Note to reviewers: Revisions made to vision/goals/objectives only…comments on description and strategies available for review from WG Coordinator

Note to readers: ‘Notes to reviewers’ are suggestions about substantial content or structure of this chapter. ‘Editorial notes to reviewers’ are less important suggestions. 

GRIZZLY BEAR 

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESOURCE

Editorial note to reviewers: This description section contains a lot of explanation to a reader about how this section was developed – it must be tidied up at some point to be a description only. Also key definitions a reader needs to understand this chapter should likely be inserted early in the text.

This document outlines the major elements of a conservation and management strategy for grizzly bear populations and the land base on which they depend in the Lillooet LRMP area. This plan has been designed to help meet the goals of the provincial Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy and was written to provide an overall frame work for managing grizzly bear habitat.

Grizzly bears throughout the Lillooet LRMP area select habitat at several spatial scales concurrently. Home ranges typically are between 150 and 250 km2 for adult males and 75 and 125 km2 for adult females. Within these home ranges, individual or groups of watersheds (or landscapes) have different relative values than others. Within these watersheds, different Biogeoclimatic subzones and Broad Ecosystem Units (Note for editor: definition needed in glossary) also differ in their contribution to the health of the population. Finally, bears use individual patches or complexes of habitat at the stand level that meets essential seasonal life requisites. The following objectives in conjunction with identified wildlife management strategies (IWMS) address the home range, landscape and stand level requirements of grizzly bears. This cross-spatial-scale approach is essential as the objectives and strategies are translated into operational plans.

A key component of the following objectives and strategies are the concepts of habitat capability, suitability and effectiveness or “usability” of grizzly bear habitats and watersheds (see glossary). Habitat effectiveness is a function of a large number of factors, including core security (especially for adult females), access to critical seasonal habitats, access to adequate amounts of berry-feeding habitats, un-fragmented home ranges, linkages across human fractures to maintain genetic continuity, the degree of displacement from preferred habitat and the degree of mortality risk from human causes. 

Target effectiveness levels for identified watersheds will be established. The greater the difference between the current and target effectiveness levels, the greater the proposed emphasis on habitat restoration and recovery. Where the current and target effectiveness levels are closer, the greater the proposed emphasis on habitat protection and mitigation of the effects of human activities. Identified watersheds have been ranked according to this logic. For example, the forage-related strategies have been directed at watersheds with a long history of forest development and an imbalance among forest age classes. Alternatively, access management planning priority may be directed to newly developed watersheds to prevent loss of habitat effectiveness.

�Grizzly Bear Population Units

British Columbia’s Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy has identified three grizzly bear population units (GBPUs) that overlap with the Lillooet LRMP plan area (see map Y).

NORTH CASCADES (NC)�Presently the North Cascades population unit, which has a small overlap with the Lillooet District, is designated threatened with approximately 25 bears, 4 within the Lillooet LRMP area.  Recovery planning has begun in this unit, overseen by the North Cascades Grizzly Bear Recovery Team. 

STEIN/NAHATLATCH (S/T)�The Stein/Nahatlatch population unit is also designated threatened and is estimated to have 60 grizzly bears of which approximately 33 are within the LRMP plan area. 

SOUTH-CHILCOTIN (SC)� The South-Chilcotin population unit, currently designated as viable, is estimated at 110 bears with approximately 55 bears living within the LRMP area.



Note: Grizzly bears in the Pavilion and Murray Landscape Units have been largely extirpated and there are no proposals to recover the grizzly population in these areas. However, measures will be taken to protect the critical habitat and prevent bear human conflict with the few grizzly bears remaining in these landscape units as the need arises. 



The two threatened population units currently support less than half the number of grizzly bears than the habitat has the capability to sustain. Populations in each of these units are not likely to remain viable without a significant conservation and management effort directed at population recovery. On August 3rd, 1999, the Minister of the Environment announced a pilot recovery planning process for the North Cascades population unit. A draft recovery plan will be produced by the end of the year that will be based on the objectives and strategies listed in this document, but will translate them into specific actions with timelines to help achieve recovery.

Because of their threatened status, grizzly bear hunting is closed in all three population units. However, should recovery occur, hunts will be re-opened. Recovery would be achieved if a stable (or gradually increasing) population is re-established that is greater than 50% of its capability.  Although recovery would be achieved at 50% of capability, to ensure population stability targets have been set at 75% of the mid-point of capability.  Legal hunts will be managed according to the provincial grizzly bear harvest strategy and procedures that incorporate strict limits on the harvestable surplus and conservative estimates of illegal and problem kill. Although local data are unavailable, it is unlikely that grizzly bear populations in the Southern Interior of British Columbia can grow at rates greater than 5% per year (maximum growth rates in Interior North America equal 8% per year). Population recovery to levels that can sustain a legal harvest is therefore unlikely in the short term.



�Grizzly Bear Alternatives 



Grizzly Bear Population Unit - GBPU

Stein/Nahatlatch GBPU = S/N, North Cascades GBPU = NC and South Chilcotin Range = SCR GBPU



Number�

Issue/Objective�S/N, NC and SCR GBPUs  

Status = threatened�SCR GBPU if status = viable�Murray/Pavillion Landscape Units (not GBPUs)��1�Population levelsobjectives�����1.1.1�Population targets

�Y�Y�Y��1.1.2.1�Mortality (percentage targets)

�Y�Y�Y��1.2.2�Conservation officer service�Y�Y�Y��1.2.3�Public education

�Y�Y�Y��1.3.1�Population monitoring program�Y�Y�??��1.3.21.3�Research and inventory work

�Y�Y�N��2�Motorized accessMortality�����2.1.1�Public education

�Y�Y�Y��2.1.2 (Alt. 1)�Priority access management actions�Y�Y�Y��2.1.3 (Alt. 1)�Access management planning process�Y�Y�Y��2.1.4 (Alt. 1)�Default to core areas/road density thresholds�Y�Y�Y��2.1.21 (Alt. 2)� “Roving” core security on identified watershed list (List A/B/C)�Y�Y�N/A��2.1.31 (Alt. 23)�Establish pPermanent roadless areas on identified watersheds.  (Need information on the size of areas, which watersheds.)

�Y�Y�N/A��2.1.4 (Alt. 2)�Open road densities 

�Y�Y�N/A���





�



Number�

Issue/Objective�S/N, NC and SCR GBPUs  

Status = threatened�SCR GBPU if status = viable�Murray/Pavillion Landscape Units (not GBPUs)��34�Availability of forage/berry producing sites.Landscape level forage supply�����34.1.1 (Alt. 1)�No mid-seral targets but stand management practices.  

(Tony’s preference is Table 4a in specific watersheds.  Include Tony’s list of 9 items as strategies.)

�Y�Y�N/A��34.1.1 (Alt. 2)�Mid-seral targets as per Table 4a in identified watersheds in NDT2/3/(4c)

�Y�Y�N/A��43.1.1 (Alt. 3)�Mid-seral targets as per Table 4 in identified watersheds in NDT2/3/(4c) (Larger area than identified in Table 4a.)�Y�Y�Not applicable because there are no identified watersheds within these two LUs.

��43.2.1)�Adjusted stocking standards for berry production.  (Only with 4.1.1, Alt. 1 or 2)

�Y�Y�N/A��45�Critical habitats�����45.1.1 (Alt. 1)�Maintain defined and “selected” critical habitats.

�Y�Y�Y��45.1.1 (Alt. 2)�Maintain (or protect) “all” critical habitats.

�Y�Y�Y��4.1.1 a and b (Alt. 3)�Avoid development/maintain buffer�Y�Y�Y��45.1.2�Restore identified/selected critical habitats.  (MELP responsibility)

�Y�N�Y��

Dave…had to stop updating the table here… sorry.. 





�



Number�

Issue/Objective�S/N, NC and SCR GBPUs  

Status = threatened�SCR GBPU if status = viable�Murray/Pavillion Landscape Units (not GBPUs)��6�Riparian habitats�����6.1.1 (Alt. 1)�No additional text here as values are adequately addressed through the text in the Riparian Ecosystems section and critical habitats (see previous).

�����6.1.1 (Alt. 2)�Maintain riparian habitat in defined watersheds.  (These will be mapped.)�Applies to S/N and SCR, but not NC. 

�Y�N��7�Range�����7.1.1�Reduce range – grizzly bear conflicts.  (Need to check with Graham regarding spatial application.)

�?�?�?��8�Tourism and public and commercial recreation�����8.1.1�Assessment, planning and monitoring of new commercial recreation and tourism developments in identified watersheds.

�Y�Y�possibly��8.1.2�Assessment, planning and monitoring of new non-commercial recreation and tourism developments in identified watersheds.

�Y�Y�maybe���



Number�

Issue/Objective�S/N, NC and SCR GBPUs  

Status = threatened�SCR GBPU if status = viable�Murray/Pavillion Landscape Units (not GBPUs)��9�Trails�����9.1.1�Minimize mortality risk, and reduce disturbance and displacement in identified watersheds from existing or proposed  trails where more than ten parties per week of use occurs or is anticipated to occur.

�Y�Y�Not applicable because there are no identified watersheds within these two LUs.��9.1.2�(Need to develop an objective to address human safety concerns.)�Y�Y�Y��10�Crown land disposition�����10.1.1�Avoid fee simple sales of Crown land within identified watersheds.

�����

Note to reviewer: This table is non-consensus until an option has been decided upon.











�Application of the Options, Objectives and Strategies 

Pending the outcome of the LRMP recommendations regarding protected areas, the most conservative approach for managing grizzly bears in the Lillooett LRMP would be to apply the forage-related and access management strategies in all identified watersheds (all three shades of green on map 1 - Option A). Application of these strategies throughout all of these lands would most likely lead to population recovery. A middle risk option would be to apply these same strategies only to a subset of these identified watersheds (dark and medium green only - Option B). This approach may lead to localized population recovery or stability, however, the outcome is less certain. The highest risk option is to restrict the application of these strategies to an even smaller subset of identified watersheds (dark green only - Option C). Achieving population recovery under Option C is even less likely.



VISION:

Editorial note to reviewers: Assume this will be refined when alternatives have been crafted.

Alternate Vision Statement:  A non-threatened, increasing or stable grizzly bear population will exist in each of the Grizzly Bear  Population Units where objectives and strategies have been developed and applied with consideration of other land and resource values and users.  The objectives and strategies will be implemented under the precautionary principle with regard to bear management and with the recognition that there may be overriding human (social & economic) priorities.  It is not the intent during the implementation of these objectives and strategies to extinguish or diminish existing rights or tenures (or presently untenured use, or future opportunities. (Reviewer notes non-support for this vision statement)





GRIZZLY BEAR OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

��1) Issue:  Grizzly bear population objectives

It is extremely difficult to accurately determine the number of  grizzly bears living in any one geographical area. However, some understanding of their overall (absolute??) abundance, their relative abundance from place to place and their population trend (increasing, stable or decreasing) is fundamental to these objectives and strategies. Similarly, the strategies have been developed with an incomplete understanding of the most appropriate conservation and management approaches. 

As a consequence of this uncertainty, current population estimates and targets have been applied and will be monitored under two principles: 

the precautionary principle was used to set the current estimates; and 

the adaptive management principle that necessitates periodic population monitoring to assess the success of the strategies towards meeting the defined objectives. 

Inventory and periodic monitoring are required.����1.1) Goal: To manage grizzly bear populations to targets expressed as 75 % the capability midpoint of the capability of each GBPU and Identified Watershed (Table 1). To periodically monitor the success of these strategies by conducting relative abundance surveys and trend monitoring.

Notes to reviewers from editor: These are 2 goals (1. manage to targets, 2. Monitor). Reviewer suggests targets should be 50% of capability)��MPOL��1.1.1) Objectives: Apply the strategies in this document (under the assigned priority approach) to achieve stated population targets and stable or increasing numbers of resident adult female grizzlies( with cubs??) (as the most sensitive and most easily identifiable trend indicator).

Note to reviewers: Suggest the first objective is: Enhance grizzly bear populations to achieve targets in Table 1..

Indicator(s):  

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring: ��

���Strategies����a�Conduct an absolute abundance inventory in the South Chilcotin GBPU There is an immediate need to inventory bears in this Population Unit where recent estimates indicate a population near the 50% threshold for determining threatened status. Editorial note to reviewers: The second sentence seems to belong in the issue statement.����b�Establish and implement a rigorous sighting record collection and recording system  focused on monitoring the annual number of adult female grizzly bears with Cubs-of-the-year in each Identified Watershed. MELP led, others contribute.����c�Recovery planning, now underway in the North Cascades Population Unit and forthcoming for the Stein-Nahatalatch Population Unit will provide more certainty regarding status, distribution and trend of grizzly bears in those areas. ��

�Table 1. Current and Target Effectiveness Estimates for those portions of the three GBPUs within the Lillooet LRMP

GBPU�Number of grizzly bears (right Mike??)���Current�*Target ��North Cascades�4�6��South Chilcotin Ranges�55�110��Stein-Nahatlatch�33�66���92�182��

Notes:

The target numbers provided in this table are not agreed to.  They have been provided solely so there were some figures for the analysis.

Target is 75% of the mid-point of capability

Note to reviewers: Couldn’t find reference to this table in the text…where is it’s home??  Do we want to include population numbers for the Murray and Pavillion Landscape Units?



��1.2 GOAL:  Minimize grizzly bear mortality?

��MPOL��1.21.12) Objective: Ensure that bear mortality from all human causes does not exceed 4% of the estimated population and that less than 30% of this mortality is female and that the total kill is not area concentrated.

Indicator(s):  

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring: ��

���Strategies����a�????��

��1.2.2) Objective: Enhance the conservation officer service to achieve a higher level of education, deterrance and  enforcement of regulations and road closures through frequent, regular patrols, prompt response, full investigation and successful prosecution of reports of illegal activities.

Indicators: Number of illegal kills and success of prosecutions; frequency and types of patrols;

Responsible for implementation and monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks�����Strategies����a�A community based profile for grizzly bear recovery and population increases should be developed that includes expansion of conservation officer resources to 3 local officers.����b�Conservation officer service should include:

frequent, regular patrols including walk-in and night patrols 

prompt response to grizzly bear complaints, preferably within 24 hours

prompt, full investigation of reports of illegal activities

strong deterrents/penalties for illegal activities including access and firearms restrictions

monitoring access management controls regularly

 public education including informing frequent forest users and First Nations liaison����b�A Wilderness Watch program (forest users reporting inappropriate activities to Conservation Officers) should be implemented to support the conservation officer service.����d�A warden/gaurdian program should be implemented to support the conservation officer service.��



��1.2.3) Objective:  Improve the knowledge of the general public and frequent forest users  (e.g. tree planters, ranchers, resident and non-resident hunters, back-country recreation users) about bear biology and habits, and ways to avoid bear/human conflicts and bear mortality. 

Indicator: An increase in public awareness of bear mortality sources

Responsible for implementation and monitoring: Ministry of Environment Lands, and Parks ��Strategies����a�MELP with input from NGOs should obtain and edit existing provincial information programs to include local grizzly bear information and access information and distribute these materials to frequent forest users and the general public.��

�Inventory and periodic monitoring of populations to determine trends are required. Determining absolute abundance (number of bears) in specific areas may also be necessary to verify that appropriate management regimes have been adopted.



��1.3 GOAL:  Improve the plan by better understanding changes in grizzly bear populations, and habitat location and use.



Reviewer suggests the mountain goat information issue (3) should be reflected in this section

����Objective: Evaluate the effectiveness of the plan in terms of achieving grizzly bear recovery in population units where recovery is the objective, and achieving population increase in other units by establish a grizzly bear population monitoring program.



Indicator: 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�Inventory techniques should be designed and implemented to determine absolute abundance of grizzly bears where required, and to monitor population trends. ����b�A stable funding source should be established to fund this research and inventories.����c�A grizzly bear mortality monitoring program including detailed documentation of the circumstances and cause of death should be established.

����D�Systematic seasonal aerial survey and/or hair collection program should be explored for population trend monitoring.��

�

��Objective: Improve knowledge of grizzly bear habitat and use.

Indicator: 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�Large-scale habitat inventories should be conducted. These inventories should be interpreted these inventories for grizzly bear habitat quality and quantity (ie. Predictive Ecosystem Mapping).����b�A stable funding source should be established to fund this research.��



��2)  Issue:  Motorized access implications to grizzly bear mortality and displacement 

Road development and improved access in and around grizzly habitat can result in increased mortality as a result of increased contact with humans.  Mortality risk is a function of the frequency of contact between bears and humans and whether those contacts result in grizzly mortality.  

Grizzly bears are shot in a wide variety of circumstances, including defence of life and/or property, because they have been attracted to unnatural food sources or ungulate kills, during unregulated (illegal) harvest or mistakenly as black bears during legal black bear hunts.   

Improved access in and around grizzly habitat can also result in loss of habitat effectiveness through displacement and therefore limitation of bear habitat. Research indicates that greater than 5 vehicle movements per day can be enough to displace grizzly bears from preferred habitat adjacent to the road, especially where roads are located close to critical habitats. Some grizzly bears may habituate to traffic and may not be so readily displaced, especially in areas of high habitat suitability. However, these bears are exposed to higher-than-normal degrees of mortality risk.

(Reviewer suggests this section should be similar to the access section for moose) ����GOAL:  Minimize mortality risk and displacement of grizzly bears associated with motorized access to achieve population recovery objectives in grizzly bear population units where recovery is the target, and an increase in grizzly bear populations in other areas.  The overall measure of the achievement of this goal is that the mortality rate does not exceed the natural rate of population increase. ��



��2.1.1) Objective:  Improve the understanding of the general public and frequent forest users  (e.g. tree planters, ranchers, resident and non-resident hunters, back-country recreation users) about bear biology and habits, the impacts of access on bear behaviour and mortality, and the reasons for access controls within the plan area.

Indicator: An increase in public awareness and support for access management and controls

Responsible for implementation and monitoring: Ministry of Environment Lands, and Parks ��Strategies����a�MELP with input from NGOs should obtain and edit existing provincial information programs to include local grizzly bear information and access information and distribute these materials to frequent forest users and the general public.��



Alternative 2.1.2 to 2.1.4 (1) Immediate and default approach





��2.1.2 (1) Objective: Immediately implement priority access management actions in identified watersheds through the interim access management process outlined in the Framework Plan including:

Spring closure with a gate at the Molybdenite junction in the Texas Creek watershed

Maintain the existing gate on the Bonanza road in the Spruce Lake area

Maintain the existing gates on the following road systems in the Yalakom watershed: Condor, Ore, Junction, Yankee, Burkholder, Peridotite and Blue

Maintain the existing gate on the Hawthorn Cr. road in the Cadwallader watershed

Remove the bridge at 8 km on Van Horlick road in the Duffy watershed 

Maintain the existing gate on Boulder road and spring closure of the Phair Creek road with the existing gate in the Cayoosh watershed

Spring closure of the gate on the Watson Bar road (Tony to check)

Responsible for implementation and monitoring: ?? Depends on access management process responsibilities

Indicator: Priority access management actions achieved�����Strategies����a�Implement the interim access management process outlined in the Framework Plan.���





��2.1.3 (1)Objective: Implement the access management planning process in identified watersheds as outlined in the Framework Plan.  

Responsible for implementation and monitoring: ?? Depends on access management process responsibilities

Indicator: Completed access management plans for identified priority areas �����Strategies����a�A list of access management priorities for grizzly bears should be created annually for incorporation in the plan-wide access priorities as outlined in the access management section of the Framework Plan. 

Current access management planning priorities for grizzly bears are: .

(insert list when agreed to) ����b�Within three years of approval of the plan, provide effective access controls, where necessary, on road networks within priority identified watersheds.  Effective access control means using structures, etc. to  prevent  motorized access. Access management planning will identify specific control measures such as removing bridges, seasonal road closures, tank traps, firearm control measures, deconstructing roads and/or building permanent gates on specific watersheds.����c�Use temporal and spatial development to minimize open roads - (e.g.. develop one side only of a given valley, aggregate cut blocks, or rotate forest development activity among several sub-basins. Consider sub-basin closures that last for approximately 20 –50 years after stands reach the free-to-grow stage.) ����d�Seed road sides and landings with unpalatable species (remove red clover and alfalfa) ��

Note to reviewer: The following is a newly crafted objective that will need further work….







��2.1.4 (1) Objective: If, after 3 years following approval of the Framework Plan, the access management planning process has not resulted in effective access management to achieve grizzly bear objectives, the landscape level core areas and road density thresholds/objectives specified in Table 2 for identified watersheds will be implemented through government funding, with completion in ?? years. This approach will include:

open road densities will not exceed 0.6 km/km2 using the watershed-specific percentages specified in Table 2

core area will meet the percentages specified in Table 2,  

effective access controls will be maintained during spring feeding on critical habitats, and

closures to access roads will be implemented in a manner that gives full consideration to tourism and recreation values.

Responsible for implementation and monitoring: ??

Indicator: Existence of effective access management��

Insert Table 2 from Tony here 



���Strategies����a�Utilise spatial planning objectives for each landscape unit to model harvesting scenarios which provide opportunities to maximize the amount of core in identified watersheds.��

��b�Establish core areas in identified watersheds of 10 and 100ha patches to the watershed-specific percentage levels specified in Table Z. where there will be no open roads. Locate core areas in high to moderate suitable habitats). Establish core security areas for the life of the access management plan. The life of the plan will be determined during its development.   Different areas may provide the same function through time. That is, the location and size of core areas could gradually shift as various sub-drainages within the identified watersheds are opened.��

Alternative 2.1.2-4 (2) - “Roving” core security  and road densities for identified watersheds immediately 

(Note: this alternative has not been reviewed by the Working Group)

��2.1.2 (2) Objective: Within each identified watershed minimize human/bear contact by managing access to maintain no less than 50% of the timber harvesting land base in a roadless/closed road status (“roadless” defined as >1km from any road).  This roving core security area will be in parcels of a minimum size of 2800 ha. and the parcels will be kept roadless/closed roads for a minimum of 20 years.  Areas being recruited into roving core security area status upon completion of harvesting will have effective road closure measures applied, including recontouring if necessary.



Indicators:

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

��2.1.3 (2) Objective: Within each of the following areas establish permanent roadless areas covering 50-60% of the land base, either through the creation of protected areas (see section 7) or through the establishment of permanent grizzly bear security areas.

Upper Bridge valley

South/Central Chilcotin

Bendor

Cayoosh

Shulaps

Camelsfoot ranges

Siska

Natural processes, including a let burn policy, will be pursued in grizzly bear security areas.





Indicators:

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

��2.1. 4 (2) Objective: Prevent displacement of grizzly bears through loss of habitat effectiveness by managing open road densities (?in high quality habitat)  in identified watersheds not to exceed 0.5km/km2. No more than 10% of any identified watershed will have local road densities > 0.5km/km2. 



Indicators:

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:���

��2) Issue:  Road development and improved access in and around grizzly habitat can result in increased mortality as a result of increased contact with humans.  Mortality risk is a function of the frequency of contact between bears and humans and whether those contacts are lethal.  

Grizzly bears are shot in a wide variety of circumstances, including defence of life and/or property, because they have been attracted to unnatural food sources or ungulate kills, during unregulated (illegal) harvest or mistakenly as black bears during legal black bear hunts.   

Three concurrent approaches are proposed:  1) management of human access in priority identified watersheds; 2) education to prevent unnecessary bear mortality; and 3) enforcement of wildlife regulations and access control measures.

Editorial note to reviewers: Last para is unnecessary…it lists the objs.����2.1)  GOAL:  

Alternative 1: Minimize mortality risk to grizzly bears associated with motorized access. 

Alternative 2: Minimize mortality risk to grizzly bears associated with motorized access through the development of integrated access management objectives and strategies within the framework of the LRMP.��



�Alternative 2.1.1(1) –  Manage motorized access.

MHLP�4�2.1.1(1) Objective: Within each identified watersheds (A, B and C lists), prevent human bear contact by managing motorized access.  (The identified watersheds could be the same as the A, B or C lists, or it’s possible it could be different in the end.)  (Note:  See the definitions for roadless, open road, etc., at the end of this section.)

Indicator(s):

The number of suitable access management plans

Open road densities

Decline in mortality rate

��

���Strategies���3�a�Within three years of approval of the plan, provide effective access controls, where necessary, on road networks within priority identified watersheds.  Effective access control means using structures, etc. to  prevent  motorized access. Access management planning will identify specific control measures such as removing bridges, seasonal road closures, tank traps, firearm control measures, deconstructing roads and/or building permanent gates on specific watersheds.���4�B�Utilise spatial planning objectives for each landscape unit to model harvesting scenarios which provide opportunities to maximize the amount of core in identified watersheds.

Should strategy “a” not be completed within three years to the satisfaction of the implementation and monitoring table, convene the Grizzly Bear working group to develop an alternative strategy for managing roving core. This strategy may include establishment of roving core targets by identified watershed.���4�C�Seed road sides and landings with unpalatable species (remove red clover and alfalfa) This applies to high and moderately high habitats��



� Alternative 2.1.1(2) - “Roving” core security on identified watershed list.

MHLP��2.1.1(2) Objective: Within each identified watershed (A, B and C lists), prevent human/ bear contact by managing access to maintain no less than (watershed specific percentages) in 10 and 1000 hectare roadless patches (core) in any one planning period. 

Note to reviewers: Given the alternative goals I expect alternative objectives to match goals are needed?

Indicators:

The number of suitable access management plans

Open road densities

Total amount of core habitat in <10 ha. patches and in <1000 ha. patches

Decline in mortality rate

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�Provide effective access controls, where necessary, on road networks within priority identified watersheds.  Effective access control means prevention of motorized access.  Access management planning will identify specific control measures such as removing bridges, seasonal road closures, tank traps, firearm control measures, deconstructing roads and/or building permanent gates on specific watersheds.����b�Establish core areas in identified watersheds of 10 and 100ha patches to the watershed-specific percentage levels specified in Table Z. where there will be no open roads. Locate core areas in high to moderate suitable habitats). Establish core security areas for the life of the access management plan. The life of the plan will be determined during its development.   Different areas may provide the same function through time. That is, the location and size of core areas could gradually shift as various sub-drainages within the identified watersheds are opened.����d�Seed road sides and landings with unpalatable species (remove red clover and alfalfa) This applies to high and moderately high habitats��



�Alternative 2.1.1(3) –  Permanent roadless areas.

MHLP��2.1.1(3) Objective: Establish permanent roadless areas on identified watersheds.  (Need information on the size of areas, which watersheds.). 

Note to reviewers: Given the alternative goals I expect alternative objectives to match goals are needed?

Indicator(s):  

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

Strategies����a�???? ��



MHLP��2.1.2) Objective:  Provide information and education to the general public as well as specific stakeholders (e.g. tree planters, ranchers, resident and non-resident hunters, back-country recreation users) that will minimize bear mortality. 

Indicator: An increase in public awareness

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

Strategies����a�MELP with input from NGOs to obtain and edit existing provincial information programs to include local grizzly bear information and access information and distribute these materials to stakeholder groups and the general public.��



POL��2.1.3) Objective:  Support any and all efforts to achieve a higher level of enforcement through increased resources for local conservation officer service. 

Indicator: Decline in mortality rate (Editorial note to reviewers – does rate mean no. of grizzly bear deaths, or some fancy measure?)

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

�

���Strategies����a�Develop a community based profile for grizzly bear recovery that includes expansion of conservation officer resources����b�Encourage  Conservation Officers to respond to grizzly bear complaints within a 24 hour period.��



��3) Issue:  Road development and improved access in and around grizzly habitat can result in loss of habitat effectiveness through displacement and therefore limitation of bear habitat. Research indicates that greater than 5 vehicle movements per day can be enough to displace grizzly bears from preferred habitat adjacent to the road, especially where roads are located close to critical habitats. Some grizzly bears may habituate to traffic and may not be so readily displaced, especially in areas of high habitat suitability. However, such bears are exposed to higher-than-normal degrees of mortality risk (see above Issue 1).����3.1) Goal:  Minimize disturbance and displacement of grizzly bears associated with road access, thereby maximizing habitat effectiveness.��

Alternative 3.1.1(1) –  Managing road densities.

��3.1.1(1) Objective: Prevent displacement of grizzly bears through loss of habitat effectiveness and by direct loss of high capability habitat by managing open road densities in identified watersheds, and by maintaining effective access controls during spring feeding on high quality habitats.

Indicator(s):  

·	Open road densities, calculated using roving window, accounting for vehicle movements/month 

·	Recovery of habitat effectiveness

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

�Alternative 3.1.1(2) –  Managing road densities to target.

��3.1.1(2) Objective: Prevent displacement of grizzly bears through loss of habitat effectiveness and by direct loss of high capability habitat by managing open road densities in identified watersheds not to exceed 0.6 km/km2 using the watershed-specific percentages specified in table ZZ, and by maintaining effective access controls during spring feeding on high quality habitats.

Indicator(s):  

·	Open road densities, calculated using roving window, accounting for vehicle movements/month 

·	Recovery of habitat effectiveness

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�Provide effective access controls that restrict access during spring feeding on high quality habitats (April 15 through June 15).  Variances must be approved by the Designated Environment Officer. Question: Recreational access included?����b�Provide effective access controls on road networks in priority identified watersheds.  Effective access control means prevention of motorized access.  Access management planning will identify specific control measures such as removing bridges deconstructing roads and/or building permanent gates on specific watersheds. 

Question: Recreational access included?����c�Where roads cross avalanche chutes, and risk of downslope movement exists, recontour roads to prevent loss of important grizzly bear habitat. ����d�Prioritize road deactivation or effective access controls on roads near critical grizzly habitats����e�Use temporal and spatial development to minimize open roads - (e.g.. develop one side only of a given valley, aggregate cut blocks, or rotate forest development activity among several sub-basins. Consider sub-basin closures that last for approximately 20 –50 years after stands reach the free-to-grow stage.) ����f�Action: John to write a strategy on new roads that meets the objective on density controls.

Where it is necessary to meet the road density targets, access controls should be put in place for all new access development in identified watersheds����g�Action: Dave to develop a strategy or objective on seeking funding sources for access controls and/or temporal and spatial development (so that licensees would not be required to fund this in all cases.)��



Alternative 3.1.2(1) –  Displacement from spring feeding in identified watersheds.

��3.1.2(1) Objective: Prevent displacement of grizzly bears from spring feeding on high quality habitats in identified watersheds.

Indicator(s):  

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�????��

Alternative 3.1.2(2) –  Displacement from spring feeding across the entire TSA.

��3.1.2(2) Objective: Prevent displacement of grizzly bears from spring feeding on high quality habitats across the entire TSA.

Indicator(s):  

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�????��



��34) Issue:  Landscape level forage supply

Mid-seral canopy closure limits grizzly bear forage in managed landscapes. Closed canopies do not allow sufficient light and moisture to reach the forest floor to maintain a productive herb and berry producing shrub understory. Landscape dominance of such forest types can have significant consequences to sustained forage supply at the watershed level. 

Forest fire suppression has exacerbated this forage supply issue; fewer productive burns are available across landscapes and through time. This issue is only addressed for Natural Disturbance Types (NDTs)2 and 3.����34.1) Goal: Maintain the suitability of forage/berry conditions for grizzly bears in identified watersheds over the forest rotation��

�Alternative 34.1.1 (1) - No mid-seral targets but stand management practices.

��34.1.1 (1) Objective: Improve the abundance and distribution of forage for grizzly bear (through stand management practices). 

Indicator: 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies�����Strategies should address the following issues: harvest age class 4; give up NSR; relaxed stocking (defined list of site series); stand establishment (cluster plant); stand maintenance (spacing on cluster gap); pruning; prescribed fire; on THLB; off THLB; enhanced stand level biodiversity - bigger WTPs; variable retention; partial cutting (or other selection harvesting); and mixed/hardwoods.��

Alternative 34.1.1 (2) and 34.1.1 (3) - Mid-seral targets.

HLPP��34.1.1 (2) and (3)) Objective: Manage the abundance and distribution of forage producing seral stages on the productive forest landbase (Reviewer suggests this should be the timber harvesting land base) within the identified watersheds in NDT 2 NDT 3 and NDT 4c, 

Alternative 1: to levels in Table 4a (see below)

Alternative 2: levels in Table 4 (see below)

To prevent forage shortfalls over long time periods.

Indicator:  The percentage of mid-seral forest.

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:

Comments:  Dave – suggest changing the constraints to meet X amount of early seral (as opposed to capping mid-seral.)  Maintain an even flow of berries while still being able to harvest older seral.

Action: Tony to explore alternate wording (minimum amount of early seral) to evaluate what the impacts would be on berry production (especially where the forested and timber harvesting landbase correspond).��

�Table 4a: Mid-seral Forest Objectives in Grizzly Bear Habitat by NDT/Biogeoclimatic Zone

Ecosystem�Biogeoclimatic Zone�Mid-seral Age�% Mid-seral Forest ��NDT2�CWHds1, CWHms1�40 – 80	�<30��� ESSFmw,�40 – 120�<31��NDT3�MSdc�40 – 100�<38���ESSFdc2, ESSFdv�40 – 120�<31��

Table 4: Mid-seral Forest Objectives in Grizzly Bear Habitat by NDT/Biogeoclimatic Zone

Ecosystem�Biogeoclimatic Zone�Mid-seral Age�% Mid-seral Forest ��NDT2�CWHds1, CWHms1�40 – 80	�<30���ESSFxv, ESSFmw,�40 – 120�<31��NDT3�MSdc,dm,unk,xk,xv�40 – 100�<38���ESSFxc,dc2,dv�40 – 120�<31��

���Strategies����A�Limit the amount of the productive forested landbase that is in a mid- seral stage by applying targets in Table 4 (or 4a) (Editorial note – the first sentence is unnecessary – repeats the goal). The intent is to use the constrained and inoperable forests as much as possible, however, part of the THLB may be required to help meet the mid seral targets����B�These targets are to be applied to identified watersheds/watershed groups. Watersheds have been combined into groups of approximately 6,000-27,000  ha of forested landbase within NDT’s 2 and 3.����C�Manage for natural levels of coarse woody debris within cutblocks. Refer to Biodiversity Objectives for CWD.  Retain 50% of the largest pieces (top 20% diameter and length) in decay class 1 and 2.����D�Do not replant or rehab NP, NCBr and berry producing burn sites. ��



�

��34.2) GOAL: To manage the condition of berry producing sites for grizzly bear forage.  ��

MHLP��34.2.1.) Objective:  Within the identified watersheds, manage harvested and/or burned sites for extended periods of forage/berry production utilizing modified reforestation strategies or standards shown in Table 5.  (Note:  That tThis is only to be considered if 4.1.1(2) or 4.1.1(3) are chosen.)

Concerns: with the impacts of these stocking standards (in Table 5.)  Need more information on the number of hectares for each site series listed.

Potential Solutions:  - drop some of the site series from the table (with large impacts) or modify silvicultural requirements or apply to identified watersheds or use clumping/minimum clusters (to provide gaps and subsequent berry production).

Action:  Dave Horne to produce a summary of the number of hectares by site series (using MLSIS, ISIS) 

Indicator(s):  ??

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����A�Utilize site preparation methods that promote berry production and favour native vegetation retention and/or recovery. ����B�Minimize site preparation activities and impacts of brushing and weeding on vaccinium areas.����C�Where possible, road building, and timber harvesting is to occur in a manner that minimizes disturbances to important Vaccinium sites.����D�Maintain areas for berry production by managing to minimum stocking standards as targets and carrying out variable inter tree spacing  and/or cluster planting. (see Table 5)��

��Table 5.  Stocking standards on forage/berry producing site series



BEC Unit�Site Series�Current Target�Current Minimum�Proposed Target�Proposed Minimum�Proposed Maximum�Comments��CWHds1�06�900�500�600�400�700���CWHds1�07�900�500�600�400�700���CWHds1�08�900�500�500�200�600�Floodplain��CWHds1�09�900�500�500�200�600�Floodplain��CWHds1�12�800�400�400�200�500�Skunk cabbage��CWHms1�05�900�500�600�400�700���CWHms1�06�900�500�600�400�700���CWHms1�07�900�500�500�200�600�Floodplain��CWHms1�08�900�500�500�200�600�Floodplain��CWHms1�11�800�400�400�200�500�Skunk cabbage��IDFdk1�06�1000�500�500�300�600���IDFdk2�07�1000�500�500�300�600���IDFww�05�1000�500�500�300�600���IDFww�06�1000�500�500�300�600���IDFww�07�1000�500�400�200�500�Skunk cabbage��IDFww�08?������Listed in Redbook, but no targets��IDFww�09?������Listed in Redbook, but no targets��ESSFdc2�01�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFdc2�05�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFdc2�06�1200�700�600�400�700������������ESSFdc2�08�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFdv�01�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFdv�04�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFdv�06�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFmw�01�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFmw�04�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFmw�05�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFmw�06�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFmw�07�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFmw�08�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFxc�06�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFxv�06�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFxv�07�1200�700�600�400�700���ESSFxv�08�1000�500�500�300�600���ESSFxv�09�1000�500�500�300�600���MSdc�05�1200�700�600�400�700���MSdc�06�1200�700�600�400�700���MSdc�07�1200�700�600�400�700���MSdc�08�1000�500�500�300�600�����������

��45) Issue:  Critical grizzly bear habitat

Critical habitats are include areas that have high forage values for bears. Depending on which type of habitat and season there is a high probability that the area will get repeated and/or prolonged use by at least one bear. Overall these relatively small patches of habitat can contribute disproportionatelyal to the forage requirements of a bear. 

Constructing roads in close proximity to these habitats (< 500 metres) increases the risk of human contact and human related mortality, as well as displacement from these critical habitats. By planning road placement away from these areas risks are greatly reduced over the long term.

Note: Critical habitats include herb dominated avalanche tracks, meadow/wetland complexes and seepage sites, smaller wetter areas not necessarily in association with larger water bodies, including hygric to subhygric sites, areas of high suitability spring habitat, glacier lily complexes, white bark pine stands and old burns dominated by Vaccinium species. Note: Critical habitat tables being developed. Denning areas,  fawning/calving areas and streams with fishable fish populations should also be included.

Action: John/Tony – clarify terminology (throughout the document) – high value vs. critical habitat, be consistent����45.1) Goal: To ensure critical grizzly bear habitats are maintained in association with security and thermal cover.��

Alternative 54.1.1 (1) - No mid-seral targets but stand management practicesMaintain ‘selected’ critical habitats.

MHLP��45.1.1 (1) Objective: Maintain the suitability of defined and “selected” critical grizzly bear habitats, and ensure these habitats have security and thermal cover associated with them. 

Intent:  This objective is exclusive of the larger riparian areas identified and mapped in objective 5.1.1(1)

Indicator(s):  Could be the number and hectares in WHA’s

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

Alternative 54.1.1 (2) - No mid-seral targets but stand management practicesMaintain ‘all’ critical habitat.

��45.1.1 (2) Objective: Maintain the suitability of “all” critical grizzly bear habitats, and ensure these habitats have security and thermal cover associated with them. 

Intent:  This objective is exclusive of the larger riparian areas identified and mapped in objective 5.1.1(2)

Indicator(s):  Could be the number and hectares in WHA’s

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�Avoid any activity/development that negatively alters or reduces the extent of the vegetative community of critical habitats (i.e. road building, harvesting, site prep...). ����b�Maintain a minimum of a 50 m conifer forested buffer or equivalent forested cover adjacent to critical habitats for security and thermal cover. The intent of this strategy is to place the 50 m buffer in the right place adjacent to the critical habitat, not just in a circle around the habitat.  ����c�Maintain at least a 50 m forested buffer adjacent to avalanche chutes in stands of height class 3. Intent is the same as strategy b.����d�Where roads cross avalanche chutes, and risk of downslope movement exists, recontour roads to prevent loss of important grizzly bear habitat.��

Alternative 4.1.1(3) – Avoid development/maintain buffer



��4.1.1a (3) Objective: Avoid any activity/development that reduces the quantity or quality of critical habitats or their associated security or thermal cover.

Indicator(s): 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

��4.1.1b (2) Objective: Maintain a forested buffer of (500m) or equivalent adjacent to critical habitats.



Indicator(s):  

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��



��45.1.2 Objective: Restore identified/selected critical grizzly bear habitats, and ensure these habitats have security and thermal cover associated with them. 

Intent:  This objective is exclusive of the larger riparian areas identified and mapped in objective 5.1.1(2)

Indicator(s):  Could be the number and hectares in WHA’s

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����a�????? ��

Alternative 4.1.3 (1) High use trails in identified watersheds

��4.1.3  Objective: Minimize mortality risk, and reduce disturbance and displacement from critical habitats in identified watersheds due to existing or proposed ‘high use’ (more than 10 parties per week) trails.

Indicator: ??

Responsible for implementation: Ministry of Forests??

Responsible for monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks�����Strategies����a�Identify potential bear/human conflict sites in or near critical habitats along high use trails.����b�Consider limiting the number of parties using portions of trails in or ner critical habitats during high use periods (eg.April 15 through June 15; high use varies depending on habitat type).����c�Where existing high use trails cross avalanche chutes (should this say critical habitats??),  or where trail locations are proposed in or near critical habitats, relocate trail locations wherever possible at least 250 metres away from critical habitats.����e�When improving existing trails or considering new trails, and where relocation is not a practicable option, maintain visual screening between high use trails and critical habitats.����f�Co-ordinate road deactivation or effective access controls with high use trails that connect with roads near critical grizzly habitats.

Needs more work around timing.

Note from Cindy…I need help with this one…����g�Utilize public education and signage to minimze adverse bear human conflicts along high use trails in critical habitats.��Alternative 4.2 High use trails throughout the plan area



��4.2) Goal: Minimize mortality risk and reduce displacement from critical habitats throughout the plan area due to existing or proposed trails where use is anticipated to be more than 10 parties per week.

����4.2.1) Objective: Lay out new trails with a buffer of 500m around critical habitats.



Indicator: 

Responsible for implementation:

Responsible for monitoring: ��

��4.2.2) Objective: Relocate existing trails away from critical habitats if they are judged to decrease the effectiveness of critical habitat or pose a risk to humans due to increased bear/human interactions.



Indicator: 

Responsible for implementation:

Responsible for monitoring: ��

Alternative 4.1.4 (1) Avoid fee simple sales of Crown land involving critical habitat

��4.1.4 (1) Objective: Avoid fee simple sales of Crown Land on or immediately adjacent to critical grizzly bear habitat throughout the plan area.

Indicator:  Hectares of alienated or impacted critical habitat

Responsible for implementation, BC Assets and Land Corporation

Responsible for monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (Habitat Branch)�����Strategies����a�Proposals for fee simple sales of crown land on or adjacent to critical grizzly bear habitat must carry out an assessment that identifies potential impacts and mortality risks to grizzly bears including cumulative impacts. If impacts and risks cannot be mitigated or compensated to achieve grizzly bear objectives, the proposal should not be accepted.����b�Small land sales without new access development or potential high conflicts outside of critical habitats will be assessed through the referral system with the Ministry of Environment and other appropriate agencies. These referrals will be assessed against cumulative impacts, habitat and population management objectives described elsewhere in this LRMP.����C�Question: Add Small-scale lease strategies??? Ernie Maynard to consider…��

Alternative 4.1.4 (2) Fee simple sales of Crown land in identified watersheds not authorized

��4.1.4 (2) Objective: Fee simple sales of Crown land within identified watersheds involving high value grizzly bear habitat should not be authorized.



Indicator:  Hectares of alienated or impacted land

Responsible for implementation, BC Assets and Land Corporation

Responsible for monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (Habitat Branch)��

��56) Issue: Riparian habitats

Larger riparian areas (reviewer suggests deletion of ‘larger’)are often highly productive habitats for grizzly bears providing a (an interconnected) mosaic of forage and cover. Harvesting within these areas can result in reduced suitability of the area for both the short and long term. By planning the timing of entries, road placement and cut/leave patterns it should be possible to maintain the suitability of the area over the long term. (Reviewer suggests adding: There are a number of wartersheds in the Lillooet TSA where the FPC Riparian Management Guidelines are likely insufficient to protect riparian values for grizzly bears.)

����56.1) GOAL: To maintain the suitability of larger forested riparian and non-forested riparian areas for forage, cover, and connectivity, particularly within riparian areas where the Riparian Management Guidebook may not be adequate for meeting requirements for bears.��



Alternative 56.1.1(1) –  Grizzly bear habitat values in riparian areas are adequately addressed through FPC, management direction provided in the Riparian Ecosystems section and for “critical habitats” (above).



Alternative 56.1.1(2) – Management of mapped riparian areas for grizzly bear habitat.

HLP��56.1.1(2) Objective: Within the mapped areas in the following watersheds: 

Bridge River, 

Kwoiek, 

Upper Yalakom, 

Hurley (note on one reviewers list), 

Upper Cayoosh above Duffey Lake and Mud Creek, and

Van Horlick, …(Note: these will be mapped from air photos, TRIM, and field checks )  

Manage the entire width of forested and non-forested riparian areas for grizzly bear forage, cover and connectivity (using an appropriate combination of access minimization, decreased stocking standards, mid-seral cap (or equivalent silvicultural treatments), and selection logging which leaves a minimum of 33% of the riparian forest intact). 

Suggestion: develop objectives for defining the end result (as opposed to requiring long-term planning.)  The problem is that the existing system does not require licensees to meet commitments that may be developed through long-range planning.

Concern: the direction in this section is not compatible with biodiversity objectives.

Action: John to develop wording for defining the desired end state and compatibility of this section with biodiversity/natural disturbance  objectives.

Indicator(s):  Three pass system, ratio of mature to old, ht class 3 percentage, modified stocking levels??

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies����A�Avoid road construction except where no practicable option exists.����B� Block motorized access immediately after timber harvest,( silviculture obligations?) except crossings that are required as main haul roads.����C�Plant or allow for natural regeneration to meet minimum stocking standards (see Table 5).����D�Harvesting should occur on a three pass system with at least 30 years between passes.����E�Maintain the identified areas in a mosaic of seral stages. At least 30% of the area should be in mature or older age classes at any given time. Forested and early seral  habitats should be interspersed throughout the area. ����F�Harvesting should be accomplished through single tree selection, small patch removal, or through planned cut and leave that encompasses  larger reaches.��



��67.1) Issue:  Range use/grizzly bear interactions

Three issues can arise from range use that have the potential to limit grizzly bear population recovery:

range use/activities that increases grizzly bear mortality, 

increased displacement of grizzly bears from valuable habitat and alteration, and

degradation and loss of valuable grizzly bear habitat.����67.1) Goal:  To minimize grizzly bear mortality, displacement and alteration, degradation and loss of valuable grizzly bear habitat due to conflicts between livestock and grizzly bears. ��

MHLP��67.1.1) Objective: Recognizing the inherent differences between grizzly bears and cow/sheep conflicts and the less severe grizzly bear/ horse interactions, manage range use and grizzly bear interactions that can lead to mortality, displacement, and habitat alteration, degradation and loss.  (Note: Need to check with Graham regarding spatial application.)

Suggested rewording: Reduce grizzly bear and livestock mortality while they use the same land on a seasonal basis. 

Intent: Reduce the conflicts that lead to mortality, displacement and habitat loss of gbears.  Manage range tenures to reduce impacts.  Is not intended to extinguish licensed operators; instead, mange identified (including areas where potential problems/impacts have been identified) impacts from livestock. 

Displacement is generally considered to result from concentrated activity on habitats types that are used seasonally by grizzly bears but are limited in extent within a given area. Spring range is of particular concern.

Indicator(s):   Grizzly bear mortality #’s, livestock mortality #’s, # of conflicts

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��



���Strategies����A�Avoid expansion and new opportunities for cattle and sheep range tenures, including increasing AUMs, in moderately high and high suitability habitats within Grizzly Bear Population Units.����B�Include management strategies in range use plans that will minimize conflicts, habitat displacement, alteration, degradation and loss.����C�Avoid cattle/sheep use of identified critical habitats in existing tenures, during the period when grizzly bear use is expected in these habitats. The critical habitats of concern are those areas that have the capability to consistently produce seasonal forage for bears. These include spring habitats, avalanche tracks and runout zones, meadow/wetland complexes and significant berry producing habitats. Maps will be provided as habitat evaluations are completed.����D�Manage for Grizzly Bear forage by setting plant community objectives in range use plans, for critical habitats.����E�Where conflicts between livestock grazing and grizzly bear occur on a consistent basis, the following steps will be taken

1) 	Within existing tenures that have not had a recent (past 2 years ) increase in AUMs:

a) 	if first time occurrence, tenure holder notifies conservation officer within 24 hours who will assess the problem. The CO must respond within a short time frame (24 hours) If assessment suggests this is an isolated incident with little probability of repeat occurrence, no further action will be necessary.  If the assessment suggests a repeat occurrence would be probable, go to (b)

BCE,MOF and the tenure holder should correct problem (e.g. remove dead livestock..), and actively seek solutions to prevent repeats

b) 	if repeat occurrence is likely, the following steps should be taken:

Step 1.  Remove any obvious bear attractants if any are found in the area.  If none are found go to Step 2

Step 2.  Can the problem be rectified by changing the range use plan? Was range use plan implemented correctly? Can the rotation be changed to avoid range overlaps with bears. Can immediate change to the range use plan solve a problem? This strategy intended to change obvious problems in the RUP  If not go to Step 3.

Step 3.  Can the problem be rectified by conditioning the bear to avoid livestock (taste aversion conditioning).  If not go to Step 4.

Step 4.  Can the problem be rectified by conditioning the bear to avoid the problem area.  If not go to Step 5.

Step 5. Remove problem bear

2) Within existing tenures where there has been a recent (2 years) increase in AUMs. 

If assessed as an isolated incident, monitor.  

If repeat incident or high likelihood of repeat, remove attractant and/or modify range use plan  to address problem.  If problem exists after AUMs are reduced to previous level, step 4 and 5 may be initiated.

3) Within new cattle and sheep (tenure) opportunity areas:

a) 	new tenure opportunities will only be entertained in mapped areas of moderate to low grizzly bear suitability.  

b) 	where conflicts occur within new opportunities, monitor.  If repeat problem or high probability of repeat, initiate the steps outlined in 2a.��



��7) Issue: Tourism and public recreation development and use

Tourism and public recreation development and use, including trail use, may potentially cause grizzly bear displacement and mortality, and impact critical habitats. 

Tourism and recreation development and use is being encouraged in the plan area. It important to accommodate (manage) this development and use while achieving grizzly bear recovery objectives in population units where recovery is the target, and an increase in populations in other areas.����7.1) Goal: Support an increase in grizzly bear populations by minimizing negative impacts that may result from new or existing tourism and recreational use. ����7.1.1) Objective: Enhance the planning, review and monitoring of new commercial recreation applications, non-commercial development applications (eg. from recreation clubs), and public recreation development (eg. Forest Service Recreation sites, Park developments) in identified watersheds to ensure developments minimize bear/human conflicts and consider impacts on grizzly bear populations and habitat, including cumulative impacts. The scope of planning and monitoring will depend on the scale and location of the proposal. 

(still need discussion/definition of cumulative impacts)

Indicator(s):Bear/human conflicts and loss of habitat resulting from developments

Responsible for implementation: Government agencies responsible for reviewing and approving developments, and development proponents

Responsible for monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks��



Note: Intent and strategies were not reviewed by the working group



Intent: 

Not intended to require immediate and extensive reviews of existing operators.   However, during systematic reviews, existing tenures may require mitigative strategies where significant environmental impacts are found.  Similarly, as part of the tenuring process, existing untenured uses may require a  limited assessment based on the framework below.  The focus is on assessments of operations within a framework that considers cumulative impacts of commercial and non-commercial recreational development and use. New tenures are those developments that do not have previous tenure.  It is recognized that consideration must be given to the economic, social and environmental benefits and impacts of managing existing tourism operations. (Note to Cindy…come back to this…)

If the assessment indicates a significant environmental impact (replace “ a significant environmental impacts” with “ the proposal will pose such a risk to core and security haibitat, or cause displacement and mortality, so that grizzly bear recovery can not be achieved” not sure if the group has OK’d this change?) and the impacts cannot be offset through mitigation or compensation relating to achieving the grizzly bear objective then new tenures should not be supported.

Infrastructure, access, user numbers and timing must be considered in all assessments.   

Recognizes and applys the Environmental Assessment Act for large-scale proposals.  Regulations associated with the Environmental Assessment Act set the threshold size for EA review of certain  proposals.   Address numbers of people/use.  

Where the EA Act does not consider cumulative impacts beyond the area of actual resort development and infrastructure ( often called the “development footprint”), additional assessments may be required.

Application is on Crown lands including parks and protected areas. Application within parks would provide direction to park management plans.

For certain large scale proposals such as downhill ski operations etc, the existing  Environmental Assessment Act regulations currently dictate which proposals will be assessed by that process. 

Not intended to change the current practice for small scale projects where government agencies provide assessment support.





�

���Strategies����a�Avoid development of access and infrastructure in small site specific areas (i.e. such as  campsites, cabin sites, new trails) where they may conflict with spring feeding areas, ground squirrel digging areas etcwithin the watersheds where critical (These include spring habitats, avalanche tracks and runout zones, meadow/wetland complexes and significant berry producing habitats.)  Tony - verify????? habitat values are high and in areas where grizzly bears are known to occur in order to minimize risk of mortality and conflict.����b�Alternative 1

Identify areas or drainages within the identified  (no decision yet on which recovery option has been selected) watersheds that have high capability, suitability and effectiveness and where certain tourism or recreational development and use will  pose such a risk to  core and security habiat or cause displacement and mortality, that grizzly bear recovery can not be achieved.  



Note:  The above wording eliminates the use of “incompatible.”Note  from August 29th discussion:  compatible and incompatible needs to be defined in terms of habitat and population goals.



Intent: 

To ensure that the very best recovery areas is not impacted by recreation.

To assist  commercial recreation applicants and recreation groups in selecting areas where recreational conflicts with grizzly bears will be minimzed.



Alternative 2:

Avoid certain recreational and tourism activites (Table Y), in certain drainages and watersheds (shown on Map X), that pose such a risk to core and security habitat or cause displacement that girzzly bear recovery for the identified watershed can not be achieved.



Intent: 

To ensure that the very best recovery areas is not impacted by recreation.

To assist commercial recreation applicants and recreation gorups in selecting areas where recreational conflicts with grizzly bears will be minimized.����c�When an application for long term commercial recreation use under the Crown Land Commercial Recreation Policy is in an identified watershed, the proponent should be required to carry out an appropriate assessment that identifies possible potential impacts and mortality risks to grizzly bears including cumulative impacts. The assessment will be used in the evaluation of the application. Applications where impacts and risks are high will not be approved.����d�Non-commercial and public recreation development (forest recreation sites and trails, cabins etc) in identified watersheds should be assessed and the information referred to BC Environment and other appropriate agencies. Proponents may be required to carry out a cumulative impact assessment–including interactions with existing and proposed commercial recreation ,  and strategic level habitat and population management objectives e.g. those described elsewhere in this LRMP document.����E�Develop a “user friendly” framework that determines the level of assessment and planning required dependent on the scale and nature of the proposal



For example:

External/internal

Entire watershed/site specific

Cumulative/local



Intent:  This framework to be developed by BCAL and BCEnv.

Includes user days, size of footprint, seasonalitiy of impact, priority of habitat.����f�Develop regional grizzly bear guidelines or adopt provincial guidelines for all commercial and non-commercial recreational activities that:

Guide recreational development and use

Assist in tenuring and approval provisions

Provide a list of general grizzly bear guidelines – i.e. garbage disposal



Intent:  This framework to be developed by BCAL and BCEnv.����G�Where long term compatible tourism and recreational developments and uses are approved under the Commercial Recreation Policy in identified watersheds, proponents must provide a grizzly bear management plan.����H�Parks Management Plans should consider the cumulative impact potential of access, infrastructure and user days proposed on high value watersheds and critical habitats within protected areas.����I�Identify watersheds of high capability, suitability and effectiveness as areas where no incompatible tourism or recreational development and use should occur. 

Editorial note to reviewers: This was cut and pasted from the objective section as directed, but it may be in the wrong place.����J�MELP to develop educational information for resource agencies reviewing tourism and recreation development proposals to distribute outlining grizzly bear objectives and how developments can be designed to meet these objectives.��



��7.1.2) Objective: Improve the knowledge of the amount and type of existing commercial (i.e. permit/licenses not required) and public recreational use and implications for grizzly bears throughout the plan area.  

 Indicator(s):  Inventory of amount and type ofexisting uses and implications for grizzly bears

Responsible for implementation: Ministry of Forests, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, BCAL, Parks

Responsible for monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks��

���Strategies����A�Design and implement an inventory of commercial and recreation uses and levels of use in grizzly habitats.����B�Complete the inventory, focusing on identified watersheds with high use first.��





��7.1.3) Objective: Monitor commercial and public recreational use throughout the plan area to identify potential problems for grizzly bears, and to develop feasibile solutions. 

Indicator:  Existence of a monitoring system; effective action taken to address identified problems 

Responsible for implementation: Ministry of Forests, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, BCAL, Parks

Responsible for monitoring: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks�����Strategies����a�Design and implement a monitoring system for commercial and recreation uses and levels of use in grizzly habitats.����b�Options to address problems include: education of users, signage, access management planning, such as seasonal closures, dispersing use, garbage/attractant management, etc.��

Note: this goal has not been seen by the Working Group

��7.2) Goal: Increase knowledge among commercial and non-commercial recreationists of the importance of and techniques for minimizing bear/human contacts to enhancing bear populations and human safety.���

��8) Issue: (Draft by Ernie M.based on Aug 29 meeting discussion)

Tourism, public recreation and commercial recreation activities can potentially cause grizzly bear displacement and mortality, and impact critical habitats.  In turn,  these impacts can reduce grizzly bear recovery in identified watersheds due to  unacceptable mortality risks and changes to habitat effectiveness.  At the same time, there are concerns regarding the interrelationships between managing for grizzly bear recovery and giving consideration to the existing and potential benefits of the public recreation, commercial recreation and the tourism industry. ����8.1) Goal: To minimize grizzly bear mortality, displacement and alteration, degradation and loss of valuable grizzly bear habitat that may result from tourism and recreational use and development by controlling and/or managing use and development in identified watersheds. 

NOTE:  Identified watersheds are watersheds shown on the Grizzly Bear Map ( no agreement to date – there are three options being presented)��MPOL��8.1.1) Objective: All new commercial recreational and tourism developments and uses in identified watersheds should be assessed, planned and monitored to minimize future cumulative impacts on grizzly bear populations and habitat. The degree to which assessments and planning is required depends largely on the scale and location of the proposal. For certain large scale proposals such as downhill ski operations etc, the existing   Environmental Assessment Act regulations currently dictate which proposals will be assessed by that process. 

Intent: This objective applies to all identified watersheds. 

Not intended to require immediate and extensive  reviews of existing operators.   However, during systematic reviews, existing tenures may require mitigative strategies where significant environmental impacts are found.  Similarly, as part of the tenuring process, existing untenured uses may require a  limited assessment based on the framework below.  The focus is on assessments of operations within a framework that considers cumulative impacts of commercial and non-commercial recreational development and use. New tenures are those developments that do not have previous tenure.  It is recognized that consideration must be given to the economic, social and environmental benefits and impacts of managing existing tourism operations.

If the assessment indicates a significant environmental impact (replace “ a significant  environmental impacts” with “ the proposal will pose such a risk to core and security haibitat, or cause displacement and mortality, so that grizzly bear recovery can not be achieved” not sure if the group has OK’d this change?) and the impacts cannot be offset through mitigation or compensation relating to achieving the grizzly bear objective then new tenures should not be supported.

Infrastructure, access, user numbers and timing must be considered in all assessments.   

Recognizes and applys the Environmental Assessment Act for large-scale proposals.  Regulations associated with the Environmental Assessment Act set the threshold size for EA review of certain  proposals.   Address numbers of people/use.  

Where the EA Act does not consider cumulative impacts beyond the area of actual resort development and infrastructure ( often called the “development footprint”), additional assessments may be required.

Application is on Crown lands including parks and protected areas. Application within parks would provide direction to park management plans.

Indicator(s):  Grizzly bear mortality and conflicts 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:

Comments: Are the indicators also displacement, recreation induced mortality, criitcal habitat, security habitat?????��

���Strategies����a�Avoid development of access and infrastructure in small site specific areas (i.e. such as  campsites, cabin sites, new trails) where they may conflict with spring feeding areas, ground squirrel digging areas etcwithin the watersheds where critical (These include spring habitats, avalanche tracks and runout zones, meadow/wetland complexes and significant berry producing habitats.)  Tony - verify????? habitat values are high and in areas where grizzly bears are known to occur in order to minimize risk of mortality and conflict.����b�Alternative 1

Identify areas or drainages within the identified  (no decision yet on which recovery option has been selected) watersheds that have high capability, suitability and effectiveness and where certain tourism or recreational development and use will  pose such a risk to  core and security habiat or cause displacement and mortality, that grizzly bear recovery can not be achieved.  



Note:  The above wording eliminates the use of “incompatible.”Note  from August 29th discussion:  compatible and incompatible needs to be defined in terms of habitat and population goals.



Intent: 

To ensure that the very best recovery areas is not impacted by recreation.

To assist  commercial recreation applicants and recreation groups in selecting areas where recreational conflicts with grizzly bears will be minimzed.



Alternative 2:

Avoid certain recreational and tourism activites (Table Y), in certain drainages and watersheds (shown on Map X), that pose such a risk to core and security habitat or cause displacement that girzzly bear recovery for the identified watershed can not be achieved.



Intent: 

To ensure that the very best recovery areas is not impacted by recreation.

To assist commercial recreation applicants and recreation gorups in selecting areas where recreational conflicts with grizzly bears will be minimized.����c�When an application for long term commercial recreation use under the Crown Land Commercial Recreation Policy is in an identified watershed, the proponent should ay be required  to carry out an appropriate assessment that identifies possible potential impacts and mortality risks to grizzly bears including cumulative impacts. The assessment will be used in the evaluation of the application. Applications where impacts and risks are high will not be approved.����d�Develop a “user friendly” framework that determines the level of assessment and planning required dependent on the scale and nature of the proposal



For example:

External/internal

Entire watershed/site specific

Cumulative/local



Intent:  This framework to be developed by BCAL and BCEnv.

Includes user days, size of footprint, seasonalitiy of impact, priority of habitat.����e�Develop regional grizzly bear guidelines or adopt provincial guidelines for all commercial and non-commercial recreational activities that:

Guide recreational development and use

Assist in tenuring and approval provisions

Provide a list of general grizzly bear guidelines – i.e. garbage disposal



Intent:  This framework to be developed by BCAL and BCEnv.����f�Where long term compatible tourism and recreational developments and uses are approved under the Commercial Recreation Policy in identified watersheds, proponents must provide a grizzly bear management plan.����g�Identify watersheds of high capability, suitability and effectiveness as areas where no incompatible tourism or recreational development and use should occur. 

Editorial note to reviewers: This was cut and pasted from the objective section as directed, but it may be in the wrong place.��

��8.1.2) Objective: All new non-commercial recreational and  developments and uses in identified watersheds should be assessed, planned and monitored to minimize future cumulative impacts on grizzly bear populations and habitat. The degree to which assessments and planning is required depends largely on the scale and location of the proposal.  

NOTE:  Ernie has NOT made “August 29th” changes to the recreation section that match the commercial recreation/tourism changes.  He suggests that the Objective, Strategies for commercial recreation, tourism be combined with the recreation objective strategies as they are basically parallel wording.  If group does not think this is possible then the parallel August 29th and September 19th changes will be made to the recreation (6.2.2) O and S. 

Question:  As many of the non-commercial recreational activties and authorizations fall under the Forest Act – does this mean that the above objective is HLP eligible?

Intent: This objective applies to all identified watersheds.  

If the assessment indicates a significant environmental impact (replace “significant  environmental impacts” with “ the proposal will pose such a risk to core and security haibitat, or cause displacement and mortality, so that grizzly bear recovery can not be achieved”) and the impacts cannot be offset through mitigation or compensation relating to achieving the grizzly bear objective then new recreational tenures or activities should  not be supported.

Infrastructure, access, user numbers and timing must be considered in all assessments.   

Application is on Crown lands including parks and protected areas. Application within parks would provide direction to park management plans.

Indicator(s):  Grizzly bear mortality, conflicts 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:

Question: are these all the indicators??��

���Strategies����a�Avoid development of access and infrastructure in small site specific areas ( ie campsites, cabin sites, new trails etc) within the identified watersheds where critical ??????? habitat values are high and in areas where grizzly bears are known to occur in order to minimize risk of mortality and conflict.����b�Identify areas or drainages within these identifed watersheds (no decision yet on which recovery option has been selected) that have high capability, suitability and effectiveness and where certain tourism or recreational development and use will pose such a risk to core and security habitat or cause displacement, that grizzly bear recovery can not be achieved.  

Intent: 

To ensure that the very best recovery areas is not impacted by recreation.  

To assist recreation users and planners in selecting areas where recreational conflicts will be minimized.����c�Non-commercial recreation  (forest recreation sites and trails, cabins etc) in identified watersheds should be assessed and the information referred to BC Environment and other appropriate agencies. Proponents may be required to carry out a cumulative impact assessment–including interactions with existing and proposed commercial recreation ,  and strategic level habitat and population management objectives e.g. those described elsewhere in this LRMP document.����d�Develop a “user friendly” framework that determines the level of assessment and planning required dependent on the scale and nature of the proposal:



For example:

external/internal

Entire watershed/site specific

Cumulative/local



Intent:  this framework to be developed by BCFS and BCEnv.

Includes user days, size of footprint, seasonalitiy of impact, priority of habitat.����e�Develop regional grizzly bear guidelines or adopt provincial guidelines for all recreational activities that guide recreational development and use.����f�Where long term compatible tourism and recreational developments and uses are being established in identified watersheds, a grizzly bear management plan must be part of the project implementation.����g�Parks Management Plans should consider the cumulative impact potential of access, infrastructure and user days proposed on high value watersheds and critical habitats within protected areas.��





�5�9)  ISSUE:  Certain trail development and increased frequency of use of existing trails, in and around grizzly habitat can result in increased mortality and , and loss of habitat effectiveness through displacement.. Research suggests that when trails are used at a rate of greater than ten parties per week, (defined as “high use” for the purposes of this section) habitat effectiveness declines within a 500 meter buffer adjacent to each side of the trail. (Is this dependent also on the time that the high use occurs in relation to the season that the bears are using the area?) Mortality risk is a function of the frequency of contact between bears and humans and whether those contacts are lethal.  Grizzly bears are shot in a wide variety of circumstances, including defence of life and/or property. Some grizzly bears may habituate and may not be so readily displaced, especially in areas of high habitat suitability.

���5�9.1 GOAL:  Minimize  mortality risk, disturbance and displacement of grizzly bears associated with existing and potential high use trails.

���5�9.1.1  Objective: Minimize mortality risk, and reduce disturbance and displacement  in identified watersheds on existing trails or proposed  trails where more than ten parties per week of use occurs or is anticipated to occur.

Indicator: 

Responsible for implementation: 

Responsible for monitoring:��

���Strategies���5�a�Identify existing trails where there are more than ten parties per week.���5�b�Identify potential conflict sites (critical habitat) along these trails.���5�c�Where possible limit the number of parties using portions of these trails during high use periods (eg.April 15 through June 15; high use varies depending on habitat type).

���5�d�Where the existing trails noted in  “a” cross avalanche chutes,  or where such potential are proposed  look for future possibilities to relocate existing trails or relocate potential trails wherever possible.���5�e�Co-ordinate  road deactivation or effective access controls with high use trails that connect with  roads near critical grizzly habitats.

Needs more work around timing.

���5�d�Minimize mortality risk and displacement by planning the above trails at least 250 meters away from critical habitats.



Intent: Critical habitats include herb dominated avalanche tracks, meadow/wetland complexes and seepage sites, smaller wetter areas not necessarily in association with larger water bodies, including hygric to subhygric sites, areas of high suitability spring habitat, glacier lily complexes, white bark pine stands and old burns dominated by Vaccinium species.

���5�e�When improving existing trails or considering new trails and where relocation is not a practicable option , maintain visual screening between proposed new high use trails or existing high use trails noted above and critical habitats.

���5�f�Utilize public education and signage to minimze adverse bear human conflicts along such trails.

���5�g�Utilize and co-ordinate with lower  level and LRMP integrated access management objectives and strategies  to ensure impact of high use trails to grizzly bears is minimized.

��

�



Needs more work around mitigating existing trail impacts on bears.  Consider:

Timing of use

Type of use (new proposals only)

Garbage management, attractants

Signage/education

Trail closures



Note to WG: Need to add obj/strat for human safety 



��10.1) Goal:  To minimize mortality, displacement and habitat loss to grizzly bear associated with fee simple sales and development of Crown land.�����“Appendices”







Table 2. Current and Target Effectiveness Estimates for the Prioritized Identified Watersheds 

Note to reviewers: Timelines need to be included for these estimates

Identified Watershed�Number of grizzly bears (right Mike??)���Current�Suitability�Target �Mid-point��0 -– Remainder of GBPU�5.2�6.1�17.8�23.7��1 -– Texas�2.3�2.4�6.2�8.2��2 -– Spruce�4.3�4.5�5.5�7.4��3 -– Kwoiek�4.6�5.3�10.5�14.0��4 -– Siska�3.6�4.1�5.6�7.4��5 -– Yalakom�5.8�6.4�13.5�18.0��6 - Gun�4.5�4.6�7.1�9.5��7 - Cadwallader�3.4�4.0�6.4�8.5��8 - Hurley�4.9�6.0�8.7�11.6��9 - Cayoosh�3.1�3.7�6.5�8.7��10 - Bridge�7.4�7.6�13.4�17.8��11 - Duffey�4.1�5.0�7.4�9.8��12 - McGillivray�4.5�4.7�8.3�11.1��13 - S. Carpenter�3.5�3.7�8.0�10.7��14 - Lost Valley�5.1�5.5�10.2�13.6��15 - N. Carpenter�4.8�5.5�10.9�14.6��16 - Mud�3.2�4.5�6.2�8.2��17 - Stein�13.4�13.5�21.9�29.2��18 - French Bar�2.5�2.7�4.6�6.1��19 - Watson Bar�1.6�1.7�3.0�4.0��Total�91.9�101.4�181.6�242.1��

Note:  The above table is to be replaced by an updated and more detailed version developed by Tony Hamilton.





�Grizzly Bear Kill Background Information



There have been 35 bears killed inside the LRMP boundary since 1976 that we know about (22 males, 13 females). 

were classed as illegal (again, if these are only the illegal kills we know about)

were classed as animal control

28 were hunter kills, 4 by non-residents, the rest by residents



Only 30 of these bears have UTM (x and y coordinates) locations recorded, however the 5 others have clear "landmarks" recorded, so that I could verify that they are indeed within the LRMP boundary.



Of the 30 with UTMs, the average distance to a road is 1496 metres.  Breaking that down, the average for the 25 hunter kills with UTMS is 1548 metres.  The average for the 2 animal control kills with UTMs is 1693 metres.  The average for the 3 illegal kills with UTMs is 956 metres.



The minimum population estimate for the LRMP is 90 bears. The best available information on the level of unreported killing comes from Bruce McLellan's compilation of kill data from radio-collaring studies. In that paper, Bruce estimates that between 1 and 2% of the population is killed per year and not reported, in an area where people travel in the backcountry with firearms.  Wounding losses also occur (a bear is shot, then dies later). There may also be poaching for the gall trade. Regardless, I think it's fair to add another 30-35 bears to this total (1.5 bears/year x 24 years). This would also account for an unreported First Nations kill. Although the sample is small here (3 bears illegally killed), I did note that they are the closest of the 3 catergories to the roads - less than a kilometer on average. If I'm right and there were an additional 30-35 bears killed in the LRMP illegally, then they too were likely less than 1km from a road.�



�

Definitions







Access: physical entry into an area by whatever means appropriate to accomplish a given task or activity.



Deactivation: measures taken to stabilize roads and logging trails during periods of inactivity, including the control of drainage, the removal of sidecast where necessary, and the re-establishment of vegetation for permanent deactivation.  (MOF definition)

While deactivation may result in restricted road use or road closure it is not the primary purpose

A road is permanently deactivated when it is not intended to use it again in the foreseeable future.



Roadless area: An area in which no roads have been constructed and in which it is agreed that no roads will be constructed.

Roadless areas would generally be in PA s, OGMAs, riparian reserves, and other areas where other values have resulted in a decision not to build roads..



Restricted Access a road may be designed and built or modified later to limit the amount of use. Restricted access involves some degree of limitation to or within a specified condition or range of conditions (spatial and/or temporal); and may include (weight/load) restrictions, seasonal scheduling, closures, road deactivation, reclamation strategies, or, in special circumstances, site specific prohibited access.

Examples: 4WD trucks only, industrial access only, graduated access (access gets more difficult further along the road)

Restriction may be by natural deterioration or by physical barriers such as gates, ditches, or berms.

Restrictions may be by legal means (eg Sec 105 of FPC, Sec 111b of Wildlife Act)

The intent of restrictions is to mitigate resource-use conflicts and negative impacts to sensitive resources and critical habitats while providing certainty of access for resource users.

Restrictions may be applied to meet a predetermined level of use (ie x vehicle movements per week)



Open Road: A road which is passable by any (but not necessarily all) vehicular traffic

May be a maintained road or not maintained

May have restricted access (see above)



�Closed Road: a road which can no longer be used by any motorized vehicle.

Closure may be by physical or legal means (eg Sec 105 of FPC, Sec 111b of Wildlife Act)

A closed road would normally be deactivated but  not necessarily  rehabilitated

 (Rehabilitation includes measures undertaken to remedy environmental damage done to the land, therefore intended to return forest land back to tree growing.)



Appropriate access: access by means that are necessary or sufficient to accomplish intended activity.

May entail no-impact or low-impact methods (foot, ATV, helicopter)

Access involving mechanical disturbance (construction of industrial roads) receives regulatory review before approval.



Grizzly Bear Definitions

Core Security Areas – Core security areas are intended to be permanently roadless areas of suitable Grizzly Bear security habitat.



Roving Core Areas – shifting habitat security over time; areas where roads are closed or motorized access is restricted to a level which presents negligible mortality or displacement effect to Grizzly Bears..



(Trevor Chandler, 25 Sept 00, revised 27 Sept 00, 24 Oct 00)





Need to include habitat related definitions – e.g., suitability, capability, effectiveness(?), etc.
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