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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Highlights of 2017-18

1 Seventh year under SFMP - The 2017-18 reporting year was the seventh year of
operation under SFMP# 2. SFMP #3 was approved on May 4", 2018 reporting to the new
SFMP will start next year.

1 Fire salvage - During the summer of 2017, 3 forest fires burned a combined area of
11.3ha within the DFA. No salvaging occurred within the fires due to the small size and
poor timber quality of the area impacted.

1 Pine beetle salvage - Our salvage harvesting program continued during the reporting
period to recover Lodgepole pine timber damaged by the Mountain Pine Beetle within the
Fort St. John TSA. During the reporting period the manufacturing facility received
1,133,519m3 of coniferous logs from quota and Crown purchase sources, excluding oll
and gas salvage and Woodlot license areas. The total received from the pine-leading log
strata was 167,133 m3 approximately 14.7% of the total volume received from quota and
Crown purchase sources.

1 Spruce beetle sanitation/salvage i Canfor designed 51 new blocks around susceptible
spruce stands with signs of spruce beetle attack as identified in the forest health surveys
completed in 2017. These blocks were added to the FOS through FOS amendment 324.
Beetle probing was completed on 49 of these blocks. Trap trees were felled in 5 of the
blocks where live beetle were identified during beetle probing. These blocks will be
harvested in winter 2018/2019 to help reduce the spruce beetle population.

1 Market improvement - Market conditions continued to improve in the the 2017/18
reporting period. The FSJ sawmill operated under a 2-shift scenario throughout the
2017/18 reporting period.

1 Indicator performance - The participants achieved consistent positive performance
regarding overall conformance to indicator targets with 64 of 67 (95.6%) indicator targets
achived in the 2017-18 year.

1 Legal indicator performance - For the period of April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018, the
participants achieved the performance indicator objectives on 26 of the 28! regulatory
landscape level strategy indicators (Section 42 of the FSJPPR, or affecting Part 3 Division
5 of the FSJPPR-see Section 11).

Summary of Participants Consistency with the Landscape Level Strategies

The participantsd progress in implementing the | al
as measured by the degree of achievement of the target or acceptable variance of the regulatory

indicators, is detailed in Section 11, and summarized as follows:

Timber Harvesting Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable variances
on 100% (7 of 7) of the Fort St. John Pilot Project Regulation (FSJPPR) Section 42 performance
indicators, and 100% (3 of 3) of non-regulatory SFMP indicators (CSA indicators) linked to the
Timber Harvesting Strategy.

Access Management Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable variances
on 100% (2 of 2) of the FSIPPR Section 42 performance indicators, and 100% (1 of 1) of the
Section 35 (6) performance standard indicators and 100% (1 of 1) of non-regulatory SFMP
indicators (CSA indicators) linked to the Access Management Strategy.

! Two indicators, # 2 (Seral Stage) and # 3 (Patchsize) apply to both Forest Health and Patch Size/Seral Stage Landscape Level
Strategies



Patch Size, Seral Stage and Adjacency Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or
acceptable variances on 75% (3 of 4) of the FSJPPR Section 42 performance indicators, and
50% (1 of 2) of the Section 35 (6) performance standard indicators linked to the Patch size, Seral
Stage and Adjacency Strategy. The Wildlife Tree Retention target was not achieved on 1 of 11
Landscape Units.

Riparian Management Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable
variances on 100% (4 of 4) of the FSIJPPR Section 42 performance indicators, and 100% (2 of 2)
of the Section 35 (6) performance standard indicators linked to the Riparian Management
Strategy.

Visual Quality Management Strateqy - Activities were assessed as being consistent with the target
or acceptable variance for the Section 42 performance indicator on blocks requiring assessment
prior to the end of the reporting period. Therefore, activities were consistent with the target or
acceptable variance on 100% (1 of 1) of the Section 42 performance indicator linked to the Visual
Quality Strategy.

Forest Health Management Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable
variances on 80% (4 of 5) of the Section 42 performance indicators and 100% (1 of 1) non
regulatory SFMP indicators linked to the Forest Health Management Strategy.

Range and Forage Management Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or
acceptable variances on 100% (2 of 2) of the Section 42 performance indicators, and 100% (1 of
1) non regulatory SFMP indicators linked to the Range and Forage Management Strategy.

Reforestation Strategy (conifer) - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable
variances on 100% (4 of 4) Section 42 performance indicators, on 100% (2 of 2) Section 35 (6)
performance standard indicators and 100% (1 of 1) non-regulatory SFMP indicators linked to the
Reforestation Strategy.

Soil Management Strategy i Activities were consistent with the target or acceptable variance for
the Section 42 performance indicator linked to the Soil Management Strategy.
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Summary of Changes oroheitSiadus| ndi cat or 6s

The following table summarizes non-conformances to indicators in the 2017 reporting year, and
revisions made to the SFMP for the reporting year (note that indicators in red text refer to those
related to regulatory requirements under the FSJPPR).

Indicator Non Conformance

Indicator 9- Wildlife Tree Patches Indicator was not met in the Lower Beatton LU

The number of pine leading FOS blocks was
below target

Maintenance of Wildlife and | This indicator was not met because it is linked
Fisheries Habitat Values to the WTP target.

Indicator Significant Revisions,

Indicator 49- Forest Health FOS Planning

Indicator 56-

none
SFMP #3 was not approved prior to the commencement of the reporting period measured in this
annual report (April 1 2017-March 31, 2018). Some indicators as written in SFMP #2 have time
frames which had expired prior to the 2017-2018 reporting period (for example, the SFMP #2
cut control period ended in 2017). For these indicators, we used the draft SFMP #3 indicator
and target statement. Asaresult,thi s year 6s annual report was a com
tragets from SFMP #2 and draft SFMP #3.

SFMP #3 was approved May 4, 2018. Therefore, the 2018-2019 Annual report prepared next
year will report on the participants performance to indicators and targets as written in SFMP #3.

This report was discussed with the Fort St John Pilot Project Public Advisory Group on October
23, 2018.
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1.

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This annual report summarizes activities completed between April 1, 2017 and March 31,
2018 on tenures managed by participants in the Fort St. John Pilot Project. Activities occurred
on the following tenures: BC Timber Sales, FL A18154 and PA 12 held by Canadian Forest
Products Ltd; FL A59959 held by Cameron River Logging Ltd.; FL A60972, held by Mackenzie
Pulp Mill Corp.; FL A60050, FL A60049 and PA 20 held by Louisiana-Pacific Canada Ltd.; FL
A85946 held by Louisiana Pacific - Peace Valley OSB; and FL A56771 jointly held by Dunne-
za Ventures and Canadian Forest Products Ltd.

FORT ST.JOHN RESULTS J.
BASED PILOT PROJECT 'i
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Figure 1: Project Area Map
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The Pilot Participants achieved registration under the Canadian Standards Association
CAN/CSA Z809-02 Sustainable Forest Management System for the Fort St. John TSA (see
Figure 1) forestry operations on October 17, 2003. In partial fulfillment of achieving
registration, a public group, the Public Advisory Group (PAG), was formed in 2001 to help
identify and select values, objectives, indicators, and targets for sustainable forest
management. The original indicators and targets identified by the PAG, along with associated
forest management practices to achieve those objectives, were detailed in the Sustainable
Forest Management Plan# 1 (SFMP# 1) and revised in SFMP# 2. The particip
registration was most recently renewed on December 3, 2014. The 2017 Annual Report is a
summary report on the status of each indicator. The report includes revisions to the indicators,
targets, or the way they are measured, as noted in amendment # 3 to SFMP# 2. Future
revisions, if any, to the indicators, targets, or the way they are measured will be captured in
subsequent annual reports.

This report is prepared annually, as required by the CSA standard and the FSJPPR. In this
report, each indicator is reiterated, and a brief status report is provided in Section 3. For
additional background information on the indicators and targets, or the implementation and
monitoring requirements, the reader should refer to the SFMP and SFMP amendments.

In addition to CSA requirements, this report includes information required by the FSIJPPR
(Section 51) on the participantsd accessesmanhagert
(Sections 4 to 7), as well as variances (Section 8), compliances (Section 9), plan amendments

(Section 10), and a statement on progress on Landscape Level Strategies (Section 11). The

section headings and appendices of this report that address the legal requirements of

the FSIJPPR are identified in the table of contents, as well as throughout the report, in

red text.

The following indicators are reported on periodically, typically at the close of an SFMP/FOS
management period. For greater clarity, these indicators are analyzed at the time the SFMP
is developed and in addition, when a new FOS is developed to ensure that a new FOS is
consistent with the SFMP. The condition of these indicators has been reported in the 2017-
18 annual report. The indicators referenced are:

1 - Forest Types

2 - Seral Stages

3 - Patch Size

8 - Shrubs

17 - Representative Examples of Ecosystems
34 - Peak Flow Index

E N R

Analysis of these indicators, and comparison against the condition present when the SFMP
was developed, illustrates both the effect of changing stand dynamics (i.e. forests aging) and
the impact of the participants' activities in the DFA. The results presented here will account
for the areas amended into the FOS, in response to wildfires, Mountain Pine Beetle, and the
harvest needs of the Participants between 2010 and 2018.

These indicators are anticipated to be reported on again in the 2022-23 annual report.

12
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Monitoring procedures as outlined in the SFMP were followed to the best of the participants'

abilities. However, full description for all the detailed procedures used in the analyses was

not always available due to incomplete documentation and staffing changes. Therefore, the
participants had to make some assumptions during analysis that may or may not have been
consistent with those done previously. I n the
this uncertainty is likely to be quite low, but still possible.

Another source of potential variation likely lays in the private land, lease, and woodlot spatial
data used. To complete the analyses for this Annual Report, the participants utilized the most
current private land, lease, and woodlot data. The data for these items available to the
participants at the time the SFMP was developed was unreliable, and has not been archived.
Changes in these data has resulted in a minor reduction in the size of the forested land base
managed by the participants.

These issues account for the variation in the forest inventory data presented between the
analyses completed when the SFMP was developed and those completed to reflect the
current forest condition for the 2009 and this the 2017 annual report.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PILOT PROJECT

In June 1999 the BC government added Part 10.1 to the Forest Practices Code of BC Act to
enable results-based pilot projects. The intent of the pilot projects is to test ways to improve
the regulatory framework for forest practices while maintaining the same or higher levels of
environmental standards.

Canadian Forest Products Ltd., Slocan Forest Products Ltd., Louisiana-Pacific Canada Ltd.,
and the Ministry of Forests Small Business Forest Enterprise Program prepared a detailed
pilot project proposal that provided the basis for the Fort St. John Pilot Project Regulation
(FSJPPR). In 2001, the participants established a public advisory group (PAG) comprised of
local people representing a variety of interests. The public advisory group reviewed the draft
detailed project proposal and draft regulation, reviewed comments from the general public
and provided advice to government on the suitability of the project. Cabinet accepted the
proposal and a draft regulation late in 2001. The regulation was approved as effective
December 1, 2001.

The Fort St. John Pilot Project Regulation requires the establishment of a strategic plan for
the pilot project area, known as a Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) Plan. The
participants prepared the SFMP with the guidance of a local public advisory group and a
scientific/technical advisory committee.

The SFMP was approved by the Regional Manager, Northern Interior Forest Region, Ministry
of Forests and the Regional Director, Omineca-Peace Region, Ministry of Water, Land and
Air Protection, in April 2004. A revised SFMP was prepared and submitted to Government for
approval in July 2010. SFMP# 2 has undergone thorough review by the PAG, First Nations,
the public and scientific technical advisors and Government. Government on November 1,
2010 approved SFMP # 2.

SFMP# 3, which is based on SFMP# 2 was prepared during 2015 and has undergone
thorough review by the PAG, First Nations, the public and scientific technical advisors and
Government. SFMP# 3 was submitted to government for approval on May 30, 2016 and
revised on April 18, 2017. SFMP #3 was given conditional approval on May 4, 2018 by the

13



Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural resource Operattions and Rural Development
(MFLNRORD).

3. SFM INDICATORS, OBJECTIVES AND TARGETS

The format of each status report is described below:

X. X INDICATOR

Target Statement

A specific statement describing a desired future

A reiteration of the indicator as identified in the state or condition of an indicator. Targets are
landscape level strategy or the SFM matrix. succinct, measurable, achievable, realistic, and
time bound.

SFM Objective: A description the SFM objectives that this indicator and target relate to.

Linkage to FSJPPR: If applicable, a brief statement regarding whether this indicator affects
performance requirements of the FSIJPPR, or if it will be used to evaluate success of the
implementation of the landscape level strategy.

Acceptable Variance:
This provides the acceptable variance from the desired level of the indicator.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

This section provides an update on the status of each indicator and objective. The best information available
up to and including March 31, 2018 (except where noted) was used for the preparation of this status report.

Target Achieved

V  Yes No

REVISIONS

When required, this section describes suggested revisions to details (e.g., wording, reporting periods) of the
indicator and objective. These revisions will be presented to the PAG for their review.

14
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Status of Indicators in 2017-18

3.1. FORESTTYPES

Target Statement

Percent distribution of forest type (deciduous, | All forest type groups by landscape unit will
deciduous mixedwood, conifer mixedwood, meet or exceed the minimum area
conifer) >20 years old by landscape unit percentage in Table 9.2

SFM Objective:

Maintain the diversity and pattern of communities and ecosystems within a natural range
Ecosystem functions capable of supporting naturally occurring species exist within the range
of natural variability

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Forest Health Landscape Level Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:
There is no acceptable variance for this indicator.
Targets may need to be reviewed following large natural catastrophic events.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

This indicator monitors the change in the proportion of forest type groups (> 20 years old), within broad groups
based on leading tree species, over time. Stands less than 20 years of age are not included as they typically
show significant fluctuations in tree species composition each year due to things such as silviculture practices
or rapid natural ingress of species in regenerating stands. Forest type groups are the designation of stand
types into one of 4 ecologically significant groups i pure deciduous, deciduous leading mixedwood, conifer
leading mixedwood, and pure conifer.

The following table (Table 1) is taken from Forest Operations Schedule #3, and presents the baseline status
as of 2017 and the SFMP targets by Forest Type and Landscape Unit. All forty-four Forest Type / Landscape
Unit combination targets were found to be above the target minimums, and therefore consistent with the SFMP
target.

The participantséactivities are consistent with the target for this indicator. The analysis for this indicator will
be conducted again when significant amendments to the Forest Operations Schedule are proposed (eg.
Significant addition of proposed block area).

2 Refers to Table 9 in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #2
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Table 1:2017 Status for Forest Types

2017 current status

Min Target Area

Landscape Unit Forest Type
P P Area (ha) % of L.U. %
Coniferous Leading 156706 41% 33%
Blueberry Coniferous Mixed 44109 12% 8%
Deciduous Leading 125321 33% 28%
Deciduous Mixed 54135 14% 11%
Blueberry Total 380270
Coniferous Leading 54310 93% 76%
. . Coniferous Mixed 1818 3% 1%
Crying Girl - -
Deciduous Leading 915 2% 1%
Deciduous Mixed 1164 2% 1%
Crying Girl Total 58207
Coniferous Leading 217145 95% 77%
Coniferous Mixed 5227 2% 1%
Graham - -
Deciduous Leading 3748 2% 1%
Deciduous Mixed 3416 1% 1%
Graham Total 229536
Coniferous Leading 91975 73% 62%
Halfway Coniferous Mixed 8698 7% 3%
Deciduous Leading 15426 12% 9%
Deciduous Mixed 9436 8% 4%
Halfway Total 125535
Coniferous Leading 95973 40% 29%
Coniferous Mixed 23186 10% 10%
Kahntah - -
Deciduous Leading 86178 36% 30%
Deciduous Mixed 34257 14% 10%
Kahntah Total 239594
Coniferous Leading 40457 45% 35%
Kobes Coniferous Mixed 10127 11% 8%
Deciduous Leading 29484 33% 28%
Deciduous Mixed 9988 11% 9%
Kobes Total 90056
Coniferous Leading 14040 14% 11%
Coniferous Mixed 6784 7% 5%
Lower Beatton - -
Deciduous Leading 69195 70% 56%
Deciduous Mixed 8519 9% 7%
Lower Beatton Total 98538
Coniferous Leading 85504 59% 45%
Milligan Coniferous Mixed 9692 7% 6%
Deciduous Leading 40048 28% 24%
Deciduous Mixed 9668 % 5%
Milligan Total 144911
Coniferous Leading 151088 95% 75%
. . Coniferous Mixed 3008 2% 1%
Sikanni - -
Deciduous Leading 3001 2% 1%
Deciduous Mixed 2152 1% 1%
Sikanni Total 159250
Coniferous Leading 149471 50% 45%
Coniferous Mixed 29899 10% 8%
Tommy Lakes - -
Deciduous Leading 73617 25% 18%
Deciduous Mixed 44272 15% 9%
Tommy Lakes Total 297258
Trutch Coniferous Leading 116855 56% 48%
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Coniferous Mixed 18389 9% 7%

Deciduous Leading 47023 23% 17%

Deciduous Mixed 25408 12% 9%
Trutch Total 207674
Grand Total 2030828

Reforestation is balanced on the landscape using the mixedwood ledger for the area that is impacted by
harvesting which accounts for a small percentage of the landscape unit. Large variances in the forest type
areas are due to updated VRI information.

Change Monitoring Inventory (CMI)

Starting in 2003, the Participants have contracted the establishment of Change Monitoring Inventory plots in
the Defined Forest Area on harvested or burnt areas. The location of these plots is on a systematic 3km
square grid overlaid on the DFA. It is intended to establish plots on predefined points located on the grid,
where they fall in managed stands, 15 years after harvest. Over time and subsequent re-measurements, the
data from these plots can be used to detect long-termchanges i n managed st andGv
work is dependant on contractor availability and budgets and will include establishment of new plots as well
as re-measurement effort of plots established at least 10 years ago.

Target Achieved
V  Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no revisions planned for this indicator.

3.2. SERAL STAGES

Target Statement

The minimum proportion (%) of late seral
forest by NDU as identified in Table 113 will
be met.

The minimum proportion (%) of late seral
stage forest by NDU

SFM Objective:
Maintain the diversity and pattern of communities and ecosystems within a natural range

Ecosystem functions capable of supporting naturally occurring species that exist within the
range of natural variability

Maintain a natural range of variability in ecosystem function, composition and structure
which allows ecosystems to recover from disturbance and stress

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator
statement, target and acceptable variance will be one of the indicators used to determine if
forest practices are consistent with the Patch Size, Seral Stage and Adjacency and Forest
Health Management Landscape Level Strategies.

3 Refers to Table 11 in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #2
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Acceptable Variance:

A 1% variance below the target is permissible provided projections indicate the target can be met within 20
years (eg. Boreal Foothills minimum allowable would be 22%).

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

The Seral Stages indicator is in place to ensure that a minimum proportion of late seral stage forest will be
present across the DFA through time. It sets limits on harvest planning in later seral stage stands, by Natural
Disturbance Unit (note, in SFMP#1 the limits pertained to Landscape Units). A landscape-level analysis
(based on NDUs) was conducted when FOS #3 was developed. The projection through 2025, which
considered all the newly proposed FOS blocks, indicates that the amount of area in late seral stands through
2025 will be above the minimum targets set for all NDUs in the DFA. Therefore the participants are consistent
with the target for this indicator.

The following tables (Table 2, Table 3, Table 4) are excerpted from the FOS#3, and present the results of

the most recent seral stage anal ys e stheharvedting adivitiesthate n
started prior to March 31,2017. For further detail regarding seral stages target development and application,
please refer to the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #2 (section 6.2) and the

Fort St. John Pilot Project Forest Operations Schedule #3. (section 3.3).

The analysis for this indicator will be conducted again when significant amendments to the Forest Operations
Schedule are proposed (eg. Significant addition of proposed block area).
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Table 2: Boreal Plains Conifer Current and 2025 Seral Stage and Target

< 40 years 41 - 100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years
LU NAME 2017 2025 2017 2025 2017 2025 2017 2025 Total
- area % area % area % area % area % area % area % Surplus area % Surplus Area
(ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha)

Blueberry 59410 | 17% | 61911 | 18% | 148573 | 43% | 141809 | 41% | 92814 | 27% | 84738 | 24% | 45741 | 13% 58080 | 17% 346538
Crying Girl 0% 0% 0% 0% 3| 32% 0% 7 | 68% 10 | 100% 10
Halfway 11944 | 8% | 16182 | 11% | 29040 | 20% | 23512 | 16% | 49798 | 34% | 41485 | 28% | 55489 | 38% 65093 | 45% 146271
Kahntah 6831 | 1% | 6767 | 1% | 395913 | 67% | 337770 | 58% | 144102 | 25% | 182690 | 31% | 40406 | 7% 60026 | 10% 587252
Kobes 14037 | 17% | 15077 | 18% | 10722 | 13% | 10762 | 13% | 37992 | 46% | 31967 | 39% | 19035 | 23% 23982 | 29% 81787
E‘;‘g’t‘ign 19202 | 42% | 19398 | 42% | 16023 | 35% | 13656 | 30% | 9049 | 20% | 10621 | 23% 1953 | 4% 2554 | 6% 46227
Milligan 20617 | 8% | 28901 | 8% | 244595 | 65% | 241125 | 64% | 45332 | 12% | 37986 | 10% | 59481 | 16% 71012 | 19% 379025
Sikanni 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 | 100% 0 | 100% 0% 0% 0
Iglr(”er;‘y 22563 | 4% | 37445 | 7% | 215421 | 39% | 183368 | 33% | 217759 | 39% | 218253 | 39% | 103357 | 18% 120034 | 21% 559100
Trutch 2258 | 1% | 6018 | 2% | 126169 | 36% | 107972 | 31% | 131570 | 38% | 131558 | 38% | 87138 | 25% 101586 | 29% 347134
Grand Total | 165862 | 7% | 191698 | 8% | 1186456 | 48% | 1059972 | 43% | 728419 | 29% | 739297 | 30% | 412607 | 17% | 25187 | 502376 | 20% | 100747 | 2493343
Oil and gas area included: ~ 16% 20% 2518676

2017 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date <Mar 31, 2017

2025 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date >Mar 31, 2017

Table 2 identifies the current and expected 2025 conifer seral condition upon the completion of all harvest activities proposed by
FOS# 3 for the Boreal Plains NDU. Upon completion of all conifer harvest activities proposed in FOS# 3 the conifer seral targets are
achieved for the Boreal Plains NDU and the analysis indicates a surplus of 100,747 ha of old forest (amount of old forest above the

target).

Target = 16%

Analysis also considered the cumulative effect of harvesting and oil and gas on the landbase. The calculated area occupied by
wellsites and pipelines is 25,333ha, by adding this area (25,333ha) to the harvested area, the Boreal Plains Conifer late seral current

condition is 16% and future is 20%.
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Table 3: Boreal Plains Deciduous Current and 2025 Seral Stage and Target

2017 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date <Mar 31, 2017

2025 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date >Mar 31, 2017

Target = 16%

< 40 years 41 - 100 years > 140 years

2017 2025 2017 2025 2017 2025 Total

O i T - W T i O R W O el et B K = el
Blueberry 17320 | 9% | 26845 | 14% | 101907 55% 93261 50% 67578 36% 66699 | 36% 186805
Crying Girl 0% 0% 5| 100% 3 62% 0 0% 2| 38% 5
Halfway 1599 | 6% | 3692 | 14% 10475 41% 8415 33% 13531 53% 13497 | 53% 25604
Kahntah 2737 | 2% | 3084 | 2% 98870 79% 86639 69% 24111 19% 35996 | 29% 125718
Kobes 3013 | 8% | 7700 | 19% 10911 27% 7696 19% 26222 65% 24750 | 62% 40146
Lower Beatton 10618 | 13% | 9990 | 12% 59051 70% 54504 64% 15189 18% 20364 | 24% 84858
Milligan 6059 | 12% | 5534 | 11% 42256 81% 42553 81% 4130 8% 4358 8% 52445
Tommy Lakes 4859 | 4% | 17272 | 14% 58998 49% 49532 41% 56354 47% 53407 | 44% 120211
Trutch 612 | 1% | 2186 | 3% 39857 53% 34940 47% 34045 46% 37388 | 50% 74514
Grand Total 46817 | 7% | 76303 | 11% | 422329 59% 377543 53% | 241160 34% | 129287 256460 | 36% | 143652 | 710306
Oil and gas area included 34% 36% 718260

Table 3 identifies the current and expected 2025 deciduous seral condition upon the completion of all harvest activities proposed by
FOS# 3 for the Boreal Plains NDU. Upon completion of all deciduous harvest activities proposed in FOS# 3 the deciduous seral

targets are achieved for the Boreal Plains NDU and the analysis indicates a surplus of 143,652 ha of old forest (amount of old forest
above the target).

Analysis also considered the cumulative effect of harvesting and oil and gas on the landbase. By including oil and gas area in the
calculation (7,954ha) the Boreal Plains Deciduous late seral current condition is 34% and future is 36%.
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Table 4: Boreal Foothills Valley and Mtn, Northern Boreal Mountains, Omineca Mtns and Valley: Current and 2025 Seral
Stage and Targets

NDU Sub- < 40 years 40 - 100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years
Unit Landscape Unit 2017 2025 Target
Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Grand Total
Boreal Crying Girl 931 2% 792 2% 4020 10% 3087 7%| 19132 46%| 16118| 38% 17845 43% 21930 52% 41927
Foothills - |Graham 1870 2% 1817 2%| 10561 13% 6597 8%)| 41091| 49%| 35436| 42% 30960 37% 40632 48% 84482
Mountain [Halfway 15 0% 15 0% 2069 16% 1764 13%| 4471) 34%| 3335 25% 6636 50% 8077 61% 13192
Kobes 8| 54% 8] 54% 7 46% 7 46% 15
NDU Total 2815 2% 2624 2%| 16650 12% 11448 8%| 64702 46%)| 54897| 39% 55448 40% 70646 51% 139616 33
NDU Sub- < 40 years 40 - 100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years
Unit Landscape Unit 2017 2025
Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Grand Total
Boreal Crying Girl 1386 7% 977 5% 2747 13% 2561 129%| 9308| 45%| 8560( 41% 7347 35% 8689 42% 20787
Foothills - |Graham 218 0% 47 0% 6741 13% 4502 8%)| 22847| 43%| 19927| 38% 23298 44% 28628 54% 53104
Valley Halfway 7 0% 7 0% 211 13% 138 9% 435| 28% 349 22% 916 58% 1076 69% 1570
Kobes 86| 49% 82| 47% 89 51% 93 53% 175
Grand Total 1611 2% 1032 1% 9699 13% 7201 10%| 32675) 43%]| 28918 38% 31650 42% 38486 51% 75636 23
NDU Sub- < 40 years 40 - 100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years
Unit Landscape Unit 2017 2025
Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area %
Northern (LU _NAME Young Young Mid Mid Mature Mature Oold Old Grand Total
Boreal [Graham 245 1% 4 0% 5732 18% 3918| 12%| 7997 25%| 8367| 26% 18025 56% 19708 62% 31998
Mountains [Sikanni 822 0% 86 0%| 23262 13% 14790 8%)| 57350 32%| 58108| 33% 96379 54% 104829 59% 177813
Trutch 4[ 100% 4 100% 4
Grand Total 1067 1% 90 0%] 28994 14% 18708 9%)| 65350| 31%| 66479 32% 114404 55% 124537 59% 209815 37
NDU Sub- < 40 years 40 - 100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years
Unit Landscape Unit 2017 2025
Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area %
Omenica |LU_NAME Young Young Mid Mid Mature Mature old Old Grand Total
Mountains [Crying Girl 33 18% 33| 18% 115 64% 91| 51% 32 18% 56 31% 180
Graham 290 0% 288 0% 5026 5% 4699 5%)| 26616 27%| 20915| 21% 68227 68% 74257 74% 100159
Grand Total 290 0% 288 0% 5059 5% 4732 5%| 26731 27%| 21006] 21% 68259 68% 74313 74% 100338 41
NDU Sub- < 40 years 40 - 100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years
Unit Landscape Unit 2017 2025
Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area %
Omineca |LU_NAME Young Young Mid Mid Mature Mature Oold Old Grand Total
Valley Crying Girl 0 0 3.9 5% 39 57% 2.9 43% 2.9 43% 6.8
Graham 141.8 2% 138.3 2%)| 1146.4 13% 926.2] 11%| 4392.6[ 51%)| 3561.4| 42% 2887.8 34% 3942.7 46% 8568.6
Grand Total 141.8 2% 138.3 2%| 1146.4 13% 926.2] 11%] 4396.5| 51%] 3565.3[ 42% 2890.7 34% 3945.6 46% 8575.4 16
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Table 4 identifies the current and expected 2025 seral condition upon the completion of all harvest
activities proposed by FOS# 3 for the Boreal Foothills Mountain and Valley, NDUs, the Omineca
Mountains and Valley NDUs and the Northern Boreal Mountains NDU. Upon completion of all
harvest activities proposed in FOS# 3 the seral targets are achieved for each of these NDUs.

Landscape units are large and in the foothills area, can have more than one natural disturbance
units due to elevational changes.

The seral analysis assumes that all blocks in FOS# 3 will have been harvested prior to the end
of 2025. The seral analysis indicates that all NDU old forest targets are met in 2017 and 2025.
Therefore, performance to date and projected performance under FOS# 3 is consistent with this
indicator.

Target Achieved
V  Yes No

REVISIONS
Revisions to this indicator will be considered over the next 1-2 years in light of the SFMP #3
approval letter.

3.3. PATCH SIzE

Target Statement

A minimum of 9 of 18 of the baseline targets
for early patches will be achieved during the
term of this SFMP (Table 16)*

Percent area by Patch Size Class (0-50, 51-
100, and >100 ha) by NDU

SFM Objective:

Maintain the diversity and pattern of communities and ecosystems within a natural range
Ecosystem functions capable of supporting naturally occurring species that exist within the
range of natural variability
Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target and acceptable variance will be one of the indicators used to determine if forest
practices are consistent with the Patch Size, Seral Stage and Adjacency Strategy.

Acceptable Variances:

Natural disturbance events that shift the patch size distribution to such a level that it cannot be
accommodated in a short (decade) time frame.

Seral spatial distribution does not permit patch size targets in the short term.

Patch size distributions will need to be recalculated as new forest inventory is completed and
targets and thresholds assessed to determine if they are still appropriate.

4 Refers to Table 16 in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #2
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CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

This indicator is set up to monitor the patch size distribution f o r 6 @@yrs) fgrést within the
Fort St. John Pilot Project area, on a Natural Disturbance Unit basis (note, in SFMP#1 the limits
pertained to Landscape Units). The targets are presented in the following table (5).

Table 5: Natural Disturbance Unit Early Patch Distribution Targets

Early (<40 yrs) Patch Size Target (%)

Natural (acceptable range)

Disturbance
Unit 100+ ha | 51-100 ha <50 ha

Boreal
Plains
Uplands 90 (65-90) | 5 (5-15) 5 (5-15)
(BPU)

Boreal
Foothills 70 (55-85) | 10 (5-15) 20 (15-25)
Valley (BV)

Boreal
Foothills
Mountain

(BM)
Northern
Boreal
Mountains

(NBM)
Omineca

Mountains | 70 (55-85) | 10 (5-15) 20 (15-25)
(OM)

70 (55-85) | 10 (5-15) | 20 (15-25)

90 (65-90) | 5 (5-15) 5 (5-15)

Omineca

valley (0v) | %° (65-90) | 5 (5-19) 5 (5-19)
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A landscape-level analysis (based on NDUs) was conducted when FOS #3 was developed. Stand
ages were projected through 2025, and all the newly proposed FOS blocks were assumed to be
harvested by 2025. The results of the analyses are presented in the following table.

Table 6: Early Patch Size Class Current Status & Post FOS Condition

2017 Current Early (<40 years) Patch Size Distribution

Natural Disturbance | Small (<50ha) Med. (50- Large (>100ha) Totals
Unit (NDU) 100ha)
Boreal Foothills - 463 14% | 257 8% | 2522 78% | 3244
Mountain
Boreal Foothills - 371 16% | 208 9% | 1764 75% | 2344
Valley
Boreal Plains - 20875 7% 22138 8% | 248601 85% | 291616
Upland
Northern Boreal 187 62 7% | 647 72% | 898
Mountains
Omineca - Mountains | 44 9% 2 0% | 426 473
Omineca - Valley 29 14% 0% | 177 86% | 206
Total DFA (All NDUs) | 21972 22669 254140
Yellow = Below Target | [REl = Blue = No Harvesting
Range Above Planned

Target

2025 Current Early (<40 years) Patch Size Distribution

Natural Disturbance | Small (<50ha) Med. (50- Large (>100ha) Totals
Unit (NDU) 100ha)

Boreal Foothills - 464 14% | 296 9% | 2506 77% | 3268
Mountain

Boreal Foothills - 250 12% | 374 1549 71% | 2173
Valley

Boreal Plains - 19757 6% 21351 6% | 311756 88% | 352865
Upland

Northern Boreal a7 0% 0% | 47
Mountains

Omineca - Mountains | 43 9% 2 0% | 426 471
Omineca - Valley 26 13% 0% | 177 87% | 203
Total DFA (All NDUSs) 20588 22024 316417
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Table 6 identifies the current patch size condition as well as the expected patch size condition in
2025. This analysis assumes that all blocks proposed in FOS# 3 will be harvested prior to the
end of 2025 and that no new natural disturbance will create new young patch areas.

The 2017 current state indicates that 12 of 18 or 66% of NDU patch size combinations achieve
the desired patch size distribution. This is an improvement over the FOS#2 projected condition
where 8 of 18 or 44% of early patches were projected to meet the target ranges.

When early patches are analyzed based on the FOS condition (all blocks in FOS# 3 harvested
by March 31, 2025), 8 of 18 or 44% of early patches meet the target ranges. However it must be
noted that the harvesting planned in FOS# 3 is situated almost exclusively within the Boreal Plains
Upland and Boreal Foothills Valley NDUs. A very minor amount of harvesting is proposed for the
Boreal Foothills Mountain NDU, however the majority of young patch disturbance in this NDU is
attributable to wildfire.

Harvesting is proposed by FOS# 3 in only 2 of the of the 10 NDU patch size combinations where
the desired patch size distribution is not achieved in 2025. In 8 of these NDU patch size
combinations where harvesting is not proposed and the target distribution is not achieved, it is
expected that natural disturbance may alter the actual distribution achieved in 2025.

The foregoing indicates that FOS# 3 is consistent with the patch size indicator
The foregoing indicates that the participants are consistent with the patch size indicator.

The analysis for this indicator will be conducted again when significant amendments to the Forest
Operations Schedule are proposed (eg. Significant addition of proposed block area).

Target Achieved

V  Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no revisions proposed to this indicator.

34. SOl DISTURBANCE®

Target Statement

Number of blocks with non-conformances to
soil disturbance limits reported annually by
Managing Participant

Zero blocks will have non-conformances to
soil disturbance limits.

SFM Objective:
Protect soil resources to maintain productive forests.

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target and acceptable variance will be one of the indicators used to determine if forest
practices are consistent with the Soil Management Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:
None

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

5 New indicator in 2010 SFMP. Previous SFMP #1 indicator 6.4 was Shape Index, which has been deleted.
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There were no incidents of detrimental soil disturbance reported by the Licensee participants
during the 2017-2018 reporting period.

BCTS had no incidents of detrimental soil disturbance reported during the 2017-2018 reporting
period.

The parti ci paeconsisientavithtthie target ane acceptable variance for the soil
disturbance indicator.

Target Achieved

V  Yes No

REVISIONS
No revisions anticipated at this time.

3.5. SNAGS/CAVITY SITES

Target Statement

Retain annually an average of at least 6
shags and/or live trees (>23 cm dbh) per
hectare on prescribed areas

Number of snags and/or live trees (>23 cm
dbh) per ha on prescribed areas

SFM Objective:

Suitable habitat elements for indicator species

Maintain a natural range of variability in ecosystem function, composition, and structure which
allows ecosystems to recover from disturbance and stress

Linkage to FSJPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:

Prescribed areas within blocks on whs2010 will have
a target of 6 snags and/or live trees greater than 23.0 cm dbh, consistent with the SFMP in effect
at that time.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS
During the reporting period, Canfor completed harvesting on a total of 41 blocks.

All of the blocks had at least some area prescribed for snags or live tree retention. The retention
level of snags and/or live tree residuals was measured on the 41 blocks.

Data for the blocks included in this report were collected during the harvesting phase and as part
of final harvest inspections conducted during the reporting period.

The total prescribed area surveyed by licensee participants was 2901 ha, with 17,872 snags
and/or live tree residuals retained. The actual retention level of snags or live trees in the blocks
averaged 6.2 stems/ha.

During the reporting period, BCTS completed harvesting on a total of 22 blocks. Of these,

twelve blocks had at least some area prescribed for snags or live tree retention. Data was
collected from these 12 blocks post-harvest. BCTS had a total of 6580 stub trees out of a total
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area of 1158.1 hectares. The retention level of snags or live trees in the blocks sampled

averaged 5.7 stems/ha.

The participants have met the target for this indicator. The combined snag retention by both

participants is 6.0 stems/ha. The following chart (Figure 2)i s i

necl

uded to display

performance relative to the targets for this indicator over the last ten reporting periods.

Figure 2 shows an exampleofad st ub o
aspen.

tree
0 are ofterscéeated to act as surrogates for snags in managed stands to provide

created

d,amdiresidual ivea r v e st i

future vertical forest structure while managing forest worker safety, and make up the majority of

vertical habitat elements tracked for this indicator.

#/ha
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Figure 2. Ten year results for Snag/Cavity site indicator (2007-2018)
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Figure :Ex amp |l e of i osktll70@. t r e e

Figure 3 identifies aawity in aspen stub colonized by Northern Flickers. Note live residual aspen in
background, 15 years after block harvesting

Target Achieved
V Yes No

28
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REVISIONS
There are no revisions planned for this indicator.

3.6. COARSE WOODY DEBRIS VOLUME

Target Statement

Average retention level over the DFA will be
at least 46 m3/ha (50% of average pre-
harvest volume) on harvested blocks
assessed between December 1, 2016 and
November 30, 2022

Average retention level of Coarse Woody
Debris volume/ (m®/ha) on blocks logged in
the DFA between December 1, 2016 and
November 30, 2022

SFM Objective:

Maintain a natural range of variability in ecosystem function, composition and structure which
allows ecosystems to recover from disturbance and stress

Suitable habitat elements for indicator species

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 29(2) of the FSIPPR the applicable
performance standard is specified by this indicator statement, target statement and
acceptable variance.

For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement, target and acceptable
variance will be one of the indicators used to determine if forest practices are consistent with
the Patch Size, Seral Stage and Adjacency Landscape Level Strategy

Acceptable Variance:

CWD plots will not be assessed for the purposes of this indicator if they fall in blocks where
management of non-timber resource values was identified as an overriding priority that was not
compatible with CWD retention (e.g. community pastures, etc).

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

For the purposes of this indicator, coarse woody debris is measured along two 24m transects
originating at predetermined points in harvested areas, following established provincial
procedures. Figure 4 is included to provide an example of one such transect.

7 CWD plots were completed in September of 2017. Post-harvest CWD levels from these
samples averaged 62.4m3/ha. There are 10 coarse woody debris plots scheduled for completion
on blocks harvested in the current reporting period (2018).

The participants exceeded the minimum target for this indicator for the period of April 2017-March

2018 and the average retention targets for the period December 1, 2016 and November 30, 2022
calculated from available plot information is 62.4m3/ha.
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Figure 4. Example of a coarse woody debris measurement transect (Block 01056)

Target Achieved

V Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no revisions proposed for this indicator.

3.7. RIPARIAN RESERVES

The number of non-compliances to riparian No non-compliances to riparian reserve zone
reserve zone standards standards

SFM Objective:
Suitable habitat elements for indicator species
Maintenance of water quality

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target and acceptable variance will be one of the indicators used to determine if forest
practices are consistent with the Riparian Management Landscape Level Strategy.
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For the purposes of Section 35(5), Section 28(1) (b)(i)(A) of the FSIPPR may be effected by
the application of this Riparian Management Landscape Level Strategy, specifically the
acceptable variance for this indicator.

Acceptable Variance:
No variances, unless authorized by the district manager.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

A review of BCTS Compliance issues from April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018 indicated that BCTS
had no non-compliances to riparian reserve zone standards. BCTS achieved the target for this
indicator.

A review of Ca n f eampliance issues occurring between April 1, 2017 and March 31, 2018
indicated no non-compliances to riparian reserve zone standards. The licensee participants
achieved the target for this indicator.

The par tactwiliepaenconsigient with the target and acceptable variance for the
indicator.

Target Achieved
V Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to this indicator or the target.

3.8. SHRUBS

Target Statement

The proportion of shrub habitat (%) by Landscape | Each landscape unit will meet or exceed the
Unit baseline target (%) proportion of shrub habitat

SFM Objective: Suitable habitat elements for indicator species
Linkage to FSIPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:

Acceptable variance is ° 20% of the baseline target.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

This indicator is monitored at each new SFMP, using the most up to date vegetation resource

inventory data. The following table (table 7) shows the shrub condition projected through 2025,

accounting for harvesting of all blocks presented inthe FOS#3. The #@A28®Wrnub Areao incl
shrub-type inventory polygons plus harvested areas <20yrs old.

Targets were established for this indicator by reviewing the amount of naturally occurring shrub
areas by landscape unit, as well as forested areas less than 20 years old. Landscape units with
low levels of naturally occurring shrubs generally have lower targets than areas with higher
levels of shrubs. The targets reflect the same proportionate change as in the 2004 SFMP.
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Table 7: Shrub Habitat Current, FOS Condition and Targets

2017 2017 Future
Shrub Shrub Future Shrub
LU Net Area Area % of | Shrub Area % of | Baseline

LANDSCAPE UNIT | Area (ha) | (ha) LU Area (ha) | LU Target
Blueberry 588,013 | 123,191 21% 95,089 16% 8%
Crying Girl 67,180 7,338 11% 4,349 7% 8%
Graham 334,884 58,170 17% 57,973 17% 15%
Halfway 196,226 28,996 15% 25,803 13% 6%
Kahntah 749,236 | 185,981 25% 184,568 25% 21%
Kobes 136,697 27,328 20% 23,475 17% 8%
Lower Beatton 154,954 20,622 13% 16,666 11% 7%
Milligan 454,005 75,996 17% 74,999 17% 13%
Sikanni 312,129 38,257 12% 38,257 12% 6%
Tommy Lakes 705,760 88,772 13% 77,247 11% 8%
Trutch 436,582 33,042 8% 31,860 7% 6%
Grand Total 4,135,665 | 687,693 630,286

The future analysis of Change Monitoring Inventory (CMI) plots i after remearsurement - will
permit comparisons of shrub composition and abundance over time. The total number of CMI
plots established in the Pilot Project area to date is 151.

Tabl e 7

shows

t hat

t he

participants

Crying Girl but the % future shrub area % is within the approved variance.

The participants are consistent with the target for this indicator.

have

me t

Target Achieved

V  Yes

No

REVISIONS

There are no revisions planned for this indicator.
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3.9. WILDLIFE TREE PATCHES

‘ Target Statement

Cumulative Wildlife Tree Patch % will meet or
exceed the minimum target in each LU®
Landscape Unit WTP %
Blueberry 6%
Halfway 3%
Cumulative Wildlife Tree Patch percentage in Kahntah 7%
blocks harvested under the FSJPPR in each Kobes 5%
Landscape Unit Lower Beatton 8%
Milligan 6%
Tommy Lakes 3%
Trutch 5%
Sikanni 4%
Graham 4%
Crying Girl 6%

SFM Objectives:
Suitable habitat elements for indicator species.

Maintain a natural range of variability in ecosystem function, composition, and structure which
allows ecosystems to recover from disturbance and stress.

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of 29(1) of the FSIPPR the applicable performance
standard is specified by this indicator statement, target statement and acceptable variance.

For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement, target and acceptable
variance will be one of the indicators used to determine if forest practices are consistent with
the Patch Size, Seral Stage and Adjacency Landscape Level Strategy

Acceptable Variance:

Aggregate WTP percentages will only apply if 200 hectares or more has been harvested under
the FSJPPR in a landscape unit.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

The following table indicates the amount of harvest area and proportion of Wildlife Tree
Patches by each Landscape Unit where the harvest start date is between November 15, 2001
and March 31, 2017.

5 Targets as per 2004-2005 Annual Report revisions
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Table 8: Harvest Area and Proportion of WTPs by Landscape Unit (2001-2017)

LU Gross Block Area (ha) WTP Area (ha) WTP % Target %
Blueberry 55,181.5 3575.7 6.5% 6
Halfway 3,820.6 317.9 8.3% 3
Kahntah 1,280.4 118.0 9.2% 7
Kobes 11,198.5 767.9 6.9% 5
Lower Beatton 6,887.4 484.6 7.0% 8
Milligan 325.6 39.9 12.3% 6
Tommy Lakes 10,823.5 735.6 6.8% 3
Trutch 887.2 61.6 6.9% 5
Sikanni 0.0 0.0 n/a 4
Graham 234.2 31.9 13.6% 4
Crying Girl 1,718.4 143.3 8.3% 6
Grand Total: 92357.3 6276.4 6.8%

No harvesting has taken place in the Sikanni LU since November 15, 2001.

The participants have met the target minimum WTP % for all Landscape Units where logging has
occurred except in the Lower Beatton. In the winter of 16/17 salvage logging of burnt timber
occured in the Lower Beatton LU. Limited habitat elements were present in these blocks due to
the severity of the burn and a focus on maximizing salvage opportunities, resulted in less WTP
area retained in this LU. Minimizing overhead hazards in the burn salvage blocks was a safety
consideration that also resulted in less WTP area retained. Because the target is cumulative, the
this issue is still impacting the indicator results.

Target Achieved
Yes V  No

REVISIONS
A revision to the target retention levels is noted in SFMP#3 and will be implemented in the 2018-
19 reporting year.

3.10. Noxious WEED CONTENT AND INVASIVE PLANT CONTENT

‘ Target Statement

Seed mix analyses will have 0% content of
prohibited and primary noxious weeds, and
The % prohibited and primary noxious weeds, | known invasive weed species of concern, as
and known invasive weed species of concern, | identified in the most current publication of
in seed mix analyses AiLi sting of I nvasive
Peace River Regional District

SFM Objective: Suitable habitat elements for indicator species

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Range Management Landscape Level Strategy
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Acceptable Variance:

The primary objective of seeding is to control erosion to protect water resources, with a secondary
objective to discourage the establishment of invasive weeds. In some isolated instances suitable
seed mixes having appropriate government approved analysis may not be available in a timely
manner. If seeding must urgently be done to control erosion, it may, in rare instances, be
necessary to proceed without assurances of the seed source being free of noxious weeds. A
maximum of one exception annually will be allowable to provide for this eventuality. In the event
of an exception, the participant will subsequently inspect the seeded areas to assess weed
concerns, and will develop and document appropriate action plans to eliminate prohibited and
primary noxious weeds, in consultation with the appropriate government agencies.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

For all broadcast seeding on road reclamation areas completed by the licensee participants
during the April 1, 20177 March 31, 2018 reporting period, the review of our seed analysis
certificates verified that our seed mix has a 0% content of prohibited and primary noxious
weeds, and known invasive weed species of concern, as identified in the Sustainable Forest
Management Plan.

For all broadcast seeding on road reclamation areas completed by BCTS licensees during the
April 1, 2017 7 March 31, 2018 reporting period the review of seed tags and seed analysis
certificates verified 0% content of prohibited and primary noxious weeds, and known invasive
weed species of concern, as identified in the Sustainable Forest Management Plan.

The participants are in conformance to the target for this indicator.

Target Achieved
V  Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator or target statements.

3.11. SPECIES AT RISK STAND LEVEL MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

Target Statement

The percentage of SLP
for 6effectedd cutblo
more stand level species at risk management
guidelines

SFM Objective: Maintain habitats for species at risk
Linkage to FSIJPPR: N/A

100% of SLPG6s prepare
cutblocks will incorporate one or more stand
level species at risk management guidelines

Acceptable Variance:

A 15% variance below the target wil!/ be acceptabl
cutblocks must have one or more SLMG applied). The variance from 100% to 85% of effected

SLPs would only be invoked in situations where forest health, worker or public safety, or

operational concerns make implementation of the stand level management guidelines

impracticable. In these situations a rationale detailing the reasons for not implementing stand

level management guidelines will be included in the effected SLPs.
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CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

Between April 1, 2017 and March 31, 2018,18Si t e Level Pl ans ( ScCdnaférs )

in cutblocks where Stand Level Management Guidelines for species and sites of management
concern were required to be specified. One or more guidelines were applied in all 18 of these

plans.

During the reporting period of April 1, 2017 and March 31, 2018, BCTS completed the
development of Site Level Plans on 51 blocks where Stand Level Management Guidelines for
species and sites of management concern were required to be specified. One or more guidelines
were applied in all 51 of these Plans.

100 % of all Site Level Plans where Stand Level Management Guidelines were required
incorporated at least 1 Guideline; therefore the participants achieved the target for this indicator.

i

Figure 5: Typical habitat favoured by Connecticut Warbler (Oporornis agilis) in the Peace
River Region

(photo by A.Tyrrell)

Target Achieved
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V  Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no revisions planned for this indicator.

3.12. FOREST WORKERSGSAFETY?

Target Statement

Implementation and maintenance of certified | Each managing Participant will implement
safety program and maintain a certified safety program

SFM Objectives: Provide a safe work environment for DFA forestry workers and the public
Linkage to FSIPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:
None

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

Currently the Managing Participants (B.C.T.S and Canfor) are certified to the B.C. Forest Safety
Council S.A.F.E. Companies Standard. Surveilance audits are completed at regular intervals to
ensure the managing participants safety programs continue to meet the S.A.F.E. Companies
safety criteria, and to identify where there may be opportunities for improving the safety
programs.

The Managing Participants each maintained their individual certifications to the B.C. Forest
Safety Council S.A.F.E. Companies Standard during the 2017-18 reporting year.

The participants have achieved the target for this indicator.

Target Achieved
V Yes No

REVISIONS
No revisions are anticipated at this time.

7 New indicator in SFMP #2. Indicator # 12 (Caribou) in previous SFMP #1 deleted due to impending implementation of WHA
and UWR areas for boreal caribou.
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3.13. SEEDUSE

‘ Target Statement

The percentage of seedlings & vegetative 100% of seedlings and vegetative material
material used and planted in accordance with | will be used and planted in accordance with
the Chief Foresterodos |[the Chief Foresteros
(Nov.20, 2004), as amended from time to (Nov.20, 2004), as amended from time to
time.® time.

SFM Objectives: Conserve genetic diversity of tree stock
Suitable habitat elements for indicator species

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Reforestation Landscape Level Strategy.

For the purposes of Section 35(5) the indicator this indicator statement, target statement and
acceptable variance will replace the requirements of Schedule F Section 99 (Seed Use).

Acceptable Variance:

As per Section 8 Transfer Limits in the Chief

95% of the combined total of the number of seedlings and vegetative material planted during
each fiscal year within the DFA will comply with the transfer requirements of section 8.2 through
8.7, of those standards. As the standards are amended from time to time, the allowable
variance will change consistent with any amendments.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

BCTS

1,893,321 seedlings were planted within the reporting period. All seedlings were planted in
accordance with the standard.

Licensee Participants (Canfor, Chetwynd Mechanical Pulp, CRL, Dunne-za, Louisiana-Pacific)

4,690,545 seedlings were planted within the reporting period. All seedlings were planted in
accordance with the standard.

Combined

The total number of seedlings planted was 6,583,866. Therefore 6,583,866 were planted in
accordance with the standard

Target Achieved

V Yes No

REVISIONS
No revisions are anticipated at this time.

8 Revisions to this indicator initially made in 2005/2006 Annual -Report
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3.14. ASPEN REGENERATION

Target Statement

% Natural Regeneration of aspen 100% natural regeneration for deciduous.

SFM Objectives: Conserve genetic diversity of tree stock

Linkage to FSIPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:

A maximum of 10% of the area prescribed for deciduous regeneration may be restocked with
deciduous vegetative propagules or seedlings (e.g. 90% minimum natural regeneration of
deciduous) in accordance with the Chief Foresters Standards for Seed Use, as amended from
time to time. In such cases, records must be kept of vegetative lots used and locations where
vegetative lots are planted.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

All Participants have relied on 100% natural regeneration for aspen stocking in the 2017-2018
reporting period.

Target Achieved

V Yes No

REVISIONS
No revisions are anticipated at this time.

3.15. CLASS A PARKS, ECOLOGICAL RESERVES AND LRMP DESIGNATED PROTECTED AREAS

Target Statement

Hectares of Forestry Related Harvesting or Road Zero hectares of forestry related harvesting or

Construction within Class A parks, protected road construction within Class A parks, protected
areas, ecological reserves and LRMP designated | areas, ecological reserves or LRMP designated
protected areas protected areas

SFM Objective:

To have representative areas of naturally occurring and important ecosystems, and rare physical
environments protected at both the broad and site specific levels across or adjacent to the DFA

Linkage to FSIPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:
No variance, other than government direction requiring the forest industry to conduct operations
in these areas.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS
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No forestry related harvesting or road construction has occurred, nor was any harvesting planned
in FOS#3, in Class A Parks, Ecological Reserves and LRMP Designated Protected Areas. The
participants have achieved the target for this indicator.

Digital boundaries of all known protected areas were used in the development of the FOS#3 and
to ensure proposed blocks or roads did not fall within any of the protected areas.

Target Achieved

V  Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no revisions planned for this indicator.

3.16. UNGULATE WINTER RANGES, WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS AND MKMA

Target Statement

Proportion of activities consistent with
objectives of the Muskwa-Kechika
Management Area (MKMA) and general
wildlife measures for Ungulate Winter Ranges
(UWR) and Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHA)

All Pilot Participant activities will be consistent
with the objectives of the MKMA and the
general wildlife measures for Ungulate Winter
Ranges and Wildlife Habitat Areas.

SFM Objective:

To have representative areas of naturally occurring and important ecosystems, and rare physical
environments protected at both the broad and site specific levels across or adjacent to the DFA

Linkage to FSJPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:
No variances unless authorized by the MOE.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

Therearecurrently4d5approved Wil dlif e Hab3Ungulate Winter Ranges ( WHAOG s

(UWR) wholly or partially within the Peace Forest District. General Wildlife Measures i the legal
management regimes that dictate operational practices in these areas i have been developed
and enacted by government. The participants will follow the General Wildlife Measures for each
specific area when operations are proposed within these areas. For the reporting period, there
were no activities conducted within approved WHAs or UWRs.

The WHAO6s and UWR areas for Caribou (Boreal
Timber Supply Area will be revised by the provincial government. The participants are honouring
the boreal caribou WHA and UWR areas by applying the General Wildlife Measures in the UWRs
and avoiding operational activities in the WHAs.

The Government of Canada (Canadian Wildlife Service) is coordinating a national recovery
program for the boreal caribou, but it is not yet known what implications that holds for operations
within the DFA, beyond the impacts of the provincial set-asides (WHA and UWR designations).

The following table summarizes harvest activities within grand parented blocks within the
Muskwa-Kechika Management Area (MKMA) up to March 31, 2018.
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Table 9: Harvest Activities in the MKMA

Timber | Block | Gross | Merch | Harvest Harvest
Licensee | Licence | Mark ID Area Area | Start Date |Completion Date| System
CANFOR | A18154 | EK8335|20007| 57.6 52.0 | 1/19/2005 2/14/2006 CCRES
CANFOR | A18154 | EK8335|20008| 101.4 88.7 | 1/19/2005 3/31/2006 CCRES
CANFOR | A18154 | EK8335[20060| 75.1 68.5 1/5/2005 3/4/2005 CCRES
Total 234.1 | 209.2

The total cumulative area logged to date within blocks in the MKMA is 209.2 ha. All harvesting
operations within the MKMA have been consistent with previously approved Forest Development
Pl ans, as wel |l as provisions within the MKMA Act

Harvesting within the MKMA that is proposed within the FOS #3 is currently limited to previously
6grandparenteddé blocks within the MKMA, and is
MKMA. There were no activities completed within the MKMA during this reporting period.

Target Achieved
V Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to this indicator or target.

3.17. REPRESENTATIVE EXAMPLES OF ECOSYSTEMS

Target Statement

Percentage of area of forest stands in an 100% of baseline targets for forested stands
unmanaged condition, by leading species, by | in an unmanaged condition, by leading
NDU species, by NDU will be met

SFM Objective:

To have representative areas of naturally occurring and important ecosystems, and rare physical
environments protected at both the broad and site-specific levels across or adjacent to the DFA

Linkage to FSIPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:
10 ha or 10% of area, whichever is greater for Leading Species by NDU that have an uncommon
distribution (as noted in Table 23 of SFMP# 3) if required for access purposes.

No acceptable variance for Leading Species by NDU that are not identified as uncommon in Table
23 of SFMP# 3.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS
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An assessment of the future condition of this indicator was completed to confirm consistency of
FOS# 3 with SFMP #3. The targets specified in SFMP# 1 and SFMP# 2 for proportion of area in
forest stands by leading species in an unmanaged condition were carried over to SFMP# 3 without
any revision. The assessment of future condition for this indicator is presented in Table 10 and
indicates the future status of forest stands by leading species and NDU for the Non-Timber
Harvesting Land Base (NHLB). This reflects the stand types that will exist in an unmanaged state.
FOS blocks have been identified within the portion of the land base that is considered as the
timber harvesting land base.

Where harvesting is proposed, the SFMP requires an assessment of those NDU species
combinations considered unique, highlighted in yellow in the following table, to ensure that targets
are not compromised.
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A re-analysis of this indicator is required after each Timber Supply Review (TSR) is completed.
Data collection for the next TSR for the DFA commenced in the summer of 2013 and the TSR
was released in May, 2018. If a significant amount of block area is added to the Forest Operations
Schedule, through an amendment prior to the completion of the TSR, the analysis for this indicator
will be redone to ensure ongoing conformance. The above would likely not be necessary for the
Boreal Plains NDU due to the amount of area already in the NHLB.

Table 11 indicates the current status of forest stands by leading species and NDU for the Non-
Timber Harvesting Land Base (NHLB). This reflects the stand types that exist in an unmanaged
state. FOS blocks have been identified within the portion of the landbase that is considered as
the timber harvesting landbase.

Where harvesting is proposed, the SFMP requires an assessment of those NDU species
combinations highlighted in yellow in the following table to ensure that targets are not
compromised by the harvesting.

Table 10: Proportion of Leading Species by NDU Unmanaged Current State

Sub Leading Vo] N Unmane(l)g - For;StS li
f . on- ) aseline
Natural Disturbance Unit NDU Species FO,&?eS;ed THLB Ve TR
THLB | %
AC 24921 15946 64% 12%
AT 564457 294148 52% 12%
BL 2154 1774 82% 12%
EP 62327 51552 83% 12%
Boreal Plains Upland LT 42067 41077 98% 12%
PL 428736 229106 53% 12%
SB 1344989 | 1216928 90% 12%
SW 251908 150734 60% 12%
SX 136623 55832 41% 12%
Boreal Plains Upland Total 2858182 | 2057096 72%
AC 104 93 90% 100%
AT 2974 2431 82% 12%
. . | BL 14016 13422 96% 12%
Boreal Foothills Mountain ep 30 26 6% 100%
PL 20627 8933 43% 12%
SB 1005 630 63% 12%
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SW 109942 73865 67% 12%
SX 88 54 61% 12%
Mountain Total 148785 99452 67%
AC 151 101 67% 80%
AT 2837 2062 73% 12%
BL 13 7 53% 0%
Valley EP 2 0 0% 100%
PL 9766 3897 40% 12%
SB 1699 1216 72% 12%
SW 19930 9687 49% 12%
SX 31 17 53% 12%
Valley Total 34429 16985 49%
AC 203 175 86% 70%
AT 6893 5992 87% 12%
Northern Boreal BL 11888 10801 91% 12%
Mountains PL 20005 13290 66% 12%
SB 2914 2431 83% 12%
SW 18688 15095 81% 12%
SX 121095 102284 84% 12%
Northern Boreal Mountains Total 181687 150068 83%
AC 2 2 | 100% 100%
AT 528 469 89% 50%
. BL 17897 17513 98% 12%
Mountain
PL 5239 3501 67% 12%
SB 271 236 87% 100%
SW 61294 54155 88% 12%
. Mountains Total 85230 75876 89%
Omineca
AC 32 30 95% 100%
AT 598 533 89% 50%
Valley BL 11 11 | 100% 100%
PL 2700 1784 66% 12%
SB 351 307 88% 12%
SW 6873 5165 75% 12%
Valley Total 10565 7831 74%
Grand Total 3,318,877 | 2,407,309 73%

The majority of future proposed harvesting under FOS #3 is planned to occur in the Boreal Plains
NDU. The analysis completed reports on the condition expected as of March 31, 2025 and
assumes that all blocks presented in the FOS #3 will be harvested by that date. The results show
that the majority of the baseline targets for retention of a representative sample of forest stands
in an unmanaged condition are achieved in the NHLB. Several of the species / NDU combinations
do not have sufficient area within the NHLB to meet the target. However in none of the cases is
there any area identified for har vedoesnotgpply.and

Table 11: Proportion of Leading Species by NDU Unmanaged Future State

Total Unmanaged Forests
. . Leading
Natural Dist t ND . Forest Future Non :
atural Disturbance Uni Sub NDU Species opr\?:aed THLB Future % | Bassline
THLB Target %
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0,
AC 24921 15,946 64% 12%
52%
AT 564457 294,147 12%
0,
BL 2154 1,774 82% 12%
0,
EP 62327 51,552 83% 12%
Boreal Plains Upland LT 42067 411077 98% 12%
53%
PL 428736 229,095 12%
90%
SB 1344989 1,216,916 12%
60%
SW 251908 150,731 12%
41%
SX 136623 55,831 12%
Boreal Plains Upland Total 2858182 2,057,069 72%
0,
AC 104 93 90% 100%
0,
AT 2974 2,431 82% 12%
0,
BL 14016 13,422 96% 12%
0,
Mountain => =0 = e L
0,
PL 20627 8,933 43% 12%
0,
SB 1005 630 63% 12%
0,
SW 109942 73,865 67% 12%
0,
SX 88 54 61% 12%
Boreal Foothills Mountain Total 148785 99,452 67%
0,
AC 151 101 67% 80%
0,
AT 2837 2,062 73% 12%
0,
BL 13 ! 53% 0%
Vall EP 2 0 2% 100%
alley 0
PL 9766 3,897 40% 12%
0,
SB 1699 1,216 2% 12%
0,
SW 19930 9,687 49% 12%
0,
SX 31 17 53% 12%
Valley Total 34429 16,985 49%
0,
AC 203 175 86% 70%
0,
AT 6893 5,992 87% 12%
0,
BL 11888 10,801 91% 12%
Northern Boreal Mountains PL 20005 13,290 66% 12%
0,
SB 2914 2,431 83% 12%
0,
SW 18688 15,095 81% 12%
0,
SX 121095 102,284 84% 12%
Northern Boreal Mountains Total 181687 150,068 83%
AC 2 2 100% 100%
. . AT 528 469 89% 50%
Omineca Mountain
BL 17897 17,513 98% 12%
PL 5239 3,501 67% 12%
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SB 271 236 87% 12%
SW 61294 54,155 88% 100%
Mountains Total 85230 75,876 89%
AC 32 30 95% 100%
AT 598 533 89% 50%
BL 11 11 100% 100%
Valley
PL 2700 1784 66% 12%
SB 351 307 88% 12%
SW 6873 5,165 75% 12%
Valley Total 10565 7,831 74%
Grand Total 3,318,877 2,407,281 72%

The table indicates that 100% of the baseline targets for retention of a representative sample of
forest stands in an unmanaged condition is achie
associations, either through the identified NHLB area or through avoidance of harvest planning.
FOS # 3 does not compromise the performance to the baseline targets, and therefore FOS# 3 is
consistent with this indicator.

Target Achieved
V  Yes No

REVISIONS

Revision to the current status of this indicator will be considered in light of the TSR completed in
2018.

3.18. GRAHAM HARVEST TIMING

Target Statement

Operational harvesting within the Graham
IRM Plan area will be constrained to no more
than one 6clusterd of
time.

The number of clusters in the Graham IRM
Plan area where active operational harvesting
is concurrently occurring.

SFM Objective:

Provide opportunities for a feasible mix of timber, recreational activities and non-timber commercial
activities

Management strategies address important values in SMZ areas.
Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSIJPPR this indicator statement,

target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Timber Harvesting Landscape Level Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:

Operational harvesting (i.e. falling and/or skidding of timber, excluding predevelopment of road
right of ways) in more than one cluster at a time may occur concurrently, if required to address
significant forest health concerns (e.g. Mountain Pine Beetle infestations, wildfire), with the
authorization of the MFLNRORD.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS
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No harvesting occurred in any part of the Graham IRM plan area during the 2017-18 reporting
period covered by this Annual Report.

The Forest Operations Schedule Section 3.1, submitted to MFLNRORD in October 2017,
identifies the blocks that still remain unharvested in the FOS in Graham clusters 5, 6 and 6a.

The Graham IRM Area harvest sequencing is also noted in Table 17 of the FOS. No harvesting
is currently planned in the Graham IRM area. The harvest sequencing presented in the FOS is
consistent with achieving the target for this indicator.

Target Achieved

V  Yes No

REVISIONS

Revisions to this indicator will be considered over the next 1-2 years in light of the SFMP #3
approval letter.

3.19. GRAHAM MERCH AREA HARVESTED

‘ Target Statement

The cumulative merchantable area (hectares)
within harvested blocks will not exceed the

Cumulative merchantable area (hectares) planned maximum cumulative harvest areas
within blocks harvested within the Graham as measured at the end of each time period.
River IRM Plan area since 1997 Period # 2 (ending April 2012): 6569 ha

Period # 3 (ending April 2017): 9355 ha
Period #4 (ending April 2022): 10,858 ha

SFM Objective:

Provide opportunities for a feasible mix of timber, recreational activities and non-timber commercial
activities
Management strategies address important values in SMZ areas

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSIJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Timber Harvesting Landscape Level Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:

Operations may only exceed the target in the event of urgent forest health concerns that
necessitate increased harvest rates, and after reviewing with the Public Advisory Group, and
with the approval of the government.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS
No harvesting has taken place within the Graham River IRM Plan area during the annual reporting
period of April 1, 2017-March 31, 2018.

Table 12: Graham River IRM Plan- Cluster Area and Timing Schedule (Revised Oct 2006)
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Definitions:
Total Area: The total size of a Cluster including inoperable areas
Gross Contributing Area: The Contributing Area (base area) for FPC Biodiversity calculations
IRM Net Harvest Area: Estimated amount of Gross Operable area considered harvestable after IRM
factors are taken into account
Proposed Schedule: General timing of harvest sequence over the course of the Plan
. . The maximum cumulative merch hectares (all previous periods) allowed in
Maximum Cumulative Merch ha cutblocks to period end (indicator)

1 Graham-South 1,946 1,922 706.0 36.3% June 1998 July 1999
17 Graham-South 627 620 294.0 46.0% Nov. 1999 April 2000
2 Graham-South 2,208 2,085 312.9 14.2% July 2000 April 2002
3 Crying Girl 2,439 2,115 620.5 25.4% Nov 2002 April 2003
4 Graham-South 3,975 3,504 976.6 29.2% July 2003 April 2007
Sub-total 11,195 10,246 2910.0 1998 2007 Periodl 9 3638
5 Crying Girl 2,228 2,181 748.6 33.0% April 2007 Nov. 2008
6a  Graham-South 2,508 2,570 1078.8 35.0% Nov. 2008 Nov. 2009
6b Graham-South 884 775 257.5 29.0% Nov. 2009 April 2010
6C Graham-South 726 541 260.0 35.0% April 2010 April 2012
Sub-total 6,346 5,665 2344.9 2007 2012 Period2 5 6569
7 Crying Girl 1,848 1,812 577.2 31.0% April 2012 April 2013
8a  Crying Girl 1,904 1,638 840.0 44.0% April 2013 April 2014
8b Crying Girl 2,184 1,877 812.3 37.0% April 2013 April 2017
Sub-total 5,936 5,327 2229.5 2012 2017 Period3 5 9355
9 Crying Girl 952 840 291.0 30.0% April 2017 Nov. 2017
10 Crying Girl 966 788 317.0 32.0% Nov. 2017 April 2018
11 Graham-South 1,768 1,717 594.0 33.0% April 2018-April 2022
Sub-total 3,686 3,345 1202.0 2017 2022 Period4 5 10858
12 Graham-North 3,439 3,249 1289.0 37.0% April 2022 April 2024
13 Crying Girl 2,493 2,359 745.0 29.0% April 2024 April 2027
Sub-total 5,932 5,608 2034.0 2022 2027 Period5 5 13400
14 Crying Girl 2,643 2,583 1034.0 39.0% April 2027 April 2028
15 Graham-North 3,258 2,666 1072.0 32.0% April 2028 April 2032
Sub-total 5,901 5,249 2106.0 2027 2032 Period6 5 16033
16 Graham-North 2,108 1,917 903.0 42.0% Apr. 2032 April 2035
Sub-total 2,108 1,917 903.0 2032 2035 Period 7 3 17162
18 Graham-North 1,341 1,217 468.0 34.0% Nov. 2035 Nov. 2037
19 Graham-North 3,121 2,782 1022.0 32.0% Nov. 2037 April 2040
Sub-total 4,462 3,999 1490.0 2036 2040 Period8 5 19024,
20 Crying Girl 1,317 1,188 527.0 40.0% Nov. 2041 April 2045
Sub-total 1,317 1,188 527.0 2042 2045 Period9 5 19683
Totals (Cluster only) 46883 42046 15746.4 Period 1 470 19683
D. Total Plan Area 198,140 145,053 15,746 8% 10%

April 1, 2007 marked the completion of Harvest Period #1 for this indicator, which covers all
logging in the Graham plan area from June of 1998 to April 2007. The Period 1 target was 2,910.4
ha, with a variance of an allowable maximum area harvested of 3,638 ha (including the SFMP# 1
allowable variance of 25% additional area). As noted in the 2009 annual report, the area
harvested to the end of Harvest Period 1 was 3,515.6 ha, consistent with the acceptable range of
area harvested for the first harvest period.

The second harvest period ended April 1, 2012, with a 6,569-hectare maximum cumulative
harvest target. No harvesting occurred in the Graham during period 2. Therefore the total
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cumulative area harvested to the end of Period 2 is 3,515.6 ha (Period 1) +0 ha (Period 2) =
3515.6 ha. This is well within the maximum cumulative harvest area target of 6,569 ha for Period
2. The Participants performance for Period 2 is in conformance with this indicator.

Period 3 ran until April 1 2017, with a maximum cumulative harvest area target of 9,355 ha. No
harvesting has taken place in the Graham during Period #3. Therefore, the cumulative area
harvest to the end of Period 3 is 3,515.6ha. This is well within the maximum cumulative harvested
area target of 9,355ha and the Participants are in conformance to this indicator.

Period 4 runs until April 1, 2022, with a maximum cumulative harvest area target of 10,858ha. No
harvesting has taken place within the Graham since the commencement of period 4 and the
preparation of this report. Therefore, the cumulative area harvested is 3,515.6ha. This is well
within the maximum cumulative harvested area target of 10,858ha and the Participants are in
conformance to this indicator.

Figure 6. Graham River operating area clustered harvest pattern, cluster 2.

(photo by D. Menzies)

Target Achieved

V  Yes No
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REVISIONS

Additional monitoring period was identified in SFMP# 3 and is reflected in the target statement
above. Revisions to this indicator will be considered over the next 1-2 years in light of the
conditions in the SFMP #3 approval letter.

3.20. GRAHAM CONNECTIMITY

Target Statement

Area (hectares) harvested in cutblocks in the
Graham IRM area, within the permanent
alluvial and non-productive/non-commercial
components of the connectivity corridors

Zero hectares harvested within cutblocks
in the permanent alluvial and non-
productive/non-commercial components
of the connectivity corridors

SFM Objective:

Ecosystem functions capable of supporting naturally occurring species exist within the range of natural
variability

Management strategies address important values in SMZ areas

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSIJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Timber Harvesting Landscape Level Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:
Variances may be allowed on a site-specific basis where government approval is attained. The
indicator target excludes road rights-of-way needed to cross streams.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

The Partcipants completed no harvesting within the recognized corridors during the time period
covered by this report i April 1, 2017 7 March 31, 2018.

Target Achieved

V Yes No

REVISIONS
Revisions to this indicator will be considered over the next 1-2 years in light of the SFMP #3
approval letter.

3.21. MKMA HARVEST

Target Statement

A minimum of one long-term harvest plan
The number of long-term harvest plans within | submitted no later than one year following
the MKMA completed and submitted to government approval of a landscape unit
government objective under the MKMA Act, that applies to
the Fort St. John TSA portion of the MKMA

SFM Objective:
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Provide opportunities for a feasible mix of timber, recreational activities and non-timber commercial
activities
Management strategies address important values in SMZ areas

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Timber Harvesting Landscape Level Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:
Timing of submission may be delayed no more than one additional year.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS
No new clustered harvest plans have been prepared for the MKMA to date.

No new harvesting is proposed in the MKMA, other than that previously approved under grand
fathering provisions of the Muskwa-Kechika Management Act and Regulation, for the duration of
FOS# 2. Grandfathered Blocks in the MKMA left unharvested during FOS 2 were dropped from
FOS #3 (submitted Oct 2017). There are no unharvested blocks in the MKMA remaining in the
current FOS.

Initial planning for development of an MKMA harvest plan commenced in 2006, and continued in
2007. An area has been selected for plan development. However, Landscape Unit Objectives
must be developed for the area by the government, with input from the participants. Progress
towards the completion of this plan has been made, however the participants must wait for
Landscape Unit Objectives to be approved by government before a plan can be finalized,
submitted to government for review and endorsed. The SFMP3 approval letter dated May 4,
2018, suggested that a forestry objective be established in the MKMA. As a result of the lack of
approval of Landscape Unit Objectives no new clustered harvest plans have been prepared for
the MKMA to date.

Target Achieved

V Yes No

REVISIONS
Revisions to this indicator will be considered over the next 1-2 years in light of the SFMP #3
approval letter.

3.22. RVER CORRIDORS

‘ Target Statement

The percentage of harvested areas that No openings exceeding 1 hectare in blocks
create openings greater than 1 hectare within | within the major river corridors harvested
100 metres of RRZOs i]|underthe FSIPPR (i.e. after November 15th,
corridors 2001)

SFM Objective:
Management strategies address important values in SMZ areas

Linkage to FSJPPR: For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement,
target statement and acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are
consistent with the Riparian Management Landscape Level Strategy

Acceptable Variance:
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10% of openings may exceed 1 hectare, but no openings greater than 2 hectares, except where
required otherwise by a forest health treatment plan.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

As part of the preparation of the Forest Operations Schedule #3, a digital spatial layer was used
for those portions of streams identified in the Fort St. John LRMP in the Major River Corridor
Resource Management Zone. The coverage assigned a 100-metre buffer to the riparian reserve
zone stream classification, which was based on inventory information if known, or defaulted to S1
classifications if unknown. This coverage is displayed on all 1:50,000 maps where the Major
River Corridor RMZ occurs. Any blocks not previously authorized and occurring within a major
river corridor were either deleted or amended prior to inclusion in the FOS.

During the reporting period, no block harvest or road construction activities were conducted in
major river corridors.

Target Achieved
V Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no revisions planned for this indicator.

3.23. TOTAL NUMBER OF CONTRACTS AWARDED TO FIRST NATIONS®

Target Statement

Value and total number of Contracts awarded | Report the annual total value and number of
annually to First Nations. contracts awarded to companies or groups
owned or operated by First Nations.

SFM Objective: Provide opportunities for First Nations to participate in forest economy.

Linkage to FSJPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:
This is a reporting indicator so no variance is required.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

During the reporting period, the licensee participants provided nineteen contracts to companies
or groups owned, operated, or sponsored by First Nations. These contracts provided First
Nations with the opportunity to be involved in the local forest industry and economy by conducting
slash burning and brushing projects, harvesting and hauling of timber generated by the clearing
of land for various projects including the BC Hydro Site C project and by operating the Peace
Valley OSB log yard. These contracts totaled $2,946,961.

During the 2017-2018 reporting period, BC Timber Sales did not have any contractual
arrangements with First Nations.

Target Achieved

New indicator in 2010 SFMP. Repl aces ol d indicator # 23
51

6Visual



Fort St. John Pilot Project 2017-2018 SFMP Annual Report

V  Yes

No

REVISIONS

No revisions are planned at this time for this indicator.

3.24. PERMANENT ACCESS STRUCTURES

‘ Target Statement

Percentage of the total area in Managing
Parti ci tpleckstocsupiedcby
permanent access structures in which
harvesting was completed.

Parti

A maximum of 5% of the total area in
Managing
occupied by permanent access structures
in which harvesting was completed, as
determined on a 3 year rolling average.

cipan

SFM Objective:

Sustain forest lands within our control within the Defined Forest Area
Maintain a natural range of variability in ecosystem function, composition and structure which
allows ecosystems to recover from disturbance and stress

FSJPPR.

Linkage to FSIPPR: For the purposes of Section 35(5) of the FSIJPPR, this indicator
statement, target statement and acceptable variance will replace Section 30(1) of the

For the purposes of Section 42 of the FSJPPR this indicator statement, target statement and
acceptable variance will be used to determine if forest practices are consistent with the
Access Management Landscape Level Strategy.

Acceptable Variance:
None.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

The current 3-year average area in permanent access structures ending March 31, 2018 is
presented in the following Table 13. The target for this period is a maximum of 5% of total area

I n per manent access

structures.
consistent with the targets during the reporting period i Canfor 4.6%, and BCTS 3.2%

Al

participant
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Table 13: Current 3-year Average in Permanent Access Structures (PAS)

_ Annu_al Reporting PAS
FI)\/Iaryagmg Period (Ending Area Total Area (ha) % PAS of Total Area
articipant Mar. 31st of Year
Indicated) (ha)
Canfor 2016 279.8 6261.7 4.47%
Canfor 2017 239.1 5509.8 4.34%
Canfor 2018 225.3 4871.7 4.62%
Canfor Total:1° 744.2 16643.2 4.47%
BCTS 2016 139.7 4919.0 2.8%
BCTS 2017 150.1 5243.9 3.1%
BCTS 2018 150.3 5204.1 3.2%
BCTS Total:* 440.1 15367.0 3.0%
Combined Participants Totals: 1,184.3 32,010.2 3.70%

Both managing participants are in conformance with the target for this indicator.

The following graph (Figure 7)

shows

t he

Access Structure indicator over the last 3 reporting periods.

5.00%

participantsé

% PAS by Managing Participant

4.50%
4.00%

3.50%

—e— Canfor

3.00%
2.50%

—a—BCTS

% PAS

2.00%

Average

1.50%
1.00%

0.50%

0.00%

2016

2017 2018

Year

perfor man

Figure 7: Three year reporting results of 3-year rolling averages of PAS % (2016-2018)

Target Achieved

V  Yes

No

REVISIONS

There are no revisions proposed for this indicator and target.

10 based on 10 metre wide road widths

11 based on 6 metre wide road widths
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