LBIS Meeting Minutes from Nov 15th 2012

Selkirk Resource District – Kootenay Lake and Arrow-Boundary Districts
Sandon Boardroom – 4th Floor, 333 Victoria Street, Nelson 

Attendees:
Kevin Lavelle, Barb Wadey – FLNRO Revelstoke
Larry Hanlon, Julie Castonguay, Kristine Sacenieks – FLNRO – Nelson
Dean Christianson – FLNRO – Castlegar
Kori Vernier – Canfor - Fernie
Marcie Belcher – Consultant - Cranbrook
Frances Swan – Interfor - Nakusp
Jane Miller – consultant on behalf of Springer Creek Forest Products
Phil MacDonald – BCTS – Nelson
Mark MacAulay – Atco Wood Products
Matt Maddess, Don Vaillancourt – Wynndel Box & Lumber
Heidi Muller – J.H.Huscroft
Doug Thorburn – Kalesnikoff Lumber
Rod Arnold – Meadow Creek Cedar
Via Phone Link: - Randy Waterous – Interfor Grand Forks, Steve Milne, Leroy Stein, Darren Doucette, Keith Tucker – Cabin Forestry Consultants, on behalf of Nk’mip Forestry Corp.

Introductions – Julie Castonguay

Overview and current position of LBI Program – Larry Hanlon




http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hcp/fia/landbase

The Silviculture Investment Criteria is found at the above web link – click Forests for Tomorrow and the Document is available to open. Accomplishments of the program were also discussed in some detail.

Backlog NSR – what happened to it? – Barb Wadey
Considerable discussion around this topic.  How to track in RESULTS now without NSR label? See power point presentation attached below.  What about large fires that now cause landslides and avalanches?  Not indicative of current forest mgmt.  Use SI in VRI.  How to make treatments efficient and effective? Use comments field in RESULTS.
Caribou Mitigation – where does it fit? – Kevin Lavelle
	See power point presentation attached below.

Delivery agents – options for delivery – Barb Wadey
	See power point presentation attached below.

Forest Health – current status and where it fits in – Dean Christianson
See power point presentation attached below. Stocking standards to be reviewed soon with forest health issues in mind.

Fish passage envelope – Phil MacDonald
See links below for information regarding presentation.
New Fish Stream Crossing Guidebook (September 2012)
http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfp/Fish/Fish-Stream%20Crossing%20Web.pdf
PSCIS Fish Passage Assessment Database on iMap. 
http://webmaps.gov.bc.ca/imfx/imf.jsp?session=21390693862
(If not familiar with iMap, click on “layers” along the top of the map, and then activate appropriate layer on the right by clicking on the “i” icon.)
West Fork White River Bull Trout (so the people on the call can get a chance to see the fish)
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rFE16jxfHtk

Need for planning/strategizing for return of funding source – Kevin Lavelle
See power point presentation attached below.


Important Points/Action Items from discussion of the above topics

Caribou Mitigation
Licensees are worried that the Caribou Mitigation work taken on by FLNRO will get “lost” among other LBIS work.  If there is no separate pot of money for the Caribou work, will it get done?
· Action Item – Larry as well as District staff will pass on these concerns to Branch

Delivery Agents
In light of the increased workload for the District to take on the proposed Caribou Mitigation work, partnering with TSA Licensees to deliver the program makes sense.  No licensees expressed particular interest for this at the meeting.  
· Action Items – Licensees to let Julie/Barb know if they are interested in delivery of program.  Region and District to pursue how this model would work for future delivery of LBIS work.

Planning Strategizing
Type IV Silviculture Strategy – Currently Arrow TSA is scheduled up next for this approach. Could start as soon as early 2013. Williams Lake contacted and they are just underway, will follow this model and report back to group on progress made. Challenge is to marry funding available, silviculture funding criteria and local planning/priorities together, we should start sooner rather than later.  Overview of the analysis process is attached below:



The District had some planning work completed last fiscal by Oliver Thomae - Arbour Tech Consulting.  A plan using the Silviculture Investment Criteria was created in Excel for each TSA in the Selkirk District.  
· Action Item – Barb to make this data accessible to the Licensees

It may make sense for this LBI group to work within the District Steering Committee where possible, or to tag along after their meetings, or to meet separately altogether.  We are seeking your feedback.  LBI will be added as a regular topic on the District Steering Committee agenda.  A District e-mail Distribution List for LBIS participants will be created as some of the participants are different than the usual Steering Committee attendees.
· Action Items – Julie to create a District LBI e-mail Distribution List and Licensees to comment back to Julie/Kevin on how to plan for future.

Next Meeting – tentatively scheduled for Wednesday April 10, or Thursday April 11, 2013, to be confirmed. 
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Land Based Investment (LBI)
Constituent Meeting

Selkirk Resource District

Kootenay Lake -  Arrow Boundary









Agenda

Introductions

Overview and Current Position of LBI Program

Backlog NSR/Current LBI Program

Caribou Mitigation

Delivery Agents

Forest Health

Fish Passage

Silviculture Plan and Strategy

Questions/Discussion

Next Meeting









Introduction – Julie 

Purpose of Meeting



Inform and keep constituents up to date



Seek input and feedback



Opportunity to become involved 











Overview of LBI -  Larry Hanlon

Larry is the Kootenay Boundary Regional Forest Practices Specialist



He coordinates LBI for the Kootenay Boundary Region – Selkirk and Rocky Mountain Resource Districts  













Backlog NSR - Barb





Provincial Goal to reduce all the BL NSR in the Province by 2015













Backlog NSR

Treat what makes sense using ROI



Most of our BL NSR within the THLB is about 30 years old and not treatable



Most of the BL NSR above the operability line is old burns.  Most have some degree of stocking on them 











Backlog NSR

The BL NSR in the THLB that does not make sense to treat has been reclassified to remove the NSR from the label 



In DKL still about 500 ha’s 

BL NSR to “take care of”

In  DAB  still about 380 ha’s

BL NSR to “take care of”









Labels have been changed to reflect what is growing.  The area should still be modelled as underproducing 

Kootenay Lake TSA





NP label

Tree label









Poor access, remote locations, and advanced stand age are the main reasons there have been no treatments

Kootenay Lake TSA













Current LBI Program





Springer Fire Arrow TSA









DKL LBI Accomplishments









# of trees (K) planted by Year  by  FFT

# of trees	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	584	622	797	49	464	70	Area Brushed by Year by FFT

Area Brushed	

2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	50.1	62.7	105.6	43.1	124	67.5	



Springer Fire













Different Levels of success in the burns 





Naturals in the Springer Fire



Planted tree in the Pendorielle











DAB LBI Accomplishments









# of Trees Planted by FFT

# of Trees (K)	2007	2009	2010	4.5	733	551	Ha's brushed	2010	2011	128	105	Caribou Mitigation - Kevin







FLNRO is buying back the silviculture obligation from those Licensees impacted by Caribou GAR orders









Caribou Mitigation



The Caribou Mitigation work will be paid for out of LBI funds



No magic pot of money



No guarantee of funding



May impact local activities









Caribou Mitigation



















In Selkirk Resource District the mitigation amounts to $2.9 million











LBI Delivery Agents - Barb

There are pros and cons to each method



With Caribou Mitigation on the horizon the District will be looking at alternate delivery methods

Options for delivery:



BCTS



Licensee



District













Economies of Scale in regards to delivery



The District has a couple of Licensee FG blocks that have burned – but do not meet ROI due to the remote location.  With no other blocks to lump these in with they will never get treated



District needs a partner for this type of situation













Forest Health –Dean

Programs Include:



Aerial overview survey

Detailed Aerial Surveys in Suppression units – IBM: Yahk Area of KL TSA, SW Boundary TSA; IBD: Arrow, Boundary, KL TSA units 

Defoliator spray – Spruce Budworm SW Boundary

Bark Beetle management- Ground Surveys IBD & IBM & IBM Fall & Burn

Updates to TSA Forest Health Strategies











FH Activities Completed in 2012/13

Aerial Overview Survey



Spruce Budworm– 11,000+ ha’s sprayed in SW Boundary



Spruce Budworm egg mass survey – analysis ongoing



IBD Detailed Survey – Arrow, Boundary & KL TSAs in Fdi Suppression units



IBD ground survey sampling



IBM detailed aerial survey completed in the KL & Boundary  (most) TSA suppression units











Forest Health update 2012
Significant FH Issues based on Aerial Overview & Aerial Detailed Surveys

Larch Needle Blight -DFH

~22,000 ha’s in 2012, close to 2011 numbers but higher in DKL and lower in DAB

Significant issue the last 3 years, noted in Boundary SDM plots in past few years as well



Spruce budworm - IDW

~47,000 ha’s in 2012, up from 40,000 ha’s in 2011 and more area in severe 7,500 ha’s for 2012

~11,000 ha’s sprayed in SW Boundary in June 2012

Draft results of post spray sampling indicate spraying did reduce population significantly,  Art Stock working of report















Forest Health update 2012 cont’d

Mtn Pine Beetle - IBM

~18,000 ha’s affected 2012 vs ~14,600 ha’s in 2011 for DAB



~5,400 ha’s affected 2012 vs ~9,000 ha’s in 2011 for DKL



Detailed flight data shows significant fewer reds in 3 Yahk Suppression units of KL



Current plan is to ground survey and fall & burn in all 3 of the suppression units of KL



Considering using potential extra $ to treat small portion of Boundary TSA, no decision yet











Forest Health update 2012 cont’d

Douglas-fir Beetle - IBD

Appears slightly lower in KL with the attack cntered around the Meadow Ck Area

Slight increase in Arrow with most significant area mapped in Pend D’Oreille

No significant IBD noted in Boundary

Ground surveying in Arrow & KL



Balsam Bark Beetle - IBB

Up slightly in DAB for 2012 at ~ 2500 ha’s and down slightly in DKL to ~ 850 ha’s









Forest Health update 2012 cont’d

Other FH Factors of note:

Bear damage(AB), noticing this especially on Pli in SDM samples as well and old pruned openings



Aspen Serpentine Leaf Miner(ID6), up significantly in both DAB & DKL to 5,300 & 2,800 ha’s respectively



Windthrow(NW), relatively minor 213 ha’s in DKL, 13 ha’s in DAB













Forest Health in 2013/14

The budget will be reduced by half

$7.5	$3.5



$ 1m to Aerial Overviews



$1m for Btk purchase



$1.4m to defoliator spray



$0.1m for detailed aerial surveys for IBM in Cranbrook and KL TSAs	















Fish Passage – Phil MacDonald











Planning Strategizing

What kind of plan to do?

Type 4 Silv Analysis















Suggestions/Input/Feedback

Planning team/committee

Use existing steering committee















Questions/Ideas/Discussion

















Next Meeting?
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Williams Lake TSA Type IV Silviculture Strategy Organizational Meeting
March, 2012

Background, expectations and identification of next steps

Williams Lake TSA — The Williams Lake TSA is one of the largest TSAs in the province, covering approximately 4.87
million hectares. It is located in the Fraser Basin and Interior Plateau between the Coast Mountains on the west
and the Cariboo Mountains on the east. The TSA includes the communities of Williams Lake, Alexis Creek and
Horsefly. The Williams Lake TSA is administered by the Cariboo-Chilcotin District.
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Purpose — Linking planning to funding of management actions. The plan is to be locally driven with buy-in for
implementation.

Key outcomes from the process are as follows:

5-year silviculture plan - To support the Management Unit stakeholder to develop the next 5 year
silviculture investment plan.

Spatially explicit - Must show the plan spatially, identifying treatment areas, and avoid eleventh-hour
rush to find areas, needs to be real!

Other values — it will be developed in the context of current objectives for other values as well as
constraints, e.g., data, plans and funding. The key is to use information that is presently available and to
identify the most current information and use it in any analysis done - .e.g., Sl update information, new
VRI, LVI...

Right sizing the budget — what suite of treatments (balance) and what investments are required to
support mid- and long —term timber supply targets. E.g., where to fertilize for mid- and long term, how
much and where to rehab fires or MPB.

Species trajectory over time — provide clarity about what mix of species to manage, set goals by sub unit
and report out, harvest schedule impacts this significantly, what type of stands /sites need to be
harvested to minimize the impact on the midterm supply issue. Quesnel TSA has a process that has

1|Page
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identified species ranges (potential targets) by BEC unit. This can be used to help quantify what is
expected here.

Background on Type (IV) Silviculture Strategy

What is required from a provincial perspective?

Auditor General Audits — 1999 and 2011, had similar findings — the following are needed to address the AG’s
concerns:

Timber objectives - The ministry has not clearly defined its timber objectives. Without clearly defined
objectives, the ministry can’t ensure management practices are effective.

Current trends - Existing management practices are resulting in a trend toward future forests having a lower
timber supply with less species diversity.

Monitoring required - The ministry does not appropriately monitor and report its timber results against its
timber objectives.

Recommendations — that this process will help address:

L

Establish timber objectives - Establish clearly defined timber objectives, and stewardship principles to guide
decision making, actions timeframes and assessment of results, (these objectives would be based on or
designed to address potential issues — decline in forest diversity, forest health concerns, age class imbalances
and/or a growing area of NSR) — Outcomes:
a. Species targets or ranges to be created by TSA (by Subunit),
b. NSR summary and plan for addressing by Admin unit.
Insufficient investments in silviculture - The ministry ensure that its Investments in silviculture are sufficient
to achieve long term timber objectives and that they align with stewardship principles and are cost effective.
a. Allowable cut objectives are assessed locally to identify minimum harvest levels in the mid and long
term to assess options for increasing to a desired level (discussed locally). This is part of the modeling
exercise within this process.
Activities consistent with objectives -The ministry ensure that restocking activities result in the establishment
of forests that are consistent with its long term timber objective.
a. Spatially explicit treatment plans, and generalized harvest plans.
The ministry ensure information systems reflect actual forest conditions in priority (all?) management areas.
a. Out of scope for this process but is an ongoing objective for the Ministry.
Oversight framework ensures achievement of objectives - The ministry ensure that the collective and
individual components of its oversight framework are sufficient to ensure the achievement of long term
objectives.
a. This process is to have a yearly update on achievements with refinement as new information
becomes available. This will be the responsibility of the District lead.
The ministry develop and implement appropriate performance measures to demonstrate progress towards
achieving long term timber objectives and publicly report on the results.
a. See Key Points below

KEY POINTS
®  We need targets, they must be measureable and we need to report out in a timely fashion using those
targets.

e  What are the timber objectives? Clearly state them.
e Use FFT, basic silviculture and harvesting to achieve them.

2|Page
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Steps for Cariboo-Chilcotin District - for discussion beginning March 2012

1,

Plan for the Plan — identify timelines and who is to be involved:
a. Timeline — Begin process March, 2012 to clarify objectives and identify information sources.

b. By March 31st, 2012 — have a clear Terms of Reference for the project that will be used to inform
a Request for Proposal that will hire a contractor beginning in April 2012.

Discuss how information is to be shared — e.g., website —who to control — needs to be discussed.
d. Discuss who should be involved in the planning process as it moves forward.

i. More on “who"” —who is the FLNRO Core Team for reviewing outputs and providing
direction to contractor and who is the champion? Licensees do we need them all, how
to ensure participations and buy-in to the process?

Location of the Plan area:
a. TheTSA

Understanding the context — identify present and emerging issues — this will be built from existing plans
and strategies as well as input from local practitioners (e.g., additional forest health issues or nutrient
deficiencies found since the last plan or strategy).

a. We will identify at the March 2012 meeting the relevant plans and strategies and known new
issues.

Identify objectives and create targets where needed. The present plans and input from District Staff will
help begin this process. Objectives must be viewed in the current situation (e.g., midterm timber issue
and political direction); discussion on this will be done at the March 2012 meeting.

a. Species targets (ranges) will be introduced as well.
b. A landscape retention strategy will be discussed and identified if in place.

c. These issues will be discussed at the March 2012 meeting and be part of the ongoing process in
the new fiscal (show what Quesnel has to date for species and large block landscape retention
strategy).

Create a vision for the mid and long term timber and habitat supply — begin the discussion at the March
2012meeting.

a. This will be revisited as part of the ongoing process in the new fiscal.

Translate the vision into operational reality. This will be done in the next fiscal as part of a workshop/
modeling process (Type V).

a. Key opportunities will be identified and modeled to identify operationally feasible options.
b. Funding options will be compared to identify potential impacts.

c. Activities and areas will be spatially identified by year on a mapbase — decide on who will be
responsible for this.

Monitoring successful implementation and use of feedback to modify if needed. Branch is to provide a
template to track activities, both proposed and completed to allow for consistent reporting provincially.

The plan and implementation success will be reviewed after the field season (date to be decided by local
team) to identify successes, issues and to revise the plan if need be. This will be done in time to provide

input into the funding mechanism.
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Williams Lake - Background and next steps Feb 27_12 (3).docx










image1.emf
Land Based  Investment Strategy.pptx


Land Based Investment Strategy.pptx
Land Based Investment Strategy

FFT started in 2005 after several years of no silviculture $$

LBIS was created in 2010 to consolidate a number of provincially funded land based programs (e.g. FIA, FFT) to ensure efficient and effective expenditures

LBIS provides funding for Current Reforestation, Timber Supply Mitigation, Forest Health, Tree Improvement, Inventory, Fire Management, Fish, Ecosystem Restoration, Invasive Plants, Water, Wildlife, Range and Recreation

2012/13 Budget was about $71 M

2013/14 Budget is estimated at $38 M, then return to about $68 M annually





The Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations 2011/12 – 2013/14 Land Based Investment Strategy (LBIS) provides strategic guidance for land based investments and aligns the targets and outputs for eligible activities with government’s goals and objectives. 

High level goals: 

maximum productivity of forest resources

Sustainable development of forest resources

Coordinated, integrated and sustainable management, development and use of natural resources

Service Plan Goal of Timber Volume Gain in 65 years of about 8 M m3 per year 



Government is trying to balance the budget, hence the deep cut to the program next year.
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LBIS Budget for 2012/13 

Richmond: 9/28/2011

2

		Investment Category		Sub Category		2012/13 ($ M)

		Forest For Tomorrow		Current reforestation		34.45

				Timber Supply Mitigation		11.85

				Forest health		8.5

				Invasive plants		1.70

		Tree Improvement				3.5

		Inventory		Site Prod., VRI		7.5

				EBM		1.25

				Visual		0.25

		Fire management				0.05

		Fish Passage				2.5

		Ecosystem Restoration				1.0

		Range				1.0

		Recreation				1.25

		Wildlife				2.65

		Total				78.6







Actual budget was closer to $71 M

Main point of this slide is to show the proportion of FFT program to total LBI budget

 well over half.
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budget	FFT	TSM	Tree Improve	Inv (SP,VRI)	Inv (EBM)	Inv (Vis)	Forest health	Invasive Sp.	Fire Manage.	Fish Pass	Range	Recreation	Wildlife	Ecosyst. Rest.	34.449999999999996	11.850000000000009	4	7.5	1.25	0.25	8.5	1.7000000000000008	5.0000000000000044E-2	2.5	1	1.25	2.65	1	



Forests For Tomorrow (FFT)

Programs which address catastrophic impacts from wildfires and insects (primarily MPB and defoliators) or constrained timber:

Current Reforestation (CR)

Timber Supply Mitigation (TSM)

Forest Health

Invasive Plants













Constrained timber supply resulting from public policy decisions that reduce harvest levels (e.g. Caribou GAR order)
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Current Reforestation

Activities to treat catastrophic disturbance that has caused drops in mid- and long-term timber supply 

Includes activities on previous investments (e.g. FRBC)

Backlog NSR reduction by 2015 (throne speech commitment)

2012/13 LBIS invested about $34.5M in BC, about $1M in KBR

Estimate for 2013/14 is $23.8M in BC and about $0.4M for KBR











Include assessments of fires and beetle killed areas, site prep (ITSL or FLTC) or DTA, planting, surveys, brushing- but no legal obligation

Includes section 108 payments and in the future, caribou mitigation funding.
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Timber Supply Mitigation (TSM)

Activities to enhance mid term timber supply

Juvenile Spacing to improve value and achieve merchantable volume sooner

Fertilization to increase growth 

Pruning not currently an eligible treatment

2012/13 LBIS invested $11.85 M provincially, $0.3 M in KBR

Current projection is no funding

 for TSM 2013/14 provincially













Primarily repression spacing on 2000, 2003 fires where Pli is coming in at 60-100,000 sph

Most fertilization is taking place in Caribou Region on spaced Pli stands
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Eligible TSA’s Priority List - CR





		Indicators		Priority 1		Priority 2		Priority 3

		 Percent Impact Rating		75%+		51-74%		25-50%

		1. % of pine killed by 2009 (red-and grey attack)						

		Mortality Volume (M = millions) Rating		>75 M m3		51-75 M m3		26-50 M m3

		2. Cumulative volume killed by 2010						

		3. THLB area impacted by wildfires since 2003						

		4. Plantation area impacted by 2010 wildfires						

		 Mortality Area Rating		>20 000 ha		5,001 to  20,000 ha		1,001 to 5,000 ha



Priority is

		Priority Unit		# of indicators		Timber Supply Area

		Priority 1		2 or more priority 1 indicators		Quesnel
Williams Lake

		Priority 2		2 or more priority 2 and 1 indicators		Lakes
Prince George
Morice 
100 Mile House Mackenzie

		Priority 3		2 or more priority indicators (1, 2 or 3) 		Kamloops
Merritt
Arrow
Lillooet
Dawson Creek







If FFT – current reforestation funding requests exceed the available budget, then all attempts will be made to fund projects in priority 1 units followed by those in priority 2 and then 3 units.  Some FFT funding, however, will also be provided to reforest burnt and other NSR non-obligation areas in other parts of the province.
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Eligible TSA’s Priority List -TSM





		Indicators		Priority 1		Priority 2		Priority 3

		 Percent Impact Rating		55%+		45-55%		15-44%

		1. % change from pre-uplift AAC to mid-term						

		2. % change from AAC to mid-term						

		3. % change from 3 yr harvest to mid-term						

		4. % change from LRSY to mid-term						

		Volume (M = millions) Rating		>1 M m3		>0.5-1 M m3		>0.1-0.5 M m3

		5. Drop in mid-term vs. pre-uplift AAC						

		6. Drop in mid-term vs. AAC						

		7. Drop in mid-term vs. 3 yr harvest						

		8. Drop in mid-term vs. LRSY						



		Priority Units*		# of indicators		Timber Supply Area

		Priority 1		3 or more priority 1 indicators		Lakes
Prince George
Quesnel
Williams Lake

		Priority 2		3 or more priority 2 and 1 indicators		Morice
Kamloops
Okanagan
100 Mile House

		Priority 3		3 or more priority indicators (1, 2 or 3) 		Merritt
Arrow
Cranbrook
Invermere



* units where the 3-year harvest were below projected mid-term levels were flagged in green on the spreadsheets and not considered a priority unit





If FFT – timber supply mitigation funding requests exceed the available budget, then all attempts will be made to fund projects in priority 1 units followed by those in priority 2 and then 3 units.  Some FFT funding, however, will also be provided to address constrained timber in other parts of the province. Of the proportion determined to be allocated to non-priority units (currently 30%), the level of funding for each TSA will be attempted to match the management units’ total contribution, including Tree farm Licences, to the total non-impacted provincial AAC.
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Silviculture Investment Criteria

Investment Principles

Criteria for implementation 

Filters for CR and TSM activities, JS, Fertilization, Conifer release

Example: 

Spacing – Southeast (KBR)

 















Priority will be given to units with the highest single tree volume response. Preference will be given in the following order:

Filter 3: Priority given to the following types of disturbance:

Burnt plantations

Catastrophic killed plantations with no legal obligations

Defaulted legal obligations

Catastrophic killed mature timber

Burnt mature timber

Treatable backlog NSR (pre ’87)



Filter 4: Maximization of productivity

Post-treatment leading species: Fdi, Sx/Sw, Pli/Lw, Cw, Bl/Ba/Hw

Height: 4-8 metres; 2-4 metres (repression spacing only)

Site Index of leading species post-treatment: SI>25; SI 20-25; SI 15-19; No treatment for areas < SI 15

Filter 5: Maximization for return on investment : ROI > 5%; ROI 3-5%; ROI 2-2.9%; No treatment ROI is <2%.

Filter 6: Project size: The largest areas or groupings of areas that give rise to the realization of greater future product capture and treatment opportunities will be given priority.
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Filter 1: 

Provincial level determination of silvicultural response





Current reforestation

Filter 2: 

Provincial level determination of Regional Investment level





Central Interior

Filter 3:

 Determination of areas of focus  





Coast, Northwest, Southeast

Filter 3: 

Determination of areas of focus  





Timber supply mitigation

Filter 2: 

Provincial level determination of Regional Investment level





Central Interior

Filter 3:

 Determination of areas of focus  





Filter 4: 

Maximization of productivity
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Delivery

FFT was initially delivered with recipients managed at regional level and administered by PWC- very little district involvement

Shift to district delivery in 2011

BCTS administers some of the program, particularly through ITSLs through a service agreement with LBIS

TFLs, Community Forests and Woodlots also deliver some of the program – administered by PWC













Needed to ramp up program quickly and get activities delivered on ground, included advances for recipients



Internal Audit and Advisory services review in 2009 recommended moving away from RA’s and eliminating advances

Recipient agreements still exist, mostly in North, though they were modified and advances are no longer available.  

Barb will discuss other delivery options later in the agenda.
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For more information:

http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hcp/fia/landbase/

Or

larry.hanlon@gov.bc.ca
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Microsoft_Office_Excel_Worksheet1.xlsx

Sheet1


			 			budget


			FFT			34.45


			TSM			11.85


			Tree Improve			4


			Inv (SP,VRI)			7.5


			Inv (EBM)			1.25


			Inv (Vis)			0.25


			Forest health			8.5


			Invasive Sp.			1.7


			Fire Manage.			0.05


			Fish Pass			2.5


			Range			1


			Recreation			1.25


			Wildlife			2.65


			Ecosyst. Rest.			1








						To resize chart data range, drag lower right corner of range.
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