2017 Annual Report i Canfor Kootenay Operations

2017 Annual Report
Sustainable Forest Management Plan
Canfor Kootenay Operations

Canadian Forest Products Ltd.
Kootenay Operations

October2018

October 20, 2018 Pagel



2017 Annual Report i Canfor Kootenay Operations

Executive Summary

Canfor 6s Koot arecnifiedOytretihree tSustaimable Foredlanagement Certification

schemes. The Radium Forest License (FL A18979) is currently certified under the CSA Standard (28098

08). The Wymdel ForestLicense (FLA20214)in Creston is certified under the Sustainable Forestry
Initiative (SFI) and is not included in this repot
under the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) BC 2005 Standard.

This is the third Annual Rmrt of Canfor East Kootenay Region Sustainable Forest Management Plan
(SFMP. This report summarizes the progress and performance made by Canfor to achieve the results within

t he East Kootenay DFA Sustainabl e Foepers sevelllanagem
indicators were |isted as #fAVariabl ed when they <co
met 0. The results in this report follow the three

Each of the four main value argagcological, economic, social, and Indigpus Peoplé has a suite of
associated measures and targets. This report prov
relative to the indicators. The following tabl e s
assigned targets.

Table 1: Indicator Summary

Classification Ecological ECSO;C?;T'C First Nations
Number of Targets Achieved 21 14 5
Number of Targets Pending 2 0 0
No Change from Current Condition in SFMP 3 0 0
Number of Targets Not Met 3 0 0
Total 29 14 S
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1.0 Introduction

Canfords Sustainable Forest Management i s based
targets; initially developed in 2003 fromreview of national and internationally recognized frameworks of
sustainable forest management and updated periodi
Sustainable Forest Management Plan (SFMP) specify how Canfor will achieve thosbrgoglsout their

Kootenay Defined Forest Area (DFA, please refer to Section 3.0 of the SFMP for a detailed description).

The Criteria, Indicator and strategies described in the SFMP
environmental program and are intend t o sati sfy many aspects of t h
Council (FSC) forest management certification to the BC Regional Staaddr@anadian Standards
Association (CSA) Sustainable Forest ManagerRenjuirements and Guidance. The Wyndell license (F

A20214) is not included in these results.

Canfords Annual Report (AR) is a companion docume
thelongt er m eval uati on, assessment and monitoring of
improvement and Adaptive Management principle, it is a critical part of the feedback loop in the Sustainable
Forest Management Framework and process. The Ann
Forest Management Group (FMG) operations in the KagtdRegion in four broad categoriésFirst

Nations, environmental, economic and social. The statistical information and commentary are intended to
report on the status of the goals in the SFMP.

Many of the larger wood products customers require that a forest company have Sustainable Forestry
Initiative (SFI), Canadian Standards Association (CSA) or Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) third party
certification for their woodlands operations. Canfothie East Kootenay maintains CSA, SFl and FSC.

SFM Framework

Canfords Sustainabl e For édtériadidindcaiceappeoach to &hievenits wo r k
forest management objectives. Initially Criteria are establisheddotogical, Social, ad Economic

values, and several key Indicators identified for each criterion. For each indictor a measurable target is also
establishedAssuming suitable indicators have been chosen for each criterion, and an approprate cost
effective means to measureethralue has been establisheglanned measurements can be made and
compiled for analysis. Theustainable Forest Management Plan: Canfor Kootenay Opergii@tsember

2017) contains the full set of local Criteria, Indicators, Measures and Targets. TaatcsIFMP outlines

the strategies that will henplemented, and an approach for monitoring each target. Minor modifications
have been made to the Local Criteria and Indicators over the years and the current version is available upon
request.

Often in foretry the measurements and frequency of information collected will vary depending upon what

is being collected, and why. As Canfor implements, and reports on the targets set out it will be possible to
evaluate the suitability of each measure toward medtadesired outcome. From this information, Canfor

will be able to determine appropriate and necessary changes to the SFMP, and applicable operational
practices. I n a practicabl e s e-tensndfive yeat)trends/da@redn f or 6 s
information with regard to the established indicators and strategies. Thigaviltle useful guidance for

periodic plan revisions and, where necessary, changes to the criteria, indicators and measures of
sustainability.

L Criteriai are broad management statements that can be demonstrated through the repe&tedh toeagsurement of
associated indicators.

2 Indicatorsi are used to help assess the success of meeting the sustainable forest management criteria adidalhe peri
monitored to assess their suitability to represent the intent of the criteria.
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Focused and Public Review

An important goal of the Annual Report is to document and inform our managers and resource staff on our
progress toward meeting the sustainable forest management goglso®nng i mpr ovement s t
forest management practices also rely upon infornthdca and participation from a wide range of

interests, as well as directly affected parties with regard to our forest activities. As such our FMG staff seeks
input on an ofgoing basis, both formally and informally through numerous processes. Eachiyegpaht

is made available for comments and stakeholder input, through our various advisory and consultation
process including being posted to the Canfor corporate website.

Kootenay Forest Management Units

I n March 2012, Canf orrestlicegsesinthe HootEraynRegon.Canfontanpleted f o
the acquisition of Wyndell Box and Lumber in Apri
Kootenay were FSC certified beginning in $SAe fall
certified Wyndell holds SFI certification. In addition, over the past several years, an assortment of
additional norrenewable, renewable and minor licences have been issued to Canfor by the province. In
somecasesCanfor manages these tenures on Wheadfatheir owner, such as a First Nation business or
organization. Often these minor tenures are not included in the SFMP nor are they within the scope of
Canforodos Forest Management c e ritdestriptorsinithcmneportard he o6
based on the provincial government licenses and tenures. Using this approach allows for Annual reporting

of the results for all Canfordéds forest management

Tablel: Forest Management Group (FMG) Administrative Organization (since 2016)

Timber Supply Area (TSA) | Major Tenures Licences| Certified
Tree Farm Licence 14 TFL 14 FSC
Invermere TSA FL A18978 FSC
Invermere TSA FL A18979 CSA
Kootenaylake TSA FL A20212 FSC
Cranbrook TSA FL A19040 FSC
Kootenay Lake TSA FL A20214 SFI

Table2: Forest Management Units (Tenures /Licences) for Kootenay FMG (2017)

Minor Tenures Timber Supply Area (TSA) Certified

NRFL A86246| LowerKootenay Band | Kootenay Lake TSA FSC
NRFL A86450| Skookumchuk Pasture | Invermere TSA No

NRFL A84741| Rouse Pasture Cranbrook TSA No

NRFL A81369| Nupqu Inv Invermere TSA FSC
NRFL A81368| Kinbasket Dev Corp Cranbrook TSA FSC
NRFL A82929| NUPQU Cranbrook TSA FSC
NRFL A88226| Tobacco Plains Cranbrook TSA FSC
NRFL A82928| Tobacco Plains Cranbrook TSA FSC
RFL A91306 |? Aqgb6am Cranbrook TSA FSC
RFL A91309 | Lower Kootenay Band | Kootenay Lake TSA FSC
RFL A91310 | Shuswap Indian Band | Invermere TSA CSA
K1w KtunaxaNation Council| Federal Dominion Codl Block Lands| No

3 Management Unit is the term used by FSC to describe the area of the forest that is certified.
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2.0 Strategic Level

The strategic level for SFM establishes broad management objectives or sustainability criteria over as large
an area as possible over a ldgirge frame (from 100 to 300 years). this level, the overall strategy for

the DFA is defined.

The Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM) Criteria and Indicators (C&l) and the Forest
Stewardship Council FSB8C Standards guided the development of the SFM Criteria and Indicators that
were sed as a starting point for the original SFM Plan (2004). The current SFMP aligns with CSA Z809
08 standard, Canfor core indicators and F8CStandard, October 2005. Even though the C&l numbering
structure follows the CSA Standard, many of the locallyetigped Indicators address the specific
requirements of the FSC Standard.

The establishment of Criteria, Elements, Indicators and Targets is undertaken at the strategic level. They
can be used both to gauge the sustainability of strategic alternativessasd broad traaéfs. Elicitation

and consideration of stakeholder and public views on the indicators and targets, and the priorities amongst
them, are an important component of this level. The information and strategies developed at the strategic
level are used to guide the tactical and operational level activities.

A summary listing of locally important Criteria, Elements, and Indicators for the Ecologiehle(3),
Economic and Socialf@ble4) Values are provided below.

Table3: KootenayDFA Criteria, Element & Indicator$ Ecological Values

1.1.1a Ecosystem Representation
1.1.1b (1.4.14) Protected Reserves

1.1.1ci Patch Size Distribution by Natural Disturbance Type
1.1.27 Distribution of Forest Type

1.1.3a (4.1.1) Old and Mature Forest Retention

1.1.3bi Seral and Structural Stages Relative to RNV
1.1.3ci Interior Forest Habitat

1.1.4.a Green Tree and Snag Retention

1.1.4bi Landscape UniwVildlife Tree Patch Retention

1.1.4ci High Value Snags

1.1.57 Riparian Management

1.2.17 Species of Management ConcérHabitat Protection
1.2.27 Species of Management ConcérHabitat Suitability
1.2.3a/1.3.1a (4.1.3) Tree Seed

1.2.3b/1.3.1H Natural Regeneration

1.2.3c¢/1.3.1c (2.1.3, 4.1.%4)Mix of Species Planted

1.2.47 Managing for Species Diversity during Tree Thinning

1.4.1a (1.1.1b) Protected Reserves

1.4.1bi Sites of Biological Significance

1.4.1c¢i High Conservation Value Forests

1.4.2 (6.1.3) Protection Of Identified Sacred And Culturally Important Sites

2.1.1 (4.1.2) Reforestation Success
2.1.21 Invasive Plants
2.1.3(1.2.3c¢/1.3.1c, 4.1.4)Mix of Species Planted
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2.2.1a (4.2.1) Permanent Access Structures
2.2.1bi Landslides

2.2.1c (4.2.17) Land Conversion

2.2.2 (5.1.1a) Volume Harvested Vs. Allocated

3.1.17 Detrimental Soil Disturbance
3.1.2i Coarse Woody Debris

3.2.1al Sensitive Watersheds
3.2.1bi Stream Crossing Sedimentation Control

4.1.1 (1.1.34) Retention of Existing Old Forest
4.1.2 (2.1.1) Reforestation Success
4.1.3(1.2.3a/1.3.14d) Tree Seed

4.1.47 Climate Change Adaptation

4.2.1 (2.2.1a] Permanent Access Structures
4.2.2 (2.2.1c) Land Conversion

Table4: Kootenay DFA Criteria, Element &dicatorsi Economic & Social Values

5.1.1a (2.2.2) Volume Harvested Vs. Allocated
5.1.1bi Non-Timber Benefits
5.1.1ci Overlapping Tenures

5.2.1a Investment In Local CommunitiédsLocal Procurement

5.2.1bi Investment In Local Communiti@sSponsorships, Donations and Scholarships
5.2.21 Environmental & Safety Training

5.2.3i1 Direct & Indirect Employment

5.2.47 Level of Aboriginal Participation in the Forest Economy

6.1.17 Aboriginal Awareness Training

6.1.2 (6.4.3) Aboriginal Understanding of the Plans

6.1.3 (1.4.2) Level of Management &/dProtectioni Aboriginal Culturally Important Sites,
Practices & Activities

6.2.11 Evidence of Understanding and Use of Aboriginal Knowledge

6.3.11 Primary And ByProducts
6.3.2 & 6.3.3 Certified Safety Program

6.4.11 PAG Satisfaction
6.4.21 Educational Opportunitieis Information/Training
6.4.3 (6.1.2) Aboriginal Understanding of thelans

6.5.11 Educational Opportunity
6.5.21 SFM Monitoring Report Public
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Criterion 1¢ Biological Diversity

Element 1.1¢ Ecosystem Diversity

Indicator 1.1.1ac Ecosystem Representation

Representation of Rare EcosystenisReserve (0 ha | Achieved

ecosystem groups with harvest or roads)
across the DFA

Uncommon ecosystenisReserve | Achieved
and/or retain high levels of

structural retention for those
ecosystems below targewels

Common ecosystenisMaintain at | Achievedi Five of eight ecosystem
least 25% of each ecosystem in t| have >25% inNHLB; the two of the

NHLB (Non-Harvestable Land | three below ~25% have HCVH
base) or under an ecosystem designated within them up to targ

) High C _ levels. Group 4 will be rassesse(
restoration or High Conservation against targets after representat

Value Forest management regime analysis redone.

The results for this indicator for rare and uncommon ecosystems are bastalforndautblocks harvested
(Harvest Complete) between 1 January 2017 and 31 December 2017. GIS overlay analysis indicated that
no blocks contained rare ecosystems within their net area (the area of the block that is harvested, not
including reserves), tlsuachieving the target for rare ecosystems. A list of rare ecosystems can be found in
Table 32 in the SFMP, under the Ecosystem Representation Indicator (1.1.1a).

No uncommon ecosystems with representation below target levels were harvested, thug dbbitaviget
for uncommon ecosystems.

Two of the three common ecosystems that are below the NHLB target of 25% include the BEC variants
which have been identified as those being the furthest from historic conditions, and which require ecosystem
restoratim to restore their conservation value and habitat for threatened and endangered species. Simply
identifying areas to protect from logging as part of a protected reserves network will not achieve the
ecological goals for these ecosystems, because, on itesstiees have encroached and ingrown onto the
grasslands and Open Forest within them and must be removed to restore the ecological function of the site.
There are several HCVFs that overlap with these common ecosystems and have ecosystem restoration as
their management strategy. The amount of overlap between these common ecosystem types and HCVFs
has been calculated and compared against the amounts to be added to NHLB, harvested under Ecosystem
Management, or HCVF Management to meet targets as listebla 37 of the SFMP. The area of HCVFs

in common ecosystem types was much greater than the target amount; details of this analysis are found in
Appendix I.

In addition, one common ecosystem group (Group 4, Cinciesic ICHdw/dm) requires an additional 730

ha to be added to NHLB, harvested under Ecosystem Management, or HCVF Management to meet targets
as listed in Table 37 of the SFMP. Estimates for actual vs. target areas for this group will be calculated after
the new BECs are finalized and the repregemtanalysis has been redone.
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Indicator 1.1.1b (1.4.1ag Protected Reserves

Percent of area in protected reserves, by BG 127 24% Achieved, with consideration of
variant and management unit, within the DF/ HCVFs in the IDFdm2 and PPdh

The specific targets for each BGC/ecological unit within each Licence unit are shown in Tabef39
the SFMP, together with the surpluses and deficits relative to the tdrajetes5 andTable6 below provide

a summary of the results and the actiohetato address any deficits that exist. This indicator is only
specific to the FSC Standard.

Deficits relative to targets were primarily found within the lowest elevation BGC variants; the PPdh2 and
IDFdm2. In these ecosystems, restoration, rather thaeqpian, is often required in order to maintain

native species and ecological processes. This is because of the change in fire regimes since European
settlement, and the resultant increase in tree ingrowth and encroachment onto grasslands and open forests
(See SFMP Section 4.3 The Range of Natural Variability) for more detail). Thus, a key strategy for meeting
protected area targets in these variants is the application of ecosystem restoration logging (following the
Best Management Practices for Ecosysterst&ation), followed by prescribed burning, rather than setting

areas aside as protected reserves. Since there are many HCVFs in these BEC variants that have ecosystem
restoration as their management strategy, in 2016 the deficits were examined @lEBMR amounts.

The area of HCVFs in these BEC variants was much greater than the deficit area; details are found in
Appendix II.

Table5: Summary of results of Protected Areas Analysis and Actions

Management Total BEC No. BEC variants BEC variants Actions taken to address
Unit (MU) Variants/ where target not below target deficits
Ecological achieved by reserves
units in MU alone
TFL 14 9 2 ICHwm1, Additional reserves established
ICHmk1 to meet target levels
A18978 8 2 IDFdm2, HCVFs designated in these
PPdh2 BECs to meet target levels
A18979 22 2 IDFdm2, IDFdm2i HCVFs designated to
MSdk2 target level, MSdk additional
reserves established to meet
target
A19040/ 18 2 IDFdm2, HCVFs designated to meet targ
A20212 PPdh2 levels

Changes in this indicator occur gradually in most BEC variants, due to the large area of the unit relative to
the small amount harvested each year in that unit. Thus, this analysioiserevery 10 years, or within 2

years of a new TSR being completthitil the new analysis is completed, the amount of harvesting in the
inoperable area is being tracked. Since the inoperable is treated as a reserve in the analysis, harvesting
within it depletes the area of reserves and could cause some BEC units &dofalltérget. For further
explanation, see Indicator 1.1.1b in the SFMP.

In 2017, GIS overlay analysis indicated 38 blocks had some amount of harvesting above the operability
line, ranging from 0.01 ha to 91.5 ha. All variants in which harvesting occalb@ee the operability line

had large surpluses of protected reserVeslg6), meaning that the small amount of activity that occurred

did not create any deficits with respect to targets. In addition, no harvesting or road building above the
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operability line occurredbn any unique or ecologically sensitive sites, including rare and uncommon
ecosystem groups, caribou habitat, and whitebark pine leading stands (Impact on specjdlalz@e@s

The protected reserves analysis will be run within two years of the legal adoption of new mapping of BEC
variants.

Table6: Harvesting Above Operability Line or on Unigue/Ecologically Sensitive Sites

License = Surplus | Area (ha) impacted by Current Reserves | Impact 2007
Management il Reserves | harvesting (Surplus minus 2017 on special
Unit variant (ha) harvestto-date) values?
2017 20072016 ’
ESSFdk 1,822 0 16 1,805 No
TFL 14
ESSFwm 5,033 0 2 5,031 No
ESSFdk 49,080 3 229 48,863 No
A18978 MSdk 8,984 4 57 8,923 No
(includes ICHmMk 289 0 10 279 No
MF72,
A81369) IDFdm2 | 1,401* 0 3 1,399 No
ESSFdku 23,531 0 5 23,526 No
ESSFdk 55,455 366 223 54,904 No
A18979* ICHmk 8,282 13 54 8,219 No
(includes
A90310) IDFdm2 861 0 0 861 No
MSdk 9329 10 78 9,242 No
ESSFdk 66,321 39 1063 65,305 No
ESSFdm 22,968 31 110 22,828 No
A19040 and ESSFwm 20,717 0 24 20,693 No
A20212 | \visdki2 | 8,965 39 439 8,496 No
(includes
A80321, K1W)| ICHdm 9,772 0 173 9,599 No
ICHdw1 1,491 0 20 1,471 No
ICHmk1 3,392 4 110 3,278 No
IDFdm2 11,684 0 17 11,674 No

1BEC variants not included in this table that are known to occur within the areas have not been impacted by harvesting.
2Surplus reserves come from 2006 data for TBEland A18978, and from 2012 data for A19040 and A20212

*Considering HCVF as reserves, as per the Protected Areas report.

**Area impacted by harvesting for 202017 only
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Indicator 1.1.1ag Patch Size Distribution

Patch size distribution by | Trend towards patch size distribution targets as Trend to be
Natural Disturbance Type | defined in the Biodiversity Guidebook (Table 21), b] evaluated in
(NDT), within Ecosections | Natural Disturbance Type (NDT) within Ecosectiony 2020

over the midterm (20-50 yrs)

Current patch size distributions by Ecosection and License are available in the 2015 Annual Report, with
further information available in the 2016 SFMP. In general, current condition (determined in 2015)
indicates that:

In NDT2, there are too many small patches (< 40 ha) and not enough patches bet&@dma 40
Very large patches (250+ ha) are within target.

In NDTS3, there are either too many patches < 40 areb@0ha, or these size of patches are within
targets (depending on the ecosection). There are typically too few patches in the larger size classes
of 25031000 and > 1000.

In NDT4, there are too few patches in the8f0ha size class and a trend towards too many patches
in the larger size classes (860, 250+).

Patch size distributions are relatively slow to change through time, however, it is forecasted that patch size
distributions will trend towards targets over the #@dm through implementation of the Patch Size
Distribution Strategy, where ¢he are specific targets for percent distribution of patch Sedel€7).

Table7: Target Patch Size Distributions for the NDTs in CanfbiFsA

NDT2 NDT3 NDT4
Patch size Target Patch size Target Patch size Target
(ha) Percentage Range (ha) Percentage Range (ha) Percentage Range
<40 30-40 <40 1525 <40 3040
40-80 30-40 40-250 20-40 40-80 30-40
80-250 20-40 2501000 30-50 80-250 20-30
250+ 0-5 1000+ 10-20 250+ 5-15

Patch size distributiorare currently beingecalculated over the entire DF&s severaEcosections were
impacted by the 2017 and 2018 wildfires (Crown of the Continent, Flathead Valley, and Southern Park
Ranges). This analysis is being conducted as per the Patch Size Distribution Strategy which states that
patch size distributions will bexcalculated if a major natural disturbance event occurs that impacts patch
size distributionsManagement of patch size distribution will be revised should new analysis show a trend
away from targets, and an updai be presented in the 2018 Annual Rep This indicator is

applicable to both CSA and FSC.
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Indicator 1.1.2¢ Distribution of Forest Type

No significant decline (> 10% of the total amount) | N/A'T Trend to be
broadleaf or mixedwood types by BEC zone, over | evaluated in 2020
10-year period

Percent distribution of
forest type across the
DFA

The area under analysis included the entire landbase in the DFA, excluding private land, provincial parks,
and woodlots. The broad forest types are defindchble8, further information for which is found in the
current SFMP. Estimates for percent composition are derived from a combination of the BC Land Cover
Classification Scheme (subset of the VRI data), BEC, and harvest data.

This indicator will be reported out on ayBar basis, based on calculations done by the Woodlands
Information Management (WIM) team using VRI data updated with the Reporting Silvidufideges and

Land Status Tracking System (RESULTS). WIM has a standardized code for this calculation that they
follow (available from the WIM team or GIS Analyst). Reporting on a more frequent basis is not necessary
because the indicator will change vergvely due to the large scale of the analysis (licenime) and the

relatively small changes that occur each year in each category. The current (as of September 2016) percent
distribution of forest type across the DFA by major licence is showaldte9.

Table8: Definitions of broad forest types

Forest Type Description

07 10 Years Recently disturbed areas, either from harvesting or natistarbance (i.e. fires mor

117 30 Years than 3 years old). Too early in succession to classify confidently as mixed
deciduous or conifer leading.

Conifer* Percent composition conifer is at least 75%

Mixed* Neither deciduous nor conifer has percent composition greater than 75%

Deciduous* Percent composition deciduous is at least 75%

Non-Forest Vegetated areas with than 10% tree cover, predominantly grassland areas

Non-Productive | Areas that daot fall into the other broad categories; also includes alpine B

(Natural) avalanche paths, naturally neagetated areas

Roads and Temp constructed roads, spur roads, FSRs, gravel mainlines, paved roa

Landing landings

Water Areas classified by the VRIs water

All five licences are dominated by conifer stands, and there are small percentages of broadleaf and
mixedwood stands. Over the next five years, no significant declines in the total amount of broadwood or
mixedwood types are expected to occu€asfor does not target hardwoods for harvest.

Table9: Percent distribution of broad type by BEC by Forest License as of September 2016

. BEC zone
Forest License| Forest Type and Age Clas ESSEIICH TIDF | IMA* MS | PP | Grand Totl
A18978 0-10 Years 3% | 17% | 9% 0% | 8% | 13% 16477
11-30 Years 11% | 14% | 19% 0% | 22% | 11% 43329
Conifer 31- 90 Years 9% | 28% | 19% 0% | 23% | 23% 44064
Conifer >90 Years 33% | 29% | 27% 0% | 36% | 24% 98569
Mixed 31- 90 Years 0% | 2% | 2% 0% | 1% | 1% 1484
Mixed > 90 Years 0% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 541
Deciduous 3% 90 Years 0% | 0% | 1% 0% | 1% | 0% 876
Deciduous > 90 Years 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 116
Non-Forest 1% | 0% | 1% 0% | 0% | 1% 3061
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. BEC zone
Forest License| Forest Type and Age Clas ESSETICH TIDE TIMA* | Ms T PP | Grand Total
Non-Productive (Natural) 42% | 6% | 11% | 100% | 6% | 21% 95341
Roads 1% | 3% | 2% 0% | 2% | 2% 3712
Landings 0% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 523
Water 0% | 0% | 9% 0% | 1% | 4% 4796
A18979 0-10 Years 1% | 6% | 4% 0% | 10% | 0% 12505
11-30 Years 5% | 15% | 15% 0% | 19% | 0% 30998
Conifer 31- 90 Years 7% | 18% | 17% 0% | 19% | 0% 37051
Conifer >90 Years 37% | 49% | 29% 0% | 42% | 0% 119054
Mixed 31-90 Years 0% | 1% | 1% 0% | 0% | 0% 1009
Mixed > 90 Years 0% | 0% | 1% 0% | 1% | 0% 910
Deciduous 3% 90 Years 0% | 1% | 1% 0% | 0% | 0% 661
Deciduous > 90 Years 0% | 0% | 1% 0% | 0% | 0% 413
Non-Forest 0% | 0% | 2% 0% | 0% | 0% 1408
Non-Productive (Natural) 49% | 6% | 21% | 100%| 6% | 0% 162544
Roads 0% | 2% | 2% 0% | 2% | 0% 3304
Landings 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 20
Water 0% | 2% | 7% 0% | 1% | 0% 4588
A19040 0-10 Years 2% | 7% | 8% 0% | 8% | 23% 33921
11-30 Years 5% | 11% | 16% 0% | 13% | 14% 57634
Conifer 31- 90 Years 21% | 39% | 22% 0% | 41% | 10% 194600
Conifer >90 Years 24% | 27% | 38% 0% | 25% | 27% 189221
Mixed 31- 90 Years 0% | 3% | 1% 0% | 1% | 0% 5058
Mixed > 90 Years 0% | 1% | 1% 0% | 1% | 1% 2065
Deciduous 3% 90 Years 0% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 1475
Deciduous > 90 Years 0% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 859
Non-Forest 0% | 0% | 2% 0% | 0% | 6% 3762
Non-Productive(Natural) 48% | 6% | 10% | 100% | 7% | 14% 259711
Roads 0% | 2% | 2% 0% | 2% | 2% 6860
Landings 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 1149
Water 0% | 2% | 1% 0% | 1% | 3% 4739
A20212 0-10 Years 2% | 8% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 6112
11-30 Years 9% | 10% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 10542
Conifer 31- 90 Years 41% | 49% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 49917
Conifer >90 Years 39% | 27% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 34775
Mixed 31- 90 Years 0% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 769
Mixed > 90 Years 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 295
Deciduous 3% 90 Years 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 192
Deciduous > 90 Years 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 229
Non-Forest 1% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 1077
Non-Productive (Natural) 7% | 1% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 3489
Roads 1% | 2% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 1286
Landings 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 186
Water 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 151
TFL14 0-10 Years 6% | 13% | 21% 0% | 29% | 0% 15451
11-30 Years 3% | 24% | 10% 0% | 14% | 0% 8455
Conifer 31- 90 Years 3% | 11% | 34% 0% | 16% | 0% 11338
Conifer >90 Years 20% | 44% | 14% 0% | 27% | 0% 32426
Mixed 31- 90 Years 0% | 1% | 9% 0% | 1% | 0% 1398
Mixed > 90 Years 0% | 1% | 3% 0% | 1% | 0% 551
Deciduous 3% 90 Years 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 7
Deciduous > 90 Years 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 46
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. BEC zone
Forest License| Forest Type and Age Clas ESSETICH TIDE TIMA* | Ms T PP | Grand Total
NonForest 0% | 0% | 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 45
Non-Productive (Natural) 67% | 0% | 6% | 100%| 9% | 0% 78463
Roads 1%| 4% | 3% 0% | 3% | 0% 1930
Landings 0% | 1% | 0% 0% | 1% | 0% 307
Water 0% | 0% | 1% 0% | 0% | 0% 180

*] MA stands for-hédanheri ArpMoedt ai n
Indicator 1.1.3a (4.1.1§ Old and Mature Forest Retention

Amounts of old and | a) Full compliance with the Pending’ Achieved for Cranbrook and
mature stands by mature and old targets as define( Invermere TSAs, analysis underway fo
landscape unit and | in the KootenayBoundary Higher | Kootenay Lake TSA and TFL14.

BEC variant Level Plan Order (KBHLPO)
b) Spatial identification of standg Not meti 86% ofLU BEC combinations
to meet KBHLPO targets (no moj in the Cranbrook and Invermere TSA
than-0.3% variance) fully spatially allocated. Analysis
underway for TFL14 and Kootenay Lak
TSA.

The area of forest currently present in identified Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs) and Mature
Management Areas (MMAgkElative to targets specified in the Kootenay Boundary Higher Level Plan
Order (2002) has been assessed for the Invermere and Cranbrook TSAs; analysis is ongoing for the
Kootenay Lake TSA and TFL14. For the Cranbrook and Invermere TSAs sufficient §patiéhs and

MMAs have been deployed for the majority (86%) of Landscape Unit BEC Variant combinations to meet
KBHLPO targets. Where spatial OGMAs and MMAs are insufficient, a surplus of unharvestgob@tti

or Mature stands within the Crown Forested LarakdB exists to meet targets, thus meeting legal
requirements. Six BEC VariantLU combinations within the Cranbrook TSA have spatial OGMA/MMA
deficits with less than 5 ha each and require recruitment from younger age classes. Sufficient Mature/Old
Growth has been lacking in these LU/BEC combinations since OGMAs were first identified. Deployment
of additional OGMAs and MMAs will take place after the legal adoption of BEC Version 11 for old and
mature seral targets and the corresponding amendments to KBHuRb&en made, since OGMA and
MMA targets will change with the new BEC mapping.

A similar analysis of OGMA and MMAs relative to targets is currently being conducted for the Kootenay
Lake TSA and TFL14, and results will be presented in the 2018 Annuat.repor

In addition, OGMA and MMA areas that were impacted by the 2017 fires and have subsequently been
logged are in the process of being replaced. Canfor has a detailed OGMA/MMA replacement SWP that
ensures that any time a portion of an OGMA or MMA is haeek#tat it is replaced with an equal or better
OGMA/MMA of similar or greater size.
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Indicator 1.1.3bg Seral and Structural Stages Relative to the Range of Natural Variability

Area of old, mature and eardgral stands, by To be compatible with (either | Achieved
ecosystem (BEC subzone) grouping, for current arl within or moving towards) the

future time periods relative to the Range of Natural Range of Natural Variability

Variability

This indicator isassessed through a model which compares the area of each seral stage to that expected
under historic disturbance regimes, and which is expected over the next 250 years under current harvest
practices (TSR Ill). A detailed description of the model andsgsimptions is provided in the SFMP under

this indicator. This indicator is relevant to both CSA and FSC.

Results of the model showed that:

For most ecosystem types (BEC groupings), the amount of early seral stands and mature stands
are currently below histic amounts, and,

The amounts of midand old seral stands are currently above or similar to historic amounts.
Under current management, trends in seral stage are toward historic conditions for most
ecosystem types and seral stages, except that thereded towards more old forests than
existed historically.

It is important to note that the model did not incorporate any effects of climate change. Future climate trends
are expected to differ from historic and current ones in that fires and inseotiflgstiks are projected to
increase in frequency and severity as the climate warms and summers become hotter and drier (see Indicator
4.1.47 Climate Change Adaptation in the SFMP for a discussion). Although the model projects a trend
toward more old forgs than existed historically, it is expected that effects of climate change will lead to

an increase in disturbed areas and consequently higher amounts séedrdyandsn the landscape. Thus,

at this point in time, no changes to current managemeaotder to try and increase the amount of early

seral stages are being contemplated.

Figures and tables illustrating these conclusions are provided in the SFMP and in the report on the model
(Appendix to SFMP). The model will be-ran in the years following the release of TSR IV, and trends
will be re-evaluated. Further discussion forgimdicator is available in the SFMP.

Indicator 1.1.3c Interior Forest Habitat

Median patch size of Old Growth and | Median patch size is N/A T second year for this
Mature Management Areas, by NDT an( maintained oincreases indicator. To be reported in
ecosection through time 2020.

Current condition for the median patch size of Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs) and Mature
Management Areas (MMAS) is shownTiable 10. Of note is that the medians in most ecosections, with
the exception of the Southern Purcell Kootenay Lake, are relatively small. This indicator is slow to change
over time because relativeigw OGMAs and MMAs are changed each year; consequently, median patch
size will be recalculated in 2020.

Recently, spatial changes to OGMAs and MMAs were primarily fealloeation of OGMAs from

proposed harvest areas to other areas and ensuring taegetsaintained throughout this process. In all
cases, the AOld and Mature Forest Replacement SWi
stands must be Aof similar or greater ar ea, and a
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Through continued implementation of the Interior Forest HabitateGlyawe expect the median patch size
of old and mature management areas to remain stable or increase over this time period. Further discussion

on this indicator and size class distributions of the OGMA and MMAs in each ecosection is presented in

the SFMP.

Table10: Median OGMA/MMA polygon size by ecosection in the DFA

ng a

Ecosection NDT3 NDT4
. Median n Median n
Forest License : X
size polygons | size polygons
TFL14
Upper Columbia Valley TFL14 5.80 193 5.47 118
Eastern Purcell MountaiisTFL14 6.43 289 - 0
A18979
Southern Park Rang@édNorth 5.07 973 5.47 19
Upper Columbia Valley Radium 4.34 365 3.56 264
A18978
East Kootenay TrenchNorth 483 | 417 | 435 | 188
Shared A18978/A18979
Southern Park Rang@é<Central 4.74 929 9.95 11
Eastern Purcell MountaifisCentral 5.81 745 6.37 42
A19040
Southern Purcell MountairisCranbrook 7.66 296 6.06 6
Southern Park Rang@ésSouth 8.34 448 5.91 23
McGillivary Range 7.77 1000 5.97 73
East Kootenay Trench South 8.76 137 8.63 233
Mid Elk Valley 8.97 257 6.95 9
Upper EIlk Valley 6.69 682 3.42 1
Flathead Valley/ Crown of the Continent 6.94 918 2.95 3
Eastern Purcell MountairisNorth 5.27 574 5.53 19
Eastern Purcell MountaifisSouth 8.16 162 6.20 18
A20212
Southern PurceMountainsi Kootenay 64.02 59 i 0
Lake
Total 6.15 8444 5.30 1027
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Indicator 1.1.4ac Green Tree and Snag Retention

Density (stems/ha) of dominant and | All blocks or block areas to exceed the densiti¢ Achieved
co-dominant green trees and snags | specified in FSEBC Indicator 6.3.9 for each

(standing dead treesh each cutblock| Natural Disturbance Type (NDT) and

or cutblock area (gross block area) | Biogeoclimatic zone combination (Table 12)

Tablel1l: FSGBC Indicator 6.3.9 minimum retention levels of dominant andazninant trees within each
cutblock area (>200 m wide or 100 ha in aggregate)

NDT NDT 1 NDT 2 NDT 3 NDT 4
BEC ESSF| Other | ESSF| other | ESSF| other | PP | other
GreenTree and Snag target (sp| 12 8 15 10 12 8 4 8
Snag target (sph) 3 2 3.75| 25 3 2 1 2

This indicator only pertains to FSC Certified licensEable1). Over the past nine years, including 2017,

al | bl ocks in Canforés FSC certified areas have
not all blocks met the snag retentiongets over this time period unless stubs (mwmde shags,
demonstrated to have wildlife value) were counted. Due to the larbarmest buffers required around

most snags by WorkSafe BC (minimum 1.5 tree lengths in diameter), not all snags can bewittdimed
cutblocks and have the block still make an economic harvest unit. Thus, stubs help fill this gap. At the
layout stage the focus is still on retaining the highest value wildlife trees (snags) in safe reserve patches. A
High Value Snag SWP and tardetve been developed to assist with this goal.

Table 12 Percentage of blocks meeting green tree and snag retention targets in FSC certified areas
between 2009 and 2017

Year Percent of Blocks Percent of Blocks meeting | Percent of Blocks meeting| Total number of
meeting Green Tree | Snag Retention Targets Snag Retention Targets blocks on FSC
Retention Targets when Stubs are not when Stubs are included certified areas
included
2017 100% 90% 100% 82
2016 100% 75% 100% 72
2017 100% 76% 100% 85
2014 100% 80% 100% 109
2013 100% 75% 100% 132
2012 100% 70% 100% 103/67
2011 100% 75% n/a 164/129
2010 100% n/et n/a 137
2009 100% n/g n/a 65

1Stubs were not consistently prescribed in all Site Plans in years prior to 2012

2Analysisdone using the total number of harvested blocks in that calendar year, rather than CP approved blocks.

3The total number of approved blocks in FSC certified areas/ the number of approved blocks in FSC certified areas \gih the tar
densities of snagzresent in the prdiarvest stands (used in snag retention calculation).

4Snag retention not measured separately from green tree retention in this year
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Indicator 1.1.4bg Landscape Unit Wildlife Tree Patch Retention

Achieved

Percent of Wildlife Tree Patches retained Varies by BEC/Landscape Unit
across the DFA, by Landscape Unit and | combination, as specified in the Forest
BEC variant Stewardship Plan

Targets for Wildlife tree patch retention have bdetermined through analyses conducted by Forsite as
part of Forest Stewardship Plan submissions over the past decade. The analysissigeja pnacess that

first uses current BEC linework and the methodology outlined in the Landscape Unit PlanningoGuide
determine the % Wildlife Tree Retention (WTR) required for each BEC/LU combination. The second step
involves determining the amount of forest in the Namber Harvest Landbase (THLB) that is contributing

to WTR and comparing these amounts to WTR targaid results on three possible scenarios for a given

LU-BEC variant Table13).

Table13: Possible Scenarios from EBEC Variant WTR analysis

Scenario

Required Retention in the THLB

1. Retention level in NeiTHLB is above
target and spacing was adequate to en
no THLB was outside the buffered are

This unit does not need any WTR implemented during cuth
development.

2. Retention leveh NonTHLB is above
target but there is THLB area that dg
not meet the spacing requirement (outs
the buffered area).

This unit needs WTR implemented in the identified area|
that appropriate spacing is achieved. There is no spe
percent requin@ent for the THLB but patches implemented
spacing should be at least 0.25 ha in size.

3. Retention level in NeitHLB is below
target and there is THLB area that dg
not meet the spacing requirement (outs
the buffered area).

This unit needs WTRmplemented in the identified areas
both achieve spacing and target levels. A percent retenti
the THLB is specified and spacing is to be considered dt
implementation.

Within Canforodds Ea

st Koot enay DFAScenari® aar2, yneaairigl

LU/ |

they have enough area within the Crown Forested Landbase (CFLB) that is not expected to be harvested
(e.g. Riparian areas, unstable terrain, Parks and Ecological Reserves), and is therefore contributing to WTR

targets. Only a hatiul of LU-BEC variant combinations fall under Scenario 3, and consequently have

percent targets for Wildlife Tree Patch Retention.
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Table 14 presents the amount of WTR within the THLB for those-REC-variants with percent targets
for WTR, where harvesting occurred in 2017. In 2017, all BEC/LU combinations with a requirement for
wildlife tree retention within the THLB met or exceeded targets for retention.

Tablel1l4: BEGLUs harvested in 2017 with targets for THLB retention within WTPs

Total Total Total Area
VARIANCE
Y| LuName BEC i Sees | WP i) €i BWTP | TARGET* | FROM
o] blocks | Block Area WTP in in THLB TARGET
Area (ha) | (ha) THLB
Hawkins
K03¥ | Creek ESSFdm| 1 134.9 7.17 7.17 6.76% 6.60% +0.16%
Hawkins
K03 | Creek ICHdm 1 114.1 15.35 10.34 9.06% 4.30% +4.76%
Jaffray -
C34 | Baynes Lake | IDFdm 5 474.4 32.02 18.59 3.92% 3.10% +0.82%
112V | Doctor/Fir IDFdm 2 167.2 54.64 31.27 18.70% | 3.00% +15.70%
Linklater -
C37 | Englishman | IDFdm 4 285.1 32.53 25.24 8.85% 1.90% +6.95%
C09 | Yahk River ICHdm 1 130 11.68 6.81 5.24% 0.70% +4.54%
K05 | Kid Creek ICHdm | 2 77.2 9.34 8.21 10.63% | 0.50% +10.13%

*As per FSP wording, a year is considered 1 ApBIL March

**Target amount of THLB to be retained in Wildlife Tree Patches, further information available from Forsite
reports

YIncludes dispersed retention

Indicator 1.1.4c; High Value Snags

a) The density (stems/ha) of all identified High Value snaq a) 5% improvement a) Achieved
within gross block areas, all BEC subzones combined; annually in the average
b) The averagpercentage of protected High Value snags | b) Minimum 65% b) Achieved

Analysis for this indicator differs slightly from the way that it was calculated for Current Condition in the
SMFP {Table15). These changes were made to simplify analysis and to provide a more accurate picture of
High Value Snag identification and retention in a given calendar year.

Tablel5: Changes to current conditiaralculations for High Value Snags

Indicator | SFMP Current Condition 2016 Reporting Year onwards Rationale
Densit Included Partial Harvest Only blocks with Harvest complete| Partial harvest blocks can shg
y blocks in analysis status included in analysis upin multiple years.
HV Snags that are either HV Snags that are either within the
within the Gross Block Area| Gross Block Area of a block
; - Blocks that are not yet

of anyblock (i.e. Proposed, | harvestedn a specific calendar yeg harvested mav have chanaes

% Available, Stagnant, WIP, | (e.g. 2015) OR are outside the Grg . y hal g
. . . .| the linework, possibly leading
Protected | Permitted, Partial Harvest, | Block area of any block (i.e. outsid
. to fewer or greater HVS

Harvested blocks) of Proposed, Available, Stagnant, rotected

OR are outside the Gross | WIP, Permitted, Partial Harvest, P ’

Block area of any block Harvested ldcks)

Current condition for the two indicator statements for High Value Snags (HVS) is presemtdudt6
andTable17. The density of identified snags within the gross block area of a harvested blocktgindica
Statement a) increased from 0.964 HVS/ 100 ha (202814) to 1.80 HVS/ 100 ha (201Fable 16),
representing an 87% increase.
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Overall BEC groupings the averagercent protected is 87%4dblel7). A notable exception was the ICH
dry, in which the percent protection was only 67%. Additional emphasis will be placed on bldblss i
zone for the upcoming years, in order to increase the percentage of HVS protected.

Through the continued implementation of both the High Value Snag Retention Strategy, as well as the
Green Tree and Snag retention strategy, it is expected thderisty of identified HVS within the Gross

block area of harvested cutblocks will continue to increase. It is also expected that the average percentage
of High Value snags retained outside net harvest areas will continue to be maintained above tta8target 6

Table16: Density (stems/100 ha) of all identified High Value snags within gross block areas (harvested),
by BEC zone grouping

Year EES
harvested | ESSF | ICH dry | 'CH IDF/PP | Msdk | 0@
moist
20132014 | 3968.2| 874.3 1125.9| 4130.3| 6850.4| 17010.5
Area harvested (ha) 2015 1803.2| 1298.1 789.2| 933.4|2081.6| 6905.5
2016 2426.2| 1323.9 684.3| 606.9| 807.7| 5849
2017 1558.5| 498.1 309.5| 1801.3| 1553.2| 5720.5
20132014 3 7 31 84 39 164
n HVS 2015 3 7 31 84 39 164
2016 5 11 20 23 7 66
2017 2 11 4 47 39 103
20132014 0.08 0.80 2.75 2.03| 0.57 0.96
Average density (HVS/100 2015 0.02 0.54 3.93 9.00 1.87 2.37
ha) 2016 0.21 0.83 3.65 1.81| 0.87 1.12
2017 0.13 2.21 1.29 261 251 1.80

Tablel17: Averagepercentage of High Value snags protected, by BEC grouping

n HVS* n HVS protected** % Protected
ESSF 16 15 94%
ICH dry ¥ 15 10 67%
ICH moist 59 56 95%
IDF/PP ¥ 162 152 85%
MSdk 75 67 89%
Total 344 300 87%

* In harvested blocks, or outside theoss block area of any block

** HVS within a WTP of a harvested block, or outside the gross block area of any block, or a Class 2 wildlife tree
anywhere within the Gross area of a harvested block

YESSHry and ESSF moist are grouped together due tdlsample size for ESSF moist (n=1).
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Indicator 1.1.5¢ Riparian Management

a) Riparian Reserves and Management Zones planng O non Achieved
accordance with Canfor éds | n|conformances
b) Within each Riparian Management Unit, the combij O non Achieved

Riparian Reserve and Management Zone widths meet the| conformances
budgets in Table 52 (SFMP), including bo#RPA legal
minimums on each stream, lake and wetland

Canfordid not have any incidents in 2017 reported on riparian reserves not being planned to meet the
Integrated Riparian Assessment process (no ITS incidents). Further information on the detailed field data
collected on riparian areas as part of the HCVF Effengss Monitoring Program are found in the HCVF
Effectiveness monitoring reports (years 2013016).

The current condition of Canfords riparian reser’
Integrated Riparian Assessments, Volumés Bor ech of the 46 Riparian Management Units within the

DFA, the required retention amounts for each lake, wetland, and stream class are calculated, together with

the amount of retention currently calculated to be present. Surplus and Deficits are preséedbardy

class, and for the overall unit.

All of the 46 RMUs have a budget surplus when lakes, wetlands, and streams across the unit were
considered as a whole. However, in sama i garticllar feature classes are at or near deficit. This is
particularlyso for lakes and wetlands which are relatively rare on the landscape and thus have small budgets
and small surpluses. In addition, these features tend to be located on valley bottoms where historic logging
has taken place, much of it without riparian rees.

Element 1.2¢ Species Diversity & Element 1¢3Genetic Diversity

Indicator 1.2.1¢ Species of Management ConcegrHabitat Protection

Forest management activities conform to operational plandritiatle the| 100% (5) | Achieved
appropriate management strategies from the SWP for blocks containing
for species of management concern

Evaluation of this indicator relies on confirming operational plans contain information for habitat
management. Evaluation of this indicator also rel
Canfordés system f or foresancakagemgnt (sushcas aperational plans notbeimgd t o
followed). In 2017, no incidents were reported into ITS where operational plans were not folladvied.

18shaows that 83 blocks harvested in 2017 contained habitat for Species of Management Concern. Of those

83 blocks, 82 had operational plans that prescribed management strategies for species of management
concern. Information regarding the block that failed tduide management strategies is detailed below:

FL A19040 CP 592 Block EFH0038The Net Area to Reforest (NAR) for this block overlapped 1.78 ha

with Gilletteods -Z26 aend k4e37 0/pdha anVH.24sha tedpectively) but did not
prescribe wirgr harvest, as required in the legal Order. Consequently, this incident was entered into ITS

and reported to the Ministry of Environment, and a root cause analysis was undertaken to determine follow

up actions to avoid a reoccurrence. Follow up actionsinded wupdating Canforés S
Permitting Checklist, updating Canforoés harvest
restrictions for Gillettedbs Checkerspot, emphasi
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unharvested cutbloskto ensure that any cutblocks that overlap with WHAs with a timing restriction have
the timing restriction identified in the Site plan and that the timing restriction is scheduled in Forest Ops.

Table18 Number of blockkarvested in 2017 following SWPs for SOMC when block overlaps with habitat
for SoMC

License | Habitat Type n blocks with overlap with | n  blocks with management
habitat for SoMC strategies prescribed
A18978 | Rank 4/5 Migratory Bird 2 2
Habitat*
UngulateWinter Range 6 6
A18979 | Rank 4/5 Migratory Bird 9 9
Habitat*
Ungulate Winter Range 13 13
A19040| Rank 4/5 Migratory Bird 7 7
Habitat*
Ungulate Winter Range 34 34
Wildlife Habitat Areas 5 4
Critical Habitat 1 1
A20212 | Rank 4/5 Migratory Bird 1 1
Habitat*
Wildlife Habitat Area 1 1
A91306 | Ungulate Winter Range 2 2
TFL14 | Rank 4/5 Migratory Bird 2 2
Habitat*
Total 83 82
Total Percent 99%

*Only includes Site Plans signed in 2017. The Migratory bird SWP was adopted-20fiéidthus Site Plans signed prior to this
date do not contain explicit measures to manage for migratory birds, and the remainder of 2016 was considered a transition
periodto the new SWP.

Indicator 1.2.2¢ Species of Management ConcegrHabitat Suitability

Suitable habitat is provided for key | Within one quartile (+ 25%) of the Pending TSR IV
Species of Management Concern | Mean in the Rangef Natural Variation| models under review
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Since this is a new indicator, current condition has not yet been established. Current condition will be the
currently available amount of suitable habitat for the key species of manageomeetrn that were
modelled in TSR IV. Government finalized these reports in late 2017. The available models require further
refinement with Predictive Ecosystem Mapping to be applicable at the watershed and stand level, which
Canfor will investigate in 2. Results of the investigation will be reported in the®@dnual Report.

Indicator 1.2.3a & 1.3.1a (4.1.3) Tree Seed

Percentage of tree seed used in yearly tree planting program that is| 100% ¢5%) Achieved
consistentwithth€ hi ef Forestersé6 Stand

For 2017 planting, Canfor is within the 5% variance with the percent of trees planted outsid€lithe
Forester 6s St a:R.858rCdsbrobkd$A, 056% ldveribereeTSA and 3.80% for Kootenay
Lake TSA as demonstrated in the Infoview Seed Transfer Compliance reports. Not using select seed where
it is available is included in the percent above.

Indicator 1.2.3b & 1.3.1lg Natural Regeneration

Percentage of stands at free growing that have a component of | 100% ¢10%) Achieved
regeneration

60% of stands have 60% of their total inventory confirmgn naturall 60% (10%) Achieved
regeneration at free growing

Current condition for the percentage of stands with a portion of their inventory coming from natural
regeneration is slightly higher than the targetlle19); however, targets were chosen to reflect a balance
between site productivity objectives and maintaining genetic and species diversity.

Table19: Natural Regeneratiowithin 2017 FreeGrowing cutblocks

Percent of Total
Strata n Area (ha) Strata Area
Surveyed for Fre&rowing in 2017 | 581 7240 100% 100%
With some natural regeneration 572 7179 98% 99%
With >60% natural regeneration 406 5754 70% 79%
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Indicator1.2.3c, 1.3.1c (2.1.3, 4.1.4Mix of Species Planted

Percentage of hectares planted with more than one species (by yq 100% ¢30%) Achieved

In 2017, a total of 6412.14 ha were planted and 95.0% planéed with more than one species.

Indicator 1.2.4ac Managing for Species Diversity during Tree Thinning

Percentage of maximum density spaced hec] 100% €10%) | Not applicablé no spacing
with species diversity maintained or enhanced activities conducted

In 2017, Canfor did not complete juvenile spacing activities, thus, this indicator is not applicable.

Element 1.4c Protected Areas and Sites of Special Biological and Cultural
Significance

Indicator1.4.1a (1.1.1bx, Protected Reserves

Percent of area in protected reserves, by BE 121 24% Target achieved, with consideration
variant and management unit, within the DF/ HCVFs in the IDFdm2 and PPdh

See the information provided under Indicator 1.1.1b (1.4i1Ryotected Reserves as it satisfies the
requirements for Indicator 1.4.1a.

Indicator 1.4.1b¢ Sites of Biological Significance

Forest managemeattivities 100% (0) Not meti 92%

conform to operational plans that 0 Avalanche path without adequate
include the appropriate buffer

management strategies from the 0 Mineral lick with no timing

SWP for blocks containing sites o restridion prescribed.

biological significance Actions in place to prevent reoccurrence

Twenty-four blocks were harvested in 2017 that overlapped with Sites of Biological Significance (referred
t o as TéaeR)Stwo,of which did not follow the appropriate management strategies as per the SWP.
Information regarding the block that failed to include management strategies is detailed below:

FL A18978 CP 358 Block BLA0O002:BLAOOOZ2 is adjacent to an unmapped (i.e. no spatial information in
Resources) avalanche pat hValtuheadt dwoeu |ltdo bteh ec omisg hd ep
within the path. As such, it required a minimum 100 m forestecebwifi both sides of the slide path,

however, only a portion of the block has a forested buffer adjacent to the path. A root cause investigation
found that layout was completed during the Tembec acquisition, and layout staff were unaware of avalanche
managenent requirements, and consequently only buffered a portion of the slide path. Follow up actions to
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prevent reoccurrence included emphasizing avalanche path management during Field Operations Spring
training 2018, a memo sent to Permitting, Planning, aeldl Bperations staff detailing the incident, and
reiterating management requirements.

FL A19040 CP 721 Block REDOOOG6REDOO006 contains a mountain goat mineral lick that was identified
prior to 2012. This lick was protected in a patch that meets recomtimrsdfor buffer size (>100 m,
incorporate trails), but the Site Plan does not prescribe the recommended timing restriction for the block
(avoid harvest between May 1st and July 31st). This blockham®sted outsidine recommended timing
restriction; hevever, an opportunity for improvement exists in relation to prescribing timing restrictions
exists. Follow up actions to prevent reoccurrence included a review of all blocks that overlap with Sites of
Biological significance to ensure that Site Plans dantiming restrictions andiscussing timing restriction
requirements with Permitting staff.

In order to improve tracking of wildlife features a field card was developed in early 2018 that allows field
staff to better capture information about featuresmwthey are encountered, and also lists what resources

are available to manage for features when they are encountered. The field card was released at Spring
training in 2018 and is available both as a fillable iPad form, and as a paper form.

Table20: Number and percentage of blocks following SWPs for Sites of Biological Significance (SBS) for
blocks harvested in 2017 that overlap with an SBS

License Site of Biological Significance n blocks with | n blocks with management
overlap strategies prescribed
A18978 | Avalanche Paths (Moderate or Hig 1 0
A18979 | Avalanche Paths (Moderate or Hig 8 8
A19040 | Avalanche Paths (Moderate or Hig 5 5
Carnivore Den 2 2
Mineral Lick 1 0
Stick Nest 4 4
A20212 | Carnivore Den 1 1
TFL14 Avalanche Paths (Moderate or Hig 2 2
Total 24 22 (92%)

Indicator 1.4.1a; High Conservation Value Forests

Forest management activities conform to operational plang 100% (5%) Achieved (97%)
include the appropriate HC\ilRanagement strategies

Analysis for this indicator focused on andepth review of Site Plans for blocks harvested in 2017 that
overlap with HCVFs. Table 21). Appropriate HVYCF Management strategies for applicable values were
included in Site Plans for 97% of all HCVFs with overlap. One block (FL A91309 CP 101 Block KID0032)
overlapped slightly (4.9 ha) with Lower Kootenay CCVF 4308, but did not include management strategies
for retention of cedar and hemlock veteran trees. Field review of this block indicated that some of these
veteran trees (defined as stems >45 cm dbh) were harvested. Folloth thpe permitting forester for this

block determined that this was an oversight. Consequently, a review of all Permitted unharvested, permitted
cutblocks that overlap with HCVFs (including HCV3 and CCVFs) was undertaken to ensure that all
contained apjdable managemestrategies
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Table21: Summary of HCVF management strategy review for cutblocks harvested in 2017 Calendar Year

HCVF Type | License | n blocks | n HCVFs | HCVF Management strategies prescribed
lor2 A19040 | 16 16 16
A20212* | 3 3 3
TFL14 7 7 7
3 A19040 |2 2 2
A20212* | 2 2 2
TFL14 1 1 1
4 A19040 |1 2 2
A20212* | 2 3 2
TFL14 0 0 0
Total 30 38 37

*Includes FL A91309 Lower Kootenay Renewable Forest License

Canfor is currently partnering with the Ktunaxa Nation (KNC) to train KNC staff to conduchanatst
assessments of HCVFs (CCVFs in particular). In 2017, Canfor staff and KNC consultants held two days of
training with KNC staff, and a work plan was demed, however, due to a KNC staff injury field
monitoring was not conducted. The monitoring program has been revived for 2018, and to date, training
has been held and four days of field monitoring have been conducted (a tétalawks have been
evaluaed), with an additional four days of monitoring planned before the end of the field season.

Indicator 1.4.2 (6.1.3§, Protection of Identified Sacred and Culturally Important Sites

Forest management activities conform with operational plans w 100% compliance | Achieved
include management strategies to manage and protect Aborigil with operational
culturally important sites, practices and activities plans (0)

See the informatioprovided undeindicator 6.1.3 (1.4.2) Level of Management and/or Protection for
Aboriginal Culturally Important Sites, Practices and Activities as it satisfies the requirements for Indicator
1.4.2.
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Criterion 2¢ Ecosystem Conditioand Productivity

Element 2.1¢ Forest Ecosystem Resilience

Indicator 2.1.1 (4.1.2§, Reforestation Success

Percentage of blocks that achieve regeneration delay (RG) with 100% Achieved
regen delay period

Percentage of blocks that achieve free growing within the free grq 100% Achieved
(FG) period

Within the DFA, 100% of cutblocks have met Regeneration Delay (RG) and=Foseng (FG) obligations
within the period. As of 2017, RG is achieved within 2.1 years and FG within 12, on average.

Indicator 2.1.2¢ Invasive Plants

A: Percentage of treatments with no follayw | 0% (10%) N/A trend to be evaluated in 20]
B: Percentage of infestations that go untreq 0% (10%) Achieved (0%)

Canfor ds process for addr essi n@cus my beeri placed pi ant s
identification of invasive plants during early block development (layout, SFMP Permitting and Planning
Checklist). Annual Spring training in 2017 for Canfor Field Operations staff included a half day course on
Invasive Plants witlthe East Kootenay Invasive Species Council. A Standard Work Procedure for Invasive
plants was developed in early 2017. It includes procedures for recording invasive plants when they are
discovered and lists activities that can be prescribed for managemexisting invasive plant sites in

cutblocks and roads during harvest activities. These management activities include not disturbing sites
where possible, reegetating disturbed ground promptly either through grass seeding (where there is no
obligation b grow trees, like on roads and landings), or-plaating (most invasive species are shade

intolerant). The herbicide ClearViewE is used in
planting is not likely to be effective. Hand pulling of &kng infestations during monitoring visits is also
done where itdos appropriate.

Currently, areas with invasive plants are generally restricted to roads and along old oil and gas exploration,
rights of-way and near communities. Information about the presef invasive plants is recorded in
Cengea Resources, Canfords data management system
Invasive Alien Plant Program Application (IAPP), a provincial resource managed by the provincial
government; thisnformation is downloaded yearly to Cengea Resources to ensure spatial locations are up

to date (the government wupdates their database in
after the new data is loaded).

In 2017, 19 blocks were monitat¢24 total, five of which are outside the DFA), four were treated using
chemicals and one block was hgmdled. Grass seeding was done on 156 blocks (157 blocks total, one of
which is outside the DFA; this activity includes blocks that did not haveiievptants).

I ndicator statement OA: pe-uplk A0&1E sitesavere tteated §severe nt s
by hand pulling, five with herbicide spray). There were no identified invasive plant sites treated with grass
seeding in 2016. Follow umonitoring was done on 11 of the 12 sites in 2017. Harvesting is still not
finished in the one block that was not monitored in 2017 (A19040 583 WFHO0011); it is scheduled to be
finished logging in 2018 and prompt grass seeding is scheduled.
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Indicator statme nt 6 B : percent age of: Alinfestel®ingananaged Isy Canfomt g o
have been treated in either 2016 or 2017 (with hand pulling, chemicals, or grass seed/tree Tédoting,

22). From 2016 monitoring, there were 20 sites visited: five are outside the scope of this report (on Nature
Conservancy lands, or on the K1W license), three were declared FG and no furtineisaetijuired, and

two were not found to have weeds. Of the 10 sites remaining that were monitored in 2016, five were treated
with herbicide spray, three were hamdlled, one was grass seeded, and one is being managed with a
deactivated road and tree piing (A79141 CP2 BLK28). Depending on when monitoring occurred,
treatments took place in either 2016 or 2017.

Table22: Summary of invasive plant treatments by block in 2017

License Cutting Permit Block ID Treatment
A19040 458 WASO0001 | None, declared FreBrowing
WAS0002 None, declared Free growing
WAS0003 None, declared Fregrowing
556 JAF0002 Herbicide
JAF0003 Herbicide
558 POL0007 Herbicide
561 JAF0006 Herbicide
561 JAF0007 Herbicide
351 PRE0003 Grassseeded
583 WFHO0011 | Handpulled
585 WFH0014 | None, no weeds
A18979 312 GRA0037 Handpulled
310 PALO007 Handpulled
341 STEO0060 None, no weeds
A79141 002 028 Managed for with road deactivation and tpanting

Indicator 2.1.3 (1.2.3c, 1.3.14,1.4)¢ Mix of Species Planted

Percentage of hectares planted with more than one species (by 100% ¢30%) Achieved

See the information provided under Indicator 1.2.3c, 1.3.1c (2.1.3, 4.M# of Species Planted as it
satisfies the requirements for Indicator 2.1.3.

Element 2.2¢ Forest Ecosystem Productivity

Indicator 2.2.1a (4.2.1§ Permanent Access Structures

Percent of operable landbase convettegdermanent access structu| 5% or less per LU | Achieved
through forest management activities (+2%)
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Table23: Percent Permanent Access Structures for Landscape Units in the DFA
2017 % PAS for Landscape Units
>5 41-5 3.1-4 2.1-3 <2

125 | C08, C30, C36, | C01, C02, C04, CO6, C11, C16, | CO5, C0O7, CO09, C10, C17, C18, C19| C13,
116, 118, 120, C20, C21, C24, C25,C27,C29, | C22,C23, C31, C33,C37,102, 103, | C14,
123, 125, 126, C32, C34, C38, 105, 106, 107, 109, | 104, 108, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 117, | 101,
129, 130, 133 115, 121, 122, 124, 127, 128, 132, 136, 119, 134, I35, 137, K02, KO3, K05,
138 K06

Note the I# landscape units are CSA certified not FSC. They area is outside of the DFA.

The results for thigndicatorremain unchanged although there has been some movement in the lower
columns Only one LU currently exceeds the 5% target, although it is currently within the acceptable
variance. Eleven LUs are approaching the 5% target. No new road construction hesddocult) 125

(CSA DFA) all future planning will follow the PAS strategy as it pertains to LUs over the indicator target.

Indicator 2.2.1bc Landslides

Number of recordabl e | afodsry i d|0(4) Achieved
operations on permitted roads or cutblocks

In 2017 there have been two (2) landslides recorded; one along the North ward Mainline. It was caused by
saturation of a steep road cutslope. The cutslope failed and blockeaddh& geotechnical engineer was
reviewedthe site and prescribe mitigative measures. Confirmation that the work was completed properly
was provided by the Engineer. The second slide wasumidsvn Creek and was caused by an old
improperly placed culvert. It wasot neamwater,so crews were sent to clear the debris off the Sundown

road and a geotechnical engineer was consulted to identify the cause and prescribe mitigative measures.
Mitigative measures were completed and Canfor is considering removal the @ldhiese the incident
initiated.

Indicator 2.2.1c (4.2.2) Land Conversion

Percent of DFA converted to ndorest land use through forest | Less than 5% Achieved
management activities not including roads, landings and other | reduction of DFA
infrastructure directly related to forest management annually

There has been no reduction to the DFA in 2017 angigoificantland conversion projects were noted.
Also See the information provideghder Indicatod.2.2 (2.2.1c)i Land Conversion as it satisfies the
requirements for Indicator 2.2.1c.
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Indicator 2.2.2 (5.1.1a§ Volume Harvested Vs. Allocated

Percent of volume harvested |100% over the | egi sl at e (Achieved
compared to allocated harvest| major replaceable forest licenses in the Kootenay re
levd (+/-10%)

“/
ot
Lo [Ty
TN

e

See the information provided under Indicator 5.1.1a (2i2/@Jume Harvested Vs. Allocated as it satisfies
therequirements for Indicator 2.2.2.
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Criterion 3¢ Soil and Water

Element 3.1¢ Soil Quality and Quantity

Indicator 3.1.1¢ Detrimental Soil Disturbance

Number of blocks where the % detrimental soil disturbaxoceeds | 0 (4) Achieved
acceptable limits

In 2017 Canfor had three incidents related to excessive soil disturbance in the DFA. Surveys were
completed by a trained contractmsedon a list of highestisk blocks JAF0001, JAF0006 and LIN0OO013.

JAF001 and JAF006 had all disturbed areas grass seeded by helicopter in the fall of 2017. LINO013 had
roads and landings grass seeded however in block disturbance is planned for seeding in spring 2019. The
cause of the excease disturbance in LINO0O13 was random skidding do to relatively level slopes. This
resulted in more widely dispersed compaction and exposed soils. direction to stick to specific skidding
patterns should help avoid this in upcoming flat trench blocks. X¢essive disturbance in JAF0O006 was
identified by Canfor staff. The disturbance was the result of using the new tether system possibly during
weather conditions that allowed for excessive disturbance. There was an expectation that the tether system
would ke a lighter touckand lesgprone to disturbance than it turned out to be.

Indicator 3.1.2¢ Coarse Woody Debris

Number of large pieces of The annual median and mean by | Not meti Mean and Median

CWD per ha in harvested BEC and License to be at or abovg below target for 4 out of 21
cutblocks each year, by BEC | the following: BEC/Licence groupings
zone in eaclmajor Forest PPi 1 piece/ha (ESSF and IDF)

Licence IDF T 2 pieces/ha

MS and ICH, PI leadin
standg 2 pieces/ha

MS and ICH, norPl leading
standg 4 pieces/ha

ESSF, PI leading standls8
pieces/ha

ESSF, no#PI leading stand
T 10 pieces/ha

NOTE: Targets do not apply to
blocks within communityforest
interface areas being managed to
reduce fire risk.

Overall mean and median large Coarse Woody Debris (CWD) densities for BEC/ Leading species groups
improved compared to 2015 and 2016, with 17 out of 24 BEC/groupings achieving density targets (Table
25). Although large CWIdensity continues to approve, blocks within the IDF and occasionally within the
ESSF are below targets for mean and median densities. This has prompted four actions:

1. Evaluate whether or not priearvest large CWD is limitingPreharvest large CWD data was
compiled for 222 cutblocks laid out since 2015, and on averaghaprest densities of large CWD
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are above 40 pieces per ha in all BEC groupifggufe 1). In all blocks with posharvest data
collected and prbarvest data existed (n=17, there was enougiinganeest CWD to meet targets
(though some were only slight above target). Consequentihgouest large CWD does not appear
to be the limiting factor, with # possible exception of occasionally in the IDF and PP BEC
groupings (sufficient data is lacking to confirm).

Figure 1: Pre-harvest densities of Large CWD over the Kootenay DFA. Error bars are standard error
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2. Ensure Site Plansorrectly prescribe Pogharvest CWD density targetSeventeen blocks had

postharvest assessments conducted that had site plans written after April 2016 (and therefore
required density targets). Of those, only 58% of (h=10) blocks had correctly prdsgeibsity
targets, meaning that the correct density was prescribed, and the piece size was also included (>20
cm diameter, >10 m long). This prompted a review of Site Plans for unharvested blocks (n=155),
of which 153 had correctly prescribed density tesg&he failure to prescribe density targets is
attributed to the transition between old (volume) and new targets with the adoption of the SFMP.
Wording was added to Resources in November 2016 to facilitate the inclusion of large CWD
targets, thus, this iso longer considered to be an issue.

Ensure that logging contractors are aware of piece density targéis was done at the Spring
Contractor training in early 2016, and again in Fall 2018 where leaving large woody debris pieces
on site was remphasize through discussions with Harvesting Supervisors.

Determine operational constraints to meeting density targehés is ongoing andinvolves
discussions with operators to better understand equipment limitatiorstespkcificissues (such

as topograpy stand type, cut specs). This information will be used when evaluating targets for
large CWD in general.
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In addition to the above actions, in sampling methodology was updated in 2016 to ensure that it was
properly capturing site conditions (further dission of these modifications are available in the 2016
Annual Report).

Table24: Mean and Median pieces per hectare of CWD >20 cm and 10 m long for blocks harvested in
2017

License | Leading Species ESSF MS/ICH IDF
n blocks | Mean | nblocks | Mean | nblocks | Mean
Median Median Median
Target Non-PI - 10.0 - 4.0 - 2.0
10.0 4.0 2.0
Pl - 8.0 - 2.0 - 2.0
8.0 2.0 2.0
A18978 Non-PI 1 23 6 5.0 2 4.8
- 5.2 4.8
Pl 2 30.35 1 10.3 0 -
30.35 -
A18979 Non-PI 1 26.9 4 18.4 0
- 18.5
Pl 1 17.5 1 11.5 0
A19040 Non-PlI 1 41.3 4 12.1 4 1.8
- 6.0 0.8
PI 0 - 3 7.7 0 -
- 8.3
A20212 Non-PlI 1 7.4 0 - 0
PI 0 - 1 52.3 0
TFL14 Non-PlI 0 - 0 - 1 0.0
PI 0 - 0 - 0
Grand Total| Non-PI 4 24.6 14 10.8 7 2.3
24.9 5.2 0.0
PI 3 26.1 6 16.1 0 -
17.5 9.7

*Indicates BEC groupings where resampling occurred, and results updated.

Element 3.2¢ Water Quality and Quantity

Indicator 3.2.1a¢ Sensitive Watersheds

Percent of Sensitive Watersheds, where forest development is | 100% ¢10%) Achieved
planned, above ECA thresholds that have had further assessm
a qualified professional

In 2017 Canfor completed assessments on the Body creek domestic watershed and the Luxor creek
community watershed as well as skelly creek (which is a section of an RAU where significant harvest is
taking place). Kid creek HCV3 was assessed where the pl&®adcad just passed the 25% threshold.

The RAU assessments were finalised and a project to update the RAU assessment after the extensive 2017
fires was initiated. Additionally, assessments of the South Star and Meadowbrook fire interface logging
was done d to public concern and the proximity to communities.
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Table25: Hydrological Assessments

Watershed | Above ECA Hydrological Assessment | No Planned Assessments
type Threshold Assessment Scheduled Activity Requiredi Not Yet
Complete Scheduled
HCV3 16 14 2 -
CWS 2 2 - - -
DWS 14 10 1 3 -
RAU 9 8 1 - -
Total 39 30 9 0

Indicator 3.2.1bg Stream Crossing Sedimentation Control

Number of drainage st r ucidantfieds|O0(3) Achieved
as having a high risk of significant sedimentation that are not
remediated within 1 year of identification

In 2017 there were BI'S incidents regarding sedimentatiaithoughneither were from Canfor crossings
structures. Both were related to contractors putting logsdaks. Both werédentified by Operations
supervisors and dealt with. information regarding these incidents is located in ITS.
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