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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background 

 

The 2004 fire season was considerably active within the Vanderhoof Forest District 

(MOFR 2006).  While the 2003 fire seasons remains vivid in the minds of British 

Columbian’s due to many large fires throughout the province, the 2004 fire season was 

still substantial in this area.  The 2005 fire season was considerably quieter than the 

previous two however, a few large local fires were of concern within the District. 

 

This project focuses on provincial parks and protected areas impacted by mountain pine 

beetle and forest fires located near or within the following areas: Finger-Tatuk Provincial 

Park, Nechako Canyon Protected Area, and the Stuart River Provincial Park.  A summary 

of the fire activity near each of the areas is provided (Table 1).   

Table 1.  Summary of fire activity within each of three parks.  

Park or Protected Area Name of Fire Size (hectares) 
Finger-Tatuk Tatuk Lake (2004) 

East of Tatuk Lake (2005) 
1,821 ha 
12,500 ha 

Nechako Canyon Kenney Dam (2004) 10,300 ha 
Stuart River Chinlac (2005) 517 ha 
 

During these fires, several kilometers of fire guards and access roads were created to aid 

fire suppression activities and to act as fire breaks around valuable resources (i.e. 

infrastructure within Finger-Tatuk Provincial Park).  As a requirement under the Forest 

Fire Prevention and Suppression Regulation (FFPSR), all fire suppression operations such 

as access roads, trails, fire guards and other suppression works must be stabilized such 

that natural drainage patterns are restored and surface erosion is minimized.  This may be 

achieved by: 

(a) stabilizing and revegetating soil disturbed or exposed by heavy equipment;  
 
(b) disposing of slash and debris by felling, bucking, scattering or burning; 
 
(c) stabilizing cuts and fills;  
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(d) stabilizing of stream channels and stream beds at stream crossings;  
 
(e) stabilizing sump and dam locations.  
  

 

Since the FFPSR does not contain any special requirements for protected areas and parks, 

this project was initiated and funded by the Ministry of Environment (MOE) Mountain 

Pine Beetle Response to ensure previous fire suppression activities are not and have not 

impacted Park and ecological values and to ensure that the areas involved with the 

suppression activities have been rehabilitated to the satisfaction of Parks.  In addition, 

possible changes to future fire break creation or rehabilitation works within parks were to 

be investigated.  

 
1.2  Objectives 

 

Fire suppression rehabilitation activities have recently occurred within the two parks and 

one protected area.  However further assessments and follow-up monitoring had not yet 

been completed.  The objectives of this project were to: 

� Identify park and ecological values at risk; 

� Assess the effectiveness of the rehabilitation work completed;  

� Identify areas of concern; 

� Recommend, if necessary, further rehabilitation actions; and 

� Recommend how fire breaks within parks and protected areas could be managed 

in the future. 

 

1.3 Study Areas 

 

The study area is comprised of the three previously mentioned areas: Finger Tatuk 

Provincial Park, Nechako Canyon Protected Area, and the Stuart River Provincial Park.  

All three areas have been impacted by fire, fire suppression activities and the Mountain 

Pine Beetle (MPB) epidemic in the last few years. 
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Finger Tatuk Provincial Park (17,151 hectares) is located approximately 65 km south of 

Vanderhoof, along the Kluskus Forest Service Road.  The park varies in elevation from 

900 m to 1250 m and is primarily characterized by hybrid white spruce and lodgepole 

pine forests interspaced with lakes and small wetlands.  Abundant pine harvesting is 

occurring in areas adjacent to the park.  There are many wetlands and important fish 

bearing streams with abundant fish populations and numerous wildlife viewing 

opportunities.  These features make this area well used by backcountry recreationalists.   

 

Accelerated harvesting adjacent to the park and fire suppression activities have been 

identified as threats to the natural environment within this park.  The portion of the park 

designated as “Natural Environment” comprises 44% of the total area.  This designation 

provides protection for the scenic values and provision of backcountry recreation 

opportunities in a largely undisturbed natural environment.  The majority of the guards 

have been created in the area designated as natural environment.   

 

The Nechako Canyon Protected Area (1,246 hectares) is located 80 km southwest of 

Vanderhoof, BC and is accessible via the Kenney Dam Road.  The park is situated below 

Kenney Dam along the Nechako Canyon, extending to a point 3 km north of Cheslatta 

Falls.  This area allows for the protection of dramatic water erosion features (Nechako 

Canyon), significant fish spawning habitat, and representation of a portion of the 

provincially significant ramifications of the Kenney Dam (MOE 2003a).  In addition, it is 

also important for First Nations cultural values represented by a high concentration of 

archaeological sites.   

 

The entire park has been zoned as “Natural Environment” to provide backcountry 

recreation opportunities associated with appreciation of the special natural and cultural 

values of this protected area.  The primary threats identified for this park include timber 

harvesting and grazing/feeding by local range herds.     

 

Stuart River Provincial Park (21,021 hectares) is located along the Stuart River corridor 

between Fort St. James and Vanderhoof, BC.   The park is separated by private land into 
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two sections (upper and lower).  The lower section of the park in which the Chinlac fire 

was located, includes the confluence of the Stuart and Nechako rivers and is located 30 

km east of Vanderhoof.   

 

Stuart River Provincial Park provides the largest provincial representation of the Sub-

boreal Spruce Stuart dry warm (SBSdw3) biogeoclimatic variant, and protects riparian 

areas and upland forests associated with the major river systems of the plateau.  It has 

been zoned “Nature Recreation” to protect scenic values and provide backcountry 

recreation opportunities in a largely undisturbed natural environment. 

 

The primary threats identified for this park are land cultivation, boating, adjacent forest 

harvesting, grazing/feeding, and fire suppression activities (MOE 2005).  This park has 

high First Nations values throughout the park, especially the Chinlac Village Site.  It also 

has significant salmon migration routes, ungulate winter range areas, and important 

habitat for trumpeter swans (Cygnus buccinator).  
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2.0 METHODOLOGY  

 

While there are regulations pertaining to the rehabilitation of fire suppression activities 

(Section 1.1), there are no provincial or federal standards for conducting post 

rehabilitation monitoring of these activities.  Triton’s recommended approach for 

conducting post-rehabilitation assessments was reviewed by MOE during the proposal 

stage and was deemed acceptable by MOE to meet their requirements.   

 

Prior to field work, each of the three park management plans were reviewed to determine 

the ecological values at risk, which may have been impacted by the fire guards and the 

associated rehabilitative activities.   

 

All fire guard sections located within each of the parks were walked and the following 

information was recorded: 

� wildlife use (i.e. ungulate trails); 
� raptor nests; 
� den sites; 
� any impediments to wildlife movement; 
� erosion and sedimentation concerns; 
� impacts to watercourses; 
� public access points; 
� extensive windthrow areas; 
� invasive plant occurrences; and 
� general success of seeding activities. 

 

Any areas of concern or features of interest were photographed (Appendices 1-3) and 

GPS locations were recorded and mapped on the digital Terrain Resource Inventory 

Mapping (TRIM) base (Appendix 4).  These GPS points along with the photographs, 

provide a visual record of the areas visited.  All points taken and their associated 

comments are provided (Appendix 5).       
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3.0 RESULTS 

 

3.1 Finger-Tatuk Provincial Park  

A total of six fire guards were assessed within Finger-Tatuk Provincial Park on 

September 7, 2006.  All were easily accessible by road.  Overall, the majority of the 

guards within this park seem to have been successfully rehabilitated; however some of the 

guards have minor issues which should be addressed. 

 

FT 1 

 

No recent evidence of public use was observed along this guard however, one tree had 

been cut and older tracks were barely visible due to vegetation.  Due to its direct 

connection to a public road, it can be used by recreational Off Road Vehicle’s (ORV) to 

access the edge of Finger Lake.  There are no features to discourage ORV use and only 

minor cutting of downed trees would be required to access the lake.  Recent MPB salvage 

activities have increased the road network near this guard and thus, increased the risk for 

future use.   

 

It appears that the vegetation along the lake edge was cleared.   Lake riparian zones do not 

have the same restrictions as stream riparian zones.  Lakes larger than 1000 hectares do 

not have a riparian reserve or management zone.  Clearing is permitted with the 

understanding that fisheries and wildlife values are to be maintained (Province of BC 

1995).  The clearance of 15 m of riparian at the end of this break should not negatively 

impact fisheries and wildlife values within this area.  A silt fence was observed at the top 

of the bank, and since the area has been successfully revegetated with grasses, the silt 

fencing should be removed (Appendix 1; Figure 4).  Seeding at the beginning and end of 

the guard has been successful but the middle section is lacking vegetative cover 

(Appendix 1; Figure 1).  It is not known if this area was unsuccessfully seeded or whether 

seeding did not occur at this location. 
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Ungulate trails, pellets and coyote scat were observed along the edge of the guard.  The 

debris does not appear to impede wildlife movement as two wildlife trails were observed 

crossing the guard closer to the lake edge.   

 

A dry gully was observed with minor erosion occurring on the guard.  It appears that this 

is rainfall induced surface erosion and does not present a risk of sediment transport to fish 

habitat.  No dens or raptor nests were observed along the guard but they may be located 

within the adjacent forested areas. 

 

FT 2 

 

This guard was accessible from the road to the Finger Lake Lodge.  The first section of 

the guard is an old deactivated road (Appendix 1; Figure 5).  No ORV access was 

observed along the guard however, there are no features that would discourage avid ORV 

users.  Only minor tree cutting would be required to open up the road to ORV use.     

 

A 10-15 m wide riparian area along the lake was retained, although some windthrow was 

observed.  An ungulate trail was observed between the end of the guard and the lake edge.   

 

The first section of the guard is located within an older cutblock, which had little debris 

present to impede wildlife movement.   Grass and shrub revegetation was prevalent and a 

heavily used wildlife trail was observed along one side of the guard.   

 

At GPS point 7, the guard becomes wider and is surrounded by mature pine and spruce 

forests (Appendix 1; Figure 9).  There is a significant amount of debris scattered across 

the guard.  In some places the debris depth is in excess of 0.5 m which may impede 

ungulate movement (Waterhouse et al. 1990) (Appendix 1; Figure 10).  Approximately 

30 m upslope from the end of the guard, a gap in the debris may be providing a crossing 

point as some ungulate tracks were observed.     
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While a watercourse is mapped along the eastern edge of this guard, no evidence of a 

channel was observed.  A dry gully was found adjacent to the guard from the corner to 

approximately 200 m upslope of the lake.  No other watercourses were observed along 

this guard.  This gully is fully vegetated and no sedimentation or erosion concerns were 

noted. 

 

No wildlife dens or raptor nests were observed along the guard.  A gray jay (Perisoreus 

Canadensis) was observed along the edge of the guard during the assessment.  Moose 

pellets were observed along a wildlife trail located adjacent to the guard through the older 

cutblock. 

 

FT 3 

 

Despite direct access from a public road, no ORV use was observed along this guard and 

its main spur.  However, due to the low amount of debris scattered along the first section, 

it is possible that future use may occur and barrier structures or increased slash/debris is 

recommended.  

 

Further along the guard, abundant slash was observed.  While the majority of it was well 

scattered across the guard, some was in piles (Appendix 1; Figure 16).  Debris that was 

not in piles was close to ground and primarily perpendicular to the guard, and does not 

appear to impede ungulate movement.   Ungulate signs observed within this guard 

included tracks, scat, and bear sign (disturbed stumps and digging areas).   The west fork 

had slightly less debris and similar wildlife usage. 

 

Revegetation of this guard appears to be successful.  Grasses and shrubs have covered 

80% of the area along both sections.  In addition, no erosion or sedimentation concerns 

were noted and no watercourses were affected by the guard. 
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FT 4 

 

This guard is accessed from the main road leading to Tatuk Lake Lodge.  Although no 

current usage was evident, it could easily be used by ORV in the future as only minor 

amounts of tree cutting would be required.      

 

While the majority of the slash has been scattered across the guard, a few slash piles are 

still present and should be disposed of (Appendix 1; Figures 22 and 27).     

 

Wildlife trails were observed along many sections of this guard.  In some areas where 

debris was thicker, trails would continue through the pine forest and reemerge further 

along the guard.  The upper section of the main guard and the spur have significant 

amounts of rock and debris which would impede ungulate movement (Appendix 1; 

Figures 28 and 31).  These areas provide good habitat for rodents and smaller mammals, 

however given the depth of slash and numerous large boulders, this area would impede 

ungulate movements.   

 

Some sections appear to have significant grass take (Appendix 1; Figures 19 and 26) 

whereas others were lacking vegetative cover and compact bare soils were prevalent 

(Appendix 1; Figure 22).  The steep slope above the wetland area at the beginning of the 

guard was well vegetated and grass take was excellent.  However, other areas such as 

those surrounding the bog areas, heavy debris areas and cutslopes did not have grass 

present and it is not known if these areas were seeded.    

 

Several non-visible channels (NVC) and non-classified drainages (NCD) were traversed 

by this guard.  Two bog areas were observed along the guard.  The first area was avoided 

as the guard was constructed around its perimeter.  However, the guard is located along 

the edge of the second wetland area and seepage onto the guard has occurred (Appendix 

1; Figure 24).  The formation of standing water in new locations alters the local drainage 

patterns and influences vegetation communities in the adjacent area.     
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Several tracks were observed around the upper bog area as it likely provides a water 

source for wildlife and access to it is fairly easy along the guard.  The sediment-laden 

water on the guard and surrounding area does not appear to be leading to a fish bearing 

stream and it is likely being filtered through the surrounding vegetation.    

 

 FT 5 and 6 

 

Both of these guards were located at the edge private property surrounding the Tatuk 

Lake Lodge.  They have been successfully seeded and no ORV use was observed 

(Appendix 1; Figures 33 and 34).  Very little debris was present along each of the guards 

and therefore, impediment to ungulate movement was nil.  No erosion or sedimentation 

issues were observed.  The western portion of FT 6 is a road used by the landowner.  The 

helicopter area at the end of FT 5 was completely revegetated with grasses.  

 

 

3.2 Nechako Canyon Protected Area 

A total of five fire guards were assessed within the Nechako Canyon Protected Area on 

September 12, 2006.  While these guards extended to areas outside of the protected area 

boundaries, only the sections within the area were assessed.  No guards were accessible 

by road and needed to be accessed on foot.  Overall, the majority of the guards have been 

rehabilitated successfully with minor issues observed.  

 

NC 1 

This guard has three small spurs (1A, 1B, and 1C) (Appendix 4; Figure 2) originating 

from the main break and conditions were similar along each section.   

 

This guard is accessible on foot from the end of an old road (4-wheel drive access).  No 

evidence of usage was observed along this guard or the spurs, however little debris in 

most areas would not deter ORV use from occurring in the future. 
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The majority of this guard is located along an old road therefore little debris was 

observed, especially along the eastern end (Appendix 2; Figure 9).  From the point of 

commencement (POC) to spur 1A, there is a consistent amount of debris which is slightly 

more than the surrounding stand.  Overall, there is little impedance to ungulate movement 

through this section.  Along spur 1B, debris amounts are similar to that found along the 

main break but they are slightly more than that found within the surrounding forested 

area.  From spur 1C to the end of the main break, there is little debris and abundant 

wildlife tracks were present.  Abundant moose and deer tracks and scat were observed 

frequently along the guard (Appendix 2; Figure 7).  

 

Vegetation was primarily in the form of low grasses and some shrubs.  This appears to be 

natural revegetation and not from seeding activities due to sparseness and similarity of 

species in the vegetation adjacent to the guard.  Some sections had very little vegetation 

and exposed soils were dominant.  If seeding had occurred, the soil is highly compacted 

which does not provide a good growing medium.   A vegetated buffer was present at the 

end of the guard above canyon (Appendix 2; Figure 10).   

 

No erosion or sedimentation issues were observed along any of these sections.  A few 

NCD’s were observed however, due to low gradients and vegetation along each of these 

areas, no erosion issues were found (Appendix 2; Figure 4).   

 

No dens or raptor nests were observed along the guard however several songbirds were 

heard along the sections of the guard adjacent to previously harvested areas.  The eastern 

section of the main guard is within the burned area and it is unlikely that dens would be 

found (little CWD and boulders) however some nests may be created in the abundant 

dead standing trees.     
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NC 2 

 

Only a short section of this guard was located within the park boundary.  The boundary is 

located 600 m from the end of the nearest road (Appendix 2; Figure 11) and no ORV 

access to the park was noted along this section.   

 

Ungulate trails were noted along the north side of the guard and near the west end.  

Several trails were also noted within the forest area surrounding the guard.  Debris was 

abundant and deep (> 50 cm) in some areas, which would impede ungulate movement 

across the guard but within this short section, it appears that wildlife are utilizing areas 

adjacent to the guard and their overall movement is not negatively impacted.   

 

No evidence of grass seeding was found however, natural regeneration of shrubs was 

evident.  No drainages were observed and no erosion or sedimentation concerns were 

noted.  Although no dens or nests were observed, they may be present in the areas 

adjacent to the guard.   

 

 

NC 3 

 

The assessed portion of this guard is located 600 m from the end of the nearest road.  No 

evidence of ORV use was observed and due to its distance from the nearest access point, 

it is unlikely that this guard will be used for recreational purposes in the future.   

 

Evidence of fire is prevalent in the area surrounding this guard.  The natural regeneration 

of this area is significant with abundant grasses and fireweed.  Vegetated sections were 

found along the guard but observers were unable to distinguish seeded areas from those 

naturally revegetated.    

 

This guard crosses over one NCD just within the park boundary (Appendix 2; Figure 14).  

While the drainage was dry at the time of the assessment, evidence of discontinuous 
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surface scour suggests there is significant flow during spring melt, which could result in 

the transport of some sediment downslope of the crossing.  The surface scour is not 

continuous and the gentle slopes and abundant vegetation would likely be sufficient to 

prevent sediment transport to fish bearing habitat further downslope.   Recommendations 

would normally include placing rock within the swale to reduce erosion during spring 

flows, however, revegetation is occurring and should be adequate by next spring to reduce 

any erosion in that crossing.  

 

A wildlife trail was observed along the edge of the guard for most of its length.  However, 

at 190 m from the park boundary, extensive debris was present and may be hindering 

ungulate movement through this section (Appendix 2; Figure 16).  Wildlife movement 

may be impeded along sections where the debris is greater than 0.5 m deep.  

Recommendations for this section are provided (Section 4.2).  

 

 

NC 4 

 

Large harvested cutblocks were traversed en route to this guard but no roads were 

crossed.  No ORV sign was observed along this guard and due to its distance from the 

nearest road, it is unlikely that it would be utilized to access the park. 

 

It is likely that this section of guard was not seeded as most of the revegetation appears to 

be natural.  Species are similar to those found adjacent to the guard which have been 

burned, and abundant fireweed was observed (Appendix 2; Figure 19). 

 

Debris has been scattered through the guard and no large piles were observed.  The debris 

is scattered enough to allow ungulate movement and does not appear to be impeding 

travel as a trail was observed along portions of the guard. 

 

The guard ends at the top of the slope above the canyon.  Some exposed soil is present 

(Appendix 2; Figure 20) and while rainfall erosion may transport some of the soils into 
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the draw, the draw is vegetated and would prevent sediment from entering the canyon 

below. 

 

NC 5 

 

Given its distance from the nearest road, it would be difficult to access this guard by 

ORV.  No ORV usage was observed and the only evidence of public use is a well marked 

hiking trail (First Nations historic route) adjacent to some sections of this guard.  Some 

windthrow has occurred along portions of the hiking trail adjacent to the guard and will 

need to be cleared during trail maintenance. 

 

The depth of debris may deter ungulate movement in some areas, however, the areas of 

deeper debris are short in length and breaks within the debris do provide passage 

opportunities (Appendix 2; Figure 22).  Several tracks were observed along the hiking 

trail and along the edge of the guard where the debris depth was minimal.      

 

There were no areas where it was apparent that seeding had taken place, however, natural 

regeneration of shrubs and grasses is starting to occur (Appendix 2; Figure 24).  No 

drainages were observed along this section of guard and no erosion or sedimentation 

issues were found.   

 

This fire guard crossed over the First Nations historic trail but was not located near any of 

the mapped archaeological sites.  None of the other guards within the park boundary were 

located near mapped archaeological sites.    

 

No dens or raptors nests were observed along the guard but it is likely that they may be 

found within the forested area adjacent to the guard.    
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3.3 Stuart River Provincial Park 

 

Two fire guards were assessed within the Stuart River Provincial Park on September 20, 

2006.  SR 1 is located just above the bluffs along the Nechako River and intersects SR 2 

approximately 1.2 km north of the bluffs.  SR 1 was accessible by boat and SR 2 was 

accessible by road.  The first 3 km of SR 2 was a deactivated access road created for fire 

suppression activities.  

 

SR 1 

This guard has been used by ORV’s, which were likely deployed from an old access road 

north of the SR 2 guard (GPS point SR2-3) (Appendix 4; Figure 3).  A large section of 

the guard within one of the steep gullies is used by ORV’s (Appendix 3; Figure 2).  There 

is recent evidence of tree cutting and no vegetation has been established along this 

section.   It is likely the same trail that was observed along SR 2 and is being used by 

hunters to access the area.  The usage of ORV’s by hunters within the park had already 

been identified as a possible issue due to a corresponding increase in hunting pressure 

(MOE 2005).  

 

Overall, revegetation along the guard is good (Appendix 3; Figure 4) however, some 

sections have been significantly impacted by ORV use (Appendix 3; Figure 3).  The lack 

of vegetation along the trail sections used by ORV’s increases the risk of erosion and 

sediment transport.   

 

Even though there was a mapped drainage located in the main gully, no defined stream 

channel was observed.  However, due to the lack of vegetation and exposed soils along 

the steeper sections of the gully, there is still a risk of sediment mobilization to fish 

habitat further downslope through surface runoff.  Excess sediment transported into 

vegetated areas can also prevent the growth of certain species and alter the type and 

quality of terrestrial habitat.  Recommendations for this section of guard are provided in 

Section 4.3. 
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No significant wildlife trails were observed and no nests or dens were noted.  Debris was 

not an impediment to wildlife movement along this guard.   

 

 

SR 2 

 

The start of this guard is accessible from a 4-wheel drive road (Appendix 3; Figure 5).  

While there is no sign of ORV usage at the start of this guard, a heavily used ORV trail 

was observed approximately 1.5 km in from the road.  At GPS point 2, where the ORV 

trail is first observed, the end of another older road is mapped.  This road may be the 

starting point for the ORV trail.  This trail crosses onto the guard and continues along the 

guard to the junction with SR 1.  Recent cutting of debris was observed to open up the 

trail and trampling of vegetation was evident. 

 

The revegetation levels vary along this guard.  Some areas appear to have been seeded 

and have taken well while others have little vegetation cover which may be due to 

wildlife use or high soil compaction.  Natural regeneration does appear to be starting in 

most areas. 

 

A few well used wildlife trails were observed along this guard (Appendix 3; Figures 7 

and 10).  This park is known to contain ungulate winter range and is a prime area for 

moose and elk hunting (MOE 2005).   

 

According to TRIM, this guard crosses several drainages however, no streams were 

observed.  There were no erosion and sedimentation issues associated with these 

watercourses (NVC) as minor amounts of exposed soils were observed and most areas 

were vegetated.  No dens or raptor nests were observed but they are likely present in the 

forested areas adjacent to the guard. 
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4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

The following summarizes possible additional works on the current fire guards to 

facilitate rehabilitation.   

 

4.1 Finger-Tatuk Provincial Park 

Recommended rehabilitation works for the guards in Finger-Tatuk Provincial Park 

include: 

 

1) Install barrier features or increased slash/debris at the start of NC 1 as it may be 

utilized by ORV’s in the future.  The placement of boulders or concrete lock blocks 

may discourage the use of ORV’s along these guards.  Large triangular concrete 

blocks have been used to discourage the use of deactivated forest roads by vehicles 

and ORV’s. If blocks are not available, placing abundant debris for 50 – 100 m in 

from the access road may deter people from using this guard.  The use of signage, 

trenches, or gates may be other alternatives to discourage ORV use within these areas.    

2) Remove silt fencing as vegetation is adequately reestablished.  The vegetation at the 

end of FT 1 is sufficient such that the silt fencing can be removed.  If removal will 

cause further disturbance, then cut the fencing and support stakes down to ground 

level to allow wildlife movement across that area.   

3) Disperse all debris piles including those left along FT 4.  While small debris piles 

provide habitat for some small mammals and birds, the FFPSR requires that slash be 

dispersed by bucking, falling, scattering or burning.  Slash piles do not create 

microsites for seed germination nor do they help prevent soil erosion.  Moose are a 

species of management concern within this area and ensuring their movements are not 

impeded is important.  While fisher and marten are also noted in the Vanderhoof 

LRMP (1997), these furbearers tend to utilized large cottonwood trees > 90 cm in 

diameter as denning sites which were limited in the area and therefore decreases the 

likelihood that they are present within the park boundaries.   

4) Create pathways through areas of dense slash to facilitate wildlife movement (upper 

section of FT4, lower section of FT 2).  These pathways would be perpendicular to the 
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guard to allow wildlife to cross the guard.  Small gaps in the debris would not likely 

be noticeable from the start of the guard and these should not influence the impact of 

debris as a preventative measure for ORV use.     

5) Areas of FT 4 (see Appendix 5) and the middle of FT 1 (near the gully) need to be 

seeded as exposed soils were observed in several areas.  Soils may need to be properly 

prepared (loosened) otherwise seeds may not take.  Even though some areas of 

exposed soil may not be an erosion or sedimentation concern, not seeding them may 

allow for the establishment of introduced or noxious species.    

 

 

4.2 Nechako Canyon Protected Area 

Recommended rehabilitation works for the guards in the Nechako Canyon Protected Area 

include: 

 

1) Install barrier features at start of each guard that is easily accessible from an access 

road.  NC 1 may be utilized by ORV’s in the future.  During the assessment, hunting 

vehicles with ORV’s were observed within the vicinity of the guard.  The placement 

of boulders or concrete lock blocks may discourage the use of ORV’s along this 

guard.  As mentioned before, abundant debris may be used to deter use instead of 

blocks.  See section 4.1 for other options.  

2) Create pathways through areas of dense slash to facilitate wildlife movement (upper 

section of NC 3).   

3) Additional assessments of danger trees may be required near the hiking trail along NC 

5.  

 

 

4.3 Stuart River Provincial Park  

Recommended rehabilitation works for the guards in the Stuart River Provincial Park 

include: 

 

1) Install barrier features at the start of SR 2.  At this time, this is not an access point for 
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ORV users however, it may in the future.   

2) Determine the exact start and end of the ORV trail and placing barriers at these 

points.  This trail likely starts on the older road north of the SR 2 guard and access to 

this road should be decommissioned.    

3) Completely deactivate (recontour) the guard along the gully (SR1) and place barrier 

structures to prevent usage.  Concrete blocks are likely more suitable than trees, which 

have been recently cut.  Once slope is recontoured, seed and mulch the guard to 

prevent future erosion and sediment mobilization.  The ORV trail could be used to 

access this area to conduct the works but then deactivate the trail as crews work 

backwards to the beginning of the trail.     

 

 

4.4 Future Works 

 

Upon review of the current conditions along the guards and recommendations provided in 

other literature, general recommendations to future fire break rehabilitation activities with 

these parks are provided.     

 

Comprehensive mapping of each fire guard within and adjacent to park boundaries 

immediately after or during rehabilitation works is recommended.  GPS points and digital 

mapping of each guard provides transferable information that can be used by multiple 

parties.  This will allow other parties to locate guards in a more efficient manner and 

provide a database of known guard locations in the event they are needed for future fire 

suppression activities. 

 

The use of rehabilitated fire guards instead of creating new guards, should help minimize 

the impacts of these activities on the surrounding park and ecological values and be faster 

in terms of fire response.  By re-using fire guards, the disturbance footprint within the 

park boundaries would be less than if new guards are constantly created.  Existing guards 

should be able to preserve the values of the parks that have been previously identified 

(such as wetland areas, ungulate winter ranges, businesses and archeological sites).  Areas 



 

Triton Environmental Consultants Ltd.  3756/WP#:P-1558 
December 15, 2006  Page 21 

of concern such as stream crossings and wetlands would already be documented and 

therefore impacts could be minimized through properly planning (i.e. culvert crossings 

over streams, different equipment to be dispatched).  This being said, fire behaviour can 

be unpredictable and new guards may be required in some areas to aid fire suppression 

activities.  

 

The creation of a database which identifies areas of concern in other parks and protected 

areas would be beneficial when determining the potential location of fire guards within 

other areas.  Fish and fish habitat inventories can provide digital information regarding 

location of fish bearing streams, wetlands and fisheries sensitive zones and the species 

that inhabit them.  Ungulate winter range areas have been identified and delineated in 

some areas.  A current digital road network would likely be available from Ministry of 

Forest and Range and local industries and areas of archaeological significance are likely 

recorded with local First Nations groups.  Businesses operating within or adjacent to park 

and protected area boundaries would also be recorded.  By knowing the location of these 

key features and values prior to a fire event, fire guard creation may be directed away 

from such values and be more efficient since candidate locations are already established. 

        

Presently, the requirements outlined in the FFSPR for rehabilitation of fire guards states 

that slash and debris must be disposed of.  Example treatments to meet this requirement 

include felling, bucking, scattering and/or burning (MOFR 2004).  While the scattering of 

slash on the ground does create microsites for seed germination and reduced soil erosion 

(MOFR 2005), it is most effective if the slash is in close proximity to the ground.  Areas 

of deep slash (> 0.5 m), and areas with spaces between the ground and the slash impede 

ungulate movement and are less effective for seed germination and prevention of soil 

erosion.  These requirements could be more specific so as to improve wildlife movement, 

provide a more suitable growing medium for vegetation, and increase soil stability.  

Bucking of trees allows for more of the tree’s length to be in contact with the ground 

increasing soil stability and increasing overall decomposition rates. 
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For instance, some research into the depth of slash and how it relates to wildlife 

movement has been conducted.  While the results of this research is closely based on 

MOF spacing requirements in harvested areas (MOF 1995),  they can be used to create 

areas more viable to wildlife movement while still meeting the fire guard rehabilitative 

requirements.  It has been found that slash depths of > 20 cm tend to be avoided by 

several mammals including mule deer, moose and coyote (Waterhouse et al. 1988).  

Bucking trees into 4 m lengths and avoiding slash depths of greater than 0.5 m may be 

beneficial to wildlife movement.  If large continuous areas of slash can’t be avoided, then 

the creation of gaps through slash may facilitate movement (Waterhouse et al. 1990).  

Understanding that time and budgets can be constraints during rehabilitative works, it 

may not be conducive to buck all debris into 4 m lengths but creating gaps for movement 

may be possible.       

 

The treatment of slash along the fire guards should be able to meet the requirements of 

soil stability and erosion prevention while maintaining wildlife habitat for species of 

management concern within the given area.  The above mentioned recommendation is 

beneficial for moose and other ungulates; however since other areas may have different 

species of concern (i.e. marten or fisher), slash dispersal should be flexible enough to 

provide habitat for them as well.  For example, bucking of trees to ensure they are in 

contact with the ground may actually reduce sub-nivean access for furbearers such as 

marten.    

 

Seeding along these guards was obvious in some areas and less in others.  Since there was 

no documentation on which areas were seeded, it makes recommending additional 

seeding difficult.  A record of seeding activities (including mix used, application rates, 

and GPS location of sections completed) is beneficial for long-term monitoring of 

seeding efforts and allows for adaptive management.  Understanding that some areas may 

not need seeding due to gentle terrain and lack of erosion concerns, it is important to note 

this and other information as part of the rehabilitation plan so they are not identified as 

areas to reseed therefore reducing costs associated with a reseeding program.  
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It is also recommended that native grass seed mix be used rather than the local restoration 

mix that was used (pers.com. R. MacDonald, BC Parks) in order to maintain ecological 

values present within each park (SE 2003).  Local restoration mixes usually include 

species that are quick growing (e.g. fall rye) to provide protection from erosion and 

sediment mobilization but are not necessarily native species.  For example, Vanderhoof 

MOF has used a roadside mix which included introduced species such as timothy 

(Phleum pretense) and orchardgrass (Dactylis glomerata) (MOE 2006).  Seeding with 

non-native species should be minimized as they are likely to become invasive, choking 

out native species (Wolf 1995).   

 

In order to protect the park values, it is recommended that an appropriate seed mix for the 

provincial park be identified and used after future fire suppression activities (MOFR 

2005).  It has been recommended by the Forest Practices Board that suitable seed mixed 

be identified within each forest region.  BC Parks may also wish to review these mixes or 

propose acceptable mixes to ensure they are appropriate for each park and protected area.  

In addition, sources of native seed and the amount available should be identified prior to 

the next fire season.     

 

Some research has been completed to determine native plant seed mixes and species that 

may be successfully germinated.  At this time, a general native grass seed mixture for 

reclamation on the west coast of British Columbia can only include those species for 

which seed multiplication has been successfully started.  Examples of native grasses used 

in BC which seed multiplication has been successfully started include Alaska bromegrass 

(Bromus sitchensis Trin) and blue wild rye (Elymus glaucus).  There have been other 

attempts at cultivating more northern native grass seed and thus far violet wheatgrass 

(Agropyron violaceum), is available in reasonable quantity (Kennedy 1993).  

 

It has also been suggested that the only way to successfully restore vegetation is to replant 

the tree species found within the park.  For example, replanting fire guards with lodgepole 

pine (Pinus contorta) not only restores the guards to the natural state but also provides, 

over the long term, a vegetation barrier to vehicle access (McCrory 2005).  This would be 
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more costly than reseeding and is not recommended if guards are going to be used again 

for fire suppression activities (discussed earlier).  In addition, replanting lodgepole pine 

may not be desirable in areas currently affected by the MPB epidemic.      

 

The FFSPR requires a fire rehabilitation plan to be submitted within 10 days of fire 

suppression if heavy equipment was used to construct guards, trails, camps, staging areas 

or helipads.  These plans can vary from prescriptions to reports and standardization of 

these could ensure all aspects of rehabilitation are met including proper seeding and 

documentation of seeded areas, proper falling and bucking of debris, creation of trails for 

wildlife movement, slope stability, sediment and erosion concerns, water quality, and 

future access.  

 

In addition, these rehabilitation plans should acknowledge higher level plan objectives, 

for example Purpose Statement and Zoning Plans and Land Resource Management Plans, 

to obtain specific management objectives for values of concern which may include 

archeological, ecological or recreational values.  These plans should be flexible enough to 

meet the FFPSR requirements as a minimum guide and accommodate the specific values 

of each park and protected area.  

 

Developed by Saskatchewan Environment, an “impacts assessment form” is used to keep 

track of all reclamation activities along fire guards (Appendix 6) (SE 2003).  This 

provides a consistent framework for both the implementation of rehab activities and for 

future monitoring.  While this is not a requirement within BC, adopting this or something 

similar is recommended.  This would provide a basis for which long-term monitoring of 

rehabilitation works on all fire guards could be completed.    
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5.0 SUMMARY 

�

The majority of the assessed guards within the three parks have met their rehabilitation 

requirements as per the FFPSR but further rehabilitation effort is required to protect Park 

values that are at risk and those that could be in the future.  Activities such as removing 

ORV access, preventing future ORV access, creating gaps in debris to facilitate wildlife 

movement, seeding with native seed mixes, and proper disposal of slash still need to be 

addressed.    

 

If the previously discussed recommendations are adopted by BC Parks, future monitoring 

of fire suppression activities may become more efficient and require fewer additional 

rehabilitative works after the initial activities.    
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APPENDIX 1 

 

PHOTOGRAPHS:  

Finger Tatuk Provincial Park 
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Figure 1.  Looking north to the start of FT 1 at northern edge of Finger Lake. 

 
Figure 2. Looking south at typical debris and conditions along FT 1. 
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Figure 3. Revegetation along FT 1 just upslope of Finger Lake Pond. 

 
Figure 4. Silt fence to be removed at end of FT 1 now that vegetation is present. 
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Figure 5. Start of FT 2 at junction with road to lodge.  

 
Figure 6.  Typical conditions along old road section of FT 2. 
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Figure 7. Grass area at corner in FT 2.  Note little debris to impede wildlife movement.  

 
Figure 8. Looking north along FT 2 towards mature forest area at edge of old cutblock. 
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Figure 9. Increase in debris and width of guard as distance to Finger Lake decreases.  

 
Figure 10. Deep debris near end of FT 2. 
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Figure 11. Looking north to end of FT 2 and the riparian buffer left along lake edge. 

 
Figure 12. Start of FT 3 (GPS point 45). 
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Figure 13. Typical conditions through plantation on FT 3.   

 
Figure 15. Conditions approaching Finger Lake on FT 3. 
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Figure 16.  Debris pile left at end of FT 3 near end of Finger Lake. 

 
Figure 17. Typical conditions along west fork of FT 3. 
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Figure 18. End of west fork of guard FT 3. 

 
Figure 19.  Start of FT 4, looking west towards road. 
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Figure 20.  Grass seeding took well on slope near beginning of FT 4. 

 
Figure 21.  Typical debris conditions along FT 4. 
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Figure 22.  Debris pile and associated exposed soil along FT 4. 

 
Figure 23.  Area of deep slash which is difficult to traverse on FT 4. 
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Figure 24.  Edge of wetland area along FT 4 where no revegetation is occurring. 

 
Figure 25.  Cut slope which has not been deactivated or revegetated. 
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Figure 26.  Successful grass seeding area 300 m from end of FT 4. 

 
Figure 27.  Slash pile at GPS point 16 on FT 4. 
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Figure 28.  Significant impedance to ungulate movement near end of FT 4. 

 
Figure 29.  End of east fork of FT 4.  Debris has been placed within bog perimeter.  
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Figure 30.  End of west fork of FT 4.  Note depth of debris and little vegetation. 

 
Figure 31.  Typical depth and amount of debris along west fork of FT 4. 
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Figure 32.  View of FT 5, looking east from main road to lodge.  

 
Figure 33.  View of guard surrounding private lodge, FT 5.   
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Figure 34.  View of FT 6 surrounding private lodge with successful grass seeding. 

 
Figure 35.  Some minor soil exposure along FT 6. 
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Figure 36.  View of the end of FT 6 above Tatuk Lake.
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APPENDIX 2.  

 

PHOTOGRAPHS:  

Nechako Canyon Protected Area 
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Figure 1.  Conditions at POC of NC 1. 

 
Figure 2.  Typical conditions near west end of guard. 
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Figure 3.  Typical conditions along spur 1A. 

 
Figure 4.  Example of NCD on 1A. 
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Figure 5.  Conditions representative of Spur 1B. 

 
Figure 6.  Intersection of main guard with Spur 1C. 
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Figure 7.  Wildlife trail along main NC 1. 

 
Figure 8.  NCD on NC 1 however no erosion or sedimentation issues present due to 
vegetation present.  
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Figure 9.  Typical conditions along road between end of guard at Spur 1C. 

 
Figure 10.  End of NC 1 with vegetated buffer along edge of canyon. 
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Figure 11.  Start of NC 2 looking east outside of park boundary. 

 
Figure 12.  End of NC 2. 
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Figure 13.  Start of NC 3 looking east outside of park boundary. 

 
Figure 14.  NCD on NC 3.  Some flow in spring but not a continuous defined channel. 
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Figure 15.  Wildlife trail on downslope side of guard. 

 
Figure 16.  Extensive debris 190 m from park boundary. 
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Figure 17.  End of NC 3 at park boundary looking north.  

 
Figure 19.  Start of NC 4 at park boundary. 



 

Triton Environmental Consultants Ltd.  3756/WP#:P-1558 
December 15, 2006  Page 58 

 
Figure 20.  End of NC 4 at top of slope above Nechako Canyon. 

 
Figure 21.  Start of NC 5 at park boundary. 
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Figure 22.  Example of gap in debris to allow animal movement.  

 
Figure 23.  Typical debris along guard NC 5. 
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Figure 24.  End of NC 5 at park boundary.  
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APPENDIX 3. 

 

PHOTOGRAPHS: 

Stuart River Provincial Park 
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Figure 1.  Start of SR 1. 

 
Figure 2.  ATV trail along SR 1. 
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Figure 3.  A portion of SR 1 is heavily used by ATV users, note recent log cuts. 

 
Figure 4.  Typical conditions along the first section of SR 1. 
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Figure 5  Start of SR 2 which is located along the deactivated access road. 

 
Figure 6.  Area of dense slash between start of SR 2 and junction with SR 1. 
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Figure 7.  Significant wildlife trail observed on guard. 

 
Figure 8.  ATV trail which is located along SR 2.   
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Figure 9.  The junction between SR 2 and SR 1. 

 
Figure 10.  Wildlife trail crossing. 
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Figure 11.  Typical conditions closer to Stuart River. 

 
Figure 12.  End of SR 2 above Stuart River. 
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Maps 
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APPENDIX 5. 

 

GPS point summary 
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Guard WPT UTM Comments 
FT 1 1 418272.5938047 start of guard 
FT 1 2 418092.5937811 dry draw 
FT 1 3 418036.5937690 end of guard at lake edge 
FT 2 4 409575.5936438 start of guard 
FT 2 5 410278.5936124 corner 
FT 2 6 410444.5936198 guard becomes wider 
FT 2 7 410733.5936400 end of guard at lake edge 
FT 3 1 413971.5934628 junction of break with access road 
FT 3 2 414036.5935610 fork in guard 
FT 3 3 413314.5935524 end of west fork 
FT 4 8 414967.5934271 start of guard 
FT 4 9 415263.5934372 spur 1 
FT 4 10 415306.5934527 slash pile, erosion, no grass present, needs seeding 
FT 4 11 415275.5934747 wet area, minor evidence of ponded water 
FT 4 12 415237.5934812 guard becomes wider and more debris 
FT 4 13 415142.5934585 bog area 
FT 4 14 415052.5934906 wetland area 
FT 4 15 415012.5934949 needs seeding and debris removal 
FT 4 16 415299.5934944 last major corner before end 
FT 4 17 415423.5935087 NVC dry crossing 
FT 4 18 415469.5935248 abundant rock and debris, difficult traversing guard 
FT 4 19 415476.5935403 edge of bog area, end of guard 
FT 4 20 415248.5935315 end of spur 2 near bog edge 
FT 4 21 415210.5935074 start of spur 2 
FT 5 22 415291.5933824 start of east portion 
FT 5 23 415255.5933810 start of west portion 
FT 6 4 415328.5933617 start of guard # 6 near Tatuk Lake 
FT 6 5 415426.5933717 end of short spur  
FT 6 6 415521.5933464 end of guard near lake edge 
NC 1 6 371950.5947170 start of main guard 
NC 1 7 372143.5947483 NCD on guard 1a 
NC 1 8 372078.5947545 POT of guard 1a 
NC 1 9 372550.5948048 POT of guard 1b 
NC 1 10 372800.5947793 intersection of 1c with main guard 
NC 1 11 373776.5948775 NCD on main guard 
NC 1 12 373850.5948780 NCD on main guard 
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Guard WPT UTM Comments 
NC 1 13 374004.5948751 end of main guard 
NC 2 1 373879.5945915 start of guard at park boundary 
NC 2 2 373803.5945849 end of guard 
NC 3 3 373253.5945399 start of guard at park boundary 
NC 3 4 373265.5945394 stream, not crossed by guard 
NC 3 5 372904.5945108 190 m from park boundary, excessive debris 
NC 3 6 372849.5944954 end of guard at park boundary 
NC 4 7 371552.5940970 start of guard at park boundary 
NC 4 8 371168.5940804 end of guard 
NC 5 9 371360.5940235 start of guard at park boundary 
NC 5 10 371156.5940333 corner 
NC 5 11 371081.5940098 end of guard at park boundary 
SR 1 1 461595.5982405 POC of SR 1 
SR 1 2 461539.5982855 ATV sign at this location 
SR 1 3 461583.5982884 end of SR 1 junction with SR 2 
SR 2 1 459597.5983841 POC start of guard at road 
SR 2 2 460367.5983491 game trail 
SR 2 3 460885.5983656 ATV trail crosses guard 1.5 km from POC 
SR 2 4 461735.5983384 opening at junction with SR1 
SR 2 5 461782.5983287 junction with SR1 
SR 2 6 461880.5983480 game trail 
SR 2 7 463472.5984267 POT of SR 2 
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APPENDIX 6. 

 

Example Impact Assessment Forms 



 

Triton Environmental Consultants Ltd.  3756/WP#:P-1558 
December 15, 2006  Page 76 

 



 

Triton Environmental Consultants Ltd.  3756/WP#:P-1558 
December 15, 2006  Page 77 

 

 

 


