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Foreword: 
 
ά9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ wŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƭy defined as the process of assisting with the recovery 

of an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged or destroyed by re-establishing its structural 

characteristics, species composition and ecological processes. 

A lack of wildfire due to decades of suppression, the absence of prescribed fire and applying no 

other intervention or disturbance processes as a surrogate to partially replace the role of fire, 

has contributed to trees encroaching onto historic grasslands, as well as, excessive in-growth of 

trees in the previously open forests of the Interior.  Hundreds of thousands of hectares have 

been affected by this ecological change, which on key areas has caused reduction and 

degradation of:  forage for wildlife and livestock, critical wildlife habitat, First Nations 

traditional plants, native grasslands, recreational and aesthetic values, and has led to increased 

Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘƛŎ ǿƛƭŘŦƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƻǊŜǊ ǘƛƳōŜǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ όExecutive Summary, Ecosystem 

Restoration Strategic Plan, 2009). 
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Executive Summary: 

Over the five-year period, 2005 to 2010, the Ministry of Environment (MOE) has received 

$834,000.00 in financial support from the Habitat Conservation Trust Fund (HCTF) to conduct 

ecosystem restoration (ER) on priority and critical Crown land habitats located primarily within 

the East Kootenay Natural Disturbance Type 4, ecosystems with frequent stand maintaining 

fires (The Biodiversity Guidebook, 19951).  A collaborative EK Trench ER program has had an 

investment of over 5.1 million dollars for treatments conducted on Crown lands over this 

timeframe. MOE, and specifically BC Parks, have managed over $670,000 .00 of these HCTF 

funds towards these efforts, and have obtained partner funding and contributions in excess of 

$1.2 million in total.  With the support of HCTF and partners, ER planning and a wide variety of 

on the ground treatments have been conducted by the MOE on over 3800 hectares at more 

than 52 targeted areas.  This report will provide a five-year synthesis of accomplishments and 

discussion regarding cost benefits, as well as provide recommendations, suggestions and 

current and future management implications. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 B.C.Ministry of Forests and B.C.Ministry of Environment. 1995. Biodiversity Guidebook, Victoria, B.C. 

Forest.Practices.Code Guide. 
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Overview: 

The projects identified in this report lie primarily within the Rocky Mountain Trench, an area 

that has been impacted over the past six decades by accelerated forest encroachment onto 

historic grasslands and a lack of natural fire.  Additional factors, including forest in-growth, 

invasive plant spread, forest health issues, human use land alienation and impacts, and 

increased foraging pressures by wild ungulates (e.g. elk and deer) and domestic ungulates 

(primarily cattle) exacerbate this impact, threatening the long term health of wild ungulate 

populations and the conservation of grassland dependent species and ecosystems.  

 Within this geographic area, a wide range of public groups and stakeholders have developed a 

ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ wŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΣ ά! .ƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ !Ŏǘƛƻƴέ όнллсΣ wƻŎƪȅ aƻǳntain Trench 

Ecosystem Restoration Steering Committee2).  This document, and associated updates, 

describes a collaborative approach to conducting ER planning activities and treatments 

consistent with higher level planning documents and strategies.  Approximately 4500 hectares 

of ER treatment on Crown lands are targeted annually through partnerships within the East 

Kootenay Trench to mitigate ongoing open habitat losses across the land base. A total of over 

5.2 million dollars has been invested to complete ER associated activities in the East Kootenay 

Trench between 2005 and 2010. 

As a Crown land partner and manager with specific jurisdictions, The Ministry of Environment 

seeks to target treatment areas in key provincial parks and conservation lands, and in priority 

low elevation winter ranges where habitat is severely altered and degraded.  A specific focus is 

to restore habitat health and suitability in support of critical wildlife and related population 

impacts and in biologically important areas.  Planning and project activities under HCTF 4-299, 

ǘƘŜ ά9ŀǎǘ YƻƻǘŜƴŀȅ 9ŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ wŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻƧŜŎǘέΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ 

conducted in consideration of both short and longer term landscape level needs, which may 

also include important connectivity areas over an expanded elevation range.  Works are in 

liaison and compliment efforts by other partner agencies, stakeholders, and volunteers, and 

seek to provide increased value for investment where opportunities exist.   

The East Kootenay Ecosystem Restoration project 4-299 has direct relevance and positive 

linkages with other current and historic HCTF and other funded projects in the East Kootenays, 

including research studies endorsed by the East Kootenay Wildlife Association (Kinley 2007), 

the Rocky Mountain Trench Rangeland Assessment (HCTF 4-430), the East Kootenay Elk 

                                                           
2
 http://www.trenchsociety.com/setup/content/Blueprint_for_Action_2006.pdf). 
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Monitoring Project (HCTF 4-422), the Premier Ridge bighorn sheep transplant (HCTF 4-334), 

YƻƻǘŜƴŀȅ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊƪΩǎ ōƛƎƘƻǊƴ ǎƘŜŜǇ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƻǊƪΣ ŀƴŘ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ōƛƎƘƻǊƴ ǎƘŜŜǇΣ 

invasive plant, ecosystem health, and other Parks and Protected Areas and Crown land 

initiatives.  Additional information on these projects and their linkages to 4-299 can be found in 

Appendix 1, Affiliated Projects.   

 

Restoration Objectives:   

 

As a broad objective, ecosystem restoration activities are conducted to restore the health, 

diversity and fire-resilience of open forest and grassland ecosystems.  There are a host of site-

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǾŀǊȅ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ǎƭƻǇŜΣ ŀǎǇŜŎǘΣ ǎƻƛƭǎΣ Ŧƻrest cover, land uses, 

ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΣ CƛǊǎǘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ  hōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 

a reduction in canopy cover, increase in biodiversity, protection and/or creation of wildlife 

trees, restoration of endangered species and plant communities, reduction in fire hazard, re-

introduction of fire to landscapes, increase in prime habitat condition for a species, increase in 

quality and quantity of bunchgrass or forage plant communities, or a mix of these outcomes 

and others.   To achieve these goals, a spectrum of ecosystem restoration activities occur across 

the land base in the East Kootenay Trench, including areas within BC Parks, Conservation 

properties and additional areas identified in project 4-299.  A sequence of treatments is 

required to conduct restoration of an area, including the removal of mature forest cover, 

thinning or slashing immature stems, prescribed burning of the understory (where 

appropriate), monitoring and evaluation, and other site specific works.   

 

On Crown lands, commercial logging can reduce overstory tree density, and harvesting is 

conducted in the East Kootenays by Licencees such as BC Timber Sales, Tembec, Canfor and 

Galloway who are able to harvest merchantable wood on designated sites within their 

operating areas and in accordance with Annual Allowable Cut allocations.  However, BC Parks 

are not a part of this operating land base.  There is an expectation by society that Protected 

Areas will be managed more conservatively and follow natural ecological processes. Work in BC 

Parks has to adhere to rigorous and restrictive guidelines, impact assessments, best 

management practices and conservation guidelines/principles.  To accommodate ER tree 

removal in BC Parks, an innovative MOE pilot project in 1996 used logging revenue at Kikomun 

Creek Provincial Park  to finance restoration activities.  This project helped develop the BC Parks 

current provincial Tree Removal Policy.  Given that a significant portion of the 2005-2010 HCTF 

funding allocation was spent in BC Parks and/or Protected Areas, the following information 

details the process associated with the generation of revenue from the sale of commercial trees 

in projects where there was an ER treatment requiring the removal from provincial parks. 
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Backgrounder:  Tree Removal in BC Parks 

Tree removal is an acceptable management option in parks and protected areas when required 

for human health and safety, to facilitate approved development, to protect infrastructure, or 

for ecosystem restoration or forest health management projects.  

Approved by Cabinet, BC Parks retains funds resulting from tree removal and those funds are 

used to offset the costs of the tree removal, including: planning, inventory, site restoration, and 

monitoring. Acquired funds including the sale of the trees and the stumpage fees that not 

expended on project costs are be managed through the Parks Enhancement Fund (PEF).  The 

first priority for these funds is to spend monies within that park, then within the region and 

then on other priority conservation projects throughout the province. To date all revenue 

generated in East Kootenay Parks has been retained and used in parks referred to in this report. 

A fair and equitable process to select contractors for tree removal or ecosystem restoration 

provides the opportunity for the province to enter into a legal agreement with contractors 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ά{ŜǊǾƛŎŜ /ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘέΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

trees are to be removed.  The contractor is then allowed to sell the merchantable trees on the 

open market.  The resulting revenue is retained by the contractor to offset their treatment 

costs.  

As part of their contract obligations, the contractor is required to provide a summary report at 

the end of the project to BC Parks, outlining the volume of trees removed from the park, 

revenues received, stumpage paid and costs incurred. This information is required to ensure 

that the Province is has accomplished its ecosystem management goal with minimal cost to 

government while receiving a fair and equitable return for the trees removed from the park. 
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Specific Ecosystem Restoration Project 4-299 Accomplishments:   

Over the 2005 / 2010 project term, a number of priorities areas have been the focus for ER 

activities under the lead of MOE.  The following summary outlines the overall ER project costs 

including HCTF and other funding sources.  For a synthesis of information, a detailed summary  

Table of Project Accomplishments is presented in Appendix 1. 

 

Kikomun Creek Park:  

Total invested:  $ 149,569 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 109,029  Total leveraged:  $ 40,540 
 
123 ha prescriptions completed;  
85 ha. prescribed burn completed; 
54 ha. slashing completed;   
10 ha mastication completed. 

 

Details:   
Ecosystem Restoration (ER) for the park started in 1998 with the completion of an overall 
Ecosystem Restoration Plan, which identified potential ER treatment polygons as well as long 
term research monitoring. Since that time a number of planning /prescriptive documents have 
been completed for the park.  
All ER work to date has followed the specific plans as per above, as well as the Kootenay 

Boundary Higher Level Plan -East Kootenay NDT4 objectives, BC Parks Best Management 

Practices and Conservation Policies. 

Open forest grassland ecosystems contain a number of endangered species as well as plant 

communities. Natural fire has been excluded for decades, resulting in a significant build up of 

biomass and loss of park values /features and associated habitats. 

Ecosystem Restoration works completed includes: 

1) An Environmental screening assessment and vegetation management prescription for 100 

hectares proposed for full scale Ecosystem Restoration tree removal.  Included in this detailed 

prescription was a First Nations Preliminary Field Review (PFR), Species at Risk reference, 

Wildlife Tree identification and protection, riparian management and other identified ecological 

values; 
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2)  Vegetation management prescriptions for 54 hectares to facilitate a Job Opportunity 

Program (JOP) project as well as an ER project utilizing hand slashing and mechanical 

mastication. 

3) An Ecosystem Restoration Vegetation Monitoring Report, which included the establishment 

of long-term ER monitoring sites. It provides a scientific based methodology for carrying out 

long term monitoring to fully judge the results of our treatment efforts. Kikomun Creek Park is 

also being used as a representative ER monitoring site in the East Kootenay Trench as it does 

not have any livestock grazing.   

4) Two Prescribed Burns (PB) completed to carry out light intensity spring burning over 85 

hectares of treated area.  Prior to ignition extensive PB Preparation utilized the services of two 

local Fire Fighting Companies to carry out pre-prescribed burning works on site. This included 

fire proofing identified wildlife trees, old growth trees, park /urban interface zones and habitat 

areas. Burning which had to be postponed in 2007 because of poor spring conditions was 

completed in the spring of 2008 utilizing BC Parks and Ministry of Forests and Wildfire Branch  

staff. In addition professional prescribed burning contract crews were used for control and mop 

up which proved to be extensive given an extreme in weather conditions and increased fire 

behaviour, which resulted in above normal control/ mop us costs. 

Premier Lake Park: 

Total invested:  $ 794,735 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 181,785  Total leveraged:  $ 613,000 
 
340 ha prescriptions completed;  
20 ha prescribed burn completed; 
50 ha slashing (JOP) completed;   
147 ha full-scale ER treatment including tree removal 

 
Details:   
Ecosystem Restoration (ER) began in 2005 with the completion of an overall Ecosystem 

Restoration Plan, which identified potential ER treatment polygons.  Since that time a number 

of planning /prescriptive documents have been completed for the park.  

All ER work to date has followed the specific plans as per above as well as the Kootenay 

Boundary Higher Level Plan NDT4 objectives, BC Parks Best Management Practices and 

Conservation Policies. 
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For this ER project in Premier Lake Park, a formal joint working agreement was established with 

the local Ktunaxa Kinbasket Development Corporation (KKDC -a development arm of the 

Ktunaxa Nation), BC Parks and a private tree-harvesting firm that specializes in ER work. The 

intent of this agreement was to work with local ER harvesting contractors, First Nations and 

Ministry of Environment staff to develop knowledge and capacity for First Nations in ER 

management. The three-year agreement resulted in a great deal of expertise, skills and 

knowledge, which has assisted KKDC in bidding on similar ER projects in the area. 

Over this five year period a great deal of outside funding was secured to assist in the costly 

activity of ER works which involved many different planning initiatives as well as First Nations 

archaeological assessments, impact assessments, pre/post monitoring, wildlife tree 

identification /protection, Species at Risk (SAR) acknowledgement and invasive plant 

management.   

The park contains two endangered plant communities, as well as number of wildlife, which 

require open forest grassland ecosystems. Natural fire has been excluded for decades resulting 

in a significant build up of biomass and loss of park values /features and habitat. Two major 

wind events resulted in significant volumes of wind throw material, which increased treatment 

costs. 

Ecosystem Restoration planning work completed during the five years includes: 

1.  ER tree removal prescriptions for 340 hectares which included First Nations Preliminary Field 

Reviews (PFR), Species at Risk references, Wildlife Tree identification / protection, riparian 

management and consideration of other ecosystem values critical to the ER objectives;   

2.  Vegetation management prescriptions for 130 hectares to facilitate a Job Opportunity 

Program (JOP) project. 

3.  A prescribed Burn Plan for a 30 hectare controlled burn. The objective re-introduction of fire 

back to the parks landscape followed almost a century of fire exclusion. 

4. An Ecosystem Restoration Effectiveness Monitoring Plan for the park, which identified long-

term objectives and associated targets for monitoring.  

Treatment activities have occurred during the five year period include: 

1.   147 hectares treated with slashing and full -scale tree removal/salvage.  

2.  A prescribed burn completed for 20 hectares. A number of significant wildlife trees          

were protected as well as a number created through burning. 
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3.  The Job Opportunity Program (JOP) resulted in 130 hectares being slashed, which will result 

in increased benefits to grassland rejuvenation, wildlife use and reduced tree removal costs for 

future ER activities planned.  

4. Full Ecosystem Restoration treatment of a 30 hectare blow down areas with high fuel 

accumulations and associated fire hazard. 

5. Treatment of twenty hectares of Lodgepole pine which contained significant infestation 

levels of mountain pine beetle attack.  Special federal Mountain Pine Beetle (MPB) funding was 

received for this.  

 

Wasa Lake Park: 

Total invested:  $ 14,100 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 9,200  Total leveraged:  $ 4,900 
 
40 ha prescribed burn initiated 

 
Details: 
The primary role of Wasa Lake Park is to protect remnant open forested, grassland and riparian 
ecosystems of the East Kootenay Trench.  It offers exclusive protection of the Ponderosa pine 
biogeoclimatic zone (PP dh2) in the Kootenay Region.  
The park contains a number of endangered species as well as plant communities, which are key 

components of an open forest grassland ecosystems. Natural fire, which is also critical to the 

park, has been excluded for decades resulting in a significant build up of biomass and loss of 

park values /features and associated habitats. 

Ecosystem Restoration (ER) work began for the park in 1996 with the completion of Terrestrial 

Ecosystem Mapping   (TEM) for the park and shortly afterwards with an ER Plan /prescription 

for approximately 40 hectares of key open forest grasslands.  

Two years following tree removal ER treatment activities a 40 ha a prescribed burn plan was 

completed. In the spring of 2005, a 40 hectare prescribed burn was initiated by BC Parks, 

Ministry of Forests (Wildfire Management) and contract fire crews. 

All ER work to date has followed the Kootenay Boundary Higher Level Plan -East Kootenay NDT4 

objectives, BC Parks Best Management Practices and Conservation Policies. 
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Dry Gulch Provincial Park: 

Total invested:  $ 67,000 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 18,700  Total leveraged:  $ 48,300 
 
20 ha. full scale ER treatment for tree removal 
8 ha. slashing and burning in sloop 
 

Details:  
The primary role of the park is to contribute to a rare mixed forest and grassland habitat, which 

also serves as an important wildlife corridor within the East Kootenay Trench Ecosection. The 

park also contributes to critical winter and migration habitats for the blue listed Rocky 

Mountain Bighorn sheep as well as the open forest /grassland ecosystem. Given the parks 

location adjacent to Kootenay National Park, it plays a significant role for bighorn sheep in 

terms of providing a critical movement corridor. 

Ecosystem Restoration (ER) work started for the park in 1993 with the completion of Predictive 

Ecosystem Mapping   (TEM) and in 2005 with an ER plan/ prescription. ER works were then 

carried out in the winter of 2005/06 with 12 hectares being completed treated (full tree 

removal) and 8 hectares being partially treated (slashing / burning). Given the location of the 

parks grasslands adjacent to private development with a significant fuel loading as well as 

residential development, a decision was made to implement controlled sloop burning versus a 

prescribed burn. This was one of the first projects in the EK trench to utilize this system for 

removing biomass resulting from ER treatment activities. 

All ER work to date has followed the Kootenay Boundary Higher Level Plan -East Kootenay NDT4 

objectives, BC Parks Best Management Practices and Conservation Policies. 

 

Syringa Park: 

Total invested:  $ 214,900 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 12,800  Total leveraged:  $ 202,100 
 
115 ha ER planning 
20 ha full scale ER treatment for tree removal 
20 ha pile burning  

 
 



14 

 

Details: 
Syringa Provincial Park has very high conservation values and provides the only park 
representation of Undifferentiated Interior Douglas Fir (IDFun) subzone for this part of the 
Province (West Kootenay). One issue identified is the infilling of open forests and grasslands by 
conifers due to lack of fire disturbance which reduces understory production and alters 
understory species composition. These changes degrade winter range suitability and forage 
values for the local Rocky Mountain Bighorn sheep. In addition, the presence of species at risk 
and habitats at risk within the park necessitates careful consideration of ecosystem treatment 
options, targets and desired results.  
A decision was made to fund one ER project in this park as an environmental monitor was 
required to ensure that conservation / ecological values associated with the ER project were 
protected. No other funding was available at the time for this work. Ongoing ER work being 
done in the park has been funded through other HCTF retained by MOE out of the Nelson 
office. No other funding from this ER project will be spent in the West Kootenay part of the 
Region. 
Given the location of the park to adjacent residential areas and the fact that it qualifies as a 
designated Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) as well as the level of mountain pine beetle attack, 
additional funding was received from both the federal MPB and the Ministry of Forests Fuel 
reduction programs.  This resulted in fuel reduction and ER plans/prescriptions being 
completed for 115 hectares as well as 80 hectares being treated. 
   

Wycliffe Corridor Conservation Land: 

Total invested:  $ 13,200 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 13,200   
 
300 ha Ecosystem Restoration plan 
70 ha ER prescription 
 

Details:  
The Wycliffe Conservation  property, along with adjacent Crown and The Land Conservancy 

land is designated as a Class 1 Winter Range 3for elk and mule deer and is home to a diversity of 

rare and endangered species, including badgers (red-listed) and the Lewis' woodpecker (red-

listed). It also provides an essential wildlife connectivity corridor in the East Kootenay Trench.  

Protection of the wildife corridor is critical for long-term conservation strategies in the East 

Kootenay.   

                                                           
3
 Province of B.C., 2005.  Ungulate winter Range U4-006/008, B.C. Reg. 582/204, 

http://wlapwww.gov.bc.ca/wld/uwr/ungulate app.html 

http://wlapwww.gov.bc.ca/wld/uwr/ungulate
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Forest ingrowth from a lack of fire on  this property has resulted in a loss of winter habitat, 

grassland species and wildlife use . It is critical for ecosystem restoration to begin before more 

values are lost. To facilitate this need, an Ecosystem Restoration plan for the area was 

completed in 2007,m and a vegetation management prescription in 2009. Plans are under way 

to begin site treatment work in the winter of 2010 /11.     

Newgate/Earl Ranch Conservation Land: 

Total invested:  $ 13,700 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 13,700   
 
400 ha Ecosystem Restoration plan 
40 ha ER prescription 
 

This conservation property contains some of the most important deer winter range west of the 

Koocanusa reservoir.  It contains upland habitat that is used by black bears, elk and deer. 

Muskrat, beaver, coyotes and various raptors and songbirds also frequent the area. 

Forest ingrowth from a lack of fire on  this property has resulted in a loss of winter habitat  

values, grassland species and wildlife use . It isimportant  for ecosystem restoration to begin 

otherwise the ecological values of this property will continue to decrease . To facilitate this an 

ER plan was completed in 2008, and a vegetation management prescription in 2009. Plans are 

under way to begin site treatment work in the winter of 2010 /11. 

  

Elder Creek ςHuckleberry /Grizzly Bear Ecosystem Restoration Prescribed Burn 

Project  

Total invested:  $ 9,200 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 4,200  Total leveraged:  $ 5,000   
 
300 ha Draft prescribed burn/burn plan 
 

Details: 
This joint project is being led by the Ministry of Environment and involves working with an 
ecological research consultant as well as other resource agencies, and Tembec Inc., who hold 
the harvesting rights for the area.   The consultant has also received additional funding from the 
BC Forest Service science program to άvǳŀƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǎƛƭǾƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜǎΣ 
ǿƛƭŘŦƛǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ǎǘŀƴŘ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ƻƴ ōƭŀŎƪ ƘǳŎƪƭŜōŜǊǊȅ ŀōǳƴŘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦέ   
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The Flathead Valley is well known for having a sizeable population of grizzly bears, a species 

highly dependent on the productivity of huckleberries. However, grizzly bear use of the area 

has decreased since the early 1990's. Research has documented a significant loss of bear 

habitat utilisation in Elder Creek, which is a drainage within the Flathead located between Sage 

and Kishenena Creeks. Historically, the high elevation burn habitat within Elder Creek produced 

high quantities of huckleberries.  Through research completed by Dr. Bruce McLellan it has 

been reŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǾŀƭƭŜȅΩǎ ƘǳŎƪƭŜōŜǊǊȅ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ōŜ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŦƛǊŜΦ 

In the interests of taking advantage of the synergies with the ongoing research and the need to 

enhance bear habitat, the MOE contracted Keefer Ecological Services to design an ecosystem 

restoration prescription and work with a fire ecologist to write the associated burn plan.  This 

work is being designed with the goal of enhancing grizzly bear habitat through increased 

huckleberry production.   

Using the work completed as a basis, a prescribed burn plan will be prepared to guide the 

implementation of a future prescribed burn.      

 

East Side of Columbia Lake (Wildlife Management Area): 

Total invested:  $ 176,998   Amount leveraged:  $ 69,500 
 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 107,498 (including 04-05 contribution)  
 
7500 ha Landscape level ER plan 
215 ha slashing, piling and pile burning   
281 ha ER prescription completion  

 

The east side of Columbia Lake is Crown land located within the Columbia Wetlands Wildlife 

Management Area (WMA), and as such, is under the jurisdiction of the MOE.  It holds a 

tremendous significance to the Ktunaxa First Nations people and is regarded the center of 

Creation in their history and culture. 4  As such, this area holds elevated importance and 

sensitivities, which warrant detailed archaeological and cultural assessments and First Nations 

involvement and support for all planning and treatment activities to occur.  This area is also 

considered of prime importance as a critical ungulate winter range for Rocky Mountain Bighorn 

sheep, elk, mule and whitetail deer, and it serves as a connectivity and migratory corridor 

                                                           
4
 http://www.ktunaxa.org/who/creation.html 
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providing ecological linkage between Natural disturbance Types (NDTs) 3 and 4.   There are 

unique ecological values (existing ecological reserve) and a number of historic and present rare 

and listed species dependent upon the open forest and native grassland habitat of the area.  

¢ƘŜ Ŝŀǎǘ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ [ŀƪŜ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƘŀŘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŎŀǘǘƭŜ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ мфплΩǎΦ 

 In response to degradation of the high ecological importance and natural biodiversity of the 

area, ecosystem restoration planning and activities have been undertaken for almost a decade.  

In 1999-2005, extensive planning, archaeological and other detailed assessments, meetings, 

field reviews, and on the ground treatments led to the completion of 60 hectares of hand 

slashing to reduce ingrowth of young conifers, and piling, pile burning, and grass seeding.  Over 

this timeframe, financial support was received through the Terrestrial Ecosystem Restoration 

Program (TERP) (30K), the Tembec Environmental Fund (11.5K), The Canal Flats Rod and Gun 

Club (supported by The Public Conservation Assistance Fund (PCAF) (7K)), and HCTF (21K, 

Project 4-349).  All work was conducted through strong partnerships with First Nations, 

including contracted work with the Ktunxa Kinbasket Development Corporation. 

The development of a 2005-2010 East Kootenay Ecosystem Restoration Plan provided content 

for the submission of Project 4-299, with the following specific accomplishments for Columbia 

Lake East over this time period: 

 In 2005-06 and continuing in 06-07, funding support was utilized to produce ER prescriptions, 

archaeological assessments, field layout and works for slashing, piling and pile burning on 80 

hectares.  In 07-08, and 08-09, the Ktunaxa Kinbasket Development Corporation completed 

contract work for 48.3 hectares of slashing, piling and pile burning.  An additional prescription 

for 92.5 hectares was also developed.  In 2009, initials works were completed under contract by 

the Nature Trust of BC. This crew completed 27.1 hectares of slashing and piling, and 

established 6 photo-monitoring plots within the work area completed.  Works will be 

continuing in 2010 and 2011 for the additional 65.4 hectares of priority work currently under 

prescription. 

All ER work to date has followed the Kootenay Boundary Higher Level Plan -East Kootenay NDT4 

objectives, and addresses priority need for Rocky Mountain Bighorn sheep as identified the 

Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep Habitat assessment (Jalkotzy 2002) and Management 

Treatment Units (Marcoux et. Al. 1997) derived from Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping and 

incorporated in the overarching Columbia Lake East Ecosystem Restoration Plan. 

 

 



18 

 

 

Additional areas where treatments have been conducted: 

Wigwam Flats/Rocky Ridge: 

Total invested:  $ 156,000 

Total HCTF Contribution:  $ 60,000             Amount leveraged:  $ 96,000 
 
578.8 ha slashing, piling and pile burning   
1136.2 ha ER prescription completion (includes forested reserves)  

 

The Wigwam Flats and Rocky Ridge area is an extremely important winter range located east of 

Elko, BC.  This winter range provides habitat for bighorn sheep, mule deer, elk, and white-tailed 

deer. There has been no domestic livestock grazing since 1961 (P.Davidson pers. Comm.) This 

ER project began in 2002 with the completion of an ER plan (Hall 2002).  A total of 255 hectares 

were treated from 2002 to 2007 on Wigwam Flats.  A total of 251.5 hectares were treated on 

Rocky Ridge from 2005 to 2007.  Treatments included conifer slashing and piling, "sloop" and 

pile burning, and grass seeding of burned areas.  An additional 72.8 hectares were treated in 

2010 in Wigwam Flats by the Fernie Rod and Gun Club, which completes the slashing work for 

this area.  There is still some slash pile burning which requires completion.  The Wigwam Flats 

and Rocky Ridge are areas of interest by the Ministry of Environment, the Fish & Wildlife 

compensation Program (FWCP) and local rod and gun clubs.  

{ǘ aŀǊȅΩǎ bƻǊǘƘ /ƘŜǊǊȅΥ  

Total invested:  $ 36,892 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 36,892 
 
40 hectares slashing, piling and pile burning 
210 hectares ER prescription completion 
 

¢ƘŜ {ǘΦ aŀǊȅΩǎ bƻǊǘƘ /ƘŜǊǊȅ ŀǊŜŀ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ 

large number of species, as well as providing critical winter forage for ungulates. Restoration 

efforts are being undertaken to reverse losses to these values due to the ingrowth of conifers.   

The slashing, piling and burning was completed for 40 hectares in 2005-07. 

Financial support was provided in 2006 to assist with the development of an ecosystem 

restoration plan for this important ungulate winter range area. 
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Gina Lake  

The ER treatment to conduct slashing and piling of 50 hectares of ingrown grassland habitat 

was completed in 2006 and 2007, and a prescribed burn incorporating this area was 

undertaken in 2009-10, led by the FWCP.   

 

Todhunter  

Total invested:  $ 10,000 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 10,000 

A 2006 financial contribution to complete slash pile burning in the Elk Valley was provided to 

assist FWCP in areas of high value Rocky Mountain Bighorn sheep habitat.  HCTF further 

contributed towards the development of a prescription and the slashing, piling and pile burning 

treatment to restore an additional 20 hectares in 2008-09.   

 

Premier to Wildhorse bighorn sheep restoration area 

In 2006, the Fish and Wildlife Compensation Program embarked on an ecosystem restoration 

plan for the Premier to Wildhorse area.  The primary purpose of this plan was to restore open 

grassland and open forest ecosystems within the recovery area for bighorn sheep.  The 

following two treatment sites are within this plan area: 

Premier Ridge-Lewis Creek 

Total invested:  $ unavailable 

HCTF contribution:  $ 15,000 

In 2009-10, a financial contribution was provided to FWCP to enable the completion of 70.5 

hectares of slashing, piling and burning to improve habitat condition for bighorn sheep in the 

Lewis Creek area.  Treatment was conducted to restore the loss of productive bunch grass 

forage, and improve reduced sight lines for bighorn sheep, which made them very vulnerable to 

predators. 
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Herbert Creek  

Total invested:  $ unavailable 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 24,841 

The slashing and piling of 22 hectares of prime bighorn sheep habitat (southeast of the Premier 

Ridge area) was completed in 2008 and pile burning in early 2009.  In 2009, 13 bighorn sheep 

were transplanted to this area; monitoring of sheep response and habitat condition is ongoing. 

Sunflower Hill 

Total invested:  $ unavailable 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 10,000 

In 2006, HCTF funding was utilized for the completion of an Ecosystem Restoration Plan for 

Sunflower Hill, which incorporated a wildlife tree retention assessment and strategy to retain 

important old growth habitat features during timber removal in 2007-08. 

Radium Mile Hill 

Total invested:  $ 35,000 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 1,250 

Financial support was provided to assist with slash pile burning in 2007 on critical bighorn 

sheep habitat near the Radium Mile Hill, completed in partnership with the adjacent Kootenay 

bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŀǊƪΣ C²/tΣ ŀƴŘ ah9Σ Ψ.ƛƎƘƻǊƴ ƛƴ ¸ƻǳǊ .ŀŎƪȅŀǊŘ {ǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

Ministry of Transportation and Highways. 

 

Wildlife Tree identification and Protection during Prescribed Burns 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 29,344 

Wildlife trees are critical habitat to more than 70 native species and are of specific interest to 

the Ministry of Environment and many other groups. Preserving these trees during prescribed 

burns has been a concern. To address this issue, a portion of HCTF Project 4-299 funding has 

been utilized towards priority wildlife tree identification and the protection of the most 

significant of these trees. 
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Over the 5-year period various techniques were applied and assessed. These included, fire 

guards, foam and/or wet guards, gel application, pruning/delimbing, raking, wrapping and 

active water delivery. More than 200 wildlife trees were protected through 10 prescribed burns 

with varying success rates, mostly between 70 and 100%. 

We have identified that live stem trees with unbroken bark are effectively protected by ground 

fuel removal (raking 3-5m from base).  Similar trees surrounded by dense growth (plenty of 

fuel) and trees with scars or missing bark require additional protection in the form of wrapping 

with heat and fire resistant foil.  These techniques are relatively cost-effective.  The use of 

active water delivery proved 100% effective but expensive.  This may be a consideration for 

wildlife trees that are determined to have a high value. Fireguards are also effective but costly. 

Wildlife trees are a critical component of the ecosystem and must be protected for successful 

ecosystem restoration treatment. Through the approaches used, and adaptive management, 

we have demonstrated that proper techniques can generate great success in wildlife tree 

protection at reasonable expense. 

Worksafe BC regulations have resulted in increased awareness of safety hazards associated 

with workers involved with the management of wildlife trees.  Overall this has resulted in 

increased costs in terms of protecting these valuable resources as assessment /monitoring 

work is now included in all aspects of ER projects.  

 

Wildlife Tree Creation:  Dutch Findlay 

HCTF Contribution:  $ 10,000 

A financial contribution and in kind support has been provided to the FWCP in 2009-10 to assist 

with the planning, preparation, and on the ground treatment to create future wildlife trees in 

the Dutch Findlay area by introducing heart rot fungal species into selected veteran and 

appropriate live trees.  This effort is in partnership with the Nature conservancy of Canada, the 

Nature Trust of BC, the ThunderHill Ranch, the Ministry of Forests and Range, and the Ministry 

of Environment, and is on conservation properties and crown lands lacking this habitat feature.  

The Dutch Findlay area is one of the key nesting habitat areas in the Province of BC for the 

current population of the blue-ƭƛǎǘŜŘ [ŜǿƛǎΩ ²ƻƻŘǇŜŎƪŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ 5ǳǘŎƘ CƛƴŘƭŀȅ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ŦƛǊŜ 

maintained ecosystem and is degrading due to a lack of natural wildfire, leading to conifer 

ŜƴŎǊƻŀŎƘƳŜƴǘΣ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ƻǇŜƴ ŦƻǊŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ǎƘǊǳōǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ [ŜǿƛǎΩ ǿƻƻŘǇŜŎƪŜǊ ŦƻǊŀƎƛƴƎΣ 

and the deterioration of nest snags.  Future and additional ecosystem restoration treatments 
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are anticipated, and will benefit elk, mule deer, whitetail deer, and other threatened or rare 

grassland dependant species. 

Prescribed Burning Contributions and Involvement 

HCTF Contributions:   $21,030 

An integral part of the East Kootenay ER program has been the reintroduction of fire back to 

grassland ecosystems.  This has been accomplished through various vegetation management 

initiatives such as tree removal and slashing which are necessary to reduce the build up of fuels 

created as a result of fire suppression over the last seventy years.  Following these activities 

prescribed burns are initiated once the site is safe to burn in a controlled manner.  

During the 2005-2010 timeframe, HCTF Project 4-299 funding enabled MOE to provide partner 

support and collaborate with the Ministry of Forests and the Rocky Mountain Trench 

Operations Committee partners on a prescribed broadcast burn conducted on Crown land 

outside of BC Parks or Protected Areas.  In 2006, Central Pasture, an area of high ungulate 

winter range importance, was burned with a total area of 300 hectares.  A contribution for pile 

burning was also provided over this timeframe to assist with the reduction of slash and piled 

material on three Crown land areas (Skookumchuck, Burlots, and 3 Mile), within the key 

ungulate wither range area of the East Kootenay Trench. 

 

Monitoring:  standard pre/post/photo and long-term research   

!ǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά.ƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ !ŎǘƛƻƴέΣ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ƛǎ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŜǇ 

in any monitoring process.  Both short and longer term evaluations are necessary to determine 

initial and immediate effects and responses to ER treatments, and longer term to evaluate 

potential change not immediately apparent or requiring a greater timeframe to occur. 

Overall ER program operational monitoring consists of pre and post evaluation of the treatment 

area to be able to describe the changes on the site as a result of the activity.  Pre monitoring 

consists of baseline evaluations of the area and documentation regarding specific features or 

objectives to be measured, site and environmental information relating to ignition (burn) 

objectives, etc. Pre and post monitoring objectives most often include data collection regarding 

the stand structure and over story vegetation (crown closure, tree density, diameter, species 

and decay richness and composition), understory structure and composition (grass, herb and 

shrub percent cover by species, species richness and composition), forage production, and the 

status of invasive plant species on the site.  These are evaluated depending on the objectives 
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set for the treatment.  In addition, criteria to evaluate specific habitat features or ecosystem 

quality may be completed, including line of sight monitoring (bighorn sheep escape terrain), 

berry production and shrub response to treatments, wildlife species population responses etc.   

These monitoring objectives are high cost, but necessary to be able to measure response to the 

objectives set for the area. As described previously, any work conducted in BC Parks or 

Protected Areas must undergo rigorous assessments and meet best management practices and 

conservation guidelines /principles.  Specific monitoring objectives for project 4-299 are 

described in Table 1, Summary of Achievements, (Monitoring). 

 Linkages to supporting HCTF and other studies assist with provision of both baseline (pre) and 

post ER treatment wildlife population data, forage information, invasive species presence, etc 

and provide expanded value and guidance to efforts in this project (Appendix 1, Affiliated 

Projects). 

HCTF financial support has been of tremendous importance to allow MOE the resources to 

establish and carry out appropriate monitoring.  Results obtained provide opportunity for 

feedback loop and adaptive management response where warranted, and will help 

demonstrate project and program success in achieving objectives. 

 

The Economics and Cost Benefit Analysis of Ecosystem Restoration 

 There are many values associated with forest and grassland ecosystems. Some are bought and 

sold on markets while many are not. This introduces the need for ways to measure, value, and 

make tradeoffs between the value of forests for commodities such as timber and energy versus 

non-market values for recreation, water retention and filtration, and wildlife habitat. Since non-

market services have traditionally not been valued in the market-place, we need to incorporate 

the values of natural capital in our management of the landscape. 

A major driver of biodiversity loss includes the conversion of habitat for anthropogenic 

purposes, and a potential change in ecological processes and function as a result.  It is difficult 

to assign an economic value to the restoration of degraded ecosystems, particularly because it 

is complex to assign quantitative or qualitative value to natural functioning ecosystems and 

components of healthy habitats.   The economic value of resident hunting, guide outfitting and 

grassland economic values in the East Kootenays can be determined, 5 but there are a number 

                                                           
5
 ($ 53.5 million combined annual gross economic value estimates based on 2001, 2002, 2003 data; Blueprint for 

Action, 2006) 
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of challenges associated with the valuation of nature and natural systems ς science gaps, 

capacity, cost and time-constraints being especially important. Forest and grasslands and the 

renewable and non-ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƻŦ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΩ ǘƘŀǘ 

provides a number of ecosystem services (ES) contributing to human well-being.  Natural 

capital includes renewable and non-renewable resources such as minerals and energy, forests, 

water and fisheries, and ecosystems that provide essential services (Olewiler 2004).  It is often 

necessary to know how valuable they are relative to other outcomes, and how that value may 

be affected by alternative management actions and to inform trade-off decisions (Pagiola et al. 

2004).  

The value of Environmental Services creates a need to maintain the natural capital such as 

functioning forest ecosystems which support those processes (Brown et al. 2006).  To maintain 

public benefits from land management practices, the concept of maintaining natural capital to 

provide ecosystem goods and services is receiving widespread support from governments and 

the public. Market-based instruments and other policy tools are under development, and it is 

anticipated that defined policy and protocols will emerge to formally recognize the value to 

maintain, and promote, the restoration of ecosystems. 

The Ecosystem Restoration Program will continue to be promoted by a wide collaboration of 

stakeholders and partners, guided in recognition of the emerging ecological, economic, social 

and cultural benefits of this initiative in the East Kootenay Trench.  The Ministry of Environment 

ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ±ƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ άForest and grassland ecosystems restored to an ecologically 

appropriate condition creating a resilient landscape that supports the economic, social and 

cultural interests of BǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀƴǎΦέ6 

The following Table provides a synthesis of actual cost information for Ecosystem Restoration 

treatments as conducted in BC Parks and Protected areas over the 2005-2010 timeframe, as 

well as comparative average costs per hectare for similar works conducted on other Crown 

lands (1998-2008). 

All works described are highly variable depending upon project area size, stand densities, 

terrain, timing of treatment or other constraints, and site conditions.  

                                                           
6
 Executive summary; Ecosystem Restoration; Stratgic Plan, 2009; www.for.gov.bc.ca/hra/Restoration 
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BC Parks Ecosystem Restoration Costs per unit 

Information Based on Projects Delivered: 2005-2010 

Mike Gall & Sue Crowley, Ministry of Environment, and Randy Harris, Ministry of Forests7 

 

 

                                                           
7
 Team Leader, Ecosystem Restoration Program, Ministry of Forests and Range:  1998-2008 ER data summary 

DESCRIPTION OF WORKS COSTS 

/ HA 

BC Parks 

Average 

RANGE 

(BC Parks) 

 

COMMENTS Average Costs/Ha 

and $ Range: other 

Crown Lands  

Prescription ςfull tree 

removal  

280 237 to 315 (includes timber cruise) 225 (90-300) 

Prescription-slashing only 150 117 to 167  (nonςmerchantable) No information 

Prescribed Burn Plans 115 41 to 276 Includes prescription and 

plan 

No information 

provided 

Pile burning 346 One project 

only 

Based on 20-30 piles/ha 354 (150-788) 

Full scale tree removal 5500 3200 to 8825 Includes all harvesting costs 
(no planning) 

No comparable 

Slashing treatment  500 490-600 Up to non  -merchantable 213 (83-2140) 

Slashing & Piling 750 1 project only  511 (390-661) 

Prescribed Burning 660 400 to 1000 Includes contract fire crew 

costs 

60 (9-1135) 

Sloop burning 1000 850- 1125 Only one small example 611 (600-625) 

Mastication 2230 One project 

only 

Only one small example  



26 

 

 

 MOE 2005-2010 ER Program Successes  

 The support and funding obtained through HCTF has enabled achievement of many successful 

on the ground ER treatments, but has also contributed to advancement of the ER Program 

process and approach, and numerous other shared achievements. 

 ! ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ I/¢C ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǳǇŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ά! .ƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ 

!Ŏǘƛƻƴέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜǎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘ YƻƻǘŜƴŀȅ ¢ǊŜƴŎƘ 

since 1997.  An ER program website/database has been developed by restoration partners, and 

provides for a sharing of relevant information8 .  MOE has participated with the education of 

international students conducting ER learning in the East Kootenay Trench, including a review 

of MOE specific treatment and objectives in the field.   

A MOE specific five year restoration plan has assisted with an identification of need for 

continued funding and support from HCTF over this time period, and seed funding generated by 

HCTF has allowed for planning and prescription development to establish a ready state which 

enabled prompt treatment action on short term opportunities, such as occurred in 2008-09 

through the Job Opportunities Program.   

The five-year restoration plan also provides for collaboration and efficiencies in planning with 

partner ER agencies and groups (Fish & Wildlife Compensation Program, Ministry of Forests and 

Range, etc) and helps with the overall achievement of East Kootenay Trench ER priorities and 

goals.   As a partner at the ER Operations and Steering Committees, MOE represents their user 

groups, and provides focus regarding the support and priorities of MOE clientele, tenure 

holders (i.e. Guide Outfitters) and partners.  

During the five-year period of 2005 to 2010, BC Parks has been a major partner in the ER 

program contributing in excess of $800,000.00. This funding combined with HCTF has resulted 

in more hectares being treated in the EK trench (refer to Appendix 1 for more details) 

Conflict with agriculture through lowland habitat enhancement is no longer a critical 

consideration for the activities funded through this ER project, as Parks or Protected areas are 

now the key areas of focus for treatment supported by HCTF.  By targeting properties under the 

direct jurisdiction/management of MOE, objectives which address a true ecological benefit and 

                                                           
8
 www.trench-er.com 
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ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ όŜΦƎΦΥ  ƴƻ !¢±ΩǎΣ ƴƻ ǘŜƴǳǊŜŘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ƭƛǾŜǎǘƻŎƪ ƎǊŀȊƛƴƎΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

wildlife population area targets, etc) provide a better value for the ER investment, and better 

meet the specific needs to address wildlife habitat and related population impacts in key 

habitats and biologically important areas.   

The identification and treatment of invasive plant species has been recognized as a significant 

threat to the success of ER program treatments, and has now been incorporated as a specific 

component to be recognized and addressed during all ER activities. 

Projects and assessments which help guide the direction and priorities of project 4-299 are of 

great importance and provide reciprocal treatment benefits.  Where available, population 

objectives and other project information provides part of the rationale for expanding into other 

ecosystems and are considered during the prioritization of project areas; different habitats are 

utilized for different seasons, and often the most limiting habitat condition (low elevation 

forage, or higher elevation berries) is targeted for treatment in the management of the species 

population in consultation with the wildlife population biologist.  There is a growing amount of 

information to help guide the MOE ER program and positive restoration activities undertaken. 

As a result of positive relations and discussion, a Memorandum of Understanding has been 

developed between Her Majesty the Queen in right of the Province of British Columbia, 

ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ²ŀǘŜǊΣ [ŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ !ƛǊ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ όά.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀέύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

YǘǳƴŀȄŀ bŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ YǘǳƴŀȄŀκYƛƴōŀǎƪŜǘ ¢Ǌƛōŀƭ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ όάYκY¢/έύ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀƴ 

effective Government to Government Working relationship for the management of Provincial 

Parks (February 2005).The Premier Lake Park  formal joint working agreement established with 

the local Ktunaxa Kinbasket Development Corporation (KKDC -a development arm of the 

Ktunaxa Nation), BC Parks and a private tree harvesting firm  resulted in improved  working 

relationships with local First Nation as well as the opportunity for First Nations to build capacity 

in the field of Ecosystem Restoration. 

Issues and Challenges  

Smoke Management  

Prescribed fires release particulate and chemical compounds potentially hazardous to human 

health. Every effort is made to minimize impacts from prescribed fire to both fire fighters on 

site as well as the general public. The social and environmental benefits of prescribed fire can 

often outweigh a short-term release. All ER prescribed burns must consider the atmosphere`s 

ability to disperse smoke resulting from controlled prescribed burns (PB). PB managers must 

comply with the appropriate Open Burning Smoke Control Regulations as well as the venting 

requirements for smoke dispersal. 
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Planning  

Project planning is often difficult to fund, as most potential financial support is available for on 

the ground treatment and results.  It is even further compounded where there are increased 

expectations or requirements for pre and post planning and assessments (eg: Parks and 

protected areas, conservation properties, First Nations archaeological assessments.  It is not 

always recognized that Ecosystem Restoration in BC Parks may be more expensive than ER 

being carried out on other land bases due to this increased level of scrutiny and diligence. 

Treatment costs 

As markets fluctuate, there have been periods of low or no priority for logging due to marginal 

merchantable wood and understory market; this has affected sequencing of ER treatments 

where mature tree removal is a first and necessary step in the restoration process. 

Prescribed Burning 

It is a challenge to meet appropriate conditions to ignite and carry a fire, which threatens the 

success of every prescribed burn.  Treatment scheduling is at the mercy of varying 

environmental conditions, including the weather; in the spring, late snowfalls, moisture levels, 

and melt/drying patterns affect timelines and can cause delays and havoc in well laid planning.  

Often a prescribed burn will not occur if conditions vary too far from ideal and threaten the 

achievement of outcomes and intended ER burn response.  This is a particularly difficult 

situation to accommodate without funding flexibility.  Timing of prescribed burns can also be an 

issue related to funding, as many spring burns overlap fiscal and financial turnover, and may 

lead to a need for carryover financial support.  HCTF has been accommodating where this issue 

has been described and the valid concerns documented regarding the need for funding 

carryover and flexibility. 

A lack of fuels and/or changes to site can affect project activity success; for example, where 

ungulate use removes fine fuels (forage) after planning and assessment is completed, rendering 

a fire unable to spread or carry.  

Timing of Activities 

Timing of activities can also be an issue and lead to increased project costs or delays; for 

example, to meet Worksafe BC requirements, it is necessary to evaluate site safety (eg: snags) 

during the season of anticipated treatment.  This may lead to increased costs to hire contract 

assessors on tight timelines, such as after snowmelt but prior to green up for a prescribed burn. 
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Other 

Potential wildlife concerns rŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ 9w ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘǎ όƛΦŜΦΥ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ΩǇƻǎǘŀƎŜ ǎǘŀƳǇΩ 

attractants to treatment, etc) are evaluated and addressed through specific area treatment 

prescriptions and greater landscape level short and longer term planning. 

Contracting protocols and processes can be viewed as a detriment but also positive process.  It 

is generally a requirement for MOE to conduct a full advertisement and hiring 

competition/process for all Government work tendered; although this may provide 

opportunities for establishing contractors, there may also be associated paperwork and process 

delays, issues with inexperience at project costing, bid processes, or work expectations leading 

to dropped or unsuccessful project completion, and/or leading to overall increased costs over a 

selective or direct award of work.  Where ultimately justified, provision has been made to hire 

specific contractors who have exclusive skills or abilities to meet contract requirements. 

Seeding native species is a challenge due to the difficulty in plant establishment particularly for 

native seeds, and the targeted ungulate response to an establishing  

Non-targeted species impacts are considered and addressed during the development of specific 

treatment prescriptions, and through broad landscape level planning.  The ER proposal and plan 

are peer reviewed by other program biologists and staff (i.e.:  wildlife, Parks & PA staff) and 

feedback incorporated and potential issues addressed. 

Adaptive Management 

There have been a number of adaptive management responses to ER activities through project 

4-299, and these have had significance and relevance to the broader ER program locally and 

provincially.  There have been changes developed to the Smoke Regulations9 which govern 

prescribed burning smoke emissions, through collaboration and positive discussion among 

agency and ER partner groups to effectively modify the parameters for defined environmental 

conditions more appropriate for specific burning treatments.  The evolution and use of the 

ōǳǊƴƛƴƎ ΨǎƭƻƻǇΩ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ƛnnovative and positive solution to reduce site disturbance as a result of 

intense burning, and was adopted for testing and use through collaboration of partners 

conducting ER treatments.  Slash pile burning has come under scrutiny for eliminating coarse 

woody debris suitable for small mammal habitat; this has prompted the evolution of guidelines 

for levels of residue to be left on site for this purpose. 
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Communication of Results 

¢ƘŜ 9w ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ I/¢CΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ the MOE are 

being communicated through a wide variety of media.  Documentation regarding agency and 

partner treatments is regularly reported at meetings of the East Kootenay Ecosystem 

Restoration Operations and Steering Committees; this material will now also be posted and 

available on the ER website.  Newspaper articles, backgrounders, and interviews have 

presented success stories and provided public attention to the program and specific activities, 

and have promoted a greater local understanding and support for the ER program and 

recognition for the funders enabling the works for the benefit of residents and the resources 

they enjoy.  Visible signage presents effective information regarding treatment funders and 

partners, and demonstration of results, which can be appreciated and experienced on the 

ƎǊƻǳƴŘΦ  tǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ά.ƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ !Ŏǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ 

are available online and are provided to a wide audience of stakeholder and partner groups 

documenting program successes, participants, and supporters.  Targeted open houses are held 

to notify landowners of activities in their area; workshops and forums have been held and 

provided opportunity for Provincial as well as local exposure, the sharing of new or innovative 

information, and networking between partner groups.  In many cases, the exposure and 

communication of results has led to increased support, cost savings and efficiencies, and 

extension of on the ground results.  

Future work:   

 

A 5-Year Ecosystem Restoration Plan (eg: 2005-2010) spreadsheet is provided with each annual 

HCTF funding application.  This 5 multi year spreadsheet outlines priorities determined by MOE 

in conjunction with input from staff wildlife biologists, colleagues, and other partners such as 

the Fish and Wildlife Compensation Program to ensure positive support and where feasible, 

determine best opportunities and treatment value.   Information is provided regarding the 

location, size, treatment type, history, costing, etc, and forms the basis of work planning by 

year for the next 5-year period.  It is updated annually to reflect changes and updates within 

the planning term.  A new 5 year Ecosystem Restoration 5 Year Plan was created in 2010 for the 

2011 -2012 to 2015-2016 period.  The East Kootenay Grassland ER project 4-299 has targeted 

areas in key habitats, and priority low elevation winter ranges where habitat is most often 

severely altered and degraded; however habitat quality and linkages to mid-and higher 

elevation areas are also critical for seasonal movement and use.  Most of the ER treatment 

areas occur in the Rocky Mountain Trench, but depending upon the habitat or species 

objectives, areas of higher elevation (i.e.:  Elder Creek, Flathead area) may also warrant ER 

treatment activities to restore values (e.g. huckleberry production) in support of critical wildlife 
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use, or loss of biodiversity.  Planning and project activities are conducted in consideration of 

landscape level need, which may include important connecting areas over an expanded 

elevation range.  
The concept of a completed target for ER treatments is difficult to cap. MOE has been 

successful in treating approximately 10% of the 4500 hectares targeted annually by partners in 

the East Kootenay Trench, with a focus on the areas critical for wildlife and habitat.  Over time, 

ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŎŜ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ΨǊŜǎǘƻǊŜŘΩΣ 

other degrading areas will be identified and priority need determined.  Future  funding 

applications to HCTF are limited only by capacity of program staff and the highest identified 

priority activities; there will always be an evolving landscape and treatments necessary to best 

address species and habitat limitations and need.   

Management Implications 

The completion of Ecosystem Restoration treatments by the Ministry of Environment and 

partners conducting treatments in the East Kootenay Trench has benefits to ecological, 

economic, social and cultural values.  

In the short term, reduction of excessive fuel loads resulting from a lack of natural fire, and the 

mitigation of catastrophic wildfire risk will provide immediate human safety and landscape 

economic savings and benefits.  Increases in natural forage in restored open areas will sustain 

wildlife and livestock, as well as provide restoration to damaged native open forest and 

ƎǊŀǎǎƭŀƴŘ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǘƻ ол҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ ŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

implications to those species and populations.  There is a cultural benefit with the recognition 

of managed fire as one of the First Nations historical influences on the landscape that is 

inherent in their culture.  The management of emissions through prescribed fire and/or other 

treatments is socially favourable as opposed to emissions resulting from a wildfire and with the 

additional associated risks to properties and values. 

Longer term implications to Improvement to forest and grassland ecosystem health can provide 

an increased resilience and adaptation of ecosystems, which may help mitigate effects of 

climate change and positively affect species and populations.  Future bioenergy sources from 

stagnated stands and long-term timber harvest values may result from spacing over time.   

Enhanced biodiversity and improvement to ecological balance will be an ongoing effort. 

Recommendations 

The restoration of the fire maintained ecosystems of the East Kootenay Trench provide tangible 

ecosystem benefits and positive implications to native wildlife populations and habitats, and 
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clearly meet the Conservation Mission of the HCTF10.  Financial support from HCTF has allowed 

MOE to leverage significant funding and additional support from a wide number of sources; not 

only do these investments contribute to healthy and diverse populations of wildlife, but also to 

the economic well-being of the East Kootenay.  As such, it is suggested that HCTF continue with 

their financial support for these efforts. 

Conclusion 

With escalating social, environmental and economic land base pressures, it is imperative that 

integrated and comprehensive ecosystem restoration planning and activities continue to 

address the cumulative effects of forest ingress, forest management, and harvesting and 

human impacts which are resulting in degrading health and productivity of the East Kootenay 

Trench.  The HCTF investment in Ecosystem Restoration being carried out through project 4-299 

has provided benefits to the natural resources and biological diversity of the East Kootenay and 

improved the opportunity for restored ecological function and processes. 
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PHOTOS 2005-2010 

Figure 1: Dry Gulch Provincial Park: Non ςmerchantable slash being burned in burning sloop designed 

with built in air blower to create more effective burn and lessen smoke emissions. This project involved 

major tree removal and full restoration. 

 

 

Figure 2: Dry Gulch post ER treatment 

 

 



35 

 

Figure 3 Kikomun Creek Prescribed Burn:   

 

Figure 4 Kikomun Creek Post Prescribed Burn 2008 
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Figure 5:  Full Tree Removal:  Premier Lake 

 

 

Figure 6:  ER Post Treatment Premier Lake 2008 

 


