held interviews with personnel in federal, provincial, regional, and First Nations 
governments; non-governmental organizations, the forest industry in BC, and Recovery 
Teams for federally-listed species at risk. Interviewees were assured anonymity under the 
University of BC’s policies regarding research on the human “subjects.” Anonymity also 
allowed individuals to describe their experiences and perspectives candidly.  
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2.0 Provisions and Processes to Protect Species at Risk 

There exist linkages between commitments and initiatives to protect species biodiversity 
at different scales, from international to local. This section of the paper describes 
international, national, and provincial legal provisions to protect species and 
commitments to practice environmentally sustainable forestry. In Section 2.1, we 
describe international conservation and trade agreements. We also describe institutions 
and initiatives that may provide incentives to encourage governments and companies to 
uphold the principles upon which conservation agreements are based.  

In Section 2.2, we describe the structure under which Canadian federal authority is 
exercised to protect species, and outline pertinent legislation, policy, and programs. In 
Section 2.3, we describe the structure and authority that the British Columbia provincial 
government uses to protect species, and present our understanding of how existing 
legislation and policy is evolving so that forest-dependent species may be protected. 

2.1 International 

Canada is a signatory party to a number of international conservation agreements that 
pertain to the conservation of biodiversity (including species at risk protection), or to 
sustainable forest management, or both. Canada also has agreements pertaining to trade 
issues. These agreements vary in terms of the “strength” of the duties they impose on the 
British Columbia provincial government, and therefore the degree to which they can be 
interpreted as restrictions on the discretionary powers of the BC government. We list 
these agreements below and briefly describe their respective purposes, how they operate, 
and the extent to which the management of public forestland in BC is bound or guided by 
these agreements.  

2.1.1 International Conservation Agreements 
Convention on Biological Diversity 

Canada signed this Convention on 11 June 1992 at its inception at the Earth Summit in 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil and ratified it six months later on 4 December 1992. Canada also 
reaffirmed its commitment to the Convention at Earth Summit 2002 in Johannesburg, 
South Africa (see below).  

The overall purposes of the Convention are to promote the conservation of biodiversity, 
the sustainable use of its components, and the fair and equitable sharing of benefits 
arising out of the utilization of genetic resources. 

The Convention defines biodiversity as “the variability among living organisms from all 
sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the 
ecological complexes of which they are a part; this includes the diversity within species, 
between species, and of ecosystems.”  
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Of particular significance to this report is that the Parties to the Convention committed 
themselves in Article 8 to: 

• Promote the protection of ecosystems, natural habitats, and the maintenance of viable 
populations of species in natural surroundings. 

• Rehabilitate and restore degraded ecosystems and promote the recovery of threatened 
species, inter alia, through the development and implementation of plans or other 
management strategies. 

• Endeavour to provide the conditions needed for compatibility between present uses 
and the conservation of biological diversity and the sustainable use of its components. 

• Develop or maintain necessary legislation and/or other regulatory provisions for the 
protection of threatened species and populations. 

• Where a significant adverse effect on biological diversity has been determined 
pursuant to Article 7, regulate or manage the relevant processes and categories of 
activities. 

In turn, Article 7 stipulates that each Party to the Convention is required to identify 
processes and categories of activities that have or are likely to have significant adverse 
impacts on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, and monitor their 
effects through sampling and other techniques. 

The extent to which the British Columbia provincial government is required to meet the 
provisions of the Convention on Biological Diversity, and in particular those provisions 
we have highlighted above, has been reiterated or more explicitly stated in a combination 
of other international and national agreements, including, but not limited to: 

• The Santiago Declaration, a product of the Montreal Process; 

• The North American Agreement for Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) and its 
fact-finding arm, the Commission for Environmental Cooperation; 

• The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA); 

• The 1996 national Accord for the Protection of Species at Risk; and  

• The Canadian Council of Forest Ministers’ Criteria and Indicators for the sustainable 
management. 

The Convention does have dispute resolution mechanisms (see Article 27) if Parties to 
the Convention disagree on aspects of either the interpretation or the implementation of 
the Convention. However, from our interviews, we understand that other countries are 
more likely to use trade-related mechanisms or other means to ensure that Canada meets 
its commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity. 

Of special note is the Expanded Programme of Work on Forest Biological Diversity. The 
fifth Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity established the 
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Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Forest Biological Diversity. This group tabled a 
report that was adopted (Decision VI/22, Forest Biological Diversity) at the sixth 
Conference of the Parties in April 2002. This report, the Expanded Programme, contains 
a set of goals and objectives that are highly pertinent to this report: 

a) Goal 2: “To reduce the threats and mitigate the impacts of threatening processes on 
forest biological diversity.” Associated with this goal are two objectives that are 
especially relevant to forest management in BC: 

• Objective 5: “To mitigate effects of the loss of natural disturbances 
necessary to maintain biodiversity in regions where these no longer 
occur.” We discuss this objective in conjunction with the need to manage 
protected areas for biodiversity later in this report. 

• Objective 6: “To prevent and mitigate losses due to fragmentation…” 

b) Goal 3: “To protect, recover and restore biological diversity.” In particular, we 
draw attention to the following objective associated with this goal: 

• Objective 2: “Promote forest management practices that further the 
conservation of endemic and threatened species.” 

c) Goal 4: “To promote the sustainable use of forest biological diversity.” 

• Objective 1: “Promote sustainable use of forest resources to enhance the 
conservation of forest biological diversity.” 

• Objective 2: “Prevent losses caused by unsustainable harvesting of timber 
…” 

Canada, of course, has endorsed all of these goals and objectives. 

Santiago Declaration (Montreal Process) 

In 1993, the Canadian Government initiated the Montreal Process with the intention of 
establishing measurable standards for sustainable forest management for the world’s 
boreal and temperate forests. Its specific purpose was to develop a set of criteria and 
indicators for sustainable forest management. In 1994, it adopted its full name, the 
Working Group on Criteria and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable 
Management of Temperate and Boreal Forests. The member nations are Australia, 
Canada, Chile, Japan, Korea, New Zealand, the Russian Federation, and the United 
States, all of which contain boreal and/or temperate forests. A parallel process, the 
Helsinki Process, chose not to join the Montreal Process, and focuses on boreal and/or 
temperate forests in European countries. 

In 1995, the Montreal Process produced the Santiago Declaration which endorses seven 
criteria and associated indicators. Its full name reveals its purpose: Statement on Criteria 
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and Indicators for the Conservation and Sustainable Management of Temperate and 
Boreal Forests. 

Although legally non-binding, the criteria and indicators are intended to be used as 
guidelines to assess relevant policies, including those in Canada and British Columbia. 
The introduction to the list of Criteria and Indicators states that the criteria and indicators 
“are intended to provide a common understanding of what is meant by sustainable forest 
management. They also provide a common framework for describing, assessing and 
evaluating a country’s progress toward sustainability at the national level.” Later in this 
report, we will use these criteria and indicators to comment on British Columbia’s 
conservation and forest management policies. 

Of significance to this report is that the first criterion is the conservation of biodiversity. 
Species diversity is one of the indicators of biodiversity conservation, and special 
attention is given to “The status (threatened, rare, vulnerable, endangered, or extinct) of 
forest dependent species at risk of not maintaining viable breeding populations, as 
determined by legislation or scientific assessment.” In short, there are agreed criteria for 
evaluating the sustainability of boreal and temperate forest management, and one of these 
criteria stipulates that a forest is not sustainably managed if species are being threatened 
or endangered. 

North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation 

The overall purpose of this agreement is stated as “The North American Agreement on 
Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) is the environmental side agreement to the 
NAFTA … The Agreement creates a framework to better conserve, protect and enhance 
the North American environment through cooperation and effective enforcement of 
environmental laws.” 

The term “effective enforcement of environmental laws” is perhaps the most important 
part of this statement of purpose. NAAEC has an investigative, fact-finding agency, the 
North American Commission on Environmental Cooperation (CEC). Its website 
description says that “The CEC was established to address regional environmental 
concerns, help prevent potential trade conflicts, and to promote the effective enforcement 
of environmental laws. The NAAEC complements the environmental provisions of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).” 

The CEC has its own Secretariat and is largely NGO driven. NGOs, under Articles 14 
and 15 of the NAAEC can lodge complaints against perceived offending countries or 
provinces. Here is its self-description of how NGOs can bring issues to the CEC: 

The Citizen Submissions on Enforcement Matters mechanism enables the public to 
play an active whistle-blower role when a government appears to be failing to enforce 
its environmental laws effectively. Members of the public trigger the process by 
submitting to CEC a claim alleging such a failure on the part of any of the NAFTA 
partners. Following a review of the submission, the CEC may investigate the matter 
and publish a factual record of its findings, subject to approval by the CEC Council.  
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A recent example is a complaint lodged by the David Suzuki Foundation, in conjunction 
with others, that Fisheries and Oceans Canada (the Department of Fisheries and Oceans) 
has not sufficiently enforced the federal Fisheries Act. The Secretariat acknowledged 
receipt of the submission on 17 March 2000, and after a number of steps the Council of 
the CEC passed a resolution on 16 November 2001 instructing the Secretariat to 
investigate and develop a “Factual Record.”  

There are other Canadian examples pertaining to the BC mining industry, BC Hydro, and 
the Ontario forest industry. There is also a contentious issue in the U.S. regarding the 
exemption of forested areas from the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (U.S.)  

In effect, the CEC operates as a fact-finding agency, publishes it findings, and then it is 
up to the relevant governments to try to resolve the issue. Trade sanctions may or may 
not be a means for resolving the issues, but the potential exists for trade sanctions to enter 
into various free trade bargaining processes on the basis of the CEC’s findings. 

Earth Summit 2002, Johannesburg 

At the Earth Summit in Johannesburg last year, Canada reaffirmed its commitment to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity and to promoting sustainable forest management. 
Paragraph 42 of the Plan of Implementation deals with biodiversity and paragraph 43 
with sustainable forest management.  

Of particular significance to this report, parties to the Plan of Implementation agreed to: 

• Enhance political commitment to achieve sustainable forest management by 
endorsing it as a priority; 

• Take immediate action on domestic forest law enforcement; 

• Take immediate action at the national and international levels to promote and 
facilitate the means to achieve sustainable timber harvesting, and to … address 
unsustainable timber-harvesting practices; and 

• Implement the Convention on Biological Diversity’s expanded action-oriented work 
program on all types of forest biological diversity [see comments on this work 
program under “Convention on Biological Diversity,” above]. 

2.1.2  International Trade Agreements and Institutions 
North American Free Trade Agreement 

In addition to NAFTA’s overall purpose of enhancing trade among Canada, Mexico, and 
the U.S. by establishing “clear and mutually advantageous rules governing their trade,” 
three of NAFTA’s purposes, as listed in the preamble to the agreement, are “to undertake 
economic objectives in a manner consistent with environmental protection and 
conservation; to promote sustainable development, and to strengthen the development 
and enforcement of environmental laws and regulations.” However, not all of the goals of 



Evaluation of Species At Risk Policies 
Chapter 2- Provisions and Processes to Protect Species at Risk 

 March 2003 

 
 

11 

NAFTA are compatible. Chapter 11 of NAFTA is designed to protect the interests of 
foreign investors, and to liberalize investment. Multinational corporations have actually 
used the provisions of Chapter 11 in closed arbitration sessions to compel countries to 
rescind environmental regulations. Some tribunals have given greater weight to the 
objectives of Chapter 11 than to the objectives for NAFTA as a whole, as expressed in 
the preamble. This may have had a chilling effect on countries developing environmental 
protection initiatives. 

Chapter 11 makes three references to environmental issues: Article 1106 allows 
environmental exceptions to give latitude in the application of performance 
requirements3; Article 1114 specifies that the Parties should not relax environmental laws 
to attract investment; Article 1132 provides that dispute panels have a right to hear from 
environmental experts. However, unlike investor protection provisions of Chapter 11, 
there is no mechanism under NAFTA for private parties to seek enforcement of 
Chapters11’s environmental provisions. 

Aside from requests being submitted to the CEC for investigation and reporting, it seems 
unlikely that NAFTA would be used to ensure that species at risk are protected. 
Corporations, challenging the environmental and resource management measures taken 
by participating governments, have brought numerous cases before tribunals. In the 
context of protecting species, perhaps there is even a risk that corporations may challenge 
provisions for protection and claim compensation based on losses that they suffer as a 
result of habitat protection that affects their profitability. 

Because concern has been expressed that Chapter 11 can undermine efforts to enact new 
laws and regulations in the public interest, in particular to protect the environment and 
human health, a Joint Public Advisory Committee (JPAC) meeting was planned for 
March 2003 to seek public input on issues related to Chapter 11. Participants will 
consider whether or not an environmental, health, and safety exception should be 
incorporated into Chapter 11 to allow governments the freedom to regulate these matters 
without fear of having to compensate foreign corporations operating on their territory. 
The results of the workshop will be reported to the CEC Council. 

Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora 

Several interviewees suggested that the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species (CITES) could be invoked, if necessary, to regulate international trade in forest 
products or forest-dependent species from BC. In our opinion, this potential requires a 
more in-depth investigation than we were able to conduct. 

CITES is a powerful mechanism for protecting endangered species, or species that could 
become endangered, from trade that could be detrimental to their viability or 
sustainability. At the time of writing, 161 nations are CITES members, including Canada.  
                                                                  
3 Prohibitions  on performance requirements under Chapter 11 aim to prevent a host government from imposing 
conditions on an investor that may limit its ability to achieve economic efficiency and profits.   
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Species listed under CITES are arranged in three appendices. Those listed in Appendix I 
are banned from international trade. Those species listed in Appendix II are not yet 
endangered, but could become so if the existing volume of trade were to be maintained. 
Trade in Appendix III species is monitored to ensure that the volume of trade does not 
threaten the long-term sustainability of these species. Those listed in Appendix II are the 
most significant for BC. 

A species can be listed in Appendix II if voting members at one of the bi-annual 
Conference of the Parties (COP) agree that the species is not yet endangered but could 
become endangered if trade in that species continues at the present volume. In order to 
list a species, a Party needs to submit a proposal for COP approval containing scientific 
and biological data on population and trade trends. The proposal must be supported by a 
two-thirds majority vote of Parties present at a COP.  

Species listed in Appendix II require an export permit from a scientific authority in the 
exporting country, and the export permit must attest that the shipment conforms to an 
annual quota that would maintain the viability and sustained use of the species. Prior to 
listing under Appendix II a scientific authority for the exporting country must present a 
“non-detrimental finding” with respect to the species at a COP. A non-detrimental 
finding simply means that, in the opinion of the scientific authority, the species under 
consideration could be harvested and traded in a sustainable manner under specified 
conditions. An Appendix II listed species therefore is not endangered, but its international 
trade must be regulated by a quota-driven export permit process guaranteeing that the 
species is being managed in a sustainable manner. 

We were informed that four commercial tree species in BC– western red cedar, yellow 
cedar, and possibly Douglas-fir and Sitka spruce–could be investigated for a non-
detrimental finding and therefore international trade in these species could be subject to 
international regulation. 

At the most recent COP (November 2002), a major tree species, bigleaf mahogany 
(Swietenia macrophylla), was listed in Appendix II. Countries encompassing the range of 
bigleaf mahogany, including a number of Central American countries and Brazil, can 
now export wild mahogany only with an export permit and under a quota limit. They are 
also required to manage this species in a sustainable manner. 

Although Canada has officially stated that the criteria for listing a species in Appendix II 
cannot meaningfully apply to tree species, the specific criteria for listing bigleaf 
mahogany could also apply to BC tree species. Bigleaf mahogany was listed because it 
met the following criterion: 

A species should be included in Appendix II when … It is known, inferred or 
projected that the harvesting of specimens from the wild for international trade has, or 
may have, a detrimental impact on the species by … exceeding, over an extended 
period, the level that can be continued in perpetuity.  

The criteria for an Appendix II listing note that: 
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The meaning of the term extended period will vary according to the biological 
characteristics of the species. Selection of the period will depend on the observed 
pattern of natural fluctuations in the abundance of the species and on whether the 
number of specimens removed from the wild is consistent with a sustainable 
harvesting programme that is based on these natural fluctuations. 

We were informed that, because the abovementioned four tree species in BC are of 
commercial value precisely when they are relatively old (i.e. at biological or financial 
rotation age as a minimum), then the current pattern of harvesting might render these 
species inconsistent “with a sustainable harvesting programme.” 

We were unable to assess the potential for BC tree species to be listed by CITES. 
However, if they were listed under Appendix II, two consequences are predictable. First, 
a “non-detrimental finding” by, in this case, Environment Canada, would place the 
management of these major BC tree species under world scrutiny and regulation. Second, 
an Appendix II listing is often misinterpreted by importing countries as meaning that the 
species is endangered, even though it is intended to establish a sustainable level of 
management. As a result, the market for Appendix II listed species often plummets. 

Finally, we investigated the extent to which a tree species could be listed on the grounds 
that it supports other threatened or endangered species in its old-growth seral stages. We 
found no direct evidence for this possibility under CITES itself. But we did find that the 
worldwide organization that monitors trade in CITES-listed species, Traffic (see 
www.traffic.org), does and will investigate the extent to which old-growth trees support 
other rare or endangered species (such as invertebrates species or northern spotted owl). 
Traffic is independently funded by the IUCN (World Conservation Union, Gland, 
Switzerland) and WWF–International. It is not directly connected to CITES, but in effect 
it serves as the monitoring and investigative arm of CITES.  

Pelly Amendment to the U.S. Fisherman’s Protective Act (1978) 

Although the Fisherman’s Protective Act was originally intended to protect U.S. 
fishermen engaged in disputes regarding international fishery conservation programs, or 
the seizure of U.S. fishing vessels, the 1978 Pelly Amendment extended the scope of the 
Act. Now the Act authorizes the U.S. President to prohibit the importation of products 
from countries that engage in trade or taking that diminishes the effectiveness of 
programs aimed at protecting species at risk more generally. 

This is the way it works: if the U.S. Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of 
Commerce “certifies” that a foreign country is “engaging in trade or taking that 
diminishes the effectiveness of an international program in force with respect to the 
United States for the conservation of endangered or threatened species,” the U.S. 
President is then authorized to impose trade embargoes on “wildlife products” from the 
offending country. 



Evaluation of Species At Risk Policies 
Chapter 2- Provisions and Processes to Protect Species at Risk 

 March 2003 

 
 

14 

In the 25-year history of the Pelly Amendment, relatively few certifications have been 
forwarded to the President. In 1996, the U.S. administration investigated an issue about 
whale hunting by the Inuit in Canada, but the issue was handled by theArctic Council 
(Canada is a signatory party). Also under the Pelly Amendment, a certification was 
forwarded to President Clinton in which an embargo against the importation of Canadian 
seal products was recommended, but Clinton declined to sign it.  

The Pelly Amendment has been invoked in attempts to handle issues about whaling by 
Japan, but again, no U.S. President has imposed trade sanctions against Japan with 
respect to this issue. Instead, CITES (see above) and the International Whaling 
Commission have been the primary vehicles for dealing with this issue.  

In 1993, the Pelly Amendment was fully invoked when Taiwan was accused of importing 
rhinoceros horn. The U.S. President imposed a ban on fish and wildlife products from 
Taiwan. 

From the interviews we conducted, we were given the impression that the Pelly 
Amendment is unlikely to be invoked against Canada if BC fails to protect species at risk 
adequately. Instead, at least in the short term, this issue is more likely to factor into the 
softwood lumber dispute or some other trade issue with the United States. 

U.S. General Accounting Office 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) is the audit, evaluation, and investigative arm of 
the U.S. Congress. We were told that the GAO can investigate foreign countries’ actions 
regarding the protection of species at risk (or the lack thereof). The U.S. appears to be 
interested in these issues primarily from a trade perspective. We were told the U.S. does 
not want to be engaged in trade with foreign countries that are insufficiently protecting 
species at risk or that are extracting natural resources in ways that jeopardize the viability 
of species at risk. 

In the limited time we had to investigate this issue, we were unable find a specific 
instance in which the GAO investigated the performance of foreign countries with respect 
to the protection of species at risk. Instead, we found GAO reports in which it expressed 
concern over the potential of “exotic” species that could enter the U.S. and jeopardize 
U.S. native flora and fauna. The GAO has also expressed concern over how to handle 
cross-border issues for the protection of endangered species. 

Forest Certification 

Forest corporations in British Columbia recognize an increasing need to ensure that their 
operations are certified by an internationally-recognized forest certification organization. 
IBM Business Consulting Services (formerly Price, Waterhouse, Coopers) recently 
conducted a survey of 30 large buyers of BC forest products, including American, 
Japanese, and European buyers. They concluded that these buyers are shifting their 
purchasing power toward “greener” forest products. From our interviews, we conclude 
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that most large forest corporations in BC have foreseen this trend and are anxious to 
obtain forest certification. Also, we note that one of the BC provincial government’s 
goals, which is shared by Forest Innovation Investment, is to ensure that BC forest 
stewardship performance is perceived as sufficiently “green” precisely in order to obtain 
forest certification and thereby maintain market acceptability of BC’s forest products. 

At present, there is a lack of consumer awareness of the distinctions among different 
forest certification systems active in the marketplace. These systems include the Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC), the Canadian Standards Association’s Sustainable Forest 
Management program (CSA-SFM), and the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) of the 
American Forest & Paper Association. Understanding the differences among these 
systems is essential to making educated decisions on purchasing certified forest products.  

Non-government organizations, which have to a large extent driven the demand for 
certified wood, encourage wood consumers to specify a preference for FSC-certified 
forest products and forest managers to further improve and differentiate their practices 
through FSC certification. They view other certification programs as either inadequate or 
completely deficient in many important areas, including establishing adequate protection 
for rare, threatened, and endangered species and forests, and maintaining and restoring 
ecological integrity, biodiversity, and structure within managed forests.  

The large number of forest-dependent species at risk in BC, we were told, is negatively 
influencing the ability of forest corporations in BC to obtain forest certification. In a 
similar manner, the large discrepancy between the number of species at risk (as listed by 
both the BC Conservation Data Centre and by COSEWIC) and those that are receiving 
sufficient recovery efforts is also a strong indicator of unsustainable forest management 
in BC.  

2.2 National 

Canada’s ratification of international agreements, and commitments to be bound by 
specific principles for sustainable forestry have positive implications for the protection of 
species at risk. Below we explain why federal authority is exercised, what the legislative 
and other measures are that function to protect species at risk, and how structures and 
processes function to implement legislation and policy.  

2.2.1 Federal Authority to Protect Species at Risk 
Protecting wildlife requires a cooperative effort between federal, territorial, and 
provincial levels of government. In the 1970s, the federal government took a leadership 
role and launched a study to identify every wildlife species at risk in Canada. It then 
engaged in efforts with provincial governments to plan for the recovery of species at risk. 
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Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 

Since 1977, COSEWIC has identified species at risk in Canada. Following identification, 
species have received some protection as a result of the cooperative effort of federal and 
provincial or territorial governments. 

Canadian Council of Forest Ministers 

The Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM) is comprised of federal, provincial, 
and territorial ministers with responsibility for forests. The CCFM was established in 
1985 to allow cooperation on national and international matters relating to forest 
stewardship.  

The CCFM has developed Criteria and Indicators of sustainable forest management in 
Canada. Foremost amongst these is conservation of biological diversity. The status of 
forest indicator species may indicate how well biodiversity and habitat are being 
managed. 

The CCFM has produced a report on the number of species that depend on forests for all 
or part of their food, shelter, or reproductive requirements. Many species, such as fishes, 
although not directly “forest users” or “forest dependent”, require physical, chemical, and 
biological characteristics of aquatic habitats that are directly and indirectly affected by 
forest ecosystems. 

Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council 

In 1996 the Accord for the Protection of Species at Risk was signed by federal, provincial 
and territorial ministers responsible for wildlife to confirm shared responsibility. It 
committed the parties to pursuing a national approach to protecting species at risk. The 
ministers agreed to participate in the Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council 
(CESCC), to recognize COSEWIC as a source of independent advice on the status of 
species at risk nationally, and to develop complementary legislation and programs to 
protect Canada’s species at risk.  

2.2.2 Legislation, Policy, and Programs 
While a cooperative approach has been adopted to protect species in Canada, 
governments made a commitment to develop legislation that would ensure species 
protection. Legal protection is considered necessary, as in the ten years since Canada 
ratified the UN Convention on Biological Diversity the number of endangered species in 
the country has grown substantially. 

Species at Risk Act 

The federal government passed legislation in December 2002 to protect species at risk in 
Canada. The legislation is expected to come into force in summer or fall of 2003. This 
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legislation, entitled the Species at Risk Act (SARA), is the federal government’s 
legislative response to the commitments agreed to with the provinces under the Accord 
for the Protection of Species at Risk. It also indicates progress on fulfilling international 
promises, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity 

The purposes of SARA are to prevent wildlife species from being extirpated or becoming 
extinct; to provide for the recovery of wildlife species that are extirpated, endangered, or 
threatened as a result of human activity; and to manage species of special concern to 
prevent them from becoming endangered or threatened. SARA is part of the 
government’s broader strategy that includes working cooperatively with the provinces, 
and supporting habitat conservation and good environmental stewardship.  

Authority to Make Decisions under SARA 

Three federal ministers have authority under SARA to make decisions pertaining to the 
protection of species at risk, including those that are forest dependent:  

• Minister of the Environment (most federal lands) 

• Minister of Fisheries and Oceans (aquatic areas) 

• Minister of Canadian Heritage (national parks, historic sites, protected 
heritage areas, via the Parks Agency) 

If the federal minister with lead responsibility is of the opinion that orders to be made in 
relation to the minister’s SARA authority will affect land that is under the authority of 
another federal minister, the other minister must be consulted. For example, if an order 
may affect a reserve or any other lands set apart for the use and benefit of a band under 
the Indian Act, the Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs and the band must be 
consulted before making the order. 

Through their participation in the Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council, 
provincial and territorial ministers will continue to share in the responsibility to conserve 
and manage species in their respective provinces or territories.  

National Aboriginal Council on Species at Risk 

The Species at Risk Act mandates the establishment of a National Aboriginal Council on 
Species at Risk. The Council is to advise the Minister on the administration of the Act, 
and to provide advice to the federal, provincial, and territorial ministers through the 
Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council. Aboriginal peoples were involved 
in consultations prior to the passage of SARA, in an attempt to ensure that their 
perspectives were understood and accommodated.  

The role of aboriginal people in managing species at risk may be expected to be 
significant, given Constitutional recognition of existing rights, that SARA is applicable 
on federal lands, and that the federal government has jurisdiction over reserve lands. The 
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implications for BC are particularly significant, as most of the provincial land base falls 
within the traditional territories of First Nations and is subject to land claims. As land 
claims get resolved, it is unclear whether the provincial or the federal government will 
retain jurisdiction over much of the land base. 

Issues of concern to aboriginal people include the potential for derogation of, or 
infringements on, aboriginal rights (e.g., traditional hunting practices), bearing the burden 
of protection disproportionately to other Canadians (given that native lands fall under 
federal jurisdiction), and issues in relation to use of traditional ecological knowledge 
(intellectual property, compensation, consent). 

Species Listing Process  

SARA makes COSEWIC a legal entity, and tasks it with assessing and classifying 
wildlife species, including plants, using the best available scientific, community, and 
aboriginal traditional knowledge. COSEWIC’s criteria based system for assessing species 
is adapted from the system used by the World Conservation Union (IUCN). Under it, 
species can be determined to be extinct, extirpated, endangered, threatened, of special 
concern, not at risk, or data deficient. To date, biological groups assessed by COSEWIC 
include mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles, fish, mollusks, lepidopterans (butterflies), 
vascular plants, mosses, lichens, and ecosystems/landscapes. 

COSEWIC assessments will be published in the SARA public registry. SARA requires 
that the federal Minister of Environment publish a response within 90 days, and stipulates 
that the Governor in Council has nine months to make a decision on whether to add the 
species to the legal list.  

The Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council will provide direction on the 
activities of COSEWIC, the preparation of recovery strategies and the preparation and 
implementation of action plans. The CESCC will also coordinate activities of the various 
governments represented on Council relating to the protection of species at risk. 

Measures to Protect Wildlife Species 

Prohibitions listed under Section 32 and 33 of SARA stipulate that no person shall: 

• Kill, harm, harass, capture, or take an individual of a wildlife species that is listed as 
an extirpated, endangered or threatened species 

• Possess, collect, buy, sell, or trade …  

• Damage or destroy the residence … 

Residence is defined in SARA as “a dwelling place, such as a den, nest, or other similar 
area or place that is occupied or habitually occupied by one or more individuals during all 
or part of their life cycles, including breeding, rearing, staging, wintering, feeding, or 
hibernating.”  
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SARA primarily applies to federal lands. However, safety-net provisions specify that the 
Minister must recommend an order if he or she is of the opinion that the laws of the 
province do not effectively protect listed species or their residences. Similar provisions 
apply with respect to protection of critical habitat. Following a recommendation from the 
Minister, Cabinet may step in and make an order to compel protection of species as 
specified in Section 32 above.  

Recommendations of the Senate Committee 

Prior to SARA being passed, a Senate Committee comprised of diverse political interests 
deliberated over implications of the Act, which is viewed as a preliminary enactment to 
be strengthened in the years ahead. The Senate Committee report states that: 

[W]e firmly believe that passage of this legislation marks only one step in the work 
that needs to be done to adequately protect species at risk in this country. Future 
amendments to this legislation should address outstanding concerns and strengthen it.  

The Senate Committee report recommends strengthening SARA at the mandated five-
year review. The recommendations of the Senate Committee report that are pertinent to 
the five-year review will be addressed in the Discussion section of this report. Other 
recommendations that apply to when the Act is proclaimed are as follows: 

• Invoke the safety net provisions that address habitat protection on lands 
that fall under provincial jurisdiction, both when provincial legislation 
does not afford sufficient protection for listed species, and when protective 
measures are not enforced. 

• Put in place specific criteria to assess the adequacy of provincial/territorial 
actions. Regard provincial failure to list a COSEWIC species as an early 
warning sign of inaction that should necessitate invocation of safety net 
provisions.  

• Ensure that adequate resources are in place for effective enforcement of 
safety net provisions.   

• Add species that have been listed in the interim between November 2001 
and when the Act received Royal Assent in December 2002 to Schedule 1, 
so that protection of the more recently assessed species may commence 
immediately. 

• Ensure fair compensation for all who suffer economic loss, either because 
of prohibitions on killing/harvesting listed species, or as a result of having 
to protect the critical habitat of a species. Compensation may take a 
monetary or other form, and should not be subject to arbitrary limits. Due 
diligence activities should also be compensated. 
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Recovery of Nationally Endangered Wildlife (RENEW) 

RENEW is the cooperative federal, provincial and territorial program that coordinates 
recovery planning for species at risk. It has been operating since 1988. The Secretariat for 
RENEW is housed within the Canadian Wildlife Service, a division of Environment 
Canada. RENEW’s mission is to establish a national program for the recovery of wildlife 
at risk. All species designated as endangered, threatened, or extirpated by COSEWIC 
come under the purview of RENEW. RENEW (not SARA) is the program that 
establishes Recovery Teams and Recovery Action Groups  

Recovery Teams 

The primary goal of a Recovery Team is to recover one or more of the species 
under the purview of RENEW. The team provides advice to government, and 
sometimes to non-government groups, but decision-making and accountability for 
decisions rest with the responsible jurisdictions. Recovery Team membership may 
include technical experts invited from agencies, universities, conservation groups, 
aboriginal groups, and stakeholder groups. The teams should achieve a balance 
between science, management, and stakeholder interests. 

Recovering a species involves identifying the threats to the species, defining 
solutions that mitigate the threats and reverse the decline in numbers or range, and 
implementing cooperative and community-embracing actions to improve the 
species’ status. Documentation of the research and findings of the Recovery Team 
provides the basis for a Recovery Plan for the species. The Recovery Plan should 
include goals, objectives, and approaches for recovery. The plan should identify, 
where appropriate, or provide biological advice respecting, the survival and 
recovery habitat required for the species. 

The Recovery Team may develop Recovery Action Plans, or oversee Recovery 
Action Groups that may also develop Action Plans. Involvement of stakeholders 
and integration of socio-economic realities should be part of the development and 
implementation of the recovery strategy and/or action plan. Action Plans should 
be reviewed for effectiveness on an ongoing basis, while the overall Recovery 
Plan should be reviewed every five years until the species is down-listed by 
COSEWIC, or alternatively it is determined that recovery of the species is not 
feasible.   

Recovery Action Groups 

A Recovery Action Group is a group that may be established by a Recovery Team 
to work on one or more specific projects. The number of RAGs supporting a 
Recovery Team depends on the complexity of the recovery work and the 
geographic range of the species. The primary role of a RAG is to produce an 
Action Plan, and to support and implement Recovery Plans. 
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Performance measures, as developed by the Recovery Team, will be used to 
monitor the success of recovery planning efforts. Measures may include: the 
extent to which Recovery Plan goals and objectives have been met; changes in 
species population size, trend, and productivity; identification of recovery and 
survival habitat; proportion of identified habitat that has been protected; success 
in mitigating threats; extent of stakeholder consultation and involvement; success 
of public outreach programs; and level of public support for recovery work. 

2.3 Provincial 

The Province of British Columbia has committed to protect species at risk in agreements 
nationally and internationally. However, in the past, conflicting mandates existed 
between ministries that had the authority to protect the habitat of species at risk in 
forested areas of BC. Perhaps because of this, a lack of trust developed, and, as a result, 
limited progress has been made in protecting forest-dependent species at risk. A number 
of legal cases and challenges to authorizations of logging in important habitat areas were 
brought before both the courts and the Forest Practices Board, by different bodies within 
government and by non-government conservation organizations. These challenges 
occurred following approval of logging in an endangered species’ habitat. It appears that 
recent restructuring of the provincial government may address intra-governmental 
conflict.  

2.3.1 Provincial Authority to Protect Species at Risk 
The following provincial ministries have the authority to make decisions that pertain to 
the protection of forest-dependent species that are at risk:  

• Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM) 

• Ministry of Forests (MOF) 

• Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection (MWLAP)  

Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management 

The mission of the MSRM is to provide provincial leadership, through policies, planning, 
and resource information to support sustainable economic development of the province’s 
land, water, and resources. Responsibilities of MSRM include strategic level planning for 
lands and resources to balance social, economic, and environmental values.  

Strategic plans will be prepared by MSRM, with input from other ministries, from First 
Nations, and from other interests, in particular the forest industry. A steering committee 
comprised of industry and government personnel is currently governing the development 
of forest policy for the province. The steering committee oversees four working groups 
within MSRM, one of which focuses on Forest Stewardship.  
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Conservation Data Centre 

The Conservation Data Centre was established in 1991 to assist in identifying those 
species and ecosystems that have become most vulnerable in the province, and to compile 
information so that it is accessible and usable. The CDC is housed within MSRM.  

NatureServe (formerly the Association for Biodiversity Information, which grew out of 
the science division of the Nature Conservancy) developed a system for identifying and 
ranking species at risk at global and national levels, and state or provincial levels. In BC, 
the NatureServe criteria provide the basis for CDC rankings4. Species may be ranked as: 
presumed extirpated or extinct; historical (has not been located in the past 50 years); 
critically imperiled; imperiled; vulnerable; apparently secure; secure; unranked; and 
unrankable. To date, biological groups assessed provincially include mammals, birds, 
amphibians, reptiles, freshwater fish, freshwater mollusks, butterflies, dragonflies, 
vascular plants, mosses, and plant communities. For freshwater mollusks, the CDC has 
done background research, but has not generated listings. Currently, listing by the CDC is 
scientifically based, but does not have legal implications or require further action. 

The CDC uses information from various sources to develop a red list (extirpated, 
endangered, or threatened), a blue list (not immediately threatened, but sensitive to 
human activities and natural events, so therefore of concern), and a yellow list (all species 
not listed as red or blue) for wildlife species. Listing can provide the foundation for 
establishing legal protection for endangered or threatened species.   

The function of the CDC is currently being debated, due to the inability of MSRM to 
provide adequate funding to cover operations. Options are being developed, such as 
partnering with the private sector or the federal government, and these may affect 
governance of the CDC. The CDC may continue as an advisory body for COSEWIC 
listings. 

Ministry of Forests 

The mission statement for the MOF is to protect and manage public forests for the 
sustained benefit of all British Columbians. Core business areas and responsibilities of 
MOF include protection of forest and range assets; setting performance standards for 
forest and range practices; compliance monitoring and enforcement to uphold standards 
in forest related legislation; pricing and selling assets; and corporate services.  

At a strategic level, MOF retains some authority in relation to protection of species at 
risk. Capacity issues may pose practical obstacle to participation in the future. The Chief 
Forester currently sits on joint-policy decision-making bodies. These include the Joint 
Management Committee (JMC) and Joint Steering Committee (JSC). The decision to 
approve IWMS Volume 2 will be made by a joint committee. 

                                                                  
4 A comparison of the differences between IUCN and NatureServe assessment criteria and ranking categories, that also 
includes information on CITES status, has been prepared by NatureServe’s InfoNatura. It is available online at website: 
http://www.natureserve.org/infonatura/Lranking.htm . 



Evaluation of Species At Risk Policies 
Chapter 2- Provisions and Processes to Protect Species at Risk 

 March 2003 

 
 

23 

Although historically MOF district personnel were charged with making value judgments 
regarding forest-related resources, most of this decision-making authority will be shifted 
to the MSRM. At the operational level, MOF’s new role in relation to protection of 
habitat for species at risk will be to serve as a referral agency, reviewing and commenting 
on proposals to establish Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHAs) and ungulate winter range. 
MOF is also responsible for approving and monitoring Forest Stewardship Plans (roughly 
equivalent to former Forest Development Plans), and ensuring that companies adhere to 
their plans to achieve specified results. This involves making recommendations to 
minimize conflicts between Forest Stewardship Plans and measures for species 
protection. 

Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection 

MWLAP’s mission is to provide leadership and support to British Columbians to help 
them limit the adverse effects of their individual and collective activities on the 
environment, while fostering economic development and providing recreational 
opportunities. The ministry has four core business areas. MWLAP’s Environmental 
Stewardship Division is responsible for maintaining and restoring the natural diversity of 
ecosystems, and fish and wildlife species and their habitats. The Environmental 
Stewardship Division is divided into three branches, with responsibilities as follows: 

• BC Parks–handles provincial protected areas 

• Fish, Wildlife, and Recreation Branch–handles consumptive uses of 
species; and 

• Biodiversity Branch–handles the conservation function of the division. 

MWLAP is in the process of developing a Biodiversity Strategy that will contain several 
components, one of which is a Species at Risk Strategy for BC. The MWLAP Species at 
Risk Strategy members are looking at the 1996 Accord for the Protection of Species at 
Risk as well as the Species at Risk Act in an effort to identify policy and programmatic 
gaps, in addition to legislative vulnerabilities in BC’s policies for species at risk. One gap 
that has been identified is that the extent of species at risk protection that occurs in parks 
and other protected areas is unknown. They are also striving to use science to develop 
environmental standards so that effective monitoring and reporting, as well as tracking of 
species, may occur on forested lands. 

MWLAP personnel are also trying to address funding needs, to develop more of a 
partnership approach towards conservation of species and their habitats, and to address 
issues in relation to the Conservation Data Centre.  

2.3.2 Legislation, Policy, and Programs  
Management of biodiversity in British Columbia includes both coarse filter and fine filter 
approaches. Many forest-dependent species are managed at a coarse scale, by 
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maintaining a diversity of habitats in the province. The habitat for most species at risk is 
managed by applying best management practices at a finer scale. 

The Forest Act, Forest Practices Code of BC Act, and the Forest and Range Practices Act  

The Forest Act was one of the key provincial statutes governing land use planning, but it 
is currently undergoing changes. The Forest Act requires the Chief Forester to develop 
and maintain an inventory of the land and forests in BC, and provides for the 
establishment of Provincial Forests. It also requires that the Chief Forester assess the 
potential of the land for growing trees continuously, providing forest for wilderness-
oriented recreation, producing forest for livestock and wildlife, conserving wilderness, 
and accommodating other forest uses. The Minister of Forests currently has authority to 
approve the removal of land from Provincial Forests, but this authority will be transferred 
to MSRM if lands that currently comprise Provincial Forests are modified to include only 
forested land, and redefined as BC’s “Working Forests.”  

Protection of biodiversity may occur under the provisions of the Forest Practices Code of 
BC Act (FPC). The provincial government is currently in the process of replacing the 
FPC with the Forest and Range Practices Act. Under the FPC and the FRPA, the 
guidelines of the Riparian Management Area Guidebook, the Biodiversity Guidebook, 
and the Landscape Unit Planning Guidebook provide a coarse filter that when applied 
should result in protecting habitat that is valuable to wildlife.  

The move from the FPC to the FRPA affects the roles of industry and government 
personnel (MSRM, MOF, MWLAP). Industry will continue to prepare plans and carry 
out forest operations, but will do so to meet objectives specified in strategic and higher 
level plans. MSRM will ensure that the higher level plans or strategic land use planning 
objectives are in place. MOF will approve Forest Stewardship Plans (FSPs) and engage in 
monitoring and enforcement activities to ensure results specified in FSPs are met. 
MWLAP will be the statutory authority for identified wildlife, ungulate winter range, and 
wildlife habitat features within the government’s policy limits (including a 6% limit on 
impacts to timber supply–see the Sustainable Resource Management Planning [SRMP] 
section below for more detail).  

Identified Wildlife Management Strategy 

Fine-filter biodiversity conservation is provided by the Identified Wildlife Management 
Strategy, under the FPC/FRPA. The goal of the IWMS is to preserve elements of 
biodiversity that are not addressed through other components of the FPC/FRPA. 
Currently, such elements include 36 threatened and endangered vertebrates and four plant 
communities as listed in Volume 1 of the IWMS. Personnel of the Ministry of Forests 
and Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks jointly approved Volume 1 of the IWMS 
in 1999.  

Identified Wildlife refers to those species and plant communities that are considered to be 
sensitive to habitat alteration that results from forest and range practices. Terminology 
can cause some confusion around what “species” comprise the Identified Wildlife. CDC 
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Red- and Blue- listed “elements” are prioritized for designation as Identified Wildlife 
under the IWMS. However, an “element” may be a sub-species, a special population, or a 
plant community. For example, the CDC list of animals includes five white sturgeon 
populations and two great blue heron subspecies, each as separate elements. In the IWMS 
all five populations come under one species account, and the same is true for the two 
subspecies. 

The process of prioritizing CDC Red- and Blue-listed elements for inclusion as Identified 
Wildlife in the IWMS eliminates some elements on the basis of the following: 

• global rank is not available,  

• information is unavailable to assess risk of an element being impacted by 
forest and range management,  

• species status is extinct, extirpated or historical (not presently considered 
for inclusion),  

• species is protected in parks, by coarse filter provisions of the FPC, or is 
only known to exist on private land, and  

• species has been delisted.   

Procedures for the IWMS are currently being revised to accommodate new species 
listings and comply with federal SARA legislation. The new procedures and an expanded 
list of species accounts will be released as Volume 2 of the IWMS. At the time of writing 
this report, 801 elements5 has been considered and 246 included in the IWMS Volume 2 
draft list (52 high priority, 113 intermediate priority, and 81 low priority). 

A Technical Advisory Committee, comprised of government and non-government 
biologists that represent a broad cross-section of interest groups, participated in the 
development, review, and assessment of elements for IWMS Volume 2. The mandate of 
the committee was to consider biological, not social or economic issues. Principles were 
adopted by the Technical Advisory Committee to ensure that the Volume 2 list method 
would be supported, to enable critical review and comparison, and to have less of a bias 
towards vertebrates than did IWMS Volume 1. 

The IWMS outlines management prescriptions for identified wildlife and plant 
communities. It allows for the creation of Wildlife Habitat Areas to provide fine filter 
protection. WHAs are mapped areas of limiting habitat that are approved as areas 
requiring special management. General Wildlife Measures (GWMs) describe the 
management practices that must be implemented within a WHA. Government policy 
limits the impact of the IWMS to 1% of the timber supply. 

                                                                  
5 The term elements in this context refers to evolutionarily significant units including species, subspecies, special 
populations, and plant communities. 
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Jurisdiction over decision-making with respect to the establishment of WHAs and GWMs 
was formerly shared between MOF and MWLAP, with licensee and stakeholder 
consultation. Although MWLAP has statutory authority over WHAs and GWMs under 
the Forest and Range Practices Act, MSRM is tasked with some of the broader levels of 
planning that could impact on IWMS decision-making in the future. These include setting 
objectives within landscape units, and finding a balance between forest development and 
habitat protection, based on recommendations made by MWLAP and MOF.  

The MWLAP has formed partnership agreements with the forest industry to inventory 
and set standards for results. Recovery planning is to be industry led, while there is joint 
work on habitat planning. The CDC also plays a role, as it maps and compiles 
information on where elements occur, sometimes as a partnership initiative. This is 
important for determining which elements are eligible for protection under IWMS; the 
geographic information can be used to create WHAs. 

Wildlife Act 

The provincial Wildlife Act protects vertebrate animals from direct harm, except as 
allowed by regulation. It may be used to confer legal protection for endangered and 
threatened species, their residences, or critical habitat. Since 1980, four species have been 
listed under the Wildlife Act. The listed species are the burrowing wwl, American white 
pelican, Vancouver Island marmot, and the sea otter. The Act has been used once to 
designate critical habitat, for the Vancouver Island marmot. 

The BC Wildlife Act is currently being amended. It will handle only those species at risk 
that are not already handled by the IWMS via WHAs under the Forest and Range 
Practices Act. The Wildlife Act is being rewritten to reflect SARA, the 1996 Accord 
between Canada and the Provinces, and BC’s species at risk strategy. It will apply on 
private land. 

Sustainable Resource Management Planning 

A legislative framework is still being developed by MSRM for Sustainable Resource 
Management Planning. Legal establishment of resource management direction, formerly 
contained in higher level plans, will be housed within sustainable resource management 
plans (SRMPs). In addition to legal objectives, as defined in higher level plans and the 
FPC/FRPA, SRMPs are also to include policy in the form of zones, objectives, and 
strategies. SRMP is defined as being a comprehensive, landscape-level approach to 
designing objectives and indicators that promote sustainable economic development. The 
concept of landscape incorporates an ecosystem basis for planning that is adaptable and 
flexible enough to include a broad array of resource values. Past initiatives that are 
incorporated into or replaced by SRMP(s) include: 

• Agricultural Development Area Plans 

• Coastal and Marine Planning 
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• Crown land plans 

• Drinking water protection (watershed assessments and Drinking Water 
Protection Plans) 

• Integrated Watershed Management Plans 

• Landscape Unit Planning 

• Local Resource Use Planning 

• Muskwa-Kechika Pre-tenure Plans 

• Water Use Planning 

• Watershed-based Fish Sustainability Plans 

SRMPs will support and/or be an implementation vehicle for forest industry certification, 
Defined Area Forest Management, Innovative Forest Practices Agreements, Results 
Based Code Pilots, Enhanced Forest Management Pilots, the Living Rivers Strategy, the 
“Results Based Code” (Forest and Range Practices Act), and the “Working Forest.” The 
Land Act and the Forest Act will need to be revised when the new legislative framework 
for SRMPs passes through the legislature. Land and Resource Management Plans 
(LRMPs) can be maintained and potentially amended through SRMPs.  

MSRM and MWLAP plan within policy constraints. Section 5 of the FRPA contains 
provisions to protect habitat for species. Government objectives are to remain consistent 
with the timber impact policy limits set by Larry Pedersen, the Chief Forester, during the 
1996 Timber Supply Analysis: 4% (Landscape Unit Plans [LUPs]) + 1% (IWMS) + 1% 
(Riparian Management) = 6%. There is interaction between protection of ungulate winter 
range and protection of Identified wildlife species. The MWLAP has authority for 
Identified Wildlife and ungulate winter range. There are three types of UWR: pre-code 
designations made prior to 1998, captured in Timber Supply Review (TSR) 1; UWRs 
proposed through LRMPs, some of which were captured in TSR 2; and new proposals for 
UWR, which will need to receive MSRM approval. Both IWMS and UWR take habitat 
from the Timber Harvesting Land Base (THLB). TSR 1 and 2 designations often fell 
outside of the 6% cap for THLB, so sometimes the net-down did not happen. Both 
Identified Wildlife and UWR habitat will be authorized by the MWLAP Deputy Minister. 
The MSRM is not involved with the operational FRPA allocations, but will be involved 
in developing LUPs and in decisions that have implications above the 6% 

In IWMS Volume 1, some of the Identified Wildlife were recognized as coarse scale 
species, because they are dispersed and/or have large home range requirements. Grizzly 
bear, fisher, and bull trout were listed as higher-level plan species, because the impact of 
managing for them would have been greater than 1%. Their habitat needs were to be 
addressed by LRMP recommendations. Policy tables could bring forth a planning 
assessment on other species, but government could not. Formerly, a higher level plan 
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legal order had to have authority from three ministers; this is now under the authority of 
MSRM and can be addressed through SRMPs. 

In IWMS Volume 2, it is acknowledged that some species, such as the marbled murrelet, 
mountain caribou, spotted owl, and northern goshawk, are wide ranging and need to be 
dealt with broadly or addressed differently. There could be two tiers within the new 
IWMS: actions taken within the IWMS 1% cap and those outside of the 1%. 

The development of biodiversity conservation objectives, and integration of existing 
habitat planning initiatives related to the IWMS and various conservation strategies are 
an important priority for MSRM. Landscape units will remain the standard areas for 
setting conservation objectives and analyzing biodiversity. Consultation in Sustainable 
Resource Management Planning for old growth and wildlife tree retention will proceed as 
formerly under the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia Act. 

2.3 Federal and Provincial Cooperation 

The BC provincial government and the federal government are currently negotiating a 
bilateral agreement concerning species at risk. One of its main purposes is to determine 
which government will take the lead in protecting each species at risk. Some will clearly 
be within federal jurisdiction exclusively (such as some marine species), whereas for 
most species, the provincial government will take the lead role. The agreement will also 
cover how activities will be coordinated, consultation requirements between federal and 
provincial jurisdictions, and implementation. 

A cooperative approach is to occur between the federal and provincial governments for: 

• listing species; 

• issuing a response statement (triggered upon listing); 

• forming recovery teams (it is likely that not all species will require a 
recovery team, some species can be protected by hiring a consultant to 
develop a plan); 

• developing recovery strategies; 

• forming recovery action groups; and  

• developing and implementing action plans. 



Evaluation of Species At Risk Policies 
Chapter 3 – Case Studies 

 March 2003 

 
 

29 

3.0 Case Studies  

In this section of the report, we use case studies to illustrate how federal and provincial 
processes to protect species at risk have been applied to date in British Columbia. Our 
case studies encompass two coastal forest districts, the Sunshine Coast Forest District 
(SCFD) and the South Island Forest District (SIFD). We begin in Section 3.1 by 
presenting a table that lists all federal COSEWIC and provincial IWMS Volume 1 (1999) 
and Volume 2 (draft) species that occur in one or both forest districts 
 
In Section 3.2, we present the approaches that the Sunshine Coast Forest District has 
taken to date to protect species at risk that occur in the district. In Section 3.3, we present 
the approaches that the South Island Forest District has taken to protect species at risk to 
date. Each district addressed species listed in IWMS Volume 1, as well as ungulate 
winter range. SARA and IWMS Volume 2 will be applicable in the future. We estimate 
the extent to which new listings under SARA and IWMS Volume 2 are likely to be 
impacted by forestry, and the potential scale of impact that protection of those species 
may have on timber supply.   
 
In section 3.4, we provide a synopsis. We assess the effectiveness of the measures taken 
to protect species at risk under provincial processes to date. We consider the level of 
protection afforded, and, where applicable, ways to minimize the impact on timber 
supply. Finally, we comment on the general impact to timber supply that future protective 
measures may have in SCFD and SIFD. We anticipate that the extent of habitat 
protection required will need to increase substantially in these two forest districts. 
 
3.1 Forest Dependent Species at Risk that Occur in BC’s Sunshine Coast 

and South Island Forest Districts 

The Sunshine Coast Forest District and the South Island Forest District are situated in 
relatively heavily populated areas of coastal BC. Both districts are rich in biodiversity, 
and South Island in particular has been classified as a “hotspot” for endemic species, rare 
species, and species richness (Scudder 2003). Not only are these areas rich in biodiversity 
with many potentially rare and endangered native species, but they also have many alien 
and invasive species, and are under increasing pressure from human impacts. 
 
In both forest districts, forest clearing at the urban interface has been detrimental to many 
species at risk (those associated with Garry oak ecosystems in particular in SIFD). Where 
forested lands are privately owned, as is the case with substantial areas of SIFD, and 
subsequently subdivided and converted for development, there can be an impact on both 
timber supply and species.  
 
Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI) mapping in SCFD and SIFD has provided a tool for 
regional districts to plan to minimize the impacts of development on important habitat 
areas. The Conservation Data Centre has used SEI to try to guide woodlot planning in 
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SIFD. Where SEI maps include areas of public forest land, as they do for parts of SCFD, 
SEI could be equally useful to the forest industry in its efforts to protect land as required 
under the Forest Practices Code and the Forest and Range Practices Act. 
 
Species identified by federal and provincial government bodies as being at risk and 
whose habitat is vulnerable to forestry impacts are listed in Table 3.1. A detailed 
description of each species is included in The Appendix. Some of the species are listed by 
one level of government but not the other. Several of the candidate IWMS Volume 2 
species that have not yet been assessed by COSEWIC are on high, intermediate, and low 
priority candidate lists for future assessment (Appendix). Some of the COSEWIC species 
did not meet the criteria for inclusion in IWMS Volume 2, likely because they occur on 
private land or because the extent of forestry impacts on their habitat is negligible or 
unknown.   

Table 3.1 Species at Risk Susceptible to Forest Operations in SCFD and SIFD 

 Species Listed in 
IWMS Volume 1 

Species Listed by 
COSEWIC and in 
IWMS Volume 2 

Species Listed by 
COSEWIC, but not 
in IWMS Volume 2 

Species Listed in 
IWMS Volume 2, but 
not by COSEWIC 

Vertebrates American bittern 
 

Anatum peregrine falcon Coastal western 
screech-owl 

American bittern 

 Bull trout Coastal tailed frog Enos Lake benthic 
stickleback 

American white pelican 

 Cassin’s auklet 
 

Cowichan Lake lamprey Enos Lake limnetic 
stickleback  

Band-tailed pigeon 

 Coastal tailed frog Grizzly bear Green sturgeon Bull trout 
 Fisher Keen’s long-eared 

myotis 
Paxton Lake benthic 
stickleback 

Cassin’s auklet 

 Grizzly bear Marbled murrelet Paxton Lake limnetic 
stickleback 

Eulachon 

 Keen’s long-eared 
myotis 

Northern red-legged frog Sharp-tailed snake Fisher 

 Marbled murrelet Pacific great blue heron White sturgeon Northern leopard frog 
 Mountain goat Queen Charlotte 

northern goshawk 
 Roosevelt elk 

 Queen Charlotte 
northern goshawk 

Short-eared owl  Sandhill crane 

 Vancouver Island 
marmot 

Vananda Creek benthic 
stickleback 

 Townsend’s big-eared bat 

  Vananda Creek limnetic 
stickleback  

 Vancouver Island 
common water shrew 

  Vancouver Island 
marmot 

 Vancouver Island ermine 

  Wolverine  Vancouver Island 
northern pygmy-owl 

    Vancouver Island white-
tailed ptarmigan 

Invertebrates  Monarch Island blue Black-tipped darner 
   Taylor’s checkerspot Boisduval’s blue - 

Icarioides blue 
    Quatsino cave amphipod 
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 Species Listed in 
IWMS Volume 1 

Species Listed by 
COSEWIC and in 
IWMS Volume 2 

Species Listed by 
COSEWIC, but not 
in IWMS Volume 2 

Species Listed in 
IWMS Volume 2, but 
not by COSEWIC 

    Western sulphur 
    Zerene (Bremner’s) 

fritillary 
Vascular Plants  Scouler’s corydalis Coastal wood fern Cup clover 
   Deltoid balsamroot Flat-topped broomrape 

(Mutabilis subspecies) 
   Phantom orchid Geyer’s onion (Tenerum 

variation) 
   Seaside birds-foot lotus Hutchinsia 
   Water-plantain 

buttercup 
Redwood sorrel 

   White-top aster  
   Yellow montane violet  
Mosses and 
Lichen 

 N/A Rigid apple moss N/A 

   Seaside bone lichen  
   Seaside centipede 

lichen 
 

Plant 
Communities 

Douglas-fir/Garry 
oak/oniongrass 

  Amabilis fir–western 
redcedar–salmonberry 
moist maritime  

    Douglas-fir–Alaska 
oniongrass 

    Douglas-fir–dull Oregon-
grape 

    Douglas-fir–salal 
    Western hemlock–

Douglas-fir–electrified 
cat’s-tail moss dry 
submaritime 

    Western redcedar–
Douglas-fir–vine maple 

IWMS species in Table 3.1 include those that are currently listed as Identified Wildlife in IWMS Volume 1, and those being 
considered as high, intermediate, and low priority for designation as Identified Wildlife in IWMS Volume 2; COSEWIC 
species include those listed as of November 2002, and classified by CCFM as being forest dependent; Many of the 
vascular plants that are listed by COSEWIC are components of Garry oak ecosystems, and some are found in the 
Douglas-fir–Alaska oniongrass community, which is listed under IWMS Volume 1. With the exception of the mountain 
goat, all IWMS Volume 1 species are also listed in IWMS Volume 2. 

3.2 Sunshine Coast Forest District 

Species protection activities in the SCFD have combined coarse-filter landscape unit 
planning and fine-filter IWMS approaches. While the MOF is no longer the lead agency 
in landscape unit planning, the SCFD did emphasize it because of the way it allows staff 
to identify limiting habitat with precision. SCFD has more Landscape Unit Plans and 
Wildlife Habitat Areas that have been completed or are near completion than do other 
areas of the province. SCFD personnel have concentrated their efforts on species that 
must be dealt with to resolve conflicts in specific areas, although they would prefer to 
focus species protection on less contentious areas. 
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3.2.1 Species Considered under IWMS Volume 1 
Over the past several years, SCFD has been involved with the following IWMS species, 
listed in order of relative priority: 
 
Marbled murrelet 
Grizzly bear 
Mountain goat 
Queen Charlotte northern goshawk  
Coastal tailed frog 
Keen’s long-eared myotis 
 
Other IWMS Volume 1 species that occur in SCFD include American bittern, bull trout, 
and fisher. District personnel did not indicate that they had addressed habitat needs of 
these identified wildlife species while planning forest operations. SCFD personnel 
anticipate that in the future Roosevelt elk, black-tailed deer, and various fish species may 
require protection. 
 
Marbled Murrelet 

Actions that have been taken to protect marbled murrelets in SCFD include engaging in 
landscape unit planning, establishing WHAs, and providing Interim Measures to protect 
habitat. To date, 11 WHAs have been approved, totaling just over 3700 hectares, with an 
equivalent THLB impact6 of 26 hectares (Table 3.2). Another 20 WHAs that have been 
proposed have yet to be designated.   
 
Two areas have been set aside as Interim Measures–one is in the Bunster Hills area and 
another is in the Brittain Landscape Unit. The Brittain Landscape Unit has been 
characterized by conflict where forest operations were proposed in marbled murrelet 
habitat areas7. In general, findings in legal cases and Forest Practices Board 
investigations have favoured protection of relatively rare habitat areas over continued 
loss of habitat to forest operations. Proposed WHAs may act as a deterrent to companies 
that would otherwise plan to develop an area.   

                                                                  
6 MWLAP and MOF personnel jointly analyze areas of land that are to be designated  as WHAs to determine which 
portion of the land could have been harvested. 
7 Sunshine Coast Conservation Association vs. Hemphill;  and Forest Practices Board “Marbled Murrelet Habitat 
Management – Considerations for the new Forest and Range Practices Act.”  January 2003.  
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Table 3.2 COSEWIC and IWMS Wildlife Species in Sunshine Coast Forest District. 

Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependen
ce Rating2  

BC 
Status 
(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs 

Habitat 
Protection5, 

6  (WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvesting 
Land Base 

Impact6 

Comments 

Vertebrates         

American Bittern  
Botaurus lentiginosus 

not assessed  Blue  IWMS (low 
priority) Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

several prov. 
and other 

parks 

 Likely occurs in SCFD during 
migration only. Estimated timber 
supply impact: none to minimal. 

American White Pelican  
Pelecanus erythrorhynchos 

NaR  Red  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

not required 
in SCFD 

 Occurs in SCFD during migration 
only. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 

Anatum Peregrine Falcon 
Falco peregrinus anatum 

T 2 Red  IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act*, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place, 
Recovery Plan 
being updated 

1 prov. park  Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
some active aeries known; others 
likely exist. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Band-tailed Pigeon  
Columba fasciata 

not assessed  Blue  IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

several prov. 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal. 

Bull Trout 
Salvelinus confluentus 

not assessed 
(intermediate 

priority 
candidate) 

 Blue  IWMS, Fisheries 
Act, Fish 

Protection Act, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

Fisheries Act several prov. 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Riparian 
Management Area (RMA) 
guidelines do not meet species 
needs. Migratory populations 
require landscape-level planning. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
moderate. 

Coastal Tailed Frog 
Ascaphus truei 

SC  Blue  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

SARA1 5+ prov. 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. RMA 
guidelines do not meet species 
needs. Estimated timber supply 
impact: moderate. 

Coastal Western Screech-owl 
Otus kennicottii kennicottii 

SC 4 Yellow Wildlife Act**, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

 several prov. 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. RMA 
guidelines do not meet species 
needs. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal to moderate. 

Eulachon  
Thaleichthys pacificus 

not assessed  Blue  IWMS (low 
priority), Fisheries 

Act, 

Fisheries Act, 
DFO and First 

Nations 
management 

  Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
most or all spawning watersheds 
known. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependen
ce Rating2  

BC 
Status 
(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs 

Habitat 
Protection5, 

6  (WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvesting 
Land Base 

Impact6 

Comments 

plans in place 

Fisher 
Martes pennanti 

not assessed  Blue  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act***, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 see 
Comments 
re: parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Large home 
ranges, therefore requires 
landscape-level planning. Most 
parks are smaller than home range 
of one individual. Estimated timber 
supply impact: moderate. 

Green Sturgeon 
Acipenser medirostris 

SC 2 Red  Fisheries Act SARA3, 
Fisheries Act 

  Distribution not well known. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
uncertain. 

Grizzly Bear 
Ursus arctos 

SC  2 Blue  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act***, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Grizzly Bear 

Conservation 
Strategy 

SARA3 14 WHAs 
approved; 

1 proposed 
WHA; 
see 

Comments 
Re: parks 

2177 ha area; 
equivalent 

THLB impact 
is 292 ha. 

Dispersed distribution. Large home 
ranges, therefore requires 
landscape-level planning. Most 
parks are smaller than home range 
of one individual. Estimated timber 
supply impact: moderate. 

Keen’s Long-eared Myotis 
Myotis keenii 

SC 1 Red  IWMS, Wildife Act, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

SARA3 2 prov. parks  Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
most hibernacula and maternity 
roosts not known. Estimated timber 
supply impact: moderate. 

Marbled Murrelet 
Brachyramphus marmoratus 

T 1 Red  IWMS, Wildife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place, 
Recovery Plan 
being updated 

11 WHAs 
approved; 

20 proposed 
WHAs; 

several prov. 
parks and 

eco. 
reserves 

3716 ha area; 
equivalent 

THLB impact 
is 26 ha. 

Dispersed distribution. Interim 
Measures should be applied. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
moderate. 

Northern Red-legged Frog 
Rana aurora 

SC 2 Blue  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

SARA3 4 prov. 
parks;  

4 other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. RMA 
guidelines do not meet species 
needs. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal to moderate. 

Pacific Great Blue Heron 
Ardea herodias fannini 

SC 1 Blue  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act*, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

SARA3, 
Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

59% of 
active nests 
in Georgia 
Depression 
protected 

 Locations of most active nest sites 
known. Potential breeding habitat 
dispersed. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Paxton Lake Benthic 
Stickleback Gasterosteus sp. 
5 

E 1 Red  Fisheries Act, Fish 
Protection Act 

SARA1, 
Fisheries Act 

  Paxton Lake surrounded by private 
land. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependen
ce Rating2  

BC 
Status 
(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs 

Habitat 
Protection5, 

6  (WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvesting 
Land Base 

Impact6 

Comments 

Paxton Lake Limnetic 
Stickleback Gasterosteus sp. 
4 

E 1 Red  Fisheries Act, Fish 
Protection Act 

SARA1, 
Fisheries Act 

  Paxton Lake surrounded by private 
land. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 

Queen Charlotte Northern 
Goshawk  
Accipiter gentiles laingi 

T 1 Red  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1 1 eco. 
reserve; 3+ 
prov. parks 

 

 Dispersed distribution. Large home 
ranges, therefore requires 
landscape-level planning. Estimated 
timber supply impact: moderate. 

Roosevelt Elk 
Cervus elaphus roosevelti 

not assessed  Blue  IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

 2 prov. parks  Dispersed distribution. Ranges of all 
populations well known. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal to 
moderate. 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii 
townsendii 

not assessed 
(intermediate 

priority 
candidate) 

 Blue  IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 

Act 

    Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
most hibernacula and maternity 
roosts not known. Estimated timber 
supply impact: minimal to moderate.

Vananda Creek Benthic 
Stickleback 
Gasterosteus sp. 17 

E 1 Red  IWMS, Fisheries 
Act, Fish 

Protection Act 

SARA1, 
Fisheries Act, 

Recovery Team 
in place, 

Recovery Plan 
being developed 

  Occurs only in 3 lakes on Texada 
Island. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Vananda Creek Limnetic 
Stickleback  
Gasterosteus sp. 16 

E 1 Red  IWMS, Fisheries 
Act, Fish 

Protection Act 

SARA1, 
Fisheries Act, 

Recovery Team 
in place, 

Recovery Plan 
being developed 

  Occurs only in 3 lakes on Texada 
Island. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Wolverine 
Gulo gulo 

SC 2 Blue  IWMS, Wildlife 
Act***, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

SARA3 see 
Comments 
re: parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Large home 
ranges, therefore requires 
landscape-level planning. Most 
parks are smaller than home range 
of one individual. Estimated timber 
supply impact: moderate. 

     

Invertebrates     

Monarch 
Danaus plexippus 

SC 2 Blue  IWMS (low 
priority) 

SARA1 not required 
in SCFD 

 Occurs in SCFD as stray migrant 
only. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependen
ce Rating2  

BC 
Status 
(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs 

Habitat 
Protection5, 

6  (WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvesting 
Land Base 

Impact6 

Comments 

Western Sulphur 
Colias occidentalis 

not assessed  Blue  IWMS (low 
priority) 

   Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal. 

     

Plant Communities     

Amabilis Fir–Western 
Redcedar–Salmonberry Moist 
Maritime 1 
Abies amabilis–Thuja plicata–
Rubus spectabilis mm1 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red  IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 1 prov. park  Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: moderate. 

Douglas-fir–Alaska 
Oniongrass 
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Melica subulata 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red  IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

 2 eco. 
reserves; 
4 prov. 
parks; 

4 other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Very little 
remaining old-growth forest in CDF 
zone. Estimated timber supply 
impact: moderate. 

Douglas-fir–Dull Oregon-grape 
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Mahonia nervosa 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red  IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

 4 eco. 
reserves; 
10 prov. 
parks; 

5 other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Very little 
remaining old-growth forest in CDF 
zone. Estimated timber supply 
impact: moderate. 

Douglas-fir–Salal  
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Gaultheria shallon 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red  IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

 5 eco. 
reserves; 
10 prov. 
parks; 4 

other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Very little 
remaining old-growth forest in CDF 
zone. Estimated timber supply 
impact: moderate. 

Western Hemlock–Douglas-
fir–Electrified Cat’s-tail Moss 
Dry Submaritime 1  
Tsuga heterophylla–
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Rhytidiadelphus triquetrus ds1 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red  IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act  

 8 prov. parks  Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: moderate. 

Western Redcedar–Douglas-
fir–Vine Maple  
Thuja plicata–Pseudotsuga 
menziesii–Acer circinatum 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red  IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 1+ prov. 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: moderate. 

1 COSEWIC status designations: E = Endangered; T = Threatened; SC = Special Concern; NaR = Not at Risk. 
2 CCFM ratings (only COSEWIC-listed species were rated): 1 = Forest dependent (Species that require ecological conditions associated with forest canopy for at least one life requisite. 
Once the canopy is removed or altered, such species will disappear.); 2 = Forest user (Species that can be found in forest, but do not depend on it for survival.); 3 = Not forest dependent 
(Species that do not use the forest in any life stage.); 4 = Unknown (Insufficient information.); 5 = Forest dependent at another scale (Species that are not forest dependent at the 
community scale, but depend on the presence of forest at the broader landscape scale. This rating was used only for plants.) 
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3 The BC Wildlife Act protects all species defined as wildlife from killing, wounding, taking, transporting, exporting and importing unless under license or permit. Additional provisions for 
some species are indicated: * Birds of this species, their eggs and nests are protected from possession, molesting or destroying; ** Birds of this species, their eggs and occupied nests are 
protected from possession, molesting or destroying; *** Regulated legal harvest of this species. 
  The BC Fisheries Act regulates the harvest of fish through sport fishing regulations.  
  The BC Fish Protection Act provides authority for water managers to consider impacts on fish and fish habitat before approving new licences or amendments to existing licences or 
issuing approvals for work in or near streams. This act cannot be used to supercede activities authorized under the Forest Act and where the Results Based Code applies. 
The Protected Areas of British Columbia Act, the BC Parks Act and the BC Ecological Reserves Act protect populations within provincial parks and ecological reserves from removal, 
destruction, disturbance or exploitation. When preparing this report, detailed information about the extent and location of protected areas occupied by each species was not available; 
therefore, this table lists provincially protected areas for all of BC, not just those in Sunshine Coast Forest District. 
4 The federal Species at Risk Act lists species under three schedules: Schedule 1 species (SARA1) will immediately come under the provisions of the Act when it is proclaimed; Schedule 
2 species (SARA2) may come under the provisions of the Act when it is proclaimed, if senate committee recommendations to the Minister are followed; Schedule 3 species (SARA3) must 
be assessed by COSEWIC within one year of proclamation of the Act. 
  The federal Fisheries Act prohibits the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat.  
  The federal Migratory Birds Convention Act prohibits hunting or collecting of migratory birds, their nests and their eggs. 
5 WHA = Wildlife Habitat Area; “other parks” includes all parks not designated as provincial or national parks (e.g., regional, municipal). 
6 WHA and THLB data are from the BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection tracking lists, current to February 14, 2003. 
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Grizzly Bear 

Actions that have been taken to protect grizzly bears include engaging in Landscape Unit 
Planning and helping to establish Wildlife Habitat Areas. Fourteen WHAs have been 
approved to date, with one other proposed. The approved WHAs constitute an area of just 
under 2200 hectares, of which nearly 300 hectares equivalent THLB impact was 
calculated. Options within the constrained land base8 have been used to accommodate 
grizzlies. District personnel try to overlap OGMAs with murrelet and grizzly habitat 
areas. Riparian and other sensitive areas can also function as grizzly habitat, and these 
constrained or partially constrained areas do not conflict as much with timber areas as 
unconstrained locations do. 
 
Mountain Goat 

Although IWMS Volume 1 listed the mountain goat as Identified Wildlife, the draft 
Volume 2 does not. District staff have actively managed for mountain goats in the past. 
Draft ungulate winter range maps have been developed to flag areas that provide habitat 
for mountain goats. Most mountain goat habitat exists in peripheral areas, i.e., in the non-
contributing land base. District personnel try to overlap areas that can serve more than 
one purpose (biodiversity, habitat). Stand-level prescriptions have also been used. For 
example, noise from helicopter logging is a concern, so timing restrictions have been put 
in place to avoid harvesting within 500 metres of winter range (when winter range is 
being used by mountain goats). The MWLAP is currently going through a review and 
comment process now. A problem that has been encountered is inaccurate interpretation 
of air photos in the search for potential habitat. District staff also require ground 
inspections.  
 
Queen Charlotte Northern Goshawk 

Wildlife Habitat Areas have been proposed, but have yet to be approved for Queen 
Charlotte northern goshawk. There has been little conflict surrounding protection of 
goshawks, because active nest sites are very visible once detected, and are therefore 
relatively easy to work around. Goshawk nest areas can however, be difficult to detect, 
since breeding goshawks tend to be very secretive. As well, because goshawks do not 
breed every year, a nest area may be inactive one year, but active the following year. 
 
Coastal Tailed Frog 

The coastal tailed frog can be managed at the stand level. Riparian management has been 
used to address habitat for tailed frogs, and there are no proposed WHAs. District 
personnel have found unexpectedly large number of these animals (“the more you look, 
the more you find”). The draft IWMS Volume 2 species account notes that most 

                                                                  
8 “Constrained” land base refers to areas where there are restrictions or constraints on timber harvesting, generally for 
physical/ecological reasons.  Legal protection and market factors may also act as constraints. 
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populations of coastal tailed frog are found in small, non-fish-bearing streams, which are 
not protected by the recommendations of the Riparian Management Area Guidebook. 
 
Keen’s Long-eared Myotis  

Keen’s long-eared myotis exist in the Caren Range, much of which lies within Spipyus 
Provincial Park. No issues have been raised with respect to their habitat yet.  
 

3.2.2 Species that will Require Protection under SARA or IWMS Volume 2 
Table 3.2 lists species that will require protection under SARA and (potentially) under 
the IWMS Volume 2. A number of the species that were classified as being either forest-
dependent or forest-using SARA species, or potential IWMS Volume 2 species, are not 
likely to be of forest management concern in the SCFD (See the Appendix for detailed 
overviews of species and their habitat requirements).  
 
Of a total of 24 vertebrates, protective measures for three will likely have no impact on 
timber supply, eight will likely have minimal impacts, and 12 are expected to have a 
moderate impact. We are unable to estimate the probable impact for one of the vertebrate 
species. Many of the vertebrate species that we expect to have a moderate impact on 
forest management and timber supply could be managed as higher level plan species, 
which would mean that protection of their habitat would not be constrained to the 1% 
IWMS impact cap, but could be achieved by combining options available for coarse and 
fine filter habitat protection. For example, under IWMS Volume 1 grizzly, fisher, and 
bull trout are managed as higher-level plan species.  
 
Of the two invertebrates, protection of one will likely not impact timber supply, while 
protection of the other may have minimal impacts. There do not appear to be any vascular 
plants that will be listed in SCFD, nor are we aware of listed mosses and lichen that occur 
there. Protection of the six plant communities that are to be listed could have moderate 
impacts. However, little remains of the old-growth forests comprising these communities  
 
3.2.3 Observations and Recommendations 
District personnel feel that establishing higher-level plans is essential to planning forest 
operations effectively and efficiently while at the same time ensuring that species at risk 
are protected. Establishing strategic plans could reduce conflict by reducing the extent of 
debates over individual Forest Stewardship Plan proposals. Amendments to higher-level 
plans could occur every five years. Six out of 24 LUPs have been completed in the 
SCFD, and OGMAs have been declared in each. So, while some progress has been made, 
there is plenty of room for more habitat to be declared, and much of it could be from the 
unconstrained land base. The LUP process could have been improved if more 
information and financial resources had been in place to support the process. 
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SCFD personnel believe that the 1% limit on allowable annual cut (AAC) impact for 
protecting IWMS species is not an issue and have not been concerned about tracking 
timber impacts9.  
 
Interviewees pointed out that attempts to locate WHAs outside the THLB were often 
frustrated. Proposed WHAs were often harvested. The problem, they suggest, is mainly 
due to the difficulty of relating the THLB hectares defined in the Timber Supply Review 
to areas actually harvested. Two issues are relevant here. First, the operability of a stand, 
and therefore the THLB, changes with the price of forest products.10 Second, the 
attributes of any specific stand are likely to differ greatly from the attributes recorded in 
the forest inventory and upon which the TSR definition of operability is based.  
 
Critical habitat for marbled murrelet and grizzly bear has been provided for to a large 
extent by defining OGMAs and wildlife trees and protecting riparian areas. Because of 
the SCFD focus on LUPs, there has been less timber impact than anticipated. Negotiation 
has normally been required between government and industry to resolve the status of 
candidate WHAs outside of constrained and partially constrained areas. SCFD personnel 
assert that there is no need to worry about the THLB until non-constrained land is being 
considered for development.11 Of the approximately 5900-hectare area of approved 
WHAs for marbled murrelet and grizzly combined, the equivalent impact to the THLB 
has been just over 300 hectares. When OGMAs and WHAs are overlappedit allows 
flexibility to use the 1% on other critical areas and allows room to negotiate over finer 
scales of planning. 
 
Some compliance monitoring of WHAs has occurred on sites in close proximity to 
operations. There has been some blowdown. Roads tend not to have an impact, as most of 
the SCFD is in second growth, and the roads are already in place from the first pass. It is 
rare that variances are requested or given.  
 
The challenge for the future is for MSRM to confirm boundaries and map all of the 
OGMAs, WHAs, and ungulate winter range. District personnel also feel that there is a 
need to have WHAs established quickly, so that information can be made known and 
therefore considered in planning forest operations. In the absence of WHAs, the onus 
may be put on licencees to identify habitat, and to work within constraints and to achieve 
defined goals. Interviewees felt strongly that protection of species at risk requires 
government to proceed with planning, and to act on existing information, for example 

                                                                  
9 Tracking the impact of implementing the IWMS is awkward and unclear. The 1% limit was originally meant to be 
applied provincially, with tracking to be done by Region. In practice though, impacts are being measured by forest 
district or management unit. Since implementation of the IWMS, allowable annual cuts (AAC) have been determined 
assuming a 1% reduction in AAC for each management unit.  
10 We note the limitation of this argument.  If the THLB is defined in this manner, then it would be impossible to harvest 
on non-THLB lands by definition. 
11 Again, operations planning on non-constrained land is impossible according to their definition. 
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with respect to proposed WHAs. It is important not to prolong the SRMP and WHA 
processes, but rather to act upon and communicate findings.  
 
District staff felt that sometimes the proposed habitat is poor, but that often there is a lack 
of commitment to the process and unnecessary bureaucracy. Of the currently proposed 
WHAs, many do not conflict with other forest values such as timber harvesting, and 
could be readily designated. Perhaps not much progress has been made because existing 
habitat is viewed as sufficient. Sometimes, people have been distracted dealing with 
contentious areas instead of proceeding with designating WHAs in non-contentious areas. 
The number of established WHAs could serve as an important indicator that species 
protection is occurring, and they need to be established now to give certainty. 
 
3.3 South Island Forest District 

Species protection activities in the SIFD have been primarily voluntary in nature. A 
substantial investment in time and resources has been made by MOF, MWLAP, and 
licencees in reviewing forest cover maps and air photos, and in researching habitat. Most 
Forest Development Plans in the district also include a windthrow assessment, which can 
be applied to ensure that vulnerability of wildlife habitat areas is minimized. It is 
understood that the areas that have been voluntarily set aside for wildlife are temporary 
and will be replaced by either WHAs or OGMAs under landscape unit planning, and will 
be included in the timber supply impact budgets for those planning processes and not 
incremental to those budgets. Landscape unit planning has not been a priority in the 
SIFD. Some drafts for East Island are in progress, under the leadership of MSRM 
regional personnel. In the absence of LUPs, the District Manager informally tries to 
manage for old growth representation at the biogeoclimatic subzone level. In the past, 
MOF and MWLAP jointly set priorities, now MWLAP prioritizes which species to focus 
on. 
 
3.3.1 Species Considered under IWMS Volume 1 
Over the last several years, SIFD has dealt with the following IWMS species, listed in 
order of relative priority: 
 
Marbled murrelet 
Queen Charlotte northern goshawk 
Garry oak/Douglas-fir/oniongrass 
Cassin’s auklet 
American bittern 
Keen’s long-eared myotis 
Douglas-fir/Dull Oregon grape 
 
Vancouver Island marmot is listed as an IWMS Volume 1 species, and occurs in SIFD, 
but because its habitat is on private property the MOF has not been involved in habitat 
management. Future MOF involvement may be required since the IWMS Volume 2 
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species account recommends that, in addition to establishing WHAs at known colonies, 
WHAs also be established at reintroduction sites or historical sites as recommended by 
the Vancouver Island Marmot Recovery Team.  
 
Although district personnel noted having dealt with the Douglas-fir/oregon grape plant 
community, it is not currently listed in IWMS Volume 1, but likely will be listed in 
Volume 2. Although not under the auspices of the IWMS, the SIFD has been involved 
with protecting ungulate winter range. 
 
Marbled Murrelet 

Eight WHAs have been established, comprising an area of over 1900 hectares. Although 
equivalent THLB impacts have yet to be determined, not all of the area is likely to be part 
of the THLB. There are also more than 20 proposed WHA candidate areas which are in 
or have completed consultation, and which comprise about 2500 hectares (Table 3.3).  
 
When the IWMS was published in 1999, no budget was allotted for the marbled murrelet. 
Habitat was to be captured through land use planning, with most to be taken from the 
non-contributing land base (for example, along the thin riparian corridors). District 
personnel understand that marbled murrelet need at least a 200-metre patch for nest sites, 
as they require interior forest conditions. About a year ago, the three MOF District 
Managers on Vancouver Island recommended to MSRM that approximately 30% of the 
IWMS budget be prioritized for establishing marbled murrelet WHAs. The policy was 
subsequently changed to allow 30% of the IWMS 1% budget, comprising about 750 
hectares, to be allocated for marbled murrelet habitat. However, SIFD personnel noted 
that many people have indicated that they feel that the portion of 1% is insufficient. Some 
see the need to remove the restriction so that habitat can be protected where it exists.  
 
Each licensee deals with species at risk differently in management plans. For example, 
Weyerhaeuser has its own biologist for TFL 44, who in conjunction with MWLAP 
personnel identified and set aside areas for marbled murrelet management. This 
represents an informal understanding, and does not have official status–the licensee 
simply avoided putting cut blocks in some areas. 
 
Similar agreements are in place elsewhere in the province. For example, we were 
informed that in TFL 46, TimberWest, the second largest licensee in the district, and 
MWLAP formed a cooperative agreement. In the late 1990s, voluntary areas were set 
aside until WHAs and OGMAs were established. A document is in place outlining the 
agreement. 
 
In portions of the Arrowsmith TSA, licensee and MWLAP biologists assessed lands, and 
entered into an agreement to put aside areas in the interim until IWMS WHAs are 
developed.  
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Table 3.3 COSEWIC and IWMS Wildlife Species in South Island Forest District. 

Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Vertebrates         

American Bittern  
Botaurus lentiginosus 

not assessed  Blue IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

several prov. 
and other 

parks 

 Small numbers winter in SIFD. 
Breeding is suspected but not 
confirmed. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none to minimal. 

American White Pelican  
Pelecanus erythrorhynchos 

NaR  Red IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

not required in 
SIFD 

 Occurs in SIFD during migration only. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Anatum Peregrine Falcon 
Falco peregrinus anatum 

T 2 Red IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act*, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place, 
Recovery Plan 
being updated. 

1 prov. park  Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
some active aeries known; others 
likely exist. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Band-tailed Pigeon  
Columba fasciata 

not assessed  Blue IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

several prov. 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal. 

Cassin’s Auklet  
Ptychoramphus aleuticus 

not assessed  Blue IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Ecological 

Reserves Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act, 
National Parks 

Act 

18 eco. 
reserves; 

Pacific Rim 
NP 

 Not of forest management concern in 
SIFD. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 

Coastal Western Screech-owl 
Otus kennicottii kennicottii 

SC 4 Yellow Wildlife Act**, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

National Parks 
Act 

Pacific Rim 
NP; 

several prov. 
parks; 

 

 Dispersed distribution. Riparian 
Management Area (RMA) guidelines 
do not meet species needs. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal to moderate. 

Cowichan Lake Lamprey 
Lampetra macrostoma 

T 1 Red IWMS (low 
priority), Fisheries 

Act, Fish 
Protection Act 

SARA1, 
Fisheries Act 

  Occurs only in Cowichan and 
Mesachie lakes. Estimated timber 
supply impact: none to minimal. 

Enos Lake Benthic 
Stickleback  
Gasterosteus sp. 3 

E 1 Red Fisheries Act, Fish 
Protection Act 

Fisheries Act   Enos Lake surrounded by private 
land. Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Enos Lake Limnetic 
Stickleback  
Gasterosteus sp. 2 

E 1 Red Fisheries Act, Fish 
Protection Act 

Fisheries Act   Enos Lake surrounded by private 
land. Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Green Sturgeon  
Acipenser medirostris 

SC 2 Red Fisheries Act SARA3, 
Fisheries Act 

  Distribution not well known. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
uncertain. 

Keen’s Long-eared Myotis  
Myotis keenii 

SC 1 Red IWMS, Wildlife Act, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

SARA3 2 prov. parks  Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
most hibernacula and maternity 
roosts not known. Estimated timber 
supply impact: moderate. 

Marbled Murrelet  
Brachyramphus marmoratus 

T 1 Red IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1, 
National Parks 
Act, Recovery 
Team in place, 
Recovery Plan 
being updated 

8 WHAs 
approved, 

23 proposed; 
Pacific Rim 

NP; 
several prov. 

parks and 
eco. reserves 

1965.1 ha 
area; 

equivalent 
THLB impact 
has yet to be 
determined.

Dispersed distribution. Interim 
Measures should be applied. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
moderate. 

Northern Leopard Frog  
Rana pipiens 

NaR        
(S’ern. Mtn. 

pop. - E) 

(S’ern Mtn. 
pop. - 2) 

Red IWMS, Wildlife Act  not required in 
SIFD 

 Introduced species in SIFD. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Northern Red-legged Frog  
Rana aurora 

SC 2 Blue IWMS, Wildlife Act, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

SARA3 4 prov. parks; 
4 other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. RMA 
guidelines do not meet species 
needs. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal to moderate. 

Pacific Great Blue Heron  
Ardea herodias fannini 

SC 1 Blue IWMS, Wildlife 
Act*, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

SARA3, 
Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

59% of active 
nests in 
Georgia 

Depression 
protected 

 Locations of most active nest sites 
known. Potential breeding habitat 
dispersed. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Queen Charlotte Northern 
Goshawk  
Accipiter gentilis laingi 

T 1 Red IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1 2 WHAs 
approved, 

1 proposed 
WHA; 
1 eco. 

reserve; 
3+ prov. parks 

2426.2 ha 
area; 

equivalent 
THLB impact 

is 680 ha. 

Dispersed distribution. Large home 
ranges, therefore requires landscape-
level planning. Estimated timber 
supply impact: moderate. 

Roosevelt Elk  
Cervus elaphus roosevelti 

not assessed  Blue IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 

 2 prov. parks  Dispersed distribution. Ranges of all 
populations well known. Estimated 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Act, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

timber supply impact: minimal to 
moderate. 

Sandhill Crane  
Grus canadensis 

NaR  Red IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 

2+ WMAs; 
2+ prov. parks 

 Occurs in SIFD during migration only. 
Wetlands identified as stop-over sites 
may require protection. Estimated 
timber supply impact: none to 
minimal. 

Sharp-tailed Snake  
Contia tenuis 

E 1 Red Wildlife Act SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

  Locations of some populations 
known; others may exist. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal. 

Short-eared Owl  
Asio flammeus 

SC 3 Blue IWMS, Wildlife 
Act** 

SARA3 not required in 
SIFD 

 Not impacted by forest management. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat  
Corynorhinus townsendii 
townsendii 

not assessed 
(intermediate 

priority 
candidate) 

 Blue IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 

Act 

   Dispersed distribution. Locations of 
most hibernacula and maternity 
roosts not known. Estimated timber 
supply impact: minimal to moderate. 

Vancouver Island Common 
Water Shrew  
Sorex palustris brooksi 

not assessed  Red IWMS, Wildlife Act, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

National Parks 
Act 

Pacific Rim 
NP; 

2 prov. parks; 
2 other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. RMA 
guidelines only partially meet species 
needs. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Vancouver Island Ermine  
Mustela erminea anguinae 

not assessed  Blue IWMS (low 
priority), Wildlife 
Act, Protected 

Areas Act, Parks 
Act 

 1+ prov. park  Dispersed distribution. Ecology and 
distribution not well known. Estimated 
timber supply impact: uncertain. 

Vancouver Island Marmot 
Marmota vancouverensis 

E 3 Red IWMS, Wildlife Act, 
Protected Areas 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place, 
Recovery Plan 
being updated 

1 CWMA; 
1 eco. reserve  

 Very few remaining populations. 
Discrete locations. Estimated timber 
supply impact: minimal. 

Vancouver Island Northern 
Pygmy-Owl  
Glaucidium gnoma swarthi 

not assessed 
(intermediate 

priority 
candidate) 

 Blue IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

National Parks 
Act 

Pacific Rim 
NP; 

3+ prov. parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Few known 
nesting areas. Estimated timber 
supply impact: minimal. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Vancouver Island White-tailed 
Ptarmigan  
Lagopus leucurus saxatilis 

not assessed  Blue IWMS, Wildlife 
Act**, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 1 prov. park  Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal 

White Sturgeon  
Acipenser transmontanus 

SC 2 Red Fisheries Act, Fish 
Protection Act 

SARA3, Fisheries 
Act 

not required in 
SIFD 

 Non-breeding, occasional visitor to 
SIFD. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 

      

Invertebrates      

Black-tipped Darner  
Aeshna tuberculifera 

dragonflies 
not listed 

 Blue IWMS (low 
priority), Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 1 prov. park  Known populations in discrete 
locations; others may exist. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal. 

Boisduval’s (Icarioides) Blue 
Icaricia icarioides blackmorei 

not assessed 
(intermediate 

priority 
candidate) 

 Blue IWMS (low priority)    Known populations in discrete 
locations; others may exist. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal. 

Island Blue  
Plebejus saepiolus insulanus 

E 4 Red  SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

  No recorded sightings since 1979. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Monarch  
Danaus plexippus 

SC 2 Blue IWMS (low priority) SARA1 not required in 
SIFD 

 Occurs in SIFD as stray migrant only. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Quatsino Cave Amphipod  
Stygobromus quatsinensis 

amphipods 
not listed 

 Blue IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 1 prov. park  Known populations in discrete 
locations; others may exist. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal. 

Taylor’s Checkerspot  
Euphydryas editha taylori 

E 1 Red Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

1 prov. park  One remaining population and 2 
small sub-populations are all on 
Hornby Island. Estimated timber 
supply impact: none. 

Western Sulphur  
Colias occidentalis 

not assessed  Blue IWMS (low priority)    Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: minimal. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Zerene (Bremner’s) Fritillary  
Speyeria zerene bremnerii 

not assessed  Blue IWMS (low priority)    Remaining population is on 
Saltspring Island. Estimated timber 
supply impact: none to minimal. 

      

Vascular Plants      

Coastal Wood Fern  
Dryopteris arguta 

SC 5 Blue Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

2 prov. parks  Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: none 
to minimal. 

Cup Clover  
Trifolium cyathiferum 

not assessed  Red IWMS (low priority)    Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
uncertain. 

Deltoid Balsamroot  
Balsamorhiza deltoidea 

E 5 Red  SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

  Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: none 
to minimal. 

Flat-topped Broomrape  
(mutabilis subspecies)  
Orobanche corymbosa 
mutabilis 

not assessed  Red IWMS (low priority)  not required in 
SIFD 

 Not affected by forest management. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
none. 

Geyer’s Onion (tenerum 
variation)  
Allium geyeri var. tenerum 

not assessed  Red IWMS (low priority) Recovery Team 
in place 

(GOERT), 
Recovery Plan 

completed 

  Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
uncertain. 

Hutchinsia  
Hutchinsia procumbens 

not assessed  Red IWMS (low priority)    Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. Likely 
not affected by forest management. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
uncertain. 

Phantom Orchid  
Cephalanthera austiniae 

T 1 Red Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act, 

Ecological 

SARA1 1 eco. 
reserve; 

2 prov. parks 

 Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: none 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Reserves Act to minimal. 

Redwood Sorrel  
Oxalis oregana 

not assessed  Red IWMS (low priority)    Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
uncertain. 

Scouler’s Corydalis  
Corydalis scouleri 

T 2 Red Protected Areas 
Act, Parks Act, 

Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1 1 eco. 
reserve; 

1 prov. park 

 Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal. 

Seaside Birds-foot Lotus  
Lotus formosissimus 

E 5 Red Protected Areas 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

1 eco. reserve  Only known populations are in an 
ecological reserve and on 
Department of National Defence 
Land. Estimated timber supply 
impact: none. 

Water-plantain Buttercup  
Ranunculus alismaefolius var. 
alismaefolius 

E 5 Red SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

1 other park  Only known population is in an urban 
municipal park. Estimated timber 
supply impact: none. 

White-top Aster  
Sericocarpus rigidus (Aster 
curtus) 

T 5 Red Protected Areas 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

2 eco. 
reserves; 

4 other parks 

 Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: none 
to minimal. 

Yellow Montane Violet  
Viola praemorsa ssp. 
praemorsa 

T 5 Red Protected Areas 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

2 eco. 
reserves; 

5 other parks 

 Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: none 
to minimal. 

      

Mosses and Lichens      

Rigid Apple Moss  
Bartramia stricta 

E 1 Red SARA1, 
Recovery Team 

in place 
(GOERT), 

  Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: none 
to minimal. 
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Species 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

COSEWI
C Status1 

CCFM 
Forest 

Dependenc
e Rating2  

BC 
Stat
us 

(List) 

Provincial 
Legislation3, 
Policy and 
Programs  

Federal 
Legislation4, 
Policy and 
Programs5 

Habitat 
Protection6, 7 

(WHA, IM, 
PA, SRMP) 

Timber 
Harvestin

g Land 
Base 

Impact7 

Comments 

Recovery Plan 
completed 

Seaside Bone Lichen  
Hypogymnia heterophylla 

SC 1 lichens 
not 

listed 

SARA3 1 other park  Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal. 

Seaside Centipede Lichen 
Heterodermia sitchensis 

E 1 lichens 
not 

listed 

SARA1, 
National Parks 

Act 

Pacific Rim 
NP 

 Very few known populations; others 
may exist. Discrete locations. 
Estimated timber supply impact: 
minimal. 

      

Plant Communities      

Amabilis Fir–Western 
Redcedar–Salmonberry Moist 
Maritime 1  
Abies amabilis–Thuja plicata–
Rubus spectabilis mm1 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 

Act 

 1 prov. park  Dispersed distribution. Estimated 
timber supply impact: moderate. 

Douglas-fir–Alaska 
Oniongrass  
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Melica subulata 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

 1 WHA 
approved; 

 2 eco. 
reserves; 

4 prov. parks; 
4 other parks 

22 ha area; 
equivalent 

THLB impact 
is 0 ha. 

Dispersed distribution. Very little 
remaining old-growth forest in CDF 
zone. Estimated timber supply 
impact: minimal. 

Douglas-fir–Dull Oregon-
grape  
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Mahonia nervosa 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

 4 eco. 
reserves; 
10 prov. 
parks; 

5 other parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Very little 
remaining old-growth forest in CDF 
zone. Estimated timber supply 
impact: moderate. 

Douglas-fir–Salal  
Pseudotsuga menziesii–
Gaultheria shallon 

plant 
communities 

not listed 

 Red IWMS, Protected 
Areas Act, Parks 
Act, Ecological 
Reserves Act 

 5 eco. 
reserves; 
10 prov. 

parks; 4 other 
parks 

 Dispersed distribution. Very little 
remaining old-growth forest in CDF 
zone. Estimated timber supply 
impact: moderate. 

1 COSEWIC status designations: E = Endangered; T = Threatened; SC = Special Concern; NaR = Not at Risk. 
2 CCFM ratings (only COSEWIC-listed species were rated): 1 = Forest dependent (Species that require ecological conditions associated with forest canopy for at least one life requisite. 
Once the canopy is removed or altered, such species will disappear.); 2 = Forest user (Species that can be found in forest, but do not depend on it for survival.); 3 = Not forest dependent 
(Species that do not use the forest in any life stage.); 4 = Unknown (Insufficient information.); 5 = Forest dependent at another scale (Species that are not forest dependent at the 
community scale, but depend on the presence of forest at the broader landscape scale. This rating was used only for plants.) 
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3 The BC Wildlife Act protects all species defined as wildlife from killing, wounding, taking, transporting, exporting and importing unless under license or permit. Additional provisions for 
some species are indicated: * Birds of this species, their eggs and nests are protected from possession, molesting or destroying; ** Birds of this species, their eggs and occupied nests are 
protected from possession, molesting or destroying; *** Regulated legal harvest of this species. 
  The BC Fisheries Act regulates the harvest of fish through sport fishing regulations.  
  The BC Fish Protection Act provides authority for water managers to consider impacts on fish and fish habitat before approving new licences or amendments to existing licences or 
issuing approvals for work in or near streams. This Act cannot be used to supercede activities authorized under the Forest Act and where the Results Based Code applies. 
  The Protected Areas of British Columbia Act, the BC Parks Act and the BC Ecological Reserves Act protect populations within provincial parks and ecological reserves from removal, 
destruction, disturbance or exploitation. When preparing this report, detailed information about the extent and location of protected areas occupied by each species was not available; 
therefore, this table lists provincially protected areas for all of BC, not just those in South Island Forest District. 
4 The federal Species at Risk Act lists species under three schedules: Schedule 1 species (SARA1) will immediately come under the provisions of the Act when it is proclaimed; Schedule 
2 species (SARA2) may come under the provisions of the Act when it is proclaimed, if senate committee recommendations to the Minister are followed; Schedule 3 species (SARA3) must 
be assessed by COSEWIC within one year of proclamation of the Act. 
  The federal Fisheries Act prohibits the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat.  
  The federal Migratory Birds Convention Act prohibits hunting or collecting of migratory birds, their nests and their eggs. 
  The Canada National Parks Act protects populations within national parks from removal, destruction, disturbance or exploitation. This table refers only to species occurrences in Pacific 
Rim National Park, which falls within the boundaries of South Island Forest District. 
5 GOERT = Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team. 
6 WHA = Wildlife Habitat Area; WMA = Wildlife Management Area; CWMA = Critical Wildlife Management Area; “other parks” includes all parks not designated as provincial or national 
parks (e.g., regional, municipal). 
7 WHA and THLB data are from the BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection tracking lists, current to February 14, 2003. 
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In the Clayoquot Sound Management Area, marbled murrelet habitat is identified in 
Interim Watershed Plans and Watershed Management Plans. A Technical Planning 
Committee that includes a First Nation and an MSRM member accepts the plans. They 
also do assessments at the stand level for red- and blue-listed species when they have not 
been addressed in the watershed plans. 
 
Another example of how marbled murrelet protection occurs in the SIFD, is where 
MWLAP or environmental groups identify habitat at the FDP stage. Anyone can propose 
a WHA, and MWLAP and environmental groups propose about equal numbers of them. 
Once a proposal is made, the MWLAP Rare and Endangered Species Biologist submits 
it, and it is sent to a regional committee, then referred to First Nations, MOF, and 
resource agencies.  
 
Under the BC Timber Sales program, the Brand Valley had several cutblocks deferred 
from harvest to provide interim management of marbled murrelet until OGMAs and 
WHAs were established in the landscape unit.   
 
Marbled murrelet nests containing eggs or young are protected under the Wildlife Act, but 
they are difficult to find, being little more than a shallow cup on a moss-covered branch 
high in the canopy. 
 
No Interim Measures have been established for the marbled murrelet under the IWMS, as 
the various agreements between government and licensees have sufficed to provide 
interim protection. 
 
Queen Charlotte Northern Goshawk 

There are two established WHAs for Queen Charlotte northern goshawks that encompass 
an area of just over 2400 hectares, of which 680 hectares are in the THLB. There is also 
one proposed WHA that has yet to be approved. 
 
A goshawk nest was identified at Mt. Edinborough by TimberWest in TFL46 in the mid-
1990s. Timberwest followed biologist recommendations at the time, and established an 
interim strategy for the nest, as a voluntary initiative. A WHA was established for the site 
this year. The goshawk management area affected cutblock size, and more coarse woody 
debris was left behind. The WHA is comprised of (i) a nest site of 12 hectares 
surrounding the nest and reserved from harvest, (ii) a post fledging area where partial 
cuts are allowed, and (iii) a foraging area. The general wildlife measures for the WHA 
provide restrictions on the type and timing of activities. 
 
In TFL 44, goshawk habitat is found at McLaughlin Ridge. The area also provides 
ungulate winter range, and in May 2001 was established as the first WHA in the district. 
Nests have also been identified in areas not yet planned for harvesting. Goshawks have 
been found nesting in an alder tree on the east side of Vancouver Island, and a decision 
was made not to place a WHA there.  
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Garry Oak/Douglas-fir/Oniongrass 

One WHA was recently approved for the Garry oak/Douglas-fir/oniongrass plant 
community (referred to as Douglas-fir/Alaska oniongrass in the draft IWMS Volume 2 
species account). The WHA comprises 22 hectares, and does not impact the THLB. 
 
Cassin’s Auklet  

The MOF found that no action was necessary to protect Cassin’s auklet, which in the 
SIFD nests on islands that have few or no trees (unlike in other forest districts where this 
species occurs). 
 
American Bittern 

Once again, the MOF found that no action was necessary to protect the American bittern, 
which prefers marsh habitat and has little forest interaction. 
 
Keen’s Long-eared Myotis 

No WHAs have been set aside for Keen’s long-eared myotis, which may occur in areas of 
karst topography near the ocean where there is little forest interaction The habitat needs 
of this species are complex. Caves and other rock formations provide essential habitat for 
maternity roosts and hibernacula, but the species is also dependent on the availability of 
old forest habitat that provides tree cavities and spaces under the sloughing bark of dead 
trees for summer roosting sites, primarily for adult males. Some approved SIFD forest 
development plans have measures to protect habitat for this species. 
 
Douglas-fir/Dull Oregon-grape 

The SIFD found that no action was necessary to protect the Douglas-fir/Dull Oregon-
grape plant community.  
 
Ungulate Winter Range 

Section 69 of the Operational and Site Planning Regulation identifies ungulate winter 
range. Licensees manage for ungulates even though they are not necessarily listed as 
species at risk. Significant portions of the SIFD have a substantial number of agreed-upon 
ungulate winter ranges. If ungulate winter range is approved before October of this year, 
it will be protected habitat.  
 
District personnel felt that there is a risk that ungulate habitat areas could form “predator 
pools,” areas where predation increases. They suspect that predation may be more of a 
determinant of population size than is habitat. 
 
Vancouver Island Marmot 

All known occurrences of the Vancouver Island marmot are on private land that was part 
of the E&N land grant, and are not managed by MOF. 
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3.3.2 Species that will Require Protection under SARA or IWMS Volume 2 
Species that will require protection under the auspices of SARA and/or potentially under 
the IWMS Volume 2 are presented in Table 3.3. A number of the species that were 
classified as being either forest dependent or forest using SARA species or potential 
IWMS Volume 2 species are not likely to be of forest management concern in the SIFD 
(See the Appendix for detailed overviews of species and their habitat requirements). 
 
Of a total of 27 vertebrates, protective measures for seven will likely have no impact on 
timber supply, 12 will probably have minimal impacts, and for six of the species the 
impact is expected to be moderate. As is the case for SCFD, some of the species that are 
expected to have moderate impacts on forest lands and operations could be addressed as 
higher-level plan species. For two of the vertebrate species, it is uncertain what the 
impact may be. Of the total of eight invertebrates, protection of three will likely not affect 
timber supply, while protection of five may have minimal impacts.  
 
Among plant species and communities that will require protective measures, one WHA 
has been designated in a Garry oak ecosystem and this covers the only known occurrence 
of a Garry oak ecosystem on Crown land. The plants that are associated with Garry oak 
will probably be protected by the Recovery Plan developed by the Garry Oak Ecosystem 
Recovery Team (GOERT).  
 
Protection of the three listed species of moss and lichen within SIFD will likely have 
minimal impact on timber supply, while protection of the four plant communities that are 
to be listed could have minimum to moderate impacts. Little remains of these old-growth 
forest communities.  
 
3.3.3 Observations and Recommendations 
It is the SIFD’s view that the province needs to proceed with implementing IWMS 
provisions for protecting species at risk. Forest operations planning could proceed more 
efficiently and effectively, while at the same time ensuring that species at risk are 
protected, if WHAs were approved (under the IWMS), and broader resource management 
zone areas were approved under the land use planning process. Uncertainty over the land 
base would then not be such a significant factor to deal with in operations.  
 
Eleven new WHAs have been established in SIFD since last July. Some of the proposed 
WHAs are in areas of interim voluntary protection, set aside to leave options open. The 
intent was not that all Interim Measures would become WHAs.  
 
Staff interviewed think that the 1% threshold for WHAs may have been met already. 
While the timber supply analysis has yet to be done on newly approved and proposed 
WHAs, the information reviewed by MOF district staff led them to believe that impacts 
are greater than was anticipated by MWLAP. They anticipate that either some WHAs 
will need to be rescinded, or more area will need to be allocated. 
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Measurement of the timber supply impact caused by implementing the IWMS is creating 
uncertainty and causing discomfort among staff in the forest districts and MWLAP. 
There is some contention between the MOF and the MWLAP as to whether timber 
supply impact should be measured by volume or area.  
 
There has been no compliance monitoring of WHAs, as WHAs have only been in place 
for one year. Interim Measures thresholds exist in the IWMS, but have not been used in 
the SIFD, in part because other (voluntary) processes have been used to manage wildlife 
habitat. With the voluntary interim options, plans are reviewed for compliance. In some 
parts of the district, citizens monitor whether or not these less formal agreements are 
abided by. 
 
The Marbled Murrelet recovery team recommends, and the SIFD agrees, that inventory 
work needs to be carried out in parks and protected areas to determine the value of these 
areas for ensuring a viable marbled murrelet population is maintained. For any 
conservation plan to be comprehensive, the value of parks and protected areas must be 
assessed. Perhaps a political decision needs to be made as to whether species need to be 
protected across their ranges or only in specific locations. If existing parks and protected 
areas can assist with conservation, then the economic and social impacts of protecting the 
marbled murrelet can be reduced. 
 
District staff said that the IWMS should be implemented promptly to provide protection 
for Identified Wildlife. Species that aren’t Identified Wildlife also need protection. 
Currently, the Wildlife Act (section 6) provides the means for government to declare a 
species threatened or endangered and to prescribe management, yet this part of the 
Wildlife Act has rarely been used. A number of issues regarding protection of threatened 
or endangered species could be resolved if government would exercise its powers under 
the Wildlife Act. 
 
3.4 Synopsis  

In the two forest districts we examined, there has been little progress on landscape unit 
planning. The Sunshine Coast Forest District has completed plans for 25% of its 
landscape units. The South Island Forest District has not completed any. The MSRM is 
just beginning to work on LUPs for the eastern portion of this district.  
 
Similarly, there has been limited progress on designating Wildlife Habitat Areas for 
IWMS Volume 1 species in either district. District personnel characterize the process as 
being too slow and acknowledge that there is disagreement between ministries over the 
method of tracking impacts to timber supply. The SCFD now contains 11 approved 
WHAs for marbled murrelet and 14 for grizzly bear, encompassing a total area of close to 
6000 hectares, of which just over 300 hectares were determined to impact the THLB. The 
SIFD contains eight approved WHAs for marbled murrelet, two for goshawk, and one for 
the Garry oak/Douglas-fir/oniongrass plant community. The SIFD has set aside a total of 
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approximately 4300 hectares, and has yet to agree upon how to determine the impact on 
the THLB.  
 
We learned that the methods and policies of maintaining a 1% cap on timber supply 
impact is problematic, and is a cause of contention between MOF and MWLAP. It is 
difficult to measure the impacts on timber supply, given that the definition of the THLB 
is subject to constant change, and formerly “constrained” areas are becoming more 
accessible. Because all forested areas are potentially within the THLB, it was suggested 
that suitable habitat areas should be protected wherever they can be found.  
 
Not all IWMS Volume 1 species have been protected. A large number of species not 
previously protected under IWMS Volume 1 will soon require protective measures under 
COSEWIC and IWMS Volume 2. Tables 3.2 and 3.3 illustrate which species have (and 
which have not) received attention to date in the SCFD and the SIFD. We have also 
commented on our estimation of the extent to which designating WHAs and otherwise 
protecting identified species’ habitat has affected or will affect timber supply. To date, 
the timber supply impact in the SCFD has been negligible, while in the SIFD it is mostly 
undetermined, but expected to be considerably larger. A larger impact in the SIFD may 
be anticipated over the long term, given that more COSEWIC and IWMS Volume 2 
species occur there. As illustrated in Tables 3.2 and 3.3, there has been little impact on 
timber supply to date, but e this can parly be explained by the slow progress of protecting 
habitat through the establishment of WHAs.    
 
In the SCFD the number of IWMS species will increase by a factor of four, from six 
IWMS Volume 1 species to 27 IWMS Volume 2 species. One SCFD species, mountain 
goat, does not appear to be listed for Volume 2, but all other Volume 1 species remain as 
Identified Wildlife.  
 
In the SIFD, the projected increase is by a factor of five, from seven to 37, and all 
Volume 1 species will be included in Volume 2. 
 
Yet the provincial government has reduced the staff and budget allocations for these and 
other forest districts, and has reduced the number of MWLAP regional personnel. 
 
A number of areas require further research, including: 
 
Whether the MOF should continue to try to recommend the use of areas outside the 
THLB for Wildlife Habitat Areas; 
 
The extent and quality of habitat for species at risk inside protected areas; 
 
How species interact, and the extent to which that set aside as Old Growth Management 
Areas, riparian management zones, and ungulate winter range can provide habitat for 
Identified Wildlife; and 
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Implications of the SARA recovery and action plan timelines. 
 
Political commitment, especially in the form of staff and budget allocations, was 
identified by district staff as critical for protecting the habitat of species at risk. The 
slowness that has characterized protection of habitat for Identified Wildlife to date has 
resulted in ongoing loss of potential habitat, uncertainty for forest companies, conflicts 
occurring among industry, government, and non-governmental organizations, and 
skepticism internationally as to the adequacy of wildlife protection in BC.  
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4.0 Discussion 

Our investigations have revealed the following about federal and provincial legislation 
related to protecting species at risk: 

• The federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) includes “safety net” provisions that 
authorize the federal government to protect species at risk on provincial land, 
including BC. provincial forestland, if, in the opinion of the federal government, the 
province’s performance is deemed inadequate. In effect, SARA has established a new 
standard for species at risk protection in Canada. When Senate approved the Act, it 
issued a report emphasizing that the federal government should be prepared to 
exercise the “safety net” provisions. 

• British Columbia’s commitments to the 1996 Accord for the Protection of Species at 
Risk are beginning to materialize. The Identified Wildlife Management Strategy 
(IWMS) is expected to be added as a regulation under the Forest and Range Practices 
Act (when it has been proclaimed), in a similar form as it exists under the Forest 
Practices of British Columbia Act.  

• Amendments to the BC Wildlife Act are being considered so as to increase its ability 
to provide for the protection and recovery of species not protected by the way of the 
Forest and Range Practices Act. 

• Volume 2 of the IWMS is expected to include all of the forest-dependent species in 
BC that COSEWIC listed as threatened, or endangered (as of November 2002). In the 
two forest districts we examined, the number of Identified Wildlife species will 
increase to four or five times the present number. 

• The number of COSEWIC-listed forest-dependent species in BC is expected to grow 
as COSEWIC continues to assess more and more species, many of which are listed by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Centre. 

The context for this legislation is that global NGOs and the Canadian federal government 
are growing increasingly aware of the discrepancy between the number of species at risk 
in BC, and B.C.’s performance in protecting them:  

• Major buyers of BC’s forest products, especially those from the U.S., Japan, and 
Europe, are growing increasingly reluctant to purchase wood that is not certified.  

• The U.S. and other countries already possess a variety of tools that could be used to 
impose trade barriers against BC forest products if the province appears to be failing 
to meet its commitments to protect species at risk.  

• The government of BC promised that implementing the IWMS would not reduce 
provincial timber supply by more than 1%.  
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4.1 BC’s Performance 

To determine the BC provincial government’s performance in protecting forest-
dependent species at risk would require an assessment for the entire province using a 
variety of criteria. In the following assessment, we used (a) the number of listed species 
at risk versus the number of these species that are legally recognized as requiring 
protection, and (b) the rate of implementation of the Identified Wildlife Management 
Strategy. 

4.1.1 Number of Listed Species 
The BC Conservation Data Centre lists approximately 1567 elements as being at risk (red 
and blue listed) in B.C.: 

Table 1 Wildlife elements* listed by the B.C. Conservation Data Centre 
 Fauna Flora Plant Communities Total 

Red-listed 136 358 139 633 

Blue-listed 182 624 128 934 

Total 318 982 267 1567 

* species, subspecies, populations and plant communities. 

Volume 1 of the Identified Wildlife Management Strategy (approved in 1999) contained 
40 species. The draft Volume 2 of the IWMS includes 246 of 801 species assessed (52 
high priority, 113 intermediate priority, 81 low priority). If approved, the much larger 
IWMS Volume 2 will represent a significant positive step toward the legal protection of 
species at risk in BC.  

In the two districts we examined, the number of Identified Wildlife will increase 
dramatically if IWMS Volume 2 is approved. The Sunshine Coast Forest District (SIFD) 
currently contains six Identified Wildlife species and this will jump to 27 species with 
IWMS Volume 2. The South Island Forest District (SCFD) currently contains seven 
Identified Wildlife and this will jump to 36 species with IWMS Volume 2.  

In comparison, COSEWIC currently lists 64 British Columbia species as either 
endangered (38) or threatened (26) nationally. Only four species are listed under B.C.’s 
Wildlife Act. 

4.1.2 Implementation of the IWMS 

We were able to determine that the IWMS has not been sufficiently implemented for 
IWMS Volume 1 species in the two forest districts that we examined, and that the ability 
to implement IWMS Volume 2 has already been compromised. Here are the key features: 
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• Landscape unit planning, as a vehicle for addressing Identified Wildlife 
protection, has not been implemented in one district and has been completed on 
only 25% of the landscape units in the other district. 

• Not all IWMS Volume 1 species have been protected and IWMS Volume 2 as 
drafted will increase the number of species to protect in these two districts by a 
factor of four or five times.  

• Finding suitable locations for Wildlife Habitat Areas has been frustrated by the 
lack of geo-referenced Timber Harvesting Landbase information.   

• Insufficient staff and budget allocations to the forest districts and to regional 
MWLAP personnel has partially disabled the ability of these ministries to 
implement IWMS. 

4.2 An Issue of Priorities 

Can the Province adequately protect species at risk and maintain access to timber volume 
at the same time? From this initial investigation we cannot offer broad generalizations for 
the province as a whole. Much more research would be required with respect to the 
habitat requirements for forest-dependent species at risk, alternatives for conserving their 
respective habitats, and the timber supply impacts of the various alternatives. 
Nevertheless, from the limited analysis that we were able to conduct, there are indications 
that timber supply will be impacted in some forest districts (perhaps at levels well above 
the current 1% cap on AAC) if sufficient protection and recovery efforts for forest-
dependent species are implemented. To use an old cliché, it seems that we cannot have 
our cake and eat it too. 

This raises an important issue for government to consider. To the extent that a choice 
needs to be made between adequately protecting species at risk and maintaining access to 
timber volume, on what bases should that decision be made? In Section 1, we suggested 
that the Province needs to protect biodiversity for three main reasons: (a) the Province 
has agreed to do so; (b) we have obligations to future generations; and (c) there are 
potential negative economic repercussions if the Province fails to conserve biodiversity. 

Of course, the idea of conserving biodiversity admits to degrees: to what extent should 
biodiversity be conserved? Policy players at international and national levels are 
demanding that at a minimum, BC must protect and recover those species that can be 
classified as “at risk” of extinction. 

Ultimately therefore, this is an issue about the prioritization of values. It is a complex 
technical, scientific, social, and intergenerational issue that requires serious debate among 
all stakeholders. It would behoove government, therefore, to take a proactive role in the 
facilitation of the discussion about setting the relevant priorities.  
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This is not a new issue. In the form of international and national agreements, the impetus 
for conserving biodiversity has been growing for decades, as we outlined in Section 2. 
The pressure to conserve species at risk in BC’s forests is simply the practical 
manifestation of what has been building for a long time–the need to conserve the world’s 
biodiversity. Nor is it an issue that will fade away. On the contrary, the international and 
national policy context appears to be leaning even more heavily in favour of protecting 
biodiversity in general and species at risk in particular. With this in mind, and from the 
results of our investigation, we can suggest a number of ways in which the provincial 
government can improve the protection and recovery of forest-dependent species at risk. 

First, there is still a large discrepancy between the species at risk listed by the BC 
Conservation Data Centre and those that are likely to receive legal protection in the near 
future. A proactive response would be to narrow this gap by increasing the legal 
recognition of many or most of these species. By legal recognition, we refer in particular 
to their legal listing under the Identified Wildlife Management Strategy, or the Wildlife 
Act. We note the systematic approach used by MWLAP Biodiversity Branch (Paige 
2003) to rank species for inclusion in the IWMS Volume 2. 

Second, the rate of legally recognizing forest-dependent species as Identified Wildlife 
could be increased. Whereas COSEWIC, and now SARA, will have relatively fast 
processes for listing species at risk, the Identified Wildlife listing process has been 
encumbered by at least two issues. The Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection 
appears to have had insufficient staff and/or budgets to complete the “species accounts” 
that are required to list new Identified Wildlife. Also, the approval of “species accounts” 
is simultaneously a legal listing process and an approval process for protection strategies 
for the species. We suspect this double role may be impeding its efficiency. Species listed 
as Identified Wildlife receive legal recognition by the Deputy Minister of Water, Land 
and Air Protection (formerly, the Chief Forester also had to approve new additions to the 
list), and the measures for protecting these species require approval at the same time. By 
comparison, at the federal level, the listing process is separate from the business of 
designing a recovery strategy for each listed species. In this preliminary analysis, we 
suspect that the IWMS could be rendered more efficient and effective by separating the 
listing process from the design of protection and recovery measures. 

Third, the rate of implementation of the approved measures for protecting Identified 
Wildlife could be increased. We were told that the lack of designated Wildlife Habitat 
Areas (WHAs) and General Wildlife Measures (GWMs) has created an awkward 
uncertainty among forest operations planners both in industry and the Ministry of Forests.  

Fourth, given the relative irreversibility of protecting species at risk once their habitats 
have been compromised by forest harvesting operations, Interim Measures could be used 
to advantage. We were told that during the months-long or years-long process of 
designating WHAs and GWMs, suitable areas for conserving species habitats were 
sometimes disappearing before the protective measures could be implemented. We 
understand that, while the IWMS has the authority to invoke Interim Measures to avoid 
just this problem, it is not being exercised with sufficient frequency. 
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Fifth, the purpose of the IWMS could be expanded. At present, it appears to be aimed 
more at the prevention of further harm to Identified Wildlife rather than to the recovery 
of their populations so that they can be downlisted. Even if fully implemented, it is not 
clear that the Wildlife Habitat Areas and General Wildlife Measures approved for 
Identified Wildlife species are sufficient for their recovery. The IWMS could more 
broadly encompass a recovery function in addition to its more limited protective function. 
This in turn would require the equivalent of Recovery Teams and Recovery Action 
Groups, responsible for the development of strategies and action plans, respectively, as 
currently required under the federal RENEW program, and as will be required under 
SARA. 

Sixth, and related to the preceding recommendation, the 1% cap on AAC impact for the 
protection of Identified Wildlife should be revisited. We understand that, while the 
original decision to implement a 1% cap was intended to apply to the entire province’s 
AAC, the current interpretation is to apply it within each Provincial Forest. We have been 
told that most of the Timber Supply Areas in BC are still under their respective 1% 
“budgets,” yet some are rapidly approaching their 1% limits, especially in the southern 
part of the province where there are more species under greater pressure from human 
populations than elsewhere. 

In the two forest districts we examined, one was using creative ways to conserve species 
habitats and is still under its 1% AAC “budget.” The other district is already impaired in 
its ability to protect Volume 1 Identified Wildlife because of the 1% cap. As the number 
of Identified Wildlife more than quadruples with IWMS Volume 2, this district will be 
unable to proceed with its legal requirements. 

We have heard two arguments on this topic. One argument suggests that the 1% cap is 
not an imposition on the IWMS if, in fact, few forest districts are approaching this limit. 
On the other hand, if the IWMS can operate within or only slightly above a 1% cap on 
AAC impact, then the imposed limitation is not necessary. 

In response, we offer the following comments. We agree that, if the 1% cap is only 
slightly limiting in a few forest districts, then to maintain this restriction seems 
unnecessary. But from our analysis of the South Island Forest District, the 1% cap is 
likely to prove very restrictive in the next few years and serves as a forewarning of a 
serious issue: the 1% cap is likely to be perceived as an indication that the Province is not 
sufficiently protecting species at risk. 

4.3 Policy and Program Implications 

If the provincial government were to adopt some or all of the recommendations we 
suggest above, what would be the implications for the Province’s policies and programs? 
This issue also admits to degrees; it depends on the extent to which the government 
devotes attention and resources to the protection and recovery of forest-dependent species 
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at risk. Nevertheless, if the government were to devote a high degree of attention to this 
issue, we offer the following comments. 

Consolidating the prioritization and implementation of species at risk protection 

We understand that the Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management will carry the 
major responsibility for “balancing” the economic, social, and environmental values on 
Crown lands, including Provincial Forests. It will do so by setting specific resource 
objectives in the form of Sustainable Resource Management Plans and other instruments 
of government. Here we can identify a potential problem. We have already pointed out 
above that the value of biodiversity is not one of a number of forest values; it is a 
necessary precondition for the maintenance of other forest values in the long run. Also, 
various international and national agreements (see Section 2) recognize the existence of 
forest-dependent species at risk as an indication that boreal and temperate forests are not 
being managed sustainably. 

From our analysis, the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection appears to be in the 
best position to determine the corrective measures (protection and recovery) that are 
required for species at risk. If this is true, then it raises a question about having another 
ministry (the Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management) set the relevant provincial 
objectives. A proactive response to the species at risk issue, we suggest, would be to 
consolidate the authority, staff, and budgets into one ministry so that it can effectively 
conduct the business of protecting species at risk. In short, because of the need to assign 
relatively high priority on the protection of species at risk, we feel that it would probably 
be more productive and efficient to have one ministry set the habitat objectives on Crown 
land on a priority basis and to implement these objectives. Whichever ministry is 
assigned this double role (presumably either MWLAP or MSRM), the MSRM could then 
contemplate resource management objectives on the remaining land base.  

Given the need to protect and recover species at risk on a priority basis and to consolidate 
the authority to do so in one ministry, a final requirement would be to allocate sufficient 
budgets and permanent staff so that this ministry can meet its goals and objectives. We 
were told repeatedly in our interviews with the Ministry of Forests, the Ministry of 
Water, Land and Air Protection, non-governmental organizations, and the forest industry, 
that the current allocations of staff and budgets assigned to species-at-risk protection is 
insufficient and is contributing to a climate of uncertainty in forest operations planning. 
We would like to emphasize, therefore, that sufficient allocations of budgets and 
permanent staff are required to accomplish at least the following tasks: 

• Research and monitor the size and population trends of species. 

• Delineate both the critical habitat and the adequate habitat of species at risk or 
species of special concern. 

• Design and select Wildlife Habitat Areas and General Wildlife Measures. 

• Conduct habitat modeling for both the short and long term requirements of 
species. 
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• Restore the habitats of species that are extirpated, threatened, or endangered. 

• Implement recovery plans for provincially listed species at risk (not simply the 
nationally listed species at risk that COSEWIC lists). 

All of the above tasks need to be conducted in the province’s network of protected areas 
as well (not just in Provincial Forests).   

The Ministry of Forests, the Forest Industry, and First Nations 

We would like to emphasize the valuable role that district personnel in the Ministry of 
Forests, forest industry personnel, and individuals in First Nations play in the design and 
location of protective measures for species at risk. From our interviews, we learned that 
the Identified Wildlife Management Strategy and the federal RENEW program are 
heavily dependent on the local knowledge that these people provide. We highly 
recommend their continued involvement at all levels of species at risk planning. 

In particular, we took note of the innovative and proactive measures that forest industry 
personnel have offered. By way of cooperative agreements or other instruments, we 
believe the forest industry can provide invaluable assistance to the government. It is in 
the best interests of the provincial government, we believe, to encourage their positive 
efforts to protect species at risk. 

Legislative Changes 

While the BC government is to be commended for maintaining the Identified Wildlife 
Management Strategy and for considering amendments to the Wildlife Act for those 
species at risk not covered by the IWMS, we believe additional measures could be 
considered. 

To implement the priorities we recommend above, the IWMS should be considered in the 
context of a broader biodiversity strategy for the province. We understand that a 
biodiversity strategy is currently in progress, but we have not been privilege to the 
contents of this strategy, nor to any of the specific topics under discussion. At the risk of 
discussing items that have already been discussed within government, we would 
nevertheless like to raise a number of issues here.  

We have already mentioned that we see a need to clarify the purposes of the IWMS. We 
can identify two general purposes, (a) the legal recognition of forest-dependent species at 
risk, and (b) the protection of their habitat. Yet it was not clear from our investigation that 
the means for protecting Identified Wildlife–the designation of Wildlife Habitat Areas 
and the implementation of General Wildlife Measures–can also prevent harm to 
individuals of Identified Wildlife species and to their residences.12 Precisely because 
these are species at risk of extinction, they need this additional protection as well. Also, it 

                                                                  
12 Here we use the term residence in the same manner as defined in the Species at Risk Act: “residence means a dwelling-
place, such as a den, nest or other similar area or place, that is occupied or habitually occupied by one or more individuals 
during all or part of their life cycles, including breeding, rearing, staging, wintering, feeding or hibernating.” 
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was not clear that the IWMS is an adequate vehicle for the recovery of Identified Wildlife 
to the point where they can be downlisted and the viability of their populations can be 
assured. 

Some might argue that the IWMS is not intended to serve these additional functions, that 
the Wildlife Act can be used to prevent harm to species at risk and that the federal 
RENEW program can be used to recover species. However, the Wildlife Act, as far as we 
could tell, is not in fact being used to prevent harm to Identified Wildlife individuals or 
their residences. Perhaps this is simply an issue of insufficient staff and resources to 
enforce the Act. In addition, the RENEW program is directed at COSEWIC-listed 
species, which are species considered to be at risk nationally. As we have mentioned, 
recovery is also required for species at risk in BC that have not been listed by COSEWIC. 

We recommend that the government consider dividing the IWMS into two components, 
modeled on the federal listing and recovery functions now articulated in the Species at 
Risk Act. These would include: 

1. A process for the pre-legal listing of forest-dependent species at risk.13 In this regard, 
we recommend a process modeled after COSEWIC which engages the expertise of 
specialists both in the preparation of status reports and in the decision to list species. 
To perform this function provincially would require an adequately funded permanent 
committee recognized in legislation. The BC Conservation Data Centre could play a 
role in this regard, but it would require sufficient funding and legal recognition as the 
province’s scientific listing authority.  

 As an aside, we do not recommend that COSEWIC and a provincial equivalent (if 
established) should be amalgamated. Not only is there value in a double system using 
different criteria for listing species at risk, but COSEWIC has a slightly different 
mandate as we have mentioned; it serves to list only those species that are at risk 
nationally. 

2. A separate process for the recovery of species at risk would then be required. We 
recommend legislated requirements both for the preparation of a recovery strategy for 
each Identified Wildlife species, and also for an action plan for the implementation of 
each recovery strategy. 

There are several advantages to separating the process for pre-legal listing from that for 
developing the recovery strategy (and action plan for implementation): 

a) The government could take advantage of a wide array of experts outside of 
government, including individuals in academia, industry, and NGOs. The result could 
be a reduced strain on government staff and resources.  

                                                                  
13 By the term pre-legal, we are referring to a listing process by a committee of experts, similar to the way COSEWIC has 
operated in the past and will under SARA. The legal listing involves the approval by government of the species listed by 
the expert committee. 
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b) The listing process, we suspect, can be accomplished in “batches.” We think that 
there is an economy of scale to be had by using a system in which experts on certain 
taxa (such as fishes) meet to decide which species from among a list of candidates 
should be listed and how to prioritize them.  

c) The business of producing a recovery strategy is a different story. Judging from the 
operation of the federal RENEW program, the design of recovery strategies tends to 
require a more “tailor-made” approach to each species, with less opportunities for 
economies of scale. Also, recovery team members often require a different set of 
skills (for example, in management or forest operations) than do the expert 
committees that list and prioritize species. 

d) To the extent that the workload can be spread out–among listing committees and 
recovery teams–then it is more likely that both tasks can be accomplished at a faster 
rate. In turn, a faster implementation rate for protection and recovery measures would 
reduce the uncertainty for industry and the Ministry of Forests. And a faster rate of 
implementation is consistent with forest district recommendations that we heard. 

The Identified Wildlife Management Strategy, or some form of it, would probably be 
more visible to international and national groups if it were articulated as a provision in 
legislation, as compared to an Order in Council. This would serve two functions. First, it 
would serve as a means for the government to demonstrate its commitment the IWMS. 
Second, it would help to clarify the responsibility of licensees in terms of protecting 
species at risk in particular as compared to their more general responsibilities under the 
Forest and Range Practices Act in which they will be required to ensure that their Forest 
Stewardship Plans are “consistent with … objectives set by government in relation 
to...fish...wildlife [and] biodiversity.”  

If the legal listing and recovery components of the IWMS were to be separated and 
implemented in legislation, then an important issue to consider is what type of legislation 
is most appropriate for achieving the desired goals. It is not clear that the new Forest and 
Range Practices Act is the best approach. 

The overall purpose of this new “results-based” forest practices act is to allow licensees 
to determine the means for achieving the government’s objectives. Yet we have been told 
that licensees would prefer the government to establish the requirements for species at 
risk in a more prescriptive manner. This seems to be a reasonable request. Once a species 
is already threatened or endangered, there is little room for experimentation. Even if more 
responsibility is shifted to licensees with respect to most forest practice issues or 
objectives, this might not be appropriate for protecting these species. It is the role of 
government, some have told us, to assemble specialists who can then determine the 
immediate measures required to protect each listed species. 

Precisely because these are species at risk of extinction, they require recovery strategies 
in order to downlist them and to ensure their viability. The Species at Risk Act once again 
can serve as a model. For species at risk in BC, legislation is needed to (a) prevent harm 
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to individuals and their residences14, (b) provide immediate protection of their critical 
habitat, (c) mandate a recovery strategy for each listed species, and (d) mandate that the 
chosen strategy for each species be implemented by way of an action plan. To 
accomplish these purposes–which extend beyond the present IWMS–probably requires 
legislation that deals not only with forest practices, but also with the full range of actions 
required to protect and recover BC’s species at risk. For this, we see an amended Wildlife 
Act (or an Act that replaces it) as the more appropriate vehicle. 

Forest-dependent species at risk exist not only in Provincial Forests, but also within 
protected areas in BC. A prevalent myth regarding large protected areas is that once 
designated they will necessarily protect the species within them. We were told this is 
simply not true. Protected areas need to be actively managed in order to retain the species 
within them. An IWMS under the Forest and Range Practices Act would fail to deal with 
the protection and recovery of species at risk within protected areas. Once again, 
therefore, the entire business of dealing with species at risk would probably be most 
efficiently and effectively contained within one Wildlife Act. 

 

 

                                                                  
14 As we have mentioned, the Wildlife Act ostensibly performs this function for vertebrates (not for other species), but is 
not being sufficiently enforced. 
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5.0 Recommendations 

Given the Province’s previous international and national commitments, new research that 
clarifies the meaning and value of biodiversity, and the potential for serious repercussions 
of failing to adequately protect species at risk, we strongly recommend: 

Recommendation 1: That the British Columbia provincial government assign high 
priority to the protection and recovery of species at risk. 

We have noted that there is a large discrepancy between the number of species on the 
B.C. Conservation Data Centre’s red and blue lists (1567 species or elements15), as 
compared to the number of species legally recognized as requiring protective measures, 
including those recognized under the Wildlife Act (4 species) and the IWMS Volume 1 
(40 species), along with those that are expected to be legally recognized under IWMS 
Volume 2 (246 species). For a number of reasons we have discussed, we see an urgent 
need for the Province to narrow this discrepancy by legally listing and protecting 
provincial species at risk. Consequently, we recommend: 

Recommendation 2: That the B.C. provincial government legally recognize those 
provincial species at risk that have been only informally listed to date and mandate 
their protection. 

We have noted some confusion regarding the separate lists of species at risk endorsed by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Centre and the national Committee on the Status of 
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). COSEWIC lists only those species that are 
at risk nationally. A species at risk in B.C. may not be listed by COSEWIC if it is not at 
risk in other provinces. Or, a species may be at risk in B.C., but COSEWIC simply has 
not yet assessed its status. Under the new Species at Risk Act, COSEWIC’s lists will be 
legally recognized under SARA unless the “competent” federal minister16 publishes a 
reason for not listing a COSEWIC species. There is a need, therefore, for a separate legal 
listing process for provincial species at risk, as per Recommendation 2, above. In 
addition, both a provincial process and a federal process are required for legally listing 
species at risk because they fulfill distinct purposes. We therefore recommend 

Recommendation 3: That the national COSEWIC/SARA process for legally listing 
species at risk not be amalgamated with an equivalent provincial legal listing 
processes.  

                                                                  
15 Here and throughout this report we have used the term species to refer to those evolutionarily significant units that 
have been formally or informally listed as requiring special protection, including species, subspecies, populations, and 
plant communities. 
16 The Minister of Environment, Fisheries and Oceans, or Canadian Heritage, depending on the species. 
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If the provincial government were to endorse the shift in priorities in Recommendation 1, 
structural and procedural changes in the governance of provincial forestlands and 
provincial protected areas would be required. In particular, we have discussed the need 
for one ministry both to set species habitat requirements and to implement them on a 
priority basis. Therefore, we recommend: 

Recommendation 4: That the B.C. provincial government consolidate in one 
ministry the authority to set the objectives for the protection and recovery of species 
at risk, and to implement the necessary measures required to meet these objectives. 
Further, we also recommend: 

Recommendation 5: That the B.C. provincial government assign the ministry 
responsible for the protection and recovery of species at risk (as per 
Recommendation 4, above) the authority to override other resource management 
objectives. 

The ability to set species-at-risk objectives and to implement the necessary measures to 
meet these objectives is, of course, dependent on sufficient staff and budgets. The 
Ministry of Forests, the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection, the forest industry, 
and non-governmental organizations all told us that the current allocations of provincial 
government staff and budgets for this purpose is not only insufficient, and is creating 
uncertainty in forest operations planning in the province. We therefore recommend: 

Recommendation 6: That the B.C. provincial government allocate to the ministry 
responsible for the protection and recovery of species at risk (as per 
Recommendation 2, above) sufficient budgets and permanent staff to implement its 
responsibilities in a timely manner. 

We have noted that the provincial government is to be commended for retaining the 
Identified Wildlife Management Strategy concept in its new suite of forest policies. We 
have also suggested that it would behoove government to render the IWMS more visible 
given the high level of international and national attention that is focussed on the 
protection of species at risk in B.C. Toward this end we recommend: 

Recommendation 7: That the B.C. provincial government establish the Identified 
Wildlife Management Strategy (or its equivalent) by way of a provision in 
legislation, as compared to an Order in Council. 

We have also discussed the need both to clarify the purposes of the IWMS and to expand 
its scope and functions. In particular, the “species account” approach should be divided 
into two components, modeled on the federal listing and recovery functions now 
articulated in the Species at Risk Act. These include: 
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• A process for the pre-legal listing of forest-dependent species at risk.17 In this 
regard, we recommend a process modeled after the Committee on the Status 
of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) that engages the expertise of 
specialists both in the preparation of status reports and in the decision to list 
species. This would require an adequately funded permanent committee 
recognized in legislation. The BC Conservation Data Centre could play a role 
in this regard.  

• A separate process for establishing the protective measures that would be 
required for each provincial species at risk.   

Under its current structure, the IWMS approval process may be impeding its efficiency 
and implementation in a timely manner. We recommend:  

Recommendation 8: That the B.C. provincial government separately approve the 
legal recognition of species at risk and the legal recognition of measures required for 
their protection. 

We have discussed the need to expand the role of the IWMS (or its equivalent) so as to 
include a recovery function for each provincially extirpated, threatened or endangered 
species. In this regard, we would like to reiterate our observation that the IWMS appears 
to be oriented primarily toward the prevention of further harm to Identified Wildlife. We 
see a need to establish in provincial legislation a recovery process which would include 
the preparation of a recovery strategy for each legally recognized species at risk, and also 
for an action plan for the implementation of each recovery strategy. As a model, we refer 
to the federal Species at Risk Act. Although at first glance this may appear to duplicate 
efforts already initiated by the federal government, what we have in mind here is a 
proactive approach in BC for the protection and recovery of species at risk that are not 
yet, or cannot foreseeably be, listed by COSEWIC as national species at risk (see 
comments preceding Recommendation 3, above). We therefore recommend: 

Recommendation 9: That the B.C. provincial government legislate a recovery 
process for each legally-recognized species at risk. 

We noted that the overall purpose of the new “results-based” forest practices act is to 
allow licensees to determine the means for achieving the government’s objectives. Yet 
we have been told that licensees would prefer the government to establish the 
requirements for species at risk in a more prescriptive manner. This seems to be a 
reasonable request. Once a species is already threatened or endangered, there is little 
room for experimentation. Even if more responsibility is shifted to licensees with respect 
to most forest practice issues or objectives, this might not be appropriate for protecting 
these species. It is the role of government, some have told us, to assemble specialists who 
                                                                  
17 By the term pre-legal, we refer to an assessment and listing process by a body of experts in preparation for the legal 
listing by government. 
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can then determine the immediate measures required to protect and recover each listed 
species. 

We were told that the Wildlife Act has not been sufficiently enforced to protect 
individuals of species at risk and their residences. With this in mind, and if we consider 
that species at risk require, (a) prevention of harm to individuals and their residences, (b) 
immediate protection of their critical habitat, (c) recovery strategies, and (d) an action 
plan to implement the chosen strategy for each species, it would probably be more 
efficient and effective to consolidate these functions under one piece of legislation. Once 
again, the Species at Risk Act can serve as a model. For species at risk in B.C., an 
amended Wildlife Act (or an Act that replaces it) is probably a more appropriate vehicle. 

We also note that forest-dependent species at risk exist not only in Provincial Forests, but 
also within protected areas in B.C. A prevalent myth regarding large protected areas is 
that once designated they will necessarily protect the species within them. We were told 
that this is simply not true. Protected areas need to be actively managed in order to retain 
the species within them. An IWMS under the Forest and Range Practices Act would fail 
to deal with the protection and recovery of species at risk within protected areas. Once 
again, therefore, the entire business of dealing with species at risk would probably be 
most efficiently and effectively contained within one Wildlife Act. For these reasons, 
therefore, we offer the following recommendation: 

Recommendation 10: That the B.C. provincial government amend (or replace) the 
current Wildlife Act so as to incorporate all the functions associated with the 
protection and recovery of species at risk.   

Finally, given the high level of international and national attention that has been given to 
species at risk as indicators of unsustainable forest and protected area management, we 
have argued in support of the following recommendations:  

Recommendation 11: That the new Wildlife Act (or its equivalent) include provisions 
that override competing pieces of legislation, including those in the Forest Act and 
the new Forest and Range Practices Act. 
Recommendation 12: That the new Wildlife Act apply to all provincial Crown lands, 
including protected areas. 
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6.0 Conclusions 

In this report, we have presented the results of our initial investigation into a complex 
problem in forest management in BC. We recognized that two of the Province’s–and 
Forest Innovation Investment’s–forest management goals are in potential conflict: (a) 
maintaining or improving access to timber volume, and (b) improving sustainable 
forestry practices (and thereby the market acceptability of BC’s forest products), 
especially in terms of protecting species at risk. The overall intention of this project was 
to begin exploring ways to ensure that these two goals are optimally compatible. 

In this investigation, we have been able to conclude that, although the reconciliation of 
these two forest management goals might be possible in the long term, we suspect that 
the protection and recovery of species at risk might entail a minor loss of access to timber 
volume at least in some forest districts. More research on the habitat requirements of 
species, the alternatives for protecting species’ habitats, and timber supply impact 
analyses on the alternatives will be required before more confident and detailed assertions 
on this issue can be made. 

We have provided a set of 12 recommendations. These are also preliminary and will 
require further research and careful consideration. Most significant among these is the 
need for a strong provincial equivalent of the federal Species at Risk Act and the 
allocation of sufficient authority, staff, and budgets to one provincial government agency 
to implement it. We recommend an amended Wildlife Act for this purpose. We also 
recommend that an amended Wildlife Act include provisions that would authorize it to 
override competing pieces of legislation and to apply to all provincial Crown lands, 
including protected areas. 
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7.0 List of Acronyms 

 
Allowable annual cut (AAC) 
Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM) 
Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council (CESCC) 
Canadian Standards Association’s Sustainable Forest Management program (CSA-SFM) 
Commission on Environmental Cooperation (CEC) 
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 
Conference of the Parties (COP) 
Conservation Data Centre (CDC) 
Convention of the Parties (COP) 
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) 
Forest and Range Practices Act (FRPA) 
Forest Development Plan (FDP) 
Forest Practices Code of BC Act (FPC) 
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) 
Forest Stewardship Plan (FSP) 
Garry Oak Ecosystem Recovery Team (GOERT) 
General Accounting Office (GAO) 
General Wildlife Measure (GWM) 
Identified Wildlife Management Strategy (IWMS)  
Joint Management Committee (JMC)  
Joint Public Advisory Committee (JPAC) 
Joint Steering Committee (JSC) 
Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 
Landscape Unit Plan (LUP) 
Ministry of Forests (MOF) 
Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM) 
Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection (MWLAP) 
North American Agreement for Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) 
Old Growth Management Area (OGMA) 
Recovery Action Group (RAG) 
Recovery of Nationally Endangered Wildlife (RENEW) 
Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI) 
South Island Forest District (SIFD) 
Species at Risk Act (SARA)  
Sunshine Coast Forest District (SCFD)  
Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) 
Sustainable Resource Management Planning/Plan (SRMP) 
Timber Harvesting Land Base (THLB) 
Timber Supply Review (TSR) 
Ungulate winter range (UWR) 
Wildlife Habitat Area (WHA)  
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