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1. Executive Summary 
 
At the request of Mr. Stuart Macpherson, Executive Director of the PMFLC, Block MF 360 East 
Wilson Creek was visited on May 28th, 2007.  Mr. Macpherson had visited the Block earlier and 
determined that a more detailed assessment of streamside management was warranted.  The purpose 
of the May 28th assessment was to assess: 

1. streamside tree retention; 
2. stability of the stream banks where harvesting had occurred;  
3. sediment issues at stream crossings; and   
4. potential fish habitat protection concerns related to harvesting activities. 

 
Riparian tree retention was assessed at 6 sites and stream crossings were assessed at three locations.  
Tree counts were conducted at locations where harvesting appeared to be close to the stream. Tree 
counts, therefore, are likely less than what the average would be for the total length of stream 
harvested.  Tree counts were not conducted adjacent to roads in order to avoid the road right-of-way. 
 
Road Crossings: 
 
A crossing structure on road DR150 (Site 1, Figure 1) had been removed as requested by Ministry of 
Environment staff.  Although some sediment had entered the stream channel, it was not possible to 
determine the amount.  The effect that this sediment deposit had on the channel was also difficult to 
assess, partly due to the level of channel disturbance related to logging that had occurred about 60 
years ago.   
 
The second and third stream crossings assessed were at roads DR570 (Site 3) and DR450 (Site 4) 
respectively.  As with the crossing at DR150, it was difficult to assess how much sediment had 
entered the stream.  The stream channels at all three crossings were inspected both upstream and 
downstream of the road crossings.  Based on the channel condition on May 28th, I concluded that the 
volume of sediment that entered the stream at all three sites was small in relation to the natural 
channel bedload and that channel form and function downstream of the crossings had not been 
measurably affected.  Furthermore, I concluded that elevated levels of suspended sediment at the 
three sites were of short duration and that fish, if present, would not have been significantly affected.  
 
Tree Retention: 
 
Tree retention was assessed at Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 (Figure 1).  The number of trees retained 
adjacent to the stream channels met the Council Regulation requirements at all sites except at Site 6 
(tree retention adjacent to a Small Stream).  Three tree counts were made at Site 6 (see Section 6.6) 
and 8 trees were retained at one of the 100 meter-long sections of stream assessed (Site 6: Count 1).  
The Council Regulation requires that an Owner retain a minimum of 10 trees at least 20 cm in 
diameter along each 100 meters of both stream banks.  The minimum tree retention requirement was 
met at the other two 100 meter long stream sections assessed at Site 6.  In summary, thirteen riparian 
tree counts were conducted at seven sites.  Tree retention at one (Site 6: Count 1) of the thirteen 
locations was below the minimum required by the Council Regulation.  Tree retention on larger 
streams generally exceeded minimum requirements by a significant amount. 
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Stream Bank Stability: 
 
Although trees growing on the channel banks were harvested at several locations (Sites 3, 5 and 6), I 
concluded that long term bank stability was not significantly affected.  At Site 3 the removal of trees 
growing on the edge of the bank was limited and the channel width at this location was less than 3 
meters.  The removal of trees growing on the edge of the bank was more extensive at Sites 5 and 6 
but the channel was smaller (1.6 m and 1.8 m respectively).   
 
It is my opinion that the stream power at Sites 3, 5, and 6 is low enough (channels were small) that 
the removal of trees growing on the edge of the stream bank will not result in a significant change in 
channel morphology over the long term.  
 
However, the harvesting of trees growing on the banks of larger streams has the potential to degrade 
fish habitat (either on site, or located downstream) and water quality under certain conditions.  I 
recommend that the Owner consider stream power, channel type (i.e. alluvial or non-alluvial 
channel), water quality objectives, and fisheries values both on site and located downstream prior to 
the removal of streamside trees that play a role in bank stability.   Finally, it is concluded that 
harvesting activities in the Block did not result in significant impacts to downstream water quality or 
fish habitat located either within or downstream of the Block. 
  

2. Introduction 
 
This report summarizes the results of an assessment of a harvest block on Managed Forest 360, 
District Lots DL 2462, DL 2463, DL 3373 and DL 3374 owned by Columbia National Investments 
Ltd. (CNI).  This area will be referred to as the “Block” in this report.  The assessment was 
conducted at the request of Mr. Stuart Macpherson, Executive Director of the PMFLC. He had 
conducted a site inspection on May 14th, 2007 and determined that a more detailed assessment of 
forest practices around streams was warranted.     
 
Several streams flow through the Block and these streams have all been defaulted to fish bearing 
since the Owner has not conducted a fish habitat inventory to prove otherwise.  For the purpose of 
this assessment, all aquatic habitats within the Block are assumed to be fish habitat. 
 
I visited the Block on May 28th, 2007.  Mr. Michael Davis, CNI operations supervisor, was onsite 
during this assessment.  The purpose of the Block assessment was to: 

1. Assess the streamside tree retention with respect to compliance with PMFLC regulatory 
requirements; 

2. Assess stability of the stream banks where harvesting had occurred;  
3. Assess the stream crossings and identify any sediment issues; and   
4. Provide written comments on any potential fish habitat protection concerns.  

 

3. Block Layout and General Site Description 
 
The Block is located on a south-facing slope south east of Sechelt.  The area of the Block is 266.4 ha 
and harvesting has occurred over the past several years.  There are four recently harvested areas 
within the Block that contain streams.  These areas are identified as DR1 to DR4 on the Block map 
(Figure 1).  There are 14 identified streams within the Block.  Two of these streams flow into 
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Chapman Creek.  Four streams make up East Wilson Creek.  Seven streams flow either into a 
wetland areas, become discontinuous, or flow out of the Block.  
 

4. Fisheries Resource 
 
Most of the streams within the Block were classified and mapped by Chartwell Consultants Limited 
using the stream classification system applicable on Crown Land (Forest and Range Practices Act).  
According to Mr. Davis, no fish sampling had been conducted.  The Ministry of Environment 
Fisheries Information Summary System (FISS) contains information for both Chapman Creek 
(Watershed Code 900-120400) and Wilson Creek (Watershed Code 900-119900). Both these 
systems support salmonid fish species, at least downstream of the Block. 

5. Regulatory Requirements Around Streams 
 
Regulatory requirements pertaining to streams are summarized below.  Division 3 of the Private 
Managed Forest Land Council Regulation (Council Regulation) specifies the general requirements 
around all streams.  Division 4 is applicable to streams that are fish streams, or are in a water supply 
area. 

5.1. Division 3: General Requirements Around Stream s 
 
Of relevance to this report are: 

1. Section 14 (2); and 
2. Section 15 (described below). 

 

5.1.1. Practices Concerning Access Structures Near Streams (Council 
Regulation Section 14 (2)) 

 
Section 14 (2) of the Council Regulation states that for all streams: 
 

An owner who constructs, deactivates or rehabilitates a road, landing, excavated or bladed 
skid trail or other similar access structure must ensure that the construction, deactivation or 
rehabilitation is carried out so as to meet the following: 

a. streams are maintained in their natural or existing courses; 
b. the structure does not become unstable to the extent that its instability 

contributes to landslide debris entering fish streams or streams in water 
supply areas; and  

c. excavated soil does not enter directly into streams. 
 



 

Page 4 
 

 
 

Figure 1  Block Map showing locations of 8 inspection sites. 
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5.1.2. Constraints on Activities near Streams (Coun cil Regulation Section 15) 

 
Section 15 of the Council Regulation states that for all streams: 
 

An owner who, adjacent to a stream, carries out timber harvesting or related activities, 
silviculture activities or road construction or deactivation activities must ensure that those 
activities meet all the following requirements: 

a. stream channel, banks and gully side walls are not destabilized or damaged; 
b. soil erosion into streams is minimized; 
c. machine tracks within 5 m of the edge of the stream channel will not result 

in mineral soil exposure that leads to sedimentation, except at a stream 
crossing; 

d. understory vegetation and non-commercial trees within 5 m of the edge of 
the stream channel are retained to the fullest extent possible unless 

i. they are a stream crossing 
ii. the area is to be subject to a planned fire, 
iii.  the retention of the understory vegetation and non-commercial trees 

would result in 
A. damage to the stream bank 
B. damage to the stream channel, or 
C. sediment entering the stream, or 

iv. the disturbance of the understory vegetation and non-commercial 
trees would not result in 

A. harm to fish or fish habitat, or 
B. reduced water quality at water supply installations 

e. accumulations of woody debris or slash in the stream channels do not result 
in 

i. harm to fish or fish habitat, or 
ii. reduced water quality at water supply installations. 

 

5.2. Division 4: Specific Requirements for Fish Str eams and 
Water Supply Areas 

 
Division 4 of the PMFLCR specifies the number and distribution of trees that must be retained each 
side of fish streams, or streams in water supply areas.  There are three categories of streams: 

1. Streams less than 1.5 m in width; 
2. Streams between 1.5 and 3.0 meters wide (Small Streams); and 
3. Streams greater than 3.0 meters wide (Large Streams). 

 
No trees need to be retained adjacent to streams smaller than 1.5 m wide regardless of whether the 
stream supports fish or is in a Water Supply Area.  This is consistent with the management of 
streams less than 1.5 m wide on Crown Land.   However, trees must be retained adjacent to Small 
and Large Streams as described below:  
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5.2.1. Tree Retention Adjacent to Small Streams (Co uncil Regulation, Section 
19) 

 
A minimum of 10 trees for every 100 m of stream length must be retained adjacent to Small 
Streams (channel width greater than 1.5 m and less than 3.0 m).  These trees must be: 

1. within 10 m of the edge of the stream; 
2. at least 20 cm in diameter; 
3. the same proportion of coniferous to deciduous as the pre-harvest stand; and 
4. similar in the range of sizes as the pre-harvest stand if the channel gradient is 8% or less. 

 

5.2.2. Tree Retention Adjacent to Large Streams (Co uncil Regulation, Section 
18) 

 
Section 18 requires that a minimum of 20 trees to be retained for every 100 m of stream length 
for streams that are at least 3 m wide (Large Streams).  There is a hierarchy of selection 
preferences for these retained trees.  The first preference is that the retained trees must be: 

1. within 10 m of the edge of the stream; 
2. at least 30 cm in diameter; 
3. the same proportion of coniferous to deciduous as the pre-harvest stand; 
4. similar in the range of sizes as the pre-harvest stand; and 
5. distributed as evenly as practicable along all of the 100 m length of stream. 

 
If there are less than 20 trees within 10 m of the stream along the 100 m stream section there 
are three additional retention options described in Section 18.  
 

6. Description of Site Assessments 
 
On May 28th I inspected the eight sites described below (see Figure 1): 

1. Section of a tributary to Wilson Creek just downstream of road DR150; 
2. Section of Wilson Creek to the south of DR200; 
3. Stream crossing on the East Wilson Creek tributary at DR570 road; 
4. Stream crossing on the East Wilson Creek tributary at DR450 road; 
5. Section of southern-most stream that crosses DR160 road; 
6. Section of northern-most stream that crosses DR160 road; 
7. Section of a tributary to Chapman Creek north of DR200 road; and 
8. Section of East Wilson Creek just upstream of where it flows out of the Block. 

 
The tree stream counts were conducted at sites where harvesting appeared to be close to the stream.  I 
intentionally conducted the tree retention counts at riparian areas that appeared to have the fewest 
number of retained trees.  The tree counts reported in this assessment are therefore likely lower than 
if tree counts were conducted and averaged along the total stream length.  I also did not conduct 
stream counts within 20 or 30 meters of a road to avoid being within the road right-of-way.  The 
results of these site assessments are presented below. 
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6.1. Site 1 
 
Site one is the section of East Wilson Creek tributary downstream of the DR150 stream crossing.  I 
inspected the removed crossing structure and assessed riparian tree retention at three one hundred 
meter-long stream segments. 
 

6.1.1. Removed Crossing Structure at DR150 

 
The removed stream crossing structure is shown in Photo 1.  It is my understanding that there was an 
existing drainage structure here and that the Owner upgraded the road at this location.  Ministry of 
Environment (MOE) staff then ordered the Owner to remove the road fill from the creek and re-
establish flow due to concerns about the inadequate hydraulic capacity of the old drainage structure. 
 
Some sediment would have entered the stream and been deposited in the channel downstream of the 
road.  Without detailed pre-development information regarding channel condition, it is not possible 
to accurately determine how much sediment entered the channel. 
 
Photo 2 shows the channel downstream of the road. There is some evidence of recently deposited 
sediment in the channel immediately downstream of the road.  However, it is not possible to 
accurately to determine how much of this sediment is road fill material.  The stream channel was 
significantly disturbed when this area was first logged approximately 60 years ago, and the channel 
has not yet fully recovered.  This previous logging resulted in bank disturbance leading to erosion 
and elevated rates of sediment scour and deposition.  This historic disturbance makes it very difficult 
to assess current practices. 
 
 

 
 
Photo 1  Stream crossing of East Wilson Creek tributary on DR150. 
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Photo 2  Looking down road DR150 at the stream channel.  Evidence of recent sediment 
deposits immediately downstream of the road. 
 
It is my opinion, however, that the volume of road-related sediment that was deposited into the 
stream channel is small in relation to the natural bedload movement and that this deposit will not 
measurably affect channel form or function.  It is also my opinion that the suspended sediment that 
was deposited into the stream was of a short duration and that fish, if present, would not have been 
significantly affected. 
 

6.1.2. Riparian Tree Retention – DR150 

 
The channel width of the East Wilson Creek tributary where the tree counts were conducted was 
greater than 3.0 meters.  Tree retention requirements are therefore 20 trees with a diameter greater 
than 30 cm per 100 m of stream length.  I conducted three tree counts along the left bank of the East 
Wilson Creek tributary and the results are summarized in Table 1 below: 
 
Table 1  Summary of Riparian Tree Counts at Site 1:  East Wilson Tributary Downstream of 
DR150 
 
Site - Count Retained Conifer > 

30 cm 
Retained Deciduous 
> 30 cm 

Distance 
Surveyed 

Trees/100m 

     1-1 19 1 96 20.8 
1-2 20  89 22.5 
1-3 21  47 44.7 

Average:    29.3 
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As can be seen in Table 1, tree retention met the Council Regulation requirements.  The ratio of 
coniferous to deciduous was judged to be comparable to the pre-harvest stand and the trees were 
evenly distributed along each 100 m stream section.  Photo 3 shows the East Wilson Creek tributary 
and tree retention along the right bank. 
 

 
 
Photo 3  Looking down East Wilson Creek Tributary at Site 1.  The Block is adjacent to the 
right bank. 

6.2. Site 2 
 
Site 2 is a section of East Wilson Creek down-slope (south) of the DR200 road (Figure 1).  The 
stream channel at this location (Photo 4) is 7 to 8 m wide and is therefore classified as a Large 
Stream. 
 
The falling boundary of the Block was measured at its narrowest point and was 14 m away from the 
edge of the stream.  This riparian reserve area was significantly wider at other locations (Photo 5).  
There was no harvesting within this riparian reserve area.  I assessed riparian tree retention at one 
site and the results are summarized in Table 2. 
 
Table 2  Summary of Riparian Tree Count at Site 2:  East Wilson Creek Down Slope of 
DR200 
 
Site - Count Retained Conifer > 

30 cm 
Retained Deciduous 
> 30 cm 

Distance 
Surveyed 

Trees/100m 

     2 - 1 21 0 52 40.4 
 
The minimum tree retention requirement for this stream was exceeded by at least 100%. 
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Photo 4  East Wilson Creek at Site 2.  Looking downstream.  The Block is to the right. 
 
 
 

 
 
Photo 5  East Wilson Creek at Site 2, looking at the riparian no-harvest zone.  The stream 
channel is in the lower right corner of photo. 
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6.3. Site 3 
 
Site 3 is the stream crossing on the East Wilson Creek tributary at the DR570 road.  I also assessed 
riparian tree retention at one site between DR570 and the Forest Service Road (Figure 1). 
 

6.3.1. Stream Crossing at DR570 

 
The removed stream crossing structure is shown in Photo 6.  It is my understanding that installation 
of a crossing structure had begun but was halted pending Water Act approval.  Some sediment would 
have entered the stream but this sediment input appears to have been minor and recent sediment 
deposits were limited to a short section of the channel immediately downstream of the road (Photo 7). 
 
 

 
 
Photo 6  Stream crossing work on East Wilson Creek Tributary at Road DR570. 
 
It is my opinion that the volume of road-related sediment that was deposited into the stream channel 
was small in relation to the natural channel bedload and that this deposit will not measurably affect 
channel form or function.  It is also my opinion that the elevated levels of suspended sediment in the 
stream were of short duration and that fish, if present, would not have been significantly affected. 
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Photo 7  Immediately downstream of crossing on East Wilson Creek Tributary at Road 
DR570 
 

6.3.2. Riparian Tree Retention – DR570 

 
The channel width of the East Wilson Creek tributary where the tree counts were conducted was 
measured at six locations and the average channel width was 2.9 meters (Small Stream).  The tree 
retention requirement for this Small Stream is 10 trees with a diameter greater than 20 cm per 100 m 
of stream length.  I conducted the tree count along the right bank of the East Wilson Creek tributary 
and the results are summarized in Table 3 below: 
 
Table 3  Summary of Riparian Tree Counts at Site 3:  East Wilson Tributary Downstream of 
DR570 
 
Site - Count Retained Conifer  

> 20 cm 
Retained Deciduous 
> 20 cm 

Distance 
Surveyed 

Trees/100m 

     3-1 6 14 100 20 
 
The total number of retained trees exceeded the required 10 trees per 100 m.  Since only 6 of these 
trees were conifers, I conducted a stump count to determine the pre-harvest ratio of conifers to 
deciduous trees within 10 m of the stream.  By including the stumps and the retained trees, the pre-
harvest profile was 30 coniferous and 18 deciduous species.  Using this pre-harvest profile, the 
number of retained trees was calculated as 6.25 conifers and  3.75 deciduous trees.  It is therefore 
concluded that the tree retention at Site 3-1 meets regulatory requirements. 
 



 

Page 13 
 

 
 

Of concern was the harvesting of several trees growing in the stream bank (Photo 8).  Although it is 
my opinion that long term bank stability was not significantly compromised at this location, this 
practice should be avoided, particularly on larger streams since the tree roots are functioning to help 
maintain stream bank stability (see Section 7.4).   
 
 

 
 
Photo 8  Cedar tree growing on the stream bank harvested downstream of DR570.  Tree roots 
help maintain bank stability. 
 
 

6.4. Site 4 
 
Site 4 is the stream crossing (Photo 9) on the East Wilson Creek tributary at the DR450 road.  It is 
my understanding that this is an existing road and that heavy equipment was driven through the 
stream prior to Water Act Approval. The stream at the crossing is 3 to 4 meters wide and the channel 
gradient is 15%.  The site has been temporarily covered with geotextile and CNI plans to install a 
bridge at this location.  It is my understanding that CNI has retained a consulting fisheries biologist 
to provide advice concerning erosion control and bridge design. 
 
I did not see any indication of recent soil erosion or sediment delivery to the stream channel. I also 
did not see any recent sediment deposits in the stream channel downstream of the road.  This is not 
surprising since any sediment that was deposited into the stream was likely flushed downstream due 
to the relatively high stream gradient (15%). 
 
It is my opinion, however, that the volume of road-related sediment that was deposited into the 
stream channel is small in relation to the natural channel bedload and that this deposit will not 
measurably affect channel form or function.  It is also my opinion that the suspended sediment that 
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was deposited into the stream was of a short duration and that fish, if present, would not have been 
significantly affected. 
 

 
 
Photo 9  Unauthorized stream crossing at DR450.  Geotextile placed to reduce erosion 
potential pending bridge construction. 
 

6.5. Site 5 
 
Site 5 was at the southern-most stream (Photo 10) that crosses DR160 (Figure 1).  The channel 
width was measured at 7 locations and the average channel width was 1.6 m (Small Stream).  Tree 
retention requirements are therefore 10 trees with a diameter greater than 20 cm per 100 m of stream 
length.  Three tree counts were conducted downstream of the road and the results are summarized in 
Table 4.   
 
Table 4  Summary of Riparian Tree Counts at Site 5:  Small unnamed stream crossing DR160 
Site - Count Retained Conifer > 

20 cm 
Retained Deciduous 
> 20 cm 

Distance 
Surveyed 

Trees/100m 

     5-1 15 6 100 21 
5-2 10 6 100 16 
5-3 19 7 100 26 

Average: 14.7 6.3 100 21 
 
Tree retention easily exceeded the PMFLCR for this stream.  However, as with Site 3-1, several trees 
growing in the stream bank (Photo10) had been harvested.  It is likely that channel stability has not 
been significantly affected by the removal of trees growing in the stream bank for the following 
reasons: 

1. the stream is small and low gradient (low energy); and 
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2. riparian vegetation will establish and grow and will help stabilize the banks as the 
stumps rot.  

 

 
 
Photo 10  Small stream (most southerly) downstream of DR160 showing a mix of harvested 
and retained trees. 
Machine tracks were also observed within 5 meters of the stream channel but there was no evidence 
of sediment transport to the stream.  The future potential for sediment generation and transport from 
this area to the stream was judged to be very low due to the minimal ground disturbance, thick duff 
layer, and flat ground. 

6.6. Site 6 
 
Site 6 was at the northern-most stream (Photo 11) that crosses DR160 (Figure 1).  The channel width 
was measured at 6 locations and the average channel width was 1.8 m (Small Stream).  Tree retention 
requirements are therefore 10 trees with a diameter greater than 20 cm per 100 m of stream length.  
Three tree counts were conducted downstream of the road and the results are summarized in Table 5. 
  
 
Table 5  Summary of Riparian Tree Counts at Site 6:  Small unnamed stream crossing DR160 
 
Site - Count Retained Conifer > 

20 cm 
Retained Deciduous 
> 20 cm 

Distance 
Surveyed 

Trees/100m 

     6-1 7 1 100 8 
6-2 9 7 100 16 
6-3 11 1 100 12 
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Tree retention requirements were not met at one of the three counts.  At count 6-1 seven conifers and 
1 deciduous (red alder) were retained.  This does not meet the Council Regulation of at least 10 trees. 
 At site 6-2 and 6-3 more than 10 trees greater than 20cm in diameter were retained. 
 

 
 
Photo 11  Small stream (most northerly) downstream of DR160 showing stream channel and 
retained trees. 
 

6.7. Site 7 
 
Site 7 was on a tributary to Chapman Creek north of DR200 (Figure 1).  The channel (Photo 12) 
width was measured at 8 locations and the average channel width was 3.16 m (Large Stream).  Tree 
retention requirements are 20 trees with a diameter greater than 30 cm per 100 m of stream length.  I 
conducted one tree count and the results are summarized in Table 6.   
 
Table 6  Summary of Riparian Tree Counts at Site 7:  Tributary to Chapman Creek 
 
Site - Count Retained Conifer  

> 30 cm 
Retained Deciduous 
> 30 cm 

Distance 
Surveyed 

Trees/100m 

     7-1 20 2 51 43.1 
 
Only one tree count was conducted at this site since a no-harvest riparian zone had been maintained.  
Photo 13 shows the no-harvest riparian zone and this zone can also be seen on the right side of Photo 
12.  Tree retention along this stream exceeded the Council Regulation requirements. 
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Photo 12  Stream channel at Site 7.  The riparian retention area is to the right. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Photo 13 Riparian no-harvest zone at Site 7.  The stream channel is located just outside of the 
left side of the Photo. 
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6.8. Site 8 
 
Site 8 was on East Wilson Creek just upstream of where it flows out of the Block (Figure 1).  The 
channel width at this location was greater than 3 m (estimated at 8 to 10 m) and is therefore a Large 
Stream.  Tree retention requirements are therefore 20 trees with a diameter greater than 30 cm per 
100 m of stream length.   
 
A tree count was not conducted since a wide (measured as 22 m at one location) no-harvest riparian 
zone had been maintained (Photo 14).  The number of trees greater than 30 cm in diameter within 
this no harvest riparian zone was well above the minimum retention requirements for a Large Stream. 
 

7. Discussion and Conclusions 
 
The Council Regulation describes the regulatory requirements for tree retention adjacent to streams.  
In summary, streamside, or riparian tree retention is required streams that are wider than 1.5 meters 
and are either fish bearing, or are in a Water Supply Area as defined by the Council Regulation.  
Determining streamside tree requirements, therefore, requires an assessment of fish habitat potential 
and an identification of water supply areas. 
 

 
 
Photo 14  No-harvest riparian zone on East Wilson Creek at Site 8. 
 

7.1. Fish Habitat Potential 
 
It is my understanding that the streams that flow through the Block were not assessed for fish habitat 
potential prior to harvesting.  All streams and wetland areas therefore must be managed as fish 
habitat if the channel gradient is less than 20% and the water bodies are connected to fish habitat for 
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at least part of the year.  Chapman and Wilson Creeks are known to support salmonid fish species 
downstream of the Block. 
 
Two small streams within the eastern portion of the Block were classified as non fish-bearing 
(designated as S6 in Figure 1).  These streams were inspected in the field by Mr. Stuart Macpherson 
and this classification was deemed appropriate. 
 

7.2. Water Supply Areas 
 
Chapman Creek is a Water Supply Area.  There is one stream within the recently harvested part of 
the Block that flows into Chapman Creek.  This stream is located in DR2 approximately 150 m north 
of road DR200.  Streamside trees must therefore be retained along this stream regardless of whether 
the stream supports fish.  This stream was assessed at Site 7. 
 

7.3. Streamside Tree Retention 
 
Tree retention was assessed 13 times at 7 Sites (Figure 1).  Tree retention at 6 out the 7 sites met, or 
exceeded the Council Regulation minimum requirements.  Minimum requirements were not met, 
however, at Site 6. 
 
Three tree counts were conducted at Site 6 (see Section 6.6).  Only eight trees greater than 20 cm in 
diameter were retained in a 100 m long section of the stream at location 6-1.  This is less than the 
required 10 trees.  Additional conifer trees of an appropriate size could have been retained since 
conifer stumps were noted in the 10 m riparian zone.  It is therefore concluded that enough trees 
could have been retained to meet regulatory requirements.   
 
In summary, thirteen riparian tree counts were conducted at seven sites.  Tree retention at one (Site 6: 
Count 1) of the thirteen locations was below the minimum required by the Council Regulation. 
 

7.4. Stream Bank Stability 
 
Although trees growing on the channel banks were harvested at several locations (Sites 3, 5 and 6), it 
was concluded that long term bank stability was not significantly affected.  At Site 3 the removal of 
trees growing on the edge of the bank was limited and the channel width at this location was less than 
3 m wide.  The removal of trees growing on the edge of the bank was more extensive at Sites 5 and 6 
but the channel was smaller (1.6 m and 1.8 m respectively).   
 
I saw no evidence of bank instability at any of the sites I inspected.  Most importantly, riparian tree 
retention adjacent to the largest stream channels within the Block significantly exceeded the 
minimum requirements.  These larger channels have the greatest potential for bank erosion and 
channel instability.  
 
It is my opinion that the stream power at Sites 3, 5, and 6 is low enough that the removal of trees 
growing on the edge of the stream bank will not result in a significant change in channel morphology 
over the long term.  
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It is my opinion, however, that the harvesting of trees growing on the banks of streams has the 
potential to degrade fish habitat (either on site, or located downstream) and water quality under 
certain conditions.  For example, if a non fish-bearing stream with erodable banks is harvested to the 
edge of the channel, there may be the potential for erosion and bank instability.  Section 15 of the 
Council Regulation (see Section 5.1.2) states that stream channels should not be destabilized and that 
soil erosion into streams should be minimized.  This applies to all streams. 
 
I recommend that Owners carefully consider stream power, channel type (i.e. alluvial or non-alluvial 
channel), water quality objectives, and fisheries values both on site and located downstream prior to 
the removal of streamside trees that maintain bank stability.  

7.5. Stream Crossings 
 
In-stream work at road crossings was inspected at three sites (Sites 1, 3, and 4).  At Site 1 an existing 
culvert had been removed and the road fill excavated to create an open stream channel across road 
DR150 (see Section 6.1.1).  At Sites 3 and 4 in-stream work had started but was halted by CNI 
pending Water Act approvals. 
 
The Council Regulation requires that Owners install stream crossing structures in a manner that 
minimizes the amount of sediment entering the stream.  These sites were inspected to determine if 
sediment input had been minimized and to assess the need for additional sediment control works. 
 
It is difficult to determine how much sediment had entered the streams at these sites.  However, based 
on an inspection of the stream channel downstream of these sites, it is my opinion that sediment input 
at the three sites was not enough to cause a long term impact to the morphology of the stream 
channel. 
 
Exposed mineral soil at the Site 4 stream crossing (see Section 6.4) had been covered with geotextile 
material to minimize surface erosion.  Seeding this area, as well as other areas with exposed mineral 
soil is recommended. 

 

7.6. Impacts to Downstream Water Quality and/or Fis h Habitat 
 
The effects of the sediment inputs at the three stream crossings inspected were localized.  An 
increase in the natural rate of channel scour and deposition more than 10 or so meters downstream of 
the road crossings was not apparent at any of the stream crossing locations.  It was also concluded 
that streamside tree harvesting did not significantly affect long term bank stability. 
 
Based on these observations, it is concluded that there was no significant impacts to downstream 
water quality or fish habitat downstream of the Block. 
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8. Statement of Limitations 
 
This report was prepared for the Private Managed Forest Land Council.  The material in this report 
reflects Shawn Hamilton and Associates best judgment in light of the information available to us at 
the time of preparing this report.  Conclusions and recommendations in this report are based on an 
analysis of the best available information and professional judgement that is subject to a degree of 
scientific uncertainty, and therefore cannot be used as absolute fact.  Shawn Hamilton and Associates 
has made the findings and conclusions set out in this report in a manner consistent with the level of 
care and skill normally exercised by members of the environmental science profession practicing 
under similar conditions at the time the work was performed. 
 
The report author believes this report to be accurate.  However, he cannot guarantee the completeness 
or accuracy of information supplied to him.  Any use which a third party, other than the parties 
mentioned above, makes of this report, or any reliance on, or decisions to be made based on it, are the 
responsibility of such third parties.  The author accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, 
suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions taken. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 


