
Appendix A 



Meeting Notes – Community Forest Public Information Meeting 

January 29, 2005, 9:00am 

 

Attendance: (Public Sign in)  

 

Richard Barry  Christine Wood  David Bakewell   

Rob Fredricksen Wayne Rowe   Bill Hubbs 

S, Marchand  Adriene Carr   Robin MacGregor 

B. Pearson  Gertrude Pacific  Jason Herz 

Gray Waddell  Rick O’Neill   Al Mulholland 

Ray Clayton  Brad Benson   Tony Pinfold 

Bob Janis  Claude Boisvert  David Jefferies 

Rick Hamilton  Debbie Osler   Daniel Bouman 

Michael Davidson Andrea Goldsmith  James Smith 

Mike Shanks  Warren Allen   Barry Poole 

Vel Anderson  Alan Bangay   Ray Giza 

Bill Brown 

(Estimated 35-40 attendees throughout the day) 

 

Presenters 

 

Mayor Cameron Reid  Gavin Perryman  Ray Parfitt 

Greg Hemphill   Bob Clark   Cathy Bartkai 

Kevin Davie   Brian Kukuleis 

 

Opening Remarks – Mayor Reid/Gavin Perryman 

 

Presentation by Greg Hemphill/Brian Kukuleis, Ministry of Forests 

 

Questions: 

 

Adriene Carr – Question regarding whether or not the Province is flexible on 
allocation of community forest tenure based on Annual Allowable Cut volumes. 



 

Response (Hemphell) – Did not believe there would be an opportunity to alter the 
Province’s allocation terms.  He noted that the tenure is being offered as an 
economic opportunity and the community would have to apply its values in the 
management of the tenure (i.e. Community Forest licence holder may decide not 
to use all of its AAC). 

 

Bill Hubbs – Request for clarification of area defined as the Sunshine Coast. 

 

Response (Hemphill) – Clarified that the Sunshine Coast area spans from Howe 
Sound to Butte Inlet and that in this area two invitations for Community Forest 
applications have been issued, one to the Community of Powell River and one to 
the District of Sechelt. 

 

Al Bangay - Asked if a Community Forest would be permitted to cut trees in the Gray 
or Chapman Creek Watershed. 

 

Response (Hemphill) Noted that the Chapman and Gray Creek watersheds are in 
the Provincial forest area.  He also noted that the watersheds are not major 
contributors to the Provincial Forest base on the Sunshine Coast. 

 

Ray Giza – Asked if a Community Forest AAC would be flexible on the land base 
from where the cut can be taken. 

 

Response (Hemphill) Noted that licence holders have flexibility in the 
management of their forest areas. 

 

Vel Anderson – Asked if the area for the District of Sechelt Community Forest had 
been identified. 

 

Response (Hemphill) Area is not yet identified.  Ministry of Forest has done 
analysis on areas where Sechelt could access the 20,000 cubic metre volume in 
proximity to the community.  He also noted that Sechelt will likely also do 
analysis/due dilligence on any areas offered to them by the Province to ensure the 
timber volumes exist and the area meets the goals and objectives of the 
Community Forest. 

 

Christine Wood asked about agricultural uses of Community Forest Licence areas. 



 

Response (Hemphill) Noted that the licencing process is a forest management 
process and not a Land Use process, and agricultural uses would not be a primary 
consideration in identifying areas for the Sechelt Community Forest licence. 

 

Adriene Carr asked if the Province has considered adjusting annual allowable cuts 
and fee structures to allow Community Forests to use more environmentally sensitive 
harvest processes and remain viable. 

 

Response (Hemphill) He noted that Community Forests are treated the same as 
other commercial small tenure holders and pay the same fees.  He was not aware 
of any initiative by the Province to waive stumpage fees for CommunityForest 
licences. 

 

David Jefferies asked about other small tenure holders in the Sunshine Coast Forest 
Area and asked if the Squamish First Nation tenures were including in the Sunshine 
Coast forest area. 

 

Response (Hemphill) Noted approximately 60,000 cubic meters AAC allocated to 
small tenures holders on the Sunshine Coast.  He noted that although the 
Squamish First Nation claim traditional areas on the Sunshine Coast, they have 
opted to seek tenures in other traditional areas.   

 

Jason Herz asked how Community Forest tenure differs from purchasing forest tenure 
via BC Timber Sales. 

 

 Response (Hemphill) Explained BC Timber Sales accepts competitive bids for 
blocks of timber.  Also noted that the tenures sold by BCTS are usually one to 
three years in duration. 

 

Jason Herz asked if the Sechelt Community Forest licence would be granted for the 
more ‘contentious’  forest areas (i.e. watershed)? 

 

Response (Hemphill) Noted that areas have not yet been determined.  He also 
noted that one land areas are determined, a Community Forest Licence the 
community would have a greater impact on the forest management plan in a 
Community Forest area. 

 



Brad Benson asked how the community has been involved in the Sechelt Community 
Forest Application process to date, and will be in the future 

 

Response (Hemphill) Noted that the Province requires the applicant to show 
documentation of community involvement in their application for a community 
Forest, but that the Province does not dictate how that involvement take place. 

 

Jason Herz asked if the AAC must be achieved each year to maintain the licence 

 

 Response (Hemphill) Noted there was flexibility in the cut control and a five year  

balancing process, to allow for economic cycles, environmental conditions, 
operational issues, etc.  He also noted that the first licence period would be a 
probationary period and adjustments could be made in subsequent licence periods. 

 

 Response (Kukuleis) Noted that tenures can be re-assigned if the Licence holder 
does not meet its Forest Management Plan 

 

Dan Bouman asked if the Community Forest would be held to the Department of 
Forest management standards or the Forest Practices Board goal to achieve 
excellence and put more emphasis on the community will. 

 

Response (Hemphill) Noted that Community Forest licence embody greater 
opportunity for public consultation and direction on practices. 

 

Gray Waddell requested some definition of the 20,000 cubic meter volume and asked 
to whom the invitation to apply for the Community Forest Licence was issued. 

 

Response (Hemphill) Estimated an average logging truck loads contains 35-40 
cubic meters, therefore 20,000 cubic meters would mean approximately 500-600 
truck per year.  He noted the Community Forest Licence invitation was issued to 
the District of Sechelt.  He also noted that the Sechelt Indian and has been offered 
approximately 32,000 cubic meters under a separate program.  He noted that these 
could be cooperation between the two tenure holders if this is what the 
community wants, but that these are two separate forest tenures. 

 

Vel Anderson asked about revenue sharing agreements between a Community Forest 
and the Province. 

 



Response (Hemphill) Noted that standard small tenure stumpage fees are paid by 
a Community Forest to the Province.  Any profits made by a community forest 
belong to the tenure holder to disperse on community projects or re-invest in the 
community forest operation. 

 

Christine Wood asked about private firms which have expressed interest in partnering 
with the District of Sechelt. 

 

Response (Mayor Reid) Noted that this has not been determined and preliminary 
discussions cannot be disclosed.  He noted that the District is seeking private 
industry involvement to provide greater business expertise to the venture. 

 

Adriene Carr noted she had been involved in the development of a Memorandum of 
Understanding for the management structure of a Community Forest in Clayquot 
Sound and encouraged formalization of community involvement. 

 

Presentation by B. Clark (Revelstoke Community Forest) 

 

Question Responses 

 

Revelstoke licence area was not directly in or adjacent to the community, was a steep 
area and was not unique recreationally (except for the adjacent ski lodges) to the area 
residents, so other recreational uses were not impacted by the forest management 
plan.   

 

Explained the 25-60% the rate of success of local firms being the successful bidder 
for local log/timber sales.  He noted that more value added wood processing 
businesses have started in their areas.  He also noted that close to 100% of silviculture 
firms working with the Community Forest are now local, as well as close to 100% 
local contracting/employment for operations and road building contracts. 

 

Noted that the log sort operation does increase the Community Forest operational 
costs. Sort creates two local jobs at the sort and provide better local access to logs.  

 

Noted that the referendum held by Revelstoke was related to the investment of public 
money in the Community Forest Licence. 

 



Noted that the Revelstoke Community Forest Licence is a 25 year licence with an 
opportunity to renew every five years. 

 

Reviewed the Community Forest Board structure and appointment process, where the 
Town of Revelstoke accepted applications from the public for three of the Board 
positions. 

 

Noted that the decision to purchase the Community Forest tenure took the community 
seven years to reach.  After that decision was taken the application process took about 
six months.   

 

Kevin Davie noted that the District has been given an application submission date of 
March 12, 2005.  He noted that an extension can be requested and the Province has 
granted application extensions where a community can show that it is making 
progress on the application. 

 

Cathy Bartkai Presentation  

 

Questions 

 

Noted the Powell River Community Forest Advisory Committee process is a given 
and take process, but that on very few issues has a compromise not been reached. 

 

She noted that recreation groups, conservation groups, forest contractors, value added 
processors, and youth interests, among others sit on the Advisory Committee. 

 

Lunch Break 

 

Kevin Davie’s Presentation 

 

Questions: 

 

Will there be ongoing consultation with other local governments on the Sunshine Coast? 

 

Will the conservation community be consulted on area selection given the existence of 
critical areas requiring habitat protection? 



 

Can the management plan include plans for other uses (i.e. use of logging roads to access 
Dakota Bowl ski area)? 

 

How can we develop trust in this process that community concerns will be considered? 

 

Need to balance representation on the Advisory Board and give Advisory Board Process 
the power to demand commitments from the licence holder. 

 

How do we determine who is eligible to partner with the Community Forest Licence 
holder. 

 

Who will be at the table for area selection? 

 

Need to consider forest resources values not just forest product values? 

 

Need access to other examples of Community Forest structures? 

 

Difficult to know risks if the area is not defined. 

 

Mayor Reid suggested that a core (suggested four to six individuals) group of interested 
parties meet on Tuesday February 1, 2005 to discuss and develop an action plan to move 
the application forward. 

 

Group needs to look for ways to show that the application is moving forward, so that an 
extension to the application date can be requested, if necessary. 

 

Points for February 1/05 discussion: 

·  Define consultation process(not direct the application process) 
·  Review application criteria 
·  Criteria for decision making  
·  Form of governance 



Community Forest Project – Follow-up to January 29, 2005 Public Meeting 

February 2, 2005, 9:30am, General Meeting Room, District of Sechelt 

 

David Bakewell B. Hubbs  Robin MacGregor 

B. Pearson  Gertrude Pacific Jason Herz 

Rick O’Neill  Al Mulholland  Linda Williams 

Brad Benson  Claude Boisvert Trudy Diening 

Debbie Osler   Daniel Bouman Andrea Goldsmith  

Cam Reid  Ray Parfitt  Barry Poole 

Pete Markovick Ken Sneddon  Kevin Davies 

 

Kevin Davies reviewed the Sunshine Coast Forest Area Map and outlined the possible 
areas on the lower Sunshine Coast that could be offered to the District of Sechelt as a 
Community Forest that would meet the timber profile and qualify as the economic unit of 
20,000 cubic meters annual allowable cut. 

He noted that: 

·  the Chapman and Gray Creek Watershed are potential areas that may be offered 
·  the District received timber volume and mean annual increment information last 

week and is working to evaluate and verify the information 
·  the District will be requesting a meeting with the Ministry of Forests to begin 

discussions on area selections next week, 
·  the District does not want to take controversial areas such as the watershed if it 

will be forced to harvest them to keep the project profitable, 
·  the District’s initial position is to request as large an area footprint as possible, to 

allow for management of sensitive areas and resources in a way that meets 
community concerns while maintaining economic viability for the project. 

 

Concerns: 

 

Where the Community Forest Licence areas are located 

 

The need to respect efforts made to protect the Chapman/Gray watershed and the 
Elphinstone Land Use Review Process and the views of all Sunshine Coast residents 
regarding watershed protection. 

 

It makes little sense to select areas to be protected as a reserve in the Community Forest 
Licence area as the licence is based on timber volumes.  If there is a timber volume in a 



reserve, there will be less allowable cut available to make the Community Forest project 
economically viable. 

 

Discussions should be held with the Sechelt and Squamish First Nations regarding their 
plans/claims in the area.  A copy of a document on forest resources from the Squamish 
Band was provided for information. 

 

Concerns were raised about having Community Forest licence areas in other jurisdictions 
(SCRD). 

 

Need to develop trust that the District of Sechelt will reject the Ministry of Forests offer 
if it will require harvesting in areas that the community would like to see protected. 

 

How a Community Forest Company will operate 

 

Wherever a Community Forest Licence is granted, the District should make a 
commitment to the Sunshine Coast community that excellence in forest practices will be 
pursued. 

 

Concerns were noted over the type of tenure a Community Forest Licence entails.  
Concerns were raised regarding statements made in a letter dated November 4, 2004 from 
the Assistant Deputy Minister of Tenures Branch of the Ministry of Forestry.  A copy of 
this letter will be provided (L. Williams).  K. Davie noted that all discussions with the 
Ministry have been that Sechelt is being offered an area based AAC tenure for a 
probationary period of five years that could be renewable. 

 

Governance structure and representation of other elected bodies (i.e. SCRD) on the 
Board.  It was noted that a corporate structure, with a Board of Directors was proposed to 
protect the taxpayers from liability. 

 

Concerns were noted that corporate structure is not always a guarantee of protection of 
the taxpayers investment.   

 

Board Membership and responsiveness.  If community involvement is to be by Advisory 
Group, the Advisory process must be binding, and the decision making process be open 
and transparent. 

 



Support was voiced for working to obtain Forest Stewardship Council Certification, 
which supports the pursuit of excellence in forest ground and management practices, 
rather than ISO or CSA certification which do not impose the same level of standards. 

 

Support was also voiced for investigating certification models developed in Scandinavia, 
and perhaps developing our own model from other examples. 

 

Suggestion to review at Harrop-Proctor Community Forest model, Creston, Esau (sp?) 
Forest Products (A. Goldsmith to contact A.Carr for information) for ideas on models for 
operations and community involvement. 

 

Need to develop a statement of goals and guiding principles that will include 
“commitment to manage resources for the benefit of the community and the recognize 
timber and non-timber values of forest resources”  to instill trust in process. 



 

Application Process 

 

It was noted that there is a provision for the application to be submitted by March 
12,2005 and submit details on areas not yet finalized, such as the public consultation 
process and broad community support, within 90 days 

 

District agreed to hold regular meetings (Tuesdays, 4pm, General Meeting Room) to 
discuss process on application (i.e. area selection, development of guiding principals, 
board structure, community involvement).  First meeting February 8, 2005, 4pm.   

 

Email addresses of interested parties recorded for exchange of information. 

 

Meeting adjorned at 10:55am.  

 



Community Forest Project – Follow-up Public Meeting 

February 15, 2005, 4:00pm, Community Meeting Room, District of Sechelt 

 

B. Hubbs  Gertrude Pacific    

Linda Williams Rick O’Neill 

Claude Boisvert Trudy Diening 

Debbie Osler   Daniel Bouman  

Ray Parfitt  Barry Poole 

Kevin Davie  Ken Sneddon   

 

Kevin Davie reviewed a map of the  Sechelt Peninsula with areas outlined that Ministry 
of Forests has identified as available and that could provide the 20,000cubic meters per 
year AAC for the Sunshine Coast Community Forest. 

 

He noted that: 

·  the District plans to negotiate with the Ministry of Forest for a larger area based 
on the uneven age class of the timber available in the identified areas, 

·  to avoid logging in controversial areas for the first five years, the Community 
Forest would require a large area to draw timber from. 

 

Attendees were given the opportunity to comment on areas that should and should not be 
included as part of the Community Forest . 

 

Areas Identified as of Concern: 

 

Hidden Grove 

The Hidden Grove area was identified as an area that should not be included in the 
Community Forest. 

 

Chapman and Gray Creek Watersheds 

Discussion points: 

·  preliminary calculations for an application that would include the Chapman Creek 
watershed estimate that area would not contribute to the AAC for approximately 
60 years, 

·  the right of the Ministry of Forests to grant licences in the watershed reserves 
(established in 1924) was questioned 



·  it was noted that the watershed areas have been withdrawn/withheld from Timber 
Supply Area, 

·  if the watershed becomes part of a Community Forest, and the Community Forest 
loses the licence if unable to meet the AAC, could the watershed area could then 
be made available for other forest licences, 

·  whether the Province would revoke a Community Forest Licence for not meeting 
an AAC  

·  if the watersheds are not in the Community Forest Licence, will the watershed 
areas be offered to other operators by BC Timber Sales 

·  questions were raised regarding the impact of the draft SCRD/SIB Watershed 
Accord, seeking management authority over the watershed, on the authority of the 
Community Forest to operate industrial activity in the watershed 

·  there could be community support for recreation and woodcraft activities in the 
watershed if the areas were under a Community Forest Licence 

 

 

Alternate Areas to Replace Areas of Concern 

 

Areas in the Halfmoon Bay/Homesite Creek area, which have more diversity in 
the species.  

 

Southwest face of Mount Elphinstone.  It was noted that the community of 
Roberts Creek is concerned with protection of 1500 hectares of area between 
Wilson Creek and the B & K logging road in this area.  It was also noted that this 
area has significant volume of timber than could be selectively logged in keeping 
with excellence in forest practices that could be supported by area residents. 

 

There was general agreement that based on community consultation to date, the District 
of Sechelt should approach the Ministry of Forests to negotiate for: 

·  a larger area for a Community Forest within the Port Mellon to Egmont area, and 
if the Licence must include the watershed, that no timber value be calculated on 
that  area, so that inclusion of the area will not jeopardize the ability of the 
Community Forest to achieve the AAC. 

 

If the watershed areas are to be included in the Licence, the District should inquire if a 
Community Forest could lease areas to other groups  (eg: lease watershed to the SCRD 
to achieve greater management authority for the SCRD over the watershed). 

 

The District should stress to the Ministry the requirement for broad community support 
of the application, and state that the community does not want to see industrial activity 



in the watershed.  Therefore ,some accommodations regarding inclusion of the 
watershed must be made, or the community will not support the application  

 

Concerns regarding Consultation 

Process must continue and be expanded to include 

·  SCRD support for the application as representatives of the people of the Sunshine 
Coast and the group responsible for water quality 

·  Residents of other areas if Licence area is to be expanded into such areas as 
Moutn Elphinstone 

 

K. Davie noted that Chief Feschuck of the SIB indicated in December, 2004 that the 
areas identified for the Community Forest Licence do not conflict with the SIB’s licence 
areas. 

 

Business Plan 

 

It was noted that the Business Plan is not yet available.  It was noted that a Forest 
Stewardship Plan would be prepared in consultation with the community after the 
Application has been accepted. 

 

Concerns regarding Tenure/Ability to Manage the Area under the Community 
Forest L icence 

 

To clarify concerns regarding the tenure and rights of a Community Forest Licence , it 
was agreed that Linda Williams would draft a list of questions to be answered in writing 
by the District Forester, including 

·  is a Community Forest Licence equivalent to a TFL or is it a probationary area 
based tenure, 

·  clarification of a Community Forest’s authority to manage the land on which the 
licence is held, 

·  clarification of the right of the Ministry to issue licences in a watershed reserve. 
 

Meeting adjorned at 6:05pm.  



Community Forest Project – Follow-up Public Meeting 

February 22, 2005, 4:00pm, Community Meeting Room, Distr ict of Sechelt 

 

B. Hubbs  Gertrude Pacific Kevin Smart     

Linda Williams Rick O’Neill  Walter Trip  

Debbie Osler  Brad Benson    

Daniel Bouman David Bakewell 

Ray Parfitt  Barry Poole 

Kevin Davie  Ken Sneddon    

 

Chapman/Gray Creek Watersheds 

 

Kevin Davie reported that he had posed the idea of excluding the Chapman/Gray Creek 
watershed from the Community Forest Licence to the Ministry’s District Forester G. 
Hemhill .  Mr. Hemphill indicated: 

·  the only areas available to the Community Forest are from the 20% take back 
from major licence holders, 

·  the watersheds are part of this area of the working forest, 
·  if the watersheds are not included in the Community Forest, they would be 

assigned to BC Timber Sales, 
·  the Ministry believes it would be in the community’s best interest to include the 

watersheds so that the community has greater control over the forest activities in 
the areas. 

 

D. Bouman noted that the SIB and SCRD have a draft watershed accord, which is an 
agreement supported by the community to seek co-management of the Chapman and 
Gray Creek Watersheds, therefore there should be consultation with these groups, it 
should include the public and be done before any application is submitted.  He suggested 
Sechelt request an extension of the March 12 application date. 

 

B. Poole responded that watershed accord has not been ratified. He also noted that: 

·  the SCRD and SIB have been consulted on the potential for a Sechelt 
Community Forest application and that the SCRD will likely be offered an 
opportunity to be involved on the Board of the company to be developed to 
manage the Sechelt Community Forest 

·  the potential application will be discussed with the SCRD Board on February 24, 
2005, 

·  the SCRD/SIB currently have no regulatory authority over the watersheds.  If the 
watersheds were included in a Community Forest, local government on the 



Sunshine Coast would have a say in how forestry operations are carried out in 
these areas.    

 

B. Smart noted that: 

·  there is no Community Forest application yet. Sechelt is still exploring whether it 
will submit an application, 

·  the Sechelt application will not be using the old assumption of Ministry of Forest 
Timber Supply, but will be looking at extended rotations in it’s management 
plan, 

·  if included in the Community Forest, there would be no plan to cut in the 
watershed areas for 50 to 60 years, due to the age and growth pattern of the forest 
in those areas.   

 

B. Benson noted that with sensitive logging practices he could envision logging in the 
watershed in 50 to 70 years, but there would need to be community agreement to get to 
that point. 

 

L. Williams stated many in the community want the watershed managed for water 
quality, as a reserve under the Lands Act not as a forest lands under the Forests Act, and 
that if the watershed are included in any Community Forest application the areas should 
be excluded from the Annual Allowable Cut and Timber Supply of the Community 
Forest.   

 

Community Forest Annual Allowable Cut (AAC) 

 

D. Olser noted she felt the AAC at 20,000 cubic meters is too high if the watersheds are 
to be contained in the licence, but protected.  She stated she felt the community should set 
the AAC. 

 

K.Davie noted that: 

·  the AAC has been set by the province 
·  the timber volumes for the available areas have not yet been determined 
·  Sechelt would need data on the timber supply to argue for have areas from BC 

Timber Sales included in the Community Forest.   



 

D. Bouman stated the issue of community support for protection of the watershed could 
be used to argue for areas from BC Timber Sales to be included in the Community 
Forest. 

 

B. Smart noted that: 

·  the Ministry believes the 20,000 cubic meter AAC can be achieved in the areas 
identified as available for the Community Forest,   

·  with his calculations and the net downs being proposed by Sechelt it may be a 
challenge to sustain 20,000 cubic meters for 25 years, 

·  forest management plans would be developed for five to ten years and 20,000 
cubic meters would not have to be taken each and every year, 

·  the cut may be lower in the first years while forest planning is still being 
undertaken, 

·  if it could be shown that the licence area will not sustain the assigned AAC, the 
licencee could approach the Ministry and request an adjustment.  



 

L. Williams noted that the Ministry has inflated the Timber Supply available in the three 
most recent Timber Supply Reviews. 

 

K. Sneddon asked how the timber supply information is being re-analyzed  

 

B. Smart  noted that Ministry of Forests information is being adjusted using inventories 
and varying ground yield (growth) factors based on 250 year rotations.  He also noted 
many of the areas have been assessed from the ground rather than from aerial photos or 
maps.   

 

D. Bakewell noted that in the logging of BC Hydro right-of-ways on the Sunshine Coast, 
the Ministry of Forests underestimated the value and amount of timber that was available.  

 

Legal Entity Applying for  the Community Forest L icence 

 

B. Poole noted that the legal entity that will apply for and manage any Community Forest 
Licence has not yet been established.  

 

Funding for  operations of a Community Forest 

 

K. Davie noted that some funding may be available form the Ministry and that more 
details would be by March 31, 2005.  He noted that no commitment of funding has been 
received from Community Futures. 

 

Community Consultation/Support for  the application 

 

In addition to the February 24, 2005 presentation to the SCRD Board, K. Davie noted that 
Sechelt Community Forest application has received a letter of support from the Town of 
Gibsons.  Representatives will be meeting with: 

·  the Roberts Creek Community Association during the third week of March, 2005, 
·  the Sechelt and District Chamber of Commerce on March 1, 2005 
·  Capilano College on February 24. 

 

It was suggested that meetings/briefing be arranged with: 

·  Elphinstone Community Association 
·  Sunshine Coast Conservation Society 



·  Sunshine Coast Forest Coalition 
·  Chatelech Secondary School  

 

Certification 

 

K. Sneddon looking at the Scandinavian Models for certification and recommended 
Symmetry Consulting of West Vancouver be contacted as this group has achieved Forest 
Stewardship Certification of the Burrard Indian Band operations and worked with the 
Potlach Corporation in Montana (USA). 

  

Website 

 

A press release dated February 21, 2005 from Sierra Legal Defence Fund regarding a 
guide to Forest Certification was provided for the website.  

 

Meeting adjourned at 5:50pm.  



 



 



 



 



 



 
 


