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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Highlights of 2020-2021

e Seventeen years operating with a Sustainable Forest Management Plan (SFMP) -
The 2020-2021 reporting year was the third year of operation under SFMP #3, which
was approved on May 4™, 2018. The Plan was amended, effective April 1, 2020. Three
new indicators were added, and nine existing ones were revised.

e The structure of this Annual Report is inspired by SFMP #3 and the Plan is referred to
throughout this document. The indicators listed in Section 3 of the Annual Report
correspond with the indicators listed in section 6 of the SFMP. For example: section 3.25
in this document relates to the indicator described in section 6.25 of the Plan. The SFMP
document, amendments to the plan, and this report can be found at:
https://www.fsjpilotproject.com/project.html.

e Louisiana-Pacific announced in February 2021 that it would be restarting the Peace
Valley OSB plant.

e The world-wide COVID-19 pandemic and its cascading impacts played a significant role
in the lives of the Participants’ employees. The Participants adapted to the situation as
many people world-wide did and were able to continue the work to ensure Sustainable
Forest Management practices were implemented in the DFA. While in-person meetings
were largely replaced by ‘virtual’ meeting formats, the safety protocols employed allowed
much of the necessary fieldwork to continue.

¢ Indicator performance - The participants achieved consistent positive performance
regarding overall conformance to indicator targets with 68 of 72 (94.4%) indicator targets
achieved in the 2020-21 year.

¢ Legal indicator performance - For the period of April 1!, 2020 to March 31%t, 2021, the
participants achieved the performance indicator objectives on 28 of the 30 different
regulatory Landscape Level Strategy indicators (Section 42 of the Fort St. John Pilot
Project Regulation (FSJPPR) or affecting Part 3 Division 5 of the FSJPPR).

Summary of Participants Consistency with the Landscape Level Strategies

The participants’ progress in implementing the landscape level strategies contained in the
SFMP, 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 78% (7 of 9) of the Fort St. John Pilot Project Regulation (FSJPPR) Section 42 performance
indicators, and 100% (4 of 4) of non-regulatory SFMP indicators linked to the Timber Harvesting
Strategy.

Access Management Strateqy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable
variances on 100% (2 of 2) of the FSJPPR 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 linked to the Access Management Strategy.

Patch Size, Seral Stage and Adjacency Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or
acceptable variances on 100% (4 of 4) of the FSJPPR Section 42 performance indicators, and
100% (2 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 achieved on 11 of
11 Landscape Units.
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Riparian Management Strategy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable
variances on 100% (4 of 4) of the FSJPPR 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 Strateqy - Activities were consistent with the targets or acceptable
variances on 100% (6 of 6) 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 Strateqgy - 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 Strateqy (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 Strateqy — Activities were consistent with the target or acceptable variance for
the Section 42 performance indicator linked to the Soil Management Strategy. 100% (1 of 1)
legal indicators were met.
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Summary of Changes to the Indicators or their Status

The following tables summarize non-conformances to indicators in the 2020-21 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 52 AAC Partition — Conifer Amount of planned spruce volume in the core
planning area exceeds target

Indicator 52a

AAC Partition — Conifer
harvest performance

Amount of spruce volume harvested in the core
area exceeds target

Percentage of known
traditional site-specific
aboriginal values and uses

Since less than 100% of known traditional site-
specific values and uses identified were

Indicator 57 identified that are addressed | addressed in operational plans, this indicator
in operational plans was not met for the reporting period.
(See Section 3.57)
The minimum 40 people receiving outreach
. . information could not be confirmed. Not all of
Indicator 61 Educational Outreach the Participants engaged in educational
outreach during the reporting period
Indicator Significant Revisions
Prior CSA requirement. Will be removed and
Indicator 33 First Nations Consultation & | will not apply in future reporting. Legal
Information Sharing obligations address aspects of information
sharing and consultation.
Indicator 38 Carbon Sequestration Rate P_rior CSA requirements. Wi!l be removed and
will not apply in future reporting. Depended
, upon MFLNRORD completing carbon budget
Indicator 39  Ecosystem Carbon Storage modelling in Timber Supply Review.
Summer and Fall Volume
Indicator 48  Deliveries
Direct and Indirect
Indicator 55 Employment Prior CSA requirements. Will be removed and
will not apply in future reporting.
Indicator 63 Worker Training

The draft of this report was provided to the Fort St John Pilot Project Public Advisory Group for
review on September 22", 2021 and discussed at the meeting of the PAG and Participants on
October 14, 2021.

vi
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1.

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This annual report summarizes activities completed between April 1, 2020 and March 31%,
2021 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.
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Figure 1: Map of the FSJ Pilot Project area
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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
(Timber Supply Area) (see Figure 1: Map of the FSJ Pilot Project area) forestry operations
on October 17", 2003. In partial fulfilment 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 and SFMP #3. In 2019 the participants started the
process of moving towards a new certification standard — the Sustainable Forestry Initiative
(SFI). Two participants were registered under SFl on May 1%, 2019 (BCTS) and June 7",
2019 (Canfor). LP is in the process of transitioning to SFI as well. The 2020/21 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 #1 to SFMP
#3. 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 SFI 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 SFMP #3 and its amendments.

In addition to SFI requirements, this report includes information required by Section 51 of
the FSJPPR. This information is expressed in sections of the annual report which
demonstrate the participants’ access management, harvesting, and reforestation activities
(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 FSJPPR 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, when a new FOS or significant amendment is developed, to ensure
consistency with the SFMP.

e 1 -Forest Types

e 2 - Seral Stages

e 3-Patch Size

e 8- Shrubs

e 17 - Representative Examples of Ecosystems

e 34 - Peak Flow Index

Analyses 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 Defined Forest Area (DFA). The results

presented here will account for the areas amended into the FOS, in response to wildfires,
insect attack, and the harvest needs of the Participants.
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Monitoring procedures as outlined in the SFMP are followed to the best of the participants'
abilities. Some variation and refinement may occur year over year, and reporting systems
change, and the Participants adapt to new information and processes.

Another potential source of potential variation may result from the private land, lease, and
Woodlot spatial data used. To complete the analyses for Annual Reports, the participants
use the most current available data. Changes in these data may result in 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 SFMP #3 was developed and those completed to reflect the
current forest condition for the 2009 and this 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 FSJPPR requires the establishment of a strategic plan for the pilot project area, known
as a Sustainable Forest Management Plan (SFMP). 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 15!, 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 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural resource Operations and Rural Development
(MFLNRORD).
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3. SFM INDICATORS, OBJECTIVES AND TARGETS

The format of each status report is described below:

X.X INDICATOR

Indicator Statement Target Statement

A specific statement describing a desired
future state or condition of an indicator.
Targets are succinct, measurable,
achievable, realistic, and time bound.

A reiteration of the indicator as identified in
the landscape level strategy or the SFM
matrix.

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 FSJPPR, or if it will be used to evaluate success of the
implementation of the landscape level strategy. Any linkages expressed in this section refer
to the SFMP #3 which can be found at https://www.fsjpilotproject.com/project.html.

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, 2020 (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.
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Status of Indicators in 2020-2021

3.1 FORESTTYPES

Indicator Statement 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.

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 circumstances 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 — pure deciduous, deciduous leading mixedwood, conifer leading
mixedwood, and pure conifer.

The following table, Table 1, is derived from Forest Operations Schedule #3 (Amendment #
399) and presents the baseline status as of 2020 along with the SFMP targets by Forest Type
and Landscape Unit (LU). 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 participants’ activities 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) or significant natural
disturbance occurs across multiple Landscape Units.

' Refers to Table 9 in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #3
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Table 1: 2020 Status for Forest Types

: 2020 Status
Landscape Unit Forest Type Area (ha) % of LU
Coniferous Leading 149,061
Blueberry Conjferous Mixeq 42,965
Deciduous Leading 122,060
Deciduous Mixed 52,092
Blueberry Total 366,179
Coniferous Leading 54,874
Crying Girl Con.iferous Mixeq 1,828
Deciduous Leading 869
Deciduous Mixed 1,105
Crying Girl Total 58,676
Coniferous Leading 215,049
Graham Coniferous Mixed 5,446
Deciduous Leading 3,807
Deciduous Mixed 3,182
Graham Total 227,483
Coniferous Leading 91,077
Halfway Conjferous Mixeq 8,655
Deciduous Leading 15,630
Deciduous Mixed 9,536
Halfway Total 124,897
Coniferous Leading 93,252
Kahntah Coniferous Mixed 23,602
Deciduous Leading 85,549
Deciduous Mixed 33,323
Kahntah Total 235,725
Coniferous Leading 38,846
Kobes Coniferous Mixed 9,992
Deciduous Leading 27,571
Deciduous Mixed 9,593
Kobes Total 86,003
Coniferous Leading 13,764
Lower Beatton Coniferous Mixed 6,883
Deciduous Leading 72,658
Deciduous Mixed 8,908
Lower Beatton Total 102,213
Coniferous Leading 85,922
Milligan Coniferous Mixed 9,826
Deciduous Leading 40,157
Deciduous Mixed 9,729
Milligan Total 145,634
Coniferous Leading 122,442
Sikanni Coniferous Mixed 2,742
Deciduous Leading 2,714
Deciduous Mixed 1,992
Sikanni Total 129,889
Coniferous Leading 144,177
Tommy Lakes Coniferous Mixed 30,024
Deciduous Leading 73,131
Deciduous Mixed 42,969
Tommy Lakes Total 290,302
Coniferous Leading 114,190
Trutch Coniferous Mixed 18,391
Deciduous Leading 47,017
Deciduous Mixed 25,092
Trutch Total 204,690
Grand Total 1,971,691

Min. Target Area
%

33%

8%

28%

11%

76%

1%

1%

1%

77%

1%

1%

1%

62%

3%

9%

4%

29%

10%

30%

10%

35%

8%

28%

9%

11%

5%

56%

7%

45%

6%

24%

5%

75%

1%

1%

1%

45%

8%

18%

9%

48%

7%

17%

9%
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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 Vegetation Resources Inventory (VRI)
information.

Change Monitoring Inventory (CMI)

Long term monitoring of species composition change within managed stands will occur
throughout the DFA via Change Monitoring Inventory (CMI) plot establishment and re-
measurement. Starting in 2003, the Participants have contracted the establishment of CMI plots
in the DFA 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. The data from these
plots can be used to detect long-term changes in managed stands’ species composition after
subsequent remeasurements are conducted over an extended period of time. CMI work is
dependent on contractor availability and budgets. Annual CMI activities may include
establishment of new plots as well as re-measurement of plots established equal to or greater
than 10 years ago.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.2 SERAL STAGE
Indicator Statement Target Statement

A) All Periods: The minimum proportion (%) of late seral stage
forest retention by NDU as identified in Table 112 will be
met.

B) By the close of Period 1 (April 1, 2019 —March 31, 2020): a
minimum of 30% of the late seral stage forest retention
target will be achieved by contribution from spatially

The minimum identified OFMAs, in all NDUs.

proportion (%) of late

seral stage forest By the close of Period 2 (April 1, 2020 —March 31, 2021): a
retention by NDU. minimum of 60% of the late seral stage forest retention

target will be achieved by contribution from spatially
identified OFMAs, in all NDUs.

By the close of Period 3 (April 1, 2021 —March 31, 2022): A
minimum of 100% of the late seral stage forest retention
target will be achieved by contribution from spatially
identified OFMAs, in all NDUs.

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.

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
forests will be present across the DFA through time. It sets limits on harvest planning in later
seral stage stands, by Natural Disturbance Unit (NDU)3. A landscape-level analysis, based on
NDUs, was completed 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.

2 Refers to Table 11 in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #3
3 The limits pertain to Landscape Units in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #1



Fort St. John Pilot Project 2020-2021 SFMP Annual Report ’é

The following tables (Table 2, 3 and 4) are derived from the FOS # 3 Amendment # 399 and
present the results of the most recent seral stage analyses. The ‘current condition’ values
account for the harvesting activities that started prior to December 31, 2020. For further detail
regarding seral stages target development and application, please refer to the Fort St. John
Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #3 (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) or
significant natural disturbance occurs across multiple Landscape Units.
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Table 2: Boreal Plains Conifer 2020 and 2025 Seral Stage and Target

< 40 years 41 -100 years 101 - 140 years > 140 years ;(r)éil
LU_NAME | 2020 2025 2020 2025 2020 2025 2020 2025
area o area o area % area o area o area o area % Surplus | area % Surplus
(ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) : (ha) ° (ha) : (ha) ° (ha) (ha) c (ha)
Blueberry | 64921 19% | 63158 18% | 141856 | 41% | 141540 | 40% | 92188 26% | 84228 24% 50847 15% | O 60887 17% | 0 349813
Crying Girl | O 0% |0 0% |0 0% |0 0% |3 32% |0 0% 7 68% | 0 10 100% | O 10
Halfway 12386 | 8% | 22104 15% | 26580 18% | 21822 15% | 50487 34% | 39266 27% 57556 39% [0 63815 | 43% |0 147008
Kahntah 6567 1% 12533 2% | 352591 60% | 330867 | 56% | 173908 | 30% 181120 | 31% 54942 9% 0 63487 11% | 0 588007
Kobes 13205 16% | 14959 18% | 10845 13% | 10798 13% | 36566 44% | 32605 40% 21819 26% | 0 24074 | 29% | O 82436
Lower
Beatton 3884 8% 3613 8% 21508 46% 17661 38% 17626 379% 19682 429% 4014 9% 0 6075 13% 0 47031
Milligan 7237 2% | 5469 1% | 250567 | 65% | 245494 | 64% | 57391 15% | 51493 13% 67867 18% | O 80607 | 21% | O 383063
Sikanni 0 0% |0 0% |0 0% |0 0% |0 100% | O 100% | O 0% 0 0 0% 0 0
Tommy
Lakes 28993 59% 40043 7% 189946 349% 179254 309, 209843 38% 211462 38% 122955 200, 0 120978 200, 0 551737
Trutch 2504 1% 10020 3% 118892 | 34% | 104684 | 30% | 123463 | 36% 127721 | 37% 100168 | 29% | O 102603 | 30% | O 345027
Grand
Total 139698 6% 171899 7% 1112784 45% 1052119 429% 761475 319% 747578 30% 480175 19% 25187 522535 21% 100747 | 2494131
Oil and gas area Oil and gas area .
included: 17% included: 20% | Total: 2494131
Target: 16% | Target: 16%

2020 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date <Dec 31, 2020
2025 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date >Dec 31, 2020

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 Natural Disturbance Unit (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).

The old seral analysis also considered the cumulative effect of timber harvesting and oil and gas disturbance on the land base. The
existing 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 17% and future is 20%.

10
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Table 3: Boreal Plains Deciduous 2020 and 2025 Seral Stage and Target

<40 Years 41-100 Years 101-140 Years >140 Years
LUN 2020 2025 2020 2025 2020 2025 2020 2025 Total
ame Area o Area o Area o Area o Area o Area o Area o Surplus | Area o Surplus | Area
(ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) ° (ha) ° ha (ha) ° ha
Blueberry | 36,361 | 17% | 39,368 | 19% | 100,602 | 48% | 99,305 | 47% | 61,587 | 29% | 52,246 | 25% | 12,884 | 6% 20,515 | 10% 211,434
Crying
Girl 0% 0% |5 94% | 3 57% | 0 0% |2 38% | 0 0% 0 0% 5
Halfway 1,864 | 7% | 4,380 16% | 10,311 38% | 8,473 32% | 11,065 | 41% | 8,882 33% | 3,549 13% 5,053 19% 26,788
Kahntah 2,247 | 2% | 38589 | 3% | 94579 | 69% | 90,804 | 66% | 34,352 | 25% | 33,890 | 25% | 5,774 | 4% 8,669 | 6% 136,952
Kobes 8,476 18% | 11,422 | 25% | 11,093 | 24% | 7,969 17% | 22,496 | 49% | 20,068 | 43% | 4,128 | 9% 6,735 15% 46,193
Lower
Beatton 9,425 10% | 7,181 8% | 64594 | 68% | 61,532 | 65% | 18,368 19% | 21,954 | 23% | 1,969 | 2% 3,689 | 4% 94,356
Milligan 2,469 | 5% 1,001 2% | 45,511 83% | 46,496 | 85% | 5,110 9% | 5,020 9% 1,561 3% 2,134 | 4% 54,651
Tommy
Lakes 7,745 | 6% 18,327 | 14% | 57,203 | 43% | 52,942 | 40% | 48,193 | 36% | 44,920 | 34% | 20,020 | 15% 16,973 | 13% 133,161
Trutch 665 1% | 4312 [ 5% | 42,153 | 52% | 36,677 | 45% | 25,471 31% | 27,515 | 34% | 13,184 | 16% 12,969 | 16% 81,474
Grand
Total 69,253 | 9% | 89,580 | 11% | 426,051 | 54% | 404,201 | 51% | 226,642 | 29% | 214,497 | 27% | 63,069 | 8% 129287 | 76,737 | 10% | 143652 | 785,014
Oil and gas Oil and gas area
area included | 34% | included 36% | Total 785,015
Target 16% | Target 16%

2020 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date <Dec 31, 2020
2025 - uses FOS blocks with harvest start date >Dec 31, 2020

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).

The old seral analysis also considered the cumulative effect of timber harvesting and oil & gas disturbance on the land base. By
including existing oil and gas area in the calculation (7,954ha) the Boreal Plains Deciduous late seral current condition is 34% and

11
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Table 4: Boreal Foothills Valley and Mtn, Northern Boreal Mountains, Omineca Mtns and Valley: 2020 and 2025 Seral Stage
and Targets

<40 Years 41-100 Years 101-140 Years >140 Years
NDU LU 2020 2025 2020 2025 2020 2025 2020 2025 Total Tar
Name Area get
Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area %
(ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha)
Crying
Girl 2,081 | 5% | 2,609 | 6% | 3,703 | 9% | 2,862 |7% | 19,110 | 44% | 14,589 | 34% | 18,251 | 42% | 23,084 | 54% | 43,144
Boreal Graham | 1,595 | 2% | 1,608 | 2% | 10,432 | 12% | 6,373 | 8% | 40,808 | 48% | 33,239 | 39% | 31,689 | 37% | 43,305 | 51% | 84,525
Foothills - | Halfway | 14 0% | 14 0% | 2,050 | 16% | 1,745 | 13% | 4,571 | 35% | 3,190 | 24% | 6,553 50% | 8,239 62% | 13,189
Mountain | Kobes | 0 0% | 0 0% | 14 38% | 14 38% | 11 30% | 10 27% | 12 32% | 13 35% | 37
Grand
Total 3,690 | 3% | 4,231 | 3% | 16,199 | 11% | 10,994 | 8% | 64,500 | 46% | 51,028 | 36% | 56,505 | 40% | 74,641 | 53% | 140,895 | 33
Cryin
Gi?ll ’ 1,760 | 8% | 2,276 | 11% | 2,478 | 12% | 2,010 | 9% | 9,762 | 45% | 8,328 | 39% | 7,462 35% | 8,853 41% | 21,462
Boreal Graham | 151 0% | 125 | 0% |6,062 | 11% | 3,835 | 7% | 23,225 | 44% | 19,139 | 36% | 23,628 | 45% | 29,968 | 56% | 53,066
Foothills - | Haltway | 7 0% | 7 0% | 211 13% | 138 9% | 480 31% | 363 23% | 868 55% | 1,058 68% | 1,566
Valley Kobes | 1 0% | 1 0% | 11 5% |8 3% | 120 49% | 63 26% | 112 46% | 172 71% | 243
Grand
Total 1,919 | 3% | 2,409 | 3% | 8,762 | 11% | 5,991 | 8% | 33,587 | 44% | 27,888 | 37% | 32,070 | 42% | 40,051 | 52% | 76,337 | 23
Graham | 28 0% | 4 0% |5263 | 16% | 3,254 | 10% | 8,549 | 27% | 8,771 | 27% | 18,120 | 57% | 19,932 | 62% | 31,961
Northern | Sikanni | 388 | 0% | 86 0% | 26,483 | 12% | 15,453 | 7% | 68,560 | 31% | 71,378 | 33% | 122,431 | 56% | 130,947 | 60% | 217,863
Boreal Trutch 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% |4
Mountains Grand
Total 416 | 0% | 90 0% | 31,746 | 13% | 18,707 | 7% | 77,109 | 31% | 80,149 | 32% | 140,551 | 56% | 150,879 | 60% | 249,828 | 37
Cryin
, Gi?ll ’ 0% 0% |33 18% | 33 18% | 124 69% | 95 53% | 23 13% | 52 29% | 180
a?jr:‘tﬁiis Graham | 77 0% | 77 0% | 4795 |5% |4501 [5% | 25841 | 26% | 19,523 | 20% | 69,134 | 69% | 75,746 | 76% | 99,847
Grand
Total 77 0% | 77 0% |4,828 |5% |4,534 |5% | 25965 | 26% | 19,618 | 20% | 69,157 | 69% | 75,798 | 76% | 100,027 | 41
Omenica | Crying
Valley Girl 0 0% | 0 0% |0 0% |0 0% |4 57% | 1 14% | 3 43% | 6 86% | 7
Graham | 124 | 1% | 121 1% | 1,056 | 12% | 927 11% | 4,551 | 53% | 3,512 | 41% | 2,826 33% | 3,996 47% | 8,556
Grand
Total 124 | 1% | 121 1% | 1,056 | 12% | 927 11% | 4,555 | 53% | 3,513 | 41% | 2,829 33% | 4,002 47% | 8,563 16

12
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Table 4 identifies the current and expected 2025 seral condition upon the completion of all harvest
activities proposed in FOS Amendment # 399 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.

The foothills can encompass more than one natural disturbance unit due to elevational changes and size
of the Landscape Units.

The seral analysis assumes that all blocks in FOS # 3 will be harvested prior to the end of 2025. The
seral analysis indicates that all NDU old forest targets are met in 2020 and 2025. Therefore,
performance to date and projected performance under FOS # 3 is consistent with this indicator.

Regarding part B of the target statement, the participants have completed an analysis on the spatially
identified OFMAs in all NDUs. Currently, all NDUs, excluding the Boreal Plains NDU, have sufficient
OFMAs to meet the existing target. The Boreal Plains NDU has 90% of the OFMA area needed to
achieve the target identified. The participants will continue to work together to close this gap by the
March 318, 2022 target date.

Target Achieved

v Yes | No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.3 PATCHSIZE

Indicator Statement

Target Statement

A minimum of 9 of 18 of the baseline targets
for early patches will be achieved during the
term of this SFMP*.

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 time frame (within 10 years).

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.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

This indicator is used to monitor the patch size distribution for ‘early’ (€40 yrs.) forest within the
Fort St. John Pilot Project area, on a NDU basis®.The targets are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Natural Disturbance Unit Early Patch Distribution Targets

Early (<40 yrs) Patch Size Target (%)
Natural Disturbance Unit (dcceplabialiange;
<50 ha 51-100 ha 100+ ha
Boreal Plains Uplands i
(BPU) 5 (5-15) 5 (5-15) 90 (65-90)
Boreal Foothills Valley (BV) 20 (15-25) 10 (5-15) 70 (55-85)
Boreal Fo‘zg‘l{'/:f Mountain 20 (15-25) 10 (5-15) 70 (55-85)
Northern Boreal Mountains
(NBM) 5 (5-15) 5 (5-15) 90 (65-90)
Omineca Mountains (OM) 20 (15-25) 10 (5-15) 70 (55-85)
Omineca Valley (OV) 5 (5-15) 5 (5-15) 90 (65-90)

* Refers to Table 16 in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #2

5 The limits pertain to Landscape Units in the Fort St. John Pilot Project Sustainable Forest Management Plan #1
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A landscape-level analysis based on NDUs was conducted when FOS Amendment #399 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 Table 6.

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

2020 Early (<40 years) Patch Size Distribution

Natural Disturbance
Unit (NDU)

Med. (50-
100ha)

Small (<50ha) Large (>100ha) Totals

Boreal Plains - Upland 19,655 241,971

19,923 202,394

Boreal Foothills - Valley 243 12% 241

1561

Boreal Foothills -
Mountain 558 2058
Northern Boreal 52
Mountains
Omineca - Mountains 43 52
Omineca - Valley 29 0 0% 115
Total DFA (AllNDUs) | 247,501 206261 247,501

2025 Current Early (<40 years) Patch Size Distribution

Natural Disturbance Med. (50-
Unit (NDU) Small (<50ha) 100ha) Large (>100ha) Totals
Boreal Plains - Upland | 21,980 22,754 251,348 296,082

2,100 2,642

129 |22°

Boreal Foothills - Valley | 313

Boreal Foothills -
Mountain 549 2,728 3,584
Northern Boreal
Mountains 47 _ 0 0% 4
Omineca - Mountains | 43 _ 0 0% 52
(]
Omineca - Valley 26 m 0 0% 112
Total DFA (AllNDUs) | 22,957 23,387 256,175 302,519
Yellow = Below Target Range B8 - Above Target Blue = No Harvesting Planned

IA\WORKING\CERTIFICATION\2020\ANNUAL
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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 by
December 31, 2025 and that no new natural disturbance will create new young patch areas.

The 2020 analysis indicate that 9 of 18 (50%) NDU patch size targets were met and the 2025
analysis indicates the 8 of 18 (44%) NDU patch size targets were met. It's also important to note
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. Most of the young patch disturbance in this NDU is
attributable to wildfire, which is an allowable variance to this indicator.

Most of the patch targets not met were in the NDUs where very little harvesting has occurred or
is proposed and is also based on a very small area overall which is unrealistic to have balanced
to the indicator targets.

The above indicates that the participants are consistent with the patch size indicator to date.
Although future analysis shows that the target may not be met, this will be reassessed later and
ultimately in February 2024 to see if the target is met at the end of the SFMP.

The analysis for this indicator will be conducted again when significant amendments to the
Forest Operations Schedule are proposed.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are currently no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target.
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34 SoIL DISTURBANCE

Indicator Statement Target Statement

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

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.

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

Acceptable Variance:
None

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

There were no incidents of confirmed detrimental soil disturbance reported by the Licencee
participants during the 2020-2021 reporting period. There was one complaint brought forward
to the MFLNRORD, that alleged soil disturbance on one of the Licencee Participants’ blocks
exceeded the maximum allowable limit. An official investigation process has been initiated, with
a determination expected sometime in the 2021/22 reporting year.

BCTS had no incidents of detrimental soil disturbance reported during the 2020-2021 reporting
period.

The participants’ activities are consistent with the target and acceptable variance for the soil
disturbance indicator.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.5 SNAGS/CAVITY SITES

Indicator Statement Target Statement

Retain annually an average of at least 6
snags 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 which the SLPs were completed prior to April 15t 2010 will
have a target of 6 snags and/or live trees greater than 23.0 cm dbh (diameter at breast height),
consistent with the SFMP in effect at that time.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

The indefinite closure of Peace Valley OSB and the subsequent lack of market for deciduous
fiber has resulted in a large increase in the number of standing trees retained on logging sites.
Much of the authorized volume available to the participants was planned and authorized prior to
the closure announcement, with the assumption that the majority of deciduous stems would be
harvested. In some cases, it has been possible to completely avoid distinct patches of
deciduous trees and amend logging plans, but most of the time it has been necessary to log
around the deciduous trees and leave them standing where possible and safe to do so. Figure
2 shows an example of a block where the merchantable conifer has been felled and a large
amount of deciduous (and immature spruce) stems remain. This block was planned and laid out
for harvest prior to PVOSB shutting down. The modification of layout plans adapted to the
indefinite closure. However, with the reopening of PVOSB, the participants will revert to
previous practices, which will result in the fewer examples as noted in figure 2 in the next
reporting year.

IA\WORKING\CERTIFICATION\2020\ANNUAL
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Figure 2: Example of retention practices in mixedwood blocks during the reporting year

Surveying and tallying sites like these poses a challenge not previously contemplated when this
indicator was first developed, and the participants may have to modify their approach to field
estimation of retention numbers in at least the short-term.

‘Stubs’ (in-situ remaining 3-5m base of trees cut off during logging operations) have made up
the majority of vertical habitat elements tracked for this indicator in past reports. They were
used as a surrogate for snags and live trees, and pose a much lower hazard to ground workers
and aerial spray operations. Stubs are still created, often along drainages and boundaries,
where they can serve a role of delineating important features and not posing any overhead
hazard. While they do provide residual habitat for nesting, foraging, and perching, there has
been a strong trend towards more full-tree retention. This is due to the relatively higher value
full trees represent for both migratory and non-migratory birds as well as addressing concerns
raised by wildlife biologists and First Nations.

Data for the Canfor-managed 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 licencee participants was 1,241 ha, with 22,824 snags and/or live
tree residuals retained. The actual retention level of snags or live trees in the blocks averaged
8.3 stems/ha. All blocks surveyed exceeded the landscape level target.

BCTS:

The OSB plant showed indications of coming back online from its 2019 shutdown in late

February 2021. However, the volume needs for the plant were not yet so significant as to cause

the Licencees to change their harvesting practices. For that reason, the Licencees continued
I\WORKING\CERTIFICATION\2020\ANNUAL
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leave as much deciduous standing retention as operationally possible. The individual counts to
determine amounts of live tree retention became virtually impossible and as a result, BCTS staff
no longer tracked this on blocks. Stubs are still created, often along drainages and boundaries,
where they serve an additional important role of delineating important features and not posing
any overhead hazard. BCTS has made the decision not to report on specific numbers or the
prescribed area.

The participants have met the target for this indicator.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.6 CoARSEWooDY DEBRIS VOLUME

Indicator Statement Target Statement

Average retention level over the DFA will be
at least 46 m%/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/ (m3/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 FSJPPR 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:

Coarse Woody Debris (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 3 is included to provide an example of one such transect across a recently
logged area.

Two CWD plots were completed in 2020. Post-harvest CWD levels from these samples
averaged 105 m%nha.

The participants are exceeding the minimum target level for this indicator for the average
retention targets for the period December 1, 2016 to March 31 2020, with a calculated average
Coarse Woody Debris levels of 81 m3/ha. This average is based on data collected from 22 plots.
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Figure 3: Example of a coarse woody debris measurement transect (Block 01056)

Target Achieved

v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.7 RIPARIAN RESERVES

Indicator Statement Target Statement

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.

For the purposes of Section 35(5), Section 28(1) (b)(i)(A) of the FSJPPR may be affected 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 Canfor's compliance issues occurring between April 1, 2020 and March 31, 2021
indicated no non-compliances to riparian reserve zone standards. The licencee participants
achieved the target for this indicator.

A review of BCTS compliance issues from April 15t 2020 to March 31%, 2021 indicated that
BCTS had no non-compliances to riparian reserve zone standards. BCTS achieved the target
for this indicator.

The participants’ activities are consistent with the target and acceptable variance for the
indicator.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

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

IA\WORKING\CERTIFICATION\2020\ANNUAL
REPORT\4_FINAL_REPORT\FSJPP_2020_2021_ANNUAL_REPORT_WORKING_FINAL_2021_10_26.DOCX
23



Fort St. John Pilot Project 2020-2021 SFMP Annual Report M

3.8 SHRuBS

Indicator Statement Target Statement

The proportion of shrub habitat (%) by Each landscape unit will meet or exceed the

Landscape Unit. baseline target (%) proportion of shrub
habitat.

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

Acceptable Variance:

Acceptable variance is £ 20% of the baseline target.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

The following table (Table 7) indicates the 2020 conditions of shrub habitat within the DFA.
Table 7 displays the shrub condition projected through 2025, accounting for harvesting of all
blocks presented in the FOS #3. Targets were established for this indicator by reviewing the
amount of naturally occurring shrub areas by Landscape Units, 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.

Table 7: Shrub Habitat 2020 Status, FOS Condition and Targets

Future
LANDSCAPE | LUNet | 2020 Shrub | 2020 ;h;?b e | Shrub Baseline
UNIT Area (ha) | Area (ha) LU Area (ha) ﬁbea % of | Target
Blueberry 592,067 99,746 17% 112,189 19% 8%
Crying Girl 67,197 5,922 9% 5,386 8% 8%
Graham 334,908 58,102 17% 58,127 17% 15%
Halfway 196,692 20,486 10% 32,877 17% 6%
Kahntah 739,168 80,139 11% 91,536 12% 21%
Kobes 137,155 20,982 15% 28,120 21% 8%
Lower Beatton | 167,439 18,915 11% 18,976 11% 7%
Milligan 454 509 71,438 16% 71,141 16% 13%
Sikanni 231,470 34,479 15% 34,479 15% 6%
Tommy Lakes | 704,131 | 56,604 8% 81,252 12% 8%
Trutch 432,482 26,091 6% 36,678 8% 6%
Grand Total 4,057,219 | 492,905 570,762

The future analysis of CMI plots, after re-measurement, will permit comparisons of shrub
composition and abundance over time. Table 7 shows that the participants have met or
exceeded the baseline target in all LU’s except Kahntah, but the percentage of future shrub
area is within the acceptable variance. The participants are consistent with the target for this
indicator.
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Target Achieved

v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.9 WILDLIFE TREE PATCHES

Indicator Statement Target Statement

Cumulative Wildlife Tree Patch % will meet
or exceed the minimum target in each LU
Landscape Unit WTP %
Blueberry 9%
Halfway 6%
Cumulative Wildlife Tree Patch percentage in Kahntah 5%
blocks harvested under the FSJPPR in each Kobes 8%
Landscape Unit. Lower Beatton 3%
Milligan 4%
Tommy Lakes 8%
Trutch 5%
Sikanni 4%
Graham 4%
Crying Girl 3%

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 FSJPPR 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 Wildlife Tree Patch (WTP) percentages will only apply if 200 hectares (ha) or more
has been harvested under the FSJPPR in a landscape unit.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

Table 8 indicates the amount of harvest area and proportion of Wildlife Tree Patches by each
Landscape Unit where the harvest start date is between April 1, 2018 and March 31, 2021.
Note that the previous Annual Report only included the 2019/2020 values rather than the
cumulative 2018-2021 values. This has now been corrected, as below.
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Table 8: Cumulative Harvest Area and Proportion of WTPs by Landscape Unit (2018-2021)

LU G;frzz '(?’Il‘a’)c" WTP Area (ha) WTP % Target %
Blueberry 4458.4 497.2 11.2 9
Halfway 1615.1 249.9 15.5 6
Kahntah 463.4 51.5 11.1 5
Kobes 3767.1 508.9 13.5 8
Lower Beatton 41.6 5.3 12.7 3
Milligan 0.0 0.0 n/a 4
Tommy Lakes 3775.3 393.2 10.4 8
Trutch 298.4 42 141 5
Sikanni 0.0 0.0 n/a 4
Graham 0.0 0.0 n/a 4
Crying Girl 0.0 0.0 n/a 3
Grand Total: 7,247.2 723.8 10.0%

No harvesting took place in the Milligan, Trutch, Sikanni, Graham, and Crying Girl Landscape

Units during the reporting period.

The participants have exceeded the target minimum WTP % for all Landscape Units where

harvesting has occurred.

Target Achieved

v Yes

No

REVISIONS

A revision to the target retention levels was affected by SFMP #3 and was implemented in the

2018-19 reporting year. No further revisions are proposed for this indicator at this time.
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3.10 Noxious WEED CONTENT AND INVASIVE PLANT CONTENT

Indicator Statement Target Statement

Seed lots utilized by the Participants will meet
standards established by the Canadian Seed

The percent of noxious weeds, and known Growers Association regarding allowable
invasive plant species of concern, in seed mix | content of seeds of noxious weeds and
analyses. invasive plants as identified in the most

current Provincial and Federal Regulations,
and Regional District guidelines.

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

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 and in some cases
provide forage opportunities for cattle and/or wildlife. All seed lots sold in Canada go through a
certification process where the seed lot is tested to rate the weed content. Typically, it is rated
with an allowable maximum number of weeds per 25 grams of seed. All weed and germination
testing information is identified on the Certificates for each particular lot of seed. So, for the
purposes of this indicator, if the number of weeds in the seed lot sample is below the allowable
amount, the seed lot is considered to be “weed free”.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

All reclamation seed broadcast by the licencee Participants during the 2020-2021 reporting
period is certified as having 0% content of prohibited and primary noxious weeds and known
regional invasive weed species of concern in accordance with the Canadian Seed Growers
Association, as identified in the Sustainable Forest Management Plan.

For all broadcast seeding completed by BCTS licencees during the 2020-2021 reporting period
is certified as having 0% content of prohibited and primary noxious weeds and known regional
invasive weed species of concern in accordance with the Canadian Seed Growers Association,
as identified in the Sustainable Forest Management Plan.

The Participants are not aware of any occurrence of noxious weeds occurring on forestry rights-
of-way to date as a result of grass seeding activities.

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 statement or target at this time.
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3.11 SPECIES AT RISK STAND LEVEL MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

Indicator Statement Target Statement

The percentage of SLPs prepared annually
for ‘effected’ cutblocks that incorporate one or
more stand level species at risk management
guidelines.

100% of SLPs prepared annually for effected
cutblocks will incorporate one or more stand
level species at risk management guidelines.

SFM Obijective: Maintain habitats for species at risk.
Linkage to FSJPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:

A 15% variance below the target will be acceptable. (l.e. 85% or more of SLPs in effected
cutblocks must have one or more Stand Level Management Guidelines (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.

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

During the reporting period of April 1!, 2020 to March 31%, 2021, BCTS completed the
development of Site Level Plans on 46 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 46 of these plans.

During the reporting period of April 1!, 2020 and March 31%, 2021, 65 SLPs were prepared by
Canfor in cutblocks where SLMGs for species and sites of management concern were required
to be specified. One or more guidelines were applied in all 65 of these plans.

LP did not prepare and SLPs during this reporting period.
100 % of all SLPs where SLMGs were required incorporated at least 1 guideline, therefore the
participants achieved the target for this indicator.
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Figure 4: Typical habitat favored by Connecticut Warbler (Oporornis agqilis) in the Peace
River Region

(photo by A. Tyrrell)

Target Achieved

No

v Yes

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.12 FOREST WORKERS’ SAFETY

Indicator Statement 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 FSJPPR: N/A

Acceptable Variance:
None

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

Currently, of the Managing Participants (BCTS, Canfor and Louisiana Pacific ) BCTS and
Canfor are certified to the B.C. Forest Safety Council S.A.F.E. Companies Standard.
Surveillance 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.

Louisiana Pacific Peace Valley initiated re-opening their OSB mill in Fort St John in June 2021
and began hiring employees for their Forest Resources Division (FRD) at that time. The safety
program for the FRD was designed by LP to meet compliance with US and Canadian legislation
as well as local (provincial) legislation. The FRD Safety Program has begun the process to
obtain certification with SAFE Companies. This process may take up to one year to complete.

Of the Managing Participants, BCTS and Canfor each maintained their individual certifications
to the B.C. Forest Safety Council S.A.F.E. Companies Standard during the 2020-21 reporting
year, while Louisiana Pacific Peace Valley have begun the process.

The participants have achieved the target for this indicator.

Target Achieved

v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.13 SEEDUSE

Indicator Statement 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 Forester’s Standards for Seed Use | the Chief Forester’s Standards for Seed Use
(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 Forester’s Standards for Seed Use, no less than
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

2,427,235 seedlings were planted within the reporting period. All seedlings were planted in
accordance with the standard.

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

3,954,153 seedlings were planted within the reporting period. All seedlings were planted in
accordance with the standard.

Combined
The total number of seedlings planted was 6,381,388. Therefore 6,381,388 were planted in
accordance with the standard.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

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

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

Indicator Statement Target Statement

% Natural Regeneration of aspen 100% natural regeneration for deciduous

SFM Objectives:
Conserve genetic diversity of tree stock.

Linkage to FSJPPR: 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 2020-2021
reporting period.

Target Achieved
v Yes No

REVISIONS
There are no proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.15 CLASS A PARKS, ECOLOGICAL RESERVES AND LRMP DESIGNATED PROTECTED AREAS

Indicator Statement Target Statement

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

Road Construction within Class A parks, road construction within Class A parks,
protected areas, ecological reserves and protected areas, ecological reserves or LRMP
LRMP designated protected areas. designated 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 FSJPPR: N/A

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

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

No forestry related harvesting or road construction has occurred, nor was any harvesting
planned in FOS #3 or its amendments, in Class A Parks, Ecological Reserves and Land and
Resource Management Plan (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 proposed revisions to the indicator statement or target at this time.
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3.16 UNGULATE WINTER RANGES, WILDLIFE HABITAT AREAS AND MKMA

Indicator Statement 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).

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

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.

Acceptable Variance:
No variances unless authorized by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy
(MOE).

CURRENT STATUS AND COMMENTS

There are currently 45 approved Wildlife Habitat Area’s (WHA'’s), and 3 Ungulate Winter
Ranges (UWR’s) wholly or partially within the Peace Forest District. General Wildlife Measures,
the legal management regimes that dictate operational practices in these areas, 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 WHA’s or UWR’s.

The WHA and UWR areas for Caribou (Boreal ecotype) in the north and eastern portions of the
Timber Supply Area will be revised by the provincial government. The participants are honoring
the boreal caribou WHA and UWR areas by applying the General Wildlife Measures in the
UWR'’s and avoiding operational activities in the WHA’s.

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).

Table 9 summarizes harvest activities within grand parented blocks within the Muskwa-Kechika
Management Area (MKMA) up to March 31, 2021.

Table 9: Harvest Activities i