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 Southwest Island Public Advisory Group (SIPAG) 
Meeting Minutes 

  

1. Call to order 
Chris Harvey, Environmental Programs Advisor, welcomed members of the Southwest Island Public 
Advisory Group at the Shaker Mill Restaurant in Lake Cowichan on the 12th of November at 4:35.   

2. Members  
Present:                      

- Shawn Wolansky, Terra Tree Forestry - Dennis Martel, Wilderness Watch Committee 

- Tom Jones, Pacheedaht First Nation - Sandy Peters, Valley Fish & Game Club 

- Jim Humphrey, Chamber of Commerce  

Support (TJG): 

- Mark Carter, Operations Planner - Chris Harvey, Environmental Programs Advisor 

Regrets: 

- Jack Smith, Lake Cowichan First Nation 
- George Williams, Ditidaht Band  

- Pat Weaver, Lake Cowichan Town Council, 
Cowichan Lake Community Forest Co-operative 

- Tim McGonigle, TFL 46 Worker - Vince Callander, Local Business 

- Larry George, Cowichan Tribes  

3. Documents Distributed to Members: 
1. Southwest Island Meeting #21 Agenda  
2. Draft Meeting Minutes for September (20th) and June (19th) meetings 
3. Copy of the First Nations Indicators power point presentation  

Documents available: 
4. Copy of the revised (amalgamated)SFM Plan  
5. Information on BC Noxious Weeds - Gorse 

4. Review Membership 
Chris noted that she has contacted Department of Fisheries but so far has not found a representative 
for the fish sector.  Dennis also suggested Rob Brower from the Nitinat hatchery as a potential 
representative.  Jim provided Chris a contact for the Port Renfrew Chamber of Commerce.  Jim also 
noted that that we may need to look at our Town Council representative after the upcoming election.   

Action Item #21-1a:  Contact potential fisheries representatives.   
Environmental Department February 28th, 2009 (or next meeting)

Action Item #21-1b:  Review Town Council representative for next meeting.   
Environmental Department February 28th, 2009 (or next meeting)
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5. Results of Evaluation Questionnaire 
Chris reviewed the results of the annual SIPAG evaluation.  As all aspects were rated satisfactory or 
above so there are no major changes expected on the horizon.   

6. Current Events/ Management Issues 
Chris noted the upcoming external audit dates and asked if anyone would like to accompany the 
auditors on the field trip portion of the audit?  There were a few interested members so they will be 
contacted by Chris to make arrangements.  Chris also asked for and received volunteers for telephone 
interviews with the auditors. 
Chris explained how and why the two operations (Fraser Valley and Honeymoon Bay) have 
amalgamated their Sustainable Forest Management Plans.  Chris noted that the revised SFM plan will 
be on the Teal website.  She will forward the website address once the plan is posted.  Chris noted that 
the indicators that SIPAG had developed would not change; they would be located in Appendices 1a 
and 2a.  The Fraser PAG indicators are located in appendices 1b and 2b.  There are many similar 
indicators however for simplicity they are kept separate (Fraser PAG used SIPAG indicators as a base 
for their plan).  Tom asked what the Fraser PAG is like?  Chris noted the sectors that made up the 
membership; general issues, etc.  Sandy asked if we could review the Fraser indicators to see if any 
would apply?   

Action Item 21-c:  Review Fraser indicators and summarize those that may be relevant to SIPAG 
Environmental Department February 28th, 2009 (or next meeting)

The Terms of Reference for operating the Public Advisory Groups was also amalgamated but had to be 
revised slightly from the original to accommodate some of the Fraser circumstances.   

Action Item 21-d:  Review revised Terms of Reference 
Environmental Department February 28th, 2009 (or next meeting)

Dennis noted that the DItidaht Sawmill had a fire and is no longer operational.  He asked Mark if Teal 
sold a lot of logs to that mill?  Mark noted that they have in the past but not lately.  

7. Previous Meeting Minutes  
Chris noted that she was going to go into a fair bit of detail regarding the last meeting (field trip) 
however all the members present at this meeting were also present at the field trip; so she will review 
the action items.  Sandy asked what kind of feedback Tom had received from the Pacheedaht?  Tom 
said the Helen asked where does the information go now?  Tom explained that it was the next few 
meetings that would tell.  Helen, Marvin and Stan were glad the group made the effort to visit.  Mark 
noted that the coordinates for the slide areas in Helen’s presentation were emailed to Mike at Teal’s 
office.  Tom noted that there is a desire for more CWD in the Harris side channel.  Mark noted that it is 
a priority in the budget; however Teal is not the lead agency (Margret WRigh at DFO coordinated the 
last project).  Mark explained that the priorities for spending were set in the spring.  Tom asked if there 
was any CWD available?  Mark noted there were stumps and coarse rock.  Shawn was concerned 
about the stability of the banks; he was surprised that re-vegetation was not a higher priority.  Chris and 
Tom noted how there was a carpet of alder during the field trip and within a few years walking on the 
trail would be difficult due to the alder growth.  Shawn asked what about the muddy bottom?  Tom said 
the purpose of the side channel was rearing not spawning (rearing is in short supply in Harris).  Helen 
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asked what the safeguards are for the creeks?  Need for a long term view on the creek?  Chris noted 
that this subject is on the agenda for today’s meeting so we will discuss this shortly. 
The June meeting minutes were also reviewed.  Chris handed out some information on gorse, which is 
a noxious weed.  The group discussed the Coarse Woody Debris indicator.   
Both meeting minutes were accepted by the members without any changes.   

8. Presentation Pacheedaht Cedar Startegy 
Tom presented a slide show on the Pacheedaht Cedar Strategy.  The presentation included the 
following: 
- How the idea was developed, need for protection of old growth for cultural purposes; growing 

alarm of elders and community; scarcity, meeting definition of Cultural Heritage Resource (Chris 
and Tom explained the legal term and its use in Forestry) 

- How cedar plays a role in PFN culture (not unique to PFN, many FN cultures) 
- Process followed to identify the needs of the community for the future including log houses, 

totems, canoes, longhouse, etc, 
- Modern society with a link to the past; Canoe races is a huge right of passage for youth 
- First step determine long term needs (approximately 400 years to grow a cedar) 
- Second step explain the information to the ‘players’ i.e., MoFR, Teal, other licencees to garner 

support 
- Third step ID and map/ document the size, quality and parameters of the available trees. 
-  Forth Step investigate recruitment for sustainable supply in the future (better to ID areas rather 

than specific trees. 
- Log use over 400 years determination (in detail).  Tom noted that this assumes a 50% loss.  

Sandy asked if they could improve this figure?  Tom noted that these are BIG trees and it was a 
fair assumption that 1/2 the trees felled don’t land in a usable state.  Sandy asked couldn’t they 
use special techniques to lower the trees?  Tom said they would if they had to but they don’t want 
to underestimate based on a future technology that they don’t currently use.  Big variable 
because it is based on a lot of assumptions  

- Total figure of trees required from the Timber Harvest Land Base (term defined by Mark and 
Chris).  

- Current status of the strategy (recruitment).   
- Fill out a tree card for every tree 
- Not just cedar: need cypress, yew, Douglas fir.  Sandy asked what the yew is used for?  Tom 

noted that canoe paddles are made from yew, harpoons, pins for pegging dowls.  Dennis asked if 
there is a lot of yew on the FL?  Mark said yes in the open cedar stands.  Tom noted they don’t 
use a huge amount but they do need it to be accessible over the long term (400 years) 

- Summary of how they analyzed the cedar growth rate.   
- Dennis asked if there was any compensation to the companies?  Tom noted that it is considered 

a cost of doing business (who owns the logs anyway?) 
- Mark noted that Teal’s strategy has been to try to identify as many trees as possible in previously 

constrained areas (i.e., OGMAs).  Mark said he felt confident they would meet the target.  Tom 
noted that different licencees are approaching it differently, for example BC timber sales has 
reserved a large area (40ha) specifically for the protection of cedar.  Teal is picking individual 
trees throughout the TFL 

- Dennis asked if they had to retain other trees to protect from blow down?  Tom noted that these 
trees are giants and are inherently stable.   
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- Cedar bark stripping comes from smaller trees normally.  Mark explained how Teal notifies PFN if 
they are harvesting in a high cedar content block prior to logging to give the opportunity to strip 
the bark.  Sandy asked if it kills the tree?   Tom said it can deform the tree.  In the past the same 
trees were stripped up to 4 times.   

9. Background Information First Nations within the TFL  
Chris and Mark provided the group with some basic background information for each of the First 
Nations within the TFL (Pacheedaht First Nation, Ditidaht First Nation, Cowichan Tribes, Lake 
Cowichan First Nation and Penelakut First Nation) including general location of traditional territories.   

10. Review existing indicators for First Nations, fisheries and cedar  
Chris reminded the group of the existing indicators developed with respect to First Nations, fisheries 
and cedar.  She also reviewed the previous audit (last year’s) comments with respect to the indicators.  
- The group agreed that for indicator 6-1 (invitations to First Nations to participate in SIPAG) it 

would be valuable to add tracking of the actual participation of First Nations in SIPAG meetings 
- Mark noted the referral strategies currently used by Teal.  Indicator 6-2 (review of landscape level 

plans) proposed changes were discussed.   Group agreed 6-2 is still relevant as it is, however 
another indicator could be added to track response to referrals.  Review of the SFM plan was 
added to this indicator 

- Chris reviewed the results of the 2007 annual report for indicator 6-4 (cultural heritage 
resources).  The group noticed it did not include cedar bark stripping opportunities provided. 

- Indicator 6-5 Cultural Cedar the group determined to keep the indicator as it is; however it was 
recognized that another indicator that is more specific to Pacheedaht First Nations needs to be 
developed 

- Other indicators were discussed including 1-7 cedar/ cypress planted, 1-10 hardwoods, 3-3 
landslides, 3-4 high erosioin hazards from roads, 3-12 bridge & major culvert repairs, 3-10 
funding for fisheries projects and 3-11 fish barriers; no changes were recommended at this time. 

 

Action 21e:  add to indicator 6-1 tracking the actual participation of First Nations in SIPAG meetings 
Environmental Department March 31, 2009 (or next SFM plan revision)

Action 21f:  add to indicator 6-2 referral of the SFM plan to First Nations  
Environmental Department March 31, 2009 (or next SFM plan revision)

Action 21g:  add new indicator to track the response of First Nations to plan referrals 
Environmental Department March 31, 2009 (or next SFM plan revision)

Action 21h:  correct 2007 annual report to include cedar bark stripping opportunities provided 
Environmental Department March 31, 2009 (or next SFM plan revision)

Action 21i:  add discussion of a new indicator (to incorporate Pacheedaht First Nations Cedar Strategy) 
to the agenda for the next SIAPG meeting 

Environmental Department March 31, 2009 (or next SFM plan revision)

11. Next Scheduled meeting 
The next meeting will be scheduled in February or March.  Members will be contacted with dates and 
location.  Discussion topics include:  First Nations indicators will be continued, review of the FVO 
portion of the SFM plan and review of the terms of reference.   

The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m.  Minutes recorded by Chris Harvey 


