McBride Community Forest Corporation 82

Community Forest Pilot Agreement KI1H December 3, 2003
ile: 5 = '
File: CP99 e o

Please accept this letter as our application for Cutting Permit 995 located within the
boundaries of the McBride Community Forest,

This cutting permit is for the harvest and removal of select, high value timber such as
spruce and fir to be used mairly for the manufacture of musical instruments. All timber
will be located on a map and GPS points will be established for each tree or groups of
trees to be removed. Bach area of operation will be restricted to less than 500 m3 and no
openings will be created, Timber will be removed only by helicopter ta select locations,
processed and shipped.

Attached you will find two appraisals submitted under section 6.2 1.a. &1. b. ofthe
Interior Appraisal Manual (Average Value Indexes by District and Species DVI) to
establish stumpage rates for this cutting permit. Under section b (full appraisal) the cruise
information was borrowed from Slocan Forest Products Ltd, FL. A15430 CP W61, I
submitted both types of apprmsals asl was unsure of your procedures for this type of
cutting authority,

Tha.nk you for your consideration to this request. .
Yours truly, This is Exhibit *.. 3 __" referred to in the
’ AfﬁdaVit le I/T_of(_ Vo AL 60:\1\:

7‘67,5,&;77’ . Sworn before me at Kanloops
Robert Elliott - This %dyo% Flay ol

Operations supervisor / salvage coordmator

o .
McBride Community Forest Corporation A Commn@jasfoner for taking ’
ty . P Affidevite for British Columbia -

P.0. Box 519, Mcbride, B.C. VOf 2EQ
Tel: (250) 569-2229 Fex: (250) 569-3276
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
Cutting

ticenes  F0A KH-I. Permt &g = Mark EH_—{ 9s .
Licer;cee MMMMQ&'"?/—/ coReSi” CVRL
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thig Appraisal Data Submisston contalns, as of this data, truthful information on the timber fo be
harvested, site conditions, harvasting, development, and sliviculiure plans and other information, all
prepared according o the fnferor Appraisal Manual.

Chwk if appropiate

I:] I certify that there have been no changes, to the data elements, specifled operation or detalled

anginearing melhodolog!es or amendments to the culting authority since the last appraizal or
reappraisal.

D i certify that there arg lass than 2 000 cublc rnetres of merchantable timber remaining on the
cutting authority area and that no timber is expacted fo be harvested during tha next year. am
.requesting that the current stumpage rate be extended.

Chack one of tha boxes balow:

D 1 certify | personally completed the work described harain.

{ certify that the work described herefn fulfils standards acceptabls af a Registered Professional
Forester and that | did personally supervise the work.

D i cerfify_that | have raviswad ihis documant and while ! did not parsonally supervise the work
. described, | have determined that this work has been dons to standards acceptabls of
Registered Professional Forester.

Reg.rstsred Professiona[ Forester:

NS i o, o Gy RPF 23 | RPFs Signtine '%_r%_c'i_s;?q]:: ..

Phone: (50) % 9 2229

Fax (259 569 — 3294

E-mail Address'.m(c Mf-‘:&-a *g‘é_&tﬁgﬁi g
Date {ceyy/mm/dd): ?Mﬁ/ Z /0? ’ .

The information contained in this package may be relaased under the Freedom of Im‘onnétfon and
Protaction of Privacy Act.

November 1, 2002

Page 1
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
Refarenca Informatlon

Mark: ) . K;\J, qqg Ref Mark: :
Efféciive Date: XY 452 {5 / ' Expiry Date! zooc’t(f/// 20
Admin Forest Olstrict  {H{EANWATERS, Geographic Forest Distrt l?

S quey

Tenure Type —~cPA  TSA |7] Supply Block ’,3 . TFL
Woodlot Annual Rate

Adjustment Selectlon [ Annually Adjusting [ Quarterly Adjusting

Appraisal Type ) .

{Check one): New i Reappraisal {J SBFEF Advertise [}
Palntof Appraisal w ShRins

Raie Caleulation Mathod )

(Check one) . cve & wmprs [

Comparatlva Cruisa . [ Yes 3 No . v

Specified Operation [ Yes 7 No

Salvage _ . [ Yes 0 No

Cruise Information/Tree-to-Truck:
Crulse Information

Species | Volume® |~ Decay | SfudbLog | LrF j
m’ % . % - % Comp. Ind. | S.P. Zone
BA ’ '
CE
Fi SO i -
HE ! ’
LA
‘Lo
P 17500
. YE -}
- WH
TCTAL* [ Do0D . Other species tied to:

“Tobe harvested. - )
© From the Cutting Permif Summary of the Cruise Compliation.

Novembar 14, 2002 . i Page 2
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33“3 BriTisH Ministry of
2os COLUMBIA Forests

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
Cutfing
Licence o= K Permit Q@< Mark KIH295

Licences  WACRRINE CGMMWH.?}/_ FRREST Qe »
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This Appraisal Data Submission contalng, a3 of this date, fruthful information on the imbef to ba
harvested, site canditions, harvesting, developmaent, and sifviculture plans and othar lnformaﬁon, all
prepared according to the !nteriorAppm[sa! Manual

Check i appropelata

D | certify that there have been no changes, to the data slements, specified operation or detalled

engineerng methodolegies, or amendments ta the cutting authority sincs the last appralsat or
reappraisal. .

D { certify (hat there are less than 2 000 cubic metres of merchantable timber remaining on the
cutting authority area and that no timber is expected to be harvested during the naxt year, | am
requesting that the current stumpage rate be extended.

Chack om of tha boxes talow:

D 1 certify | personally compisted the work described hera{n‘

[Q/ { cartify that the work described hereln fulfils standards acceptable of a Registered Professional
Forester and that | did personally superviss the work.

D t certify that [ have reviewed this document anid while | did not personally supervise the work
described, | have defermined that this work has beerr done fo standards acceptabls of a
Registered Professional Forester.

Registered Professional Foraster:

Nare: . B\t B REF.# 223 & RPF's S]gp'at'g‘n_'e and Sesgl
Phone: {25¢) <7¢, ¢~ 222

Fax 2y0) %G ~3 224 Z 7
E-mail Address: MJ/{ oy fa A ‘ - _ 3
Date (ccyy/mmy/dd): Zéﬂ?r/iajaa ) LI

The information contained in this package may be rafeased under the Fnasdom of !nfonné‘iﬂon and
Protection of Privacy Act. .

Novemnbsr 1, 2002 Page 1

FNR-2013-00154
Page 4




INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

— ’ Rafarence Informatian

Mark: K95 " Ref Mark:

86

Effactiva Date: % iﬁ gal Explry Date: 200 9‘/ /f/g g
Admin Forest District Gao phfc Forest B Ect /

Tanure Type QEE&—» TSA 2 Supply Block 3 T

Waoodlot Annual Rale -

Ad)ustment Selection [ Annually Adjusting. ] Quarteriy Adjusting

Appralsal Type . . '

{Check ona}: New (Q/ Reappralsal {7 SBFEP Advetlise ]
Point of Appraisal AN CEQJ Di="

Rale Calculation Method
{Check one) . cyp (E/ mPs
Comparativa Cruise . EQ/Yes D No m@ﬁ C'P wol

Speclfied Operation 1 Yes [ No -
Salvage - {] ves 1 Na

Crulse Infarmation/Trae-to-Truck:

- Cruiss Information

} :
’ Spacles | Volume® | Decay | Studlog| LRF Bum * 1B ik
‘ m’ % % % Comp. Ind, | S.P. Zone
BA ) ’
CE
A0 | £ |9 |z
HE .
LA
Lo ’ .
e /B0 1B |9
YE ’
WH
TOTAL* Z@gg Other apecles ted to:
* To be harvested,

@ From the Cutting Permit Summary of the Cruise Compitation.

Nevember 1, 2002

Paga 2
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PN PR [ .

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Cruise Information/Tree-to-Truck {cont’d)
Crulse Information {cont'd)

Total Net Crulse Volume 220000 o © CP Avg. VollTree 20> miree CPPredominantBGCzone CH |
Total Net Cruise Area 2017195~ Ha CP Avg. Voltha =250 mfha
p—._..‘l..:_._..-—— -
Obligatory Declduous m CP Average Slope 7 % P WLJ/
Volume e 07
Sampling Error % (at 2 ' @cu"f“ w""&? Koo = Ee
o . ——
stand dev. %
. ) AAC
Mandatory Small Log Mandatory Grade 4 IE/
Utilization Yes [ Ne B2 Hemlock » Yes [} No

Tree-to Truck
support Gentre  MUSEINE, Distance to Support Centre 20 Ko (km){one way)

Conventlonal Overhead Cable ' Other Systems

Ground Skidding Highlead/Grapple Skyline Hellcoptér Horse

Clear Cut Parttal Cut " Clear Cut Partial Cut Clear Cut | Partial Cut
Vol. To be harvested (m®) ’ '

Lodgepote Fine Vol (m”) S T sl

SR
Blogeaclimatic zone

Net Vol.tree (m”)

Volumethectare {m”)

Stand defect (%)

Partial cut (%)

Average slope (%) " .

Bfowdown (%) ] . 1 o

Hezvy fire damage (%) . .

Dead useless snags (%) ) o

4 B

Skyfine Yarding Dist. (m) RS s ‘ e

Heli Yarding Dist (m) _ 00 wm
Uphill Yarding? T .| 0o

;‘:&

DS T B L LRt e i e e NG R s Bl T R e

Movembaer €, 2002 ' : . " Page3
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
-Log Trahsportation {Section 4.5)
A, Truck Haul

Primary Highway DJ/ Off Highway [[]  Prdmary Cycle Time /‘5 hours
- If Secondary Haul  Secondary Cycle : " hours

Block | (m3) (A} {km} {minutes} { minutes {B) J ) ' ] =
CALOULATIONS  ESTIMATED

Frwh CENTBL o™
OPBATIVI> ALEA .

i 1 Istance ' Time {nearest 1.0 tnln} . ;
Identifier | Primary | Secondary | D(km) | Loaded | Empty | Loaded | Empty ' i
; Hovibe | P 20 gs | I [Nk R3S
! MFEOR| £ 1 1 19 | Z¥1eS |2.2/0S
{ a:'h
SUBTOTAL L5881} E =132
j : Load Handling, Delay in minuies
Total Cycle Time, Minutes (L. + E + D) Divided by 60= A4S s (0.1)
} .
| o November 1, 2002 : Fage 4
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION.

8. Water Transportation (Ssction 4.5.3) -

83

Lake Name Cods
Dump & Boom " Yes Na i
t.ake Tow \ P{ km
" Dewater/Reload N B Yes O No [J
Road Managémant Yes [ No (]
Approved Road Use Charges (3/m®)
. C. Special Transportation Systems (Section 4.5.4}
Description . Location . Code *Applicable
' Vol. {m*)
1. Railway , N\ P( :
- BC Rait
Truck to Rail Transfer No [] Dease Lk Yes [ ] RTD
- Allotherrailways  Yes [ ] RTA
Rail Transportation No [ tLeoCreek Yes [ ] RLE
Lovell Yes [ ] RLO
Bear Lake Yes [ RBL
Minaret Lake Yes ] RMT
' , Niteal Yes 7] - RNL
2. Barge Ferry Used for Truck Haul '
No [ -Reservoirtakes Yes [] BUK
BUOQ
BUR
’N}‘ © BUW
- Natural Lakes Yes ] BUA
3. Bargs Ferry Used for Crew Transportation '
No [] AliLakes. Yes [] BFA
4. Francols Lake Ferry (PrivatelPublic)
No {] Yes[]
Specified Operation * (Section 4.1.1)  Description Cost $im®
* Comptela only when differant from cutilng authority.
Mavember 1, 2002 Page 5

FNR-2013-00154
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION |
Administration and Other Costs (Section 4.8)

Isolated Cutting Authority - No [ Yes [0 Rail{Cods 4)
{Sectlon 4,8.2) Yes [] Lake or Ocean (Code 3)

Specified Operation (Section 4.1.1 ) N\ Pf

Description Cost $/m’

November 1, 2002 P;ge 6

FNR-2013-00154
Page 9




91

INTERIOR APF’RA!SAL DATA SUBMISISiON

Road and Drainage Structures (New, Reconstruction & Upgrade)

1. Culveris {Tabulated) (Section 4.3.2.4)

il

Applicable Velume * (m%)

November 1, 2602

"+ Applicable Volume: Complets only when different from Cutting Authority Volums.

<

Page 7
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3. Tabular Road Construction Data (New Construction Only} (Section 4.3.2)

T
(PR NE e S (N

| | : |

l-NTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

/V / [’} Applicable Volume: (m®)
T T A ’. l:. v“, :.‘ A-:.‘l:n r. :g}‘:‘. "h-‘ ;“ : D ':' : .“!P" 3 ,:;.l K

Total Length

Attach additional pages where necessary.

©® ' RoadType

k2 Soil Moisture {SMR)
© Material Type

4] Ballast Haul Distance
Novembe;.' 1, 2002

- Must enter one of "O" = gperational road, "B* = block road, or “W* = snow (winter) road.
- It the road section is wet (Section 4.3.2.2(5)) enter "W". Otherwise leave blank.
- Ifthe stabilizing material Is.quarried tock enter "Q", Otherwiss leave blank,

"« One way.

Page 8§

26




INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION -

4. Other Structures (Section 4.3,2.6)

.

Fencing {in 100's of metfes)

No. of Catile Guards

No, of Plpeline Crossings

§. Allocated Developmeni

i

93

6 Engmeered Development

* Trended fo the cost base of the current manuat

November 1, 2602

-

Page 3
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Engineered Construction Cost Estimates )J\ P\’

Licence: ) CP.: Estimats Date:
" Name and/or Location: )

Dascription:
Effective data of Engineered Estimate:

1. Comp. Bid Costs:

2, Machine Cost:

3, Labour Cost:

4, Materats Cost:

8, Frelght & Haulage
for materials only:

6. Enginssring
(if applicable)

Total Cost (.Juiy 1, 2000)

1. Refer lo Appendix 1 of the Inferior Appraisal Manusi for further mformation on
equapment labour and material rates.

2. List each machine employed and work performed.
Freight and haulags is allowed for permanent type bridges (l.2., stesl, concrete, or
glu-lam).

5. Cost of deslgn and engineering for log bridgas is not allowad. Cost of dasign

inspection and supervision for other more complex structures by a professional
engineer notf on salary may be allowed,

6. No GST to be included, PST Is allowed ‘on.materials.

November 1, 2002 Page i0

FNR-2013-00154
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Rasic Silviculture (Section 4.9)

Predominant Blogeocilimatic (BGC)

Zaone Sub Zone Variant

/4'500;" = (.0 ha opee=S

Specified Operation (Root Disease Control) (Ssction 4.1.1)

Total Cost ($)

May 1, 2003 Page 11
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& *++ FOR APPRAISAT. PURPDSES *#* . Cp- T
o — U2~Dec-2003 UO8:35:54AM
Average Line Method Grusa ~ Comp DHB  Oseless Volumes Excluded Filensme: wil-appraisal-05103.&.
by SLOCAN FOREST PRODUGCYTS Forest Treventory Zone : @ - PSYU : Canoe Compiled by : J.5.Thrower.& A%,
-t Licence Nomber : N15430 Hegion = 2 - Southernm Imterior District = 1 ~ Headwaters Cruigsed by : STOCHN FORESYT Pri:
a’ Catting Permit : W&l . Exvject : WEL Version ¢ 2003.0
e} ot
Net Brea: [ A : 70.4 1 5 - é
' Gross Brea: [ Grand Total :.70.4 1 % .
2 .
R T leEetal - Copifer ot Fn .. Gree L oEC- B ol.§ 0 B BL
HMin DBE  com (M) 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 12.5
Stunp Bt om (M) 30.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 30.0 30.0 3n.o
Top Dia cm (M) 16,0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10,0 10.90 10.90
Log Len ™ ) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
“Grodx tiichaiatie - m¥-oF U0 4939F - FRee L] 9303 7 STaE- T el UFES53 o ERATE ST
Set Ferchantable - m¥-. - I3829% 39292 . Se62. - 6439 | EEES B :mm: ;7 S L 7 4
et Hereh — ALL I b, - e5RE ¢4 - - TEETTTwIeL U 53 TIOF . L3 5T =
Species Distribution . 100 160 14 17 io 56 1 o
Decay % 14 14 2L 18 13 15 - 44
Waste - % s 5 10 B 4 6 10
ﬁiﬁfﬁ&fbﬂ-u—ﬁﬂ: £ 7 . - £ - "_: "g;;. - T K T T oa, v JE T = 117 A ' | 3 —5:?“ : - Zz2
Breakage ITia. - R e C T AN | ’ e S U e ED L 2 R
Total Coll, FOwd) - VL% e IFEL. Lo 22 T L 3L T et Tl an T e Ay LBe
s+em*75a “{Live & n‘") T Tsie.Y 16.1 30.3 Tos.T 778217 T 445 TTigu.s L B %
Arg DEBER {Live 5 DP) cn 40.0 40.0 53.8 - 33.9 35.6 24.6 49.4 70.9 - ° 32.1
= Snags/Ha 27.4 27.4 D.5 5.7 . C. 8.p 3.2
.Avwg Spay DRE . em -. 33,9 [ 33.9 _ 65.5 2.7 - T 48.% O i c A
Gross Merch Vol/Tree w3 1.3 - X.3s 2. ULB®° p.HE - 0,30 - 2.55° 508 . aF
Net: Mexch Vol/Itfee @ _E.BE - 1.5 2,56 ULV _. O0.58 . 0.22 . 205 3.gn-, A8
= - vy wéeighf Total Bt m I3 4 . 33,4 I8 T 25.2 25.0 7.3 T F.s 36.3 .4
z Avy Weight Mecrch Ht m 28.9 28,9 34.0 20,4 20.5 12,1 32 & 3z.8 .2
Evy 5.0 m Log Net m3 0.28 0.28 0.3 _ 0.18 017 4,12 6. _0.57
8 vy 8 Too gty 3 - -..ﬂ;’ETf- "5'.34 —ooRL2EST DB T '11.3_'6‘ I ;.g::t; DR P "
] _Bvg ¥FoES.Oiw T.ogsl‘?):ee IR RN - 4t it st LT
Tet mm Forer Fou - T towm -—«Q" - B i 'h~ " een -: . ot
Hvemg-e slope 3 .
g Vet FedEh ~~Stig: ° s T o R i S P AP LR -i: SR B
= Ret-Mexch ~ Swall- '.'.tyag' R LAm- a¢ - ' 2%-.  C_BB.--  BE- .. I000 0 T 2% T
- Net Merth — Earge Tog % S 60 1 RS- ~ SR (- L & &
o LRF $wall Togs bdfx:fm:s T8y 169 153 137 164 i%4y — 189
= LEY Large Logs bdft/m3 223 223 235 193 192 226
5 Avg LRE ALl T bdFr/w3 201 . 201 225 155 174 154 215
~ _Chip ¥ield . Jmitefmy O3 E o 8 I I« . 1- A 0.33 "oLAE -. 0,14 - 0.10
-n -
58 B Saslor - - . . BE B 8xT | - @ g3 - o1 2 T
0,8 #3 Sawl',ug Wead) - 3 -7-" 3 -1 - g T 2 9 ... 13 1. :_ 1bo
g - 4 Chippe: "4 3 ' ) 8 T 3 o
o P P —— —— T — .
S eff. of Variatton LB 2.6 24.% WS g Bln 93.8  184.& .. .42.4 556.8 -, 556.8
Zum i " 9.8 9.8 45 ¢F- - 221 35.8 $2.9 - 14.8  I2d4.4”  248.0 '
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BRITISH
% COLUMBIA

Ru 4

Ministry of

Forests

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Control Sheet

Region; {R S:E

District D’H {/\/

14t t District Office |
SOUTHERN INTERIOR - COYY | MM | DD
ENDCEOT DEMIAAS
FUTIRD T NLJEUIN
1 Data Submission Reviewed By: Signature: Date
(Print Name) 9% L__tQ/\ CeYY ngn DD
&K Sdsia oy 103 |0

Comments:

T caopnDim
L o Sdip’ QJPP"”O\/LOL

A

Reviewed by:

Date
_. coyy | mm | pp
A/mé?// 2004 | 0 | 20,

November 1, 2001
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. é@ BRITISH . | Minlstry of

s COLUMBIA : ' Forests

INTERIOR APPRA[SAL DATA SUBMISSION
Cutiing

Licencs DA K| H  Permit “qc?g' Mark - K iH-C??S”
Licences WACBRING @Mmumiy’ ﬁaeesricaéﬁ¢
_ - ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This Appraisal Data Submisslon contalns, as of this date, truthful Information on the fimbet to be
harvested, site condftions, harvesting, development and si{vfculture plans and other information, all
prepared according to the Inferdor Appralsal Manual,
Check Happroprsls .
E] | certify that there have been no changes, fo the data elsments. specified operation or dotalled
engineering methodolagles, or amendments to the culiing authority since the lasi appralsal or -
reappraisal. .

D I certlfy that there are less than 2 000 cublc melres of merchantable timber remalning on the

outting authority area and that no timber Is expected to be harvested during the next year. fam .

reguesiing that the current stumpage rate be exfendad,

Check el of the boxes balow:
D I cortify | personafly completed the work described hereln.

@/ | certify that the work describad hersln fulflls standards acceptable of a Registered Professional
Forester and that] did personally supstvise the work, .
D { eeriify that | have reviewed this document and while | did not personally supervise the work

deserlbad, [ have determined thaf this work has been done fo standards acceplabls of a
Registered Professlonal Forester

Reglstered Professional Foresfer:

Name: ot o Sor B REF# gas RPF's Slég.}n'aﬁu‘r.e ‘an‘d Segl:

Phone: (2'¢) 7 G - 2229 s g
Fax: (ex9) 5734 ~ :32?5 , /-/ : .

E-mall Address é 4 '~ &éa;mm Aot #” ., | T ,. : A

Date (ccyyfmm/dd) 27 '3/ 2 /06

Tha Information contained In this package may be released under the Freedom of Informaﬁon and
Protection of Privacy Act. .

Novembet 1, 2002 o . , " ‘ Page 1

. FNR-2013-00154
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SU BMISSION

Raferance Information
Mark:
Effective Date:

Admin Forest Disfrict

¥ IEE E RefMark ' . .
;:cac,'f;;z;' BolyDate:  + Zeettlrdzag a00T 03/ 3
Ge aphic ForestD gct / . .

Tenure Type QEQE TSA 2 Supply Block ? T

Wopdiot Annual Rate

Adjustment Selection ] Annually Adjusting [ Quarterly Adjusting

Appraisal Type

(Check one): "New [B/ Reappralsal ‘'] SBFEP Advertise [
Paoint of Appralsal AR a@QJDE’

Rate Calculation Method {E/
(Check one) . cve mves [
Comparafive Crulse . @/Yss [ No ﬁﬁ’%@ CP UJ bl

Specifiad Operation [ Yes 1 Ne -
Salvage ‘ [} Yes ] No

Cruise Information/Tree- to ~truck:
‘Crulse Information

Specles | Volume® | Decay | Studlog | LRF Burn - B Bl
m’ "% % % Gomp. Ind, | S.P, Zone

BA

CE

seo | ¢ |9 |zz35

HE :

— —

LO . .

P 1500 | 1B . | g ZI%

VE 8

WH
TOTAL* | 2800 " Other species tled to:

* To be harvesled, .
O From the Cutting Permit Summafy of the Cruise Compilation, l

November 1, 2002 ' ' Page 2
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBM!SSION
Cruise Information/Tree-to~-Truck (cont’d) .

Cruise Information (cont'd}

November 1, 2002

Total Net Cruise Volume ALY m® _ CP Avg. VoliTree Po > m’firee  CP Predominant BGC zone e, .

Total Net Cruise Area 2095 Ha CF Avg. Vol/ha =<0 mha :

Obligatory Deciduous — m® CP Average.Slope (07 % _ P WL) .

Volume o M Koo = Qc@?

Sampling Error % (at 2 . Peu] — =PI >

stand dev. - % A

Mandatory Small Log Mandatory Grade 4 s AAC

Utilization Yes [} No &~ Hemlock Yes [ No / o e Jy/ .

. W m,,g{ £7 ?}1/9-(/ / oY
Tree-to Truck . 7
Support Centre WQ@]DE' . Distance to Support Ce.ntre 3 O 5@14_ (km)(ope way}
Conventional Overhead Cable Other Systems
Ground-Skidding Highlead/Grapple Skyline Helicopter Horse
Glear Cut Partial Cut | ClearCut | Partial Cut Clear Cut | Partial Cut '

Vol. To be harvested (m®) Zoe

Lodyepole Pine Vol (m®)’

Blogeoclimatic zone X

Net Vol /tree (m°) 2.5

Volume/hectare (m®} Z50 .
| Stand defect (%) |7

Partial cut (%) . <=

Average slope {%) - . o7

Blowdown (%) . ] —

Reavy fire damage {%) -

Dead useless shags (%)

Slyline Yarding Dist. (m} -

Heli Yarding Dist {m) . " 100 m.

Uphill Yarding? ‘ OO - 1

Eﬂ}refeéi/ — e Km W%?
; "H;C,h \,}QJOIMCS d.léfjﬂ
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

- Log Traf;'sportation (Section 4.5)
A. Truck Haul
Primary

{km)

{minutes) | minutes (B)

(m3) (A)

1

Highway [l]/ Off Highway [] ~ Primary Cycle Time ~ /s§  hours
- If Secondary Haul ~ Secondary Cycle

hours

d CALCULATINS ST IIATED

Flowh CENTEL o J
OPSRATIVE ARGV

November 1, 2002

Distance T Time (nearest 1.0 min)

Identlfier | Primary | Secondary | D (km) | Loaded | Emply | Loaded | Empty
Hoyib | © zo | g5 | 75 |k |n3is
MECOR] P o1 .l 19 Z.47eS | 2s2/05
SUBTOTAL L=bgsd| E =434z

Load Handling, Delay in minutes

Total Gycle Time, Minutes (L + E # D) Divided by 60= /oS hrs(0.1)

Page 4
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION.

B, Water Transnorfaflon (Section 4.5.3}) -

3
Lake Name o { Code
Dump & Boom .7 Yes - No []
Lake Tow ‘ \ Pr km
DewatsrfReload N . Yes O '_ No []
Road Managément Yes ~ [ No [T
Approved Road Use Charges ' ($/m°)
C. Special Transportation Systems (Section 4.5.4)
. Deécﬁpt!on ' .. Location . Code *Applicable
Vol. (m?)
1. Rallway ) IJ\ P( .
-BC Rall -
Truck to Rall Transfer No ] Deaselk Yes [] RITD
- Aliother railways  Yes [ RTA
Rail Transportation No [ Leo Creek Yes [1 RLE
' : Lovell ~ Yes [ ] RLO
- Bear Lake Yes [ ] RBL
Minaret Lake Yes ] RMT
Niteal Yes [] - RNL

2. Barge Ferry Used for Trueck Haul i
No [] -ReservoirLakes Yes [] BUK

BUO
BUR
I‘NX © BUW
. - Natural Lakes Yes [[}. BUA
3, Barge Ferry Used for Crew Transportation :
No [ Ali Lakes Yes [ ] BFA
4, Francols Lake Fetry (PrivéfeIPubHc)
No ] Yes [J ,
Spscified Operation * {Section 4.1.1)  Description "~ Cost $/m°
* Complete only when differant from cufting authority.
November 1, 2002 : - -Pagse &

FNR-2013-00154
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{ - (¢
INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
~Administration and Other Costs (Section 4.8)
Isolated Cutfing Authority No [] Yes [] Rall(Code4)
(Ssction 4.8,2) Yes [] Lake or Ocean (Code 3)
Specified Operation (éectton 4.1.1) )\] \ Pf o _ -
Description Cost $/m®
‘November 1,2002 ‘ Pégeé
FNR-2013-00154
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* A v ' (. . lf . 1

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Road and Drainage Structures (New, Reconstruction & Upgrade)

e

1. Culverts (Tabulated} (Section 4.3.2.4)

Applicable Volume *

Mo

v

" * Applicable Volume: Complete only when different from Cutting Authority Volume.

November 1, 2002 . Page 7
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

3. Tabular Road Construction Data (New Construction Only) (Section 4.3.2)

Applicable Volufne:

N B

T

s S S

H Sl 3 6-} --3"“'I &
i R e

PR
eige 2
%,J@m A

R
e
Ty Wk ]

T
o

v rvdh #
TR,

il

Total Length Attach additional pages where necessary.
€@ ' RoadType - Must enter one of "O" = operafional road, °B" = block road, or "W" = snm‘:v {winter} road.
R Soil Moisture (SMR) - if the road section is wet (Section 4.3.2.2(5)) enter "W". Otherwise leave blank.
® Material Type - Ifthe stabilizing material is.quarried rock enter "Q". Otherwise [eave blank.
4] Ballast Haul Distance - One way.
November 1, 2002 Page 8
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Basic Silviculture (Section 4.9)

Zone

Predominant Biogeocn:maﬂc. {BGC}

. Sub Zone

Varfant

W

M

50w = .0 ha gpenimeS

Specified Operation (Root Disease Control) (éecﬂon 4.14) -

Total Cost ($)

May 1, 2003

Page 11
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*efk FOR. APPRATSRT. PORPOSES *** : ) : . €~ 1

- 02— Dec-Z003 (8:35:545M
Bverage line Method ’ Gross — Comp DEB . Oseless Volwmes Ercluded Filename: wel—appralsal-Glo3.¢-
SLOCAN ‘FOREST PHODUCES - Forest, Imventory Zone 6 - B5YY = Canoe Compiled by : J.5.Thrower & 3%
Licence NMumber : BALS430 Region = 2 — Soubhern Interior District = 1 ~ Headwabexrs Cruised by @ SLOCEN FOREST PR{X
Ctzttt:.n.g Permit : Wel . Braject @ Wl . : Version 3 20G3.0 .

gl P
Net Arez: [ B : 70.4 ] 53’6 %,
Gross Area: | Grangd Total : 70-4 ] . - ! . ¥

P

NO.555

.o ST T Eetdl - CapiferT T o cERn -- e o-EL .S B . ~§ D T BPT.

-w - - . — —— —_— — —— - - e —— . -
—— T - v
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Spruce (5P}

GRADE/SPECIES Billing for Billing for 07 total
2004-05§ 2006-07 5 S

Green Sawlog:

Balsam {BA) 2008.11 2523.9

Cedar (CE) 21,505.28 23812.23

Douglas Fir (FI} 25,119.43 32840.22

Hemiock {HE) 634.49 310.94

Lodgepole Pine {LO) 1,211.08 3061,58
41,678.66 67033.92

White Pine (WH)

2.72

Cottonwood {CO})

19.9

438
19.9

TOTAL sawlog —

92,179.670

129,607.070

Dead and dry sawlog and
non-sawlog grades:

and non-sawlog grades -

+« Grades 3-6 578.19
« GradeZ ; 0
TOTAL Dead and Dry sawlog]; 578.190

Special Forest Products:

+ Fence posts {split)
(PS)

76.5

¢ Posts and rails (PR}

227.24

227.24

» Shake bolts and
blocks (5B}

3,698.31

4,313.75

TOTAL Special Forest
Products —

4002.05

4,617.49

TOTAL

#196,759.91

:138,322.41

135,082,32

FNR-2013-00154
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REGIONAL MANAGER
MINISTRY OF FORESTS

ok ; 515 COLUMBIA ST.
égé BRITISH Ministry of Ko aons
_ RITISH COLUMBIA
< COLUMBIA Foroate SRSk

i

Date : April 23, 2004
In reference to:
MCBRIDE COMMUNITY FOREST CORP Ciient Number 100135624
PO BOX 519 Forest File :KtH
MCBRIDE Cutting Permit 1995
BRITISH COLUMBIA Timber Mark {K1H9935
VoJ 2E0 Headwaters Forest District

Southern Interior Forest Region

Stumpage Advisory Notice

Attached is a summary of the appraisal Information used in determining the stumpage rate for this cutting
authority.

The cutting authority Total Stumpage Rate of $5.29 per cublc metre |s effective for sawlogs scaled
between

April 01, 2004 and June 30, 2004

Inclusive unless this cutting authority Is reappralsed during this period in accordance with the applicable
Appralsal Manual.

The Misceltansous Stumpage Rates listed In the applicable Appraisal Manual in effect on the date of scale
fake precedence over the above rate. A levy andfor bonus may be applied fo any Miscellanecus Stumpage
Rate,

Objections {o this rate determination should be brought immediately to the attention of the undersigned in
this office. The format 21 day review pericd specified in the Forest Act begins upon dellvery of this notice.
Consideration of any objection does not delay the determination nor stop the 21 day review period. Any
rate change or redetermination as a result of an objection will result in a new Stumpage Advisory Notice
being issued.

The Reserve Rate will be redetermined on January 1, Aprll 1, July 1, and Qctober 1 each year, or on any date
specified by the Minister of Forests, according to appraisal policies then in effect.

Please be advised that this letter and information is releasable under the Freedom of Information and Protection
of Privacy Act,

dmi:;;ulzen

Revenue Manager-Timber Pricing
Attachment

This nolice forms an infegral part of the culling authority documeant and should be attached thereto,

REGION COPY

FNR-2013-00154
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Page 2 of 2

Date

In reference to:
Client Number
Forest File

Cutting Permit
Timber Mark

: §0135624
: KtH

1 985
:K1H995

Headwaters Forest District
Southern Interlor Forest Reglon

The followlng s a listing of cutting authority and individual spscies rate calculations effective when scaled

befween

April 01, 2004 and June 30, 2004

inclusive unless this cutting authority is reappraised during this period in accordance with the applicable

Appraisal Manual,

: April 23, 2004

Cutting Authorlty
Rate Calculation Detall

Species Rate Calculation Detall

Estimated Vatus
- Estlmated Cost
Stand Value Index
~ Mean Value Index
+ Base Rate
= Indicated Rate

Reserve Ralte
+ Development Levy
+ Sflviculture Lavy

= Upset Rate

$107.51
$118.61
4210
$0.76
$18.15
$5.29

§5.20
$0.00
$0.00

$5.2¢

Species Reserve Silviculture  Development Upset Bonus Total
Code Rate Levy Levy Rate Bid Rate
($/m3} {$fm3) ($/m3) {$fm3) ($im3) {$/m3}
Fi 5.29 0.00 0.00 5,29 0.00 5,29
SP 5,29 0.00 0.00 5.29 000 5,29

This notice forms an Integral part of the cutting authority document and should be attached thereto.

REGION COPY

FNR-2013-00154
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Ministry of Forests ga?‘;T 0 Printod

. atelTime nts
BRIT!SH . ¥ntt;rior Ag%zflfaI:YSti:m t Yser (D
: PRIy oggaing an viculture Cos Database
E\%é COLUMBIA gging Report 1o

itof2

1 2004-04-23 7:01:57
: CLMOORE

+ DBPO1

: IASR083

Timbar Mark 1 KTHg95

Appraisal Effectlve Dale 1 2004-04-01

OBSOLETE - Prnce Gaorge Forest Region (RNl and RSI}

Headvaters Forgst Dislrct

Liconco K1H
Cutting Permit ; 995
Calcutation Date ; 2004-04.23
Logging Trend Factor 1.600
Silvicullure Trend Faotor: 1,000
Manufacturing Trend Paclor: 1.000
Blurpage Rate Effective Date ; 2004-04-01
PHASE
DEVELOPMENT :
Tabulated
Culverts
Roads

Fanclng and Celllo Quards
Allpeatod Developrment
Enginearad Development

TREE TOTRUCK :
Ground Skldding {Glear Cul}
Ground Skidding (Partiat Gul)
Overnead Cable Yarding Highlead & Gragple {Cleas)
Overhead Gable Yarding Highlead & Grapple (Partlal)
Overhead Cable Yarding Skyline
Hellcopler Legging (Clear}
Helicoplar Logging (Partlal)
Horse Logaing
Spaclfisd Operation

LOG TRANSPORTATION : {Summar)
Havling
Prlmary
Sscondary
Watsr Transporiation
Speclal Transpertalion and Spaciifed Opsretions
Road Management
Road Use

Totai Volume © 2,000
Explry Dale s 2007-03-31
MV Ellgible Indlcator ; N
Adjust Quarterly Indlcator Y
Subkphase Phase
Cost Tolal
($/m3) {$/m3)
0.00
0.80
0.00
0.00
.09
0.00
] 62,43
0,00
0,00
6.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
62.43
0.00
0,00
4.33
2.48
2,18
0.00
0.00
0.00
216
0.00

FNR-2013-00154
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Ministry of Foresis Page 12012
DatefFime Printed 3 2004-04-23 7:01:57

BRIT!SH Interior Appraisal System Yagr ID : CLMOORE
COLUMBI/\ Logging and Sllviculture Cost Database : PBFOT
34 : Estimate Report 1D + IASROB3

Thmbar Mark : K1H095 Appraisal Effeclive Date:  2004-04-01

Subphase Phase
Cost Total
PHASE {$/m3} {$7m3)
ADRMIRISTRATION & OTHER @ 877
Overhead 8,77
Low Volume addifive:
TOTAL LOGGING COST 7553
TOTAL TRENDED LOGGING COBT: 75,63
SILVICULTURE ; 0.00
Basie 0.00
Specifled 0.00
0.00

TOYAL TRENDED SILVICULTURE COST :

End of Report

FNR-2013-00154
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kgé BRITISH
3% COLUMBIA

Ministry of Forasts

interlor Appralsal System

Comparative Value Rate Confirmation

Page :10f1

Date/Time Printed : 2004-04-23 7;03:38
User 1D : CLMOORE
Database : DBPOH

ReportiD : IASR(82

Timbor Mark ;

K1H995

QBSQLETE - Prince Georgs Fores

Appralsal Effoctive Date:  2604-04-01

Stumpage

Rate Effective Dale : 2604-04-01

Headwatars Forasl District
#cBride  PL of App.
Speclos: FIR SPRUCE
Selling Pdco Zones 7 7
LRF Zone : 7 7
Crulse LRF {FBM/Im3 ) 226 215
Anpralsal LRP {FBM/m3) 287 318
CPR Factor {FBM/m3) 426 428
Stud Porcent g g
Stod AMV Fraction
Stud AWMV {seam) 286 266
Random AMY ($i4BM ) I 320
Lumber AMV (SIMBM ) 355 320
Lumbar Selling Prica ($im3) 101.89 101.12
Chlp Recovery (EBNmM3) 134 116
Chip Yield Factor {BDUIFBM ) 00098 00078
Chip ‘fleld {BDOUIm3 ) J3p22 08360
Chip Valus {418DU) 64,00 84,00
Total Chip Soll Price {$im3} B.72 535
Chip Velue Faclor 1.00 1.00
Ad). Chip Sell Price {$/m3) 8,77 6.35
Manufacluring Zeno 7 7
Docay Percent 4 13
Logglng Cosls {$im3) 76.63 76.53
Manufacturing Costs { $/m3) 57.43 39,63
Slivicuiture Cosls ($m3 )
3tand
Selling Price [$/m3) 107.61 110.61 10847
DOperating Gosis {$m3) 11961 13296 115,18
Valus Indsx (&m3} 42,16 22,35 -8.69
Velume {m3}) 2000 500 1500
Speclos Valus (%) 216010 55305 159705
Spesles Costs {$) 239220 56480 172740
Indicatod Rate [ $im3) 6.29 5.20 £.29
Resarva Rafo {$im3) 528 6.28 5.28
Reduclion {§/m3}
Silvicuflure Levy ($im3})
Davelgpmont Lovy [$/m3)
Upsot Rate {§imd} 5.29 529 §.29
Bonus Bkt “{§im3}
Total Rate ($im3} 5.29 6.29 6,29
End of Report
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MCBRIDE COMMUNITY F OREST

CORPORATION BE@E WED

April 19, 2004 / / ; | AUG 182009

o Rl SOUTHERN INTERIOR
Ministry of Forest v . '
Hea;wat:rs Oé:: stzﬁﬁzt ) FOREST REG,ON ' | L
PO Box 4501, RR2, Highway 5 . L e
Clearwafer, BC . : "
VOE INO . , : N

Attention: Leon O'Dette ) . ‘

Re: Harvest Notification

. In accordance with Schedule A, Section 2,00 of Cutting Permit 995 Community : l
Forest Pilot Agreement K1IH, We are hereby noufying you of commencement of
operations.
Harvest area: East wa.rin'Creel{, 20 kilometres North West of McBride W
Licensee: McBride Community Forest Corp 0raﬁo_n ' ]

' i

- Contractor: Robert Patterson _ ‘ : . : l
|
I

Licensee Representative: ~ Bob Elliott (250 569 2229)

shake blocks, posts and rails and building logs. Shake blocks will be manufactured on

site, single tree selectiof, no opening will created larger thant 1.0 hectares and the volume

will be restricted to less than 500 m3. Alf debris will be piled and disposed by burning - |
under proper conditions and with 2 burn reference number. ‘

i
Comments:  Logging System: skidder, select removal for special forest products, cedar . !i

Start Date:  April 24, 2004

W&l

Robert Elfiott
Field Operations Supervisor
- McBride Community Forest Corporation

Y ) ' FNR-2013-00154
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3 CFPA KIH " EXHIBIT A SCHEDULE B
CP99s : _ '
,. BLOCK 1 |
Logging System  select/special forest products ‘ ) A

SCALE 1-10000
- ielay Bonk

- X6

=

----------

April 19, 2004

- . DATE:

| ‘LOCATION: ~ East Twin Creek
BLOCK SIZE: < 1.0 HECTARES

FNR-2013-00154
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140

MCBRIDE COMMUNITY FOREST
CORPORATION

April 19, 2004

4
]

. :i ¥ -‘/ . ;
Ministry of Forests r-t ( o i{’ f
Headwaters Forest District

PO Box 4501, RR2, Highway 5
Clearwater, BC

VOE INO

Attention; Leon O’ Dette

Re: _Hagvest Notificatio

In accordance with Schedule A, Section 2,00 of Cutting Permit 995 Community
Forest Pilot Agreement KiH. We are hereby notifying you of commencement of
operations.

Harvest area: East T'win Creek, 20 kilometres North West of McBride

Licenses: McBride Community Forest Corporation
Contractor: © Warren Patterson
Licensee Reprosentative:  Bob Blliott (250 569 2229)

Comments: Logging System: skidder, select removal for special forest products, cedar
shake blocks, posts and rails and building logs. Shake blocks will be manufactured on

site, single tree selection, no opening will created larger than 1.0 hectares and the volume
will be restricted to less than 500 m3. All debris will be piled and disposed by burning
under proper conditions and with a burn reference number.

Start Date:  Aprif 24, 2004

2 &l U

Robert Elliott
Field Operations Supervisor
McBride Community Forest Corporation

FNR-2013-00154
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N MCBRIDE COMMUNITY FOREST CORPORATION

41
CIPA KIH EXHIBIT A SCHEDULE B -
CP 995
; BLOCK 2
SCALE 1-10000 Logging System select/special forest products

: {)} N
355 9109 >
D

.

.

'I“

M.':—:T:" -h_\.;
»*\’-'

-
L g

sLlay chk

66174'8

5/‘/ hY

5 \ “ 31"572% N _ElFs
(Y 3 -
\‘\\\ \ 306"'j8 CK
Wy Wn(}w
~3 b
- "EL "’6]
;é,gs 70175 )
S P 473 !
/ & A
LOCATION:  East Twin Creek DATE:  April 19, 2004
BLOCK SIZE: < 1.0 HECTARES :
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA

'The Best Place on Earth

Distribution; Regional Executive Director; District Manager; Revenue Manager
Document name; G:\I'Workgrp\Revenue\Jim Schafthuizen Files\REVENUE\BNs and Letters\MCFC Section

105.2 letter - updated.doc RIS
Contact: Jim Schafthuizen, RSM, Ministry of Natural Resource Operations (250) 828-4625

Date typed; 2010/11/25  Date last saved; 2010-11-25 12:3% pm

File: 19460-25/K1H CP 995
Client # 00135624-00

December 7, 2010

Marc von der Gonna, R.P.F.

General Manager

MeBride Community Forest Corporation
P.O. Box 519

McBride, British Columbia

VOJ 2E0

Dear Marc von der Gonna;

This letter is to advise of my decision under Section 105.2 of the Forest Act for cutting permit
(CP) 995 of Community Forest Agreement K1H held by the McBride Community Forest

Corporation.

As an official designated by the minister, I have determined that the stumpage rate for CP 995
was in error because it was determined based on inaccurate information submitted by you on
behalf of McBride Community Forest Corporation. Specifically, the method of harvest was
determined to be inaccurate as notice of commencements for two ground-based cut blocks
were received prior to the rate determination. The original stumpage rate should have been
determined using 50 percent helicopter and 50 percent ground-based harvesting systems.
Further changes to the harvest methods should have been addressed by a changed
circumstance reappraisal.

It is clearly stated in the Forest Act that accurate data must be used in determining stumpage
rates. Ifitis determined that inaccurate data was used, a redetermination of stumpage rates
must be made to make the Crown whole with regards to stumpage payable.

Page 1 of 2
Ministry of Natural Regional Operations - South Location: Mailing Address:
Resource Operations 441 Columbia Street 441 Columbia Sureet
Kamloops, British Columbia Kamloaps BC V2C2T3

Phone: 250 828-4131

Fax: 250 828-41524
FNR-2013-00154
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McBride Community Forest Corporation

Therefore, as a result of this decision, I am directing regional timber pricing staff to
redetermine the stumpage rate taking the new information into account only to the extent
necessary to correct the error. The effective date of the redetermination will be April 1, 2004.

The subsequent rate re-billing will include all timber scaled and billed up to and including
December 31, 2005. The rate redetermination will be done in accordance with the

Interior Appraisal Manual in effect at the time of the original determination. This will result
in additional stumpage payable to the Crown by McBride Community Forest Corporation.

Yours truly,

Masd v el

Madeline Maley, R.P.F.

A/Executive Director

Regional Operations - South

Ministry of Natural Resource Operations

pe: Jim Gowriluk, A/Assistant Deputy Minister, MNRO Regional Operations — South

Kevin Kriese, Assistant Deputy Minister, MNRO Regional Operations —
North Central/West

Bill Warner, Regional Executive Director, MNRO Operations - Omineca

Greg Rawlings, District Manager, Prince George Forest District

Pagag.-6d13-00154
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MINISTRY OF FORESTS AND RANGE
BRITISH COLUMBIA FOREST SERVICE
BRIEFING NOTE

File: 280+ ;
19460 ZS/KIH CP 995

| PREPARED FOR:

Madeline Maley, R.P.¥,, A/Regional Executive Director, Southern Intetior Forest Region
for DECISION IN CONJUNCTION WITH MURRAY STECH, DIRECTOR,
REVENUE BRANCH -

(as requested by Merva Lyons, Revenue Manager, Southern Interior Forest Region)

Il ISSUE:

Redetermination of Stumpage Rates under Section 105.2 of the Forest Act (act) for
McBride Community Forest Corporation, Community Forest Agreement (CFA)
K1H Cutting Permit (CP).995.

il BACKGROUND:

The purpose of this briefing note is to give the regional executive director (RED) the
background for a decision on whether to redetermine stumpage rates under Section 105,2

of the act,

On November 4, 2003, Section 105 of the act was amended to allow stumpage rates and
invoices to be corrected if inaccurate data was submitted. The power is vested in “an
official designated by the minister” to determine if the data submitted was inacourate. On
‘May 31, 2004, the minister designated the Director, Revenue Branch and the REDs as
officials under Section 105.2 of the act.

IV DISCUSSION:

The CP application and appraisal for CFA licence K1H CP 995 was submitted
December 2003 and issued on April 1, 2004, for a period of 3 years, ending

March 31, 2007, In September 2005, it became known to regional appraisal staff that the:
original information used to appraise K1H CP 995 did not represent the actual harvesting

conditions under the CP,

In December 2003, Mare von der Gonna, R.P.F., (Marc) representing

McBride Community Forest Corporation, submitted a full appraisal for K1H CP 995 fo
Headwaters Forest District. The purpose of the CP was to helicopter-extract high-value
spruce and Douglas-fir Jogs scattered throughont a large area of the CFA mainly for
musical instruments and other special forest products as determined by the

district manager, Helicopter logging and spruce and Douglas-fir wers selected by Mare -
as the harvest method and species to be logged, respectlvely The CP document reflected
this choice. The volume fo be harvested was 2 000 m® over an area of 20,795 hectares,

A stumpage rate was determined on April 22, 2004, based on the submitted appraisal

data.

Page 1 of 4

FNR-2013-00154
Page 39




Redetermination of Stumpage Rates Under Section 105.2 of the Forest Act

In August 2005, regional staff discovered that approximately 6 000 m® of timber had
been billed under timber mark K1H995 and that the majority of the volume was westemn
redcedar, It was learned that there had been no helicopter logging; all of the harvesting
was ground based. .

A changed circumstance reappraisal was not submitted by Mare and the district manager
did not request it, Marc claims he was not aware at the time that a reappraisal should
have been submitted, District staff did not monitor CP 995 with respect to appraisal
requirements and thetrefore would not'have been aware that a reappraisal was necessary.

Scction 105.1 of the act requires a holder of an agreement under the act to ensure that
information submitted to the government is accurate. Ministry of Forests and Range
Compliance and Enforcement staff investigated the appraisal data submission for

KIH CP 995, and did not pursue a defermination under Section 105.1 due to a finding of
officially induced error. See the attachment for background details regarding this
decision,

Marc, ot his business colleague, submitted cut block applications dated April 19, 2004,
for CP 995 ta the district. These applications were for up to 1000 m? or 50 percent of the
volume of the CP, and described the harvest method as ground based. The region staff

recommend reappraising CP 995 IS —

- Page 2 of 4
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Page 41 redacted for the following reason:



Redetermination of Stumpage Rates Under Section 105.2 of the Forest Act

Vi

Vi

RECOMMENDATION:
Option #2,

As directed in writing on the designation, the RED must discuss this specific case and
determination with the director, Revenue Branch. It is recommended that the RED and
director jointly determine that there was inaccuraie information in the appraisal
submission for K1H CP 995 and decide that the stumpage rates be redetermined under
Section 105.2 of the act.

COMMUNICATIONS PLAN ATTACHED:

N «g/-f, WS Cutls- 10

APPROVEB f NOT APPROVED Date
Madeline R.P.F.

AfRegional Executwe Director

Southern Interior Forest Region

for DECISION IN CONJUNCTION WITH
Murtray Stech, Director, Revenue Branch

Tracy Hendry, R.P.F.
Revenue Business Analysis Forester
Southern Interior Forest Region

August 23, 2010

Attachment(s): Original appraisal document

Background Information and calculations

Approved
Initial Date
. RSM a3
& i
RED '

Distribution: HVA RSI DHW

Daocument name: G\I'Workgrp\Revenue\TH\BN and MRL\McBride CFA'\Briefing Note and details\BN 124371~
MCBRIDE CFA K1H995 Sec 105.2 - Version 2.docx  wt

Contact Name; Tracy Hendry, Revenue Business Analysis Forester

Date typed: 2010/08/23  Date last saved: 2010-08-23 3:55 pm Page 4 of 4
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Sawlog stumpage comparison
Stumpage rates

hell

219.520
1662.270
282610
680,357
785.789
893.585
0.000
2059.192

§483.323

5.29
13.74
21.27
21.92
18.65
20.95
18.95
i2.92

ground

47.04
50.97
8087
46.14
40.09
38.99

37
29.05

Stumpage difference

heli

1161.261
21465.59
6011.116
14913.43
14576,39
18720.61

¢
26604.76

ground

10326.22
79628.9
14376.37
31391.67
31502.28
34840.88
0
59819.53

103453.1

2618856.9

158432.7

Special forest products stumpage is not included as itis the same in both cases

FNR-2013-00154
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2000 m3 appraised - Ground Based - Partlal Cut - Special forest products volume Ingluded n thie grade code blank

volume  Value §

Helibased
Year/Quarlor  Grade Yolume Stumpage Rate Valug
2004
Aprttiay-hne Blank 219520 528 1.161.26
3 185.584 0.25 48,40
4 4.970 0.26 124
5 1431 025 c3s
] 0.285 0.25 067
Judy-Aug-Sepl Blank 1662.270 13.74 21,455,639
3 657,158 t2e 184,29
4 87542 425 2i.89
5 7472 0.25 W99
8 0.582 0.25 0.22
QcbNoy-Dee Blank 2§2.810 127 8,011.51
3 140018 0.25 3860
4 3.90% 024 G598
B 0.387 025 0.10
[ 0,050 026 042
2005 .
JanFebhlzr Blank §80.357 2192 14,913.43
3 5e3659 024 14591
4 13,714 025 343
5 -DABE 0.26 042
g 1.36% 0.25 0.33
0.60
April-May-Juna Blank 785,789 1865 14,576.3%
3 102,783 026 25.70
4 6,026 026 1.6
5 1.673 026 038
il -0.§63 025 .04
Judy Dlank 593585 2095 18,720.61
3 274,223 025 6.5
4 8445 025 238
5 6077 0.25 0.02
8 1.143 0.2 020
Aug-Sept Blank 0.000 1895 0.00
3 0.000 026 0.0
4 0.000 025 000
] 0.000 225 0.0
& 0.000 225 0.63
Cot-Naydes Blank 2059.192 1292 26,604.78
3 459354 028 122,34 Speciat forest producis
4 I7.326 025 9233
11 3.1 025 0,78 2008 €073
6 4,678 025 1.2z 2004 196m3
911,608
104, 1a7.69
total stumpaga $ 108,108.37

3159
Béz.08
$  4l0Les

FNR-2013-00154
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2000 m3 Volume appraised - Ground Based - Partial Gut - Special forest products volume inctuded in the ¢

Year/Quarter

2004
April-May-June

July-Aug-Sept

Qct-Nov-Deo

2005
Jan-Feb-Mar

April-May-June

July

Aug-Sept

Oct-Nov-Dac

Grade

Blank

& b L2

Blank

o & oW

Blank

o B

jank

D m b WD

Blank

DA W

Blank

[s> 0% -

Volume

219,620
185.584
4970
1.431
0.285

1502.27G
607.168
67.542
7.972
0.882

282.610
140.016
3.901
0.387
0.060

680.367
§83.660
13.714
-0.488
1.308

785,780
102,798
6,026
1.573
-0.185

893.585
274,223
9.445
0.077
1.143

0.000
0.600
0.000
0.600
0.090

2059.192
482,359
37,326
3.108
4879

Sfumpage Rate

43.84
0.25
0.26
0.25
0.25

52.29
0.26
0,26
0.25
0.25

§9.82
0.25
0.28
0.26
0.25

60.74
0.25
0.26
0.26
0.26

57.37
0,26
0.25
0.26
0.25

59.77
0.25
0.26
0.26
0.25

§7.17
0.25
0.25
025
0.25

51,74
0.25
0.256
0.26
0.25

Value

$,823.7¢
48.40
1.24
0.36
0.07

81,601.10
164.29
21.89
1.98

0,22

16,905.73
35.00
0.98

0.10

.02

41,324.88
145,91
3.43
012
0.33

0.60
45,080.71
26.70
1.61

0,38
0,04

53,409.58
G8.56
2.36

0.02

0.29

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

108,542.59
12234
.33

0.78

1.22

355,232.90

FNR-2013-00154
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Actual Yolume harvested - Ground Based - Partial Cut - $pocial forest products volume leluded In the grade code hlank

Yoar/Quartar

2004
April-May-June

July-Aug-Sept

Qct-Nov-Drec

2065
JareFab-hiar

Apri-May-Juna

July

Aug-Sapl

Oct-Nov-Dec

Gratle

Blenk
3

4
6
6

Blank

e bt

@ wasen
g g
£ B

oA

s
-

@t i A g

lank

r i A3

Blank

Lo - ]

Volume

219520
186,594
4670
1.431
0.285

1562.2710
657,168
87.642
7912
0.682

282,810
140.45
380
0.357
0060

G80.357
583.659
13.714
-0.488
1.308

785,789
102793
6425
1.573
D165

893.685
27223
9,445
0.077
1143

0,000
0.000
0000
0000
0.000

2059.182
469359
§7.320
3,109
4.879

Stumpage Rato

58.8
0.25
0.25
0.26
0.25

60.867
0.26
0.25
0.25
025

603
Q.28
0.25
0.25
0.26

55.43
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.25

49.29
0.258
0.25
0.25
0,25

48.05
0.26
0.25
0,25
0.28

48.07
0.25
0.25
0.25
0.26

38.08
0.26
0.26
.25
Q.25

Value

12,480.69
486.40
1.24

036

0.07

84,782.92
64,29
21.80
169

f22

17,041,368
35.00
098

0.19

0.62

37,712.19
14591
3.4
.12
0.33

0.00
38,731.64
28.70
1.51

0.33
0.04

4293674
68,58
238

0.02

0.29

0.00
0.00
400
0.00
0.00

78,372.85
122.34
8.33

0.78

1.22

322,722,87
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9912 m3 appraised - Ground Based -CC & Partial Cut-

Year/Qua

rter Grade

2004
Aprl-May-Ju Blank
3
4
5
]
July-Aug-Se| Blank
3
4
g
[¢]
Qct-Nov-DetBlank
3
4
5
6]
2005
Jan-Fab-Mai Blank
3
4
5
G

April-May-~JuBlank

Db

July Blank

Lr e IS

Aug-Sepi  Blank

Q03 B Ly

Oct-Nov-DatBlank
3

4
5
6

Yolume

219.520
185.584
4,970
1431
0.285

1562,270
857.168
87.642
7.972
0.882

282.610
140.015
3,901
0.387
0.060

880,367
563.659
13,714
-0.488
1.308

785,789
102798
6,025
1.5Y3
-0.15%

893.585
274.223
2445
8.077
1.143

0.000
0.000
0.000
G.0C0
0.069

2059.192
489,359
37,320
3.100
4.879

9101,606

Stumpage

Rate Value
47.04 10,326.22
0,26 46.40
0.25 1.24
0.25 0.36
0.25 0.07
50.97 79,628.90
0.25 164,28
0,25 21.8%
0.25 1,09
0.25 0.22
50,87 14,376.37
.25 35.00
0.25 0.88
0.25 2,10
0.25 .02
46,14 31,391.87
0.25 145,31
0.25 343
0.25 -0.12
0.26 0.33
0.60
40,09 31,502.28
0.25 25.70
0.25 1.54
0.25 0.3¢
0.25 -0.04
38.99 34,840,88
0,26 68.56
0.25 239
0.25 0.02
0.25 0.29
37 0.00
0.25 .00
0.28 0.00
0.25 0.00
0.25 0.00
29.05 59,819.53
0,26 122,34
0.25 8,33
0.25 0.78
0.26 1,22
262,540,40

Tota! stumpags

Special forest products
Valug &

$ 266,542.08

3159

a42.68
$ 4001.68
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‘% BRI_TISH ' ' Ministry of
é.\‘wé OLUMBIA Forests
INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
Control Sheet

Region: p\ S:C District DH l/\/ .

[ S |

feork

e

s

Receipt ofbglﬁ) s?gnl’in District _
SOUTHERN INTERIOR COYY y MM | DD
CARCCT DEMOINAL
TR NTLEUITUN
1 Data Submisslon Reviewed By: Signature: Dale
(Print Name) J L_ﬁ/\ ceyy ag« DD
2K Sduts oy 103 |0]

Comments;

T M\Oﬂ\bm Qpp)romd -
IR N

S T Sk Tk gt %

Reviewed by:
pﬂof‘ > ,44,«%7/ ccYy | MM, | DD
2004 | 64 | 20,

November 1, 2001

FNR-2013-00154
Page 48




g

1 &%5 BRITISH | | Minlstry of

Taua® COLUMB]A ) ’ Foregts

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISélON
Cutting

Leance  cmpfy gl Permit e Mark- * |CIH-Q9S
Uesnios _WACRRIOG CommumTy [FORCST-CoRPs
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This Appraisal Data Submisslon contalns, as of this déte, truthful Information on the tmbef to be
harvested, site conditions, harvesting, development, and siiviculture plans and olher information, all
prepared according to the inferior Appralsal Menual. .

Check Happropriate

El | certify that there have been no changes to the data elements, specifled operation or detailed
engineering methodologies, or amendments to the cutting authority since the tasi appraisal or -
reappralsa! .

D ! certify that {here are less than 2 000 cuble metres of merchantable timber remalning on the

outting authority area and that no fimber Is expected to be harvested during the next year. [am |

reguesting that the current stumpage rate be extended,

Check one of ihe boxes below:
D F certify 1 personaily completed the work described hereln.

E/ f cortify that the work described hereln fuifils standards acceptable of a Reglstered Professional
Forester and that 1 did personally supervise the work, .

D [ certify that | have reviewad this document ant while § did not personally supervise the work

dascribad, | have determined thaf this work has been done to standards acceptable of a
Reglstered Professional Forester

Reglstered Professional Forester:

Name: spf o, , L or g RPFE# gz RPF's Si}gﬁ_‘aﬁ{ae gnti Segh;
Phone: (24¢) 7%, 4~ 2229 P
Foxi (250) 53,9 -3 226 ,«/ /2

E-mall Address éﬂ&éf‘ﬁédﬁw&w# éfg#w " | ’ SRS " ,. L

Date (ccyyfmmfdd) 7,@3/ L/Qﬁ

The Information contalned in this package may be released under the Freedor of Informafron and
Protastion of Privacy Act.

Novembet 1, 2002 o ‘ . o ' Page 1
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@t

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISS!ON

—— Reference Information

) Mark:

Ref Mark' ’

Effective Date;

i) 50071

Kl i.sf»
- :sﬂ}-}';:: w/a Explry Date:
A 1 C 3 Geo ‘%phfc Forest ti;lrict

Admin Forest District

Tenure Type CF@@ TSA :’Z Supply Block g FL '

Wopdlot Annual Rate

Adjustment Selection [T Annually Adjusting [ Quarterly Adjusting

Appralsal Type . ' :

{Check ane): New [g/ Reappralsal '] SBFEP Advertise [}

Polnt of Appralsal WACERIDE”

Rate Calculation Method FE/

{Check one} cvp MPs [

Comparative Crulse [ Yes 1 No ﬂﬁ"/ﬁ%@@ C"P Wb,

Specified Operation ] Yes ] No -

Salvage 7 Yes {J No

Crulse Information/Tree-to-Truck:

Cruise |nformatlon ‘

Specles | Volume® | Decay | StudLog | LRF Burn -~ (RaioHiel v

m® "% % % Comp Ind. | S.P. Zone

BA
CE
olseo | ¥ | zzE
HE ;
LA
LO .
S \VB00 | 1B |G |5
YE )
WH

TOTAL* | 2000 " Other species tled to:

* To be harvested, _

© From the Culting Permit Summary of the Cruise Compllation,

)
November 1, 2002 Page 2

el
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1G abed

. ¥S100-€10Z-dN4

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Cruise Information/Tree-to~-Truck (cont’d) .

Cruise Information (cont'd}

Total Net Cruise Volume 2O m®

2095 He

Obligatory Deciduous m®

Volume ~ s

Total Net Cruise Area

Sampling Error % (at 2
stand dev. - %

Noﬁ/

Mandaiory Small Lo

Utilization : Yes [}

Tree-fo Truck

Support Centre WAYSEINE,

CP Avg. VollTree

2o el .

=2<0 m*fha
‘ % . CP:WLQ/ -

7 .
oed] = ﬁ tioo = %
A
. AAC
No@/ Wﬂw’—/é? hee ii/q\ffﬂ”g.ﬁ/'
= T ,
B0k

m’itree  CP Predominant BGC zone
CP Avg. Volha

CP Average.Slope

Mandatory Grade 4

Hemlock Yes[]

Distance to Support Ce-ntre

(km){one way}

Conventicnal

Overhead Cable Other Systems

Ground Skidding

Highleéd{Gra}pple Skyline Helicoptér Horse

Clear Cut

Partial Cut | Clear Cut | Partial Cut Clear Gut | Partial Cut

Vol. To be harvested {m®)

Lodyepole Pine Vol (m®)

Bicgeoclimatic zone

Net Vol.Aree (m®)

Volumefhectare (m*)

[ Stand defect (%)

Partial cut (%)

Average siope (%)

Blowdown (%)

Heavy fire damage (%)

Dead useless snags (%)

Skyline Yarding Dist. (m) °

Helt Yarding Dist (m}

Uphil, Yarding?

November 1, 2002
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 INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION
- Log Transportation (Section 4.5) ’
A. Truck Haul

Primary Highway [13}/ Off Highway (1 Primary Cycle Time /g€ hours
' : - If Secondary Haul ~ Secondary Cycle ' hours

e e S L
AEEULA @jﬁ%ﬁgﬂ%ﬁ
SRS &%ﬁﬁg{%ﬂﬁ

cut | Volume | Distance | Time M3 x
Block | (m3)(A) {km) (minutes} | minutes (B)

d CALCLATIONS  E5T1 7iATED

Flowt CENTEIZ o™ y
OPEATIVE ARG !

L

e e R R S R e

B Distance Speed (km/hr)
Identifier | Primary | Secondary | D (km) Loaded Empty Loaded Empty

!—Lﬂ\!l[p v 20 gs | 75 |4mb |Rbsis
MECOR] P ol N 19 24703 | 2o2j05

SUBTOTAL | L=bS8Y 1| E =484z

Load Handling, Delay in minutes

Total Cyole Time, Minutes (L + E + D) Divided by 60 = /oS hrs (0.1)

November 1, 2002 Page 4
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¢ ' (

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION.

B, Wafer Transportai‘ion {Section 4.5.3) -

4
Lake Name e i Code
Dump & Boomn .7 Yes B No [
Lake Tow ' \ P( km
Dewater/Reload M Yes O No [
Road Management Yes = [ No [
Approved Road Use Charges ' G/
C. Speclal Transporfation Systems (Section 4.5.4)
: Deséription ' - Location . Code *Applicable
Vol, (m?)
1. Railway i /\{\ P( ’
- BC Rail :
Truck to Rail Transfer No [ Dease Lk Yes [] RTD
- All other raiiways  Yes [] RTA
Rall Transportation No [] LeoCresk Yes [1 RLE
' ‘ Lovell Yes [ ] RLO
- Bear Lake Yes ] RBL
Minaret Lake Yes [] RMT
Niteal Yes [] - RNL

2. Barge Ferry Used for Truck Haul )
No [T] -Reservoirlakes Yes ] BUK

BUO
BUR
,\\\p& © BUW
. - Natural Lakes Yes []. BUA
3. Barge Ferry Used for Crew Transportation '
No [] AliLakes Yes [[] BFA
4, Francols Lake Ferry (PrivatelPublic)
No [ ] Yes [] .
Specified Operation * (Section 4.1.1)  Description ~ Cost $/m°
* Complete only when diffsrent from cutting atthority.
November 1, 2002 : - - Paga 6
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INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION.

- Administration and Other Costs (Section 4.8)

Isolated Cutting Authority No [] Yes [ Rall(Code4)
(Section 4.8,2) Yes [ Lake or Ocean (Code 3)

Specified Operation (éecﬂon 4.1.9) N \ Pf .

Description Cost $/m?®

‘November 1, 2002 . . Page 6

FNR-2013-00154
Page 54




-

[‘ . . ( ) . . 3
INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

Road and Drainage Structures (New, Reconstruction & Upgrade)

e

1. Culverts (Tahulated) (Section 4.3,2.4) '

Applicable Volume *

LRI

" * Applicable Volume: Gomplete only when different from Cuiting Authority Volume.

November 1, 2002 ) Page 7
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96 abed

¥5100-€102-dN4d

k_,,.l .
INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION

3. Tabular Road Construction Data (New Construction Only) (Section 4.3.2)

R s e e

: R
(o) _F#'- “‘ggf‘;%
Grapel

s

fve ik :
et S T ORee
'_‘ kwn%;gp[ VAT e
I .": ‘lmz‘ﬁr..‘;"w [ Dz eue Pt

Applicable Volume:

AT
bontitetant

P S e ot 1L
ARG T SN T

e
j#ﬁ;» ke

et

o
e LG

Total Length

Attach additional pages where necessary.

€@  RoadType

K2 Soll Moisture (SMR)
3] Material Type
@ Ballast Hau! Distance
November 1, 2002

[ ;

Must enter one of "O" = operational road, "B" = block road, or "W© = snoiv (winter) road.
If the road section is wet (Seciion 4.3.2.2(5)) enter "W*, Ctherwise leavs blank.
If the stabilizing material is.quarried rock enter "Q". Otherwise leave blank.

One way.

Page 8




‘{ : . | {.

INTERIOR APPRAISAL DATA SUBMISSION -

Basic Silviculture (Ssction 4.9)

Predominant Biogeocliﬁatiq {BGC)

Zone | . Sub Zone - Vartant

N\P« ‘ X

L2500 w2 o |.oha openieS

Specified Operation (Root Disease Control) (éection 4.1.1) -

Total Cost (%) _
s 1 4

May 1, 2008

Page 11
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P11

NO. 555

(

SLOCAN VALEMOLINT

S

d%ﬁ?ﬁj 121 B3AM

L ]359005

#¥% FOR APFRATSAL PURPOSES ***

Average Line Method
SLOCAEN FOREST TRODUCES
Licence Munber : B15430

e

Gross — Comp DUB )
Forest Inventory Zone : '@
Region = 2 — Southern Inberior District -

Dseless Volvmes Excluded
PEYT = Canoe
1. — Readvaters

Ce- 1
02-Dec-2003 GH:35:54AM
Filename: wol—sppraisal-Glos.e

Compiled by @ J.3.Throwex &
Cruised by ; SLOCEN FOREST PR

Ctzt!:.:.nq Permit : WEL . Bxoject : Wol Version » 2003.0
Net Bveg: [ B : T0.4 ] 58’6 é
&ross Area: [ Grand Total : 70.4 ] T -
P R . R R I T FUUCTE- - S - S - A
Win DEE cm {M} 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 17.5 i7.5 12,5
Stump Bt cm {M) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 33.0
Top Dia om (M) 16.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 1a.0
_Log Lez  m 5.0 5.9 5.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
“GrDos HEEchabie - mEeei 49&5'::‘:“ 9257 - BRes . 930%. T FIEe - e T Zedsd T o PEA T ITond
Net MpzchantabTs - wde- - SS828Z 3929 . i eI X% iER
Tt HMereh — BIL . w3k - Tee5gs T (B4 N _-T3EF . 3 =T = N
Species Distribution % 100 : 56 L o
Decay % 14 i 13 15 - - 44
Waste - i % g 5 4 6 10
 Wesfe(bIFlddgy  : - % . TFGEL - F PR - S A, .
B i R B T = ST S-S
Talal Cold, FWRY ~o L% s o SoPER. (22 P SV SEN: | ST SR - Bl S
“stems/Ha (Live & DP) 516.1 516. 3p.3 i85.1 8271 "7 44.5 145, 8.7 0 35
Bwg DBE {Live & TE) e 40.0 40.0 52.8 33.8 35.6 24.6 45.4 70.9 - 32.1 .
Spags/Ha . 27.4 27.4 6.5 15.7 - 8.0 . S 3.2
_Aug Snzg DEE . om -. 339 3.3 | 65.5 Br.z - . 48.¢ . o 22
Gross Mergh Vol/Trse w3 1.36 - L.3& 2.74 el 0.8 - 0.3 255 506 - -I.07
Btz Merch VoIl /Fress < S 4 + - S i £ Z.56 -0 $.58 . g.22 . 240% 3.90°.  -o.dg
-Avg Weight Tofal Bt m 3304, . 33.4 8.8 2 25.0 17.3 ~ 7.5 T3 TELL
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BRITISH
COLUMBIA

File: 19460-46/K1H CP 995

REGISTERED
May 30, 2012

Marc von der Gonna

General Manager

McBride Community Forest Corporation
PO Box 519

McBride, British Columbia

VO0J 2E0

Dear Mr von der Gonna:
Re: McBride Community Forest Corporation — Forest Act section 105.2 Determination

This is further to my letter dated January 30, 2012 offering you an opportunity to be heard
{OTBH) and McBride Community Forest Corporation’s (“McBride™) OTBH heating on March
8, 2012 respecting the Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations’ (*the
Ministry”) request that | direct a redetermination of the stumpage rate that applied to Cuiting
Permit 995, issued to McBride in 2004. 1 have now made my determination in this matter, as
described below,

AUTHORITY

I have been designated as an official by the Minister of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource
Operations with the discretion to direct a stumpage rate redetermination under section 105.2 of -
the Forest Act.

LEGISLATION

Correcting stumpage rates where inaccurate information was provided
105.2 (1) If, in the opinion of an official designated by the minister, a stumpage rate,
whether still in effect or expired, is or was in error because it was determined, :
redetermined or varied under section 105 (1) based on

(a) inaccurate information, or

Page 1 of 12
Mini ' of For Maihng Address: Phone: (250) 565-677%
inistry ot Forests, 1044 1ot e b (50 5656041
O44 i ax: (250 -
i.ands and Natural Prnce Georgze BC V21, 5G4 Toll Free; 1-877-855-3222

Resouice O perat ions Website: www.fronicounterbe.govbe

FNR-2013-00154
Page 59




Marc von der Gonna

(b) information generated using inaccurate information

that was submitted by or on behalf of the holder of an agreement referred to in that
section, the official may direct that the stumpage rate be redetermined under that

section
(e) taking new information into account only to the extent necessary to correct the
error, and
(d) in accordance with the minister's policies and procedures that were in effect at the
time of the determination, redetermination or variation of the stumpage rate.

(2) The stumpage rate as redetermined in accordance with subsection (1)

(a) is deemed to have taken effect on the date on which the erroneous stumpage
rate took effect, or

(b) takes effect on the intended effective date for the erroneous stumpage rate if
that erroneous rate is not in effect on the date of the redetermination.

ISSUES
The following issues are relevant to this matter:

[. Was the stumpage rate that applied to Cutting Permit 995, issued to McBride in 2004, in
error as a result of being based on inaccurate information submitted by or on behalf of
McBride?

2. 1f so, should I exercise my discretion in favour of directing that the stumpage rate be
redetermined under section 105 (1) of the Forest Act?

DETERMINATION

After considering all the evidence presented to me, and for the reasons presented below, it is my
determination that:

1. The stumpage rate that applied to Cutting Permit 995, issued to Mc¢Bride in 2004, was in
error as a result of being based on inaccurate information submitted by or on behalf of
McBride.

2. Ishould not exercise my discretion in favour of directing that the stumpage rate be
redetermined under section 105 (1) of the Forest Act.

The rationale for my decision is set out below.

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

ISSUE ONE - WAS THE STUMPAGE RATE IN ERROR BECAUSE IT WAS BASED ON
INACCURATE INFORMATION?
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MINISTRY EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT

Ministry staff submitted a detailed decision note and accompanying binder of material outlining
why the information submitted by Mr von der Gonna on behalf of McBride was inaccurate and
the reasons why the stumpage rate that applied to Cutting Permit 995 should be redetermined.
Staff submit that McBride significantly underpaid stumpage on approximately 6,000™ of green |
sawlogs scaled in 2004 and 2005. Depending on which calculations are used, if I direct a
reappraisal of CP 995, McBride will be required to pay additional stumpage of between
approximately $100,000 and $400,000.

Interpretation of section 105.2

The Ministry submits that under section 105.2, the accuracy of information can be determined at
any time after it is submitted and should not be assessed against a standard fixed at a particular
point in time. In other words, whether or not the information is accurate at the time of
submission is not the determining factor. What is relevant is whether or not the information is
capable of producing an error-free stumpage rate in accordance with the Interior Appraisal
Manual (IAM). According to this interpretation, if information produces a rate that is in error, it
may be subject to reappraisal under section 105.2.

Staff note that McBride’s plans o harvest by methods different from the original appraisal
submission were in place before the stumpage rate was determined. Thus, even if the date the
stumpage rate is determined is the key date for assessing accuracy, staff say the submitted
information was inaccurate on that date, They contend that these changes should have been
identified in an amended appraisal submission before the rate was determined.

Section 105.2 versus changed circumstance reappraisals

The Ministry submits that a section 105.2 reappraisal can apply to the same circumstances as a
changed circumstance reappraisal. It notes that section 105.2 pre-dates the changed
circumstance provisions in the IAM by about 2 years and that the changed circumstance
provisions were created to deal in an administratively efficient way with certain types of
situations, leaving section 105.2 for particular situations where the administrative mechanism
cannot be used effectively.

The Ministry argues that the presumption in statutory interpretation against redundancy, which
McBride says applies in respect of this overlapping administrative mechanism, is a rebuttable
presumption and does not apply in relation to section 105.2 and the TAM provisions, largely
because the Manual is subordinate to the Act, and the remedies are applied to different situations.

Staff note that in the case of CP 995, because it was pre-2004, Ministry policy supports the use
of section 105.2 to correct inaccuracies attributable to changed circumstances after the original
rate determination, given that the Canfor decision and subsequent legislative changes now
preclude effective use of the changed circumstance provisions for that purpose. The Ministry
also notes that the changed circumstance provisions in the IAM would have allowed for
correction of the appraisal data only in respect of the change in harvest method; the change in
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volume and species composition would not have been within the ambit of a changed
circumstance reappraisal.

Stumpage rate in error due to inaccurate information

Ministry staff believe that the stumpage rate for CP 995 is in error due to the inconsistency
between what was submitted in the appraisal data work sheet (ADS) and what actually occurred
on the ground
+ The December 3, 2003 ADS was a full appraisal, based on comparative cruise data, It -
specified that 2,000 m? (500 m® Fir, 1500 m* Spruce) was the total volume to be
harvested (the maximum permitted in an appraisal using a comparative cruise) over an
area of 20,795 hectares, and that the harvesting method was to be 100% helicopter, The
ADS did not include silviculture costs, consistent with the proposed hatvesting system,

+ There is no disagreement between the parties that CP 995 was harvested using 100%
ground based skidding rather than heli-logging.

o The harvest notifications submitted by McBride indicate that its plans were to use gt‘ourid
based skidding.

+ In meetings with Regional staff in 2009 and 2010, Mr von der Gonna never disputed that
McBride had used 100% ground-based harvesting systems under CP 995, and had not
helicopter logged at all.

MCBRIDE’S EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT ON ISSUE ONE

McBride also submitted a detailed written submission and accompanying binder of material, in
addition to oral submissions, outlining the reasons why the stumpage rate that applied to Cutting
Permit 995 was not in error and should not be redetermined.

Interpretation of section 105.2

McBride submits that section 105.2 should be applied only when there is an inaccuracy in the
information at the time of submission. In this case McBride contends that the information was
accurate when it was submitted because the ADS reflected the harvesting that McBride planned
to do at that time. It was only after the information was submitted that McBride changed its
plans from100% helicopter logging to skidder logging, and made other changes related to species
and volume. McBride says that changes ocourring after the initial submission are intended to be
caught by the changed circumstance provisions of the IAM, not by section 105.2.

Section 105.2 versus changed circumstance reappraisals

McBride argues that the presumption against redundancy in statutory interpretation requires that
the changed circumstance provisions of the IAM and section 105.2 be interpreted as mutually
exclusive remedies. McBride says that applying section 105.2 to changed circumstance
situations would render the changed circumstance provisions in the 1AM superfluous. That is, if
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a change in circumstance after the appraisal is submitted creates an inaccuracy for the purposes
of section 105.2, then there would be no need for the changed circumstance provisions in the
Manual. The Ministry could simply re-determine the rate under section 105.2. McBride notes
that it is a well accepted principle of statutory interpretation that an interpretation which renders
a legislative provision mere surplusage should be rejected.

McBride also points out that the Ministry cannot retroactively change the stumpage rate as the
result of a changed circumstance on cutting permits issued prior to July 23, 2005, which would
effectively prevent it from doing a changed circumstance reappraisal on CP 995.

McBride submits that combining the proposed tonewood permit with the proposed special forest
products permit resulted in a changed circumstance which gave the District an opportunity to
reappraise stumpage at the time the permits were combined, but the Ministry chose not to.
McBride argues that the Ministry cannot now apply section 105.2 after the fact, having missed
the opportunity to apply the changed circumstance provisions,

Sturmpage rate in error due to inaccurate information

McBride submits that the stumpage rate was not based on inaccurate information and so was not
in error under section 105.2, Although McBride concedes that the rate did not reflect activities
on the ground, McBride does not consider the information on which the rate was based to be
inaccurate because that information reflected its plans at the time it was submitted and was
therefore accurate at the time it was submitted.

ISSUE TWO - SHOULD I DIRECT A REDETERMINATION OF THE STUMPAGE RATE IF I
AM SATISFIED IT WAS IN ERROR?

MINISTRY'S EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT

Ministry staff contend that I should direct a redetermination of stumpage rates based on the
following:

« The failure of McBride to correct the inaccurate information, knowing that the stumpage
rate was artificially low, was unjustifiable. The duty to ensure the accuracy of the
appraisal data prior to rate determination was the professional responsibility of Mr von
der Gonna, and the duty to submit a changed circumstance reappraisal request was the
legal responsibility of McBride; not the Ministry’s, although the Ministry had a power of
oversight,

+ The defence of officially induced error dces not apply as section 105.2 is not a penalty
provision, The purpose of section 105.2 is simply to make the Crown whole, not to
punish or lay blame on the licensee. As such, it does not make sense that officially
induced error, a defence associated with penalty provisions, which typically operates to
excuse persons from wrongdoing, should have any bearing on a decision under section
105.2, where no wrongdoing is alleged.
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« Even if officially induced error were to apply to section 105.2 reappraisals, there is no
evidence that anyone from the Ministry advised McBride that it could pay stumpage
based on the original appraisal data without risk of redetermination. There was, rather,
inadequate attention paid to this cutting permit at the District level. The Ministry says
McBride took advantage of that oversight, which is quite different from saying that
District staff induced the inaccuracy in the data,

«  That District staff did not detect or do anything about the inaccuracy in the December 3,
2003 ADS should not excuse the licensee’s failure to ensure the data were accurate, The
Ministry has limited resources to verify the accuracy of appraisal data both at the time of
submission and rate determination. Section 105.2 presumably exists precisely for the
reason that there will inevitably be inaccuracies that slip through from lack of attention
paid and thus a need for subsequent correction.

» The addition of authorization to harvest “special forest products” to CP 995—which Mr
von der Gonna has said resulted from a combination of CPs 994 and 993, at the insistence
of District staff—could not have caused the December 3, 2003 ADS to become
inaccurate, as tabular stumpage rates apply to “special forest products”.

o The accuracy of the ADS is a separate issue from whether District staff may have
condoned or acquiesced in McoBride’s harvesting beyond the authority of CP 995. The
decision was made by District Compliance & Enforcement not to pursue penalties against
McBride for unauthorized harvest. The point in relation to section 105.2 is that McBride
should have to pay accurate stumpage for whatever it did harvest, authorized or not.

«  While the assessment of additional stumpage under CP 995 may have a significant
financial impact on McBride, the Ministry does not generally concern itself with licensee
profitability in applying existing legislation and policy on determining stumpage rates.
The onus is on the licensee to ensure the appraisal data are accurate, so that it can make a
realistic assessment of the economic viability of its operations on that basis, before it
begins harvesting. If a licensee, having already carried out its harvesting, experiences an
economic loss as a result of a section 105.2 direction, this may be an issue of professional
negligence for the licensee to pursue against the forest professional who signed and
sealed the ADS.

« While there was a period of delay by the Ministry in bringing the section 105.2 matter
forward for decision, this has been to the benefit of McBride insofar as it, rather than the
Ministry, has had the time value of the additional stumpage during the period of the
delay. Interest will not begin to accrue on the additional stumpage unless and until the
Ministry has actually re-determined the stumpage rate and issued replacement invoices,
which to date it has not done.

For these reasons, Ministry staff do not see any compelling reasons for me to exercise my
discretion in favour of McBride, '

MCBRIDE’S EVIDENCE AND ARGUMENT
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McBride requests that even if the stumpage rate for CP 995 is in error as a result of inaccurate
information, I should not exercise my discretion to direct a redetermination of the stumpage rate.
On behalf of McBride, Mr von der Gonna submitted the following:

+ McBride acted in good faith at all times and kept the District informed of iis harvesting |
activities throughout the life span of CP 995,

» The District represented to McBride that its harvesting activities were permissible.

+ MecBride contends that it was entitled to rely on the ministry’s tacit approval of its
harvesting activities. If the Ministry had issues with the harvesting activities during the
life of CP 995 it should have communicated them, as regular harvest notifications were
sent to the District. The Ministry cannot now, eight years after the fact, place blame on
McBride for the District’s lack of diligence with regard to CP 995.

» If'the CP 995 was inaccurate in any sense, the inaccuracy was a direct consequence of the
District’s insistence on combining the proposed tonewood permit and the proposed
special forest products permit. Had they not been combined CP 995 would have
accurately reflected the total volume and species harvested under the permit. McBride

acknowledges that the ADS would not have reflected the harvest method ultimately used,
but this reflects a changed circumstance, not an inaccuracy.

DI1SCUSSION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

WAS THE STUMPAGE RATE IN ERROR BECAUSE IT WAS BASED ON INACCURATE
INFORMATION?

The Ministry and McBride are far apart on how to interpret section 105.2. The key difference is
the date on which information submitted to the government should be considered inaccurate for
the purposes of the section. McBride submits that information can only be considered inaccurate
as of the date of its submission. Further, McBride submits that whether the information is
accurate or not depends on whether or not it is consistent with what the agreement holder
intended to do at the time the information was submitted. The Ministry, on the other hand,
submits that information can be deemed inaccurate at any time if it is incapable of producing an
accurate stumpage rate in accordance with the provisions of the Appraisal Manual.

[ agree with the Ministry’s interpretation of section 105.2. The Act does not specifically state
that accuracy can only be determined as of the date of submission, or on the basis of what the
submitter planned to do as of that date. The provision says that if a stumpage rate is or was in
error because it was based on inaccurate information, it can be corrected. The focus of section
105.2 is on the stumpage rate, the purpose being to ensure that correct stumpage rates are arrived
at. A section 105.2 reappraisal direction cannot be given until affer the stumpage rate has been
determined and an official is satisfied that it is in etror on the basis of inaccurate information. 1t
stands to reason, therefore, that if information were corrected after it was submitted but before
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the stumpage rate was determined, that information could nof form the basis of a direction under
section 105.2. The proper date to assess the accuracy of the information under section 105.2
therefore, cannot be the date of submission, but must, at the earliest, be the date on which the
stumpage rate is determined. It is the accuracy of the information that is actually used in the
stumpage rate determination that must be assessed, not the accuracy of the information on the
date it was submitted. In this case, I accept as a fact that harvesting plans had changed prior to
the date of the stumpage rate determination, rendering the ADS information inaccurate by that
date. '

After reviewing the information and considering the arguments submitted by both parties I find
that the stumpage rate for CP 995 was in error because it was based on inaccurate information,
The ADS clearly indicated that harvesting would be 100% helicopter logged. In reality, the
blocks were 100% ground skidded. The stumpage rate was determined on the basis that the CP
would be helicopter logged, which did not happen. The stumpage rate was therefore in error.

[ do not support McBride’s view that whether the information is accurate or not depends on
whether or not it is consistent with what the agreement holder intended to do at the time the
information was submitted. A stumpage rate cannot be determined based on what is or is not in
the submitter’s mind at the time of submission. That is not an objective standard on which to
base a stumpage rate.

Nonetheless, I have no reason to believe that when the ADS was submitted McBride intended on
doing anything other than helicopter logging. According to its submissions, McBride
encountered conditions during harvest planning that permitted its contractors to harvest the
timber using a different harvest method than had been indicated in the ADS. 1 do not believe,
and do not find, that McBride had any intention to act in a deceitful way.

Finally, McBride contended that if circumstances change after submission of the ADS, a
changed circumstance reappraisal must be used to correct the stumpage rate, not section 105.2.
The Ministry argued that section 105.2 was enacted in 2003, and then in 2005 the Minster
provided an overlapping mechanism in the Manual to create administrative efficiencies for
dealing with certain types of changed circumstances. It is my view that the presumption against
redundancy in legislation should not prevent these mechanisms from operating together in their
respective roles, 1 find that where the administrative mechanism is not available, or for some
reason cannot be used, section 105.2 can be used. That is the case here.

SHOULD I EXERCISE MY DISCRETION AND DIRECT THAT THE STUMPAGE RATE BE
REDETERMINED?

There are several factors that influenced my decision on how to exercise my discretion in this
case. Those factors are:

Time since the incident occuried,

The impact of a redetermination on McBride,

Lack of diligence by the District in dealing with the appraisal for CP 995,

Lack of diligence by the licensee,

The change in the IAM in Jan 2006 to apply tabular rates for sawlogs harvested
from CFAs,

bl el

Page 8 of 12

FNR-2013-00154
Page 66




Marc von der Gonna

I considered these factors within the context of the operating environment at the time in the
Robson Valley. The McBride Community Forest Pilot Agreement was issued by the District
Manager in the Robson Valley Forest District in 2002, The District office in McBride was then
closed in 2003 and became a part of the Headwaters District. I believe this is significant because
during the early period of this tenure the two offices were being merged and staff were being

reassigned to new duties

ot (o , the McBride Forest Ihstrict was part of the Prince
George Forest Region and appraisals were administered from Prince George. With the
reorganization, the District office was closed and the District became part of the Headwaters
district in Clearwater. Appraisal administration was shifted to Kamloops.

The closure of the District office was a large upheaval in the community and at the time there
was a strong local concern that not only would government jobs be lost but jobs associated with
the former Small Business Forest Enterprise Program would be lost as well, This created, 1
believe, a strong desire in the local community for the Community Forest to succeed and
preserve jobs, This strong desire for success in a small community contributed to a culture that
was less rules-based and more flexible than would be found in other communities or other
circumstances. | believe there is evidence of this by the inclusion of a statement by District staff
about the purpose of a Community Forest. The following statement was made by Leon O dette
in an email to Marc von der Gonna on April 15 2004

“... As community Forest Agreements are reasonably new tenures the contract documents
are intended to create “freedom to manage” within the legislated framework and we are
prepared to review the documents on their anniversary (or earlier if required) to evaluate
the intent and effectiveness”.

An unfortunate term that [ find implied to McBride that the licence offered more flexibility than
was really available to them. This term seemed to have more significance with McBride than it
was likely intended to. In their submission McBride indicated that the Community Forest
Agreement was intended to provide McBride with “freedom to manage” the resources of the
community forest. This same reference is repeated in Mr von der Gonna’s affidavit to the
Supreme Court (para. 29) where he indicates that CP 995 was drafted to provide McBride with
“freedom to manage”.

I take the repeated use of this term to indicate there was a belief by McBride and possibly some
Ministry staff that the tenure offered considerable flexibility. I am not saying that this culture
was a good or bad thing; it is just what [ believe was part of the operating environment of the day
in that community.

1. Time Since Incident Occurred

The original ADS submission occurred in December 2003 with a rate determined in April
2004. It is now May, 2012, a significant length of time for this matter to be left unresolved.
There was a substantial delay between the time when the Ministry Regional staff became
aware of the issue and the District followed up with an investigation into a possible section
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105.1 contravention and a re-determination of stumpage under section 1052, Though no
timeline was submitted by either party my review of the files indicates the issue was first
raised with the District in early 2006. Despite prompts from the Regional staff in 2007 and
2008 it was not until July 2009 that a rationa! was provided explaining why an investigation

into a possible section 105.1 contravention was not being pursued. -

L_ Acting Regional Executive Director, Madeline
Maley made a determination in December, 2010 that the stumpage on CP 995 was in error
and directed that it be redetermined. McBride petitioned the Supreme Court of BC to appeal
Maley’s decision in May 2011. The Ministry conceded that there may have been procedural
problems related to the manner in which Ms. Maley’s decision was made and agreed to send
the matter back to a new decision-maker for redetermination. In January 2012 it was referred
to me for a new determination. An OTBH was then held on March 8 2012. I find that on the
whole the majority of the delays in bringing this file to the point where a determination could
be made were caused by the Ministry. To go back now, approximately 8 years later, to
change the stumpage rate, even though it was based on inaccurate information, would not be
fair or reasonable.

2. Impact of Redetermination on McBride
The McBride Community Forest is a small licensee. McBride has submitted that the
redetermination of stumpage at this time would have a significant economic impact on the
McBride Community Forest, If the stumpage rate had been originally determined using
accurate information McBride likely would have made different harvesting choices and may
have harvested different volumes and species.

3. Lack of Diligence by District Staff

I also support McBride’s submission that the actions by Ministry staff contributed to this rate
not being corrected at an earlier date. When the District effected the combination of permits
they should have been aware of the need for a reappraisal as soon as McBride started to
submit harvest notifications with ground based harvesting systems. They should have been
aware that the harvesting systems in the notifications were not what were included in the
ADS. There was an admitted lack of diligence on the part of the District to monitor this
permit. The Ministry also indicated that their intention was to review the CP in a year’s time
and the contract documents are intended to create a “freedom to manage within the legislated
framework”. There was no review completed in a year’s time by either McBride or the
Ministry.

4. Lack of Diligence by Licensee at the Time

In Sept 2005 Ministry staff did request that Mt von der Gonna provide information on the
amount of CP 995 that had been helicopter logged. Mr von der Gonna did not respond to that
request, I find this particularly troubling. Clearly Mr von der Gonna should have been aware
there was a problem with the appraisal for CP 995 and taken the necessary steps to provide
the current and accurate information. Mr von der Gonna indicated that with the shift to
tabular rates for CFAs he thought the stumpage concerns raised by Ms Hendry no longer were
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being pursued.

- Ideally, when McBride knew it would not be heli-logging, among other

changes, it should have contacted the Ministry to discuss the appropriate means to adjust the
appraisal. The Ministry pointed out in its submissions, a changed circumstance reappraisal
cannot occur until after the initial rate determination has been made. Because McBride was
aware of the harvesting changes before the stumpage rate was determined, it should have
catrected the ADS at that point. McBride conceded at the OTBH that it should have triggered
a changed circumstance reappraisal once it learned that the circumstances giving rise to the -
original ADS had changed, after the rate had been determined. It is clear to me that Mr von
der Gonna’s apparent lack of understanding of the licensees’ responsibility under the IAM
was a major contributing factor in the stumpage rate not being corrected.

5. January 2006 IAM Change

In January 2006 the Interior Appraisal Manual was amended to apply table rates for sawlogs
from Community Forest Agreements. This change affected my decisions in that [ believe it
was a contributing factor to McBride’s lack of response to Ministry staff’s inquiry about the
amount of heli-logging that had occurred on CP 995. I don’t believe that a lack of response
was appropriate; | just believe that it was a coniributing factor and caused, in part, by this
amendment to the IAM.

None of these factors when viewed in isolation would be enough for me not to direct that the
stumpage be redetermined. However when viewed together, and considered within the context
of the operating environment in McBride during the 2003 — 2005 period they swayed me to
decide that a redetermination of stumpage would not be appropriate in this case, The lack of
diligence by the licensee to identify that there was inaccurate information used to determine the
stumpage rate, though compelling, was not sufficient to counterbalance the other factors that led
me to decide that the stumpage rate should not be redetermined.

CONCLUSION

After considering all the information submitted by McBride and the Ministry, whether
specifically referred to here or not, it is my conclusion that a direction to redetermine the
stumpage rate on Cutting Permit 995 should not be made. Having found that no redetermination
should be done, it is not necessary for me to consider questions involving volume of timber or
species for the purposes of a re-appraisal.

[ appreciate the thorough submissions of both McBride and the Ministry in this matter,
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR REVIEW AND APPEAL

There are no opportunities for statutory review or appeal of my decision; however, it may be
judicially reviewed under the Judicial Review Procedure Act. 1f you have any questions
concerning my decision, you may contact me at 250 565 6102,

Yours truly,

/

W.J. (Bill) Warner. R.P.F,
Regional Executive Director
Omineca Region

cc! Jim Schafthuizen, Thompson/Okanagan Region Pricing and Tenures
Murray Stech, Timber Pricing Branch
John Huybers, District Manager Prince George Resource District
Wayne Martin, Director, Pricing and Tenures, North Area
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phabondusdbol fntet Ministry of Forests
“The Best Place on Earth  gpg Raﬁge Headwaters Forest District M E M O R AN D U M

File:  19460-45 K1H CP 995

To:  Forest Act Section 105.2 Investigation file: McBride Community Forest CP995
From: Mike Hall, Operations Manager, Headwaters Forest District

Re:  Rationale for not pursuing an Inaccurate Appraisal Investigation (Section 105.1
FA) and Unauthorized Harvest on (Section 52 of FRPA) Cp 995 of McBride
Community Forest,

Background:

I was made aware of an alleged non-compliance by Jim Schafthuizen on September 9, 2005,
and then arranged a conference call with Jim Schafthuizen, Tracy Hendry, Bill Lougheed, and
Jeff Fedyk and myself for September 12, 2005. The Compliance and Enforcement
Supervisor and Tenures Field Supervisor were tasked with reviewing the details and
determining the best course of action.

There were two alleged compliance issue.

s The licence had submitted an appraisal that focused on harvesting fir and spruce by
helicopter. The reality was that harvesting occurred over full cross section of species,
alt by ground based methods. Submission of Inaccurate appraisal information alleged.
FA Section 105.1,

o The CP 995 was issued using an appraisal volume of 2000 m3. At the time of the
original notice from fim S. the volume had exceeded 6000 m3. Unauthorized harvest
was alleged. FRPA Section 52.

‘The two supervisors meet and reviewed the background and facts leading up to the 2 alleged
non-compliances. The result was that the non-compliances could not move to investigation
because the review revealed that the licensee had been open about their intent and district staff
through their action and inactions had condoned the activity. What would occur was a data
collection exercise to move to a possible reappraisal. This information was shared with Jim
Schafthuizen on September 16, 2005.

I was involved with Jeff Fedyk around the discussion and can offer some additional specific

information why the decision was supported not to investigate as a FA section 105.1 or FRPA
52 at this earlier time and to the present time.
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Discussion: Forest Act Section 105.1

¢ The licensee had made it clear in e-mails after the issuance of the CP but prior to the
appraisal rate determination, to the Field Supervisor of the day, of their intention to
harvest various special forest products from various locations. Several appraisal
issues were identified by district and regional staff that lead to local discussion
between the Licensee and Field Supervisor with the outcome being issuance of the
permit, supporting the licensee’s submission. With this high degree of involvement it
was clear that the likelihood of success on contravention for inaccurate submission
was minimal. There was very strong evidence of Officially Induced Error.

e Inthe carliest review, once it was decided that no FA Sec 105.1 would be pursued,
C&E was tasked with gathering additional information on where, when and how the
harvesting occurred on CP 955. This information would help determine next steps.
This information was shared with Regional Valuation and tenures staff on February 3,
2006.

e On June 29, 2006 the district tenure staff completed an extensive file and information
review and recommended that they initiated a FA section 105.2 immediately to make
the crown whole. They also suggested C&E revisit the FA section 105.1 issue.

* My view on the FA section 105.1 remained unchanged and with the tenures team
moving forward with a FRPA section 105.2, removing any revenue loss this further
supported and mitigated any necessity for a FA Sec 105.1.

Discussion: Forest and Range Practices Act Section 52

¢ The over cutting and potential unauthorized harvest also identified that the practice
had been accepted but also identified additional mitigations:
o The tenure was area based and the additional harvesting affected no other
licensees or values and caused no environmental damage.
o All blocks would have been acceptable under a separate harvest authority
within the Community Forest.
o With a resetting of rates through the FA 105.2 process there was no revenue
loss.
o 'The licensee was forthcoming with information requested,
It was decided that the over harvest of the appraisal limit would be accepted. No
additional C&E involvement necessary.

e In conducting this review [ further confirmed my original determination that the over

harvesting of the appraisal limit was tolerated. At cutting permit expiry the total
volume harvested was 20,732 m3.

Submitted July 17, 2009

R.M.Hall
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