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Drawing by John Keates. December 2007: inspired from a ‘meeting of minds’.

BASED ON A RE-EXAMINATION
OF THE 2008 REPORT

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

THE SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY FOREST PROPOSAL
AND PROBATIONARY LICENSE IN TWO WATERSHED RESERVES

A CASE HISTORY (2003 —2008)
By Will Koop
May 20, 2008

(Based on a March 27, 2025, public presentation
- Seaside Centre, Sechelt, British Columbia (B.C.)

A Look Under the Hood of the Sunshine Coast ﬂ
Community Forest (SCCF) e z

.4 Date & Time: Thursday, March 27th

) |

=+ 7:00 PM - 9:00 PM (Doors open at 6:30 PM)

., ¥4 Location: Seaside Centre, 5760 Teredo St, Sechelt

Presented by: Elphinstone Logging Focus (ELF)
Visit our SCCF Operations campaign page:
ingfocus.org/sunshine-coast-community-forest-block-watch




| want to acknowledge that we are gathered here on the

ancient lands of the Shishalh Nation

Shishalh
Nation

Photo from |®atee,

Peninsula
Times
May 2, 1973

shishalh Nation; Rights & Titties Department, GIS, Jennifer Kester

Date: 2020-04-06
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Photo from the
November 17, 1971
Peninsula Times:
just over eleven
years after First
Nations were
permitted to vote in

Canadian elections.

Vq.sgmng Chiefs and members of the
- Sechelt Indian Council sit in council

wﬁfm Hon. Jean Chretien and Hon.

ceremonial

Presentatlon
Paul St Pierre, watched by guests
and filmed by CBC TV during the

opening

of the office

building last week. Sunshine Coast
Tribal (ounul administrator is pre-
senting a brief to the Minister.




Special Tribute to:
Phil Makow

(d. November 10, 2022)
Former Sechelt community resident
Creator and Permitter of the
B.C. Tap Water Alliance Mountain
Water Tap Logo
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Special Tribute to:
John Keates

(d. January 7, 2012)
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“SUNSHINE COAST
WATERSHED DEFENCE

John Keates authored the drawing of
the Trojan Horse (December 2007)




B.C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

Caring For, Monitoring, and Protecting
British Columbia's Community Water Supply Sources

website
www.bctwa.org
email

info@bctwa.org

A 1y

Est. February 1997

The Unofficial, Interim Custodian, Advocate and Defender
of British Columbia's Drinking Watershed Reserves and those
Community Watersheds not, or not yet so, Reserved

How to Navigate On-Line to Sunshine Coast
documents published by
the B.C. Tap Water Alliance
www.bctwa.org

Portal / Link to Portal / Link to
1 Main Website Page on ‘ ‘ NPT ——
é < . :: racking brius. .olumpia
. Community Watersheds ‘
About For summary information about the B.C. Tap

‘Water Alliance, and its formation.

Stop Fracking Hydraulic Fracturing of the earth "gold rush"

British by the Natural Gas industry, including its
Columbi impact on fresh water sources (surface, sub-
Columbia surface)

Reports and  Browse through a chronological list and
Presentations

download presentations and reports (since
1997)

Browse through a chronological list and
download press and news releases and
correspondence (since 1997)

For reports, files, history and features on
individual community watershed issues:

* Rossland City;
* Greater Vancouver;
]

Community  * the Sunshine Coast;
——— >  Watershed * Vancouver Island
Issues * Greater Victoria;
* Elk Creek (Chilliwack);
* Arrow Creek (Creston & Erickson);
* Portland City (Bull Run).
Two Newsletters: No.1, Natural Source
Newsletters Protection: High Time for a Change (April

2004); and No.2, "Community" Forestry in
Your Drinking Water (September 2005)

The Greater Vancouver
Watersheds: Capilano,
Seymour and Coquitlam
Creeks

3 « The Sunshine Coast Regional

———3» District's Watersheds,
Chapman and Grey Creeks

Vancouver Island -
Private Timber Lands
Port Alberni Valley, Comox
Lake

upper areas of Topping Creek. By February 2008, almost
1,000 residents (in a community of just over 3,000) signed
a petition against the proposals.

The file includes numerous reports written over a seven
year period on the fascinating administrative and
controversial history of the Greater Vancouver watersheds
that span a century. On November 10, 1999, the Greater
Vancouver Water District Administration Board passed a
five-point resolution on the re-protection of these three
sources that provide one-half of BC's population with a
domestic water supply.

Near to Vancouver, the controversy of logging, primarily
in Chapman Creek, began in the late 1960s and erupted in
1990, after years of broken promises and severe
degradation of the watersheds.

Following the tampering with and removal of the 1994
Private Forest Land legislation in 2004 by the BC Liberal
government, the largest private timber land owners on
Vancouver Island - TimberWest and Island Timberlands -
have begun to accelerate logging of primarily second
growth timber. Over the last three years (post 2004),
TimberWest has deliberately taken advantage of this
deregulation by logging drinking watersheds and ruining
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“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

THE SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY FOREST PROPOSAL
AND PROBATIONARY LICENSE IN TWO WATERSHED RESERVES

A CASE HISTORY (2003 — 2008)

By Will Koop
May 20, 2008

Drawing by John Keates, December 2007 inspired from a “meeting of minds’

CHAPMAN AND GRAY CREEKS

May 20,2008
(pdf - 19,904 kb)

(text only - pdf - 1,038
kb)

(Intro & Conclusion -
pdf - 357 kb)

August 19, 2007
(Pdf - 1,618 kb)

July 23,2007
(Pdf - 178 kb)

April 19, 2005
(Pdf - 1,160 kb)

May 27, 2003
(Pdf - 97kb)

1910-1998
(Pdf - 94 kb)

April 23,1998
(Pdf - 616 kb)

WATERSHED RESERVES:

Report: The Community Forest Trojan Horse - The Sunshine
Coast Community Forest Proposal and Probationary License
in Two Watershed Reserves - A Case History (2003-2008).

Transcript of Ministry of Forests Sunshine Coast District
Manager's witness testimony before the Sunshine Coast
Regional District's Board of Health Hearing, August 8, 2007.

Presentation by Will Koop to the Sunshine Coast Regional
District's Board of Health Hearings.

Photo compilation and selected transcripts at a public meeting
in Sechelt regarding public opposition to Chapman and Gray
Creek community watershed reserves in Sunshine Coast
Community Forest application.

Joint Media Release - Interfor Withdraws from the Community
Watersheds. Thankyou - from the Sunshine Coast Water First
Society

Chapman and Gray Creeks Dateline

Report. The Watershed Reserves of Chapman and Gray
Creeks: An evaluation of a meeting with the Sunshine Coast
Regional District and Regional representatives of the
Ministries of Environment and Forests regarding the
government's Integrated Watershed Management Plan
(IWMP).

INFORMATION ON THE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT'S
COMMUNITY WATERSHEDS

1990-1998
(Pdf - 330 kb)

March 21, 1998
(Pdf - 265 kb)

May 2, 1998
(Pdf - 61 kb)

May 5, 1998
(Pdf - 63 kb)

June 25, 1998
(Pdf - 62 kb)

Tetrahedron
(Pdf - 85 kb)

November 26, 1992

(Pdf - 121 kb)

References
(Pdf - 63 kb)

Selected Newspaper Articles

Watershed Referendum for Chapman and Gray Creeks -
Briefing Documents

Sunshine Coast Regional District Referendum Bylaw No. 454 -
Official Results

Referendum Results Press Release

Sunshine Coast Regional District Resolution for the Upcoming
Union of B.C. Municipalities' Annual Convention

Chronological History of the Tetrahedron Debate

Selected Texts - Affidavit by SCRD Planner Sheane Reid, for
the Supreme Court.

April 15, 1993 - Letter from SCRD Chair Peggy Connor to
Lands Minister John Cashore.

1993 - Letter to SCRD Planner Sheane Reid from Lands
Manager Margo Elewonibi, rejecting the SCRD's application
for a Land Act lease of Crown lands for the SCRD's
community watersheds.

December 31, 1993 - Final Report of the Tetrahedron LRUP
Water Sub-Committee.

1967 - Terms of the timber harvesting licence agreement for
Chapman Creek, and other interesting quotes from
correspondence files.

Selected Bibliography




Some of the Numerous Other Documents and Documentaries on the BCTWA Website

YouTube
B.C. Timber Sales Invasion of the Roddy Creek

Domestic Watershed
Released: November 12, 2023

Dangers to Property and Domestic Water Supply

Pollution, near Town of Avola, B.C.
December 1, 2022 - Letter to Minister of Forests (Pdf)
November 30, 2022 - Letter to Minister of Forests (Pdf)
October 28, 2022 - Letter to Government
Immediate Cancellation of B.C. Timber Sales'

Logging Block and Road Access (Pdf, 4 mb)
Report Attachment: Roddy Creek and Avola Creek Source Protection:
Direct Impacts from Forestry Practices on Licensed Water Sources (Pdf, 18 mb)

March 13, 2019
Letter to Vernon Forest District Manager
Regard the Peachland Community Watershed (Pdf)

Letter to BC Premier John Horgan, March 6, 2019:
Legal Mandate and Fiduciary Obligation of the
BC Government Regarding the Glade Creek Community Watershed
Map Reserve, and Community Watershed Map and Order-In-
Council Reserves (pdf)

Peachland Creek Watershed Assessment (November 2018)
(from BC Freedom of Information, pdf, 23 megabytes)
2 Assessment Maps: Map 1 (26 mbytes); Map 2 (26 mbytes).

March 15, 2015 - New Report (pdf - 28.5 megabytes)
Withholding Water Flow Science in the Wilson Watershed:
An Examination of the Sunshine Coast Community Forest's Wilson
Creek Watershed Assessments (2010-2012)
- Summary Report only (pdf - 2.2 megabytes)

YouTube, July 13, 2019
Trashing a British Columbia Drinking Watershed Reserve:
High Elevation Logging in Peachland Creek

YouTube, April 1, 2019
Legal Logging Moratorium History and Government Secrets
in the Peachland Community Watershed

YouTube, March 17,2019
Logging in the Peachland Creek Community
Watershed Reserve, Timelapse 1984 - 2018

YouTube (by Will Koop)
January 31, 2019
Orecs in the Watershed: Private Land Logging
in Jump Creek, Nanaimo's Drinking Water Supply
and the British Columbia Government's 2001
Drinking Water Protection Act Public Meetings

May 14, 2018 - Media Release
Alliance Calls on Government to End Logging,
Road Building, and Mining Speculation
in Peachland Community Watershed
(pdf)
- Letter to BC Ministers of Forests and Environment
- Peachland Watershed Photo Backgrounder Document
(57 pages, pdf, 25 megabytes)

January 19, 2018 - Report Submission
Professional Reliance: The Side-Kick of
British Columbia's Recent (2001-2018?) Deregulatory Regime
Submission to the BC Government's Review of "Professional Reliance in
Natural Resources"
(Pdf, 1.3 Megabytes)

June 4, 2013 - Letter to Revelstoke City Mayor & Council
(Re: Greeley Creek Watershed Reserve)

May 23, 2013 - THE BIG EDDY - New Report Preview
The Summer 2013 edition of the Watershed Sentinel (http:/watershedsentinel.ca)

features a summary article on the upcoming report by the B.C. Tap Water Alliance.
A pdf copy (1 M-byte) of the article is available on this link

March 21, 2013 - News Release
BC Liberals Caught Demoting Protected Status

of Community Drinking Water Sources
Click here for Backgrounders

February 27, 2013 - News Release -
Land Grab Rejected 24 Years Ago -
Resurrected in BC Liberals' Bill 8

January 28, 2013 - Letter to Sunshine Coast Regional District
No Timber Sales in the McNeill Lake Watershed Reserve
Click here for pdf and backgrounder




GOOD SERVANTS/ BAD SERVICE: B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

THE GLADE CREEK WATERSHED RESERVE:

AN EXAMINATION OF RECORDS AND REPORTS
RELATING TO ROSSLAND CITY’S
DRINKING WATERSHED RESERVES

AN HISTORICAL OUTLINE
OF THE POLICIES AND ADMINISTRATION,
INCLUDING SOME OF THE DEBATES,
CIRCUMSTANCES, AND CONTROVERSIES,
OF THE GREATER VANCOUVER WATERSHEDS

BY: WILL KOOP
April 23, 1993

SEYMOURGATE

THE OFF-CATCHMENT LANDS
OF THE LOWER SEYMOUR VALLEY

AN INVESTIGATION INTO:
THE HISTORY OF THE LOWER SEYMOUR;
THE FIRST REGIONAL PARK PROPOSAL;
THE SEYMOUR ADVISORY COMMITTEE
AND THE RELATED ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF
THE SEYMOUR DEMONSTRATION FOREST
Research, text, layout

by Will Koop
December 10, 1997

RED FISH UP THE RIVER

A REPORT ON THE FORMER
COQUITLAM SALMON MIGRATIONS
AND THE HYDRO-ELECTRIC DEVELOPMENTS
AT COQUITLAM LAKE, BRITISH COLUMBIA, PRE-1914

By Will Koop. October 1, 2001

Presented to the Kwikwetlem Nation
through B.C. Hydro's Bridge Coastal Fish and Wildlife Rehabilitation Project Fund,
Coquitlam/Buntzen Water Use Plan

(1923 —2002)

NO “MISNOMER” / NOT *“JUST A NAME”

The Second Preliminary Report

By Will Koop, Coordinator
May 1, 2017

By Will Koop.
December 8, 2008

Earliest known photo of salmon jumping in Coquitlam River.
undated. early 1900's. Source: B.C. Hydro photographic archives.

THE WORKING FOREST:
“END OF THE COMMONS”

THE NEW CORPORATE FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN
FOR BRITISH COLUMBIA

A RESPONSE TO
THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT’S RE-PROPOSAL,
THROUGH THE MINISTRY OF
SUSTAINABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT,
FOR THE CREATION OF A “WORKING FOREST” RESERVE
ON PUBLIC LANDS

Will Koop,
Coordinator,
B.C. Tap Water Alliance,
April 30, 2003
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Alberni 1

“If any one is asked to
enumerate our natural
resources, he will mention our
forests, minerals, fish, fur-
bearing animals, etc., but few
will think of or mention
probably the most important
of all — water — without which
the others would either be
non-existent or incapable of
use and development... For
administrative purposes,

the Province is divided into
thirty-two water districts,
whose boundaries so far as
possible follow watershed
boundaries.” (Report of the
Lands, Surveys, and Water
Rights Branches, 1946.)




“The well-informed doctrine relating to the protection of municipal water supply.”

METEOROLOGICAL ;
AND
HYDROLOGICAL MEASUREMENT

Before any quantitative expression can be given to the METEOROLOGICAL STATIONS Columbia lsing is clearly indicated (scc map D for the
character and behavior of the water resources or of the - conditionschangerapidlyfrom plae o phc i exteat of the major drainage basins).
atmospheric conditions which so closely influence it i e begporc ity
there must exist a network of recording stations of Con o meteomiogical hitios SNOW COURSES AND

san es of conditions is large. At FLOOD-WARNING STATIONS
hydrologic phenomena is present there ith climatc records of
phases of resource development and provides data from five or more A The Water Rights Branch of the British Columbia Department
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80 were compiled. The ving maps sho depth of sngw and ity water content at se tes in the
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of the various measuring stations. In all maps active
refers to stations in u]xrnlmll in August 1955 regardless
of length of record and inactive to stations not operating
at that time but for which there are five or more
of r

harged down selected key rivers over a given period and
Teports of t RIS 6ctl of Russerous rivers during the spring
freshet. Theguantitative estimates of the expected river fow
are of great value to water users as hydro-clectric
producers, ifrigatars and flood fighters.
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anumerable applications.

Many of the atmospheric elements measured have

bearing (directly in the case of precipitation, indirectly

influencing evaporation)
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those element
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on page 17. Maps B, C and D show the stations at
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measured—stream flow and height, depth and water
content of snow, amount of sediment carried by streams
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British Columbia Atlas of Resources: Natural Resources Conference 1956

The well-established tradition of
‘single-use” protection of drinking
and irrigation water sources is also
reflected in the following statement
by federal Hydrographic Survey
engineer E.M. Dann: “It is needless
for me to expatiate here upon the
now well informed doctrine
relating to the protection of
municipal water supply.”

Dann wrote this to his superiors in a
1915 report about East Canoe Creek,
Salmon Arm’s water supply, which
was located in the Railway Belt and
was under the jurisdiction of the
federal government at that time
(Report No. 230, Survey of Watershed
of East Canoe Creek, in connection
with Salmon Arm Water Supply, July
17, 1915).
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7 years before British Columbia’s first park
was created by way of legislative protection
In 1912 (Strathcona), drinking watersheds
began to be protected in 1905 for Metro
Vancouver by way of a Land Act reserve. A
second Land Act reserve for the Seymour
watershed was established in 1906.
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The 1905 Watershed Reserve map for provincial
Order-in-Council #184, showing the boundaries of
the remaining Crown lands in the Capilano
watershed above the water intake. The Reserve
protected the watershed from future timber
speculation and private ownership.

The private lands shown as rectangular parcels in the
Capilano watershed were previously owned by the
Capilano Timber Company. These and other lands
(i.e., in the Seymour watershed) were obtained by the
Greater Vancouver Water District, which had a
mandate to own and control land in its watersheds,
through negotiation, after 1926.




PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Government
of Canada has reserved, for- special ‘purposes, the lands|
surrounding and in the neighborhood of Coquitlam Lake]
as shown within the heavy lines on map below.
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Both federal and provincial governments legislated protection

for drinking watersheds in B.C. at the start of the 1900s.

Any UNAUTHORIZED person in any manger ocelpying or taking

PO on of any portion of these lands, or cutting down or injuring
any trees, saplings, shrubs, or any underwood, or otherwise trespagsing
thereon, will be prosecuted with the utmost vigour of the law.

(8.) The Lieutenant-Governor in Council may grant to any incor- Power to Lieut.-

porated city, owning and operating its own system of water-works, a Seyerner in Council

lease of the vacant Crown lands which form the whole or any portion 1908

of the natural watershed from which such city derives its water supply,

for such term, not exceeding nine hundred and ninety-nine years, and 2
upon such conditions as may be deemed advisable, and may in such
lease define the limits of such natural watershed.

By Order, ROBERT ROGERS,

__ ./ Minister of the Interior of Canada.




,"&.7 = — * .
L X 1 A n -
g WA p .. -
= e 7 —/,"»%‘ A "
Total Storaga Capacity v ~ - g% o\
of Razarvair 1z 9.0 billion gallons - Al & »
! u :
i Total Sterage Capacity of Resarvor 2is v
6.2 billicn gpllens -
Total uzeable orvge in Peservoirs =l - 3 .
1and 2 is 9.0 killion gllons - in
2 g o 4 V . L
- = e . z »
e L
-~ : _ - & 7 ;
2 > — ; Ys g) /
N ] - aTi a 4
s A = S ¢ Ne:
= 2 3
& - . <
— l I
‘?0' " .. 7, E
i ul. = '
Roziyn! 7 s N
o - . = .
b " e
L @ i
& ,\‘1‘"‘ = T ’/‘" E
£, - ‘\ 3
y L AR RS
< % 3 - - / - -~ v
Ta e =AY , - Mt. Hood
watarched a National Forest Reserve. This provided important y ) - : P & ) b |
pmm:nthnmdud. it i " g S - ~ Bull R ! . 1239&
B et . \. i w0y 3,426 m
| 1895-Thafirst o L . : @ v
i - _ :
| oo Presidar 3 1 da Trespass Act” i = 2
s S S hfsiam ko phat courtosy of the Tuadatin Valkey
" tomast the needs of the growing P - - 3 czlmpmnummot
- | 1929and 1962 - Dam 1 and Dam 2 completed respactivaly AT
| o7 -Esablsh  the Bul eh o it m'l‘p’l:m w::'g
e el . = s
| recal P ¢ ‘mation
"!'— mqn’ultylswn & - .
N B o < m 163

.“J

X7

o

United States federal

government protected

Portland City’s water
supply, the Bull Run
watershed, in 1892.

THIS MARKS THE BOTDA

728 BULL RON DIVIS

OF THE

Oregon National Forest _

Created for the purpose of PrOtethlﬁg

the Watershed from which the
of Portland derives its Water Supply

CLOSED fo the PUBLIC

GRESS

ts grazing and trespass

€ The Act of April 28. 190% (33 Stat. 526) prohibi therefrom,

on the Bull Run Natfonal Forest. and Excludes All Persons
ecxcept Forest officers and Ftd.-.ml and State officials and employes of
the Portland Water Board in the discharye of their duties.
G This Act provides that any persons who permit stock to graze Within
the Bull Run National Forest, or who know'inglV trespass ‘hfi""“ shaly
ne
. ]

be deemed guiltyof a misdemeanor and subject to 2 maximum of $500
—_—

— =
g Officers of the Forest Service are instructed to enforce the 3
of this Act. They are empowered to arrest without warran

son Wieeithes sets firc 1o the woods, or leaves a fire UmExXin

. F. HOUS !
DSecrellry of Agr
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“The sides of the hills are all covered with forests of oak and chestnut, and also far beyond the spots whence any water could
flow to the reservoirs. This devoting so large a space to forest wilderness within ten miles of a million of inhabitants is not a

mystery to the people. It is the result of a custom, and a stringent law enforced for 1,500 years, and not a new discovery. The
edicts of the Greek Emperors were very early issued requiring the planting of trees and forbidding any person other
than the authorities to cut down a tree, and the Turks enforce the same law. There may be differences of opinion as to the
physical laws by which the perpetuation of forests secures rain and preserves moisture, but there is no difference as to the fact
that in the devastation of the forest on the hill-side the usual regular flow of water is greatly diminished.”
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1948 Oblique
Aerial Photo
showing the
headwaters of
Gray, Chapman
and Angus
Watershed
Creek forest
valleys.




Note that
the headwater
forests are
still intact.
The protection of
the “headwaters”
to protect water
flows originates from
the B.C. Forest
Commission of
1910, a legislated
policy that
foresters would
later Ignore.




The 1990s: A Time of Discoveries

WAKEUP VANCOUVER'

AN HISTORICAL OUTLINE
OF THE POLICIES AND ADMINISTRATION,
INCLUDING SOME OF THE DEBATES,
CIRCUMSTANCES, AND CONTROVERSIES,
OF THE GREATER VANCOUVER WATERSHEDS

BY: WILL KOOP
April 23, 1993

While researching the history of the Greater Vancouver
Watersheds I began following threads. This led me to
discover logging controversies in Oregon (October 1994),
Washington State (June 1994), the Victoria City watersheds
(June 1992), and other community watersheds in British
Columbia.

It was in April 1996 that I signed up for an
advertised “forestry tour” of the Chapman Creek
community watershed. This is when | first met
and was introduced to the concerned citizens of
Sechelt / Gibsons.



| was shocked, horrified,
repulsed by what |
witnessed on the National
Forest Week tour event of
the Chapman Creek
community watershed.

The Ministry of Forests
approved its ruination!




Location of
where we walked
on the “forestry”

tour (in red
highlight) on the

east side of the
Chapman Creek,
a recent, vast
clearcut.

An area logged
earlier and
below, which
angered the
community, was
featured in the
newspaper on
January 23,
1979.




Old photographs
of the logging in
Chapman Creek
| copied from
concerned
citizens




Forestry tour leader and
community watershed logging

advocate Brian Carson (far
right) attempts to answer
residents’ serious questions and
concerns about the clearcut
logging and excessive road
building impacts on water
supply and water quality by
Jackson Brothers, Bobby
Braish, and International Forest
Products. The group is standing
on a pile of debris from an
above-triggered landslide
event. Mr. Carson would later
become a director of the
Sunshine Coast Community
Forest. (My photo of the event,
and an accompanying video)



On August 1, 1996, some 3 months later, | again travelled to the Sunshine Coast. | came to
Interview Linda Williams, the president of the Tuwanek Ratepayers Association, who had
been on the forestry tour. | recorded her intriguing accounts of what she and her colleagues
(appointed as public committee members who sat on the Tetrahedron Land and Resource
Use Plan) discovered about the Chapman and Gray Creek community watersheds.

TETRAHEDRON LRUP I i

WATER

The Sunshine

AST NEWS

Second Section

FINAL REPORT OF THE WATER SUBCOMMITTEE .
DECEMBER 31, 1993 SCRD seeks alpme park
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP
Chuck Weatherill . ACKNQV.VLEDGMP.:NTS .
. TN Thanks to all the Ministry of Forests, Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Crown
Erwin Diener . : S :
Linda Willi Lands personnel who assisted in providing information and for the countless hours spent
maa Y.AUAmS answering questions and researching files to enable this committee to provide the
Greg Mowatt following report to the Tetrahedron Local Resource Use Plan.

Jim Gurney




W

Tetrahedron Park Proposal
Boundaries (in green)

¢

commmaeme “Tefrahedron L.R.U.P.

e Chapman / Gray Creeks |.W.M.P.

JULY 4, 1991 SCALE [:80000




Transcript, August 1, 1996, Linda Williams:

“We couldn’t figure out at all, actually, what was going on. We noticed that these maps had Reserves marked
on them, Watershed Reserves, and we couldn’t get anything out of the Ministry of Forests about what they
meant. And finally, after almost a year of questioning they came up with this ‘thing,’ that they were ‘just red
flags.” ... So, then we asked, well why aren’t they on the Forest Cover maps then for the planners that are
doing the planning? This went on and on. So, the Water Subcommittee [of the Tetrahedron LRUP] was struck
because there was just too many anomalies. ... The Water Subcommittee took upon itself a larger mandate ...
we can’t just look at the Tetrahedron area when we are talking about the water issue, we have to look at the
context of both watersheds. Our mandate was larger in that we had the approval of the LRUP to examine the
watersheds as a unit, rather than just the Tetrahedron area which the other Subcommittees did. ... So, we
asked for the Watershed Reserve files from the Ministry of Forests, and we were told there was no such
thing. ... But there was no way they were going to respond to the Watershed Reserve files on the two
watersheds. They did not respond to that.”

INTRODUCTION

When the Tetrahedron Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP) process began in 1990 members
of the Committee were unaware that Chapman and Gray Creeks were Watershed
Reserves. As a result of some of the older mapping reviewed by the Water Subcommittee
inquiries were made to MoF regarding the significance of this designation
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Tenure Type: |RESERVE/NOTATION
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Document No: |75296

Purpose ¢ [MISC LAND USES
Subpurpose : |WATERSHED RESERVE
Location CHAPMAN CREEK
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Land Type : UPLAND

Water Type : NOT FOUND
waterbody

Area Ha . .00000000
Length km 00

Land Value : 0

Raev Code H

Perf Reg H

Client Name:

Talephone : 604 5848822

File No
Dated
Region
Mortgage
Per Gross
Royalty
Purch Opt
Former SUP
SUP File
CLA Project:
CLA Subpurp:
Next Review:
0ld L.Value:
Rav Reason @

es @e 2% e o8 ss v e e

Client File:

0
DEV/MGT PLAN

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS AND PARKS

--------------------- TASS8ALl7 --
0326774 Status : ACTIVE
19750722 Expires : 99990722
2 QIC No. :

NO Assigned :
NO Cancellad:
NO Reinstate:

NO Rent s .00
NO owing : +.00
Cut Lic : NO
Clearing : NO

Security :
19950722

; HED RESERvE
wrfr_ggs

\1 220! r«=% i123&.
S 3

TIESTI

A 19219 CKT 101

3 i1 po9392
Bk.2 |

’

o2 LAY

e
h‘

CHAPMAN CREEK
WATERSHED RESERVE

Ministry of Crown Lands (MoCL)

A tenure inquiry to Ministry of Crown Lands (MoCL) disclosed that Chapman Creek
Watershed is a Section 12 Watershed Reserve established on July 22, 19754. Its currently
active status expires on July 22, 9999. Administrative authority is vested in MoELP,

Water Management Branch?. This is why it has a different ownership code.
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Problems with Information Assembly

Assembling the information relevant to Watershed Reserves was surprisingly difficult and
many inconsistencies regarding the Chapman Creek Watershed Reserve were noted.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
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1. Generally there exists a letter from the MoF to the Water Investigations Branch
acknowledging the establishment and boundaries of each watershed reserve in British
Columbia. There isn't one for the Chapman Creek Watershed Reserve!4.

2. A request from the Water Subcommittee to the Ministry of Forests for their Chapman
Creek Watershed Reserve file resulted in the information that there isn't a watershed
reserve file.

3. There is inadequate documentation in the MoF and MoCL files regarding this
watershed reserve.

4. On Ministry of Crown Land maps the northern end of the watershed boundaries
appear to be altered with no supporting documentation.

5. Early MoF forest cover maps show the Watershed Reserve while later ones'did not.

6. ESAs!’ for water are not attributed to the Chapman watershed on MoF forest cover
maps. :

7 MoE does not seem to exercise its apparent mandate regarding management of the
Watershed Reserve.

8 The re-inclusion, in 1989, of the area, previously deleted from the licensee's chart area

in response to community concerns, on September 22, 197316, as well as area
constrained from harvest by the 1974 IRM Study.

MoCL Policy-Community Watershed Reserves 1/5/83¢ states that, "Map Reserve” means
a reserve, established by the Ministry on behalf of the Minister, to temporarily withdraw or
withhold Crown land from disposition®" This is a Section 12 Watershed Reserve.




1.

The Integrated Watershed Management Plan

references to the two Watershed Reserves
which were discovered and investigated in

There were two Planning processes on the Chapman
and Gray Creek Watersheds taking place at the same time

Chapman and Gray Creeks

Integrated Watershed Management Plan (Draft)

February 1994

(May 1990 - 1997) failed to mention or
include Government tenure status

TETRAHEDRON LRUP

> WATER

FINAL REPORT OF THE WATER SUBCOMMITTEE
DECEMBER 31, 1993

the Tetrahedron public process.

The difference between the two provincial higher-level planning processes
was that the Tetrahedron membership included community representatives,
but the IWMP process only included provincial ministerial representatives.




Linda Williams interview, August 1, 1996, audio transcript:

“In this latest IWMP document, there is not one
mention of Watershed Reserve. There is not one
mention, not one word. It never enters the report.”

Chapman and Gray Creeks February 1994
Integrated Watershed Management Plan (Draft)




When the Sunshine Coast Regional District was informed about the residents’
concerns about the missing Watershed Reserves, and when International Forest
Products announced continued logging in the Chapman Reserve during the IWMP

process, it decided to take the government to court in 1992.
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Logging injunction bound for supreme court

by Jane Seyd

A fight between governments on the
Sunshine Coast over logging versus
water quality is heading to the B.C.
Supreme Court.

Sunshine Coast regional directors
are seeking an injunction against the
Ministrv of Forests issuine further cut-

Regional district seeks control of Chapman watershed

ging on a 15-hectare block in the con-
tentious area this week.
It’s the latest in a series of fights

from logging affecting quality in the

possible erosion aﬁd sedimentation
Chapman/Gray creek water supply.

Director Jeremy Frith calls that a
“father knows best” attitude local gov-
ernment won'’t tolerate any longer: “We

ically sensitive area: “My people tell
me it’s not a problem.”

In part, the injunction is being
sought on the basis of recommendations
made almost 20 years ago in a report
which urged joint management of the
watershed and restricted logging in the
Chapman Creek area.




Corﬂtnunity
fights
logging in
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Special to The Sun

SECHELT — The regional
government on the Sunshine Coast
says it’s determined to protect its
watershed from logging. g

To that end, it’s seeking an injunc-
tion from the B.C. Supreme Court to
stop the forests ministry and Inter-
national Forest Products from issu-
ing further cutting permits in the
Chapman/Gray Creek watershed
until a management plan is com-
pleted.

‘Sunshine Coast

logging on hold
N/ a k>

SECHELT — A court case over
logging in the only major watershed
on the Sunshine Coast has been
adjourned after lawyers for the
regional district and International
Forest Products agreed to a morato-

Canadian Press

- rium,

The Sunshine Coast regional dis-
trict northwest of Vancouver had
been seeking an injunction against
Interfor and the forests .mimstryvto
prevent further logging in the
watershed until a management plan
had been completed.

Under the out-of-court agreement,
the injunction hearing was
adjourned until an unspecified date
with the understanding no logging
will take place in the watershed
until March. :

The only activity will be to remove
wood that has already been cut by
Interfor. The company also agreed
to give two weeks’ notice if logging is
to start in the area.

COAST NEWS

SVWEEKENDER

50 cents per copy on newsstands
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SCRD calling for powers to protect water

by Jane Seyd

Guidelines which set out what should
and shouldn’t happen in community
watersheds like the Chapman Valley are
under review by a provincial committee
to make them stronger, clearer and less
discretionary.

But directors of the local regional dis-
trict which oversees drinking water for
the Sunshine Coast aren’t convinced the
move will be enough to protect water
quality.

Instead, they are calling on the
province to pass strong water quality laws
which would have greater power than the
guidelines and would rank higher in
authority than the Forest Act or the Mines
Act in water quality protection.

Meanwhile, a working draft of an Inte-
grated Watershed Management Plan
which would divide the Chapman water-
shed into various management zones will
be di d by local ministries April 20
and 21.

Under the draft plan, different rules on
activities like logging and recreational
would apply to each zone.

“It’s a complex watershed and it’s a
controversial watershed,” said Marion
Jamieson, co-chair of the watershed
management committee and resourc:
officer with the Ministry of Envi t

and Crown Lands.

Changes to the guidelines are intended
to make them more comprehensive and
give more detailed directions on allow-
able activities, such as logging, says
Jamieson.

But regional directors say leaving the

Currently, guidelines which govern
watershed activity are administered by
several provincial agencies including the
Ministry of Forests, Water Management

guidelines as just that - guidelines - and
allowing resource ministries a strong say
in what happens in watersheds is the
wrozg approach.

turn to page 2

February 28, 1994 Volume 48 Issue 9
SCRD stands
firmly against
watershed logging

Copsy

RS

Province




Excerpts from the Sunshine Coast Regional

District’s November 1992 Lawsuit Filing

(926687

Vancouver Registry

o

PREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

®f [NE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
PLAINTIFF

HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN IN RIGHT OF THE PROVINCE
OF BRITISH COLUMBIA and
INTERNATIONAL FOREST PRODUCTS LIMITED

DEFENDANTS

13. Further or future logging by Interfor in and around the
said watershed area lands will cause additional damage to the
Regional District's will further
deterioration of the water quality of the said water.system.

WHEREFORE THE PLAINTIFF CLAIMS AGAINST THE DEFENDANTS:
(a)

water system and cause

a mandatory injunction requiring the Defendants to
all steps reasonably the
reclamation of the Creek
watershed areas to stabilize the water system and

take necessary in

Chapman and Gray

correct the affects of past logging activities;

(b) prohibiting 1logging and logging

said watershed

an injunction
in the

I.W.M.P.

related activities areas

unless and until an is completed

identifying acceptable 1logging activity in the

watershed areas:;

4.

Columbia by the Crown Provincial

Chapman and Gray Creeks, which are the only accessible and viable

sources of domestic water in that geographic vicinity.

The Regional District holds a valid and lawful water

licence issued pursuant to the laws of the Province of British

and a watershed reserve on




AFFIDAVIT

I, Sheane Reid, of the Sunshine Coast Regional
District, P.O. Box 800, 5477 Wharf Road, Sechelt, British
Columbia, VON 3A0 do hereby MAKE OATH AND SAY THAT:

5y The Gray Creek and Chapman Creek areas are designated
as watershed reserves‘under Section 12 of the Land Act.

23 Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "H" to this my
Affidavit is a Ministry of Environment tenure report on the
Chapman and Gray Creek areas identifying these lands in the Crown
Provincial's records as being watershed reserves. Chapman Creek
was identified as such in 1975, with the designation not to
expire until the year 9999 and in the case of Gray Creek it was
so designated in 1987, again not to expire until the year 9999.
I note that the review date for Chapman Creek is set at 1995 and
for Gray Creek at 1997 and that there is no specified cut licence

or clearing indicated on this document.

23 Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "J" to this my
Affidavit is an extract from explanatory notes from the Ministry
of Forests indicating in particular on page 5 that reserve lands
are lands on which the Forest Service is not to dispose of timber
values.

Sheanne Reid from the regional district
puts the SCRD perspective on the plan at a
public forum this month.  Jane Seyd photo




‘Just a’ “Red Flag”
purpose answer
from the Ministry

of Forests is a
“Red Flag”!

File: 700-5 Tetrahedron LRUP May 3, 1993

Barry Miller, Chairman
Tetrahedron LRUP Committee

The Chapman-Gray Creeks area is within the Sechelt Provincial Forest. The watershed is
indicated by a Section 12 map reserve, established for community watershed purposes.

Establishment of this reserve is consistent with present legislation, policy and in particular
references the "Guidelines for Watershed Management of Crown Lands used for
Community Water Supplies". The area is within Provincial Forest, therefore, the Ministry

of Forests has the mandate to manage the forest land base in accordance with the
guidelines.

The primary intent of the reserve status is to preclude alienation from the watershed land
base. Integrated management of the watershed is acceptable and the map notation "red
flags" the importance of protecting the water resource.

In recognition of the resource values of the Chapman-Gréy Creeks Watershed, an

Integrated Resource Management Plan (TWMP) will be developed to guide future
management of the area.

I am confident that in this process, if all agencies work together, we can develop an
IWMP that provides for protection of the water supply as well as recognizes the other
resource values and uses of the Chapman-Gray Creeks area.

Yours truly, e M

+ ¢~ Greg Hemphill
District Manager
Sunshine Coast Forest District WARNING




B.C. Ministry
Of Forests
“neither
confirms nor
denies” the
Watershed
Reserve files on
the Chapman
and Gray
Creeks!

WATERSHED RESERVE SUBCOMMITTEE

. May 4, 1994
Greg Hemphill )
District Manager
Sunshine Coast Forest District

Dear Greg Hemphill:

The Watershed Reserve Subcommittee, which was established by a motion of the Tetrahedron
L.R.U.P. on February 3, 1994, is seeking documentation that would establish the authority of
the Ministry of Forests to manage in the Chapman/Grey Watershed Reserves. We have not
received any documentation to that effect from your office. Neither has the Water
Subcommittee of the Tetrahedron L.R.U.P. received any such documentation. We have

received your opinion of the matter. Thank you. We have also received a statement from the

Vancouver Regional office of the Ministry of Forests stating that they will neither "confirm nor
deny" the existence of the documents we seek.

We may or may not request a review by the Information and Privacy Commissioner. Members
of the Tetrahedron L.R.U.P., yourself and others will be provided with a summary of the
information gathered by the Watershed Reserve Subcommittee. '

Yours truly, Daniel Bouman, Chair
Watershed Reserve Subcommittee




Final Report of the Tetrahedron LRUP Water Subcommittee, December 31, 1993

CHAIRMAN'S SUMMARY

Section 12 Watershed Reserves

All records of the original boundaries of the Chapman Creek Watershed Reserve, as
established in 19735, are either incomplete or non-existent. It is reasonable to assume that
these existed. In fact virtually nothing remains in the original Ministry of Crown Lands
files on Chapman and Gray Creek Watershed Reserves.

We have current Ministry of Crown Lands maps which are very peculiar in that the
watershed reserve boundary has been mysteriously changed in the vicinity of Edwards
Lake; including the removal of the creek draining Edwards Lake into Chapman Creek.
This error persists today on mapping used by the IWMP for it's planning.

There are a number of inconsistencies regarding this watershed reserve

1. Lack of documentation in MoF and MoELP files as well as missing documentation in
MoCL files

2. Boundary adjustments$? lack supporting documentation, although boundary changes
are theoretically only possible after undergoing an IWMP process®4 and then
applying to the MoCL for a change to the boundaries®.

3. | Older MoF forest cover maps indicated the Watershed Reserve. Later maps, until the
Ferihill version of the new reclassification were issued, did not. The Gray Creek
Watershed Reserve has never appeared on any of them.




Final Report of the Tetrahedron LRUP Water Subcommittee, December 31, 1993

4.

Generally for Watersheds Reserves throughout the province that were in forest
reserves there exists a letter from MoF to Water Investigations Branch
acknowledging the establishment and boundaries of the Watershed Reserve. In this
case there isn't one.

Requests to MoF to see the Chapman Creek Watershed File resulted in the
information that they didn't have one.

In the 1979 Appendix G, Guidelines for Watershed Management of Crown Lands
Used as Community Water Supplies it states that 75% of the Chapman Watershed is
Crown Alienated. What is not obvious is the actual boundary since the Section 12
Watershed Reserve is used to withhold or withdraw land from alienation and may be
used, in addition to notations of interest, in Class 11%6 watersheds to protect the entire
watershed or critical or sensitive parts.

MOoF have included Chapman and Gray Creek Watershed Reserves in the chart area
of International Forest Products although the MoF does not have administrative
authority of the Reserves. There is nothing on paper to indicate that this is inherent
because the watershed reserve was within a "forest reserve" previous to being
identified and designated as a community watershed.




At first, Forest District Manager Greg Hemphill refused to release the Tetrahedron
Report, and when community members brought a reporter, Hemphill came out of hiding.

The Tetrahedron LRUP committees produced a final report on
October 25, 1994. that was almost 10 centimetres thick and
included a long list of appendixes. Very few copies were made.
When sub-committee members. who had ordered and paid for a
few extra copies to be printed by the Ministry of Forests Sechelt
District Office. came to the office to retrieve the copies. district
manager Hemphill refused to release the reports. Apparently.

Hemphlll unable to control information in the report when it
Excerpt: From Wisdom was compiled. written and edited. did not want extra copies
to Tyranny, page 183. circulated to the general public. He was concerned about
sensitive details in the document and their possible implications
for the operations of his ministry. Committee members wisely
reappeared shortly afterward with a local newspaper reporter. at
which point Hemphill. supposedly not in the office. miraculously
appeared and the copies were provided.




TASK FORCE ON Because of the intrigue | learned about the ‘mystery’
MULTIPLE USE OF WATERSHEDS OF COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLIES . .
= of the Sunshine Coast community Watershed
Date: May 15, 1972 Reserves in my interview with Linda Williams, seven
Location: Board Room, Water Resources Service, 780 Blanshard Street,
o Victoria, bitish Colusbia S Shree weeks later, on September 20, 1996, | requested
Attendance: MEMBERS . .
e S NG UGS LR access to examine the files on the 1972-1980
J.S. Alli Agricult H H 1
g e provincial Task Force on Community Watersheds.
A.R. Clarke (Municipal Affairs)
A.R.C. James (Mines) v
B Saibine [Forsseal At the Ministry of Environment’s former regional office
Sl in Burnaby, | examined and photocopied materials
J.D. Watts (Water Resources) Secretary . . .
NOTE: In these Minutes, "watershed" means the watershed of a community from five boxes on the prOVInCIal Task Force.
water supply.

MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT

TASK FORCE ON

MULTIPLE USE OF WATERSHEDS OF COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLIES BRITISH COLUMBIA
GUIDELINES FOR
MINU. MEETING No. 4 WATERSHED MANAGEMENT OF CROWN LANDS
e USED AS
Dat Ap .1 4 1973 COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLIES
ate: Ti i
Location: Board Room, Water Resources Service, 780 Blanshard Street, MEMBERSHIP
Victoria, British Columbia OF
GUIDELINES TASK FORCE
It was also agreed that a recommendation would be Map Reserves Ministry of Agriculture
made to the Technical Committee that a map reserve be for Watersheds Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleun Resources
placed on the watersheds of community water supplies, Ministry of Enviroment
excluding '"main stem'" users and spring and well users, M;:;?ZK osz::::z:
with the object of eliminating the possibility of the y

Ministry of Lands, Parks and Housing

watershed use of land being overlooked in adjudicating i e Rt
alienation, leasing, etc., of Crown Land.

October, 1980
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Ministry of Environment’s 1980
Map Segment of Land Act Community
Watershed Reserves
in the Vancouver Water District
(Chapman Creek, Trout Lake, and Milne
Creek in red highlight)
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Forest Practices Code
1995 Community
Watersheds map of
southwest B.C.

Cluster of community
watersheds from
Salmon Arm Inlet to
Howe Sound in red
circle.



A large proportion of the lower
Sunshine Coast land area is
comprised of Community
Watersheds in the Forest
Practices Code map of 1995.

The community watersheds
were renamed, reclassified,
given new ‘numbered’
identifiers. The former
community watersheds
identified as Land Act
Watershed Reserves, with their
own file numbers, were given
second numbered identifiers,
bringing confusion to the
public and its administrators.
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List of Forest Practices
Code community
watersheds in red
highlight boundary

below.

OW.004
BOW.001

The five red highlighted
community watersheds
in the list are those now
in the community forest
tenure.
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The 1990-1997
Chapman/Gray
IWMP forgot to
include (??) an
important map
addition to Gray
Creek watershed
boundary
identified in the
Gray Creek
Watershed
Reserve
boundary (left):
the area at the
bottom, an area
sometimes called
Naylor Creek.

More on this
later!
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Water alllance Iorme

Group to focus
on community
water issues

By Michael Becker

News Editor

ENVIRONMENTAL-
ISTS met on Saturday
in North Vancouver to
form an alliance to
address watershed
issucs throughout the
province.

The B.C. Tap Water
Alliance was created to focus
on community water supply
1SSUCs.

Greater Vancouver Reg-
ional  District  watcrshed
activit Will Koop said the
alliance’s greatest concern is a
government policy of multiple
use of water supply water-
sheds “and how that policy
rclates to long-term health
and cconomic issues for com-
munitics — road building,
logging and cattle grazing in
community watcr  supply
watcersheds.”

Among the participants at
the founding meeting of the
new alliance were Koop,
Greater Victoria area water-
shed activist Misty

MacDuffee, of the Western
Canada Wilderness Commit-
tee; Sunshine Coast watershed
activist Linda  Williams;
Greater Vancouver watersheds
activist Ross Muirhead, of
Friends of the Watersheds;
Greater Vancouver watersheds
activist Elainc Golds, of Burke
Mountain Naturalists; Rod
Marining, of the Ruby Lake
Watershed Association; New
Denver watershed activist
Colleen McCrory, of the
Valhalla Wilderness Socicty;

and Greater Vancouver water-
sheds activist Paul Hundal, of
SPEC.

Said Hundal of the move
to create the new group,
“There are a number of differ-
cnt government initiatives
designed towards finally
deciding the issuc of manage-
ment of community water
supply areas.

“The ministry of forests
can go in and take out provin-
cial forest that is within a
community water supply area

NEWS photo Paul McGrath
MEMBERS of the newly formed B.C. Tap Water Alliance met on Saturday in North
Vancouver. Left to right are Will Koop, Paul Hundal and Linda Williams.

in many cases. There’s a cer-
tain amount of consultation
built in to the project, but
right now for instance, there is
some pretty drastic logging
taking place within the
Britannia Beach community
water supply area.

“This issue is showing up
all across the province.

“We felt it would be
appropriate for us to pool our
resources and organize a more
provincial cffort,” Hundal
said.

Because of public controversies of logging in
community and watershed reserved watersheds,
Sunshine Coast member Linda Williams amongst
other BC community members form the B.C. Tap

Water Alliance on February 22, 1997, at a meeting in
North Vancouver.
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in many cases. There’s a cer-
tain amount of consultation
built in to the project, but
right now for instance, there is
some pretty drastic logging
taking place within the
Britannia Beach community
water supply area.

“This 1ssue is showing up
all across the province.

“We felt it would be
appropriate for us to pool our
resources and organize a morc
provincial cffort,” Hundal
said.

Quote, page 142, From Wisdom to Tyranny

The BC Tap Water Alliance was formed on February 22, 1997.
four months before the court case over the Bartlett Creek
and Mountain Chief Creek Reserves. During the Alliance’s
maugural meeting. concerns about BC’s Land Act Watershed
Reserves were discussed. The Ministry of Forests responded in
a confidential March 17, 1997, “Briefing Note for Decision.”
which concerned the ministry’s recently formed Domestic
Watershed Committee and its upcoming report. Managing
Domestic Watersheds in British Columbia. with the following:

In the Kootenays . . . substantial amount of short term
timber lies within domestic watersheds . . . controversial
road and cutting permits will be issued in the Slocan
Valley leading to high profile controversy and likely civil

disobedience during 1997 . . . recent formation of [the
BC] Tap Water Alliance within conservation movement
will increase profile on water issues. including decisions
i Victoria and Vancouver to curtail logging in their
community watershed (urban versus rural standards).




FROM WISDOM -
TO TYRANNY

CHAPTER 9. THE PARIS JUDGMENT AND PANDORA’S BOX

Shortly after the first Alliance meeting. I left on a long road trip to Silverton where Colleen copied
my early, initial records on the Watershed Reserves. the Ministry of Environment’s files on the
operations of the first provincial Task Force on community watersheds (1972-1980) that I reviewed
i late 1996. Those records and our preliminary understanding of the Reserves were the catalyst for
the Valhalla Wilderness Society’s legal action in June 1997 against the Ministry of Forests and
Slocan Forest Products, the first court case on B.C.’s Watershed Reserves. The Petition Hearing
was held at the Nelson City Supreme Court before Justice Paris.

Due to the likely threat of mitiating a significant legal precedent, and on mherent dangers of
revealing a wide network of provincial scandals on the mismanagement of BC’s community

Watershed Reserves, the provincial government allegedly shredded valuable documents on the
establishment history of the two named Reserves, and then removed any references of the Reserves
from its computer registry data files, and revised its central provincial planning maps accordingly.




Arrests end BRI MAY BE LEGAL; DEFINITELY UNjusT S
P D defending a

forest blockade S
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Police arrested seven demonstrators e ~ g IEUGE

after a nine-day anti-logging blockade A . Attorney General
of a watershed near New Denver. 2 4 breaks the law by

LARRY PYNN

A e e LT |, - ouh arresting these
Sun Environment Reporter v 4 (P, R - R, 2 o
' \ ' citizens.

NEW DENVER — A team of 50 RCMP officers
ended a nine-day anti-logging blockade of a com-
munity watershed Tuesday, arresting seven
protesters.

. Thirty minutes after the police officers made
the arrests at 8 a.m., a Slocan Forest Products Ltd.
bulldozer rolled off a flatdeck trailer and pro-
ceeded up the Old Sandon Road to begin road-
building work.

Those arrested were transported to the Nelson
RCMP detachment and are expected to appear in
B.C. Supreme Court as early as today on charges
of contempt of court for disobeying an order not
to interfere with Slocan’s employees or contrac-
tors.

About 225 blockade supporters stood on the
sidelines, crying, hugging each other and offer-
ing supportive applause. About as many logging
supporters lined up across Highway 6, behind a
police line, taunting those arrested and applaud-
ing police.

Vancouver Sun STANDING THEIR GROUND: Protesters of all ages wait for RCMP officers to move in on their Old
Sandon road blockade near New Denver where many residents fear logging will contaminate the ’
July 23,1997 community’s drinking water; police ended the demonstration Tuesday and arrested seven people.




FROM WISDOM .
TO TYRANNY

9.1.1. Surveyor General Charles Salmon’s Affidavit

According to Salmon there was no information in his
ministry’s two Watershed Reserve file folders (Mt Chief Lands
file 0193763 and Bartlett Lands file 0320932) proving that the
watersheds were reserved during or after the correspondence
dates provided to the court. The dates on the five memos
attached as exhibits in Salmon’s affidavit ranged narrowly from

June 26 to December 7. 1973.

A clue to what may have happened to the missing information
(which would have confirmed the official reservation of the two
watersheds) lies with Salmon’s admission that he obtained the
two files from the Ministry of Forests. Why were Ministry of
Lands records—records that Salmon. according to his affidavit.
was supposedly “responsible” for under the Crown Land
Registry—under the supervision of the Ministry of Forests?




FROM WISDOM -
TO TYRANNY

We made a valuable connection on why
Sunshine Coast community members on
the Tetrahedron LRUP were given the run-

around by the Ministry of Forests on the

missing Watershed Reserve files for
Chapman and Gray Creeks.

9.1.1. Surveyor General Charles Salmon’s Affidavit

WATERSHED RESERVE SUBCOMMITTEE

May 4, 1994

Greg Hemphill
District Manager
Sunshine Coast Forest District

Dear Greg Hemphill:

The Watershed Reserve Subcommittee, which was established by a motion of the Tetrahedron
L.R.U.P. on February 3, 1994, is seeking documentation that would establish the authority of
the Ministry of Forests to manage in the Chapman/Grey Watershed Reserves. We have not
received any documentation to that effect from your office. Neither has the Water
Subcommittee of the Tetrahedron L.R.U.P. received any such documentation. We have
received your opinion of the matter. Thank you. We have also received a statement from the
Vancouver Regional office of the Ministry of Forests stating that they will neither "confirm nor
deny" the existence of the documents we seek.

Exhibit 91. Letter from Sunshine Coast Watershed Reserve Subcommittee.
See Chapter 9.3.11. the Sunshine Coast Shuffle. for more.

According to a number of interviews conducted by the author
with government staff immediately following the Justice Paris
Reasons for Judgment. Salmon’s staff actually had considerable
difficulties locating the Bartlett and Mountain Chief files while
preparing for the court case. They finally found them after

makm0 an inquiry to the Ministry of Forests. That’s when staff
discovered that the files. along with files for all other Watershed
Reserves. were under Ministry of Forests™ supervision.

Those two Reserve files I guess were requested through
our Ministry. That was a confusing affair in itself. Those
things were apparently held by the Surveyor General.
which was part of our Ministry at one time. and then they
were transferred some years ago over to the Ministry

of Forests. They had a hard time finding where the hell
they were. (Interview with Rob McArthur. Regional

Water Planner. Kootenay Region. Planning Assessment
Branch. Ministry of Environment. Lands and Parks. July
17.1997.)




THE BIG EDDY

In Section 4.4 of The Big Eddy
report, we show the Bartlett
Creek Watershed Reserve
recorded on a government
Forest Atlas Map. We
confirmed, from Lands Files
records, that the Bartlett
Reserve, which the BC
Attorney General claimed
was never created, was in
fact created and active since
1952.
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Old Forest Atlas Map showing the Bartlett Creek Reserve.

FROM WISDOM -
TO TYRANNY -

Immediately after the court case, the Lands Ministry was ordered to remove the Bartlett Reserve
from future government Reference planning maps. and then also deleted the Bartlett Reserve from
the list of community Watershed Reserve tenures where it had been officially tabulated as a Map
Reserve on computer records. '* The computer data list, which registered the Bartlett and Mountain
Chief Creeks as active Watershed Reserve tenures, was never revealed to the Supreme Court before
their digital elimination. as apparently that data information was never entered as evidence.




B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

Caring for, Monitoring, and Protecting
British Columbia’s Community Water

. Supply Sources
July 14, 1997 — For Immediate Release

B.C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE SHOCKED
AT RECENT SUPREME COURT DECISION TO ALLOW LOGGING
IN COMMUNITY WATERSHED RESERVES
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APPENDIX A: LAND ACT RESERVES LEGISLATION, LISTS AND
FOREST SERVICE OWNERSHIP CODES
1. Land Act Reserve Legislation and Policy Manuals

Since 1888, the Land Act has defined the ability of government to Reserve (set apart) Crown
(Public) lands in rather simple. overarching terms, as follows:

1 H E, B l G E D D [ The Lieutenant-Governor in Council may, from time to time, by notice in the British

Columbia Gaczette, reserve and set apart for the recreation and enjovment of the public, for
municipal purposes, or agricultural societies, or for cemetery purposes, of for the site of a

One of the most helpful church or p}i?ce for divine worship, so much of the Crown lands as may be deemed
) ) necessary.
SECtIOﬂS Of The Blg Eddy . : 7« Reserves. 11. (1) The Lieutenant-Governor in Council may, for any purpose
- . Section 11 and SECUOII‘ 12 statutory that he considers advisable in the public interest, by notice signed by the
report i1s Appendix A. Reserves provided the instrument, minister and published in the Gazette, reserve Crown land from disposi-
I p

vher 7 | v, tion under the provisions of this Act.
wher eb} the Lieutenant (2) The Lieutenant-Governor in Council may, by notice signed by

. Government and the Lands the minister and published in the Gazette, amend or cancel in whole or
It1s perhaps the best Minister were authorized to in part any reserve of Crown land established under this Act or any

d inti h t “withdraw Crown land from PR 8.
eSCription we nave ye ' ' ~
assembled on the definition The Interpretation Section of the . 2 oS e i e
1 1 1 1 - ower of minis. e minister may, i considers it advisable in the public inter-
and |eg|S|atIV6 appl |Cat|0n Of 1970 Land Act defined éig{iﬁfwest,].gésgate thetmost 'desimile use of any area or portio‘r}l of Crown
a Watershed Reserve.

P f mini o Gk Spelia gl ;
Powerofminis  12. The minister may, for any purpose that he considers advisable in

d?Sp osttion. Crownland the public interest, temporarily withdraw Crown land from disposition

from S
disposition.  ypder this Act, and he may amend or cancel such withdrawal.

“disposition” as that which Yon, exceptfor Jand, and he may withdraw such area or portion of Crown land from
“includes everv act Of the Crown disposition under this Act for any purpose other than the use so desig-

_— b\ Chovinlanie o7 any right, nated, and he may amend or cancel the withdrawal.

title, interest, or estate therein are granted, disposed of, or affected, or by which the Crown divests
itself of, or creates a right, title, interest, or estate in land or permits the use of land; and the words
“dispose of " have a corresponding meaning.” The same section defined “reserved lands” as
“Crown lands that have been withdrawn from disposition under this or any other Act.”




APPENDIX A: LAND ACT RESERVES LEGISLATION, LISTS AND
THE B I G EDDY FOREST SERVICE OWNERSHIP CODES

2. Ministry of Lands’ List of Active and Not-Active Watershed Reserves,
1980 - 1997

Following upon an August 21, 1997 request for mformation by BC Tap Water Alliance Coordinator
Will Koop, Bruce Morgan, a manager with the Policy Branch of the Ministry of Environment,
Lands and Parks, ordered Ministry staff to undertake a multi-field search of its computer data
records and to print out a complete list of all the province’s community and mrigation Watershed
Reserves. Under personal signature, Morgan then faxed 10 pages of information to the BC Tap
Water Alliance the following day.

The list of the Watershed Reserves was printed on 8 of the 10 pages, which mcluded 6 pages of
“Active” Reserve Tenures, and 2 pages of “Cancelled” and “Not-Active” Reserve Tenures.




APPENDIX A: LAND ACT RESERVES LEGISLATION, LISTS AND
THE BIG EDDY FOREST SERVICE OWNERSHIP CODES

Following upon the final proceedings and subsequent findings of the Community Watersheds Task
Force (1972-1980). **” the Ministry of Lands, Parks and Housing created a separate policy on
September 1. 1980. published m the Lands, Parks and Housing Manual. under subsection 4.490,
called Watersheds Used for Community Water Supplies. That policy states that the Ministry of
Environment had charge over BC’s community watersheds. specifically referring to the
administration of all the Land Act Section 11 Order-mn-Council Reserves and Section 12 Map
Reserves that were officially registered with/under the October 1980 document, Guidelines for
Watershed Management of Crown Lands Used as Community Water Supplies. The September 1980
policy document states that “new dispositions,” 1.e.. a Timber Sale, “may be made where the
activity is compatible with the intent of the Guidelines and not detrimental to the community water
supplies and where the land is not affected by an Order-in-Council or Map Reserve
[bold/underline emphasis]. ”

7 Refer to Chapter 4 for the narrative.

In conformity with the 1970 Land Act and the September 1980 Reserve policy about “new
dispositions”, the May 1983 amended policy document states in section 3.3, under Land
Application Activities, that “applications are not accepted in watersheds which have been reserved
from alienation under Section 11 or 12 of the Land Act.”
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Departmerit of Lands and Forests
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Above: E.C. Manning. Chief Forester
from 1935-1941.

Below.: Wells Gray. Minister of Lands
and Forests, November 15, 1933 to May
15, 1944. Wells Gray. Manning’s boss.
was the former Mayor of New
Westminster, and. a hero to its citizens.
who ardently fought to protect the
Coquitlam Watershed Reserve from
logging interests.
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L1 TO THE CHIEF

VICTORIA, B.C.

Mey 16th, 1940
File: 051906

PR O AL
DEPARTMENT OF LANDS
FOREST BRANCH

1447891

Memorandum to the Superintendent of Lands

Re: Watershed Reserve, City of Rossland

Insofar as the Forest Branch is concerned
the proposed watershed reserve requested
by the City of Rossland has our approval.

"

Chief Forester

May 14, 1¢40.
File 081506

Memorancum to the Chief Forester

Rer Watershed He.erve, City of
f933land

Heferring to the District Feorecter's
report and recommendation under date of April
268th lust, I have to advirsc that we rhall be
pleused to constitute a mup re:erve, with-
drawing any lands indicated in the designated
area from disposition,if same has recelved
your approval, Kindly .dvi:e.

—

Superintendent of Lunds.

In The Big Eddy we reveal from government records the good
and the bad public servants. To the left, those who advocated
Reserves for the public good. Below, those who rose above the
law to defy the Reserves and misinform the public.

2.5. The Chief Forester Signals the Invasion of Community Watershed Reserves

TOP MEN OF BC’s
TIMBER BUREAUCRACY
1958-1972

Top lefi: Ray Williston. Social
Credit Party Minister of Lands and
Forests (1958-1962). and then
Minister of Lands. Forests and
Water Resources (1962-1972). on
whose watch the provincial
Watershed Reserves were
wrongfully under attack.

Bottom Left: R.G. McKee. When the
position of Deputy Forests Minister
was established in 1958, he was the
Chief Forester. From 1958-1959. he
held both positions. From 1959-1964
he was Deputy Forests Minister.

Top Right: E.S. McKinnon. Chief
Forester. 1959-1965: and Deputy
Forest Service Minister, 1965-1968.

Bottom Right: L.F. Swannell.
Kamloops District (Regional)
manager, 1952-1958. Assistant
Chief Forester, 1958-1965. Chief
Forester from 1965-1972.




FROM WISDOM = -
TO TYRANNY &4

NOTE: |, too, was initially given the run-around by the Ministry of Forests!

After first applying to review the Ministry of Forests’ central policy files on Community Watersheds
(on September 17, 1997), the Ministry’s freedom of information officer informed me that the files
could not be located and were, in fact, missing. I couldn’t believe that. When I repeated my mquiry

some four months later, a different, temporary FOL officer easily located the ~missing four or ive
boxes of files after an hour’s search, confirming suspicions that I'd been given the runaround. When
I was finally provided clearance to review the relevant records i Victoria (on March 30, 1998). 1
was handed one slim file folder of obscure information. After an angry complaint (I'd just spent
$100 on travel expenses and lost a day’s work for nothing), an embarrassed ministry FOI director
promised that I could see the complete files i the near future and that all photocopying charges
would be waived. The release of those files, though, took another six long months, as they were
apparently so sensitive that a team of government bureaucrats had to review and scrutinize them
three more times. Fred Miller, manager of the Forest Practices Branch, had never experienced such a
delay over the release of government records. No member of the public had ever requested to review
the central files before, and I guess I'll never know 1f I actually obtained ALL the records.
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'SCRD is urged to
conduct

referendum

1991 Referendum Request

by Jan Michael Sherman

The Elphinstone Electors'
Association (EEA) has called
upon the Sunshine Coast
Regional District (SCRD) to
conduct a referendum at the
carliest opportunity to deal with
water and watershed jurisdic-
ton.

In a letter received at last
Thursday's SCRD Public Ulities
Committee (PUC) meeting, the
community watchdog organiza-
tion centred on the “continuing
impassc” concerning  the
Chapman Creek and  Grey
Creek watersheds, Specifically
addressed  was  what  the

Association referred o as "the
deteriontion due to past logging
practises

Noting that it is the responsi-
hility of the SCRD o ensure * .a
safe and adequate water sup-
ply .* 1o the people of the
Sunshine Coast, the letter went
on Lo point out * but the reality
is that the Ministry of Forests has
continued to maintain s juris
diction over this area”

The group further claimed
that increasing deterioraion is
probable, while interruption of
water supplies remains a poten:
tial threat

Notice was taken of the at-

tempt by the SCRD to obtain an
injunction against the Ministry
to prevent further damage 10
Coast watersheds

SCRD . Administrator Larry
Jardine told the Coast News
"We'te not secking an injunc-
tion, but a court order imtended
1o get the Ministey of Forests w
g0 in there -~ especially
Chapman Creek - and do the
things they were suppased to do
ten years ago.*

Noting that water and devel-
opment go hand in hand, the
EEA claimed Gibsons' water
shortage has already led (o a
moratorium on development
permits and the consequent

reduction i constroction
jobs.*

The Association, in calling
for a refercadum, would like to
see the residents of the Sunshine
Coast asked whether "our water
and our watersheds' should re-
main under the junsdiction of
the Ministry of Forests or be-
come the *sole responsibility” of
the SCRD.

— SR ey

The SUNSHINE COAST WATER FIRST SOCIETY isa registered non-profit
Society of local residents, committed to the protection of water values in our community
watersheds. We are currently mounting a campaign against adoption of the
Chapman/Gray Integrated Water Management Plan (IWMP). The IWMP is an

industrial use plan that permits logging and mining and entrenches the authority of the
Ministry of Forests in our community watersheds.

This is the first time in the history of the province that any region has had the
opportunity to reject by referendum, an industrial use plan in a designated community
watershed. If a large percentage of the voters rejects the IWMP, our community will
have taken a giant leap toward gaining community control of the watershed.

HELP PROTECT OUR PRECIOUS RESOURCE

Here are some ways you can get involved:
® Become informed about the issues

* Get involved by talking to your friends, neighbours, community groups

® Staff shopping mall information booth

® Door to door canvassing 1 9 9 8
® Participate in a telephone campaign R ef e r e n d u m

® Contribute funds for advertising

For more information contact:

Brad Benson 886-0069

Dan Bouman 886-8325
Pat Braithwaite 886-9839

Angela Kroning 886-8441
Please send your contributions to:
Sunshine Coast Water First Society

P.0. Box 1919
Gibson’s B.C. YON YO

E-mail waterfirst@yahoo.com

VOTE NO SATURDAY. MAY 2. 1998
Fhank you fox your invclvement!




. The First Regional Governance enacted legislation in B.C., the 1924 Greater Vancouver
Provide Water o ) stribution of
For Million I Water District Act, was based on the need, necessity, supply, and distribution o
T OE SEEITAROR Lt fresh drinking water and domestic supply. This came in effect in February 1926,

Greqter Cuy under the supervision of Ernest Albert Cleveland (Feb. 1926 - Jan. 1952).
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7 MAP OF

7N/ GREATER VANCOU VER WATER DISITIRICT

WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO

(%0 WATER SUPPLY SOURCES & SYSTEMS

Greater Vancouver (now,
Metro Vancouver) Water
District Commissioner,
Ernest Cleveland,
represented the public
spirit of drinking water
protection in B.C. during
his 26-year long
appointment.

H o W E

“That the alienated timber in the watershed should be completely controlled by those responsible for the supply
of water to the Cities and Districts concerned is bevond question (Page 92).” “The pre-eminent object to be
attained is the maintenance of an adequate supply of pure (i.e. unpolluted) water - all other considerations are
subordinate: and to that end the watershed should be preserved inviolate (Page 93).” (Quotes from provincial
Water Comptroller E.A. Cleveland’s October 1922 commissioned report, 7/e Question of Joint Control of Water
Supply to the Cities and Municipalities on Burrard Inlet (113 pages). presented to Lands Minister T.D. Pattullo.)




Briefing Documents:
Chapman and Gray Creek
Watershed Management

What's Wrong With the IWMP Process?

The IWMP has been a negotiation forum driven by the Ministry of Forests. An attempt was made
to reconcile the mandates of various provincial ministries with the interests of “stakeholders”
within the community watersheds. As the stakeholder with the responsibility for delivering
potable water to the public, the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) was given one seat on
the “planning team” - the only seat representing the general public. For comparison, two seats
were allocated to logging companies, Interfor and Canfor. It was immediately apparent that the
SCRD would not be assigned the necessary powers under the IWMP to control adverse effects on
water quality in the community watersheds.

It also became apparent, upon the release of the first draft of the IWMP in 1994 - four years
into the process - that logging would continue under any circumstance. The draft IWMP
completely ignored the original intent of the IWMP which was to determine the best use or
combination of uses in the community watersheds. Without even discussing the “best use”
option, the draft plan provided not only for the continuation of logging but also opened the door to
mining! The resuiting IWMP can best be described as an industrial-use plan for the
community’s watersheds.

If the IWMP had the public interest in the watershed at heart, it would have addressed
justifiable community concerns and provided a deferral of industrial activity during the
planning process. It was not until 1993 that logging was deferred - as a result of the legal
action initiated by the SCRD in the Supreme Court of British Columbia.

It is currently provincial policy to log in designated community watersheds. Period. No
exceptions. The power of Watershed Reserves to protect water values in British Columbia has
been systematically circumvented by the MOF to allow community watersheds to be used for

short-term timber supply relief. This conflict has made the Chapman/Gray Creeks IWMP
dysfunctional.

The IWMP process failed because it was an attempt to solve bureaucratic problems and meet
unsustainable industrial expectations. We need to move away from a process which has failed to
protect and conserve water toward one that will - one in which the “community” determines
what is appropriate in the “community watersheds”.
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Water First
Committee
brochure

We would likie fo malie:
- something periectly clear. ..

The Probiem

Sunshine Coast municipal water regularly fails safe
drinking water standards.

The Ministry of Forests (MOF), who has managed the Chapman and Grey
community watersheds for. the last 30 years, has failed to assure a
dependable, safe, drinking water supply

According to the Coast Garibaldi Health Unit, both treated and
untreated water from these watersheds has regularly failed the
Canadian Safe Drinking Water Guidelines.: This means detectable fecal
coliform, high levels of turbidity and acidity plus increased
concentrations of metals such as aluminum.

The MOF's own report entitled, The Watershed Cumulative Effects Analysis
(1993), details landslides, collapsing roads and denuded slopes: The MOF
has a direct conflict of interest between profit from resource extraction
and preserving our watersheds: Having the MOF in-charge of the
community watershed is like putting the wolf in charge of the sheep!

1 Chapman and, Gray Creeks I d Watershed M Plan, 1994/96.

The Referendum Question

Should the Sunshine Coast/Regional District Board endorse the
Provincial government's Integrated Watershed Management Plan
(IWMP). for the Chapman and Gray Creeks communlty watersheds?

The answer is NO! TS

You can vote if you are;
* a Canadian Citizen ® 18 years of age or older
* who has lived in BC for at least 6 months,
" and either.own property or have lived on the Sunshme Coast
for at least 30 days. prior to polling day
* non-resident property owners must bring their property owners
certificate to the polling station.

A publication of the Water First Committee, a local registered non-profit society.
PO Box 1919, Gibsons BC VON 1V0

'For more information contact the Water First Committee.at
886-0069 * 886-9839 * 886-8441
Email: waterfirst@yahoo.com

The Proposal

The current proposal is called the IWMP (Integrated Watershed
Management Plan). There are deplorable flaws in the plan for the
following reasons:

»w» based on the track record of the MOF there is no assurance to the
community of a safe drinking water supply and every reason to expect
further detenoratron

> the costs of water treatment necessitated by:logging and mining in
the watershed are assigned to the taxpayer.

»w» the people of the communities who drink the, water are given no
voice in management of the source (even though they pay for treatment
and have to swallow the results!)

»w# under the plan the SCRD will be legally responsible for water qual-
ity-but will have no authority over activities which affect water quality
and quantity. ¢

> if this plan is signed off the SCRD will forfeit our legal recourse to

 the courts—-the result is final.

failed to prot

Our drinking waier
‘regularly fails
| saiefy fests.

our drinking water.

The referendum on Saturday, May 2 is
your last chance to stop this travesty.

Yoie No




Watershed question finalized

March 2, 1998

DIANNE WHELAN
THE REPORTER

Do you want the provin-
cial government managing
your water resources?

This is the essence of
what the Sunshine Coast
Regional District will be
eventually putting forv{ard
as a referendum question.
Regional directors final-

ized the referendum ques-
tion at a board meeting last
Thursday. Local residents
will be asked:

“Should the Sunshine
Coast Regional District
board endorse the provin-
cial government’s imple-
mentation of the Integrated
Watershed Management
Plan (IWMP) for the Chap-
man and Gray Creek com-
munity watersheds?”

IWMP is a process that
started in 1990 in order to
address conflicting
resource uses in the water-
sheds.

Chapman Creek and
Gray Creek watersheds are
the primary water sources
on the Sunshine Coast but
the area also has timber,
fish, wildlife and mineral
resources of interest to dif-
ferent stakeholder groups.

Impact of watershed vote looms large

by Jane Seyd

What’s at stake in next weekend’s vote on
the Chapman and Gray creek watershed plan
depends on who you talk to. But two concerns
have always dominated the debate about the
local watershed: logging and drinking water.

It’s a debate that’s pitted health concerns
and the infrastructure costs of ensuring clean
water at the taps against the social and eco-
nomic importance of logging.

Around the province, logging takes place in

many other community watersheds. Last year,
controversy over many of the same issues facing
the Sunshine Coast resulted in protests against
logging and court action in the Slocan valley.

Many community activists on the Sunshine
Coast are opposed to further logging in the
watershed, pointing to the extent of past
clearcuts and landslide damage as reason to
leave well enough alone.

A number of people in the public seem to
agree. Several years ago, over 2,000 signa-

M2 7/78

tures were collected on a petition against log-
ging in the watershed.

Most of the concern about logging in the
watershed centres on how industrial activity
has — and could — affect water quality in
Chapman Creck before it gets to the regional
district’s watcr supply intake.

Health officer Bob Weston is candid that
Sunshine Coast water does not always meet
Canadian drinking water standards.

turn to ‘Debate,’” page 4




One month before the
Referendum vote, MLA
Gordon Wilson proposes a
community forest license for
the Sunshine Coast. A
discussion in the newspaper
about the proposal migrates
to the Chapman and Gray
community watersheds.

Similar highly controversial
proposals at that time were
being raised in southeast B.C.
for logging in community
Watershed Reservesin
community forest license
proposals.

Coast News, April 6, 1998

Wilson lobbying for ‘community
forest’ for the Sunshine Coast

by Nancy Moote

The idea of a “community for-
est” on the Sunshine Coast is
gaining momentum. MLA Gor-
don Wilson is lobbying the Minis-
ter of Forests to set aside land for
a pilot project here, one which he
hopes will secure employment by
ensuring a steady supply of wood
to the local forest industry and
also bring an end to the wrangling
between loggers and environmen-
talists.

Wilson proposes that instead
of clearcuts, logging in the com-
munity forest would use alterna-
tive methods which leave more
trees behind. In return, he says,
the loggers should get a guaran-
teed supply of wood and a lower
stumpage rate for the alternative
harvests.

“If they still have to pay very
high stumpage rates, the eco-
nomics of the whole thing disap-
pears,” Wilson said in a recent
interview.

Wilson was encouraged by the
positive response of both environ-
mentalists and loggers last month
when he toured the Mount
Elphinstone forest with Janna
Kumi, an assistant deputy minis-
ter of forests.

But he concedes one major
problem with establishing a
“community forest” on the Sun-
shine Coast is that different peo-
ple have very different ideas of
what that means. Some think the
community should be involved in
all aspects of the forest, from
planning to harvest. Some think
it’s simply a type of licence under
the Forest Act, managed through
the district forest office in a man-
ner similar to small business
enterprise sales.

said. “We would cither have to
cut immature trees with little
local valuc-added potential, or log
the remaining old growth which
is already at the minimum
allowed under the Forest Prac-
tices Code.”

Dan Bouman, a director of the
Tetrahedron Alliance and the
Water First watershed lobby
group, also thinks the watershed
should not be part of a communi-
ty forest.

One hot-button issue is
whether the contentious Chapman
and Gray Creek watershed should
be part of the community forest.
Logging contractor Ken Sneddon
thinks the watershed, plus some
of the bordering forests at low
elevation, would be the ideal area
to begin a community forest.

“I don’t think the community
has shown it has the ability to
manage all the land,” he said. “I
think we have to walk before we
run.”

But environmentalist Linda
Williams thinks it’s at least 30
years too late to include the
watershed in a community forest.

“This area is virtually depleted
of mature timber supply,” she

“We don’t want problem areas
dumped into the community for-
est,” he said. “We want to make
money.”

Still, Bouman is hopeful that a
community forest could provide
an opportunity for a new style of
forest management which pro-
tects the integrity of the ecosys-
tem and considers non-timber
values.

Wilson expects a decision on
the community forest proposal
within the next four months, and
said he’ll be pushing hard for it.

“Failing this, we will return to
past practices. That will create
more conflict,” he said. “I'm not
prepared, as MLA, to sit back and
watch conflict in the forest con-
tinue.”




B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

AN EVALUATION OF A RECENT MEETING WITH THE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT AND REGIONAL
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE MINISTRIES OF ENVIRONMENT,
LANDS AND FORESTS REGARDING THE GOVERNMENT’S
INTEGRATED WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN (IWMP),

THE HISTORY AND RECENT DEBATE .
ON WATERSHED RESERVES :

THE SUNSHINE COAST’S REFERENDUM ON THEIR
COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLY SOURCE

Written and researched by
Will Koop
April 23, 1998.




Public Information Meetings

To provide information about the plan, meétlngs have been scheduled as follows:

Gibsons Area: Frank West Hall, 1224 Chaster Road
Saturday April 4, 1998 from 2:00 - 5:00 p.m.

Sechelt: Royal Canadian Legion, 5591 Wharf Road

Tuesday April 14, 1998 from 7:00 - 10:00 p.m.

Madeira Park: Royal Canadian Legion, 12829 Lillies Lake Road
Tuesday April 21, 1998 from 7:00 - 10:00 p.m.

On May 2, 1998 you will be asked to vote on the following
referendum question:

“Should the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board endorse the
Provincial Government’s Integrated Watershed Management Plan
(IWMP) for the Chapman and Gray Creeks community watershed?™

CHAPMAN AND GRAY CREEKS
WATERSHED REFERENDUM

P =

P i"“ .“’f":. A SR
The SUNSHINE COAST WATER FIRST SOCIETY isa registered non-profit
Society of local residents, committed to the protection of water values in our community
watersheds. We are currently mounting a campaign against adoption of the
Chapman/Gray Integrated Water Management Plan (IWMP). The IWMP is an
industrial use plan that permits logging and mining and entrenches the authority of the
Ministry of Forests in our community watersheds.

This is the first time in the history of the province that any region has had the
opportunity to reject by referendum, an industrial use plan in a designated community
watershed. If a large percentage of the voters rejects the IWMP, our community will
have taken a giant leap toward gaining community control of the watershed.

HELP PROTECT OUR PRECIOUS RESOURCE

PLEASE YOTE .

Please send your contributions to:

Sunshine Coast Water First Society

P.0. Box 1919
Gibson’s B.C. YON IYO

E-mail waterfirst@yahoo.com

VOTE NO SATURDAY. MAY 2. 1998

Fhank yeu for your invelvement!




Coast Independent, April 27, 1998

Wed like
to make something
perfectly clear.

Vote NO.
Saturday May 2.

Cut away the forest canopy and all ~ The Ministry of Forests wants y Vote NO, and you're saying
sorts of things drain into your to accept their new industrial  you want the commun t_yt ontrol
drinking water. Things that can  strategy, the Integrated W ter: h d its drinkin g water. Vote NO nd
seriously harm your health. That's ~ Management Plan (IW\AP) you' iny

what happened while the Ministry Say yes to the plan and you  wate

to
of Forests “managed” the Chapman  give up any say abou Igg ng, you're making a clear choice for
and Gray Creeks Watershed. mining, pesticide use and road  clean water.
Now the same people who  building in your watershed. And Vote NO in the IWMP
jeopardized your drinking water  the quality of the water that comes  referendum Saturday May 2.
are asking you to trust them again.  out of your taps.

SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT REFERENDUM BYLAW NO. 454 - OFFICIAL
RESULTS FROM MAY 2, 1998.

QUESTION: "Should the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board endorse the Provincial Government's
Integrated Watershed Management Plan (IWMP) for the Chapman and Gray Creeks community
watersheds?"

ELECTORAL RESPONSE = 87.6% = NO
NUMBER OF ELIBIBLE ELECTORS = 15,759
TOTAL ELECTOR VOTES CAST = 3350

TOTAL YES VOTES =416 = 12.41% TOTAL NO VOTES = 2934 = 87.58%

ELECTORAL POLLING STATIONS

i P A A PR PR

;' . Advance votmg Pender Harbour & Glbsons combmed

. _YESVOTE . NOVOTE

éLangdale Elementary School (includes Gambier/Keats
ISands) s

TOTAL voTes  ae




MEDIA RELEASE - FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

May 5, 1998

Sunshine Coast water users reject government resource plan - “Safe
Water Week” message heard loud and clear in referendum.

B.C. Tap Water Alliance
Media Release

In the first referendum of its kind in B.C. history, Sunshine Coast Regional District
(SCRD) voters overwhelmingly rejected a B.C. government plan for future industry in
two community watersheds. With 87.6% opposed, the May 2 vote confirms the residents’
commitment to protecting Chapman and Gray Creeks from further degradation.

After 30 years of logging in the Chapman creek watershed, and over 300 landslides into
the SCRD water supply, residents are making a statement which is loud and clear. The
government plan proposed continued logging and the introduction of mining as part of an
integrated resource management program. The two watersheds supply about 18,000
residents with their drinking water.

This dramatic expression of concern for healthy domestic water supplies coincides with
the launch of the “Safe Drinking Water Week.” Water users all over British Columbia are
marking the week of May 3-9 to celebrate safe, clean water, an essential ingredient of
life. The referendum vote is seen as a clear message of support to the residents of Greater
Vancouver, Victoria and the Slocan Valley, who are continuing their attempts to defend
community watersheds from inappropriate development. British Columbians know clean
water is critical to their health and better quality water can be assured through local
control.

The Sunshine Coast plan would have seen the Ministry of Forests” continue to have
control and to permit industrial activities in the SCRD’s watersheds. With the legal and
financial responsibility for providing clean potable water, the SCRD would have borne
the long terms costs associated with the degradation of its water quality, with only an
advisory role in resource operations in its own watersheds. This is the state of affairs in
almost all community watersheds in British Columbia.




The B.C. Tap Water Alliance and the Society Promoting
Environmental Conservation (SPEC) Press Release

February 13, 2001 — For Immediate Release

Some of our Press Releases
In the early 2000’s

GROUPS CALL ON GOVERNMENT TO PROTECT DRINKING || The B.C. Tap Water Alliance and the Society Promoting
WATERSHEDS AND CREATE WATERSHED RESERVES Environmental Conservation (SPEC) Press Release

The B.C. Tap Water Alliance and the Society Promoting
Environmental Conservation (SPEC) Press Release
February 19, 2001 — For Immediate Release

SPEC calls Forest Minister Wilson’s plan for
logging in watersheds - “stab in the back.”

January 30, 2001 — For Immediate Release

Immediate Moratorium Called for Logging
in Provincial Dinking Watersheds

B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

October 12, 2004 - For Iimmediate Release

SLOAN COMMISSION TEMPLATE FOR PROTECTING
BC’s DRINKING WATER: BROKEN BY GOVERNMENT

B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE
May 28, 2002 — For Immediate Release
ALLIANCE URGES CAMPBELL GOV’T
TO HONOUR SUNSHINE COAST REFERENDUM AND
PETITION FOR COMMUNITY CONTROL OF DRINKING
WATER SOURCES

The B.C. Tap Water Alliance and the Society Promoting
Environmental Conservation (SPEC) Press Release

March 12. 2001 — For Immediate Release

Old Socred Scandal Still Drives BC
Drinking Water Protection Policy




PROTECT THE SOURCE OF

DRINKING WATER

BY LEGISLATING WATERSHED RESERVES

Legislation for full protection of Watershed Reserves was in
place for 50 years in BC, but it was extinguished to facilitate
logging. Now the drinking water of numerous rural commu-
nities and municipalities is threatened by watershed logging.
A new Water Act will soon be legislated, but as currently writ-
ten, it will do nothing to protect watersheds. The petition
below has been signed by organizations representing thou-
sands of British Columbians from all walks of life. This may
be the last opportunity to ensure protection of water sources
in BC. We hope Premier Dosanjh and the BC government have
the wisdom to protect this invaluable resource.

replenishment of water, our most precious natural

resource. Many of BC's sources of drinking water
have been damaged by industrial development such as
logging, road-building, mining and grazing. Many water-
sheds throughout BC are in crisis because of these activi-
ties and under existing legislation there is no protection
for the source of water.

I rorests play an important role in the protection and

Health must come before profit. Water needs to be preserved,
not treated after it has been compromised. The citizens of this
province are demanding the kind of protection offered by more
effective, less harmful non-chemical water treatment solu-
tions. These solutions cannot be utilized in the absence of the
high quality source water that intact forests provide.

We urge the BC government to protect the source of drinking
water by legislating "Watershed Reserves". Watershed Reserves
would be areas that have no logging, road-building, mining or

Garth Lenz

grazing by specific legislative enactment prohibiting these
uses in any forms. Watershed Reserves would reduce the
provincial Allowable Annual Cut by approximately 2%.

Water quality is one of the most important issues facing our
communities. Every citizen in this province deserves to drink
clean water. The most important way to provide clean water is
to protect the source. Protecting water sources by legislating
Watershed Reserves will leave one of nature's richest legacies
for our communities, our children and future generations:
clean water.

In March 2001, as the provincial
government was about to propose the
new Drinking Water Protection Act for
the legislature, the B.C. Tap Water
Alliance placed ads in provincial news
sources to recognize, protect, and
implement more Watershed Reserves.
The ad was sponsored by many
organizations.

Association of Whistler Area Residents
for the Environment

B.C. Tap Water Alliance
Bourke Creek Water Users
Bourke Mountain Naturalists

C: di A iation of Physicil

for the Environment
Canadian Earthcare Society

Canadian Reforestation and
Envi 1 Workers Soci

Carbon Monoxide Information Network

y

C: h Forestry Soci

Citizens for Choice in Health Care

Comox Valley Project Watershed
Society

Council of Canadians, Mid Island
Chapter

Council of Canadians, Mission Chapter
David Suzuki Foundation
Ecological Health Alliance

Elliot/Anderson/Christian/Trozzo
Water Users Committee

Erickson Water Users Society
Fraser Headwaters Alliance
Friends of Cortes Island
Friends of Richards Creek
Friends of the Cat Stream
Friends of the Slocan

Friends of the Watersheds
(Greater Vancouver)

Georgia Strait Alliance

Granby Wilderness Society

Health Action Network Society
Kitto Creek Water Users

Perry Ridge Water Users Association

Qualicum Beach Environmental
Committee

Reach for Unbleached

Red in Residents A iati
(Hasty Creek)

Rivershed Society of BC
Save Salt Spring Society
Shawnigan Lake Watershed Watch

BC Tap Water Alliance

Sierra Club of BC

Silva Forest Foundation

Sinixt Nation

Sitkum Creek Water Users
Slocan Valley Watershed Alliance

Society Promoting Environmental
Conservation

Sunshine Coast Conservation
Association

Sunshine Coast Water First

Turtle Island Earth Stewards
Tuwanek Ratepayers Association
Valhalla Wilderness Society
Vancouver Island Earth Works Society

Victoria Branch of the World Federalists
of Canada

West Coast Environmental Law
Association

W Canada Wild, Committee

Winlaw Watershed Committee




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

A critical milestone on the protection of the watersheds by the SCRD was the meeting at the Sechelt
First Nation Long House in the town of Sechelt on March 25, 2001, where an agreement was signed
by NDP Minister of Forests and Sunshine Coast MLLA Gordon Wilson (the author of this report
attended the ceremony). The agreement allowed the SCRD and the Sechelt Nation to come to an

Accord over the two watersheds, whereupon the provincial government would then hopefully agree
to honor the Accord.




GIVEN THAT:

A.

WATERSHED ACCORD
between
SECHELT INDIAN BAND
and
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

The Chapman/Grey Creek Watersheds (the "Watersheds") are situate within and form part
of the traditional territory of the Sechelt Indian Band (the "Band");

The Watersheds are situated within the Sunshine Coast Regional District ("SCRD") which
has authority to provide the service of potable water to the residents of the SCRD; and

The Band and the SCRD have a mutual interest in improving and maintaining the safety and
quality of their potable water supply and in jointly assuming the responsibility and authority
for the attaining and maintaining of the highest possible safety and quality standards for their
potable water supply.

WE, the Sechelt Indian Band and the Sunshine Coast Regional District jointly resolve and agree as
follows:

We shall negotiate the terms of an agreement between the Band and the SCRD;

(a) for the sharing of responsibility and the decision-making processes in respect of the
shared management of the Watersheds, and

(b) for the sharing of the costs, exp and liabilities ansing from the shared
management of the Watersheds; ¢

in accordance with a decision making framework to be determined by the parties.

If we have not completed the negotiations of and entered into the Agreement referred to in
paragraph 1 above within 90 days after the execution of this Accord, this Accord shall
terminate and neither of us shall have any obligation to the other under the Accord unless,
on or before the date 90 days after the execution of this Accord, we mutually agree to extend
the time for the completion of the Agreement.

Upon the completion of the Agreement referred to in paragraph | above, we shall petition
the Province of British Columbia for the ption by the parties of a shared management
framework for the Watersheds, which management will include, without limitation;

June 2007 photo of the
June 13, 2002, Watershed
Accord agreement posted
on a Shishalh sign on the

logging road to Western
Forest Products contested

cutblock.

(a) the right and authority to review all applications for the approval of any industrial,
commercial, recreational or residential development or activity within the
Watersheds,

(b)  the right and authority to approve with conditions or disapprove applications for any
development or activity that may adversely affect or impact the safety and quality of
the potable water supply from the Watersheds,

(¢) the right and authority to disallow any activity within the Watersheds that may
adversely affect or impact the safety and quality of the potable water supply from the
Watersheds, and

(d)  the power to prosecute offenders of the laws of the Band and the bylaws of the SCRD
enacted to give effect to the foregoing, which laws and bylaws shall be enacted in
consultation between the Band and the SCRD.

4. This Accord is without prejudice to the aboriginal and treaty rights of the Band and its rights

under section 91(24) of the Constitution Act 1867 and section 35 of the Constitution Act
1982 and shall not be construed so as to abrogate or derogate fmn.n any aboriginal or treaty
rights of the Band or the members of the Band, or any other aboriginal people of Canada.

5. This Accord is also without prejudice to the powers, duties and functions of the SCRD under
the Local Government Act (British Columbia) or any subsequent legislation in relation to the
watershed lands including, without limitati the jurisdiction of the SCRD over the
provision of potable water to the residents of the SCRD.

EXECUTED this __13th day of June ,2002

SECHELT INDIAN BAND
Per: s

) 2
Vs - 7

Chief Garry Feschuk Cotihicillor Marita Paul Councillor Rick August

Councillor Ben Pierre, Jr.

Councillor Warren Paull

AL 07




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

The Accord was first drafted m late 2002, where it was agreed by the two
parties to protect the Watershed Reserves. The Accord was first signed in September 2003, and
finally ratified by the two parties (including all SCRD member village. town, district and area
representatives) on October 1, 2005.

October 1, 2005




Information from the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association’s website

Sunshine Coast
Conservation
Association

Joint Watershed Management Agreement

The JWMA is the agreement of the Sechelt First Nation and the Sunshine Coast Regional
District to co-manage the Chapman and Gray Watershed Reserves for the purpose of
protecting community drinking water resources. It was signed off on October 1, 2005 after

4 years of consideration and consultation.

This agreement is the result of more than thirty years of conflict over water quality that
resulted from disastrous logging and road building practices that were approved by the

provincial Ministry of Forests.

The document bears the signatures of all regional government representatives

(including those of directors from the Town of Gibsons and the District of Sechelt).

In this document, the parties agree to pursue, assume and exercise management
authority over all activities in the Chapman and Gray reserves. The agreement is not
about asking the province for permission to manage, though provincial legislation
codifying this and other similar agreements will be sought. Rather, the implication is that
sufficient social, administrative and legal precedent already exists to justify the right of

the parties to assume management authority.

The SCCA strongly supports the JWMA and is grateful for the many efforts over many

years to make this agreement a reality.




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE
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On the morning of May 22, 2002, in a small corner in the Victoria Legislature’s cafeteria. three
representatives from the SCRD. the Sechelt Nation and the Sunshine Coast Conservation
Association presented B.C. Liberal and Sunshine Coast MLLA Harold Long with a thick 5.000
signature petition document from SCRD residents to protect the Chapman and Gray watersheds.
The author of this report happened to be in the vicinity of the Legislature at the time. and was given
permission to attend, witness and photograph the meeting. The reason why these representatives
appeared in Victoria to personally hand MLLA Harold Long the petition were twofold:

e the B.C. Liberal Party Cabinet, through the Minister and Ministry of Forests, was ignoring
the Accord process:

e and, secondly. Harold Long had consistently evaded meetings about this matter with his
concerned constituents on the Sunshine Coast.




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE
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The petition was to remind Long and the B.C. Liberal government majority of their duty to protect
the two Watershed Reserves and to provide the SCRD with administrative control over the

watersheds for their complete protection. However, what actually transpired afterwards were secret

discussions which involved the MLA. the Minister and Ministry of Forests, and others. to work against
the Watershed Accord.




As InterFor was abandoning its forest license in the watersheds ...

Sunshine Coast Conservation Association & Sunshine Coast Water First Society
Box 1969, Sechelt, BC 1025-D North Road. Gibsons, BC

May 27,2003 Joint Media Release
Interfor Withdraws From the Community Watersheds

In a welcome gesture of goodwill to the people of the Sunshine Coast, International Forest Products
(Interfor) has informed the Sunshine Coast Regional District and the Sunshine Coast Conservation
Association that it 1s dropping all logging approvals in the Chapman and Gray Community
Watersheds and deactivating their road access. Following this sudden about-face. Operations
Manager Gerhard Pokrandt (Interfor, Campbell River Division) expressed his hope that there will
be better relations between Interfor and the communities of the Sunshine Coast than there has been
in the past.

This concession marks a major change in direction and provides a new opportunity for the
community to regain control of this vital resource. We urge the Sunshine Coast Regional District
and the Sechelt Indian Band to act quickly and in concert to secure the public interest in the
community drinking watersheds.

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

DISTRICT OF SECHELT

Mainly due to the Accord, and the SCRD’s strong
resolution to protect the Watershed Reserves, on
May 23, 2003, some four months before the signing
of the Accord. International Forest Products
(Interfor). the forest licensee which obtained the
Chart area in Chapman and Gray Creeks from
Jackson Brothers Logging in early 1990, announced
that it was voluntarily withdrawing its commercial
forestry license (Chart area) from the two watersheds
(see Appendix A for a press release). Amidst the
politics by the B.C. Liberal Party government to
1gnore the Accord process, it was just prior to and
during Interfor’s period of retreat when the concept
for a Community Forest Tenure License to log in the
SCRD’s Watershed Reserves earnestly began.

AGENDA FOR THE SPECIAL MEETING OF COUNCIL 4.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS:

Community Meeting Room
Sechelt Library Building, 5797 Cowrie Street, Sechelt, BC

Wednesday, May 28, 2003
| ITEM 3.2 (D) |

DATE: May 26,2003 TO: Mayor and Councillors

7:30 p.m.
FROM: Administrator REPORT — Community Forest

Council has expressed interest to explore creating of a community forest to
provide employment stability for local businesses and citizens. This grant
application is to examine feasibility (business case) for a community forest, and to
draft a corporate governance model for managing a community forest. Part of the
project will be to engage in community dialogue before proceeding, to ensure the
project meets community goals.

RE: Softwood Industry Community Economic Adjustment Initiative Proposal




As the Ministry of Forests
published a news release on
September 17, 2004, “Sunshine
Coast Gains Community Forest
Opportunity,” the B.C. Tap Water
Alliance published a newsletter on

BC (BRITISH COLUMBIA) TAP WATER ALLIANCE
NEWSLETTER (Issue No. 2 - September 2004)

A Strong Public Advocate for Legislated Protection of BC'’s Drinking Water Sources (Since 1997)
(Website: www.bctwa.org)

“COMMUNITY” FORESTRY
IN YOUR DRINKING WATER

Community Forest Tenures.

CROSSING THE LINE

COMMUNITY FOREST TENURES AND LICENCES

Under the creation of the Jobs and Timber Accord in 1997, NDP
Forests Minister David Zirnhelt announced a community forest
licence program to grant “communities” local logging and forestry
opportunities. It began with an advisory committee (to advise the
Minister directly) and the creation of three pilot projects (see the
Ministry’s website. www.for.gov.be.ca/hth/community). It was
during this period that the Harrop-Proctor group applied for a
Community Forest Licence. and is also the period when the Kaslo
and Creston groups were granted 15-year non-replaceable forest
licence agreements to log in their community watersheds. Under
these programs is where the highly controversial issue of logging of
community watersheds was introduced and supported by eco-
foresters. It effectively redirected the government’s policy from

forest company and small business tenures to the “community™
tenure rationale, thereby taking the “heat™ off the provincial
government. And. according to the government’s advisory body.
which included the Creston Valley Forest Corporation logger Ralph
Moore. environmentalists and local government were now
supporting community watershed logging.

Currently both the Kaslo and Creston groups have applied for
community forest licence tenures to replace their non-replaceable
forest licence agreements. According to Jim Langridge. Ministry of
Forests Director of Tenures and Engineering. waiting in the wings
are between 92-97 provincial-wide applications to apparently
mclude more community watersheds as Community forest tenures.




BC (BRITISH COLUMBIA) TAP WATER ALLIANCE
NEWSLETTER (Issue No. 2 - September 2004)

A Strong Public Advocate for Legislated Protection of BC’s Drinking Water Sources (Since 1997)
(Website: www.bctwa.org)

“COMMUNITY” FORESTRY
IN YOUR DRINKING WATER
CROSSING THE LINE

PLEA TO FOREST STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL (FSC) UNHEEDED

On September 10. 2001. the BC Tap Water Alliance provided a so our appeal fell on deaf ears. As stated in our submission: “It is
submission to the FSC against logging in domestic/community our position that there should be no logging in domestic
watersheds in BC (see our website) after participating in its public watersheds. and that the FSC should not support so-called
mput/stakeholder workshop in Richmond. BC. on June 21, 2001. alternative logging tenure applications and practices for

The FSC sought formal input from environmental organizations on  certification in domestic water supplies. We believe that it is not in
forest practices standards for national and international certification  the public’s greatest interest and good to meddle with domestic

for “sustainable™ and eco-sensitive forms of logging. However. water supply forests. To simply “enhance” them as your text states
some of its review panel members were or about to profit by overlooks the fact that these forest stands are of such high

logging in the few community watersheds already mentioned and conservation value that they simply should not be logged.™




In consultation with the
Sunshine Coast
community, the B.C. Tap
Water Alliance, carefully
watching the evolution
of Community Forest
Tenure proposals,
alerted and updated the
SCRD in a special
presentation on
November 10, 2004,
about the community
forest proposal in the
southeast Sunshine
Coast, that the
proponents were
intending to include the
Gray and Chapman
watersheds in their
application to the
Ministry of Forests.

PRESENTATION TO THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT

By Will Koop. BCTWA Coordinator,
November 10, 2004.

R :
Re: Is It Feasible to Protect the SCRD’s Community Watersheds
Under Community Forest Tenure?




PRESENTATION TO THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
By Will Koop, BCTWA Coordinator,
November 10, 2004.

It has been reported that the details of the Sechelt “community” forest tenure proposal have not been
formally presented to the SCRD Board for consideration, although it is a little kept secret that the
watersheds have been proposed for inclusion. According to a Power Point Presentation to the BC
Community Forest Association conference held in Revelstoke, April 15-17, 2004, by Kevin Davie, of
Anik Consulting Ltd. (retrieved from website, www.rcfc.be. ca) that discussion is apparently being

conducted behind closed doors with the District of Sechelt, in private negotiations with your MLA
Harold Long, and Forests Minister De Jong. According to a statement in the presentation material, the
community forest applicants have intentionally “mamtained a low profile” within the “community”. If

this really is a “community” forest tenure agreement, why is the matter being conducted in secret?
Perhaps because the same proposal, which included the community watersheds, has already been
rejected by the community, twice.

The immediate question that should be asked 1s why has the SCRD not been consulted about the
supposed inclusion of these Watershed Reserves in the Community Forest Tenure, given the fact that
the SCRD has adamantly opposed logging and mining in the two Reserves over the span of some three
and a half decades? The simple answer to this disturbing question is that the government, since the
early 1970s, has consistently ignored your formal requests for control, and clearly seems to be intent
on eventually erasing your, and the remainder of the Land Act Watershed Reserves established
throughout the 20th century.




PRESENTATION TO THE SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT
By Will Koop. BCTWA Coordinator,
November 10. 2004.

With regard to legislated protection and local community control over drinking watersheds, the present
Community Forest Tenure program appears to be a shell game intended to trick the public into having
the Land Act Watershed Reserves legally reassigned to the Forest and Range Practices Act. Many
communities, which have been very active in protecting their watersheds, are under the mistaken
impression that community forest tenures will deliver control and the means of formal protection over
their drinking sources. Bob Friesen’s letter clearly confirms this is not the case.

We believe that Community Forest agreements are a good 1dea originally developed by concerned
citizens in the late 1990s, as a reaction to destructive logging practices. However, such agreements,
including initiatives for ecoforestry management, have no place in the public’s drinking water
sources. We urge you to take this opportunity to restate the SCRD’s objections to the inclusion
of the Chapman/Gray community watersheds in a community forest tenure, while the applicants
are preparing their formal mapped proposal (November 2004 to February 2005).




| was working on a large draft document
on the community forest tenures and
logging in community watersheds. | later
decided to produce a separate report
from my chapter 12, the name of whichin
2008 would be called “The Community
Forest Trojan Horse.”

Draft Report
IN THE NAME OF “COMMUNITY”

UNDER THE MICROSCOPE - BRITISH COLUMBIA’S
COMMUNITY FOREST TENURES

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE REVISED LOGGING AGENDA

IN DRINKING WATERSHED SOURCES ’
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3. The Sunshine Coast Forest Coalition

Dear Sirs: Among the objectives of the Sunshine Coast Forest Coalition is the protection of
the Working Forest Land Base. (Letter to the Environmental Assessment Office, Victoria,
from Kevin Davie, Chair, Sunshine Coast Forest Coalition, April 3, 1998)

What made the Sechelt community forest proposal distinctly different from other ventures in B.C.
that involved logging proposals in community watersheds were local forest industry politics and
players, principally driven by a corporate forest company with controversial logging rights in the
SCRD’s drinking water and its association with both the SCFC and the Ministry of Forests. There
are no internal memos or written accounts available (as yet) about this transition period. but it may
be assumed that arrangements were made behind closed doors prior to Interfor’s announced retreat
from the SCRD’s drinking watersheds in May. 2003 for a deal that involved the SCFC to re-include
the watersheds in another logging venture, a scheme that would involve “community-based
forestry”, despite the community’s historic opposition to such. There is another possible, more
foreboding and nefarious reason behind the inclusion of the community Watershed Reserves in the
community forest application, namely to help scuttle or test the Watershed Protection Accord
between SCRD politicians and the Sechelt First Nation.

Coast Independent photo of Bakewell. January
8. 1996. donning a hat with the Seymour
Demonstration Forest (Greater Vancouver Water
District) logo. Bakewell maintained ties with
foresters employed at the Water District.




The Incredible Events of January to June 2005
about the new Community Forest Tenure

We can t crack the champagne vet but we re getting closer. (Ministry of Forests email from
Gary Gwilt, Tenures Forester, Coast Forest Region. to Kevin Davie. Brian Smart and Brian
Kukulies, February 16, 2006)

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

There are two critical 1ssues in the case of the Sunshine Coast community forest application and
Probationary tenure processes. The first involved the relationship and accountability actions by the
District of Sechelt, the central sponsor and local government party i the community forest. with its
former partner the Sechelt Indian Band. The second issue relates to the responsibilities of the
community forest with the local public, “the community”. The Sunshine Coast community forest
proponents and directors made numerous transgressions on both of these 1ssues.



NEW SCCF DOCUMENTS PUBLISHED EARLY MARCH 2025 !

No one from the Sunshine
Coast community (‘the public’)

had previously seen this report. It

was released in early March on

the Community Forest’s website.

Why was it suddenly released??
Why is it important??

Elphinstone Logging Focus hired
a lawyer to question the SCCF in
early 2024 about its Allowable
Annual Cut documents. It took
about 6 months for the SCCF to
send the lawyer two documents
in January 2025, both of which
were released 2 months later.

Coastal Small Tenures
Timber Supply Analysis

Sechelt Community Forest Agreement

Sunshine Coast TSA

Timber Supply Analysis Report

Prepared For:
Doug Stewart
Coast Reallocation Team

Ministry of Forests — Coast Region

2100 Labieux Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6E9
(250) 751-7049

DRAFT v1.0
January 12, 2005

Forsite Consultants Ltd.

Box 2079, 330-42 ™ Street SW FORSITE
Salmon Arm, B.C. VIE 4R1 INNOVATIVE SOLUTIONS
(250) 832-33886

e
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Ray Parﬁ;@;‘-._”s_ec'helt_CFA Timber Supply Analysis_Jan12-05.pdf  Page 1
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Tucked inside the
2005 reportwas a
map, showing the
boundaries for the
new community
forest tenure. It was
inside of the two
community
watersheds.

Boundary outside of
Tetrahedron Park
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Community
Forest
boundary




Chapman
Creek

Watershed
Reserve
boundaries
for
Chapman

and Gray

The District of Sechelt will host the first public meeting

SATURDAY. JANUARY 29TH
9:00 A.M. - 3:30 PM.
SECHELT LEGION HALL
Join Us!

Meeting Notes — Community Forest

Public Information Meeting

Vel Anderson — Asked if the area for the District of
Sechelt Community Forest had been identified.

Response (Hemphill) Area is not yet identified.

Jason Herz asked if the Sechelt Community Forest
licence would be granted for the more
‘contentious’ forest areas (1.e. watershed)?

Response (Hemphill) Noted that areas
have not yet been determined.

Boundary outside of

Tetrahedron Park

January 12,
2005, Forsite
Map of new
Community
- Forest
boundary




Boundary outside of
Tetrahedron Park

Community Forest Project — Follow-up to January 29, 2005 Public Meeting
February 2, 2005, 9:30am. General Meeting Room. District of Sechelt

David Bakewell B. Hubbs Robin MacGregor
B. Pearson Gertrude Pacific Jason Herz
Rick O’Neill Al Mulholland Linda Williams
Brad Benson Claude Boisvert Trudy Diening
y Debbie Osler Daniel Bouman Andrea Goldsmith
/// #» Cam Reid Ray Parfitt Barry Poole
“Taves Pete Markovick Ken Sneddon Kevin Davies

Kevin Davies reviewed the Sunshine Coast Forest Area Map|and outlined the possible
areas on the lower Sunshine Coast that could be offered to the District of Sechelt as a
Community Forest that would meet the timber profile and qualify as the economic unit of
20,000 cubic meters annual allowable cut.
He noted that:

Secret
e the Chapman and Gray Creek Watershed are potential areas that may be offered o January 12
e the District does not want to take controversial areas such as the watershed if it . » 2005. Edrsite

will be forced to harvest them to keep the project profitable,

Map of new

Community
Forest
bogndary_




Concerns: Where the Community Forest Licence areas are located

The need to respect efforts made to protect the Chapman/Gray watershed and the
Elphinstone Land Use Review Process and the views of all Sunshine Coast residents
regarding watershed protection.

It makes little sense to select areas to be protected as a reserve in the Community Forest
Licence area as the licence 1s based on timber volumes. If there 1s a timber volume in a

reserve, there will be less allowable cut available to make the Community Forest project
economically viable.

Discussions should be held with the Sechelt and Squamish First Nations regarding their
plans/claims in the area. A copy of a document on forest resources from the Squamish
Band was provided for information.

Need to develop trust that the District of Sechelt will reject the Ministry of Forests offer
if it will require harvesting in areas that the community would like to see protected.

It was noted that there is a provision for the application to be submitted by March
12.2005 and submit details on areas not yet finalized, such as the public consultation
process and broad community support, within 90 days

District agreed to hold regular meetings (Tuesdays, 4pm, General Meeting Room) to
discuss process on application (1.e. area selection, development of guiding principals,
board structure, community involvement). First meeting February 8. 2005, 4pm.

Boundary outside of
Tetrahedron Park

Secret
January 12,
2005, Fotsite
Map of new
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Sunshin¢ Coast
Conservation Association

N EXS LETTER

January, 2005 Issue 10 www.thescca.ca

The Sechelt Community Forest:

Off on the Wrong Foot?
by Jay Forsyth

According to Kevin Davie. a representative of
the Sunshine Coast logging industry and forestry
consultant to the District of Sechelt. the project has
“maintained a low profile” and has included closed-
door meetings with MLLA Harold Long and Min-
ister of Forests Mike de Jong. Davie explains that
this strategy aims to “build community support from the silent
majority” and “increase the [timber] cut through intensive forest
research and innovations in harvesting.” The SCCA is very con-
cerned about this “low-profile” strategy and the complete lack
of public input in developing the vision of the community for-
est—particularly worrisome when you consider that the District
of Sechelt has been working on the concept for over two years.
Another concern with the Sechelt initiative 1s the fact that
the exact location of the community forest, although uncertain,
|may include the Chapman Creek watershed jand sensitive ecosys-
tems on Mt Elphinstone. In a recent local television interview,

Sechelt Mayor Cam Reid maintained that “we don’t know where
the community forest will be. but it [the watershed] could be part]
of it.” Kevin Davie went on to say that the Sechelt community
forest could be anywhere “from Port Mellon to Egmont, wher-
ever the volume becomes available.” The SCCA believes that

the development of a community forest deserves a much more
professional approach to planning. and that the communities af-
fected by such a proposal must be involved from the beginning.
not informed by forest industry representatives after the fact.

Boundary outside of
Tetrahedron Park

January 12,
2005, Forsite
Map of new
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Linda Williams wrote: February 8, 2005 Re: Community Forest Licence

Hello All - Kevin it would be so much easier if you would post this on a website so that we could see all the
documentation.

Minister of Sustainable Resources George Abbott wrote dismissing the SCRD's concerns about mining in the
watershed that: "The province is not seeking further protection of lands in the watershed. The balance of
Crown land in the watershed and in the provincial forest is available for sustainable resource development."

The above statements directly contradict any inference that the community will control or have authority;
even veto power, over the 'CF' land base.

Answer

We cannot get "control' over the entire watershed because part is in a Provincial Park and as per the
above statement from Minister Abbott. However, in a Community Forest, we will have control in
"management” over that portion of the CFT area. That is more than what we have now.

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

Kevin Davie’s remarks — that logging in the community watersheds would be better handled if
under the control of “the community” rather than through the provincial government’s B.C. Timber
Sales or Ministry of Forests — is a standard fallback or set response statement made by other B.C.
community forester proponents logging in community watersheds. meant to convince the public of
its ethical merits. That statement has been repeated. time and time again:

Boundary outside of
Tetrahedron Park

January 12,
2005, Forsite
Map of new
Community
Forest
boundary




Community Forest Project — Follow-up Public Meeting

February 15. 2005. 4:00pm. Community Meeting Room. District of Sechelt - BO unda ry outs ide of
Bill Hubbs Ray Parfitt Trudy Diening Tetrahedron Park
Linda Williams Kevin Davie Daniel Bouman
Claude Boisvert Gertrude Pacific Barry Poole
Debbie Osler Rick O’Neill Ken Sneddon

Kevin Davie reviewed a map of the Sechelt Peninsula with areas outlined that Ministry of
Forests has identified as available and that could provide the 20,000cubic meters per year
AAC for the Sunshine Coast Community Forest.

Attendees were given the opportunity to comment on areas that should and should not be
included as operational areas of the Community Forest. Chapman/Grey and Hidden
Grove were identified.

Chapman and Gray Creek Watersheds

Discussion points:

e preliminary calculations for an application indicate that the Chapman Creek
watershed area would not be available to log for a long period of up to
approximately 60 years because of immature stands,

o the right of the Ministry of Forests to grant licences in the watershed reserves
(established in 1924) was questioned.

e it was commented that the watershed areas have been withdrawn/withheld from
Timber Supply Area,

o if the watershed becomes part of a Community Forest, and the Community Forest
loses the licence if unable to meet the AAC requirements, the watershed area
could then be made available for other forest licences, ge Secret

e the Pl'ovmce would revoke a Community Forest Licence for not meeting AAC )’ . / Janua ry 12 !
requirements, g

o if the watersheds are not in the Community Forest Licence, the watershed areas '_ , 2005 A Forsite
could be offered to other operators by BC Timber Sales, ’ ' M3 D of new

e questions were raised regarding the impact of the draft SCRD/SIB Watershed ; ; 3
Accord, seeking management authority over the watershed, on the authority of the ts. N, Commun |ty
Community Forest to operate industrial activity in the watershed. The District had : e ey F orest
requested a copy of the accord and was told it was unavailable or in draft.

e there could be community support for recreation and woodcraft activities in the Ui bo (BEQ da ry -
watershed if the areas were under a Community Forest Licence. i :




Community Forest Project — Follow-up Public Meeting
February 15, 2005, 4:00pm. Community Meeting Room. District of Sechelt

If the watershed areas are to be included in the Licence.|the District should inquire if a

Community Forest could lease areas to other groups (eg: lease watershed to the SCRD
to achieve greater management authority for the SCRD over the watershed).

The Dastrict should stress to the Ministry the requirement for broad community support
of the application, and state that the community does not want to see industrial activity

in the watershed. Therefore, some accommodations regarding inclusion of the
watershed must be made, or the community will not support the application

Concerns regarding Tenure/Ability to Manage the Area under the Communi

Forest Licence

To clarify concerns regarding the tenure and rights of a Community Forest Licence , it
was agreed that Linda Williams, supported by Debbie Osler, would draft a list of
questions to be answered in writing by the District Forester, including

e clarification of a Community Forest’s authority to manage the land on which the
licence is held.
e clarification of the right of the Ministry to issue licences in a watershed reserve.

Boundary outside of
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Claude Boisvert wrote:

Claude's Question: March 15, 2005, District of Sechelt .~ Boundary outside of
1. What does "we have to move to next level of consultation"” mean as far as the Tetrahedron Park
committee that has been meeting on this issue?

Kevin D. Answer:

The original intent of this committee was to discuss means of further consultation
after the application was submitted and/or approved. However, at the outset of the
first meeting it quickly became a forum to discuss details of the plan. While we
received excellent input into some of the components of the application, it got mired
down in the debate of who should be applying DoS or SCRD, what is consultation
and no watersheds. We now should look at developing a advisory process that will
be used to further develop how the business operates and manages the forest that
includes representation from all stakeholders so they can talk substantively without
getting mired in arguments or positions.

Claude's Question:

4. After reading the Reporter, the proposal seems to be drawing a fair bit of flack with
regards to the watershed being included in the proposal. Is the SCRD going to insist the
watershed be removed before giving their blessing, or do you sense they may see this as
an opportunity to gain a measure of control over the area? (This last point seems to be
vigorously contested in the press by the Sunshine Coast Conservation Association.)

Kevin D. Answer: vl .' ' January 12,

The Sunshine Coast has a history of people who rightfully or wrongfully oppose : ,, 2005, Forsite
change. We think that a CFT has more management control over forest resources ‘ . A VA 4 Map of new
than either BC Timber Sales or other licensees because it is an area based tenure. £, - Community
Not only that, the directors are appointed by a publicly elected body and the public
itself. To some people that may mean that they will loose the ability to use certain oy
portions of the forests as a means to achieve other objectives. i . boundary -

Forest




March 15, 2005, District of Sechelt

Brad Benson

Kevin - A few more items that need mentioning, please:

1. In reading the Application requirements for a PCFA, | noticed that written public input must be "delivered to the
Applicant up to three weeks following the event(s). If the "event(s) is to be defined as the Jan 29th public meeting,
there would only be until tomorrow for written comment to be delivered. Which is absurd, since we were never notified
of a deadline and only learned of it when one of us submitted the PCFA requirements to this list. Could you please
see that this deadline is extended to at least March 10th.

Ans. The District will receive any public input into the Community Forest before and after the application
deadline.

2. Still no mention of the special website that the DoS was to put up for the community forest. This is seriously
hampering the dissemination of information critical to open public consultation. Please advise when it will be up and
what the URL will be.

4. Still no minutes of the original public meeting on Jan 29th, or any of the three 4:00pm Tuesday meetings. Would
you please get them out? | am particularly interested to see how accurately the minutes relict the Feb 15 meeting, in
which | understand it was made clear that Greg Hemphill, the MoF Dist Mgr was adamant that both the Gray and
Chapman Creeks were to be in the community forest land base.

Tetrahedron Park

7 ‘Boundary outside of

” January 12,
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Map of new
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“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE X
Boundary outside of

On March 11. 2005, the District of Sechelt submitted a draft community forest application to the : Tetrahedron Park
Ministry of Forests. The matter was raised in the Coast Reporter in two separate articles published
on March 18, 2005:

This week the District of Sechelt submitted its community forest license application to the
Ministry of Forests, over the objection of many citizens’ groups and other municipal
governments.

The major contentious issues seem to be the inclusion of the Chapman and Grey creeks

watershed in the license, the lack of detailed information and not enough public
consultation.

If the existing public opposition continues or increases once the District of Sechelt reveals
the full details of the plan, it might be wiser for the District of Sechelt to say “no thanks™ to
the offer of a community forest which includes the watershed, rather than attempt to ram
through this community forest against the wishes of its neighbours. (More discussion
needed, Coast Reporter opinion)

The District of Sechelt’s application for a community forest license is drawing increasing
criticism from other municipal governments and from citizens” groups.

The biggest issues are the inclusion of the Chapman and Grey creeks watershed in the forest

license, the lack of detailed information about the proposal, and insufficient community i ) " Secret
consultation. W ¥ January 12,
Stan Dixon, the newly elected chief of the Sechelt Indian Band, said many people are in e 2005, Forsite
favour of a community forest, but the District of Sechelt has not provided enough » Men denow
mmformation. “Somehow they’ve got it in their heads Sechelt has got to have a community : M P
forest, and they’ll get it by hook or by crook,” said Dixon at a Sunshine Coast Regional By g o i 4 Community

District Meeting March 10. “We’re supposed to be involved, but nobody told us anything. o N Forest
We were supposed to have a meeting with [Sechelt mayor] Cam Reid. That never : " . Y
happened.”

boundary .




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

/ ‘4 ‘Boundary outside of

Tetrahedron Park

Adnan Belshaw, director for Roberts Creek, said the District of Sechelt has not been candid
about its plans. “They have not taken into any kind of consideration the SCRD’s opposition
to industrial activity in the watershed. I find this absolutely despicable,” said Belshaw.

Gibsons mayor Barry Janyk said, “T would expect that a true community forest application
would not be cloaked in secrecy in order to just make a deadline. There are concerned
stakeholders and if you are seeking their support you should provide them with all the
mformation.” (Application submitted despite opposition — community forest)

When the Sunshine Coast Regional District learned of the contents in Sechelt District’s draft
application, where the two Watershed Reserves had been included in the overall 11,800 hectare
proposal, the poop literally hit the fan. In the face of public outrage and condemnation, Sechelt
Mayor Cam Reid stated that,

His council plans to “earn the trust of this community” during the next 40 days. That’s
what’s left of the 60 days that have been granted to the district by the Ministry of Forests to
compile a “more detailed plan” for the proposed community forest.

“This 1s an opportunity we may never have again, but it brings with it some challenges. We . . 4 January 12,
ha\{e to gain the public’s participation and trust as we develop the long-term plan,” said - 7 2005, Forsite
Reid. : ‘R

Map of new
“We were able to negotiate for more area to protect the watershed. We recognize it’s o TR A Com munity
important and that the community doesn’t want us to go there,” said Sechelt mayor Cam e Forest

Reid. (Land base officially identified — community forest, Coast Reporter, April 1, 2005) : ' & boundary




With the release of the January 12,
2005 Forsite report in early March
2025, it reveals that the Ministry of
Forests, the District of Sechelt, and
the community forest candidate
directors withheld the information
from the public, withheld
information from the Sechelt Indian
Band, that the community forest
application was in the Chapman
and Gray Watershed Reserves.

The reason for withholding the
information and misinforming the
public was to allow time for the

Watershed District of Sechelt to submit its
Reserve Community Forest tenure
boundaries application to the Ministry of
for Forests in March 2005, and to have
Chapman complied with the Ministry’s
and Gray - application mandate to “inform the
— community.”

; : ‘Boundary outside of
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Coast Independent, May 20, 1996 23

QERImg

‘ .. District of Sechelt @5 Do

“Heart of the Sunshine Coast” File No.6750-24 -

You know that
April 5, 2005 after 32 years as
Dear Residents of the Sunshine Coast: a police officer
I will get tough
RE: Probationary Community Forest Application — Public Information Meeting on crime.

Please be advised a second public information opportunity on Sechelt’s application for a
Probationary Community Forest Licence will be held Tuesday, April 19, 2005 at 7:00pm at the
Seaside Centre (5790 Teredo Street, Sechelt). The application is available to the public for .

review at www.district.sechelt.bc.ca and at the District of Sechelt Office. E RE|d Cameron

oron_ e dias d'nrn
lIlLHp [ wWww s ml e et/ www 400/ s 13

An initial public workshop was hosted on January 29, 2005. Follow-up meetings and public

presentations continued through February and March, 2005. On March 14, 2005 the Ministry of "'ﬂ;t’ ‘g “ f !\f & !///m
Forests accepted the application as a working draft, and provided a 60 day review period. an s tadosuatox  BC Liberals g

, . ” : S, o 740-0226
In a community forest, the Province transfers decision-making over local forest resources, e

including non-timber values, to a community. Community forest licence holders can manage
their areas for a range of community values, including watershed protection, biodiversity and Former Sechelt RCMP staff sergeant
visual qualities. Five year probationary licences can lead to agreements of up to 99 years, giving . .
communities the chance to manage forest resources for the long term benefit of their residents. and then B.C. Liberal Pa rty ca ndidate
admitted in a May 20, 1996, Coast

This is a unique opportunity for our area. We look forward to answering questions regarding the

application and to exploring options for the future of a Community Forest with the public. |ndependent news article that not on [y
Yours truly, ") Announcementofan | Was he a member of the Sunshine
Cameron Reid, ' . ) - .
iy Lo April 19, 2005, public | ©°2st F°r]?:;§;ab"tt“r’]“ since fhe

K/ . . summer o , but he was also a
DISTRICT OF SECHELT b( 7\4\ it meeting in Sechelt

member of the B.C. Forest Alliance.




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE
S. “The Community” Meeting and Showdown, April 19, 2005

Almost 20 years ago to the day, in this same
meeting hall, the Sunshine Coast
Community Forest’s new directors held a
public meeting. Many attending the meeting
were, rightfully, upset.




Waiting outside the meeting hall: Llewellyn Gray, Linda Williams, Dan Bouman, John Keates.



PHOTOS AND TRANSCRIPT SEGMENTS FROM A PUBLIC MEETING
IN SECHELT, APRIL 19, 2005, REGARDING AN APPLICATION
FOR A COMMUNITY FOREST LICENSE, WHICH INCLUDES
FUTURE LOGGING IN THE CHAPMAN AND GRAY CREEK
WATERSHED RESERVES - THE WATER SUPPLY SOURCES FOR THE
SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL DISTRICT COMMUNITY
(Photo compilation and audio transcript segments from digital video. Note: some of the speakers

name could not properly be heard in the audio tape, so their names are not provided. Hopefully the
spelling of the names provided are correct. Information about the Community Forest Tenure

Information and photos
From the April 19 meeting
can be found in my report
shown here, from the B.C.

Tap Water Alliance
website, www.bctwa.org,
with directions to find it
shown earlier in this
presentation.



http://www.bctwa.org/

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

Sparks flew at the lengthy community meeting. as briefly reported in the newspapers.

About 100 people crowded into the
Seaside Centre to hear details of the
community forest plan and to question
the panel, which included Reid, District
of Sechelt planner Ray Parfitt and
forestry consultants Kevin Davie and
Brian Smart.

The location for the proposed community
forest includes large parts of the
Chapman and Gray Creek watersheds,
and for many at the meeting, that was a
deal-killer, despite assurances from
Sechelt mayor Cam Reid and his

consultants that there would be no logging From left to right: Kevin Davie. Cameron Reid.

in the watershed in the short term Ray Parfitt (Sechelt District Planner). un-phased
’ by community opposition.

Dan Bouman

But in response to a request to postpone the

application even further, Greg Hemphill. district forest manager for the Ministry of Forests,
said the provincial government has a “sense of urgency” to complete the application process.
“We took volume back from major licensees [Canfor and Interfor] and compensated them. . .
there’s other proponents who would like to get their hands on this.” said Hemphill. “The
question 1s. are you better off to have some management control, or to leave it to the
provincial authorities to chart it to other corporations?”

Michael Maser

An audience member responded. “sounds like a threat.”




Sometime
between January
2005 and April
2005, B.C.
Timber Sales
Tenures were
removed
From the 2005
Forsite Map in
secret meetings

with Ministry of
Forests staff.

January 2005
Forsite Map




B.C. Timber Sales
Tenures removed
from 2005 Map

New Map and
boundaries
shown at
April 19, 2005
public meeting.

The publi\c WER
not informed it
was:a hew map.




New Sunshine
Coast (SCCF)
Community
Forest
boundaries
presented at the
April 19; 2005,
public meeting.

Theyellowdots
are areas within
the Gray and
Chapman
Watershed
Reserves. The
light green area,
Naylor Creek, now
in the Community
Forestmap, isin

the Gray.Reserve.




West Sechelt/
Halfmoon Bay ‘
Operating Area

Not identified on the map presented at the April
19, 2005, meeting was the Milne Creek / Trout Lake
Community Watershed in the Operating area for
West Sechelt. Identified earlier in this
presentation, it is a Watershed Reserve.
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Not identified on the map presented at the April
19, 2005, meeting was the Milne Creek / Trout Lake
Community Watershed in the Operating area for
West Sechelt. Identified earlier in this
presentation, it is a Watershed Reserve.




Not identified on the map presented at the April
19, 2005, meeting was the Milne Creek / Trout Lake
Community Watershed in the Operating area for
West Sechelt. Identified earlier in this
presentation, it is a Watershed Reserve.
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Photo from January
10, 2022, Elphinstone
Logging Focus report

W Looking west along Spur 210 Nov 16, 2021. The culvert and ditch line became overwhelmed
\ PN LN - +...| with surface water. Note Blk WS 065 above road. Water from the HM50 coming downhill. This
\ .~ < | water poured into the wet zone and out a Stream S6 then into Kenyon Creek.




Meeting Notes Public Information Meeting
District of Sechelt Probationary Community Forest Application
April 19, 2005, 7:00pm Seaside Centre

Bob D’arcy, Sunshine Coast Community Association Forum, expressed concerns with
watershed and park areas being included in the application. Expressed concern with the

lack of public consultation in the early stages of development of the application and
requested the District not proceed with the application until broad community support
and consultation can be demonstrated.

Michael Davidson, Sechelt Elector’s Association, questioned the wisdom of logging in
the watershed. Expressed concerns with the lack of democratic representation on the
Board of Sechelt Community Projects Inc, stating the Board members of the company
that holds the community forest licence should be elected by the residents of the Sunshine
Coast at large. Expressed concern with the secrecy surrounding this application and
stated opposition to the application.

Dan Bouman asked why Sechelt felt it did not need an agreement with the Sunshine
Coast Regional District (SCRD) and Sechelt Indian Band in advance of including the
watershed in their application. He also asked why Sechelt has not carried out meaningful
consultation with the Sechelt Indian Band regarding the application, as required by the
Supreme Court of Canada.




Meeting Notes Public Information Meeting
District of Sechelt Probationary Community Forest Application
April 19, 2005, 7:00pm Seaside Centre

Mrs. L. Keates asked why the watershed area was included in the application given that

in 1998, 87 percent of Sunshine Coast residents rejected the Integrated Watershed
Management Plan for multiple uses in the watershed.

K. Davie replied that the Integrated Watershed Management Plan was rejected
and the area remains under the jurisdiction of the Province and Ministry of
Forests.

Claude Boisvert stated that he was sorry that more people had not attended the January
29, 2005 meeting to provide input and ask questions about the application. He noted his
support for community forests as a way of providing more of the economic benefits of
local forests to our communities. He asked why the watershed areas had to be included
and whether any other areas may be available.

G, Hemphill noted that the watershed is part of the working forest and the areas
will be for licencing to other operators if it is not included in this application.




Meeting Notes Public Information Meeting
District of Sechelt Probationary Community Forest Application
April 19, 2005, 7:00pm Seaside Centre

John Marian, Halfmoon Bay Electoral Area Director, noted that he represents 2600 full
time and 500-600 seasonal residents. He stated that the SCRD and Sechelt Indian Band

have agreed on no industrial activity on the watershed. He asked if Sechelt would respect
the interests of all Sunshine Coast and remove the watershed from the application. He
asked why Sunshine Coast residents should trust Sechelt to manage areas in the
watershed.

Mayor Reid replied that Sechelt remains interested in partnering with the SCRD
and the Sechelt Indian Band on the Community Forest. He noted that management
plans for community forests would be approved by the Province and registered
foresters, and that Sechelt will be working with the Sunshine Coast community at
large to develop plans for the community forest. Brian Smart noted that in the
timber analysis, work in watershed areas is not contemplated for a minimum of 25
years. He stated he believed the community could work together to develop a
community forest plan that could help manage the watershed for the benefit of local
residents.




Meeting Notes Public Information Meeting
District of Sechelt Probationary Community Forest Application
April 19, 2005, 7:00pm Seaside Centre

Fern Walker asked if any of the other BC Community Forest projects have tenures in
community watersheds and asked about experiences in those communities. She also
stated that over 5,000 people signed a petition five years ago regarding a moratorium on
logging in the watershed.

K. Davie replied that Kaslo, Creston and Harrop-Proctor Community Forests have
tenure in community watersheds. He also noted that he and Mayor Reid would be
touring the Creston and Harrop-Proctor Community Forests at the end of the week
and would have more information on watershed management after that visit.

The “Creston” Community Forest tenure, mentioned by Kevin Davie in his
comment, was let in the late 1990s, and includes four Watershed
Reserves. The Arrow Creek Watershed Reserve, created in 1942 (shown
to the left), was identified on old Forest Atlas Maps with “NO TIMBER
SALES.” It was also protected as a “Health District,” meaning no public
trespass, and was also legislated as a “Game Reserve,” with no hunting
allowed. Information about the Arrow Creek Reserve is found in The Big
Eddy report.




ONE (OF MANY) CONSEQUENCES IN 2005

Town of Gibsons
withdraws its
support and
application for
partnership in
the Community
Forest.

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

the SCCA’s executive director Dan Bouman gave a
presentation on July 19, 2005 to Gibson’s Town Council concerning the SCCA’s concerns and the
findings of CFAC. Bouman presented information to Council about the shortcomings of the
community forest application, including a “flawed public process”, and how the Joint “Watershed
Management Agreement” about to be signed between the Regional District and the Sechelt Indian

Band was already being 1gnored and mocked (Minutes). As a result of Bouman’s information,
Gibson’s Council appropriately rescinded its recent July 7. 2005 resolutions to both support the
community forest application and to become a “full partner in the new Community Forest
Corporation”, a decision that took an anficipated wind out of the community forest sails.

As recorded in a July 20. 2005 email by Ministry of Forests Sunshine Coast District Manager Greg
Hemphill to Ministry staff (see quote above), Hemphill, as the Ministry’s local sheriff, was intent on
wanting “the Community Forest to proceed” by including the two community Watershed Reserves.
Hemphill. who just recently retired from government. blamed the application process hold-up on
“the enviros”, referencing their persistent “tactics” against the community forest as “aggressive”.
However, Hemphill failed to include or state in his email objections by the Sechelt Indian Band and
the Regional District concerning the “contentious area” of the watersheds. In reality, an ‘aggression’
was perpetrated by the community forest proponents. with the aid and consent of the Ministry of
Forests. responsible for stirring up public criticism and media attention by including the community
drinking watersheds in the proposal.




ONE (OF MANY)
CONSEQUENCES IN 2005

DISTRICT OF SECHELT DISHONORS
THE 2005 WATERSHED ACCORD

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE

Some three weeks later. on October 1. 2005, the District of Sechelt, through its councilor and
Regional District representative and chair Ed Steeves, participated i an historic ceremony. All
members of the SCRD, including the District of Sechelt, signed the Joint Watershed Management
Agreement with the Sechelt Indian Band. The Agreement was an extension to. and a fulfillment of.
the Accord signed in September. 2003, to protect the Chapman and Gray Creek Community

Watershed Reserves. The fact that the District of Sechelt did sign the Agreement, with the Mayor
and the community forest proponents dubiously intent on dishonoring it, reveals the facade and
double standard by District of Sechelt’s Mayor. Attempting to distance itself from the Agreement
and its obligations, public comments were later made by Mayor Reid that the District of Sechelt
wasn’t actually a signatory to the Joint Agreement. because, as the Mayor disingenuously argued.,
Councilor Ed Steeves never represented the District — he only represented the Regional District as
its Chair.
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Given the background information about the facts
presented in this case history study, and the long-
held public opposition to logging in the two community
watersheds, there are important questions

that need to be raised about the Sunshine Coast
community forest tenure. One of them should ask

what the ultimate objective for including the
community watersheds were — was it a goal to possibly
_prevent another precedent from occurring to protect
drinking watersheds in general? Was the
community forest tenure being used much like a
Trojan Horse to help ambush and divide the
Sunshine Coast Regional District community and
the larger provincial community forest context on
the protection of community watersheds?

Drawing by John Keates. December 2007: inspired from a ‘meeting of minds’.




TWO FINAL MATTERS

1. LAND ACT WATERSHED RESERVES ON THE
SUNSHINE COAST / LOWER MAINLAND

2. THE SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY
FOREST’S ALLOWABLE ANNUAL CUT (AAC)
WFP Halts Logging In Watershed For Now
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THE CHAPMAN AND GRAY WATERSHED RESERVES

In 2007, prior and during the SCRD’s Board of Health hearings concerning the community’s
resistance against Western Forest Product’s logging in the Chapman Reserve, members
from the community, who participated in a roadblock on a logging access road, sought legal
action in the Vancouver City Supreme Court during an injunction proceeding launched by
Western Forest Products.

At the
Vancouver
Supreme Court
July 9, 2007
FORM 126 NO.
(RULE 51A (3)) VANCOUVER REGISTRY
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
BETWEEN:
WESTERN FOREST PRODUCTS INC. PLAINTIFF
AND:
HANS PENNER, RON NEILSON, GERMAINE WILSON, KEN DALGLEISH and
MICHAEL SIDAL and PERSONS UNKNOWN DEFENDANTS
NOTICE OF HEARING
TO: The Respondents

TAKE NOTICE THAT the application of the Applicant, Western Forest Products Inc. dated July
4, 2007 will be heard in chambers at the courthouse at 800 Smithe Street in the City of
Vancouver, in the Province of British Columbia, on Monday, July 9, 2007 at the hour of 9:45
a.m.




“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE
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Recent photos (2007) of Sunshine Coast community support to protect drinking watersheds. Above. supporters on a
public blockade against Western Forest Product’s road and logging entry into Chapman Creek Watershed Reserve.
Below. copy of a photo in The Local newspaper. August 9. 2007. showing some of the 200-300 residents gathered
outside of the Sunshine Coast Regional District office protesting logging in Chapman Creek. The history against
community watershed logging by Sunshine Coast residents and Directors has been consistent for more than forty years.
during which time the B.C. Forest Service/Ministry of Forests and the forest industry have cooperatively worked against
“the community™.




During the initial court
hearings, defendant’s
lawyer John Conroy
presented evidence to the
Court about Chapman as
a “Watershed Reserve,”
and related its powers
under the Land Act. At one
point, the Court explained
to Conroy that to pursue
discussions on the point
of the legal interpretation
of the Reserves, he would
have to have the courts
conduct ajudicial inquiry
or review.

During the proceedings,
John Conroy submitted
my book, From Wisdom to
Tyranny, as evidence.

2 THe LocaL THursDpAY, Jury 19, 2007

Watershed Decision Pending

When we left off last week, the
protestors, who have, for several
weeks, been manning a blockade in
Chapman Creek to prevent logging and
road building in the Watershed, were
granted a continuance in the injunction
brought against them by Western
Forest Products. The continuance

provided the protesters with a little
more time to make their case, and to
prepare evidence to present to the
Supreme Court.

At press time on Tuesday, July 17th,
Supreme Court Justice Kelleher was
hearing evidence from both sides.
Following the case, Hans Penner, one
of the protestors called The Local, to
provide an update on events in court.
Penner said that evidence was heard for
about four hours on Tuesday. Western
Forest Products presented their side,
after which John Conroy, attorney for

the protestors presented their case, and
lawyer for the SCRD made a statement.
According to Penner, the lawyer for the
SCRD said that they were not taking a
specific position in regards to the issue
of the blockade, which is the subject of
the injunctién. Penner said it was
disappointing that the SCRD did not
come out in support of the protestors.
He said that one of the things they
learned through this process was that
the Watershed Reserve, instead of
protecting the area from logging,
actually permits logging. This is
contrary to what most people believe is
true of a reserve. Following the
presentation of all the evidence, Penner
said that Justice Kelleher reserved his
decision until 9:30am on July 19th, at
which time they will reconvene and he
will hand down his decision. Look for a
follow up next week.

The five blockaders are now faced with
a large legal bill. They have incurred
this risk on behalf of residents of the
Sunshine Coast, as most of you know
the named defendants stood on a
logging road to prevent WFP from
entering Chapman watershed while our
community, the Sechelt nation, and our
local government continued to seek
permanent protection for it. It is not
known yet if WFP will get what they
want in the end, but the blockade has
prevented them from succeeding
during the last month. Now five
blockaders (four are senior citizens) are
faced with the $10,000 in legal costs
for challenging WZFP’s injunction
application in court. These protestors

are asking for the community’s help
with these costs. If your are interested
in making a donation: Deposit or mail
contributions for the “Watershed Legal
Defense Fund” direct to any Sunshine
Coast Credit Union, or you would like
an acknowledgement for donations
received, send your cheque to:

C/O Dale Peterson Watershed Legal
Defense Fund

141 Forbes Rd. Gibsons, VON 1V6.

Act) in relation to a complaint
concerning a health hazard to public
drinking water. The Board plans to use
the hearing to investigate the
complaint, which alleges that road
construction and logging activity
initiated by Western Forest Products
Ltd. in the Chapman Creek Watershed
Reserve poses an imminent risk to
public health. According to the press
release, the investigation may result in
the issuance of an order under the
Health Act. The Local Board of Health

In other watershed news, the Sunshine
Coast Regional District sent out a
notice this week regarding an
upcoming hearing. The notice said that
that the SCRD Board would be acting
as a Local Board of Health and they
will convene to hear evidence
(pursuant to Section 58 of the Health

ST

Photos Pauline Montgomery

will hear presentations or written
submissions, from interested parties, at
the hearing, which will be held on July
23rd at 9:00am in the SCRD
Boardroom on Field Road in Sechelt.

Compiled by Linda White France




OnJuly 23, 2007, | gave a presentation to the SCRD’s Board of Health Hearings. The following
are excerpts from that presentation. (P.S. | also gave the Board a copy of my book, From

Wisdom to Tyranny.)

B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

July 23, 2007 - vl
g i v}

Presentation to the special meeting of the ETV -

Sunshine Coast Regional District’s (SCRD’s) :

Board of Health

2. Formation of the BC Tap Water Alliance and its ongoing concerns about the Chapman &
Gray Creek Watershed Reserves
3. Establishment of the SCRD and its initial requests to protect Chapman Creek from logging
4(a) Recommendation for Watershed Reserves under the Land Act
4(c) Former Health Districts, Game Reserves, and Fish Reserves
4(d) Resolutions by the BC Medical Association and related Associations
S. Our experience with consultants reports in drinking watersheds
6. Recent court injunction hearings concerning Chapman Creek




6. Recent court injunction hearings concerning Chapman Creek

The recent public opposition to and blockade of Western Forest Products’ road and logging
operations in the Chapman Reserve, permitted by the Ministry of Forests. led to a Court Injunction
Hearing on Monday July 9, 2007. The named panies collectively identified under Hans Penner et al
(1e51dents of the SCRD), came to Court after acquiring a lawyer on late Friday afternoon, July 6.

During the Hearing, Madame Justice MacKenzie heard John Conroy explain to the court the long,
troubled history the SCRD has had to endure regarding road and timber licences let in the Chapman
Reserve, and the long history of SCRD and community opposition to logging and mining. In
particular, she gave an attentive ear to evidence related to the establishment and legislative nature of
the Land Act Reserve.

During the brief intermission following Conroy’s presentation. I watched Western Forest Products’
lawyer leaving the court room, and in his hand was the page showing the Reserve tenure from the
newly acquired information handed to him and the Court concerning the Chapman Reserve tenure.
He appeared as 1f quite concerned about this with his clients. In fact, this became an important
turning point in the Court discussion, after which the Hearing was adjourned to July 17%, in order
for Hans Penner et al. to be granted a bit more time to properly prepare and present its case to the
Court.




On July 17%, Justice Kellerher heard the case (Madame MacKenzie could not hold the second date
due to her mmvolvement in a trial hearing) at 10 am. Lawyer Conroy presented a great deal of
mformation to the Court mainly about the Chapman Reserve, government policies and legislation.
and a review of the Justice Paris Decision of 1997, providing an introductory interpretation of the
legislative significance of the Land Act Reserves.[Conroy’s plesentatlon contiued for two hours,
amidst two mtermissions. Western Forest Products countered Conroy’s argument siding with the
Ministry of Forests, saying the Reserve had no standing in interfering with the government’s ability
to provide road and logging permits in the Chapman Reserve without the permission of other
agencies or the SCRD. By this time it was about 4 o’clock, when Justice Kellerher announced that
he would reserve judgment until the moring of July 19, 2007.

The fact that Kellerher did not decide in favour of Western Forest Product’s injunction that day was
remarkable, indicating that he had to consider the counter evidence presented before him. Included
in that long list of documents was our book, From Wisdom to Tvranny, from which many references
related to Chapman Creek and the SCRD were cited to the Court.

On July 19, 2007, Justice Kellerher presented his reasons for judgment. He granted Western Forest
Products its injunction. However, Kellerher did make reference to the fact that a Judicial Review of
BC’s Land Act Reserves was wanting.




Recommendation to the SCRD Board of Health

We strongly believe it is your imterest, as guardians and protectors of the Chapman Reserve, to
obtam transcripts of the three trial dates just referred to. This will be of important benefit for the
SCRD’s Directors 1n its proposal for a legal action or a Judicial Review concerning your Watershed
Reserve, and ultimately over its concerns about water quality and water quantity concerns related to
commercial logging.




B. C. TAP WATER ALLIANCE

March 21, 2013 For Immediate Release

BC LIBERALS CAUGHT DEMOTING PROTECTED STATUS
OF COMMUNITY DRINKING WATER SOURCES

Some six years
later ....
March 31, 2013

Upon further inquiries, the Alliance was astounded to discover that just two months before the last
provincial election in 2009, the BC Liberals had actually altered ALL the Section 16 Community
Watershed Reserves within the administrative boundary of the Ministry of Environment’s Lower
Mainland or Region, including Chapman and Gray Creeks, the SCRD’s main source of water

supply. where “thinning” was recently permitted in Chapman Creek with no prior notice to the
SCRD. Apparently, the demotions were done without formally notifying dozens of water purveyors
to whom the Reserves, and the water supplied, were dedicated.

These completely unpublicized, wholesale demotions appear to have been in response to allegations
contained 1n our book. From Wisdom to Tvranny, the history of BC’s community Watershed
Reserves, sent to three Liberal Party Ministers, Forests Minister Rich Coleman. Environment
Minister Barry Penner, and Lands Minister Pat Bell (see backgrounder). The book strongly
recommended that government conduct a provincial inquiry mto the administrative history and
mismanagement of the Community Watershed Reserves. A year later on July 23, 2007. during the
SCRD’s Board of Health Hearings on logging in Chapman Creek. which received wide media
attention, the Alliance presented detailed information about the SCRD’s Chapman Creek Watershed
Reserve (see backgrounder). In July 2007, when SCRD residents filed a Court Injunction against
Western Forest Products logging in the Chapman Reserve, the Alliance’s book was entered into
Court evidence.




“The public has no idea what this government secretly did four years ago. It 1s absolutely
disgraceful.” notes Will Koop. B.C. Tap Water Alliance Coordinator. “No other administration over
the last forty years has dared to do what the BC Liberals have done.”

“This government should immediately remstate all of BC’s affected Community Watershed
Reserves as Section 16 Reserves under the Land Act and delete all mdustrial tenures as intended,
mcluding Community Forests, BC Timber Sales and other forest tenures that have been wrongfully
permitted within them. Then the Reserves should be designated as Section 15 Order-in-Council
Reserves in favour of water purveyors and the communities they serve. It 1s only fair that the
“other” 40 percent of British Columbians have what Greater Victoria and Metro Vancouver citizens
reclaimed and now enjoy — protected watersheds that reliably produce clean water. That’s BC’s
protection legacy.”

-30-




Doug Konkin
Deputy Minister,
Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations

February 27, 2013

Emergency Intervention: McNeill Lake / Haslem Creek Watershed Reserve Tenure
Dear Mr. Konkin

We request your immediate executive decision/action to postpone any and all timber sales in the
McNeill Lake/ Halsem Creek Watershed Reserve, until such time as proper clarification and
comprehensive adjudication 1s satisfactorily rendered regarding the history, purpose. policy,
function and fiduciary entitlement of the said Reserve tenure, and in making restitution to re-status
this Reserve as either a Section 16 or Section 15 Land Act tenure. As the deadline for proposed
timber sales 1n the said Reserve is scheduled for tomorrow, February 28™ we therefore ask you
advise the BC Timber Sales office accordingly.




We are disturbed about recent. mternal directives that have changed the legal designation and status
of the McNeill lake Watershed Map Reserve, and all other Map Reserves, under the administration
of the Vancouver Regional area. These changes from Section 16 Map Reserves to Section 17 Land
Act Designation Reserves have conveniently allowed for the discretionary letting of timber sales in
areas that were to be protected from such, done, apparently, without notification, elaborate or
otherwise, to water purveyors. in whose interests the Watershed Reserves were specifically
established by a government executive committee.

A summary of our findings and concerns are as follows:

(b) Section 16 Map Reserve. It was explained to us that Section 16 Map Reserves over
Crown lands have almost absolute powers provided to them against any and all dispositions.

We were informed that a disposition means “a license of occupation, or a permit, or a right-
of-way over Crown land,” and that a disposition includes timber sales. “Any application that
comes in on a Section 16 Map Reserve, we just turn it away.” We were told that the holder

of the Reserve 1s the Ministry of Environment. When the Watershed Reserve was created for

the mterests of the water purveyor, 1t was created to protect the watershed. Given the fact
that timber sales have occurred m Section 16 Reserves in general, in spite of their purpose, it
seems likely they may have occurred because timber sale permits were not sent as referrals
to the Lands Mmistry for adjudication, where they would have been rejected.




(¢) Section 17 Land Act Designation. It was explained to us that the Mmistry of
Environment, as holder of the Reserves, requested the Reserve tenure be changed from a
Section 16 to a Section 17 designation. We were informed that the difference between a
Section 16 and a Section 17, 1s that disposition applications in Section 17 Reserves, such as
timber sales. “can be accepted, if thev are compatible” with the Reserve holder, which 1s
the Mimistry of Environment.

We were also informed that the mitiative to change the Reserve status was done mternally,
and that all of the community Watershed Reserves m the administrative boundary of the
Vancouver Region were recently changed from Section 16 to Section 17 Reserves. Section
17 Reserves have an expiry date of five years, and are then. or not then, renewed.

(d) Where did the directive or authority originate to make the changes to the status of the
Reserves located m the Vancouver Region? Was this also done m other Regions? Can such
changes be made to the status of Map Reserves without the directive or authority from
government executive? When they were created. or re-created, i the 1970s 1t was done so
through an executive committee of government.




(e) Did the government, the Mmistry of Environment as holder of the Reserves, notify the
water purveyor, the Sunshine Coast Regional District (which had taken over the
responsibilities assigned to the South Pender Waterworks District on January 31, 2008). of
its mtensions to alter the Section 16 Map Reserve status over McNeill Lake. and fully
explam to the water purveyor the significance and purposes of the amendment? Did any
representative of the provincial government attempt to do so? And if government failed to
mform the SCRD, why was it not done? Did government inform any or all of the other water
purveyors in the Vancouver Region of changes made to the status of their Section 16
Watershed Reserves? Were the mterests of the water purveyors to protect therr community
watersheds properly defended by the Ministry of Environment, or was this an abrogation of
the Ministry’s public mterest duty?




WHAT DO THE GOVERNMENT’S SECRET COMMUNITY
WATERSHED RESERVE DEMOTIONS MEAN?

. It means that, since the 1990s, we were right, spot on, in our understanding,
statements, media releases, public presentations, reports, and our book about the
Watershed Order-in-Council and Map Reserves.

. It means that government administrators lied to the public about the Reserves.

. It makes all the earlier public Land Use planning processes suspect, illegal. This
includes Integrated Watershed Management Plans, including the Sunshine Coast
IWMP.

. It also means that the Ministry of Forest’s awarding of the Sunshine Coast Community
Forest Tenure in 2006 is also illegal, because the government included the Map
Reserves in the tenure.
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10.1. The Open House

“THE COMMUNITY” FOREST TROJAN HORSE On Febmaw 28, 2008, leap year Th.urs.day. exac'tly one W@k_ before a presentation by the
community forest to the Regional District about its tree-thinning permit for Chapman Creek, the

Sunshine Coast community forest held an Open House.

Llewellyn Gray, a Sechelt District resident, then rose to the microphone and challenged Pakulak’s munity Forest in a Susmnlblev
response statements. '

Contrary to the statement that you made there, there is lot’s of scientific data about the
protection of the watershed. We’ve been working on it for a long time. We do support
community forest, community foresters, but this was a bit of a love-in. There are Watershed
Reserve boundaries, so it is a bit disingenuous to say that all of the Coast is a watershed.
There are Watershed Reserve boundaries that have been ignored by provincial governments
down through the years, and certainly by this process that the community forest came into
being. Because at all the public meetings, most of the public was against it.

John Keates, another Sechelt District resident, requested the community forest to provide him with
an answer to a simple question he had recently posed to Kevin Davie at a community forest

advisory Board meeting. He .had asked Davie, the community forest operations manager, what Mr. Pakulak was no doubt

percentage the two community watersheds represented out of the total community forest tenure . .

S o pleading ignorance knowing full
Mr. Davie told me at that time that he didn’t know. That’s on record, somewhere. It seems to well that with answering
be a very simple question, and I’m very concerned that I can’t get an answer to that. Can questions about the watersheds
anybody help me here? )

Pakulak then quickly responded, “36 point seven percent (36.7%).” Keates then replied, and percentages would hinge on
Just a supplementary question. So, why do you think then, that the person that runs your revealing that the Allowable
organization essentially didn’t know the answer to that question, and said to us afterwards Annual Cut was artificially

that it simply wasn’t on the agenda?

inflated.




2. THE SUNSHINE COAST COMMUNITY FOREST’S ALLOWABLE ANNUAL CUT (AAC)

Sunshine
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IN THE

Sunshine COast

TIMBER SUPPLY AREA (TSA)

You are invited to review and comment on the timber supply review discussion
paper for the Sunshine Coast Timber Supply Area (TSA). This is part of a
province-wide program by the Chief Forester to examine the timber supply
situation in the province. The review will provide the Chief Forester with
information to determine harvesting levels that are environmentally sound

and that ensure the sustainability of B.C.'s forests.

Coastal Small Tenures
Timber Supply Analysis

Sechelt Community Forest Agreement
Sunshine Coast TSA

Timber Supply Analysis Report

DRAFT v1.0
January 12, 2005

EML&E ub mii
Doug Stewart

Coast Reallocation Team
Ministry of Forests — Coast Region
2100 Labieux Road

Nanaimo, BC VAT 6E9

(250) 751-7048
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The Jan. 2005 Forsite report does not include, nor references,
the Ownership Code table. But it does have a small map!

Sechelt Community Fore st

Introduction
As a result of timber volume reallocations under Bill 28, new Community Forest Agreements (CFAs) are
being created acro ss the province of BC. This report describes the propo sed Se cheit CFA are as and

the results of a timber supply analysls completed to de fine an app ropriate area o support an annual
allowable cut (AAC) of 20,000 m’/yr. This harve st objective was defined during the Bill 28 real location
process

The propo sed Sechell CFA area consists of one contiguous area covering 10,818ha and is located just
outsid e the community of Sechelt in the Chapm an Landscape Unit (see Figure 1).

Figure 12. Integrated Resource Value s: Area Summa ry by Objective

In the shorl term, the constraints having the largest impact on harvest availabllity are the partial retention
VQOs on the lower slopes of the CFA. These areas are violating the allowable disturban ce limits at the
beginning of the planning horizon and so no harve stis allowe d until the stands have aged into the 2™
decade. Communily watershed harvest limits (1% per year) are not limiting the harve st levels In the
short term not are greenu p requi reme nis.

In the long term, all of the VQO constraints and greenup constrainis act to limit harvest as many of them
are pushed to maximum disturb ance levels. The Gray Creek CWS restrictions also serve s to imi

harve st in the long term but the Chapm an CWS restrictions are never reached because of the smail
prop ortion of this are a that is eligible for harvest.

Shot Term Harves| Availability

The proje cted short term harvest level for this CFA is 20,000 m’/year. The area harve sted by the model
during the first 20 years is illustrated spatially in Figure 13 using two 10 year periods. This shoukd not be
construed as an ope ration al plan bul it does illustrate areas considered high priority (relative oldest first
priorty) and available for harvest by the model. Figure 13 also illustrates “Other Available Options®
which represent other stands which were available or becam e available during the 20 year period. Initial
harvesling in the CFA is unlikely to follow this projection but the areas illustrated do provide a starling
point for more detailed planning. A different set of available stands would be shown if a different harve st
prio rily was used.




Table34:  Elnal Netdown Classification The 2017 ECORA Analysis report provides a “Final
: " = = Netdown Classification” table, showing how the

= . n sn |C|on re 0 final figure of 6,289 hectares was determined for the
Nomfmumtty i e ’1 5 Timber Harvesting Land Base.

on-fores
;an:'no: 'T‘Ianfg? by the Community Forest 1;3 However, there is no accompanying map to help the
Noa ;’ ':' st aanr;gs z 553 public see orvisualize where these netdowns are

on-Productive Reductions

located.

Productive Forest Land Base (PFLB) 10,537
Low sites and problem forest types 978
Established recreation reserves and sites 194 Table 3.1 shows this step-wise classification of the land base.
Wildlife Habitat Areas 214 The THLB makes up 58% of the land base and the
Old growth management areas 393 THLB was 6,289 ha.
Environmentally sensitive areas 247 !:or more details, refer to the dgscriptioq of each netdown step
Riparian reserve and management areas 7 hisections 3.1 1402108 This analySI_s was .
Wildlife ¢ <h 344 benchmarked to the most recent Sunshine Coast timber supply area

D aee pe C i — TSR (timber supply review) where possible
Chapman Terram_Stablh'q Sr1 based on the published Data Package and previous Analysis
Gray Creek Terrain Stability 444 Reports. It also incorporated the SCCF Management Plans
Total Productive Reductions 4,248 where applicable (i.e. Landscape Unit Plan objectives for
Timber Harvesting Land Base (THLB) 6,289 wildlife tree patches).




Table 3.2: Non-Crown Ownership Descriptions

Ownership Codes

40 Private Land

50 Federal Reserve

52 First Nations Reserve

53 Military Reserve

54 Government Block

60 Crown Ecological Reserve

61 Crown UREP Reserves

63, 67 | Crown Provincial Parks

69 Crown Miscellaneous Reserves

70 Crown Active Timber License

72 Crown and Private Schedule A and B Lands
74 Crown and Private Timber

75 Crown Christmas Tree Permit

T4 Crown and Private Woodlot License
99 Crown Miscellaneous Lease

The 2017 ECORA Timber Supply Analysis report does
include the Ownership Code table. There is no
discussion about one of these Codes, “69,” the
restrictions from “Crown Miscellaneous Reserves.”

There is a very small, ‘location’ map in the report.
The detailed, large format map that was produced
for the Community Forest is not (yet) posted on its
website. A detailed, readable map will, or should,
show all the netting down boundaries and decisions.

3.1.3 Non-Crown

Non-crown land includes any private land, federal land,
woodlots or other tenures overlapping the SCCF

boundary, including parks and protected areas. These lands
were identified using the Ministry’s ownership layer
(FOREST_VEGETATION_F_OWN) using the following

codes to remove areas from the THLB (Table 3.2).

A small area in the southern parcel of the community forest
that was previously included in the community forest

that was removed from the gross area.




OWNERSHIP CODE SHENANIGANS

FROM WISDOM
TO TYRANNY

Provincial | Miscellaneous reserves (B.C.F.S. recreation reserve or
corridor, B.C. Hydro reserve, B.C. Railway reserve.
watershed reserve. industrial reserve. islands reserve.
map reserve. greenbelt land, multiple-use fish and wildlife

reserve)

<

On page 182 of the book, From Wisdom to Tyranny, we include a
copy of the BC government’s Ownership Code (image to right). It
lays out all the ownership codes and their status descriptions.
Ownership Code 69 pertains to Land Act Reserves, as do Codes
50 through to 67. The “C” means “contributing” (to resource
usages) and “N” means “non-contributing.”

CODE OWNERSHIP DESCRIPTION
40-N Private Crown grant. See 81-N.
50-N Federal Federal reserve
51-N Federal National park
52-N Federal Indian reserve
53-N Federal Military reserve
54-N Federal Dominion government block
60-N Provincial Ecological reserve
61-C Provincial URERP (use, recreation. enjoyment of the public)
62-C Provincial Forest management unit (TSA, PSYU), Crown land
62-N Provincial Timber agreement land (Crown land less timber rights)
63-N Provincial Park, Class A
64-N Provincial Park. Class B
65-N Provincial Park, Class C. park board
66-N Provincial Park. Class C. no board
67-N Provincial Park. park reserve or equivalent (regional parks, Purcell
Wilderness Conservancy. recreation areas. provincial heritage
sites, wildlife management reserves)
68-N Provincial Wilderness areas within provincial forests
69-C/N Provincial Miscellaneous reserves (B.C.F.S. recreation reserve or
corridor, B.C. Hydro reserve, B.C. Railway reserve,
> watershed reserve, industrial reserve, islands reserve,
map reserve, greenbelf land. multiple-use fish and wildlife
reserve)
70-N Provincial Timber license in a TSA
70-C Provincial Timber license in a TFL
71-C Provincial Timber license in a TFL
72-B Provincial Schedule ‘B’ land in a TFL
4N Private & Provincial | Timber alienated in a watershed (Greater vancouver
Regional District. Greater Victoria Water District
75-N Provincial Christmas Tree permit
76-N Private & Provincial Ownership status unreported in a TFL
77-N Provincial ‘Woodlot license, Crown land portion. Private portion is 40-
N.
78-N Provincial Community pasture in the Prince George Special Sale Area
(SSA)
79-N Provincial Provincial forest exclusions in the Prince George SSA
81-N Private & Provincial Lands under municipal administration. See 40. Not in use.
90-C Provincial Grazing lease
91-C Provincial Hay lease
92-N Provincial Foreshore lease
93-C Provincial Coal lease and placer lease
95-C Provincial Hay cutting permit
96-C Provincial Special purpose lease
99-C/N Provincial Misc. leases (fairgrounds. rod and gun club sites, recreational

coftage site leases, and community organizational leases)




OWNERSHIP CODE SHENANIGANS

FROM WISDOM =
TO TYRANNY

69-C/N

Provincial | Miscellaneous reserves (B.C.F.S. recreation reserve or
corridor, B.C. Hydro reserve, B.C. Railway reserve.
watershed reserve, industrial reserve, islands reserve,
map reserve. greenbelt land, multiple-use fish and wildlife
reserve)

Inquiries by Sunshine Coast residents about their Reserves
continued. Following a 1992 administrative and technical
presentation by Ministry of Forests Inventory Branch staff about
logging in Chapman Creek. residents received a letter from
Timber Supply Analyst Andrea Lang. The short letter stated that

someone had altered the Ministry of Forests “ownership code™
designation for Chapman Creek Watershed Reserve to 69-C.

This had occurred in March 1990—coincidentally the initiation
period for Integrated Watershed Management planning in the
Sunshine Coast Regional District. Ownership codes (see Exhibit

109) assigned the provincial land base mto categories. In 1990
the ministry introduced additions to the codes by attaching a
letter—"B”, “C” or “N"—to each number. For instance. 51-N
identified national parks. 52-N Indian Reserves. 60-N Ecological
Reserves, 63-N Class “A” Provincial Parks and 62-C Crown
lands designated for timber harvesting.

Lang stated that Chapman Creek was re-designated 69-C when
the Ministry of Forests updated its antiquated ASCII database
program with a new program called Forest Inventory Planning
(FIP). Sixty-nine was the code for Miscellaneous Reserves.
which included Watershed Reserves and Map Reserves, and
“C” was the new sub-code for “land available for long-term
mtegrated resource management.” It appeared that the Ministry
of Forests had introduced a new sub-code for Chapman Creek
in order to authorize “integrated resource management” within
Reserve boundaries. Sunshine Coast residents wondered

what the Ministry of Forests had changed the code and sub-
code from? If. for example. the previous code definition had
excluded logging in the Chapman Creek Reserve. disturbing
questions would be raised about why the ministry was now
permitting logging and whether or not such logging was legal
in a Watershed Reserve.




ECORA analysis
Takes “community
watersheds” into
consideration

4. Resource Management Zones

Resource management zones (RMZs) are grouped areas that support non-timber resource requirements. Each
RMZ has forest cover objectives (either retention or disturbance requirements) which are applied to sub-sets of
the land base. They are often overlapping and therefore not additive in area. For detailed modelling information
on the RMZs, see section 4.1 to 4.3. The following RMZs occur in the community forest:

=  Community watersheds » Integrated resource managementareas =  Visually sensitive areas

Direction on resource management zones (RMZ) comes from a variety of sources including:

e Under the Forest and Range Practices Act, objectives that are grand-parented from the Forest Practices
Code — such as community watershed objectives;

=  The Ministry of Forest and Range’s 1998 Procedures for Factoring Visual Resources into Timber Supply
Analyses;

=  The 2006 Sechelt Community Forest Stewardship Plan;
=  The 2002 Sunshine Coast Landscape Unit Planning Chapman Landscape Unit Plan; and

= The 2004 Sustainable Resource Management Plan Biodiversity Chapter for the Sechelt Landscape
Unit.

The sources of information and modelling assumptions for each RMZ are documented in the sections below.
RMZs that exist in the Sunshine Coast TSA but not within SCCF include the community interface zone and
landscape level biodiversity requirements through the application of seral constraints where there is no legally
approved old growth management areas. SCCF has legally established OGMAs that were removed during the
netdown classification and therefore require no further modelling considerations.




For “Sensitivity”
sake, the ACORA
Analysis
describes a
possible lower
logging rate if
some sections of
steeper forest
slopes are
removed from the
logging zones in
the Chapman
and Gray Creek
Reserves.

6.3 Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analyses included are listed in Table 6.1. The inputs and results of these sensitivity analyses are
outlined in the sections below.
Table 6.1: List of Sensitivity Analyses

Section Sensitivities

6.3.1 No harvest in the Chapman Watershed

6.3.2 No harvest in the Chapman Watershed and Gray
Watersheds

6.3.1 No Harvest Chapman Watershed

The netdown classification process removed area in the Chapman watershed where unstable terrain risk class
was high, moderately high, and moderate. This sensitivity was developed to assess the timber supply impact of
completely removing the Chapman watershed from the THLB.

This scenario (s3) can sustain a long-term harvest level of approximately 43,000 m®/year as shown in Figure 6.7.
This is a 10% decrease from the base case scenario harvest level.

6.3.2 No Chapman and No Gray Watersheds

The netdown classification process removed area in the Chapman watershed where unstable terrain risk was
high, moderately high, and moderate. The netdown classification process also removed area in the Gray
watershed where unstable terrain risk was high or moderately high. This sensitivity was developed to assess the
timber supply impact of completely removing both the Chapman watershed and the Gray watershed from the

THLB.

This scenario (s4) can sustain a||ong-term harvest level of 32,000 m?3/year|as shown in Figure 6.7. This is a 32%
decrease from the base case scenario harvest level.




SouTTHING “And now for something completely differen

COMPLETELY
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Let’s start all
over again, by
excluding the
Chapman and
Gray Watershed
Reserves from
the Community
Forest Tenure, to
determine the
praper Timber
Harvesting Land
Base

Here are the
two Watershed
Reserves (blue)

~and the

Community

Forest Tenure
(yellow)

Below, to the left
the Milne Creek
Watershed
Reserve is not
shown




Sunshine Coast
Community
Forest Tenure
boundaries as
they currently
exist

The Sunshine
Coast Community
Forest boundaries
outside of the two
Watershed

Reserves, including
area removed for
Milne Creek

Gray Creek
Reserve
with Naylor
Creek

Chapman ;-
Creek |
Reserve




These are the new, and perhaps ¢ “‘
proper, Timber Harvesting land base \“
tenure boundaries for the Sunshine = %
Coast Community Forest, to operate '

under new, lower Allowable Annua-.wl;&~>;’§'

Cut, to be re-determined by “the s,

“

community.” (There is another issue of
improper forest boundaries near
Mount Richardson needed for review)




OUTWITH
THEOLD !

INWITH
THE NEW




‘With a significantly
reduced timber land
base, and the state of
the forests therein,
THERE IS
NOTHING LEFT OF THIS
FICTIONAL TENURE!

INFORMED RESISTANCE
IS NOT FUTILE

NECESSARY °BYT

Recent photos (2007) of Sunshine Coast community support to protect drinking watersheds. Above. supporters on a
public blockade against Western Forest Product’s road and logging entry into Chapman Creek Watershed Reserve.
Below. copy of a photo in The Local newspaper. August 9. 2007. showing some of the 200-300 residents gathered
outside of the Sunshine Coast Regional District office protesting logging in Chapman Creek. The history against
community watershed logging by Sunshine Coast residents and Directors has been consistent for more than forty years,
during which time the B.C. Forest Service/Ministry of Forests and the forest industry have cooperatively worked against
“the community”™.
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The Land Act Community Watershed Reserves
Legacy is represented in this image, a
collection of numerous reserves from the
Forest Service’s Forest Atlas Maps, and the
written warning: “NO TIMBER SALES.”

Thankyou for attending.
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