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West Fraser Timber Co. Ltd. (West Fraser) is a leading forestry company in the province of Alberta and
throughout North America. The Cochrane division of West Fraser operates a modern dimensional sawmill and
produces wood chips for pulp, paper products, and other wood-based products. As part of its operation, West
Fraser holds a Forest Management Agreement (FMA) for the C5 Forest Management Unit (FMU), granted by
the Government of Alberta (GoA).

As an FMA holder, West Fraser is required to develop a long-term strategic plan known as the Forest
Management Plan (FMP). This plan outlines where, when, and how trees on Alberta crown land will be
harvested, ensuring that the resource is managed sustainably. The 2025 FMP was developed in compliance
with the 2021 Forest Management Agreement (FMA), the Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard
(version 4.1), and the vision set forth in the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan, which encompasses the
Defined Forest Area (DFA).

This FMP specifically applies to the C5 Forest Management Unit. The Terms of Reference (2022), public
involvement program, First Nation consultation activities, timber supply analysis, and monitoring programs are
all included in the FMP.

The area is predominantly covered by the Subalpine natural sub-region, followed by the Montane, and then
Alpine sub-regions, with elevations ranging from 1,286 meters to approximately 2,997 meters. The DFA covers
approximately 350,348 hectares, with the Crowsnest Forest Products FMA accounting for about 54% of the
total area (190,665 ha). Of the FMA area, approximately 55% (106,097 ha) is classified as contributing landbase
(or active landbase) for the purpose of determining the Annual Allowable Cut (AAC). Coniferous forests
dominate the landscape, with some deciduous and mixedwood forests scattered throughout.

The FMP is driven by detailed technical analysis, grounded in an updated vegetation inventory (Alberta
Vegetation Inventory 2.1) completed in 2022, along with updated timber yield information also completed in
2022.

The term of this plan is expected to run from May 1, 2025, to May 1, 2035. The AAC will become effective once
approved by the Executive Director, Alberta Forestry and Parks. The timber operating year is defined as May 1
to April 30.

The development of the FMP was led by a combined team of West Fraser staff, Forestry and Parks
professionals, and other subject matter experts as needed. Other timber disposition holders, including quota
holders and CTPP programs, were engaged throughout the process. Additionally, West Fraser maintained a
Public Advisory Committee (PAC) to review key components and consultation milestones during the FMP's
development.

At West Fraser, we are committed to sustainable forest management and believe that healthy forests are
critical to our future. We take pride in our dedication to quality, and our people are the foundation of our
success. These core values, which are central to West Fraser, have been incorporated into this Forest
Management Plan. We are confident that this plan will promote excellent forest ecosystem conservation while
supporting sustainable employment and contributing to economic growth for future generations.
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1 Introduction

West Fraser Mills Ltd. (West Fraser) is a leading wood products company with over 60 facilities across Canada,
the United States, the United Kingdom, and Europe. Drawing from responsibly sourced and sustainably
managed forest resources, the company manufactures lumber, engineered wood products (such as oriented
strand board (OSB), laminated veneer lumber (LVL), medium-density fiberboard (MDF), plywood, and
particleboard), pulp, newsprint, wood chips, other residuals, and renewable energy. In November 2023, West
Fraser acquired Spray Lake Sawmills and its subsidiary, Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. (CFP), as part of its
strategic efforts to expand its presence in Alberta. The division is also responsible for Forest Management
Agreement (FMA0100038) bestowed by the Government of Alberta (GoA).

As the holder of FMA2100047, CFP is required to develop, at 10-year intervals, long-term strategic plans, called
Forest Management Plans (FMPs). Based on 200-year planning horizons, FMPs set the direction for forest
management activities for the next decade and determine harvesting schedules, locations and allocations, as
well as performance expectations.

The 2025 FMP is CFP’s comprehensive long-range plan for its FMA area. Pertaining to an area of 350,348 ha in
southwestern Alberta, it was developed over three years with the involvement of the GoA, other tenure
holders, forest experts, Indigenous communities, the public, and a broad range of stakeholders.

In keeping with corporate commitments to continuous improvement, this FMP builds on the work of the
previous plans while also incorporating the latest developments in science and government policy. It describes
the sustainable forest management strategies and activities that, when deployed, will provide a flow of
renewable forest products to CFP and other mills, to preserve jobs and stimulate economic activity within the
region, while maintaining and enhancing ecological integrity across the FMP area.

Upon approval by the GoA, all forest products companies operating on the FMA will be obliged to adhere to
the FMP. This introductory chapter outlines the structure of the FMP, describes the Company's history and
present-day operations, and ends with a discussion of the Company's adaptive approach to managing the
forests in its stewardship.

1.1 Structure of the 2025 FMP

Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd.’s 2025 FMP is structured to meet the requirements of the Alberta Forest
Management Planning Standard (Version 4.1 — April 2006). The plan, comprised of eight chapters and eight
annexes that are summarized below, describes development processes and methodologies, as well as the
inputs used to arrive at the preferred forest management scenario (PFMS). It also includes information that
will guide the plan’s implementation. Supporting digital media with appropriate datasets and files also form
part of the final submission to government.

1.1.1 Document Outline
1.1.1.1 FMP Executive Summary

The executive summary provides a plain-language overview of the FMP.
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1.1.1.2 Chapter 1: Corporate Overview and Forest Management Approach

Chapter 1 presents history and background on Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd., as well as a description of its
manufacturing and forestry operations. It also discusses CFP’s management goals and approach. Linkages
between the Company’s forest management approach and the 2025 FMP can be found in Chapters 5 and 6.

1.1.1.3 Chapter 2: FMP Development

FMP development history and procedures are summarized in Chapter 2. This section provides an overview of
plan inputs and the decision-making processes, including the composition and role of the Plan Development
Team (PDT), consultation and communication plans for the public, stakeholders and Indigenous communities,
responses to issues identified by stakeholders, and timelines and milestones.

1.1.1.4 Chapter 3: Forest Landscape Assessment

Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of the current condition of the FMP area. It outlines the status of
administrative, physical, environmental, anthropogenic and climatic conditions, in many cases using the same
metrics developed for describing the Alberta land-use regions.

1.1.1.5 Chapter 4: Summary of Previous DFMP

Chapter 4 reflects CFP’s commitment to sustainable forest management, summarizing its success in fulfilling
the commitments outlined in the 2006 FMP and the lessons drawn from the implementation.

1.1.1.6 Chapter 5: VOITS — Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets

The Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs) that guided the development of the 2025 FMP are
documented in Chapter 5. VOITs, which are developed with input from the public, stakeholders and
Indigenous communities, are an essential component of the FMP, linking values to forest management
objectives and identifying related indicators and targets for use in performance measurement.

1.1.1.7 Chapter 6: PFMS — Preferred Forest Management Scenario

One of the primary products of the FMP development process is the Preferred Forest Management Scenario
(PFMS). The PFMS is the outcome of all planning decisions and the sum of all proposed forest management
actions. It describes when and where forest management activities can be carried out across the FMA and
predicts the impacts of those activities on the values identified for the FMP area.

1.1.1.8 Chapter 7: Plan Implementation and Monitoring

Chapter 7 consolidates in one location the information necessary to execute the 2025 FMP and serves as an
important reference chapter for those charged with its implementation. It includes both specific direction as
well as strategies meant to guide lower-level planning processes for achieving FMP objectives. Chapter 7 also
includes the monitoring and reporting commitments for the FMP.

1.1.1.9 Chapter 8: Research

While research commitments for the 2025 FMP implementation period are described in Chapter 7, Chapter 8
summarizes CFP’s recent research initiatives.
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1.1.1.10 Glossary

A list of terms and acronyms used throughout the FMP are included here.

1.1.1.11 Annex I: FMA - Forest Management Agreement

A copy of Forest Management Agreement #FMA2100047 for Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. The FMA is
included in this annex. The Agreement duration is from May 1, 2021 to April 30, 2041.

1.1.1.12 Annex Il: Communication and Consultation Plans

Plans approved by GoA to guide consultation with the broader public are included in Annex II.

1.1.1.13 Annex lll: Stewardship Report (2010-2015)

Ongoing reporting is a requirement of the FMA. The C5 Forest Management Plan Stewardship Report (2010-
2015) by the GoA summarizing activity on the FMA for the period 2010 to 2015 is included here.

1.1.1.14 Annex IV: Yield Curve Development

Yield curve development for the timber resources across the FMA area is summarized in this Annex. Timber
resource sampling programs and the processes used to develop projections of timber volumes are described.

1.1.1.15 Annex V: Landbase Development

The net landbase is a detailed spatial digital representation of the Defined Forested Area (DFA), as of May 1,
2023. This product is a key component of the modeling undertaken to develop the PFMS and the related
Annual Allowable Cut (AAC), Spatial Harvest Sequence (SHS) and Non-Timber Assessments (NTA).

1.1.1.16 Annex VI: TSA — Timber Supply Analysis

Analysis undertaken to support the development of the FMP is summarized in this annex. This includes
sensitivity analysis completed to support the determination of the assumptions used in the PFMS.

1.1.1.17 Annex VII: Spatial Harvest Sequence

Large scale maps of the spatial harvest sequence (SHS) are included in this annex for the first ten years (2025-
2035) and second ten years (2035-2045) of the FMP, as well as quota holder sign-off documents.

1.1.1.18 Annex VIIi: Growth and Yield Plan

The growth and yield plan describes the monitoring and measurements that will be undertaken to verify
current growth assumptions and to refine future timber growth assumptions.

1.2 Defined Forest Area

The Defined Forest Area (DFA) is the physical extent to which the 2025 FMP applies. Forests are complex and
variable, composed of a mixture of terrestrial and wetland ecosystems. Only a portion of the DFA is designated
for forest management through the forest management agreement. Overall, about 45% of the DFA is
designated as parks and protected areas. Of the area available for harvest, approximately 9% has been
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sequenced for harvesting over the next ten years. The following are examples of areas not eligible for
harvesting:

e Administrative restrictions:
= Dispositions (DIDs), Crown Land Reservations, GoA Research Sample Plots, parks and protected
areas, anthropogenic features, historical resources, and areas with no AVI interpretation;

e lLandscape restrictions:
= Hydrology buffers, anthropogenic vegetated and non-vegetated lands, aquatic and flooded areas,
lakes and rivers, naturally non-forested or non-vegetated land, and burned areas;

e Operational restrictions:
= High moisture areas, low timber productivity rating (TPR) stands, low density stands, inoperable
slopes, low density Douglas-fir stands with a deciduous understorey, operational deletions, seismic
Lines, isolated stands, and subjective deletions.

Table 1-1 summarizes the areas within the passive landbase that are not eligible for forest harvesting activities,
broken down into the categories mentioned above, as well as the total DFA that is available for harvest.
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Table 1-1. Classified Landbase summary.

Landbase Category Area (ha)
Non-Contributing Landbase
Administrative Restrictions
PPA Parks and Protected Areas 157,612.1
ESLUZ Eastern Slopes Land Use Zone 1 3,102.1
HRV Historic Resource Values 1,215.7
DIDS-FOR Forest DIDs Dispositions 266.3
DIDS-NONFOR Non-Forested DIDs Dispositions 2,939.1
CLR Crown Land Reservations 414.6
GOA_PSP GOA Permanent Sample Plots 116.9
ANTH_NON Non-Vegetated Anthropogenic Features 526.1
ANTH_VEG Vegetated Anthropogenic Features 173.5
AVI Areas with no AVI Interpretation 700.3
Administrative Total 167,066.7
Landscape Restrictions
LAKES_RIVERS Lakes and Rivers 661.9
FLOOD Flood Prone Areas 6.4
HYDROBUF Hydrology Buffers 10,701.2
NNV Natural Non-Vegetated Areas 2,627.4
NNF Natural Non-Forested Areas 11,924.8
BURN Burned Areas 12.8
OTHER_DIST Areas Affected by Other Natural Disturbances 30.0
NFCC Non-Forested Cutblocks (Outstanding ARIS Reconciliation) 0.0
Landscape Restrictions Total 25,964.6
Operational Restrictions
SLOPE Areas with Slopes >45% 32,584.1
MOISTURE High Soil Moisture 216.8
TPR Low Timber Productivity Rating 4,785.2
DENSITY Low Stand Density 9,025.0
LT Larch/Tamarack 265.9
FD Douglas-Fir 225.5
PA_PF Whitebark/Limber Pine 1,302.1
WHITEBARK PINE PLUS Whitebark Pine Plus protection 17.4
OPERATIONAL Operational Deletions 1,742.4
ISO Isolated Stands 23.6
PAR Perimeter to Area Deletions 985.4
SEISMIC Seismic Lines 46.0
Operational Restrictions Total 51,2194
Non-Contributing Landbase Total 244,250.7
Contributing Landbase
C Coniferous 91,217.2
CcDh Coniferous Leading Mixedwood 1,507.1
DC Deciduous Leading Mixedwood 1,258.8
D Deciduous 12,114.4
Contributing Landbase Total 106,097.4

Grand Total

350,348.1
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2 Corporate Overview

2.1 Mission Statement

For more than 65 years, West Fraser has been guided by the fundamental principles instilled by its founders,
which have steered its growth trajectory and defined its operational framework. Integrity, modesty,
collaboration, thriftiness, innovation, competitiveness, and regard for colleagues constitute the cornerstone of
West Fraser's organizational culture, shaping its daily business. This enduring ethos has set West Fraser apart
from its rivals since its establishment at Two Mile Planing Mills and continues to be indispensable to its
prospective achievements. The company’s goals include:

e Achieving excellence in performance and personnel
e Establishing leadership within the industry

e Providing stimulation and fulfillment

e Upholding responsibility to local communities

e Ensuring profitability and expansion

2.2 History
2.2.1 West Fraser Mills Ltd.

West Fraser was established in 1955 through the collaborative efforts of three brothers — Sam, Bill, and Pete
Ketcham — who combined their resources to acquire a modest planing mill in Quesnel, B.C. With nearly seven
decades of operation, the journey has been marked by resilience and growth.

At the heart of our success lies a robust and unwavering business model centered on efficiency and meticulous
cost management. We consistently reinvest in our operations, providing our dedicated workforce with the
tools and support needed to thrive in a fiercely competitive environment.

West Fraser's legacy is a testament to the collective spirit of individuals who transcended the aspirations of its
founding trio. Today, we remain guided by the enduring principles and objectives that have withstood the test
of time:

e Rigorous cost control across all facets of our operations

e Investment in state-of-the-art, efficient mills

e Commitment to environmental stewardship and leadership
e Active engagement of employees in shaping our future

e Unwavering pursuit of excellence in all endeavors

2.2.2 Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd.

On November 17, 2024, Spray Lake Sawmills and its subsidiary company Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd.
became part of the West Fraser family. The sawmill in Cochrane has been re-branded as West Fraser Cochrane,
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but the Forest Management Agreement with the province of Alberta continues to be under the Crowsnest
Forest Products legal name.

2.3 Manufacturing Operations

West Fraser has since grown from the original 12-person crew at Two Mile Flat to be the largest lumber
producer in North America with more than 60 facilities in Canada, the United States, the United Kingdom, and
Europe. The enduring prosperity of our company is rooted in our steadfast commitment to disciplined
operational practices and a prudent approach to cost management.

2.3.1 Products

In recent years, West Fraser has expanded beyond its original stronghold in British Columbia, evolving into one
of the premier lumber and oriented strand board (OSB) manufacturers globally. The Company is actively
forging new avenues for expansion both within our established operational territories and in regions with a
stable or growing timber supplies. With the acquisition of Spray Lake Sawmills in November 2023, we continue
to be a growing part of Alberta’s forest products industry.

West Fraser has two major products: lumber and oriented strand board. The Company’s lumber is made from
spruce, pine, and fir (SPF) and southern yellow pine (SYP). West Fraser also manufactures engineered wood
products including plywood, medium density fiber (MDF), particle board and laminated veneer lumber (LVL).
We also produce treated wood such as pulp & paper (NBSK and BCTMP), newsprint, furniture, wood chips,
energy and other residuals.

At our Cochrane site, operations include a sawmill, planning mill, two treating plants, an agricultural fence post
operation and a residual product (mulch/sawdust) recovery and storage facility. A commitment to innovation
and 100% utilization of our fibre has ensured that CFP has thrived in a very competitive market for over 77
years.

SPF Lumber: Untreated lumber produced in Cochrane is sold through our Canadian distribution network to
mainly western Canadian retail and remanufacturing customers. SPF lumber is made exclusively from Alberta
harvested timber and is known world-wide for its quality. CFP is unique in our ability to manufacture sizes as
small as 1x4 up to timbers as large as 8x8. The most common dimensions produced by the mill are 2x4 and
2x6 in lengths of 6’ to 16, including stud trims. We also produce wider widths as well as 4x4 and rough
timbers which are used internally by our pressure treatment operations.

Oriented Strand Board (OSB): OSB is a type of engineered wood product commonly used in construction and
furniture manufacturing. It is made by compressing and bonding together quality strands of wood in specific
orientations. It is available in various grades, ranging from smooth, sanded surfaces suitable for finishing to
textured surfaces for structural applications. Our OSB is known for its strength, stiffness, and dimensional
stability.

Pressure Treated Lumber: The West Fraser Cochrane facility produce a full range of consumer products for
outdoor home construction currently marked under the HiLINE premium brand, utilizing Micro Pro Sienna to
pressure treat the lumber.
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Our Cochrane team is proud to be the leader on new technology and treatments as well as environmental
standards. The Cochrane facility was the first treatment plant in Canada to meet Wood Preservation Canada’s
TRD requirements for environmental excellence.

Agriculture Fence Posts: As part of our 100% utilization standard for everything that is brought into the
Cochrane facility, we also operate a fence post peeling operation. Wood that is too small for lumber is not left
on the forest floor but is instead manufactured into fence posts that farmers and ranchers in Alberta depend
on. We are pleased to produce what is known as the highest quality post available in the prairie market. Our
peeled posts are stronger and will outlast the newer dowelled (uniformly turned posts) which have recently
become available in Canada.

Residuals: We are committed to 100% utilization of wood fibre. This commitment makes both environmental
and economic sense. Top Spray is our by-products division and thanks to innovative products like our bark
mulch, we have been able to turn what was once considered waste into a useful product that is
environmentally friendly.

All lumber is third party inspected by the Alberta Forest Products Association (AFPA) to ensure that all
products conform to the National Lumber Grades Authorities latest grading rules for Canadian Lumber. The
AFPA inspections are also checked by Canadian Lumber Standards (CLS) and the American Lumber Standards
(ALS) accreditation boards.

2.4 Forest Management Operations
2.4.1 Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd.

We are committed to sustainable forest management; a long-term goal to maintain natural ecosystems,
communities and native species in balance with social and economic needs. As identified in the FMP, we
monitor, measure and report performance to demonstrate our commitment.

A description of the landscape is provided in Chapter 3 — Forest Landscape Assessment. The assessment
outlines key biological, economic and social values including baseline information for which FMP objectives are
measured. The baseline information was also used to evaluate various forest management scenarios including
the selection of the preferred forest management strategy.

Baseline information includes data such as forest age class distribution, seral stage distribution, and indicator
wildlife habitat.

As the FMP is implemented, measurable ecological and operational benchmarks will be reported on as
outlined in Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, indicators, and Targets (VOITs).

2.4.2 Other Forestry Operators

In addition to Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd., the following companies also have been granted rights to
harvest timber in the FMA under GoA-allocated timber dispositions.

2.4.2.1 793128 Alberta Ltd.

793128 Alberta Ltd. holds a Coniferous Timber Quota (CTQC050002) for 2,604 m®in FMU C5, effective
February 16, 2017.
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2.4.2.2 770538 Alberta Ltd.

770538 Alberta Ltd. holds a CTQ (CTQC050005) for 6,912 m3in FMU C5, effective February 16, 2017.

2.4.2.3 Community Timber Permit Program (CTPP)

There are up to 9,799 m? of conifer logs available annually from C5 FMA to maintain the Community Timber
Permit Program, effective February 16, 2017. If some or all of the annual volumes provided under this program
are not used after two forest management operating years, then the unused volume will accrue to CFP. Permit
holders are responsible for their harvesting activities and forest renewal activities if the responsibility is not
transferred to the Forest Resource Improvement Association of Alberta (FRIAA).

2.5 Certifications

CFP’s forest management standards are independently verified by auditors ensuring adherence to key criteria.
CFP is certified to the Sustainable Forestry Initiative® (SFI®) standards for sustainable forest management,
which are recognized by the international umbrella organization Program for the Endorsement of Forest
Certification (PEFC).
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3 Forest Management Approach

3.1 Philosophy

Historically, the FMA’s forest ecology was driven by large landscape level wildfires. This disturbance cycle is
what historically renewed the forests and kept a check on forests pests like Mountain Pine Beetle. Forest
management strives to protect the forest environment from wildfire that threatens our air and water quality.
Our forest management strategies focus on the health and resiliency of the forest and its ability to support
biodiversity, watershed health, recreation and a vibrant forest industry.

For over six decades, CFP has been manufacturing building products while creating green jobs that support
families and build our communities. The forest industry is one of the most important sectors of the Alberta
economy, contributing over $13.6 billion annually, employing 31,573 Albertans, and generating over $988
million in provincial and municipal taxes in 2022 (AFPA, 2022).

3.2 Forest Management Strategies

Over the next twenty years, CFP will strive to satisfy the fibre needs of its manufacturing operations through
effective utilization and enhanced management of the productive forest landbase. Sustainable forest
management practices, in recognition of the Canadian Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM) and the Canadian
Standards Association (CSA) have been developed by the GoA. The GoA policies that follow the CSA framework
specify a set of Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs), which establish forest management targets
for the following criteria:

Conservation of biological diversity.

Maintenance and enhancement of forest ecosystem condition and productivity.
Conservation of soil and water resources.

Forest ecosystem contribution to global ecological cycles.

Multiple benefits to society including a sustainable timber supply and reduction of wildfire threat.

o vk wnN e

Accepting society’s responsibility for sustainable development, which includes compliance with
government regulations and implementation of consultation with indigenous communities, the public
and other stakeholders.

3.2.1 Leaders in Forest Certification

CFP’s commitment to sustainable forestry is third party certified under the Sustainable Forestry Initiative®
(SF1®) Forest Management Standard, which is endorsed by the Programme for the Endorsement of Forest
Certification (PEFC).
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http://www.sfiprogram.org/
http://www.pefccanada.org/

The SFI program is a member of the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). The IUCN is the
world’s oldest and largest global environmental organization with almost 1,300 government and NGO
members and more than 16,000 volunteer experts in 161 countries.

PEFC, with more than 300 million hectares of certified forests, is the world’s largest non-profit, non-
governmental organization dedicated to promoting Sustainable Forest Management. SFI makes up close to
40% of PEFC globally. SFI certified wood products are recognized by the Green Building Council’s Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design program (LEED).

3.2.2 West Fraser Biodiversity Policy

As a leading renewable wood products company, we endeavor to safeguard and contribute positively to
biodiversity through leadership in stewardship, collaboration, and sustainable management practices. We
believe biodiversity considerations should be incorporated into our business strategy and decision making
processes. We acknowledge our dependency on nature and the health of forest ecosystems. We are
committed to identifying biodiversity risks and opportunities, operating responsibly to preserve natural capital,
and demonstrating leadership through collaboration and action. We aim to uphold, share, and reinforce our
biodiversity and nature-related goals to:

e Regenerate the working forests that we manage.

e Identify and act on opportunities to positively contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of
biodiversity.

e Establish West Fraser as a global leader in biodiversity stewardship and sustainable forest
management practices.

e Minimize our impacts from operations on habitats and waterbodies, and the species that rely on them.

e Abide by this policy in alignment with our commitments to sustainable forest management and
responsible fiber sourcing, as outlined in our Sustainable Forest and Wood Procurement Policy.

Where West Fraser manages forest landscapes and, in doing so, interfaces with ecosystems and biodiversity
directly, we will:

e Embody principles of adaptive management to enhance forest management and promote a holistic
approach to achieve landscape resiliency.

e Contribute to the conservation of nature indirectly with in-kind and financial contributions to
conservation organizations and agencies.

e Contribute to biodiversity conservation through innovations in operational practices.

e Consider the needs of species at risk in forest landscape planning and contribute to recovery and
conservation of species.

e Support the development and sharing of innovative tools, techniques, strategies, and scientific
knowledge to enhance sustainable forest management and biodiversity.

e Endeavor to provide opportunities for Indigenous knowledge and perspectives from Indigenous
Peoples to be incorporated in our forest management plans and practices.

e Evaluate the potential to measure and report on key biodiversity indicators of forest management
using sound, peer-reviewed, scientific methods.

e Employ science-informed solutions that mitigate risks to nature.
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e Maintain programs to address human-wildlife interactions to minimize conflict and promote

coexistence.
e Maintain certification to the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI®) Forest Management Standard that
promotes sustainable forestry practices based on principles, objectives, and performance measures.

At the organizational level, we:

e Have become early adopters of the Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures to align
ourselves with global best practices and expectations and to further integrate nature and biodiversity-

related risks into our business strategy.

e Will advance our readiness to meet market and customer needs related to existing and emerging
nature-related requirements. To enable the meeting of these goals and commitments, West Fraser has
established and will maintain a Biodiversity Centre of Excellence (BCOE). West Fraser's leaders, and
each of our employees, agree to support and apply this policy.
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4 Forest Management Issues & Values

Under the Forest Management Agreement, the Minister grants the Company the right to “establish, grow,
harvest, and removing coniferous timber as provided for in the approved forest management plan.” However,
the agreement also requires the incorporation of other resource values and uses within the FMA area.
Achieving a balance of values is accomplished by review and adoption of specifications from the South
Saskatchewan Regional Plan, and its associated sub-plans such as the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land
Footprint Management Plan & the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreational Management Plan, and through
input received from the public during the forest management planning process.

The following is the list of issues and values captured from Indigenous communities, the public, and
stakeholders:

e Recognition and respect of Indigenous Treaty rights and traditional uses.

e Biodiversity/ecological integrity — Concerns over the effects of long-term timber harvesting on
biological diversity and ecosystems.

e Protecting native grasslands.

e Climate change — CFP will receive direction from the GoA to meet any emerging management
strategies.

e Watershed protection — Reduce forest fuels to minimize wildfire impacts to drinking water supplies,
minimize increases in water yield, and minimize impacts to water quality.

e Aesthetic values — Concern over the impact of harvesting activity in areas of high visual sensitivity.
Areas with potentially high visual sensitivity have been inventoried with the 2025 FMP and will be
addressed at the preliminary harvest design stage of AOP development.

e Environmental protection — Concerns over the impacts of CFP operations on the environment,
including soil productivity.

e Forest protection — Minimize forest losses from fire and Mountain Pine Beetle.

e Motorized recreational values — The issue of impacts and access management and protection of trails.

e Non-motorized recreational values — The issue of impacts to trails and access management.

e Threatened species and wildlife habitat supply — Concerns over the effects of long-term timber
harvesting on wildlife habitat.

e Fisheries — The effects of timber harvesting and road construction/reclamation on fish habitat.

e Community and private property protection — Reduce forest fuels to minimize wildfire impacts to
private property and communities.

e Meaningful public consultation — The process of meaningfully engaging the public in the management
of crown resources.

e Access management — Development of new access and the management/use of existing access in
terms of wildlife security and watershed protection.

e Historical resources — Concern over the potential loss of historical resource sites.
e Unique areas — Concern over the potential loss of unique sites.
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e Integration — The potential for the integration of non-commercial uses and other industrial activity
with timber harvest planning and operations including but not limited to: oil and gas, grazing, and
outfitting and trapping activities.

e Land base and tenure — Recognition of other dispositions, tenure holders, and the protection of the
forested land base.

e Reforestation — Concern over the regeneration success in harvested areas.

e Sustainable timber supply — Issues and obligations in establishing and sustaining our level of timber
harvesting based on ecological, economic, and social needs.

e Community timber program — Commitment to and sequencing of the fixed volume allocations.

e Public safety — Potential for interaction with the public and SLS operations.

e Research — Investment in and application of research.

e Noxious weeds — Minimize the spread of noxious and invasive plant species.

e Adaptive management — The ability to change management strategies and practices in light of new
research and monitoring results.

4.1 South Saskatchewan Regional Plan

The South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP) sets the stage for robust growth, vibrant communities, and a
healthy environment within the region over the next 50 years. Specifically, the plan specifies that in the Green
Area, public land is managed for timber production, wildfire protection, watershed, resource development,
wildlife and fisheries, tourism recreation and other uses. Alignment between this FMP and the SSRP was a
driving force when reassessing the Values Objectives Indicators and Targets for the management plan (see
Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets for more detail). Alignment is demonstrated as follows:

e Management for wildfire protection:

o The spatial harvest sequence has been developed to reduce the wildfire risk indicator (WRI)
classes (risk reduction, continuous Improvement and intolerable) by 30% over the next 20
years, within the CFP FMA community zone. (VOIT #28). See Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation
and Monitoring Section 6.1 for further details.

e Management for watershed:

o The inclusion of snow sensitive areas has been identified within the classified landbase, and
the subsequent equivalent clearcut area (ECA) calculation, the overall target for ECA is to be
within an acceptable threshold (<30%) (VOIT #25).

o The FMP ties to the Alberta timber harvest planning and operating ground rules (OGRs) and
supports the objective of retain ecological values and functions associated with riparian zones
(VOIT #9).

= Evaluating incidence of soil erosion and slumping (VOIT #24).

= Compliance with relevant OGRs sections pertaining to aquatic and riparian protection
(VOIT #26).

e Management for wildlife and fisheries:
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o Activities identified in the plan have been reviewed against the objective of maintaining
habitat for identified high value species (i.e. economically valuable, socially valuable, species at
risk, species of management concern) (VOIT #14).

o This included the addition of Clark’s nutcracker modeling, which was identified as a high value
indicator species during the FMP planning process.
o This includes the addition of a specific VOIT for Westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout (VOIT
#14-2).
e Management for biodiversity & forest ecosystem resilience:
o Retaining the full range of cover types and seral stage supports landscape level biodiversity
(VOIT #1).
o Assessing patch size (VOIT #2) and old interior forest by cover class (VOIT #3) can maintain
biodiversity and avoiding landscape fragmentation.
e Integration of tourism recreation and other uses:
o 157,611 ha of the C5 FMU is formally protected (generally a provincial or wildland park).
o This supports the SSRP’s strategic direction of providing outdoor recreation and nature-based

tourism opportunities and preserving and promoting the region’s unique cultural and natural
heritage.

e Integration with the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan (2018):

o Forestry specific targets have been developed for open motorized access, restricted motorized
access and near stream access on erodible soils (VOIT #5-1, #5-2 & #5-3). The targets are
below the required density limits.

e Integration with existing integrated resource plans:

o 70,637 ha of the C5 FMU is designated as Prime Protection Zone 1, with the majority of that
area being formally protected (or soon to be). Prime Protection areas within the C5 FMA have
also been removed from the contributing landbase (3,106 ha) and are classified as non-
contributing for timber production.

e Supporting resource development:

o The SSRP emphasizes maintaining and diversifying the forest industry while fostering
sustainable communities. The FMP supports these objectives by identifying a sustainable
timber supply, ensuring economic viability, and providing local employment.

e The SSRP identifies the objective of encouraging Aboriginal Peoples’ participation in land-use planning:

o Throughout the FMP development process, CFP engaged with First Nations using information
packages, continuous project updates, and follow-up. The events of this process are described
in Chapter 2 — FMP Development. Engagement will be a central theme that will carry through
during plan implementation.

Monitoring, evaluation, and reporting are central themes of the SSRP and are embedded in this plan’s adaptive
forest management approach. These aspects are reflected in the VOIT tables, stewardship reporting
commitments, and the 10-year FMP renewal cycle requirements.
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The South Saskatchewan Regional Biodiversity Management Framework and the Spatial Human Footprint Plan,
identified in the SSRP, have not yet been developed for the C5 FMU area.
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1 Overview

The Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. (CFP) 2025 Forest Management Plan (FMP) was developed over an
approximately three-year period, beginning in May 2022 and ending with the submission of the plan to the
Government of Alberta (GoA) on November 1, 2025.

Building on previous FMP development processes, CFP involved a wide range of stakeholders and specialists,
to build a plan that meets the requirements of the Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard (Version 4.1
— April 2006) and the Sustainable Forest Initiative (SFI) standard for sustainable forest management, to which
the company is certified.

The outcome is a comprehensive plan that will direct the company’s long-term strategic forest management
activities for the next 10 years, or until replaced by a new FMP. This chapter outlines the process for
developing the 2025 FMP.

The chapter is not intended to provide a detailed account of all the tasks involved in the plan’s development
but, rather, a general description, with more detailed information provided in subsequent chapters, annexes,
and appendices.
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2 Plan Development Process

The development of the FMP was guided by processes outlined in the Terms of Reference (ToR). CFP
assembled a Plan Development Team (PDT), consisting of representatives from the GoA and CFP, quota
holders, and technical consultants, to lead and manage the project. Regular PDT meetings served as the main
venue for discussing status, resolving issues and providing direction (see Section 5.2).

A Technical Team (TT) consisting of CFP staff and technical experts was formed to support the PDT by
addressing more complex and often highly detailed issues that required specialized professional input. TT
outcomes were shared with the PDT for discussion and decision as well as to ensure that the plan was
advancing from a common knowledge base.

In addition to the PDT and TT processes, public communications and Indigenous communities consultation
processes were implemented to seek input. Findings from this outreach were provided to the PDT to ensure
that their views were understood and considered in plan development. More details on these processes can be
found in Section 6 and Section 7.

2.1 Project Management

A key element of the GoA’s process for managing timber resources is to require Forest Management
Agreement (FMA) holders to develop FMPs, usually at 10-year intervals. Though forest companies are
obligated to develop multi-level, comprehensive plans that define sustainable forest management activities on
the landbase, the GoA is ultimately responsible for setting management parameters and deciding what is
acceptable in terms of the nature and extent of resource development within crown forests.

Within this framework, CFP formally began the FMP development process by establishing a ToR to define roles
and responsibilities and guide project management. Anticipating that decision-making would not always be
unanimous or straight forward, a clear and effective process was established for achieving agreement. The
company also engaged Treaty 7 Indigenous communities, the public, and interest groups affected by forest
management activities in the FMP area.

Indigenous consultation adhered to provincial guidelines while public consultation was guided by an FMP
public participation program. The public participation program required the formation of a Public Advisory
Committee (PAC) along with a schedule of public outreach activities. The PAC included representatives of the
local watershed planning and advisory council, landowners, motorized recreation, non-motorized recreation,
hunting and fishing conservation, environment, ranching, recreational trail tenure holders, trapping, and local
governments.

A TT was created to provide expert advice on technical issues. The Edmonton-based, independent consultancy
firm Forcorp Solutions Inc. (Forcorp) was engaged to facilitate this process, provide technical support and
analysis, and assist in the development of plan components.

Alberta requires a Alberta government PDT be used throughout the planning process. The PDT included a
broad representation of subject matter experts from Alberta Forestry and Parks and Alberta Environment and
Protected Areas.
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As outlined in the ToR, the PDT adopted an open and transparent decision-making process that involved
progressive review of plan components, culminating with consensus agreement. As issues were identified, the
PDT and TT discussed resolution approaches, undertook the necessary analysis, and reviewed options before
unanimously accepting the preferred path forward. As they were finalized, critical plan components were
submitted to the GoA, for Agreement-in-Principle (A-I-P). Though it did not constitute final approval, A-I-P
provided assurance that the GoA was supportive of basic concepts and direction.

The outcome of these efforts is a scientifically sound, long-term strategic plan that upholds the principles of
sustainable forest management and reflects the views and expertise of a wide range of professionals.

2.2 Information Management

FMP development is a long and complex process involving numerous parties. To ensure the project progresses
in a timely manner, it is essential that mechanisms be established for the efficient management of issues and
decisions.

As its information management tool, CFP utilized eTracker, an online web-based project management system
hosted by Forcorp. eTracker was used to effectively manage each step of the FMP process-related activities,
including the following:

e Assign project tasks to team members and monitor their progress;
e Post issues and decisions for review and tracking throughout the project process;
e Tagitems such as tasks and issues, to allow for filtering and reporting capabilities;

e Enable team members to comment on tasks and issues, and allow for discussions, including progress
reports, to be captured; and

e Enable CFP to monitor the overall progress of the project.

New requirements and products were also incorporated into the development of the FMP; for example, the
Clark’s nutcracker and forest encroachment models. As with most products being utilized for the first time,
several iterations were required before achieving an acceptable result. The early establishment of a
transparent and cooperative plan development process assisted with reaching consensus resolutions.

Also utilized in this FMP were GoA models and tools to incorporate non-timber assessments (NTA). These
models and tools predict habitat impacts for selected species, including grizzly bears, barred owl, American
pine marten, and selected songbird species.
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3 FMP Components

As described in this section, the process of building an FMP in Alberta involves a number of steps, including
development of guidance documents such as the FMP ToR, identification of forest values, collection and
analysis of data, and forecasting future timber availability to determine annual timber allocations. The
following is a description of the measures taken to ensure the FMP is accurate and thorough and complies with
prevailing legislation and standards.

3.1 Terms of Reference (ToR)

The purpose of the ToR for CFP’s 2025 FMP was to guide the FMP development process. The ToR adheres to
the requirements of the Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard Version 4.1, April 2006 to ensure
compliance with government expectations and also accounts for CFP’s own policies and procedures. As well as
establishing a structure for the FMP development process and identifying deliverables, it sets forth the
schedule for plan development, review, and approval, and specifies the range of considerations and issues to
be addressed during the process.

The ToR final draft was submitted to the GoA on May 30, 2022 and approval was received on August 29, 2022.
3.2 Completion and Approval of the New Alberta Vegetation Inventory (AVI)

CFP completed a new Alberta Vegetation Inventory (AVI) dataset for the 2025 FMP, replacing the former AVI.
The AVI dataset included the following additional fields: crown closure, nutrient regime, mapcode/ecosite, and
canopy pattern.

This dataset was based on colour imagery collected in 2022. Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) data, which
was collected by GoA, was also used as part of the interpretation of the AVI dataset. Creation of the AVI
dataset included photo interpretation, as well as a program for field calibration and validation. Audits were
conducted by CFP and the GoA to ascertain quality.

The AVI was approved by the GoA on September 19, 2022.
3.3 Volume Sampling Plan

The CFP Natural Stand Volume Sampling Plan and Managed Stand Volume Sampling Plan were developed in
cooperation with the GoA and included the following objectives:

e Collect sufficient unbiased data for the creation of robust defensible natural stand yield curves and
operational timber volume estimates that can be approved for use in the C5 FMP;

e Guide the installation of sufficient new Temporary Sample Plot (TSP) installations to produce yield
curves;

e Develop a set of yield curves acceptable for use in the 2025 FMP for strata with sufficient area; and
e Minimize the amount of required future monitoring and reporting.

CFP obtained approval on sampling design, plot configuration, and field sampling protocols on June 7, 2022.
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3.4 Development of FMP Consultation Plans
3.4.1 Public Communications

The public participation program outlined the activities and schedule used to engage with the public and
external stakeholders throughout the FMP development process. Some of the tools used to encourage input
included: website postings, website news and events, emails, newspaper advertisements, social media and
open houses. Public participation process efforts and results are summarized in Table 6-3. A copy of the public
participation program is available in Annex Il — Communication Plan.

3.4.2 Indigenous Consultation

Adhering to Alberta's requirements for consultation with Indigenous communities is required for approval of
forest management plans. The plan was designed to satisfy GoA’s Policy on Consultation with Indigenous
Communities on Land and Natural Resources Management and accompanying guidelines, to ensure Indigenous
communities consultation met regulatory requirements.

The objective was to engage the Indigenous communities at three principal milestones in plan development as
follows:

1) VOITs development;
2) The preliminary spatial harvest sequence (SHS); and

3) The draft FMP.
3.5 Forest Landscape Assessment

The Forest Landscape Assessment is a description of the existing administrative boundaries, physical
conditions (e.g., landscape pattern, structure, disturbance and succession), and land use in the CFP Defined
Forest Area (DFA).

The information, which was derived from data used to create the Regional Forest Landscape Assessment
Report for the GoA (current to December 2023) and CFP’s AVI data, was assembled to promote a better
understanding of the landscape’s attributes and implications for resource development. The assessment was
submitted to the GoA on March 15, 2023.

3.6 Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets (VOITSs)

The GoA has developed a set of goals, known as Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs), to guide
companies in achieving sustainable forest management on the landbase. In addition to government
established VOITs, forest companies can, with government approval, create new VOITs based on internal
objectives or in response to interested party input.

CFP’s approach to VOIT development involved consulting with Indigenous communities, the PAC, and other
interested parties on the GoA VOITs provided on March 21, 2023. This version of the VOITs incorporated
additional content related to alignment with the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan
(LPH-LFMP) and the South Saskatchewan Sub-Regional Plan (SSRP). A target date of September 1, 2023 was set
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for A-I-P on VOITs for the 2025 FMP. The PDT then undertook extensive review and made wording edits to the
GoA VOITs.

On June 1, 2023, the PDT accepted wording for the following VOITs: #1, #2, #3, #4-1, #4-2 , #5-1, #6, #7, #8, #9,
#11, #12, #13, #15, #16, #17, #18, #19, #21, and #22. Wording for a new forest encroachment VOIT was
provided to CFP by the GoA on June 28, 2023. Following additional discussion and input from subject matter
experts, the complete table of all VOITs was provided to the GoA and A-I-P for wording was requested on
August 30, 2023. On October 25, 2023, CFP received a response from the GoA stating that A-I-P for all VOITs
could not be provided as there were still VOITs that required wording changes and further discussion. Wording
for VOIT #28 was provided by the GoA on February 13, 2024. Further discussions and review, incorporating
feedback from the GoA and subject matter experts, took place over a span of approximately seven months in
order to finalize the full set of VOITs for the 2025 FMP.

CFP made their final submission on June 7, 2024 and the GoA granted A-I-P for the full set of VOITs on July 24,
2024, pending CFP’s acceptance of proposed changes to VOITs #16, #22, and #28. The final complete set of
VOITs, with all of the targets populated, is included in the FMP submission (Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives,
Indicators, and Targets) and will be further reviewed by the GoA as part of the approval process.

3.7 Net Landbase

The net landbase (landbase or NLB) classifies the CFP FMP area into lands that are either eligible (i.e., the
active or contributing landbase) or ineligible (i.e., the passive or non-contributing landbase) for timber
harvesting. Stands in the landbase are classified according to the strata categories that will be used to track
growth-and-yield forecasts for the duration of the FMP period.

The first phases of landbase development included reconciliation of the cutblock and Alberta Regeneration
Information System (ARIS) data with the new AVI prior to GoA AVI approval. ARIS reconciliation was a new
requirement for this FMP and considerable effort was expended in attempting to identify challenges and
potential solutions.

Development of the landbase commenced in March of 2022. On September 27, 2023, representatives from
CFP and Forcorp presented the classified landbase and the associated documentation walkthrough to the GoA,
a requirement of the landbase submission process, and the NLB and documentation was submitted to the GoA
on October 3, 2023. On December 15, 2023 the GoA granted A-I-P.

Annex V — Net Landbase Development provides detailed documentation of the datasets used to generate the
landbase and describes how the datasets were processed to prepare them for the netdown process. It also
describes the business rules applied to the amalgamated landbase, to classify and stratify it for the purposes of
FMP development.

3.8 Yield Curves

Timber volume yield curves predict the merchantable timber volumes available for harvest as the stand ages.
CFP developed new timber-volume yield curves for its FMP area, which were applied to the Timber Supply
Analysis (TSA) component of the 2025 FMP. Stratification was based on CFP’s six base-yield strata (the yield
strata are a modification of the Alberta base 10 yield strata).
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The six strata were assigned through the net landbase development process using either AVI attributes for
natural stands or a combination of silviculture declaration, treatment information, and Reforestation Standard
of Alberta (RSA) performance survey data for managed stands. The yield curves were derived from information
collected in temporary sample plots (TSP) and RSA performance survey programs across the DFA area.

Gross merchantable tree-length volumes were compiled to the following utilization standard: a 11cm top
diameter inside bark with a 15cm outside bark stump diameter. Stump height is measured at 30 cm, and the
minimum merchantable tree length for coniferous species groups is 4.88m. For deciduous species groups, the
following is the utilization standard: a 10cm top diameter inside bark, with a 15cm stump diameter outside
bark. Stump height is measured at 30cm, and the minimum merchantable tree length for deciduous species
groups is 4.88m. Cull was accounted for in the TSA process.

CFP identified three categories for yield curves:

e Natural stands (NAT): Includes all fire-origin stands. Yield curves were based on TSP data projected using
an empirical regression approach. Strata assignment was based on AVI attributes.

e Pre-1996 managed stands (Pre96): Represents the population of managed stands harvested before May
1, 1995. Yield curves were derived from TSP data projected using GYPSY for the pure pine and white
Spruce (Pl and Sw) strata. Strata assignment was based on the AVI attributes.

e Post-1995 managed stands (RSA): Represents the population of managed stands that were harvested
after May 1, 1995. Yield curves were derived from RSA performance survey data projected using GYPSY.
Strata were assigned using RSA sampling units and AVI reconciled with ARIS.

The growth and yield analysis was submitted for A-I-P on October 3, 2023 and A-I-P for the yield curves was
granted by the GoA on December 14, 2023.

Annex IV — Yield Curve Development provides detailed documentation on the development of the yield curves,
including the input datasets and models used, the yield curve categories, and the actual yield curves
themselves.

3.9 SHS Access Planning

Existing and proposed roads that will be used to access all required areas have been incorporated into the
corridor plan, which can be found in Chapter 7 — Implementation and Monitoring. This was completed in an
effort to ensure the SHS is realistic and accessible given local topography. CFP has provided a map highlighting
proposed and existing road access corridors as part of the plan.

CFP is pursuing a DLO disposition on a 9km portion of the Lost Creek Road with the intent of maintaining long-
term access along this route to access the SHS. CFP intends to access the remainder of the SHS using existing
routes.

3.10 Preferred Forest Management Scenario

The Preferred Forest Management Scenario (PFMS) describes the strategic direction and outcome of forest
management activities over 200 years, with a focus on the first twenty years. A spatial modeling (forecasting)
process with feedback loop was used to provide information to CFP, the quota holders, and the GoA, to assess
the implications of management activities over the long-term.

7|Page
FINAL DRAFT



This process included a Timber Supply Analysis (TSA) that determined harvest levels and a spatial allocation of
harvestable stands by operator. Once approved by the GoA, these harvest levels will become the Annual
Allowable Cuts (AACs) for the 10-year FMP period (i.e., the timber years 2025-26 to 2034-35).

The preliminary PFMS was developed over an 8-month period, beginning in December 2023, and included the
trade-offs between timber and non-timber values, operational unit access as well as input received from the
consultation process.

The preliminary PFMS (Milestone 2 Information Package) was posted to the company website open house on
February 26, 2025 in order to share the PFMS with Indigenous communities and interested parties.

3.11 Spatial Harvest Sequence

The Spatial Harvest Sequence (SHS) was developed as part of the PFMS and identifies the forest stands
planned for harvest during the first two 10-year periods of the 2025 FMP (2025-26 to 2034-35 and 2035-36 to
2044-45 timber years).

All operators in the FMP area must use the SHS polygons to create their Forest Harvest Plans (FHPs), which are
maps and associated reports describing the harvest plan layouts. These FHPs are then included as part of a
series of components that make up the Annual Operating Plan (AOP), which authorizes harvest activities for
each operator upon GoA approval.

CFP developed an initial SHS in March 2024, which CFP and the quota holders refined over the following
months. The review process included both field verification and modifications to the modeling assumptions to
better align with management objectives. Once complete, the SHS was posted on the company website and its
availability was promoted through emails, social media, and the company website.

3.12 Silviculture

Lodgepole pine, white spruce, and Douglas-fir cones are sourced from local forests, suited to harvest site
growing conditions. Cones are dried, the seed is stratified and grown in Alberta and Saskatchewan tree
nurseries. Presently, no chemicals, herbicides or pesticides are used in CFP’s silviculture program.

During the harvest process, tree tops are retained on site for nutrient cycling. Scarification (mechanical raking)
creates favorable seed beds for natural regeneration and ideal planting spots for planted seedlings. The
seedling microsites provide added moisture and shade as well as wind and frost protection. Native herbaceous
plants, hardwoods, and shrubs also benefit from scarification, increasing harvest area biodiversity.

Scarification also has added benefits in breaking down fuel continuity, which enhances fire prevention and
control efforts. Every June, when soil temperatures and soil moisture are favorable, trees are planted by hand
in microsites, to promote reforestation success.

Reforestation assessments conducted by CFP for the purpose of fulfilling the obligations of the Forests Act,
Timber Management Regulation, shall be completed in accordance with the procedures described in the
Reforestation Standard of Alberta (RSA}. These RSA standards require two surveys; establishment and
performance.
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Establishment surveys are legislated requirements detailed in the Timber Management Regulation. The
surveys must be completed by the eighth year after harvest. Reforested areas must achieve both a specified
stocking level and a minimum level of growth performance.

Performance surveys are also legislated requirements detailed in the Timber Management Regulation.

The surveys must be completed by the fourteenth year after harvest. A detailed summary of CFP’s silvicultural
practices and their associated prescriptions is included in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring.

3.13 Growth and Yield Program

The Growth and Yield Program identifies data collection commitments for the following:

1)

2)

3)

Growth Model Development: Data are required for improvements to growth models, which are used
primarily for development of yield estimates in support of forest management planning and for
evaluating performance survey results under the Reforestation Standard of Alberta.

Yield Estimation: Development of yield estimates for FMPs includes use of data for growth model
initiation, calibration or localization of yield estimates, and validation of estimated yields. New data must
be collected during each planning cycle to support new inventories and to ensure yield estimates remain
current.

Growth and Yield Monitoring: Monitoring is required to evaluate whether yield assumptions underlying
the AAC are being achieved. In cases where growth trajectories are not well supported by long-term
data (e.g., managed stands), monitoring of growth is required to confirm accuracy of projections.

3.14 Non-Timber Assessments

Assessments of non-timber values, including values related to wildlife habitat, were conducted in the
development of the PFMS using fine and coarse-filter approaches. This analysis was undertaken using models
that were developed by the GoA, to support the FMP process. The models included indicators and targets for
the following wildlife species:

Grizzly bear;

American marten;

Clark’s nutcracker;

Barred owl; and

Songbirds (i.e., brown creeper, varied thrush, and ovenbird).

In addition, equivalent clearcut area was modelled using GoA watersheds.

Supporting the GoA’s NTA tools, coarse filter approaches consisting of seral-stage and patch-size targets were
applied in the TSA, resulting in adjustments to the SHS.

Fine and coarse-filter approaches and strategies for implementation are discussed in detail in Chapter 6 —
Preferred Forest Management Scenario and Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring.
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4 Milestones

At the start of the FMP development process, the PDT assisted with identification of key milestones and
completion dates, to track progress and ensure the project remained on schedule. Table 4-1 compares the

milestone target dates in the ToR against the actual date the milestone was completed.

Table 4-1. FMP Milestones and completion dates.

FMP Component

Anticipated

Completion (ToR)

Actual Completion

Terms of reference approval 30-May-2022 29-Aug-2022
Public participation program plan approval 15-Sep-2022 31-Aug-2022
AVI plan A-I-P 13-Nov-2020 20-Nov-2020
Volume sampling plan 07-Jun-2022 07-Jun-2022
Yield curve development plan 07-Jun-2022 31-Jan-2023
VOITs A-I-P 15-Mar-2023 24-Jul-2024
AVI approval 15-Jun-2022 19-Sep-2022
ARIS reconciliation embedded operator sign-off 31-Jul-2024 14-Nov-2024
Classified landbase/ARIS reconciliation A-I-P submission 31-Dec-2023 15-Dec-2023
Yield projections/reforestation strategy table A-I-P submission 31-Dec-2023 14-Dec-2023
SHS/PFMS finalization with PDT (Draft) 31-May-2024 TBD

Review of Draft FMP initiation 01-Oct-2024 TBD

Draft FMP consultation concluded 31-Mar-2024 TBD

Growth and Yield Program 31-Mar-2025 TBD

Quota holder’s signoff on FMP N/A TBD
Submission of FMP document for approval 01-May-2025 TBD
Updated operating ground rules completed 15-Apr-2026 TBD
Submission of stewardship report 01-Nov-2030 TBD
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5 Plan Development Team (PDT)

Forest management activities can impact a wide range of stakeholders, while management decisions can have
broad ecological, economic and social implications. For these reasons, FMP development is typically led by a
diverse, multi-stakeholder group.

CFP and Alberta Forestry and Parks (AFP) formed a PDT that consisted of representatives from CFP, AFP,
Alberta Environment and Protected Areas (EPA), other forest companies operating on the FMP area, as well as
forestry consultants with expertise in strategic planning. The PDT was the primary mechanism for stakeholder
and regulator integration and served as a vehicle to address impacts of forest management planning on a
range of values across the FMP area.

CFP held their first PDT meeting on November 10, 2022.
The objectives of the PDT were to:

e Define the direction and scope of the FMP;
e Guide the FMP process;

e Advise members on the suitability of different forest management practices in meeting company and
government expectations, policies and legislation;

e |dentify and resolve issues;
e Coordinate the actions and involvement of others;

e (Coordinate the gathering, interpretation, and flow of information (both technical and non-technical)
among team members; and

e Coordinate the progressive development and review of plan components and the A-I-P
recommendations.

5.1 Plan Development Team Members

In assembling a PDT for the 2025 FMP, CFP sought a comprehensive group of practitioners, in keeping with its
multi-disciplinary approach to planning. PDT membership expanded, over the course of the FMP development
period, to ensure the appropriate expertise was available to address specific or emerging issues. The complete
list of members is provided in Table 5-1 below.

Table 5-1. List of project development team members.

\ET)[] Affiliation Role/Responsibility

Matt Denney Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. Chair / Planning Forester

Jason Mogilefsky Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. Forestry Manager

Liana Luard Government of Alberta Planning Forester, GoA Lead

Kirk Hawthorn Government of Alberta Area Forester, Forest Area Lead

Greg Greidanus Government of Alberta Senior Resource Analyst, GoA Advisor - NLB/TSA
Rosanise Odell Government of Alberta Provincial Biometrician, GoA Advisor - Growth and Yield
Brett Boukall Government of Alberta Wildlife Biologist, GoA Advisor - Wildlife

Andreas Luek Government of Alberta Provincial Fisheries Biologist, GoA Advisor - Fisheries
John Stadt Government of Alberta Provincial Ecologist , GoA Advisor - Ecology

Andrew Shandro Government of Alberta Provincial Silviculturist, GoA Advisor - Silviculture
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Name

Michael Wagner

Affiliation

Government of Alberta

Role/Responsibility

Provincial Hydrologist, GoA Advisor - Hydrology

Ryan Good

Government of Alberta

Wildfire Management Specialist, GoA Advisor - Wildfire

Bob Christian

FORCORP Solutions Inc.

Partner and Senior Analyst

Logan Purdy

FORCORP Solutions Inc.

Resource Analyst, TSA and G&Y Analyst

Dan Jensen

FORCORP Solutions Inc.

Resource Analyst, Landbase Analyst

5.2 Plan Development Team Meeting Schedule

PDT meetings were held on a regular basis, approximately once every one or two months depending on time
of year. Table 5-2 lists the PDT meetings that were held and their location.

Table 5-2. List of project development team members.

PDT meeting Date Time Location
PDT Meeting # 1 10-Nov-2022 9:00 AM —12:00 PM Cochrane - CFP Training
Room/Remote
. Cochrane - CFP Training
PDT Meeting # 2 26-Jan-2023 9:00 AM —=12:00 PM
Room/Remote
PDT Meeting # 3 Cancelled
PDT Meeting # 4 11-Apr-2023 10:00 AM — 11:00PM Remote (VOITs-specific)
PDT Meeting # 5 1-Jun-2023 9:00 AM —4.00 PM Forcorp Boardroom/Remote
PDT Meeting # 6 23-Nov-2023 9:30 AM — 2:30 PM Cochrane — CFP Training
Room/Remote
Coch — CFP Traini
PDT Meeting # 7 27-Jul-2023 9:00 AM — 12:00 PM oenhrane raining
Room/Remote
Coch — CFP Traini
PDT Meeting # 8 28-Sep-2023 9:00 AM — 12:00 PM ochrane raning
Room/Remote
. Cochrane — CFP Training
PDT Meeting #9 25-Jan-2024 9:00 AM —12:30 PM
Room/Remote
. Cochrane — CFP Training
PDT Meeting # 10 28- Mar-2024 9:00 AM —12:30 PM
Room/Remote
Cochrane — CFP Trainin
PDT Meeting #11 30-May-2024 9:00 AM - 12:00 PM €
Room/Remote
Cochrane — CFP Trainin
PDT Meeting #12 25-Jul-2024 9:00 AM - 12:00 PM €
Room/Remote
Cochrane — CFP Trainin
PDT Meeting #13 06-Dec-2024 9:00 AM - 12:00 PM &
Room/Remote
Cochrane — CFP Trainin
PDT Meeting #14 30-Jan-2025 9:00 AM - 12:00 PM &
Room/Remote

5.3 FMP Issues and Decisions

One of the main functions of the PDT was to identify and resolve issues. As issues arose, issue documents were
created, which provided a summary of the issue and recommended solutions. Issue documents were

presented and reviewed at PDT meetings, with decisions arrived at by consensus. In some instances, CFP
sought clarity and direction, either from the GoA or quota holders, to aid in the decision-making process.
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6 Public Participation Program

In keeping with its commitment to seek the input of interested parties and develop an FMP reflective of
regional priorities, CFP implemented a government-approved public participation program. The objective was
to provide multiple opportunities for the general public, including local community residents, non-
governmental and special interest groups, and other industrial users, to become involved in plan development
and attain a greater understanding of issues related to sustainable forest management.

6.1 Public Advisory Committee (PAC)

PAC members were selected from the committee members that participated on the government led 2015 FMP
PAC and wanted to volunteer on the 2025 FMP. New members also came forward from advertisements and
word of mouth that CFP was looking to reconvene a PAC for the 2025 FMP. Members were engaged in the
FMP development process, beginning in fall of 2022, when they were provided with a detailed overview of the
GoA standardized VOITs. PAC members also agreed to review and provide comments for three key
components of the FMP: the VOITs, the PFMS, and the draft FMP.

A summary of FMP PAC meetings content is provided below in Table 6-1. See Appendix Il for the PAC meeting
notes.
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Table 6-1. Summary of public advisory committee engagement sessions.

Meeting Agenda Items Meeting Dates
Number
1 Introduction to forest management September 2022

Role of the PAC — what's missing from VOITs? Want to hear
how to avoid conflict?

PAC Approved Terms of Reference

Review-Public Consultation Program

Draft Milestone 1 Information Package

Planning Overview

Draft VOITs is anything missing?

Open discussion, questions and answers
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Meeting Agenda Items Meeting Dates
Number
2 Role of the PAC — what's missing from VOITs? Want to hear  January 2023
how to avoid conflict?
Review-Public Consultation Program
VOITs identifying potential issues and opportunities
Questions and answers
Presentation-FMP Watershed Management- Alberta
Forestry

3 VOIT identification-potential issues and opportunities May 2023
FMP Update
Open discussion, questions and answers

4 FMP update November 2023
VOITs
Forest encroachment
Invasive plants
Recreation
Open discussion, questions and answers

5 FMP Update May 2024
VOITs
Open discussion, questions and answers

6 Review SHS maps December 2024
Review VOITs
Review Visual Quality Map
FMP update
Open discussion, questions and answers

7 Final FMP Document Pending
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6.2 Public Engagement

CFP engaged with the public through newspaper and social media ads, email notifications, open houses
website news and events, and information packages available on CFP’s website. Multiple in-person and online
opportunities were provided over a 3-year period.

Newspapers, the corporate website, emails, and Facebook were used to advertise public consultation
opportunities including available information packages and open houses.

Public consultation activities were tracked in CFP’s Public and Stakeholder Communication Database.
FMP information package links were also emailed to interested parties to obtain input including for:

e The draft FMP (May 2025);

e The FMP Milestone 2 Information Package (February 2024); and
e The FMP Milestone 1 Information Package (Fall 2022).

Other website resources included:

e An FMP feedback/comments page;

e An email subscribe function to be emailed with FMP updates, news, and events;

e The Public Participation Program document;

e News events and consultation opportunities;

e Informational videos covering forest management planning, FMA planning, the FMA planning hierarchy,
and an FMA overview;

e Public Advisory Committee terms of reference, current members and meeting minutes;

e The Forest Management Agreement document;

e The Detailed Forest Management Plan document;

e The five-year Stewardship Report document;

e The Operating Ground Rules document;

e Informational videos explaining water quality BMPs and how roads are reclaimed,;

e Informational videos explaining nutrient management and stump-side processing; and

e Informational videos explaining reforestation practices.

Table 6-2 summarizes the key public engagement opportunities provided and Table 6-3 summarizes the input
captured and CFP responses.

Table 6-2. Public general engagement summary
Engagement Date Description

Ran the following Ad for 2 weeks in the Crowsnest Herald,
Pincher Creek-Shootin the Breeze and the Claresholm papers:
Forest Management Plan Volunteers Needed
Crowsnest Forest Products is looking for volunteers interested
PAC Member Search 24-Mar-2022  injoining our Public Advisory Committee. There are current
vacancies for: Environmental/ naturalist organization
representatives, non-motorized recreational trail user group
representatives. The volunteer multi-stakeholder committee
meets about twice a year. The committee’s primary role
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Engagement Date Description
over the next 2.5 years will be to provide forest management
plan input and advice concerning public communications.
Interested volunteers, please send a brief statement of
interest and bio to: woodlands@spraylakesawmills.com

Ran the following Ad for 2 weeks in the Crowsnest Herald,
Pincher Creek-Shootin the Breeze and the Claresholm papers:
Crowsnest Forest Products, a subsidiary of Spray Lake
Sawmills is in the process of renewing its C5 Forest
Management Unit 2026-2036 Forest Management Plan. The
area is located south of Kananaskis Country and north of
Waterton Lakes National Park. This sustainable forestry plan
is renewed every 10 years and public participation is integral

Milestone 1 Advertisement 26-Sep-2022

to the planning process. To learn more, please subscribe to
our news, events and consultation information posted on our
website:
https://spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/news-bulletins/

Posted milestone 1 information package on website and

Milestone 1 Information Package 26-Sep-2022 . . . .
emailed link to interested parties.

Crowsnest Forest Products, a subsidiary of Spray Lake
Sawmills is in the process of renewing the C5 Forest
Management Plan. The area is located south of Kananaskis
Country and north of Waterton Lakes National Park. We will
be hosting an open house on October 26 from 3 pm to 7 pm
Open House Advertisement 04-Oct-2022 at the Kanata Blairmore to share the plan's draft Values,
Objectives, Indicators and Targets. To learn more and provide
input please subscribe to our news and events information
posted on our website:
SprayLakeSawmills.com/woodlands/
forest-management-planning/

We will be hosting an open house on October 26 from 3 pm
to 7 pm at the Kanata Blairmore to share the plan's draft
Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets.

Milestone 1 Open House Website Post 04-Oct-2022 To learn more and provide input please subscribe to our news
and events information posted on our website:
SprayLakeSawmills.com/woodlands/
forest-management-planning/

Open House Ad Posted on Facebook 06-Oct-2022 10-26-22 Open House ad posted on Facebook

Ran the following Ad for 2 weeks in the Crowsnest Herald,
Pincher Creek-Shootin the Breeze and the Claresholm papers:
Crowsnest Forest Products, a subsidiary of Spray Lake
Sawmills is in the process of renewing the C5 Forest
Management Plan. The area is located south of Kananaskis
Country and north of Waterton Lakes National Park. We will
Open House Newspaper Ad 19-Oct-2022 be hosting an open house on October 26 from 3 pm to 7 pm
at the Kanata Blairmore to share the plan's draft Values,
Objectives, Indicators and Targets. To learn more and provide
input please subscribe to our news and events information
posted on our website:
SprayLakeSawmills.com/woodlands/
forest-management-planning/
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Engagement

Milestone 1 Open House

Date

26-Oct-2022

Description

14 folks in attendance of which 6 were residents of Todd
Creek. Asked for VOIT input. Offered to keep people informed
and to thoughtfully consider feedback. Sent emails confirming
email subscriptions

FMP Update

21-Apr-2023

Sent FMP VOIT updates to all of the interested party
categories in our C5 Public Consultation contact list

Meeting with Rick Niwa, MD Ranchlands

14-Dec-2023

Discussed ideas for the new CFP invasive plant program

FMP Update

20-Mar-2024

Sent FMP VOIT updates to all of the interested party
categories in our C5 Public Consultation contact list

Meeting with Jodie Krakowski Whitebark
Pine Ecosystem Foundation of Canada

04-Jun-2024

Discussed 5 needle pine conservation strategies

FMP Update

21-Jun-2024

Sent FMP VOIT updates to all of the interested party
categories in our C5 Public Consultation contact list

Meeting with Alberta Chapter of The
Wildlife Society

24-Sep-2024

Discussed the FMP consultation timelines water quality and
cumulative impacts.

Attended Crowsnest Nordic Ski Club Board
Meeting

07-Oct-2024

Discussed the Alberta fire threat analysis of ‘intolerable’ for
the Alison Chinook Ski Area and that FireSmart funding is
likely available to address hazard abatement opportunities.
Taking action could help with the current wildfire threat
vulnerability.

Meeting with Diane Sawley and Jim Lynch

20-Dec-2024

Discussed FMP VOITS, encroachment, invasive plants, site
preparation and an additional VOIT was added.

Milestone 2 Information Package

26-Feb-2025

Posted milestone 2 information package on website and
emailed link to interested parties.

CPAWS Meeting

06-Mar-2025

Focusing on cumulative effects on this landscape and we can't
really make an assessment of that without having the shape
files of the cutting blocks.

Unless we have the harvest spatial data to review impacts of
SHS on critical habitat the consultation isn't meaningful as we
cant provide the critical fish habitat feedback that we are
focusing on. In other words to provide informed feedback we
need some data. CFP is looking into how to share the data.

Held meeting with CPAWS

24-Apr-2025

CPAWS is looking to review the spatial data for the SHS to
assess the cumulative impacts taking into account the current
impacts and look how the AAC was calculated in the context
of the critical habitat. West Fraser is working on a data share
agreement and want to make sure the data is used for one on
one consultation not something else.

Milestone 2 Advertisement

30-Apr-2025

For the week of April 30, 2025 and May 7, 2025 ran the
looking for input ad for the SHS ad with linkages to VOITs, 20
year SHS and VQ map in the Crowsnest Herald, Pincher Creek-
Shootin the Breeze and the Claresholm papers.

FINAL DRAFT

18| Page



Table 6-3. Summarized public input and summarized CFP response.

Scale of Concern Value addressed
Identified Concern within FMP (Yes, No, If yes, where Provided Response
SSRP  FMP  Op. . N/A)
Chapter 5
Forest encroachment is a big v v v
problem, there is a loss of grazing Yes VOIT 29.3 Added VOIT
land as a result.
Chapter 7
Chapter 5
Invasive plants is a big issue that v v v Ves VOIT 22 Added VOIT
needs addressed in the FMP
Chapter 7
Chapter 5
) v v
Need to protect native grasslands v Yes VOIT 29.4 Added VOIT
Chapter 5
Need to protect the Allison apter
. . v v VOIT 29 . )
Chinook Trail system and other v Yes SHS avoided trail system
. . VOIT 29.2
FMA designated trail networks
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Why isn't wolverine habitat being
modelled

Yes

N/A

Fine Filter species identified in the VOITs and
NTAs were based on species having clear
responses to forestry and hence could be
modeled into the forestry planning context, as
well as act as Umbrella species, whereby the
habitat identified for those species, acts to
benefit a host of other species (for example
Marten & Grizzly Bear).

Wolverine as a species appears to be influenced
by large-scale disturbance processes (e.g., fire),
as well as climatic conditions that influence
snow cover. Hence, in a forestry context
wolverine, is best managed through the coarse
filter objectives, that inform both patch sizes,
shape and age of the forest. Further, a clear
response to forestry has not yet been
established with wolverine, but Wolverine is
thought to benefit from the management of
other species (e.g. grizzly bear, marten).

Wolverine is a data-deficient species in Alberta,
and while it is not indicated as a specific VOIT
indicator species, it is thought to be managed
through both the coarse filter VOITs that
manage the landscape level nature of the forest
(VOITs 1-13), as well as both fine filter indicator
species (VOIT 14), as well as the existing
operating ground rules.

Alberta is continuing to evaluate wolverine
population dynamics and habitat associations in
Alberta, and as new information is uncovered,
we will look to inform necessary processes to
benefit the wolverine populations in Alberta.
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Need to protect Todd Creek from
timber harvesting

Yes

Chapter 5

VOIT 29-2

VOIT 1.1.1.1 age class distribution
as written this lacks definition of
old, mature, young forests for
different forest types/ecosystems,
which makes assessment of
compliance and variance
effectively impossible. Consider
specifically including targets for
ancient forests that are a unique
category in addition to “old”
forests, where ancient forests are
>250 years, e.g., whitebark and
limber pine and some higher-
elevation Engelmann spruce —
subalpine fir forests. These age
classes — especially in whitebark
and limber pine, are currently rare
relative to their historic
representation (especially pre-
1980s MPB outbreak). Benchmarks
can be found in ecosystems in
protected areas, BC East
Kootenays, and Waterton Lakes
National Park.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 1

The age classes are not yet defined in the draft
version. This VOIT when finalized will have age
class categories defined for specific age
groupings such as young, immature, mature and
very old forest.
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VOIT 1.1.1.2 patch size pattern
over the 200-year planning horizon
approximating patterns created by
natural disturbances, as written
this lacks measurable thresholds
for different ecosystem types. This
data is available, there have been
many studies looking at
disturbance regimes in the C5
region, e.g., Land use, climate
change and ecological responses in
the Upper North Saskatchewan
and Red Deer River Basins: A
scientific assessment; Spatial and
temporal variations of fire regimes
in the Canadian Rocky Mountains
and Foothills of southern Alberta;
and a host of studies related to the
fRI Landscapes in Motion project,
as well as A century of landscape
change in the southern Rocky
Mountains and Foothills of
Alberta: Using historical
photography to quantify ecological
change. Whitebark Pine Ecosystem
Foundation of Canada |2 Suggest
+/- 15% distribution tolerance (as
appropriate based on range of
variation and desired ecosystem
condition), but also need to
consider climate change impacts
on future distribution of patch
sizes: fire, pests, drought,
pathogens, ecosystem distribution.
This FMP must plan for a realistic
future, not the past as those
conditions are going to be outside

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 1

Patch size objectives will be set such that the
distribution of harvest area sizes result in
increasing patch size over a 200-year planning
horizon within the Montane and Subalpine
natural sub-regions. For example, please view
the 2021 B12 FMP, Chapter 5 pages 95-101.
Chapter 5: Values, Objectives, Indicators and
Targets (secureserver.net). SLS/CFP has
conducted a pre-industrial forest Condition
report that indicates historically, much larger
patches were present that are not currently
socially, environmentally or economically
desirable. This report can be viewed on our
website using the link: Pre-Industrial Condition
— Spray Lake Sawmills
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the future range of variability in
much of the CFLB per climate
models
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VOIT 1.1.1.3 road access/density,
access management. Within the
C5 FMA there are many non-
designated trails that are old
exploration and logging roads/skid
trails that are used for motorized
recreation, and that are causing
significant detrimental and
cumulative impacts to water
quality and habitat of fish,
including endangered and
threatened fish species. What
specific actions regarding access
are planned to mitigate these
impacts in C5 FMA? These also
should be noted in VOITs related
to water quality, fish and fish
habitat. How will CFP work
together with user groups to
identify and deal with these access
and habitat issues? Within the
FMA there are various gates
restricting access to public lands.
Some of these gates are controlled
by SLS/CFP, others by other
sectors. What access management
measures will be in place for the
public and user groups who need
to access areas behind these
gates? Why are these gates in
place on public land, and what are
the criteria needed to gate off
access to an area? Which gates will
be removed? Will new gates be set
up? Often contact numbers on
posted signs at gates do not
receive any response and this

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 4-1
VOIT 4-2
VOIT 5-1

This VOIT will establish a target density for
temporary forestry roads. For example, with the
2021 B12 FMP, the target was set at less than
0.038 km/km2. Existing non-designated trails
and cumulative effects analysis are the
responsibility of the province of Alberta. CFP is
active in cooperating with various groups in a
number of areas to monitor and reclaim sites
within the FMA. As per the Timber Harvest
Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGR),
Annual Operating Plan (AOP) forestry roads are
to be closed to restrict highway vehicle access.
Access management in general, is used to
protect sensitive sites, critical habitat,
threatened species and the watershed. Please
reference section 11.5 of the OGR’s for more
information TABLE OF CONTENTS
(secureserver.net). Currently CFP has
approximately 7 active locked gates and at the
end of the timber year there will be
approximately 9. All of the AOP roads are for
temporary access and are required to be fully
reclaimed within 3 years. If there is a reason
someone needs to pass through a gate, CFP is
authorized to provide a key.
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hinders us from accessing work
and research sites. Similarly, it is a
challenge to pick up and drop off
keys during regular office hours
when working in some more
distant/remote areas. Consider a
key sign in/out and/or deposit
procedure for seasonal access if
the gates cannot be left open or
removed altogether.
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VOIT 1.1.1.4 uncommon plant
communities What is the threshold
or criteria for designating a plant
community as uncommon? The
target as currently written does
not commit to identify (if not
already mapped, and new
locations are identified in the
field), report (to ACIMS), maintain,
enhance, sustain, promote, or
prevent degradation or damage to
these communities as a result of
forestry operations or associated
access. The target should reflect
commitment to sustainably
managing and protecting the VOIT.
If any impacts are caused through
forestry-related actions, what
mitigation measures are proposed
and what would be the measure of
success? Many of these
communities have no tested
effective restoration methods and
impacts may be such that they
cannot be effectively restored to
their prior function in a time frame
within the FMP, so the best
practice approach is to follow the
Mitigation Hierarchy. Avoidance
needs to be the priority approach.
Only if all possible options have
been exhausted —and
documented per due diligence -
then would the next step in the
Hierarchy be considered,
minimizing impacts. If that is not
achievable, all measures taken

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 6

The objective is to protect all known
occurrences of uncommon plant communities
in the DFA or province using available datasets
within a Geographic Information System (GIS)
analysis. The datasets include the updated 2018
Alberta Vegetation Inventory (AVI) ecosite
phases, and the Alberta Conservation
Information Management System (ACIMS) plant
community classification and tracking list.

The areas are then flagged to be reviewed and
protected if operations may be in the vicinity of
the plant communities. CFP is interested in
learning about the WPEFC whitebark and limber
pine dataset to see how it may be incorporated
into the analysis.

For the 2021 B12 FMP the following measures
were identified to protect whitebark pine- a
similar strategy will likely be incorporated into
the C5 FMP:

Strategic Mitigation:

* 4,055 ha out of a total 4,785 ha of known
Whitebark pine and Limber pine stands were
removed from the active (managed) landbase; ¢
Reduce wildfire risk on the DFA (16% of the
high, very high and extreme risk stands over 20
years, see Section 6.1); and

e Explore opportunities to reduce interspecies
competition.

Operational Mitigation (for the remaining 730
ha within the active landbase):

¢ Establish spatially identified protective
retention areas on the ground, as most
Whitebark pine and Limber pine tend to grow
along ridge tops and rock outcrops;

e |dentify spatial area within the FHP;
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must be documented, then the
next step is mitigate in situ, then
mitigate ex situ, then compensate,
then offset. Best practices and
protocols for
identification/mapping, mitigation,
remediation, monitoring, and
adaptive management strategies
where necessary, should be
established for rare plant
communities to effectively achieve
this VOIT. Is CFP planning to
develop a new AVl inventory,
and/or use the DEP? The existing
AVl is very dated and does not
accurately depict uncommon plant
communities, including
uncommon forest types, and a
fully updated inventory should be
a prerequisite for accurate
determination of AAC and related
management objectives in this
region. For whitebark and limber
pine ecosystems and occurrences,
WPEFC would be pleased to
provide new spatial data to
improve location records and
planning.

e Protect and retain mature and healthy
individuals and small groups as encountered
during harvest operations;

e Follow the Alberta Whitebark Pine Recovery
Plan (AESRD, 2014); and

e Follow the Spray Lake Sawmills Timber
Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules.
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VOIT 1.1.2.1 CWD retention CWD
is not created equal. Target should
specify retention and/or creation
values for diverse piece sizes by
diameter class and minimum
length based on representative
undisturbed sites by ecosystem
type — large debris is essential for
amphibian habitat, some lichen
species, and to support long-term
structural diversity, some mosses,
creating microhabitats for
arthropods, etc. Also explicitly
consider trade-offs between CWD
for biodiversity and structure, fire
hazard/FPPR requirements, and
how CWD benchmarks and
ecosystem services will be
maintained given these factors.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 11

Agreed, CFP retains approximately 100% of the
pre-harvest and post-harvest CWD on site.
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VOIT 1.2.1.1 habitat for high value
species — whitebark and limber
pine Whitebark and limber pine
are not mentioned as targets. We
would like to see a specific VOIT
dedicated to these species and
ecosystems. These are endangered
in Alberta under the Wildlife Act.
Whitebark pine is endangered
federally under Schedule 1 of the
Species At Risk Act (SARA). Limber
pine was assessed as endangered
status by the Committee on the
Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC) and listing
under SARA is pending. Please see
the SLS 2021 FMP
https://hm06el.a2cdnl.secureser
ver.net/wp-
content/uploads/2021/05/Ch5_VO
ITs.pdf, this plan should have
similar measures for those species,
e.g.,: 1. Obtain new imagery and
develop a new, accurate, up-to-
date forest inventory for the C5
FMA. The current inventory is
extremely out of date and has
many inaccuracies regarding
species distribution, closure
classes, age classes, disturbance. 2.
WPEFC would be pleased to
provide the most current spatial
data identifying including presence
and absence of whitebark pine for
the C5 FMA to support due
diligence and use of the best
available data to support resource

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14e

Sounds very similar to the approach used for
the B12 2021 FMP and the likely approach for
the C5 FMP. Whitebark and limber pine will be
addressed under VOIT 1.2.1.1 Maintain habitat
for identified high value species (i.e.,
economically valuable, socially valuable, species
at risk, species of management concern).

The approach used for the 2021 B12 FMP
involved the identification of known whitebark
and Limber pine areas and depending on the
amount of trees present were removed from
the active landbase. The areas that are left in
are then flagged to be reviewed and protected
if operations may be in the vicinity. CFP is
interested in learning about the WPEFC
whitebark and limber pine dataset to see how
the information may be incorporated into the
analysis. For the 2021 B12 FMP the following
measures were identified to protect whitebark
pine- a similar strategy will likely be
incorporated into the C5 FMP:

Strategic Mitigation:

¢ 4,055 ha out of a total 4,785 ha of known
Whitebark pine and Limber pine stands (about
85%) were removed from the active (managed)
landbase; ¢ Reduce wildfire risk on the DFA
(16% of the high, very high and extreme risk
stands over 20 years, see Section 6.1); and

¢ Explore opportunities to reduce interspecies
competition.

Operational Mitigation (for the remaining 730
ha within the active landbase):

e Establish spatially identified protective
retention areas on the ground, as most
Whitebark pine and Limber pine tend to grow
along ridge tops and rock outcrops;
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management on public land. 3. Net
out stands with over 20%
whitebark pine, limber pine, or a
combination, from the CFLB as
these are xeric to subxeric stands
with sensitive soils, low quality
timber, poor regeneration success,
and low MAI. These timber types
are typically unmerchantable
anyways and whitebark and limber
pine are not merchantable species
due to their poor form,
branchy/wolfy crowns, and spiral
grain. These endangered species
should not be harvested only to
leave them on the forest floor — it
is the ecological equivalent to
killing adult individuals of other
endangered keystone species.
Mature trees take up to a century
to replace due to their extremely
slow growth and maturation —
they provide the essential seed
source for regeneration. 4. In
submesic mixed stands with
whitebark pine, mark to retain all
stems 5. Identify and retain >95%
of habitat and live stems and
regeneration. Whitebark and
limber pine seedlings and saplings
in the C5 FMA are also individuals
of an endangered keystone
species. They are exposed to some
of the highest pathogen loads in
the province, and those that have
survived to this point may exhibit
some increased resistance relative

e |dentify spatial area within the FHP;

e Protect and retain mature and healthy
individuals and small groups as encountered
during harvest operations;

e Follow the Alberta Whitebark Pine Recovery
Plan (AESRD, 2014); and

e Follow the Spray Lake Sawmills Timber
Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules.
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to the baseline wild susceptible
population. Increasing the
frequency of rust resistance
genetics on the landscape is a key
recovery strategy and the future
generation of trees holds the key
to this action. 6. Identify and retain
100% of (tagged, georeferenced)
plus trees and confirmed rust
resistant trees. They are extremely
rare and irreplaceable. 7. Retain
100% retention of all research
sites and restoration sites (which
have dispositions and/or
reservations). These represent
significant investments of partners
and cannot be replaced. 8.
Conduct operations to achieve
results consistent with current
(2022) approved recovery plans in
Alberta.
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/2
40bbf02-af02-4232-a395-
91968cel3ce6/resource/e250ec24
-4ca3-4d12-8b26-
3539ec91f8cf/download/aep-
alberta-species-at-risk-recovery-
plan-44-whitebark-pine-limber-
pine.pdf

FINAL DRAFT

31| Page



Landscape connectivity and
population size thresholds (also
see VOIT 1.3.1.1) are essential to
sustain these species and
ecosystems through obligate bird-
mediated seed dispersal and
regeneration, so evaluate this VOIT
at both stand and landscape levels.

Yes
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VOIT 1.3.1.1 genetic in situ
conservation Note there are
species-specific seed zones and
transfer rules established for
whitebark and limber pine under
FGRMS 10.14. Contact us or GOA
Forest Health and Adaptation
Section for details. These broad
seed zones reflect the high
diversity, extensive dispersal, and
broad adaptation of these species.
Retention and restoration planning
for these species in situ should
reflect these considerations. Per
recovery plan measures, strive to
collect cones from currently
identified plus trees, or — with
appropriate training — collect seed v v v Chapter 5
from new plus trees and plant Yes

. . VOIT 14e
seedlings from those putatively or
tested rust-resistant trees in
suitable habitat in C5 FMA per best
practices (see WPEFC website or
for BMPs or available training). If
new plus trees are identified,
report location (GPS), tag, and
related info to GOA to include in

Thanks for sharing this information.

provincial recovery efforts.
Seedlings grown from trees
susceptible to blister rust are a
costly and ineffective measure as
they are unlikely to survive the 80
to 100 years needed to reproduce
themselves and provide their
unique keystone ecological values.
While retention of populations of
whitebark and limber pine in
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protected areas should be a given,
as ideally they are excluded from
the CFLB, WPEFC proposes that
these unmerchantable species
within blocks and layout areas,
including roads, be retained to
contribute to this measure in all
cutblocks, pullouts, quarries,
landings, road sections and
associated ditches, culverts, etc.
Avoid damaging or removing
whitebark and limber pine as they
have no merchantable value but
extremely high value for
biodiversity and ecological
function. Further, their extremely
slow growth means each mature
individual takes a century or longer
to replace. Mature living
whitebark and limber pine trees,
especially healthy ones, are
uncommon in the C5 FMA and
may contain rare genetic disease
resistance. These trees are
irreplaceable and form the
foundation of recovery for these
endangered species by increasing
disease resistant genetics across
the landscape. We urge CFP to
take all means possible to identify
(e.g., tag or flag), GPS, and protect
these trees, and report their
locations to GOA to contribute to
provincial recovery. MPB
protection can be obtained from
the Calgary Area forest health
officer. Saplings and seedlings are
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also individuals of these
endangered species and carry key
genetic diversity to sustain
populations into the future. Just as
it would not be acceptable to harm
or kill immature endangered swift
foxes, ferruginous hawks, or
burrowing owls as a result of land
management activities, immature
endangered trees warrant the
same approach.
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VOIT 1.3.1.2 genetic ex situ
conservation Consider making one
or more field sites of 0.5 to 2 ha
with suitable characteristics
available for long-term whitebark
and/or limber pine ex situ gene
conservation installations. WPEFC
would be pleased to work with CFP
to establish a list of sites with
desirable characteristics. These
sites could be selected in
unmerchantable sites or cutblocks
pending reforestation. Depending
on the objective some sites may
not yield merchantable volumes of
commercial species during the v v v Chapter 5 . N .
next several decades (e.g., clone Yes Thanks for sharing this information.
. - VOIT 14e
bank), while others (e.g., thinning
restoration trial) may do so. Seed
collections from rust-resistant
trees can be stored in the
provincial seed centre archive for
gene conservation, or until
registration and deployment per
FGRMS for operational
deployment. However, until these
are acceptable under RSA, they
cannot be tracked in ARIS and
must be tracked spatially
separately — WPEFC would be
pleased to work with CFP to
document restoration data and
locations.
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VOIT 1.4.1.1 transboundary values
Per 1.2.1.1, the approach to
whitebark and limber pine
restoration was developed by, and
being implemented by,
jurisdictional partners across the
Crown Managers Partnership in
southeast BC, southwest AB, and
northwest Montana.

Yes

Thanks for sharing this information

VOIT 5.2.1.1 fire risk Confusing and
not measurable as currently
described.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 28

The objective of this VOIT is to assist GoA in
reducing wildfire threat potential by reducing
fire behavior, fire occurrence, threats to values
at risk and enhancing fire suppression
capability. As an example, in the 2021 B12 FMP,
the specific targets established were to: a)
Reduce the area (ha) in the high, very high and
extreme "Summer" Fire Behavior Potential
rating within the parts of FireSmart Community
Zones that overlap the DFA. Targets are 17% in
Bow Corridor Kananaskis Morley MD31, 25% in
Bragg Creek MD 31, 22% in Coal Camp, 6% in
Red Deer River, 11% in Rocky Corridor and 1%
in Eden Valley IR. b) Reduce the area (ha) in the
high, very high and extreme "Summer" Fire
Behavior Potential rating across the DFA by 16%
over 20 years. The dataset for this modelling
work is from the Fire Behaviour Potential and
Fuel Grid Assessment, known as Annex 3
generated by Alberta’s Fire Management
Branch.
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VOIT 5.2.3.1 — LRSY Climate
change impacts need to be
considered as future timber yields
will certainly be impacted
downwards over the rotation and
likely even over the duration of the
FMP. E.g., Potential change in
lodgepole pine site index and
distribution under climatic change
in Alberta; A niche-constrained
productivity model for white
spruce in Alberta: predicting
suitable forestry regions under
climate change; Future of Alberta’s
Forests: Impacts of Climate and
Landscape Change On Forest
Resources and dozens of others,
including some which explicitly
model species and population
productivity. Has CFP (with SLS)
considered participating in a
provincial tree improvement
program? This may generate
significant gains in yield,
depending on degree of
deployment and whether C5 could
be considered an extension of any
current Stream 2 CPP regions.
Otherwise it would be a more
long-term effort; however, there
may be the opportunity to procure
improved seed from BC adjacent
breeding zones as well as from
adjacent US seed zones, and
CFP/SLS can apply for ACE if
intending to deploy improved
seed. Further, as a more long-term

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 30

CFP has completed a Climate Change
Assessment and is in the process of establishing
a tree improvement program that addresses
climate-based see transfer and assisted
migration. The prevailing science from the
assessment indicates three principal threats to
Southern Alberta Forests including:

e High severity wildfire

e Mountain Pine Beetle Outbreaks

e Severe weather events

The good news is for southern Alberta at mid
elevations, the Alberta climate model suggests
tree growth may improve due to increased
growing degree days and moisture. The
provincial forest inventory data suggests tree
growth in Alberta is improving, this may be a
result of climate change, improved forest
practices and or a combination of the two.
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opportunity in collaboration with
GOA tree improvement specialists,
consider developing opportunities
and yield curves for managing
Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine,
which numerous models and
papers show as climate change
winners for the region as growing
season droughts will persist and
increase. Species diversity
provides a significant hedge
against climate change and forest
health risks.
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VOIT 6.1.1.1 Indigenous
consultation Consulting with
directly affected communities may
not be sufficient regarding Treaty
obligations given contemporary
interpretations. Consulting and/or
information sharing with all Treaty
member communities may be
warranted. The scope of the
consultation reflects the entire
FMA, not limited to specific
modifications such as blocks or
roads. Recent court decisions such
as Yahey v British Columbia (2021,
Treaty 8), Fort McKay First Nation

v. Prosper Petroleum Ltd (2020,
P . . ( Thanks for sharing this information. CFP is
Treaty 8), and Ermineskin Cree ) . - .
. v v v Chapter 5 actively consulting with First Nations
Nation v Canada (2021, Treaty 6), Yes . . L
VOIT 31 Communities following the guidelines and

to list but a few, maintain and . . .
. o direction of the province of Alberta.
affirm the Constitutional, Treaty,

and unextinguished rights and title
regarding resource management,
cumulative effects on the land,
and resource benefit sharing
agreements. In the spirit of
reconciliation, we support
consultation and information
sharing with Indigenous Nations in
an open and meaningful way, in a
spirit of collaboration, consistent
with UNDRIP which Canada has
endorsed, to seek common ground
and respect for traditional use and
cultural practices on the land we
are all working and living in.
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VOIT 6.2.1.1 public consultation
Consider exceeding rather than
meeting the expectations of the
20-year-old standard, the Planning
Standard CSA Z809-02, is based on
to promote better relations with
communities in the region. The
current CSA SFM standard is
CAN/CSA 7809:2016 which is
similar but does have some
enhancements around
consultation.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 32

The C5 FMP Public Participation Program details
how CFP is consulting with the public while
developing the FMP. Its available on our

website.
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Consistency with higher-level plans
ALSA supersedes all lower-level
plans, and all subsidiary planning
within that region, including Forest
Management Plans, must be
consistent with ALSA. The South
Saskatchewan Regional Plan,
established legally under ALSA, has
provisions to complete
establishment and legally
implement several component
frameworks and pending land use
designations. WPEFC seeks clarity
on how CFP anticipates ensuring
their FMP will be consistent with,
or will be made consistent with
these, should approval occur
during the 20-year duration of the
FMP. What plans does CFP have to
amend and align the FMP with
these measures? Will the AAC or
SHS be affected, and if so, would it
mean increased harvest and road
development in other areas, and
where would those be? In
particular, we are enquiring about:
the Biodiversity Management
Framework and the proposed
protected areas in the Livingstone
& Porcupine Hills PLUZ. What
measures to ensure consistency
with these approved plans and
pending land use designations are
being taken, in terms of forest
management and access planning
(including deactivation and
working with recreational

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14e

There are priorities set out in SSRP and the
Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint
Management Plan (LPH-LFMP) with watershed
management and headwaters protection along
with managing wildfire risk to communities
being identified as the highest priority.

12

Biodiversity, forest ecosystem resiliency and
timber supply have been identified as
secondary. All identified values are important;
however, water and wildfire have been
identified as the highest priority.

FMP development focuses on how activities
(i.e., establishing, growing and harvesting
timber) of forest tenure holders will be
managed in order to reduce the negative
impacts on other resource users and resource
values. The FMP must clearly demonstrate how
it has considered all values in alignment with
the vision, outcomes, strategic direction,
objectives and priorities of the SSRP, LPH-LFMP
and the AFMPS.
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stakeholders to work on future
access management), AAC
determination, and watershed
protection?

VOIT (#29). Attached is the map
for the CNSC trails at Allison-
Chinook PRA/PLUZ. This is an
official map that was designed by
AEP and AB Parks (before the
ministry changes) and are
considered official trails and
should be protected from
harvesting

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 29

Theres no planned SHS overlapping the trail

network.
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What about

- Leaving brush piles behind to aid
martin along with many other
mammals for denning and shelter-
they are like hotels?

- Recognizing beaver habitat as
they are a keystone species and
there are few in this region. in
particular needed food for their
survival. They often have to travel
50 meters or more for food on
land away from the water and are
critical to wetlands, and over a 200
year period | think there is an
argument to made that the overall
healthier habitat they create will
produce more yield for you in the
long term vs the short term loss do
them feeding, most of which is
within your riparian buffer
anyways. And beavers don't need
the big trees, tiny 1 inch polars are
great.

- Leaving travel corridors for
smaller and more reclusive
animals to travel between cuts. a
1-2 meter wide swath of whatever
is you leased favorable vegetation
connecting to sides of a cut. this
would allow animals like martin to
make a run for it and not be as
vulnerable to owls and other
predators. small gaps for
equipment would be a non-issue.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOITs 1-25

With respect to the FMP wildlife habitat
models, CFP is required to follow standardized
Alberta nontimber assessment (NTA) models as
outlined in the VOITS. The Planning
Development Team provincial biologist
provided the following information:

Fine Filter species identified in the VOITs and
NTAs were based on species having clear
responses to forestry and hence could be
modeled into the forestry planning context, as
well as act as Umbrella species, whereby the
habitat identified for those species, acts to
benefit a host of other species (for example
Marten & Grizzly Bear).

Wolverine as a species appears to be influenced
by large-scale disturbance processes (e.g., fire),
as well as climatic conditions that influence
snow cover. Hence, in a forestry context
wolverine, is best managed through the coarse
filter objectives, that inform both patch sizes,
shape and age of the forest. Further, a clear
response to forestry has not yet been
established with wolverine, but Wolverine is
thought to benefit from the management of
other species (e.g. grizzly bear, marten).

Wolverine is a data-deficient species in Alberta,
and while it is not indicated as a specific VOIT
indicator species, it is thought to be managed
through both the coarse filter VOITs that
manage the landscape level nature of the forest
(VOITs 1-13), as well as both fine filter indicator
species (VOIT 14), as well as the existing
operating ground rules.
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- Adding wolverines to the animals
list as a specific concern. there is a
lot of data on this and | am looking
to speak with Robert Anderson at
the ACA on this to help refine that
into some basic and tangible
points- we worked extensively on
wolverines together.

- Brush piles and travel corridors
are both things trappers can utilize
as well, so it actually would not
only be beneficial to wildlife, but
the other stakeholders as well. The
travel corridors need to be
discussed with ranchers as well,
there could be an issue there I'm
not recognizing.

Alberta is continuing to evaluate wolverine
population dynamics and habitat associations in
Alberta, and as new information is uncovered,
we will look to inform necessary processes to
benefit the wolverine populations in Alberta.

Recommend Pausing FMP Process

No

Alberta is requiring CFP to complete the FMP as
per the FMA agreement.
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Include a VOIT that specifically
addresses Westslope Cutthroat
Trout and Bull Trout habitat. This
should include:

o Provisions for buffering of all
streams and rivers identified as
potential critical habitat by the
federal recovery strategies for
these species (minimum of 30m,
recommended 100m).

o Detailed monitoring and
reporting plan for all streams and
rivers identified as critical habitat

by the federal recovery strategies.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14-2

A cold water fish VOIT has been added to the
FMP. Fish habitat assessment are completed by
CFP as part of the operational planning process.
Historically, it’s been CFP’s responsibility to
protect fish habitat and mitigate potential
impacts to fish habitat and GoA’s responsibility
for monitoring fish populations.
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Buffering of all wetlands
(identified using ABMI wetland
inventory) by at least 50m.

o Use of low-impact forest harvest
techniques in areas adjacent to
wetland buffers.

o Monitoring of wetland function
after harvesting has occurred to
determine effectiveness of
mitigation techniques.

Include a VOIT that specifically
addresses the maintenance of
functioning wetlands. This should
include:

Yes

Chapter 5
VOITs 9, 12 ,14-2

CFP will be subject to the new wetland
provisions outlined in the 2024 Provincial
Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground
Rules. CFP will be subject to the new wetland
provisions outlined in the 2024 Provincial
Timber Harvest

Planning and Operating Ground Rules.
https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/0df77414-
cdb6-4e34-8972-
2e422bbeaafc/resource/66326942-a29c-43fc-
80d9-af29¢73c5804/download/fp-timber-
harvest-planning-and-ogr-2024.pdf

Wetlands may be added to VOIT 9. Chapter 7 of
the draft FMP will identify strategies for
wetlands. The FMP focuses on the location of
productive upland forested areas and the
associated potential impacts from harvesting.
These areas form the basis of the active
landbase. A map indicating the location of
hydro buffers, moist areas, and other forest
management deletions will be located in
Chapter 6 of the draft FMP. At the operational
level, wet areas, not identified with the
FMP/AVI are identified and protected on the
ground. These areas are referred to as
operational deletions.
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Strengthen VOIT #25 Water
Quantity (CSA SFM Element 3.2
Water Quantity and Quality) to use
more precautionary thresholds,
given the stated importance of
watershed management in the

The watershed assessment analysis is
anticipated to be available for public comment
in 4 weeks. ECA analysis used in Alberta is
precautionary. Although projections will be
made 200 years into the future, the modelling
work is repeated, with updated data, every 10

. _ Chapter 5 years. The spatial harvest sequence will be
region: o Apply a maximum Yes .
. VOIT 25 planned to minimize impacts to watersheds.
threshold of 15% Equivalent o .
The presumption is that a watershed with
Clearcut Area (ECA) for all forest
. greater than 30% ECA could exceed a 15%
management planning watersheds A . ) .
. ; increase in water yield. This tool has been
at all planning time points. . . .
effective in protecting Alberta sub-basins from
flooding risk potentially caused by forest
harvesting.
Adjust VOIT #3 Area of Old Interior
Forest (CSA SFM Element 1.1
Ecosystem Diversity) to include
differentiation of managed and
unmanaged landbase.
& . CFP will thoughtfully consider additional old
Apply additional targets for the Chapter 5 . .
. . Yes interior forest by cover class targets for both
area of old interior forest by cover VOIT 3
the gross and net land bases.
class on both the managed and
unmanaged landbase.
For VOIT #10 Local/Stand Scale
Biodiversity (CSA SFM Element 1.1
Ecosystem Diversity), ensure that CFP is thoughtfully considering use of partial cut
the minimum structure retention harvesting on some sites; However, given the
e . Chapter 5 . . e
level within harvested areas is Yes VOIT 10 dominant natural disturbance regime is stand

10%. In addition, commit to
exploring non-clearcut systems
that would have lower impacts on
landscape values.

replacement fires, CFP is not considering 10%
retention in pine and spruce stands.
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For VOIT #4 Maintain Biodiversity
by Minimizing Access (CSA SFM
Element 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity)
adjust VOIT to refer to all roads

Road density VOITS will be in alignment with

(not only open all-weather forestry Yes Chapter 5 the Livingstone Porcupine Hills Linear Footprint
roads) and include a target of <0.2 VOIT 4 Mana erient Plan P P
km/km2 total road density for bull g '
trout and westslope cutthroat
trout watersheds.
The public consultation program follows the
standards outlined by Alberta and
is publicly available on our website at:
https://spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/publ
Strengthen the consultation . .p //spray /, . /p
: ic-involvementprocess/. CFP maintains a
process for VOIT #32 Meaningful . ] . .

) L . rigorous and meaningful public consultation
Public Participation is Achieved rogram and the government of Alberta is the
(CSA SFM Element 6.2 Public Chapter 5 progr govern

L . Yes decision maker concerning forest management
Participation and Information in VOIT 32

Decision-Making) to ensure that
meaningful public participation in
management and operational
planning is achieved, including:

plans and resulting operational plan approvals
in the province.

The public consultation process including the
outcomes are provided to the public in the FMP
document and CFP documents input and
responds directly to public inquiries and
concerns.
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4-1 to 5-3 (access):

*We support the changes to these
indicators to directly tie them to
the LFMP but cannot comment on
thresholds until draft values are
provided.

*We would like to see the
thresholds tied to known biological
thresholds even outside of the
LFMP zones. These should then be
tied to areas/watersheds with
specific species. See the attached
threshold summaries PDF from the
LFMP planning for background
literature.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOITs 4-1, 5-3

We will look at setting the targets in a similar
manor as we are doing inside the LPH-LFMZ.

10 (retention):

*We re-iterate feedback from our
previous letter (August 28, 2023)
that 10% retention should be a
minimum for biodiversity and
ecosystem function and that
partial harvest systems with higher
retention levels should be
explored. See
https://www.emendproject.ca/bio
diversity.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 10

We have noted 10% and are still working on the
retention levels with GoA.

14 (wildlife populations):

*We support addition of
whitebark/limber pine targets.
eQuestion: Why were Canada
Warbler and Black-Throated
Warbler removed from VOIT?

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14

Provincial biologists have indicated these
species are not prevalent in C5 and thus not an
appropriate indicator species.
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25 (water quantity):

*We re-iterate feedback from our
previous letter (August 28, 2023)
that ECA of <15% should be the

The province has identified these areas, along

Chapter 5

target given the importance of the Yes VOI'IF') 25 with the micro watersheds used for the

region for water supply and watershed assessments.

biodiversity.

eQuestion: how will snow sensitive

zones be identified?

26 (riparian habitats):

Question: | assume this is a Chapter 5

. . Yes Correct.

wording change for clarity, rather VOIT 25

than a change in meaning?

28 (wildfire): The WRI is more of a cumulative risk (including

Question: Can you point us to consequence and likelihood) in combination

details of how the new WRI with fuel type/environmental conditions.

. Chapter 5 .

approach is being used and how Yes VOIT 28 Whereas the previous approach focused more

that differs from previous rating on fire intensity by stand types during dry

approach? conditions. The new information is specific to
the wildfire risk during the summer months.
High scenic areas are located within 0 to .8 kms
of a viewing area such as a road or campground

29-2 (other uses): . . )

. _— etc. We are developing a visual quality (VQ)
Question: what form will this Yes Chapter 5 map and VQ document that explains the
consultation take, how will 'high VOIT 9-2 P P

scenic values' be determined?

process. We will be sharing the VQ strategy and
map on our website and at an open house to be
held in the Fall 2024.
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cold water fish VOIT(s), we re-
iterate our previous feedback that
this is urgently needed and should
specifically address Westslope
Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout
habitat and include (a) Provisions
for buffering of all streams and
rivers identified as potential
critical habitat by the federal
recovery strategies for these
species (minimum of 30m,
recommended 100m) and (b)
detailed monitoring and reporting
plan for all streams and rivers
identified as critical habitat by the
federal recovery strategies.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14-2

A cold water fish VOIT has been incorporated

into the FMP
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Should 29 and 29-2 VOITS address
the concerns of the CNSC ski trails?
My understanding is that West
Fraser will not cut in the Allison
Chinook Ski Area in order to leave

There isn’t any planned spatial harvest within or
immediately adjacent to the trails network- in
the 2025 FMP. However, its important to note,
that the Chinook trails area has been identified
by Alberta Wildfire as having “intolerable” risk
to wildfire so there’s significant risk in losing the
area to wildfire. That being said, if the trail

users want to try and get ahead of that risk,
there are programs such as Alberta FireSmart
(selective harvesting) that can help with
managing that risk and making it easier for

our trails intact and provide scenic ves wildland fire fighters to protect the trail

forest coverage for our skiers to networks forests while maintaining the

enjoy. networks aesthetic integrity. Please share this
information with the trails community and let
us know if there’s interest in a mitigative partial
harvest approach that would be in collaboration
with the trails community-this is an opportunity
to provide some longer term protection for the
Chinook recreational area from a wildfire
mitigation standpoint. Please see the map
excerpted from Alberta’s Annex 3 Report.

There is mounting evidence that

the cumulative effects of

increasingly intensive land use in

the Southern East Slopes are

having deleterious impacts on

. . In terms of forest management, the
hydrologic response, fish and Chapter 5 . .
. . . Yes environmental impacts have been addressed as
wildlife habitat and populations, VOITS (All)

aesthetics, and recreation. Land-
use planning for the region must
explicitly consider these
cumulative effects if we are to find
a sustainable path forward.

indicated in the FMP VOITs.
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while linear footprint was analyzed
in the LFMP, the cumulative
impacts of all disturbances on the
landscapes were to be assessed
and thresholds developed through
the Spatial Human Footprint
analysis, which was promised
within one year of the release of
the LFMP. Unfortunately, this
work, which would have included
forest harvest areas being
“assessed for their contribution to
Spatial Human Footprint and
managed to meet the target”, has
not been completed/published.

the ACTWS have completed a
cumulative effects and
conservation priorities report for
the Southern East Slopes1, which
is directly applicable to the FMP v v v Chapter 5 ) )
. . . Yes environmental impacts have been addressed as
area. This work provides a detailed VOITs (All) o .

. . indicated in the FMP VOITs.
analysis of cumulative effects and
could be used to build cumulative
effects analysis and science-based
thresholds directly into the FMP.

In terms of forest management, the
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Thanks for sharing the milestone 2
draft results. AWA would like to
submit feedback on the shared
document; in order to do so, could
you please send our way the
Spatial Harvest Sequence including
the Annual Allowable Cut, please?

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 32

Thank you for your patience as we continue
reviewing a West Fraser data sharing
agreement/process. West Fraser needs to
ensure a consistent approach to sharing data
that aligns with our commitments and
responsibilities to all the communities and
stakeholders we work with.

In the meantime, we’d like to let you know that
the draft FMP, which includes the requested
AAC, is scheduled to be available for comment
within six weeks and there will be three months
to review the draft. We'll notify you as soon as
the draft FMP is available and when we have
firm direction on a potential West Fraser data
sharing agreement/process. Please don’t
hesitate to reach out if you have any questions.
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| have concerns with seemingly too
much happening in a relatively
short time period in a couple of
areas. | am certainly concerned
about the viewscape and the
effect on recreation in these areas
and wonder about excessive
runoff into streams in these areas
in the case of heavy rainfall and/or
more rapid snowmelt. One area is
the whole Hidden Creek drainage
and its impact on the Great Divide
Trail. It would almost seem that
you would want this section of
trail closed during the time of
harvest.

The other is McGillivray Creek and
NW of Coleman. See attached
screen prints. | am certainly not an
expert in water management and
ecology but the maps look like this
amount of harvest in these areas
would affect this.

Maybe you have data from your
colleagues that can help me
understand this better.
Understanding the Visual Quality
Map is going to take a bit of time.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 10
VOIT 25
VOIT 29-2

The below information highlights some of the
approaches used in the FMP process to address
the concerns indicated in your email. We are
anticipating the draft FMP to be available next
month which will provide more detail. We will
be consulting on the draft FMP for 3 months
and will be sending a link to the draft
accordingly.

Visual Quality- A visual quality inventory has
been completed. The SHS will not include more
than 12% of the identified high scenic values in
the first two decades. Areas rated as high will
have mitigation to minimize the visual impact.

Recreation- Designated trails are to be
protected including the Great Divide Trail as
indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning and
Operating Ground Rules. Operations near trails
will be conducted to ensure safety for trail users
and protection of trails.

Watershed- Equivalent clear-cut area modelling
(ECA) has been used to constrain harvesting in
sub watersheds. ECA is a coarse filter indicator
describing how forest harvesting may impact a
watershed. Alberta Agriculture and Forestry’s
(AAF) watershed assessment process utilizes
AAF delineated watersheds restricted to 10,000
hectares within the ECA model. AAF’s
watershed assessment is an extremely
precautionary and very coarse, watershed
disturbance footprint analysis rather than a
reliable tool to predict water yield.

The presumption is that a watershed with
greater than 30% ECA could exceed a 15%
increase in water yield and could increase risk.
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The ECA process uses rules of thumb based on
forest hydrology research completed within
forested, snow dominated watersheds. ECA’s of
less than 30% are assumed to not increase
average annual water yield by more than 15%
within the watershed unit for which the analysis
is completed and are not considered a risk.

Thanks,

It is concerning that the draft SHS
leads to old and very old forest
levels dropping below the
predicted natural range of
variability (NRV) on the managed
landbase. It is important that the
details of this analysis are made
available to the public for
comment. The information
package lacks the necessary
information (e.g. how far below
NRV, and for how long?) to make
informed comment on this
outcome.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 1-3
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For VOIT #10 Local/Stand Scale
Biodiversity (CSA SFM Element 1.1
Ecosystem Diversity), ensure that
the minimum structure retention
level within harvested areas is
10%. In addition, commit to
exploring non-clearcut systems
that would have lower impacts on
landscape values. If proceeding
with a target less than 10%,
provide justification for this target
in the context of protecting
biodiversity and ecosystem
function.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 10

For bull trout and westslope
cutthroat trout there are
additional requirements for
watercourse crossings under the
Species at Risk Act (SARA) to avoid
destruction of critical habitat.
However, this VOIT makes no
mention of SARA, the recovery
strategies for these species, or
DFQO’s requirements in this regard.
This VOIT cannot be effective if
SARA requirements are not
included.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14-2

For VOIT #1 Cover Types / Seral
Stages, provide details of seral
stage and NRV analysis so that
informed comment can be
provided.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 1
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For VOIT 13 include clear
commitments to following
regulations (e.g. SARA permitting
process) under the Species at Risk
Act.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14

Adjust VOIT #3 Area of Old Interior
Forest (CSA SFM Element 1.1
Ecosystem Diversity) to include
differentiation of managed and
unmanaged landbase.

Provide justification for current
interior old forest targets.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 1-3

Strengthen VOIT #25 Water
Quantity (CSA SFM Element 3.2
Water Quantity and Quality) to use
more precautionary thresholds,
given the stated importance of
watershed management in the
region:

Apply a maximum threshold of
15% Equivalent Clearcut Area
(ECA) for all forest management
planning watersheds at all
planning time points.

Commit to exploring additional
indicators that could be utilized in
conjunction with ECA for more
effective watershed management.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 25
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Include a VOIT that specifically
addresses the maintenance of
functioning wetlands. This should
include:

Buffering of all wetlands

Avoidance of wetlands and mitigation of

(identified using ABMI wetland Chapter 5 impacts are core considerations in forest

inventory) by at least 50m. VOIT9 planning and operations. OGRs and applicable
Yes VOIT 12 directives provide the standards to protect

Use of low-impact forest harvest VOIT 13 wetlands.

techniques in areas adjacent to VOIT 25

wetland buffers.

Monitoring of wetland function

after harvesting has occurred to

determine effectiveness of

mitigation techniques.

Recreational tour operator

concerned with avoiding taking Yes Chapter 5 Will work with tour operator with notifications

clients into active logging and VOIT 29 in specific areas of interest.

hauling sites.
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Hoping our concerns and recent
research will be taken in
consideration within the forest
management plan. Theres
opportunity for an advanced set of
criteria for maintaining
biodiversity which includes
hydrological response and water

We would like to work together and understand
the concerns. We should have more regular
dialogue going forward.? We will review draft
FMP and look at critical inclusions that may be

quality. We want to be involved on Yes Chapter 5 useful. We will have the draft SHS available for
the development of the FMP. VOITs (All) review than the FMP. In the interim, If you
What role could the ACTWS take could provide the key fundamentals of things
on that would be helpful in this you would like to know more about we can
regard. The draft of the spatial address those. West Fraser is curious about
sequence would be good to run how the cumulative effects model works.
through the C5 cumulative effects
as a first cut. Either we could run
it, or we could provide it to you to
run.
We are unclear on how to
meaningfully comment on the
spatial harvest sequence (SHS)
without key details such as the
area harvested and volume. These . L .

) . We will be providing the draft FMP in the next
factors are essential for assessing L . .

. few months, and it will contain the details
the sequence effectively. . . ] .
. surrounding the timber supply modeling. At this

Could you clarify what type of Chapter 5 . . ) .
. . Yes point, we are looking for input on the items
input is expected on the SHS? VOIT 32

Additionally, we would like to
again propose running it through
the ACTWS cumulative effects
model. This would provide a clear
and effective mechanism for
ACTWS to offer meaningful
feedback.

identified in the information package and happy
to set up a meeting to capture any input and
answer questions.
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VOIT 1 Cover Types / Seral Stages:

Provide details of seral stage and Yes Chapter 5
NRV analysis so that informed VOIT 1
comment can be provided.
Adjust VOIT 3 Area of Old Interior
Forest (CSA SFM Element 1.1
E tem Di ity): Includ

Fosys ern . iversity): Include Chapter 5
differentiation of managed and Yes

VOIT 3

unmanaged landbase.
Provide justification for current
interior old forest targets.
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For VOIT 14-2 Native Trout
Recovery:

Provide clarity on terms “trout
watersheds” and “strategic
mitigations.”

Include a robust monitoring
program for native trout
populations and/or associated
indicators that includes before and
after harvest assessments. Commit
to reporting the results of this
program publicly and to adjusting
thresholds in response to this
monitoring program as supported
by data.

Include a commitment to
developing thresholds for road
density and watercourse crossings
based on existing scientific
literature and before and after
harvest monitoring.

Provide details of the Habitat
Conservation Strategy and other
items to allow for informed
feedback on these items.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 14-2
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Include a VOIT that specifically
addresses the maintenance of
functioning wetlands. This should
include:

Buffering of all wetlands
(identified using ABMI wetland
inventory) by at least 50m.

Use of low-impact forest harvest
techniques in areas adjacent to
wetland buffers.

Monitoring of wetland function
after harvesting has occurred to
determine effectiveness of
mitigation techniques.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 9
VOIT 12
VOIT 13
VOIT 25

Avoidance of wetlands and mitigation of
impacts are core considerations in forest
planning and operations. OGRs and applicable
directives provide the standards to protect
wetlands.

Strengthen VOIT #25 Water
Quantity (CSA SFM Element 3.2
Water Quantity and Quality): Use
more precautionary thresholds,
given the stated importance of
watershed management in the
region.

Apply a maximum threshold of
15% Equivalent Clearcut Area
(ECA) for all forest management
planning watersheds at all
planning time points.

Commit to exploring additional
indicators that could be utilized in
conjunction with ECA for more
effective watershed management

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 25
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Apply a maximum threshold of
15% Equivalent Clearcut Area
(ECA) for all forest management
planning watersheds at all
planning time points.

For VOIT 10 Local/Stand Scale
Biodiversity (CSA SFM Element 1.1
Ecosystem Diversity): Ensure that
the minimum structure retention
level within harvested areas is
10%. In addition, commit to
exploring non-clearcut systems
that would have lower impacts on
landscape values.

If proceeding with a target less
than 10%, provide justification for
this target in the context of
protecting biodiversity and
ecosystem function.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 10

For VOIT 13 Interior Old Forest:
Include clear commitments to
following regulations (e.g. SARA
permitting process) under the
Species at Risk Act.

Yes

Chapter 5
VOIT 13
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7 Indigenous Consultation

To guide its Indigenous consultation, CFP was directed by AFP and the Aboriginal Consultation Office (ACO) to
follow provincial guidelines for Level 3 Consultation.

Level 3 projects require:

e Information packages for the VOITs, Spatial Harvest Sequence and visual quality maps, and the draft
FMP document;
e 1%t follow-up after 10 days of notification sent to Nations;

e 2" follow-up after 15 days of notification sent to Nations;

e Bimonthly reports with the Record of Consultation log and Community Concern and Response Table;
e Record of consultation log notification sent to Nations;

e Record of consultation log review (10 GoA working days); and

e ACO adequacy assessment (20 GoA working days).
The ACO identified seven Treaty 7 Nations that CFP needed to consult with on the 2025 FMP: The Tsuut’ina
Nation, Stoney Nakoda (Bearspaw) Band, Stoney Nakoda (Wesley) Band, the Stoney Nakoda (Chiniki) Band,

Piikani Nation, Siksika Nation, and Blood Tribe. There are no First Nation communities with reserve land
positioned within the FMA area but communities are situated around the FMA area.

7.1 Project Notification and VOIT Consultation

In November 2022, CFP began FMP consultations with First Nation communities by mailing an FMP notification
and information package, consisting of a project information letter and an FMA map.

7.2 SHS and FMP Consultation Milestones

In November of 2022, the Treaty 7 Nations were emailed the Milestone 1 FMP Information Package and in
May of 2025 the draft FMP document was emailed for review.

7.3 Consultation Milestones

Appendix | — Indigenous Consultation (November 2022 to October 2025) details CFP’s efforts to consult with
Indigenous communities throughout the FMP development process. Table 7-1 summarizes input received from
Indigenous communities and how the input was addressed throughout the FMP process.

Table 7-1. Indigenous Communities consultation summary

Description of Input First Nation How the Input was Addressed
Community

Must sign off on and approve the C5 FMP prior to approval by Blood/Siksika Have discussions to develop

AFRED. protection of Treaty rights and

traditional use VOITs and define site
specific areas and potential plans
for avoidance, minimization, or
mitigation.
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Description of Input

A. Eastern Slopes is a key harvesting and land use area that has
been used for travel, trade, harvesting and ceremonial
purposes.

B. The C5 FMP impacts more than hunting, fishing and trapping
rights for food and includes:

(a) harvesting of fish and wildlife in the area;

(b) harvesting and gathering of plants and timber for cultural,
spiritual, and ceremonial purposes (in particular rare plant
communities of importance to Kainai culture and governance
protocols);

(c) use and enjoyment of their traditional territory for Kainai
way of life;

(d) available habitat for key species; and

(e) water quality;

(f) wildlife and wildlife habitat; and

(g) fish and fish habitat.

C. The influx of industrial development, cut-blocks, roads,
industrial and other human traffic that comes along with the
harvesting of timber creates a significant barrier to the use of
the area for the practice of Kainai’s Treaty rights.

First Nation

Community

Blood /Siksika

How the Input was Addressed

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs; define site
specific areas and potential plans
for avoidance, minimization, or
mitigation; develop water quality
VOITs and develop medicinal plants
and plants of significance to First
Nation VOITs (under the biological
diversity criterion).

A. Kainai’s source water for our reserve lands is located in the
Eastern Slopes at the headwaters of the Oldman River. Any
impact to this water source will have a direct impact to Kainai’s
membership and the use and access to water on Kainai’s
reserve lands — a core Treaty right.

B. Kainai is concerned about the potential impact of industrial
activity on this river system, primarily with regard to impacts to
water quality and fish habitat.

C. Water in the Oldman River system must be of sufficient
quality for human and animal consumption. This is necessary
for Kainai members who uses the water for domestic purposes
on reserve and land users who camp in the area and have
relied on the surface water of this area for drinking water for
generations. It also applies to the wildlife species that rely on
the water. The health of this wildlife is integral to the
continued practice of Kainai’s Treaty rights.

D. We recommend that the VOIT Table include reference to
water quality (as opposed to including water quantity alone).
The reserve's Source waters are located in the eastern slopes
at the headwaters of the Oldman Watershed.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
additional water quality VOITs
particular to Treaty rights and
traditional uses.

Water quality and fish habitat is
protected as indicated in the draft
FMP VOITs and the linked Timber
Harvest Planning and Operating
Ground Rules.

A. Decline in key habitats — such as forested areas — for
hunting. These declines were attributed to an increase in
industrial traffic, recreational traffic, and associated noise.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs; to define site
specific areas and potential plans
for avoidance, minimization, or
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Description of Input

B. We recommend that the VOIT Table include reference to:
effects to wildlife and species of significance to First Nations
(under the biological diversity criterion).

First Nation

Community

How the Input was Addressed

mitigation and to develop effects to
wildlife and species of significance
VOITs to First Nations (under the
biological diversity criterion).

A. Can no longer engage in exercise of Treaty rights due to
cumulative impacts of other land uses like forestry, tourism,
expansion of municipalities, conservation areas and mining.

B. Can no longer be able to practice Treaty rights in core
traditional territory.

C. GoA's continued dismissal of Treaty rights concerns and the
subsequent approval of projects impairing Treaty rights to the
point they can no longer be practiced.

D. About 80% of the regional study area is estimated to be
inaccessible for traditional use.

E. Primary concern is the contribution of timber harvesting and
related activities to the cumulative degradation of the lands
and resources within traditional territory.

F. Siksika is undertaking a comprehensive and integrated study
of the impacts of development on their traditional territory
with a view to a comprehensive understanding of the areas
that remain for traditional land use. We expect this study will
be complete in late 2023 and will help inform consultation on
the C5 FMP.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs. Have
discussions to define site specific
areas and potential plans for
avoidance, minimization, or
mitigation.

Cumulative effects management is
under the jurisdiction of Alberta,
through the administration of the
Land Stewardship Act which
governs regional and sub regional
planning- not within the control of
CFP.

A. To avoid challenges from First Nations and reduce the risk of

infringing the duty to consult and Aboriginal and Treaty rights,
should target:

(a) aligning with the honour of the Crown and recent case law
on the duty to consult;

(b) meeting all Treaty obligations;

(c) developing formal and informal partnerships and
relationships with First Nations; and

(d) addressing and accommodating concerns raised by First
Nations.

B. SLS should enter into an engagement process with Siksika
and Kainai as Blackfoot Treaty (Treaty 7) rights holders, to
develop a joint work plan and consultation schedule relevant
to the review and implementation of the GDP (2021-2025) as
per the vague requirements set out in the 2006-2026 C5 FMP,
and the slightly more specific requirements of the SFI Forest
Management Standard.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs and to define
site specific areas and potential
plans for avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation.

SLS/CFP is legally required to
engage Treaty 7 First Nations on
behalf of Alberta and has been and
will continue to engage both
nations with the Provincial process

A. To ensure that Kainai’s perspective on the VOIT Table is
properly incorporated, we request that CFP provide an
additional opportunity for Kainai to review and comment on

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs be
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Description of Input

the draft Table before it is submitted to AFRED in January
2023.

B. To help support the development of the VOIT Table, we
recommend CFP take into account the information provided
under the consultation process for the 2021 General
Development Plan.

First Nation

Community

How the Input was Addressed

incorporated into the proposed
VOITs submitted to Alberta.

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use Volts including from
information provided under the
consultation process for the 2021
General Development Plan.

A. Kainai cannot provide a detailed accounting of any site-
specific impacts to Treaty rights without a thorough site visit.
Given the expansiveness of the C5 Forest Management Unit,
we recommend that CFP work with Siksika to schedule a series
of site visits during the three-year consultation period to better
understand the sites of significance in the area, including key
harvesting grounds, areas of avoidance for plant gathering
sites, buffer zones for watercourses, and any further areas of
cultural importance. These visits will provide CFP with the
information required to understand Siksika’s Treaty rights in
the area and provide the necessary information for Alberta to
assess the impacts of the C5 FMP on Kainai’s Treaty rights.

B. This work cannot be undertaken without proper funding and
we seek to enter into a binding consultation funding
agreement with CFP that provides adequate funding for Kainai
to engage effectively with CFP and the provincial government,
and to gather the necessary information to inform CFP and
Alberta on the impacts of the C5 FMP on Kainai’s Treaty rights.

Blood /Siksika

Blood and CFP to schedule two site
visits over the next 24 months to
better understand the sites of
significance in the area, including
key harvesting grounds, areas of
avoidance for plant gathering sites,
buffer zones for watercourses, and
any further areas of cultural
importance.

CFP would like to have discussions
to assist with funding support for
site visits and VOIT development.

SLS should adequately explain how the planned forest
management activities will not negatively impact the following
established Aboriginal and Treaty rights of Siksika and Kainai:
Hunting and fishing rights, including healthy populations of fish
and game in preferred hunting areas; Plant harvesting rights,
including plants for food, cultural and ceremonial uses in
preferred harvesting areas; Access to resources required to
sustain rights practices including adequacy of

—and access to — known and preferred habitation sites on the
land and adequate, safe and well-known routes of access and
transportation; Right to healthy cultural and spiritual
relationships with the land; and Right to continuity and
protection of culturally important sites and heritage.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs and to define
site specific areas and potential
plans for avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation.

In terms of protection and
maintenance of biodiversity at
multiple scales, including fish,
wildlife and plants, the VOITs and
have been approved by professional
biologists and forest ecologists and
meet the criteria of sustainable
forest management as per the
Canadian Council of Forest
Ministers and internationally by the
Sustainable Forestry Initiative
program.

SLS should demonstrate a higher level of effort to determine
the cultural significance, needs and concerns of wildlife, plants,
landscapes and water bodies and fish beyond the inadequate
community profiles presented in the C5 FMP. This is also a

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs and to define
site specific areas and potential
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Description of Input

requirement of Objective 8 of the SFI (2015-2019) Forest
Management Standard to which SLS is certified (last audit
2021).

First Nation

Community

How the Input was Addressed

plans for avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation.

The Alberta Forest Management
Planning Standard requires SLS/CFP
to consult with communities as to
potential gaps in the Values,
Objectives, Indicators and Targets
to be addressed in the FMP.
SLS/CFP is available to address
concerns by adding traditional use
and Treaty right FMP VOITS.
SLS/CFP is also available to assist
with funding to accomplish this
work.

SLS should enter into an engagement process with Siksika and
Kainai as Blackfoot Treaty (Treaty 7) rights holders, to develop
a joint work plan and consultation schedule relevant to the
review and implementation of the GDP (2021-2025) as per the
vague requirements set out in the 2006-2026 C5 FMP, and the
slightly more specific requirements of the SFI Forest
Management Standard.

Blood /Siksika

SLS/CFP is legally required to
engage Treaty 7 First Nations on
behalf of Alberta and has been and
will continue to engage both
nations with the Provincial process.

The C5 FMP and associated forest management activities
should account for other land uses (e.g., coal proposals, road
development, other resource development) by taking a
cumulative effects approach to impacts on the land. This
would allow SLS the ability to more adequately assess and
articulate the impacts of forest management activities on the
rights of Siksika and Kainai.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs and to define
site specific areas and potential
plans for avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation.

Cumulative effects management is
under the jurisdiction of Alberta
through the administration of the
Land Stewardship Act which
governs regional and sub regional
planning.

SLS and the GoA should ensure that the new C5 FMP (currently
in development) include the appropriate baseline information
needed to accurately assess impacts to rights holders. This
should include complete and verified Nation profiles,
identification of rights and interests of all Indigenous
communities with traditional territories affected by the
administrative boundaries of the C5 FMU, as well as agreed-
upon mitigation measures to address any infringement of
rights as a result of forest management activities.

Blood /Siksika

Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs and to define
site specific areas and potential
plans for avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation.

The Alberta Forest Management
Planning Standard requires SLS/CFP
to consult with communities as to
potential gaps in the Values,
Objectives, Indicators and Targets
to be addressed in the FMP.
SLS/CFP is available to address
concerns by adding traditional use
and Treaty right FMP VOITS.
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Description of Input First Nation How the Input was Addressed

Community
SLS/CFP is also available to assist
with funding to accomplish this
work.

Site visits to the C5 plan and consultation is a requirement in Blood /Siksika SLS has agreed to site visits.

this process.

Infringement of Treaty Rights Blood /Siksika Have discussions to develop
protection of Treaty rights and
traditional use VOITs and to define
site specific areas and potential
plans for avoidance, minimization,
or mitigation.

Project does impact Treaty rights and Traditional uses. The Stoney Nakoda Completed SIL application and sent

specific concerns cannot be provided due to intellectual Bearspaw, Chiniki email indicating the project map is

property and protocol concerns. More time and capacity is and Goodstoney located within the information
needed to review the project and a project map was Bands package and requested site specific
requested. concerns impacting treaty rights

and traditional uses.
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Appendix | Indigenous Consultation (November 2022 to October 2025)

e November 8™, 2022 Mailed FMP notification information packages to all of the Treaty 7 Nations.

e On November 22" and 30™ sent first and second follow-ups to Nations that did not respond to the

information package.
e December 6, 2022 Siksika and Blood sent concerns letter.

e January 9, 2023 CFP sent a response letter to the Siksika and Blood.

e May 8, 2023 CFP sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP VOIT update, record of Consultation Log (RoC) log and
Community Concerns and Response Table (CCRT) for Nations review. Recorded concerns and proposed

future commitments.

e July 27, 2023 Sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP VOIT update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review. Recorded

concerns and proposed future commitments.

e November 15, 2023 sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP VOIT update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review.

Recorded concerns and proposed future commitments.

e January 23,2024 sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP VOIT update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review. Recorded

concerns and proposed future commitments.

e March 6, 2024 sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP VOIT update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review. Recorded

concerns and proposed future commitments.

e June 21, 2024 sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP VOIT update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review. Recorded

concerns and proposed future commitments.

e October 3 2024 Siksika wanting to meet, develop a work plan, funding for consultation, filed a Treaty

Infringement claim.

e November 7, 2024 CFP sent a review consultation milestones/timelines and offered times to meet

Siksika and Blood.

e December 24, 2024 CFP sent Siksika a review of consultation milestones/timelines and offered times to

meet.

e December 30, 2024 CFP sent an FMP VOIT update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review. Recorded

concerns and proposed future commitments.

e January 29, 2025 Offered Blood Nation dates to meet to discuss FMP milestones 1, 2, and 3 and treaty

infringement concerns, indicated legal counsel to be present.

e February 27, 2025 CFP sent Treaty 7 Nations FMP update, RoC log and CCRT for Nations review.

e April 7, 2025 CFP and Siksika met to discuss overview of the planning area and consultation milestones

and timelines.
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Appendix Il PAC Meeting Notes

Spray Lake Sawmiills

Crowsnest Forest Products
Public Advisory Committee
Kanata (Blairmore)

Oct 26, 2022 Finalized Meeting Notes

Present: Gary Clark, Brenda Davison, Bill Skene, Dianne Sawley, Larry Sears, Bruce
Mowat, Annette Mahieux-Bone, Don Scott, Shannon Frank, David Whitten,
Matt Denney (SLS), Erroll Kutcher (SLS), Jake Guay (SLS), Jason Mogilefsky
(SLS), Kyle Rast, Jim Lynch Staunton, Alix Hennig

Absent: Ron Davis, John Kinnear, Brian Gallant, Vicki Kubik

Meeting started at 11:00 a.m.

Agenda item — Welcome and Round Table introductions

— Round table of introductions.

Agenda item — Who is SLS & What is the Alberta Forest Management Planning Process?

—  Matt Denney: Presented introduction to SLS\CFP, planning hierarchy model and FMP process and
timelines.

—  Bill Skene: Does Spray Lake Sawmills get any more landbase to harvest timber when the tenure was
converted to a FMA in the FMU?

— CFP—No it’s the same landbase, we just have the responsibility for a Forest Management Plan (FMP).

— Diane Sawley: How does the conversion to a FMA from a quota affect the rights to timber on the landbase
(quota holders, other industry etc.)?

—  CFP —The Companies’ rights are the same except for withdrawal from the landbase, then CFP is entitled to
compensation, which is a standardized process.

—  Brenda Davison: How many hectares of forest land are removed per year in the C5 area

—  CFP—from CFP’s it is appx 500-800 ha per year.

—  Larry Sears/Diane Sawley: How does the planning process for roads and their reclamation take place
(organizational structure). Concern with closing access roads used for fence maintenance and salting.
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CFP —Issue would involve working with the Range Management division of the GoA. CFP is required to
reclaim their roads unless we have approval not to.

Diane Sawley — Grazing land is being lost to tree cover encroachment is there anything that can be done in
the FMP to address it?

CFP — probably not, as those areas are typically unmerchantable/non commercial forest, and are not
included in our AAC landbase calculations. We agree, this is a big problem and we discussed this same
issue in the B12 FMP. There’s all of this open aspen forest that isn’t being managed and isn’t commercial
forest so a forest products company isn’t operating in those stands. In C5, there’s not even a deciduous
(aspen) allocation provided in the Forest Management Agreement. Range improvement is the jurisdiction
of the Range Management Division rather than Forestry Division.

Brenda Davison: When the tenure is converted who is responsible for monitoring the VOITs

CFP — this becomes a company responsibility and will be apart of future stewardship reporting & FMPs
Bill Skene: How is the timber supply affected by natural disturbances

CFP — If the disturbance is over a certain amount (2.5% of the productive forest area) the harvest level
must be dropped by the disturbance amount or the company can choose to rerun timber supply analysis
to determine the new harvest level.

Agenda item — Public Consultation Program & Public Advisory Terms of Reference

Jason Mogilefsky: Explained the history of the Forest Service in North America- Its about fire management,
protection of air water and wildlife habitat, and the economy that our society needs a sustainable wood
supply:
* There are multiple objectives and it’s about making sure forest management doesn’t negatively
impact the environment. We respect the knowledge the public and stakeholders have and we
want to learn what the emerging issues and opportunities are.

* The public consultation process is meaningful as we want to hear all of the potential issues and we
promise to thoughtfully respond to each of them and if the concern is incorporated into the plan
we will communicate how.

* It doesn’t mean we will agree on how to deal with all of the concerns; however, we will
thoughtfully address the concerns. If there are any concerns, please bring them up at the meetings
or directly with us so we have an opportunity to deal with them as early as possible to avoid
conflict.

*  We want to build constructive working relationships, whereby we learn of emerging concerns and
opportunities early on the planning process looking for potential win/win solutions.

* FMP development is a slow process, there are three FMP milestones we are consulting on, this is
the first item that we need to conclude by January 2023. The VOITs are then computer modelled in
a timber supply model that’s an iterative approach that takes a year and a half to complete, so the
second item to consult on is the draft spatial harvest sequence expected by May 2024. The third
item we will be consulting on is the Draft FMP- it should be completed by September 2024.

* Every dataset, model and outcome is reviewed by GoA before we move to the next step.

*  We ask that meeting notes are not shared outside of the PAC until approved.
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— Alix Hennig and others — How can the details of the meetings appropriately be shared with their collective
organizations represented in the PAC.

— CFP—0nce PAC members have reviewed the meeting notes for accuracy and the final meetings notes are
distributed, they will be posted on the company website and then they can be shared.

—  Bruce Mowat: Is concerned with the amount (lack) of coordination that could be taking place between
CFP, the PAC and between members of the PAC in between meetings and with so few meetings taking
place."

— CFP - Lets get through this first meeting to get a feel of the process, the next meeting is set for January,
this is a very, very slow process, we have until January 2023 to capture your input, we will go over
examples of the VOITs next to get an idea of how they work to drive the plan. Please feel free to contact us
anytime outside of the meetings with any questions etc. The VOITs set the targets and are the
performance measures of the FMP, so we want to make sure we capture as much as we can and double
check the VOITs."

— Diane Sawley: Preliminary meeting times in May and November and May are not great for people in the
ranching industry.

— CFP—we need to stick to the identified consultations schedules, if someone cant make a meeting, there’s
an option to send an alternate. If a meeting is missed that’s okay to, as all of the meeting agendas and
information will be sent and members can still participate by emailing or calling us to answer any
questions.

—  David Whitten: Does the PAC accurately portray the public from the area? where are the government
representatives?

—  CFP: There are two PAC members representing local governments (the MD of
Crowsnest Pass (Vicki Kubik) and Ranchland #66 Ron Davis (Alt-Robert Strauss)).

— Alix Hennig: Seems like a disproportionate amount of Ranchers on the PAC (in terms of voting)?

—  CFP: We considered that as well, however given cattle grazing is the dominate land use, we felt the
representation on the PAC is appropriate.

— PAC discussion that perhaps trappers should be added as a stakeholder on the terms of reference.

— Shannon Frank: it’s a bit confusing how the word consensus is used in the terms of reference as compared
to how it sounds voting will be done.

—  CFP: (Jason) asks the group if 51% is the measure of a consensus without CFP having a vote.

— Shannon Frank: Consensus means everyone agrees rather than a simple majority so if it’s a simple
majority the ToR should be edited to reflect that.

—  Alix Hennig: Is concerned with the proportion of groups represented if voting becomes common practice.

—  PAC: Will the SLS staff who are present also be voting?

—  CFP: Only PAC members vote and voting is centered around acceptance of the business rules in the PAC
terms of reference. We won’t be voting on VOITs or anything to do with the FMP. If something comes up
where we decide there’s a need to change the terms of reference we will be voting to accept the changes.

—  Gary Clark — This committee doesn’t have power its about participating in the process.

— Larry Sears: Motion to approve the Terms-of-Reference for the Public Advisory Group with the
replacement of “consensus” with “simple majority” and changing the phrase “no other personal” to “only
PAC” in in decision making section of the document.

* Seconded- Gary Clark
* 100% voted in favour to accept the PAC ToR
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Agenda item — FMP Milestones and Timelines

Bill Skene: Is there a possibility to have another PAC or something to review the Annual
operations.

CFP the current purpose of the PAC is for the forest management plan development, there will
still be the open house to review the annual operations, operational maps are always up on our
website and you can reach out to us anytime in regard to learning more about operations.

Agenda item — Open Discussion-VOITs identifying issues and opportunities

Jason Mogilefsky - We are hoping to learn what the emerging issues and opportunities are to
incorporate early into the planning process to avoid conflicts. Is there anything missing from the
VOITs? Please review the VOITs and feel free to provide a written submission. We will be
consulting on VOITs through January 2023 and need to finalize VOITs in order to begin running
the timber supply model, an iterative process that takes a year and a half to complete.
VOIT 29: David Whitten: restoration of existing bike trails post-harvest

*  More discussion related to trails
Brenda Davison: The forest is not supposed to serve only people and if trails are created without
approval there should be no effort to re-establish and conserve them post-harvest.

*  What are the controls for limiting the amount of disturbance in the FMA area. How
is the SSRP going to affect the amount of disturbance in the area.

* Jason used VOIT ID 29 to show the starting point for how this can be captured in the
VOITs.

* Discussion around integration with other users and the science to establish
acceptable levels of disturbance on the landbase, concerned with the effectiveness
of the targets related to grizzly bears.

e Jason used VOIT 4 as an example that addresses forestry road footprint and VOIT 14
addressing threatened species habitat.

Alix Hennig: There was a proposal by the government to increase the amount of linear
disturbance in the porcupine hills, pointed out that the government can change their targets but
this group cannot.

Annette Mahieux-Bone asked if there could be an option to have the meetings available on
zoom.

CFP at this point the plan is to hold in person meetings.

Meeting wrap up - Anticipate the next meeting will be some time in the January 2023

Adjourn: 2:07 pm
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Spray Lake Sawmills

Crowsnest Forest Products
Public Advisory Committee
Kanata (Blairmore)
January 25, 2023 Meeting Notes

Present: Brian Gallant, John Kinnear, Larry Sears, Ron Davis, Shannon Frank, Glen

Girhiny (for Vicki Kubik), Gary Clark, Alix Hennig, Jim Lynch Staunton, Annette
Mahieux-Bone, Dianne Sawley, Don Scott, Duncan Abercombi, Matt Denney
(SLS), Jake Guay (SLS), Jason Mogilefsky (SLS), Cade Nixdord (SLS) Michael
Wagner (GoA)

Absent: Brenda Davidson, Bruce Mowat, David Whitten, Kyle Rast

Meeting started at 11:00 a.m.

Agenda item — Welcome and Round Table introductions

Round table of introductions.

Review of last meeting

Review of forest management planning process and the consultation timelines
Purpose of the Public Advisory Committee (PAC), intent of the PAC
Brief overview of the ongoing Public Consultation Program
e Public Advisory Committee
*  Public Consultation
PAC member brought forward a map of cross-country ski trails and multi purpose trails in the
Allison/Chinook area they are concerned with.
CFP will connect with the PAC member to capture the information.
PAC: noted that the trails are formally recognized by the Province.
PAC: How do harvesting activities affect motorized recreation and access within the PLUZ
CFP: explained that access issues are dealt with during operational planning as per the Timber Harvesting
Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). Designated roads/trails are protected, and temporary
forestry access controls are implemented. Forestry roads are required to be fully reclaimed within 3 years.

PAC (new member) — question about what a VOIT is and the timelines associated with the VOITS, and
what can be included in the VOITS.
CFP: Explained what VOITs are and initiated a VOITs discussion as per the agenda.
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Agenda item — VOITs identifying potential issues and opportunities

—  CFP distributed a handout with the current wording of the VOITs and started discussion around the
current state of the VOITs.

- PAC: How is the Linear disturbance on the landscape and its associated limits determined?

- CFP: By the existing linear disturbances along with the sub regional plans that address linear footprint for
the area.

— PAC- Looking for a value that explicitly takes into account the integration with other users — specifically as
it relates to grazing and their tenure rights on the landbase. Within their range management plan, they
are guaranteed a certain amount of AUM in their disposition.

—  PAC: Expressed concern that the VOITS on this table should represent the values of the other users on the
landbase.

—  CFP: There is an opportunity to add to the VOITs and CFP is willing to work with parties to address their
concerns.

—  PAC: Tourism operators are rarely recognized as an actual land use and is not given any credit for those
trails and developments they make.

—  PAC: Would it be possible to buffer water springs in the management plan? Is it properly captured in VOIT
#26 (Effective riparian habitats)?

— GoA:The goal is to identify collectively values that can be measured and implemented on a broad scale.
Discussed how VOITs are strategic values and not tactical decision, tactical items are better handled by the
Operating Ground Rules (OGRs).

—  PAC: How are the effects of harvesting monitored? Expressed concerns specifically about their area-of-
interest and how this spring, when things start to melt, deleterious material will start to move down.

— GoA: There are regulations in place and lots of legislation to deal with deleterious material (both organic
and inorganic). Part of the GoA program is to inspect CFPs operations for these sort of things.

—  PAC: Concerned about how streams are assessed and if they are done at the correct time of year.

—  CFP: clarified how streams are assessed and that classification is based on wetted width and not the
amount of water present.

— GoA described the intent of the best management practices and how they are developed to mitigate
possible impacts of harvesting operations and the intent is that through following and implementing the
best management practices further monitoring is not a responsibility of the tenure holder.

—  PAC: Water quality is not specifically a VOIT?

— GoA: Water quantity is addressed through 3 different VOITs, specifically around effective riparian habitat
and then through water quantity and with riparian management.

—  PAC: Looking to add some content to the VOITs or the Plan around the Grazing Timber Agreement (GTA)
process but recognizes that a lot of a GTA is the responsibility of the Range Management division of the
GoA.

Agenda item — FMP Progress Report

- CFP provided an updated GANTT chart to the group and describe the current stage of the Forest
Management Plan.
- PAC: How do smaller forestry firms fit into this landbase
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CFP: CFP is required to work with the smaller firms to identify where they will be harvesting in the future,
to the amount required in their tenure. This is also the case with the Community Timber Program (CTP).
However we are not responsible for the firms.

PAC: Would like to understand if there can be an indicator for the success or failure of things that are
mentioned in the creation of GTAs.

PAC: Relating to trapping, there is a lot of data collected.

CFP: The current species listed in the VOITs relate to a keystone/indicator species approach for modeling
habitat and monitoring forestry.

PAC: Discussion on current forest health risks and how it might be interesting to have a Forest Health
office present to the group.

Agenda item — FMP Watershed Management — Mike Wagner Alberta Forestry

Michael Wagner started his presentation discussing how forest are managed in Alberta, where the VOITs
come from.
PAC: There’s no mention of grasslands in the VOITs

GoA: This somewhat relates to a scope of control for forest management. Grassland tie to a bunch of
different values. Typically, forestry focus on forest stand vegetation management and their change
through time.

GOA continued to present on Forests and watersheds and how forest management and silviculture (the
practice of growing trees) is applied. Roads are part of forest management so that is also a large focus
area.

Described the different processed for water movement.

Reviewed what the scope of the forest management plan is and what are the Timber Harvest Planning and
Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and how Alberta manages their processes.
PAC: Concerned about how invasive species are addressed.

GoA: There are specific guidelines and legislation for invasive species. GoA does monitor for this and
requires specific measures by the company. Detection can require a work plan.

GOA continued presentation to review what a forest management plan is and how watershed
management is addressed. Discussed how water quantity, quality and healthy riparian habitat are all
components of the forest management plan. Wildfire values, and the impact of catastrophic wildfire on
drinking water and other values are also items the GoA manages for.

Meeting adjourned at 2 p.m. Anticipate the next meeting will be some time in the May of 2023.
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Spray Lake Sawmiills

Crowsnest Forest Products
Public Advisory Committee
Kanata (Blairmore)

May 30%, 2023, Meeting Notes

Present: Alix Hennig, Dave Whitten, Brenda Davidson, Shannon Frank, Annett Mahieux-
Bone, Dianne Sawley, Larry Sears, Duncan Abercombie, Kate Hamilton, Brian
Gallant, Vicki Kubik, Jim Lynch Staunton, Bruce Mowat, Cade Nixdorf (SLS),
Jason Mogilefsky (SLS), Errol Kutcher (SLS), Matt Denney (SLS)

Absent: Gary Clark, Kyle Rast, Ron Davis

Meeting started at 11:00 a.m.

Agenda item — Welcome and Round Table introductions

— Round table of introductions.

VOIT identification potential issues and opportunities

— Crowsnest Forest Products (CFP) is still working on the VOITs (Values Objectives, Indicators and
Targets). CFP anticipated turning in the VOITs to the GoA in the Spring of this year, however the
GoA is looking at adding additional items that are related to the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan
and the Livingston Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan and as a result CFP is still
working on the VOITs. Anticipate turning the VOITs in in the fall of 2023. VOITs are one of the
building blocks of the FMP and provide a means of balancing values. They were not developed by
the company, or the Government of Alberta, but rather come from the Canadian Council of Forest
Ministers and are largely present across most Provinces in Canada.

— Anticipate having another meeting with the group in November. VOITs will be shared with the
group.

— Asrequested by the PAC, forest health and fire management experts were invited to the meeting,
but because of the Provincial election, a representative was not able to attend.

— PAC - Question about how consultation with the First Nations and Metis is proceeding?

— CFP—Itis moving along well as a parallel process.

— PAC-How important is the formatting for the VOITs when providing input?

— CFP —Format is not that important. Finding the correct scope is more important.

— PAC - Interested to see what other have put in.

— CFP—The intent is not to openly share what others have provided, but PAC members are able to
email or communicate with other members freely.

— PAC-Wondered if there is any water testing happening in the Forest?
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— PAC - Addressed the question with current activities and efforts for monitoring.
— PAC - Interested in how water values are managed within Forest Management Area

— CFP — Described the ECA process that is used in the management plan, as well as the buffers and
setbacks that are required for creeks/other water bodies, as well as best management practices.

FMP Update

— CFP described the current efforts for the forest management plan (FMP). The Company is working
on the technical items which will then be submitted to the GoA for agreement at the end of
September of this year, that is the inventory and the yield curves. Initially we were working on the
forest inventory and now are focusing a lot of effort on how the forest grows (yield curves). This
area has a lot of historic forestry by different companies, so the company is reviewing how some of
those older stands are growing.

— PAC-interested in the Local Timber Permit/ Community Timber Program (LTP/CTP).

— CFP —The areas of the CTP will be selected within the CTP and provided to the Government of
implementation of the program.
— PAC - interested in seeing some Douglas Fir as part of the CTP.

— PAC —Forest Encroachment in to range and historic tree line levels.
— PAC - Has the company reviewed carbon credits at all, could provide a business opportunity?

— CFP —SLS/CFP is more looking at carbon to understand the carbon balance of the forest and
operations.

— PAC - Could there be an alternative method for a fire break where grazing is shifted to specific
areas & forestry converts some rangeland?

— PAC - Addressed the question. Current management focus is on keeping land use the same.

Agenda item — General discussion

— PAC requested a guest speaker for the group. Did not specify a topic.

Meeting adjourned around 1.30 p.m. Anticipate the next meeting will be some time in the November of 2023.
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Spray Lake Sawmills

Crowsnest Forest Products
Public Advisory Committee
Kanata Inn (Blairmore)
November 30, 2023 Meeting Notes

Present: Alix Hennig, Brenda Davidson, Shannon Frank, Annett Mahieux-Bone, Wade

Aebli, Dianne Sawley, Larry Sears, Duncan Abercombie, Gary Clark, Jason
Mogilefsky (SLS), Errol Kutcher (SLS), Matt Denney (SLS)

Absent: Kyle Rast, Ron Davis, Dave Whitten, Kate Hamilton, Kelly McDonald, Brian

Gallant, Vicki Kubik, Jim Lynch Staunton, Bruce Mowat

Meeting started at 11:00 a.m.

Welcome

CFP provided an update on the change of ownership for the company, indicating that

Spray Lake Sawmills/Crowsnest Forest Products is now owned by West Fraser. The Company is excited to
be part of West Fraser and are not anticipating any changes to the committee or the FMP development
timelines.

There was a planning development team meeting last week and we are close to wrapping up the draft
VOITs. As emailed to the PAC yesterday, the draft VOITS are just about completed and haven’t changed
much since our last review. The updates to the VOITs have been to align the wording with the SSRP and
the LFMP.

The plan for the meeting is to provide a brief FMP update, review timelines, and to focus the majority of
the meeting on capturing draft VOIT input.

Next steps are to review the PACs VOIT input and finalize the draft VOITS and begin developing the spatial
harvest sequence. We will review the draft spatial harvest sequence at our next meeting, May of 2024.

Round Table introductions

Participants engaged in a round table of introductions.

FMP Update

CFP described the current efforts for the forest management plan (FMP). The company has submitted key
building blocks for the plan. This includes the landbase (inventory) and yield curves (growth tables) to the
GOA at the end of September. The company was hoping for feedback by Nov 15, but the GoA is still
reviewing the items. The company is looking for agreement-in-principal to ensure the plan is on track. The
next step is to start building the draft SHS scenarios finding the one that best balances the VOITs. The
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various SHS scenarios will have associated VOIT outputs that can be compared. The objective is finding the
SHS that best balances sometimes competing objectives.

VOITs

— The VOITs are still in draft form and the Company is still looking for input and working with GoA to obtain
agreement in principal. The latest draft version was provided to the group, but it is still not a public
document.

—  PAC- Discussion on grizzly bear and how historic range has significantly been reduced. Was 2000 kms
now down to only 20 kms. Same is true for elk & wolves. Apex predators and indicator species should be
studied. If the Apex species are present- all of the other species will be intact. There is a challenge of
trade-offs when working with everything from; forestry, mining, recreation, ranching, hunting all share the
same area. WWF study showed a historic 70% decline in most species compared to the preindustrial
condition. The point is that the activities on the Livingstone area should be well thought out as it is the last
refuge for wildlife.

— PAC - Will the acquisition result in a change to harvesting practices, specifically stumpside processing

—  CFP -1t may, if a suitable alternative prescription can be generated. Stumpside processing helps retain
moisture and protect seedlings from desiccating winds. North and east slopes probably don’t need as
much slash as moisture is less limiting on the spruce sites. In some places, there may be too much debris.

— PAC—Ranchers are supportive of alternative prescription to try and reduce some of the slash in the
harvest areas and are in favor of not leaving slash on spruce sites.

—  PAC-—Support the creation of small mammal habitat by using within block brush piling to the extent that is
it not a fire hazard. The piles make great hotels for small mammals.

—  PAC- Cut to length gives more options rather than treating every sites the same.

—  PAC-Do practices change because of drought conditions?

—  CFP-Yes when conditions are very dry and fire hazard goes up we operate at night and at times there are
forest closures.

Forest Encroachment

— CFP- Aspen encroachment is a problem and slash is a problem for grazing.

— CFP —The company’s plan for addressing encroachment is to establish a baseline of grasslands,
using the AVI info collected for the FMP and that the company will not be implementing
afforestation on grasslands. The challenge really is the deciduous as there is so much of it out
there that is dead and dying and no market to warrant commercial harvest.

— CFP —Weve heard from ranchers and biologist in terms of encroachment on our B12 plan and the
biggest challenge was that aspen forests are not being renewed and as a result, there’s habitat
and range loss. If there was a biofuels or gasification plant or some other financial incentives to
remove deciduous that would make it more feasible to manage deciduous.

— PAC - Concerned about the loss of grass in old stands and they are converted to regenerating
stands. In some, the tree densities are too thick.

— PAC - Also concerned about deciduous encroachment. Some estimate this as high as 5% loss per
year in grasslands when comparing todays landscape to the 1920 photos.

— PAC- B.C. land management handbook includes details on climate change. Will this be included
in the FMP or how is it being managed on the landscape.
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— CFP —there are a number of progeny sites that are assessing how trees grow and survival over
time, but the data will not be used for the timber supply model. The growth data for the timber
supply model comes from updated tree measurements across the forest.

— PAC- we did a prescribed burn project near Lyndon creek southwest of Claresholm that showed
some promise but more burning was needed along with water and fencing for cattle. There
needed to do a third burn. Need to have the area set up with water and fencing to have grazing
pressure to keep the aspen young and browsed down.

— PAC-Aspen coming back in is then tender and breaks off in your hand and is good forage.

— PAC-Managing aspen encroachment overtime mechanically or with prescribed fire is too
expensive. Spraying and grazing is likely the way to keep it managed.

— PAC - Not may controlled burns have happened as often when the conditions are right to burn,
the crews are staged in case an uncontrolled fire starts somewhere else.

— PAC —is there potentially open funds available for FRIAA that could be use in a aspen ecosystem
restoration project?

— CFP - Agreed there’s potential for sure, to look at a ecosystem restoration/agro forestry project
focusing on aspen encroachment and moving that forest type towards an open conifer savanna
forest type that would benefit grazing and wildlife.

— PAC - Agreed a pilot project dealing with how to manage for aspen encroachment on the
landbase while taking into consideration environmental and ecological requirement the trees
provide is a worthwhile joint project.

— PAC- Young aspen is preferred by Moose, would we leave some of the aspen?

— CFP —yes, wouldn’t want to try and do a total removal.

Invasive Plants

— PAC- Any disturbance spreads weeds, out of province quads on trails and staging areas is where
you see the worst of it.

— PAC-Not an easy issue when it comes to invasive weeds.

— PAC- what comes in first after logging?

— PAC- Fireweed, than natural forbs and shrubs, then grass and trees.

— PAC-recognized the current rules that are in place for the company such as washing equipment
between moves to prevent spread of weeds.

— PAC - big problem seems to be with thistle & how with any disturbance, including mole hills, the
plant establishes. Another problem unfortunately is timothy as it out compete native grasses but
has no nutrients as forage. If it can be grazed early in the season it can be knocked back a bit.

— PAC —scarification can lead to issues. Hawkweed, blue weed are issues. Birds and deer spread the
plants. Purple bells are an issue but not frequent in the forest reserve.

— PAC-Thistle can have a benefit to soil. Reduce compaction and may have a limited lifespan.

— CFP —we currently participate with Ranchland county (there was an industrial cooperative
program) where we identify sites of noxious weeds and they chemically treat the weeds. Theres a
meeting scheduled with the manager of the program next week to review our role in the
program.

— PAC -Theres challenges with seed mixes & finding native seed mixes not having timothy or
smooth brome. Seed mixes need to be weed free certified.
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— PAC - Rough fescue is the important plant that the community wants to see on the landscape.
Often establishment is done with plugs.

— PAC - Castle Crown Wilderness coalition has hired students to action weed problems, both in the
parks & the forest reserve that coordinate a weed pull. Maybe they can coordinate with
ranchers.

— PAC-on lease land, it’s the ranchers responsibility to complete weed control. Theres about 15
years of grazing inventories and range health information on the grazing lands.

— Currently CFP is spending $25k per year on chemical to control weeds with Ranchland County

PAC —range health assessments could be used to identify where weed problems exist.

Recreation

—  PAC- There was a RAG headed up by Jason Nixon, was on the committee, we never heard the outcome of
that work.

—  PAC- That’s right there was the Livingstone Porcupine Hills Footprint Management Plan- to do with trail
density, a rec management plan, and a PLUs plan.

— PAC - concern about the cross-country ski trails around the Chinook/Allision PRA that leave the PRA
boundary.

—  CFP- Current VOIT focus on trails identified through the trails act and the ministerial order that identify the
trails.

—  PAC- Nordic Club has worked hard on the trails we have and we want them left intact. The PRA is the
campground and not all of the trails are in the PRA.

—  CFP-Our maps show the Nordic ski trails are primarily within the PRA. Not planning to harvest within the
PRA.

—  PAC- Nordic club sent maps and information on the trails of concern. The trails are sanctioned and some
are multi-purpose trails.

—  CFP —We do have the spatial location of the trails in question and can see if any of the stands will be
sequenced in the 10/20-year spatial harvest sequence and see if there will be any overlap.

— PAC-Concern about non mapped disposition holder trails that are for use when operating.

—  PAC—Previous experience had been to work with the GoA and the company to identify these trails and
protect them from harvesting operations. Normally happens through the GTA process or consultation
ahead of harvesting.

—  PAC- Sent a letter from the minister to CFP indicating other tenure holders need to have historical access
kept on the landscape and not reclaimed.

—  PAC- Sometimes cutlines are used by CFP and are used by tenure holders for access. These should not be
reclaimed.

—  PAC- What do you do with non-designated trails? Do you use those? Seems like there are recreational
trails all over.

—  CFP —Theres a cap on how many roads can be kept open as per the LFMP.

Meeting adjourned around 2.20 p.m. Anticipate the next meeting will be sometime in May of 2024.
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Spray Lake Sawmills

Crowsnest Forest Products
Public Advisory Committee
Kanata Inn (Blairmore)
May 15, 2024 Meeting Notes

Present: Alix Hennig, Brenda Davidson, Rick Cooke, Annett Mahieux-Bone, Vicki Kubik,

Ron Davis, Bruce Mowat, Duncan Abercombie, Gary Clark, Brian Gallant, David

Whitten, Tim Juhlin, Jim Lynch Staunton, Kate Hamilton, Jason Mogilefsky (WF),
Errol Kutcher (WF), Matt Denney (WF), Cade Nixdorf (WF), Tyler Steneker (WF)

and Kirk Hawthorn (GoA)

Absent: Kyle Rast, Larry Sears, Dianne Sawley

Meeting started at 11:00 a.m.

Welcome

CFP provided an update and overview of the FMP timelines and intentions of sharing draft plans for input
and to identify issues prior to plan finalization. Plan is a bit behind but gaining momentum and the
timelines associated with plan milestones are achievable. Focus of the FMP development is on alignment
with the South Saskatchewan Plan and the associated subregional plans. The focus is on protection of
communities from wildfire and watershed protection while ensuring all of the other resource values
including grazing, bio-diversity and recreation are protected.

CFP presented a timber supply presentation including the steps taken to arrive at a preliminary draft
spatial harvest sequence that meets the VOIT performance measures.

CFP invited the PAC to review the SHS to get their initial opinion.

Next steps, June of 2024, is the draft spatial harvest sequence public review and comment period. CFP will
be sending a website link with the draft SHS. Our next meeting will be in the Fall of 2024.

Round Table introductions

Participants engaged in a round table of introductions.

FMP Update

CFP has been working on timber supply modelling to meet the performance metrics identified in
the VOITs and has arrived at a preliminary spatial harvest sequence that was shared with the PAC.
CFP presented a slide deck highlighting the steps required to develop the preliminary draft SHS
including precautionary modelling requirements including but not limited to:

¢ Watershed assessments
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e Sustainable timber harvest

*  Maintenance of old growth habitat & seral stage levels
e Wildfire management planning priorities

e Structure retention

e ldentified indicator animal species

— PAC- Is the Company planning on harvesting deciduous? CFP- the company doesn’t have the rights
to deciduous other than harvesting incidental deciduous. GoA - Deciduous is being modelled in the
TSA to quantify the growing stock; track and charge tenure holders for dues; and to monitor
deciduous growth compared to the incidental harvest.

— PAC- In a mixed stand, does the company avoid deciduous? CFP-yes except for some incidental
harvesting.

— Anyidea what the future watercourse buffers will be? GoA- the science suggests that the current
stream buffers are working to protect watersheds in terms of measured water quality attributes
such as temperature, turbidity, oxygen levels etc. Variable width buffers may be something that is
used in the future. The FMP’s are completed every 10 years, so if there are changes to buffer
widths, the changes would be reflected in future FMP’s.

— PAC-Are pine beetle infestations or forest health issues anticipated in the model? GoA- The science
suggests, old contiguous patches are considered to be higher risk so by proxy these stands are
given a Mountain Pine Beetle risk rating and then the FMP reporting will indicate how the SHS has
reduced Mountain Pine Beetle risk. Forest management strives to create a diverse forested
landscape with different age classes helping with forest health resiliency.

— PAC- Are coal mines accounted for? GoA- if a coal mine was approved there would be changes to
the size of the forest tenure, rather than the FMP. PAC-what percent of the FMA could be
impacted by Coal mines? CFP that would depend on the particular mine, however, most of the
mining proposals suggest the mines would be operating above tree line so maybe not having a
huge impact.

— PAC-the Nordic Club has received substantial provincial grants for trail building enhancements with
more on the horizon, doesn’t make sense that the government would then have the forestry
companies log the enhancements? CFP- we need to find a balance of targeting the high fire risk
areas while protecting the trail networks. The forest tenure holders are required to integrate
operations to work with recreation so trails will be protected.

— PAC- Concerns within the MD of Crowsnest Pass with uncontrolled access to the backcountry.
Theres significant issues with dumping sewage and random camping and squatting in the back
country. People are living in tree forts they have accessed from mining exploration roads. Theres
not enough law enforcement or conservation officers to keep up with the issues. Need to make
sure all access roads are closed. CFP- access roads built are temporary and kept closed with locked
gates. The temporary roads are fully reclaimed and recontoured within 3 years.

— PAC- why not plant threatened whitebark pine and limber pine to make the world a better place?
CFP- we are protecting and avoiding limber and whitebark pine. Typically these species are
growing higher in elevation than where we operate however limber pine is naturally regenerating
in some of our cutblocks with the help of the Clarks Nutcracker. The company also works with
external groups to support whitebark pine protection and enhancement, such as the Whitebark
Pine Ecosystem Foundation of Canada.

— PAC-In addition to old pine stands, poplars are important for pine marten.
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— PAC-What about Bull trout and Westslope Cutthroat Trout? CFP, we follow the recovery plans, in
addition to a strategy for protection of the cold water fish, there will likely be a cold-water fish
VOIT in the FMP.

— PAC- who is monitoring the fish populations? CFP- GoA monitors fish and wildlife populations, the
FMP models forest growth and associated indicator wildlife habitat.

— PAC- What about water quality? GoA- That’s within scope for the government not the companies.
Forestry is conservative with planning and operations. This results in not allowing forestry
operations to change water flows, chemistry, temperature or sediment delivery. Regulations and
enforcement are ensuring bared areas are minimized and that sediment is not being delivered to
water courses. When sediment does reach a water course, the regulatory measures kick in.
Because of the precautionary approach with operations involves avoidance of water, the
discussion is around what are the upslope impacts, not with the water below. The expectation is,
there is no impact to water as from a regulatory perspective there isn’t much opportunity for
sediment to make it to a stream. As soon as sediment reaches a stream, it’s an enforcement issue.
Typically, when sediment does enter a stream the instances are negligible because of all of the
regulatory requirements in place.

— PAC- What are the alarms that set off that sediment is being delivered to a stream? GoA- Sites are
regularly inspected by GoA and high risk sites based on physiographic and climate attributes are
prioritized. Industry is also required to self-report.

— PAC-There’s lots of culvert reparations going on, there needs to be controls in place. CFP: Only
open bottom structures and bridges are used to cross watercourses.

— PAC-Seems like industry has too much control, how do we know what’s actually going on? GoA:
When issues come up, the Company can be shut down and ordered to repair damage. We're not
seeing big, long term issues. Zero sediment delivery is the expectation and the foresters out there
are licensed with professional designations and are required to follow the regulations.

— PAC-The Oldman River is very low and is a muddy mess with sediment which is a big problem for
fish.

— PAC- Forestry changes the dynamics of fish habitat, will there be a change to the harvest levels
based on drought? CFP- the plan would be the same for drought conditions.

— PAC-What are the economic benefits of the Forest Industry to the people living in Crowsnest Pass?
CFP- we can look into the specifics and get back with you.

— Did some checking into the economic benefits of the forest industry, specific to Pincher Creek and
the MD of Crowsnest Pass. Here’s what we learned:

e Theres approximately 50 folks employed in the forest industry
o $4.5 million in labour income
o $8.4 million in economic output (so another, 50 jobs at the Alberta average wage
of $77,000)
*  Forthe broader Lethbridge-Medicine Hat Economic Region (includes the MD
Crowsnest Pass), forestry created:
o 1,989 jobs
o $148.8 million in labour income
o $593M in economic output
* The broader region information is contained in the AFPA Economic Impact Report.

— PAC- Is there a program to fund grants for the local community? PAC- yes there have been
donations for lumber and cash for various community groups including the library, trail benches,
fish and game club, and lumber donations for trail improvement projects.
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VOITs

— CFP-Theres a few outstanding VOITs we’ve been busy working through.

— CFP-Discussed its draft invasive plant strategy that hasn’t been submitted to GoA yet and
includes:

* Enhancements to support the MD Ranchlands invasive plants program
* Data share with MD Ranchlands
* Enhanced contractor training and incentives to report invasive plants

— CFP-Forest Encroachment, discussed a GoA forest encroachment document and model that was
developed to help the PDT address encroachment concerns & areas. It provides a rough guide and
CFP is working through the methodology and drilling down further to locate stands it can target
for harvest to help with restoring grassland transitional areas. There are some details to work out
as when we have done this in the past, the area restored was removed from the company’s active
landbase, which is something we want to avoid in the future. We also want to identify and get
credit for the areas in cutblocks that provide grassland attributes and significant grazing/browsing
opportunities for cattle, moose, deer and elk. We are trying to find the areas & strategy that
creates a ‘win-win’ situation on the landbase.

— PAC- Aspen encroachment is the biggest problem for grazing; can’t something be done about
that? GoA- CFP doesn’t have harvesting right for deciduous, however coniferous encroachment is
an issue as well and the company has the rights to operate within coniferous stands.

— PAC—The pine encroachment is a big problem as well. Some areas of the alpine are too thick with
trees, changing where forage is available. Additionally, need to recognize the young forest and
the value it brings to rangelands. In the areas we are grazing in (north of Blairmore and in Dutch
Creek) about 30% of the areas we are grazing in are cutblocks so we need the cutblocks for
grazing.

Meeting adjourned around 2.30 p.m. The next meeting will be in the Fall of 2024.
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Spray Lake Sawmiills

Crowsnest Forest Products
Public Advisory Committee Kanata Inn
(Blairmore)

Dec 5%, 2024 Meeting Notes

Present: Dianne Sawley,"Alix Hennig, Brenda Davidson, Rick Cooke, Annett
MahieuxBone, Vicki Kubik, Ron Davis, Bruce Mowat, Gary Clark, Brian Gallant,
David

Whitten, Tim Juhlin, Jim Lynch Staunton, Jason Mogilefsky (WF), Matt Denney
(WF), Cade Nixdorf (WF), Mercer Bahrey (WF) and Taylor Andersen (GoA)
Absent: Kyle Rast, Larry Sears, Duncan Abercombie, Kate Hamilton

Meeting started at 10:00 a.m.

— Round Table introductions-participants engaged in a round table of introductions.

— Opened meeting with discussion that the FMP is to be a balanced and sustainable approach to
forest management. The technical process is driven by the SSRP and Livingstone-Porcupine Hills
land Footprint Management Plan. It’s as detailed and slow process to ensure the Forest
Management Planning Standards are followed, and that specific regional and subregional plan
requirements are incorporated into the analysis and reporting.

— CFPis looking for the PAC’s opinion and to provide input to help with avoiding conflicts with other
forest users. What does the PAC think of the latest draft of the VOITs and the SHS? We would like
to hear back from the PAC in the next week with any comments to help with the roll out of the
draft SHS and VOITs for public review and feel free to provide comments at any time throughout
the process on any parts of the FMP.

CFP provided an update on the project and how we intended to have a meeting in the fall, but
were delayed with challenges related to: o Establishment of natural range of variability old
growth targets Forest encroachment SHS targets o Stand retention targets

— CFP emailed SHS maps, VOIT tables and VQ maps ahead of the meeting and provided printed
spatial harvest sequence and visual quality maps for comments and copies of the latest VOITs at
the meeting.

— CFP discussed status of the VOITs and how the targets have been populated based on the draft
spatial harvest sequence provided. Discussed the visual quality inventory and associated rankings.
This is a more refined inventory compared to the previous plan.

— PAC asked about ECA (equivalent clearcut area) and CFP explained that maintaining water quality
and water yield have been identified as VOIT values. GoA has mapped micro watersheds and the
ECA analysis constrains the number of hectares harvested such that the risk of localized flooding
has been addressed. As canopy coverage is removed from snow dominated watersheds less snow
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sublimates from the canopy (loss of canopy storage) and the snow accumulates on the ground.
This can change the timing and intensity of snowmelt runoff potentially increasing water yield.

— CFP Highwood Bridge update, been working with DFO and will be replacing the existing bridge
with a larger bridge. The company is working closely with DFO on all watercourse crossings to
ensure compliance with DFO permitting process.

— CFP has hired a fish biologist which is helping the Division with DFO authorizations and crossing
BMP’s.

— CFP has updated its watercourse crossing procedures.

— PAC asked about West Bragg Creek and the forestry proposal potentially impacting trail users. CFP
indicated there has been ongoing work with the trail user groups and an updated plan is available

on our website at https://www.westfraser.com/sustainability/forest-management/public-
involvement/westfraser-cochrane

— PAC encroachment has become a significant issue where big game animals are heading east to
find more grass on private land.

— CFP Encroachment isn’t just a grazing issue it’s a biodiversity issue that’s impacting native
grassland species.

— PAC invasive plants are a big issue; we are seeing weeds come into the grasslands from public
roads that are being graveled. In Pincher Creek there may be weed seed coming from rock pits
that may not be certified. Certified pits are required for use in the MD of Pincher Creek and
Ranchlands.

— CFP there’s been some developments with respect to range management with an updated
invasive plant VOIT that requires contractor equipment storage yards have weed control,
additional MD support for managing weeds on the forest (inspections), incentives for contractors
to report weeds and additional education as to identification of invasive plants like Blue Weed
and a forest encroachment VOIT. Continued avoidance strategy of native grasslands

— CFP met with a local rancher in jumpingpound to review and get feedback on new site
preparation options including mounding, screefing, ripping and dragging. Hoping to attend the
forest grazing association annual meeting to discuss silviculture strategies.

— PAC General discussion around the natural history of the region and the effects of approximately
100 years of fire suppression has had on the landscape. The PAC indicated Dr. Dave Sauchyn has
done some excellent research using tree rings to understand historic drought cycles and that John
Pomeroy has also completed some excellent research for the Bow River Basin and the risks
associated with having the majority of the headwaters within a protected area. If the Calgary
Herald article discussing this specific research is available, it should be forwarded out to the PAC
for reference.

— CFP Discussed the company’s change in silviculture process by transitioning from stumpside to
roadside processing. Slash will now be piled and burned as opposed to left in the blocks.

— PAC raised concerns about the condition of the first 2 km of the Atlas Road and the idea of
moving the disposition to be a regularly maintained government of Alberta recreational road as
it’s a primary access route to a backcountry staging area. The Pass community is looking for
government financial support to maintain the 2 kms of road as it’s a popular recreation area and
the provincial government is promoting tourism.
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— This was followed by a general discussion around roads and access management and how for
some users, leaving roads on the landscape is valuable. Other areas within the Pass that are near
towns are being abused by the public and need closed and patrolled.

— PAC discussed the review process for the SSRP & how the plan can be too broad some time,
describing what various users want to hear, but not identifying where this will happen.

— PAC completed a drive on the trunk road and many of the areas there’s nothing coming back.

— PAC, CFP is doing too good of a job reforesting sites and there’s too much regrowth.

— CFP Is not perfect and we are still learning on how best to regenerate the forest to get the best
growth survival and growth possible. Now that we are West Fraser, we have additional support
and knowledge to leverage from and are looking forward to increasing seedling survival and
growth.

— PAC-Would like to see the current cutblocks on the map along with the planned SHS.

— Next steps, CFP will be compiling the draft FMP and will be sending a draft in the winter/spring

2025. At that point, there will be another meeting and an open house scheduled to review and
discuss the draft FMP and to provide input.

Meeting adjourned around 1:00 p.m.

92| Page
FINAL DRAFT



FORCORP - Project Number: P877

For additional information, please contact:
FORCORP Solutions Inc.

15015 123 Ave

Edmonton, AB

T5V 1J7

(780) 452-5878

www.forcorp.com

\\silver\clients\SprayLakes\Projects\P877_C5\zz_owncloud\aDraft_FMP_Documentation\Draft_C5_FMP_20250609\Ch2_FMP_Development_20250610_draft_final.docx
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Binder Type ID Name

One Executive Summary
Chapter 1 Corporate Overview and Forest Management Approach
Chapter 2 FMP Development
Chapter 3 Forest Landscape Assessment
Chapter 4 Summary of Previous FMP
Chapter 5 VOITS — Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets
Chapter 6 PFMS — Preferred Forest Management Scenario
Chapter 7 Plan Implementation and Monitoring
Chapter 8 Research
Glossary
Two Annex | FMA — Forest Management Agreement
Annex Il Communication Plan
Annex 1} Stewardship Report (2010-2015)
Annex v Yield Curve Development
Annex \Y Net Landbase Development
Three Annex VI TSA — Timber Supply Analysis
Annex Vi SHS — Spatial Harvest Sequence
Annex Vil Growth and Yield Plan
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1 Introduction

This chapter describes the landscape of the Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. (a subsidiary of Spray Lake Sawmills
(1980) Ltd.) Defined Forest Area (DFA). It assesses the current administrative, physical, climatic, ecological, and
sociological characteristics of the area. This chapter is laid out in a similar format to the Regional Forest
Landscape Assessment of the South Saskatchewan Region (Forcorp Solutions Inc., 2012) to aid with
comparisons to regional land-use planning and other forest management plans.

The sources of data are referenced with the use of end notes. The full list of datasets is shown in Section 8, and
data source references in the document are identified using the format ) where the number indicates the
numerical reference of the dataset. Maps within this chapter display each metric at a broad scale and are not
intended for operational use.

Area calculations in this chapter were done using the NAD83 UTM Zone 11 projection and may not agree with
other published information within or outside of this report. The presentation of area estimates to the nearest
hectare and percentage estimates to the nearest percentile may result in the tabulated sums of some tables
appearing to total incorrectly; however, this is simply due to rounding. The effective date of this analysis is the
same as the effective date of the classified landbase, May 1, 2023.
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2 Administrative Boundaries

2.1 Defined Forest Area

The Defined Forest Area (DFA) is located in southwestern Alberta and covers 350,348 hectares, representing
the full landbase extent for the FMP. The DFA is formed by the boundary of Forest Management Unit C5
(Figure 2-1).
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Figure 2-1. Defined Forest Area (DFA) boundary for the Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. Defined Forest Area.
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2.2 Green/White Areas

The province of Alberta is divided into two areas for land use decision making V). The white area consists
primarily of private land, often related to agricultural use. The green area, also referred to as Crown land, is
managed for natural resource development, recreation, and conservation. Federal lands are excluded from
these two areas, which includes national parks and military areas. The DFA is exclusively located in the green
area of the province, though much of the eastern side of the DFA borders the white area (Figure 2-2).
Discussion on the Rocky Mountain Forest Reserve and Range Allotments is included in Section 5.11.
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Figure 2-2. Alberta’s Green and White areas in relation to the DFA.
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2.3 Forest Management Units (FMU)

The boundary of the DFA is formed by the C5 FMU boundary ? (Figure 2-3). Five other FMUs share a boundary
with the DFA (BO1, B11, B12, CO1, and CO2).
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Figure 2-3. Forest Management Units within and surrounding the DFA.
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2.4 Forest Management Agreement (FMA)

The Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. Forest Management Agreement (FMA) (#2100047) area ® encompasses
54% (190,665 ha) of the DFA (Figure 2-4). The DFA is bordered in part by the Spray Lake Sawmills (1980) Ltd.
FMA (#0100038) to the north.
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Figure 2-4. Forest management agreements within and surrounding the DFA.
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2.5 Compartments

The DFA is separated into six compartments ) (Table 2-1, Figure 2-5). These compartments divide the DFA into

smaller units to provide a link between the strategic level Forest Management Plan and operational

implementation.

Table 2-1. Compartments within the DFA.

Compartment Name Area (ha) % of DFA
Crowsnest River 29,905 16
Livingstone River 27,921 15
Oldman River 25,931 14
Porcupine Hills 39,871 21
Racehorse Creek 42,842 22
Willow Creek 24,195 13
Total 190,665 100
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Figure 2-5. Compartments within the DFA.
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2.6 Land-use Framework Regions

Alberta’s Land-use Framework (LUF) divides the province into seven land-use regions to develop strategic
regional land-use plans that balance social and environmental goals ®. The DFA is entirely within the South
Saskatchewan region (100%) (Table 2-2), which covers the southernmost portion of the province (Figure 2-6).
The 2014-2024 South Saskatchewan Regional Plan was released in 2014 and amended in 2017 and on May 31,
2018 (Government of Alberta, 2018). 100% of the DFA falls within the boundaries of the South Saskatchewan
Regional Plan.

Table 2-2. Land-use Framework regions within the DFA.

Total Region Area of
Areain Region in DFA % of Region
Land-use Region Alberta (ha) (LE))] in DFA % of DFA
South Saskatchewan 8,398,090 190,665 2 100
Total 8,398,090 190,665 2 100
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Figure 2-6. The South Saskatchewan Land-use Framework region.
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2.6.1 Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan

The Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan (LPH-LFMP) became effective as a
subregional plan under the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan in 2018 in accordance with Section 13(5) of the
Alberta Land Stewardship Act. The LPH-LFMP was created to guide development and manage the long-term
cumulative effects of human footprint on public lands in the Eastern Slopes. The LPH-LFMP utilizes Integrated
Land Management tools such as zoning (Table 2-3), management thresholds, siting to avoid valued features,
and restoration and reclamation and includes direction on managing for motorized access, forestry operations,
wildfire risk, energy development, recreation and tourism, grazing allotments, and the preservation of
biodiversity and watershed integrity (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2018). The LPH-LFMP applies to the
Livingstone and Porcupine Hills Public Use Land Zones, which cover 50% of the DFA (see Section 2.14).

Table 2-3. LFMP Footprint Planning Zones.

Zone Definition

Zone 1 - Conservation This zone identifies existing or proposed protected or conservation areas and is
characterized by limited development, limited disturbance, and low impact recreation.
These zones are not managed by the LFMP.

Zone 2 - Enhanced This zone prioritizes high value landscapes while enabling lower impact economic and
social opportunities. This zone is characterized by low-intensity land use and requires
operational planning to reduce the extent and duration of industrial and commercial
footprint.

Zone 3 - Extensive This zone enables a broad range of economic and social opportunities with emphasis on

reclamation and responsible footprint development that considers ecological values.

Details on the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreation Management Plan, which encompasses the same area as
the LPH-LFMP and provides direction for recreation management including infrastructure (e.g., trails, camping,
and day use areas), can be found in Section 6.3.1.

2.7 Natural Subregions

In 1994, an ecological landscape classification system was developed for the province of Alberta (Achuff,
1994), referred to as the Natural Regions and Subregions of Alberta ©. It is widely used by land-management
programs, such as the parks and protected areas network and in the development and application of
ecologically-based forest management tools. In the fall of 2000, the Alberta government initiated a project to
refine and update the classification. This project took advantage of Geographic Information System (GIS)
technology. The updated classification changed a significant portion of the south DFA from lower foothills to
montane. The subregion descriptions that follow are taken from or based on documentation dating from 2006
(Natural Regions Committee, 2006).

The province is divided into six geographic areas known as natural regions based on landscape patterns such as
vegetation, soils and physiographic features. These are further subdivided into natural subregions, depending
on vegetation, climate, elevation, topography, latitude and physiographic differences.

The DFA is made up of three distinct natural regions. Predominantly this is the Rocky Mountain region, but
there is also a small sliver of the Parkland region in the north-east of the DFA and small slivers of both the
Parkland region and Grassland region within the Porcupine Hills compartment in the east. The Rocky Mountain

14 |Page
FINAL DRAFT



region can be further divided into subregions, and contains a mix of subalpine and montane, with a small
proportion of alpine (Table 2-4, Figure 2-7). The small components of Parkland and Grassland natural regions
only consist of a single natural subregion each.

Table 2-4. The distribution of natural regions and subregions in the DFA.

Natural Region Natural Subregion Area (ha) % of DFA
Rocky Mountain Alpine 23,531 7
Montane 106,310 30
Subalpine 220,047 63
Subtotal 349,888 100
Parkland Foothills Parkland 331 0
Grassland Foothills Fescue 129 0
Total 350,348 100
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Figure 2-7. Natural subregion boundaries within and surrounding the DFA.
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2.7.1 Alpine

The Alpine natural subregion is the third most common in the DFA but the proportion is minimal with only
some isolated high elevation areas within the western portion DFA falling within this category (Figure 2-7). The
subregion is characterised by mountains, glaciers and snowfields, with trees mostly absent. Because the area
of this subregion within the DFA is so small (7%, Table 2-4), it has minimal relevance to the FMP.

2.7.2 Montane

The Montane natural subregion is the second most common in the DFA at 30% of the total area (Table 2-4),
which is located in the eastern half of the south DFA and the southern portion of the north DFA (Figure 2-7). It
is characterized by its cool summers and warm winters, as well as its location in the lower slopes and valley
bottoms of the Front Ranges.

Lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir and trembling aspen stands occur on easterly and northerly aspects, while
grasslands occur on southerly and westerly aspects at lower elevations. Closed mixedwood and coniferous
forests, dominated by lodgepole pine, occur at higher elevations. The diverse aspects, slope positions and wind
exposures result in highly variable microclimates and abrupt changes in vegetation composition. Forest
productivity is generally good, but regeneration can be slow due to the potential for dry conditions and
calcareous soils.

2.7.3 Subalpine

The Subalpine natural subregion is the most common in the DFA at 63% of the total area (Table 2-4), and is
located predominantly in the western portions of the DFA (Figure 2-7). The subregion is characterized by high
elevations below the Alpine subregion, occurring on the mid-slopes of the Front Ranges and lower slopes of
the western Central Ranges. There are highly variable microclimates as a result of differing aspects, wind
exposures, elevations and substrates.

Summers are short, cool and wet while winters are long, cold and have heavy snowfall. At higher elevations
closer to the boundary of the Alpine subregion the growing season is particularly short, and trees are typically
widely spaced and stunted (krummholz). Forests are predominantly coniferous throughout the subalpine,
consisting of open Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir and subalpine larch forests, interspersed with herb-rich
meadows at higher elevations and young fire-origin lodgepole pine stands at lower elevations. Forest
productivity is low compared to the foothills, with slow regeneration. Forest harvesting conditions are often
difficult due to steep slopes.

2.7.4 Foothills Parkland

The proportion of the Foothills Parkland natural subregion in the DFA is minimal with this subregion only just
overlapping the DFA in the far northeast and small portions of the Porcupine Hills compartment in the east
(Figure 2-7). The subregion is characterized by rolling to hilly grasslands, with aspen and willow growing in low-
lying areas and along northerly slopes, and cooler summer and warmer winters than other Parkland
subregions. Because the area of this subregion within the DFA is so small (< 1%, Table 2-4), it has minimal
relevance to the FMP.
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2.7.5 Foothills Fescue

The proportion of the Foothills Fescue natural subregion in the DFA is minimal with this subregion only just
overlapping the DFA in small portions of the Porcupine Hills compartment in the east (Figure 2-7). The
subregion is characterized by level plains in the north and high elevation grassy uplands in the south, with
diverse grasses and herbaceous species, and cooler summers and warmer winters than other Grassland
subregions. Because the area of this subregion within the DFA is so small (< 1%, Table 2-4), it has minimal
relevance to the FMP.

2.8 Municipal Districts, Counties and Improvement Districts

There are no municipalities 7 within the DFA (Figure 2-8), but three municipal districts overlap the DFA ©®). The
northernmost portion of the DFA includes the Kananaskis Improvement District (6%) ¥, which is a large multi-
use district with many parks and protected areas. The Waterton Improvement District shares a boundary with
the FMU but does not overlap the DFA. The Special Municipality of Crowsnest Pass also overlaps 6% of the
southernmost portion of the DFA. The majority of the area attributed to a municipal district is within the
Municipal District of Ranchland No. 65, which covers 55% of the DFA. The Municipal District of Pincher Creek
No. 9 overlaps to a lesser extent, at 29% of the DFA, and the Municipal District of Willow Creek No. 26 overlaps
4% of the DFA (Table 2-5, Figure 2-9). Foothills County shares a boundary with the FMU but does not overlap
the DFA.

Table 2-5. Municipal districts and counties and improvement districts within the DFA.

Type Name Area (ha) % of DFA
Municipal districts M.D. of Pincher Creek No. 9 100,706 29
M.D. of Ranchland No. 66 191,444 55
M.D. of Willow Creek No. 26 13,674 4
Subtotal 305,824 87
Improvement district Kananaskis I.D. 21,862 6
Special municipality Municipality of Crowsnest Pass 22,660 6
Total 350,347 100
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Figure 2-8. Municipalities in the vicinity of the DFA.
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Figure 2-9. Counties, municipal districts, improvement districts, and special municipalities in the vicinity of the DFA.
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2.9 Federal Government and Private Lands
There are no federal government or private lands located within the DFA.
2.10 First Nations Reserves

There are no First Nations reserves *¥ within the DFA, but a portion of the Eden Valley No. 216 reserve and the
Peigan Timber Limit “B” reserve both border the DFA (Figure 2-10). Additionally, there are First Nations that
are not adjacent to the DFA but have traditional use territory within the DFA. For a list of First Nations with
traditional use that overlaps the DFA, please refer to the Alberta Aboriginal Consultation Office website.
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Figure 2-10. First Nation reserves in the vicinity of the DFA.
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2.11 Métis Settlements

There are no Métis settlements 2’ within or in the vicinity of the DFA; however, Métis Nation of Alberta
Region 3 has an office for Southern Alberta in Calgary.

2.12 Parks and Protected Areas

Of the many different types of parks and protected areas within Alberta (Alberta Parks, 2018), there are two
Ecological Reserves, one Heritage Rangeland, two Natural Areas, one Provincial Park, seven Provincial
Recreation Areas, and three Wildland Provincial Parks found within the DFA 3 (Table 2-6, Figure 2-11).

In total, 40% of the DFA (139,525 ha) is categorized as a park or protected area (Table 2-7). The majority of this
protected area is designated as Wildland Provincal Park (30%), followed by Provincial Parks (7%) and Natural
Areas (2%). Ecological Reserves, Heritage Rangelands, and Provincal Recreation Areas make up an additional
2,456 ha of the DFA (<1%).

Table 2-6. Descriptions of the parks and protected areas designations that occur within the DFA.

Type Definition

Ecological Reserve Ecological Reserves exist to preserve and protect natural heritage in an undisturbed
state for scientific research or education. There reserves contain representative, rare,
and fragile landscapes, plants, animal, and geological features and their primary intent
is the preservation of natural ecosystems and their associated biodiversity. These areas
can only be accessed by foot and are open to the public for low-impact activities such
as photography and wildlife viewing.

Heritage Rangeland Heritage Rangelands exist to preserve and protect natural heritage that is
representative of Alberta's grasslands. Carefully managed cattle grazing is used to
maintain the grassland ecology. Recreational activities must be compatible with
preservation of natural values and access to lands under grazing lease is permitted only
with permission from the leaseholder.

Natural Areas Natural areas exist to preserve and protect natural and near-natural sites of local
significance and provide opportunities for low-impact nature-based recreation and
heritage appreciation activities.

Provincial Park Provincial Parks exist to preserve areas of natural heritage. They support outdoor
recreation, heritage tourism, and natural heritage appreciation activities that depend
upon and are compatible with environmental protection.

Provincial Recreation Area Provincial Recreation Areas support outdoor recreation and tourism. They often
provide access to lakes, rivers, reservoirs, and adjacent Crown land and are established
under the Provincial Parks Act. They support a range of outdoor activities in natural,
modified, and man-made settings and are managed with outdoor recreation as the
primary objective. Some areas are intensively developed while others remain largely
undeveloped. Many recreation areas play a significant role in management of adjacent
Crown lands and waters, serving as staging areas to provide access to a range of
outdoor recreation opportunities on adjacent lands and water bodies.

Wildland Provincial Park Wildland Provincial Parks are established to preserve and protect natural heritage while
providing opportunities for backcountry recreation. They are large, undeveloped
natural landscapes that retain their primeval character. Trails and primitive backcountry
campsites are provided in some wildland parks to minimize visitor impacts, and some
include designated trails for off-highway vehicle riding and snowmobiling.
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Table 2-7. Parks and protected areas within the DFA.

Type Number  Area (ha) % of DFA

Ecological Reserve 2 1,637 0
Heritage Rangeland 1 658 0
Natural Areas 2 7,339 2
Provincial Park 1 25,542 7
Provincial Recreation Area 7 161 0
Wildland Provincial Park 3 104,188 30
Total 16 139,525 40
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Figure 2-11. Parks and protected areas in the vicinity of the DFA.
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2.13 Regional Parks and Protected Areas

A considerable portion of the greater area of Crown land surrounding the DFA falls within protected areas. A
spatial analysis of the area available for harvest and areas protected from harvest was conducted. This analysis
helps to add context to the amount of the forest within the forest management agreement related to the
amount designated with some form of formal protection and a corresponding conservation mandate.

Table 2-8 and Figure 2-12 present the Crowsnest Forest Products’ forest management agreement area and
surrounding protected areas in the region. The analysis boundary encompasses the DFA and adjacent
protected areas (see Section 2.13). Overall, 48% of this analysis area is protected. If the analysis boundary is
expanded north to include the B12 FMA which is held by Spray Lake Sawmills (the parent company of
Crowsnest Forest Products) and the adjacent protected areas including Banff, the balance increases to 29%
unprotected and 71% protected area. Table 2-9 shows this breakdown and Figure 2-13 shows the spatial
extent of this analysis.
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Table 2-8. Area protected or managed in and surrounding the DFA.

Protected

Status Type Area (ha) % of Total

Protected Ecological Reserve 93 0
Heritage Rangeland 7,727 2
Natural Area 7,339 2
Provincial Park 25,763 6
Provincial Recreation Area 210 0
Waterton Lakes National Park of Canada 49,958 12
Wildland Provincial Park 119,707 30
Parks Subtotal 210,797 52

Unprotected FMA Area Outside of Parks 190,665 47
FMU Area Outside of Parks and FMA 2,072 1
Subtotal 192,737

Total 403,534

Table 2-9. Area protected or managed in the wider area surrounding the DFA.

Protected

Status Type Area (ha) % of Total

Protected Banff National Park of Canada 685,532 38
Ecological Reserve 2,430 0
Heritage Rangeland 42,083 2
Natural Area 7,339 0
Provincial Park 113,447 6
Provincial Recreation Area 4,641 0
Waterton Lakes National Park of Canada 49,958 3
Wilderness Area 15,236 1
Wildland Provincial Park 340,928 19
Parks Subtotal 1,261,593 71

Unprotected C5 FMA Area Outside of Parks 190,665 11
B12 FMA Area Outside of Parks 284,134 16
B12 Quota Area Outside of Parks and FMA 46,796 3
FMA and Operable Areas Subtotal 521,595 29
C5 FMU Area Outside of Parks and FMA 2,072 0
B12 FMU Area Outside of Parks and Operable Area 57 0
Non-FMA and Non-Parks Subtotal 2,129 0

Total 1,785,318 100
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Figure 2-12. Regional protected and unprotected areas within and surrounding the DFA.
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Figure 2-13. Protected areas in the wider area surrounding the DFA.
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2.14 Public Land Use Zones and Public Land Recreation Areas

Public Land Use Zones ¥ in Alberta are established to manage recreational activities under the authority of
the Public Lands Act. Each Public Use Land Zone has regulations specific to that landbase which include
identifying trails, areas, and time-periods during which off-highway vehicle (OHV) and snow vehicle use is
permitted. Five Public Land Use Zones overlap with the DFA, covering 56% of the total area. The largest zones
in the DFA are the Livingstone and Porcupine Hills zones, covering 71% and 21% of the DFA respectively (Table
2-10, Figure 2-14).

Alberta also establishes Public Land Recreation Areas (PLRA) > under the authority of the Public Lands
Administration Regulation. PLRAs are small areas that provide amenities for camping, staging and information
sharing in areas with high intensity recreational use. There is one PLRA located within the DFA. The Allison Day
Use/Cross Country Ski Staging PLRA is located just to the southeast of the Chinook Provincial Recreation Area
(Table 2-11, Figure 2-15).

Table 2-10. Public Land Use Zones within the DFA.

Total Area Area in DFA % of Zone in

Public Land Use Zone (ha) (4F)] DFA

Castle Special Management Area 1,312.52 1,312.52 100.00 0.37
Cataract Creek Snow Vehicle 46,394.10 19,077.98 41.12 5.45
Livingstone 140,667.77 134,936.69 95.93 38.52
Porcupine Hills 39,273.80 39,260.04 99.96 11.21
The Kananaskis Country 112,923.04 1,616.94 1.43 0.46
Total 340,571.22 196,204.17 57.61 56.00

Table 2-11. Public Land Recreation Areas within the DFA.

Type Number Area (ha) % of DFA
Public Land Recreation Area 1 3 0
Total 1 3 (0]
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Figure 2-14. Public Land Use Zones within and surrounding the DFA.
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Figure 2-15. Public Land Recreation Areas and Trails in the vicinity of the DFA.
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2.15 Wildfire Management Areas

Wildfire Management Areas are used by the Government of Alberta to define wildfire management
responsibilities *®". The entirety of the DFA is within the Calgary Wildfire Management Area (Table 2-12, Figure

2-16).

Table 2-12. Wildfire Management Area within the DFA.

Wildfire Management Area Area (ha) % of DFA
Calgary WMA 350,348 100
Total 350,348 100
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Figure 2-16. Calgary Wildfire Management Area.
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3 Physical Conditions

3.1 Topography

Located in the Rocky Mountain, Parkland, and Grasslands regions of the province, the C5 DFA has highly
variable topography 7 (Figure 3-1). The highest point in the DFA is 2,997 metres (9,833 feet) above sea level,
which is found along the mountainous Alberta-British Columbia border to the west of the Oldman River
compartment. The lowest point is 1,286 metres (4,219 feet) above sea level, which is found along the valleys of
the Castle River in the northern area of Castle Provincial Park.

Slope and aspect are important topography factors for natural resource management, as they have an
important relationship in forest development. These factors are reviewed in greater detail in the Natural
Subregions section (see Section 2.7). However, slope is also an important factor in defining machine operability
and erosion potential. Five slope classes were calculated based on generally accepted thresholds for
operability, with slopes 45% or less considered operable for machinery and less susceptible to severe erosion
(18) Steeper slopes may require specialized equipment for timber harvesting and additional erosion mitigation
measures, or may be unharvestable. The majority of the DFA (76%) has easily operable land with slopes of 45%
or less (Table 3-1). Slopes greater than 45% are spread throughout the DFA (Figure 3-2).

Table 3-1. Slope class distribution within the DFA.
Slope Class (%) Area (ha) % of DFA

0-19 72,258 38
20-34 57,753 30
35-39 5,879 3
40-44 9,561 5
45+ 45,213 24
Total 190,665 100
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Figure 3-1. General topography within and surrounding the DFA.
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Figure 3-2. Areas within the FMA with slopes >45%.

37| Page
FINAL DRAFT



3.2 Soils

There are ten soil orders in Canada *), four of which are typically associated with forested landscapes:
Luvisolic, Brunisolic, Podzolic and Organic (Table 3-2). The Brunisolic soil order is the dominant soil of the
region, covering approximately 52% of the DFA (Table 3-3). Regosolic soils cover an additional 10% of the DFA,
while the remainder is made up of Chernozemic soils (5%), Luvisolic soils (<1%), Organic Soils (<1%), ice (<1%),
water (<1%), and unclassified areas (4%). Brunisolic soils are widespread across the the DFA, while
Chernozemic soils are found in the east. Regosols are found in areas of higher elevation along the transition
zone between the Montane and Subalpine subregions (Figure 3-3). Physical Land Classification (PLC) mapping
has been completed by Alberta Environment and Parks for specific study areas only and does not cover the
entirety of the DFA.

Table 3-2. Description of soil orders within the DFA (University of Saskatchewan, 2016).

Soil Order Description

Brunisol Brunisolic soils have sufficient development and typically have a brownish coloured B horizon.
These soils tend to form under forests, giving them their colour, but can exist in a wide range of
environments, including the Boreal forest, mixed forest, shrubs, grass, heath and tundra. They are
usually well to imperfectly drained. Brunisolic soils are typically interpreted as a “transitional” soil,
falling between generally unweathered parent material (common to Regosols) and mature forest
soils represented by the Podzolic or Luvisolic orders.

Chernozem Chernozemic soils are generally dark coloured and are dominant in the Canadian Prairies. These
soils are typically found in areas with water deficits during the growing season. They are well
developed and have a variety of parent materials from coarse sands to fine-textured silts and clay
loams.

Luvisol Luvisolic soils are generally light coloured and usually occur in well to imperfectly drained areas.
They are located under forest vegetation, where the climate is sub-humid to humid and mild to
very cold. They are well developed and have sandy loam to clay parent materials.

Regosol Regosolic soils are characterized by a poorly developed or absent B horizon. These soils are
commonly associated with landforms where the surface is or has been unstable, including sand
dunes, river floodplains, and hillslopes with high rates of runoff.

Organic Organic soils are the dominant wetland soils found in forested areas of Canada and also occur in
upland sites where leaf litter accumulates. In wetlands, prolonged water saturation causes these
soils to become anaerobic or anoxic, preventing or ceasing decomposition of organic materials. In
upland sites, these soils are composed of leaf litter and other woody debris.
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Table 3-3. Soil taxonomy within the DFA (where available).

Order

Name Group Name Subgroup Name Area (ha) % of DFA

Brunisol Eutric Brunisol Eluviated Eutric Brunisol 34,782 10
Orthic Eutric Brunisol 146,852 42
Subtotal 181,634 52

Chernozem Black Chernozem Orthic Black Chernozem 16,824 5
Rego Black Chernozem 1,128 0
Subtotal 17,953 5

Luvisol Gray Luvisol Dark Gray Luvisol 858 0

Regosol Regosol Cumulic Regosol 1,243 0
Orthic Regosol 32,301 9
Subtotal 33,544 10

Organic 57

Ice 60

Water 63 0

Unclassified 14,151 4

Total 248,319 71
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Figure 3-3. Soil taxonomy within the DFA (where available).
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3.3 Hydrography

3.3.1 Water Basins

There are seven major drainage basins in Alberta that are closely tied to the Land-use Framework Regions %Y.

The DFA is entirely within the South Saskatchewan drainage basin (watershed region) and includes two
separate river basins (Figure 3-4). The vast majority of the DFA (97%) is within the Oldman River Basin and a
small section (3%) in the northern portion of the DFA overlaps with the Bow River Basin (Table 3-4).

Table 3-4. Major Alberta river basins in the DFA.

Portion of Basin Portion of
Alberta River Entire Basin in DFA DFA Occupied
Watershed Region Basin Area (ha) Area (ha) (%) by Basin (%)
South Saskatchewan Bow River 2,559,344 12,107 0 3
Oldman River 2,641,714 338,241 13 97

Total 5,201,058 350,348 7
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Figure 3-4. Alberta River Basins within and surrounding the DFA.

42 |Page
FINAL DRAFT



3.3.2 Equivalent Clearcut Area Watersheds

Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) is an index of watershed disturbance used by the Government of Alberta to
assess forest recovery after harvest ??. ECA analysis is a required part of the timber supply analysis in a forest
management plan and is one element that is used to address potential impacts of forest harvest on water
resources. Some watersheds within the DFA will have modified harvest plans to ensure that fish, drinking
water, and other water related attributes are protected. There are 90 watersheds either partially or fully
within the FMA area (Figure 3-5). Of these watersheds, there are 9 slivers < 500 ha that are excluded from the
impact assessment as only a small proportion of the total watershed is located within the FMA. The area of the
watersheds that will be assessed ranges from 543 ha to 8,271 ha with the average watershed size being 3,114

ha (Table 3-5).

Table 3-5. ECA Watersheds in the DFA.

ECA Area (ha)
Watershed

Size Count Total Minimum  Maximum Average
<500 ha 9 1,432 3 428 159
> 500 ha 81 252,229 543 8,271 3,114
Total 90 253,660 3 8,271 2,818
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Figure 3-5. ECA Watershed units within the C5 Defined Forest Area.
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3.3.3 Rivers, Streams, and Waterbodies

The main water features 2324 within and surrounding the DFA are displayed in Figure 3-6 and Table 3-6 and
Table 3-7 provide area and distance summaries of waterbody and stream classes within the DFA. The largest
lake in the DFA is Beaver Mines Lake. Major rivers within the DFA include the Highwood River, Oldman River,

Castle River, and Livingstone River.

Table 3-6. Area of waterbodies within the DFA.

Waterbody Class Area (ha)

Lake (Permanent) 203
Lake (Recurring) 65
Major River 67
Island 2
Icefield 87
Total 423

Table 3-7. Length of streams and rivers by classification within the DFA.

Major River (Primary) 19
Major River (Secondary) 1
Stream (Permanent) 493
Stream (Recurring) 5,178
Stream (Indefinite) 1,816
Oxbow (Permanent) 1
Oxbow (Recurring) 1
Lake (Primary) 8
Icefield 1
Arbitrary Flow (Manual) 32
Arbitrary Flow (DEM) 24

Total 7,573
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Figure 3-6. Permanent waterbodies and rivers within and surrounding the DFA.
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3.3.4 Wetlands

Forest wetlands in Alberta are typically bogs, fens and marshes that have little to no tree cover. Forestry
operations avoid wetlands and saturated soils that do not support commercial sized trees. There are only 137
hectares of wetlands identified in the DFA according to the AVI ?® which is significantly less than the amount of
wetlands recorded on the DFA by the Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute (ABMI). The AVI focuses on
classifing broad upland vegetation classifications and was not designed as a wetland or range management
inventory. The moisture regime field in the AVI was used in the net landbase development to remove areas too
wet for harvesting, by removing polygons with a subhydric or hydric moisture regime. There are no areas
classified as wetland within the DFA according to the provincial hydrography dataset.

The ABMI province-wide wetland inventory was released in 2019 and has been used to supplement the AVI
wetland data ). There is an additional 189 ha of wetlands within the DFA as classified by the ABMI layer
(Table 3-8, Figure 3-7).

Table 3-8. Number and area of wetlands in the DFA, classified by AVI and based on the provincial hydrography layer
and ABMI wetland inventory.

Wetland Classification Number Area (ha)
AVI Wetlands - Bog (Subhydric) 2 3
AVI Wetlands - Fen (Subhydric) 77 134
Hydrography Wetlands Layer 0 0
ABMI - Wetland General 133 165
ABMI - Open Water 58 161
Total 270 463
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Figure 3-7. Wetlands in the DFA.
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3.4 Climate

Alberta has a cool continental climate characterized by a large variation between winter and summer
temperatures. The DFA has a variable climate due to variability in elevation, aspect, topography and latitude.
The DFA receives more precipitation than much of the province ?”’ with much of the area receiving upwards of
550 mm in mean annual precipitation (Figure 3-8). Precipitation in the DFA tends to increase as you move
southward and westward, following the general trend of increasing elevation (see Section 3.1). The DFA also
experiences cooler summers and warmer winters than much of the rest of the province. There is little variation
in mean January temperature in the DFA, though the mean July temperature is slightly cooler in the western
portion of the DFA (Figure 3-8).

The Alberta government recognizes that the climate is changing and globally we are experiencing impacts such
as an increasing temperature, rising ocean levels and more frequent drought, floods, and forest fires. In the
forestry context, the Alberta government has identified that warmer temperatures and reduced soil moisture
creates conditions for continued mountain pine beetle infestations, grasslands displacing existing forest
ecosystems, and greater incidences of forest fires (Government of Alberta, 2023).

During a fire event, greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide (and to a lesser extent methane), long-chain
hydrocarbons, nitrogen compounds, and carbon particulate matter are emitted. Forest soils sequester and
store mercury in addition to carbon. During large fire years, volatilized mercury released into the atmosphere
approached industrial mercury emissions equal to those across all North America. The bulk of the fire-related
mercury emissions are likely transported to the Polar Regions, presenting long term consequences to the
health of northern food chains (Flannigan M., 2007).

According to Natural Resources Canada, in recent years Canada’s forests have become carbon sources rather
than sinks as they typically release more carbon into the atmosphere than they are accumulating in any given
year. Key reasons for this are increased wildfire activity and unprecedented insect outbreaks.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) recognizes sustainable development as the overarching
context for climate change policy. The IPCC has identified sustainable forestry management as a cost-effective
climate change mitigation and adaptation strategy to conserve existing carbon pools by reducing deforestation
and forest degradation and preventing wildfire.
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Figure 3-8. Mean annual precipitation and temperatures within and surrounding the DFA measured at a provincial
scale.
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4 Landscape Pattern and Structure

Detailed forest inventory data are required to review landscape patterns of vegetation. Older Alberta
Vegetation Inventory (AVI) inventory data in this area were compiled from orthophotos taken in the mid-1990s
and were used for the previous landbase and DFMP 28, New AVI data were compiled for the new landbase and
FMP based on new imagery flown in 2022 ). The differences between the new and old AVI can be used to
identify changes in forest patterns and structure in the DFA over the last ~25 years. However, the old AVI
covers an additional 27,771 ha (or 8% of the DFA) as compared to the new AVI and the change in extent of the
inventory may account for some of these changes.

4.1 Forest Species

There are thirteen leading species classified in the DFA in either the new or old AVI datasets (Table 4-1).
Lodgepole pine is the most prevalent species in both the new and old AVI (45% and 47% cover, respectively),
followed by Engelmann spruce (14% cover for each, Table 4-2). The new AVI also includes western larch as a
leading species, which was not classified as such in the previous inventory. There are no stands classified as
undifferentiated hardwood, undifferentiated pine, jack pine, or paper birch in either the new or old AVI. Much
of the central and western portions of the DFA are covered by coniferous species such as lodgepole pine and
Engelmann spruce, while much of the trembling aspen leading forest is on the northeastern fringes of the DFA
(Figure 4-1). The non-forested area of the DFA decreased from 21% to 13% from the old to the new AVI.
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Table 4-1. Leading species classifications in the DFA in the old and new AVI.

Common name Latin name Abbreviation
Trembling aspen Populus tremuloides Aw
Alpine fir Abies lasiocarpa Fa
Balsam fir Abies balsamea Fb
Douglas-fir Pseudotsuga menziesii Fd
Alpine larch Larix lyallii La
Western larch Larix occidentalis Lw
Whitebark pine Pinus albicaulis Pa
Balsam poplar Populus balsamifera Pb
Limber pine Pinus flexilis Pf
Lodgepole pine Pinus contorta Pl
Black spruce Picea mariana Sb
Engelmann spruce Picea engelmannii Se
White spruce Picea glauca Sw

Table 4-2. Leading forest species found within the DFA (old and new AVI).

Old AVI New AVI Net Change in Area from

Leading Species Area (ha)  Area (%) Area (ha) Area (%) Old to New AVI (%)

Aw 13,871 7 17,001 9 3
Fa 7,479 4 5,961 3 0
Fb 44 0 0 0 0
Fd 20,998 11 18,162 10 0
La 389 0 511 0 0
Lw 0 0 20 0 0
Pa 906 0 2,160 1 1
Pb 147 0 586 0 0
Pf 104 0 337 0 0
Pl 88,811 47 85,308 45 4
Sb 22 0 22 0 0
Se 26,007 14 27,370 14 2
Sw 20,739 11 8,027 4 -5
Non-forested 38,918 21 25,200 13 -5
Total 218,436 115 190,665 100 0
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Figure 4-1. Comparison of leading tree species in the DFA from old AVI to new AVI.
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4.2 Forest Cover Types

Forest cover types are based on the provincial base 10 strata defined in the yield projection section of the
Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard (Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, 2006). These
classifications are hierarchical, based on the broad cover group (coniferous, coniferous-deciduous, deciduous-
coniferous, deciduous) and by leading coniferous species for stands that are not pure deciduous. The DFA is
dominated by pure coniferous forests, which make up 77% of the DFA area in the new AVI (Table 4-3).
Coniferous-Deciduous and Deciduous-Coniferous stands each make up 1% of the DFA, while the remaining 8%
of the forested portion are pure deciduous stands (Figure 4-2). There was a 2% increase in pure coniferous
stands and a 3% increase in pure deciduous stands while the proportion of mixed stands remained the same.
Pure coniferous forests cover much of the western half of the DFA, while mixed and deciduous leading stands
are found in the northeastern half of the DFA and Douglas-fir stands are found in the southeast (Figure 4-3).

Table 4-3. Summary of forest cover types within the DFA for the old and new AVI.

B10 Net Change in
Broad Cover Strata Old AVI New AVI Area from Old to
Group number Area (ha) Area (%) Area (ha) Area (%) New AVI (%)
D | HW 11,693 5 15,405 8 3
DC 1] HWPL 1,019 0 878 0 0
I HWSX 1,413 1 1,228 1 0
Subtotal 2,432 1 2,106 1 0
ch \ SWHW 742 0 763 0 0
V PLHW 908 0 1,255 1 0
VI SBHW 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 1,650 1 2,018 1 0
C VIl SW 53,762 25 40,641 21 -3
VIII PL 88,927 41 86,817 46 5
IX SB 411 0 553 0 0
X FD 20,642 9 17,924 9 0
Subtotal 163,743 75 145,935 77 2
Non-forested 38,918 18 25,200 13 -5
Total 218,436 100 190,665 100 0
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Figure 4-2. Percent area of forest cover types within the DFA (old and new AVI).
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Figure 4-3. Forest cover type distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).
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4.3 Ecosites

Ecosites are ecological units that develop under similar environmental conditions including climate, elevation,
aspect, moisture regime and nutrient regime (Alberta Agriculture and Forestry, 2017a). The most predominant
ecosite in the DFA is the e ecosite (36%), which includes the false azalea-grouseberry and thimbleberry/pine
grass ecosite phases. Overall, 81% of the DFA is classified as being b, c, d, or e ecosites (Table 4-4). The drier
ecosites (a, b) are more prevalent in the western part of the DFA (Figure 4-4).

Polygons are given a value of ‘x’ to indicate no ecosite assignment. These are typically non-forested polygons
and may include hydrology features, naturally non-vegetated areas, or anthropogenically vegetated and non-
vegetated areas. Within the DFA, rock/barren areas, pipelines and powerlines seeded to grass, and permanent
right-of-ways are the most common reasons for the classification.

Table 4-4. Ecosite classification in the DFA (new AVI).

Ecosite  Description Area (ha) % of DFA
a Lichen; limber pine / juniper 17,218 9
b Bearberry / hairy wild rye; bearberry 28,159 15
[ Canada buffaloberry / hairy wild rye; subalpine larch / heather 24,633 13
d Creeping mahonia - white meadowsweet; spruce / heather 31,822 17
e False azalea - grouseberry; thimbleberry / pine grass 68,001 36
f Balsam poplar; thimbleberry 4,097 2
g Dwarf birch / tufted hair grass; horsetail 328 0
h Grassland; horsetail 5,577 3
i Grassland; meadow 5,086 3
j Subhygric-poor 7 0
k Bog; fen 67 0
| Fen 70 0
X No ecosite assignment 5,600 3
Total 190,665 100
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Figure 4-4. Ecosite classification in the DFA (new AVI).
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4.4 Forest Age Classes

The old and new AVI provide snapshots of the DFA’s forest age class distribution at the time of their capture
(1997 and 2022 respectively) and provide insight into how the forest has changed over the last ~25 years. The
new AVI demonstrates a shift towards a slightly older forest age distribution, though with more area in the
youngest age classes as well (Table 4-5, Figure 4-5). Forest stands in the DFA currently range from 1 to 422
years old, with 39% of the DFA currently classified as being between 80-120 years old. The prevalence of the
91-100 year old age class (10%) is consistent with the wildfire history, as 10% of the DFA burned in the 1930s
(see Section 5.5). Mid-age stands are spread throughout the DFA, with the largest section of young stands
occuring in the southernmost portion and older stands occuring primarily in the northwestern section of the
DFA (Figure 4-6). Stand ages are based on AVI standards and do not always represent on the ground sampling.

Table 4-5. Forest age class distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).

(o] [s W:\Y]| New AVI Net Change in Area

Area Area from Old to New AVI
Age Class Area (ha) (%) Area (ha) (%) (%)
1-10 7,715 4 5,826 3 0
11-20 5,122 2 8,670 5 2
21-30 1,928 1 5,348 3 2
31-40 3,391 2 4,030 2 1
41-50 5,412 2 3,384 2 -1
51-60 6,115 3 5,463 3 0
61-70 22,711 10 7,796 4 -6
71-80 22,376 10 6,015 3 -7
81-90 32,281 15 14,873 8 -7
91-100 15,646 7 19,477 10 3
101-110 14,639 7 36,894 19 13
111-120 12,115 6 3,830 2 -4
121-130 16,403 8 17,890 9 2
131-140 4,944 2 1,162 1 -2
141 - 150 3,812 2 11,290 6 4
151 - 160 2,813 1 3,067 2 0
161-170 1,375 1 3,374 2 1
171-180 369 0 2,134 1 1
181-190 1,476 1 2,525 1 1
191 - 200 163 0 16 0 0
201+ 4,479 2 8,084 4 2
Undefined 33,154 15 19,516 10 -5
Total 218,436 100 190,665 100 0
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Figure 4-5. Forest age class distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).
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Figure 4-6. Forest age class distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).
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4.5 Seral Stages

Seral stages refer to stages in forest succession that are characterized by plant community conditions. Seral
stages were delineated by stand age.

e Young: stands between disturbance date and 20 years old, representing the period from disturbance
until initial crown closure

e Immature: stands between 21 and 80 years old, when stands first begin to reach merchantable age

e Mature: stands between 81 and 120 years old

e Old: stands between 121 and 180 years

e Very old: stands greater than 180 years old

The majority of the DFA consists of mature or older forests in the new AVI (65%, Table 4-6). The current
distribution of young stands in the DFA is reflective of recent timber harvesting (see Section 5.6) and fires,
including the Lost Creek Wildfire that occurred within the southern portion of the FMA, Castle Provincial Park,
and Castle Wildland in 2003 (see Section 5.5) (Figure 4-8). The area in all seral stages has increased from the
old to the new AVI, except for a decrease in the immature and undefined seral stages.

Table 4-6. Seral stages in the DFA (old and new AVI).

Old AVI New AVI Net Change in Area from
Seral Stage Area (ha) Area (%) Area (ha) Area (%) Old to New AVI (%)
Young 12,837 6 14,496 8 2
Immature 61,931 28 32,037 17 -12
Mature 74,680 34 75,074 39 5
Oold 29,715 14 38,917 20 7
Very old 6,118 3 10,625 6 3
Undefined 33,154 15 19,516 10 -5
Total 218,436 100 190,665 100 0
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Figure 4-7. Seral stage distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).
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Figure 4-8. Seral stage distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).
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4.6 Forest Patches

4.6.1 Young Forest Patches

Young forest patches are contiguous areas of forest in the young seral stage, greater than 0.1 hectares in area,
that are not separated by any linear feature greater than 8 metres in width. The majority of young forest
patches are less than 20 ha in size, though patches from 20 — 100 hectares in size make up the most area in the
DFA for the new AVI (Table 4-7). The shifts in total young forest area from the old to the new AVI corresponds
to the changes in the number and total area of young forest patches (Table 4-7), which are now slightly more
common throughout the DFA (Figure 4-9). The average young patch size has increased, with patches 250+ ha
representing 45% of young patches currently found within the DFA.

Table 4-7. Young forest patches in the DFA (old and new AVI).

(o] (L W:\V)| New AVI
Number Total Average Number Total Average

Patch Size of area Patch Size of area Patch Size
Class Patches (ha) (LE))] Patches (LE))] (LE))]
0-20 364 2,947 8 313 1,962 6
20-100 104 3,807 37 74 2,770 37
100 - 250 6 1,046 174 1 147 147
250+ 3 857 286 3 3,933 1,311

Total 477 8,657 18 391 8,812 23
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Figure 4-9. Young forest patch distribution in the DFA (old and new AVI).
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4.6.2 Old Interior Forest

Monitoring the condition of interior forests is one of two FMP reporting requirements specified by the GoA.
The GoA definition of interior forest is contiguous forested areas greater than 100 hectares located beyond a
defined edge buffer zone. The edge buffer zone is applied in two cases:

e Along any stand that shares a common boundary with a linear disturbance greater than 8 metres in
width; or
e Astand edge along which the seral stage changes.

The edge buffer is calculated as:

e 60 metres, where the adjacent area is non-forested, or forested but less than or equal to 40-years old;
and
e 30 metres, where the adjacent forest stand is greater than 40-years old but not yet mature forest.

There is no edge applied where adjacent stands are mature, old, or very old.

Using these rules, 14% of the DFA in the old AVI and 39% in the new AVl is old interior forest (Table 4-8, Figure
4-10). The increase in area of old interior forest from the old to the new AVI can be explained by the increase
in overall area of the mature, old, and very old seral stages.

Table 4-8. Old interior forest in the DFA by seral stage (old and new AVI).

(o] [ W:\V/| New AVI Percentage Change in
Seral Stage Area (ha) % of DFA Area (ha) % of DFA  Area from Old to New AVI
Mature 17,933 5 44,856 13 150
Old 6,761 2 24,031 7 255
Very old 2,307 1 6,144 2 166
Total 27,002 14 75,031 39 178
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Figure 4-10. Old interior forest in the DFA by seral stage (old and new AVI).
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5 Landscape Disturbance and Succession

5.1 Inherent Disturbance Regime

The natural disturbance regime of the Crowsnest Forest Products’ DFA consists of wildfire and other damaging
agents, with wildfire being the dominant natural factor shaping the composition and distribution of species.
Anthropogenic activities are now the dominant source of landscape disturbances in the DFA due to the
supression of fire. Government regulation and policy also influence the landscape by limiting the impact of
anthropogenic and natural disturbances through regional and sub-regional planning, wildfire prevention,
wildfire control, and insect suppression programs.

5.2 Insects and Diseases
5.2.1 Mountain Pine Beetle

The mountain pine beetle (Dendroctonus ponderosae) is the most destructive insect threat to mature pine
forests in North America (Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, 2007). Mature and over-mature pine
under stress are the preferred host, but as beetle populations increase, smaller-sized and healthy trees can
also be attacked. Outbreaks continue as long as a food source is available and climatic conditions are
favourable. The beetle kills trees by clogging and destroying the conductive tissue of the tree. Its larvae feed in
the phloem of the tree, disrupting the flow of water and nutrients. In addition, the larvae introduce a blue-
stain fungus which prevents the tree from using its pitch to repel the attacking beetles.

The Stand Susceptibility Index (SSI) measures the physical characteristics of a stand that determine its MPB
habitat suitability, without considering the climate or location of the particular stand. For example, a stand
may have a high SSI but be located in an area that would give it no real capacity to produce new beetle
populations (e.g. higher elevation). Approximately one third of the DFA has been assigned an SSI value (35%)
and the greatest area is made up of stands in the Moderate susceptibility category (Table 5-1, Figure 5-1).

Mountain pine beetle attacks have declined since 2009 ?® when there were large infestations throughout the
DFA and there has been minimal disturbance in the past four years (Figure 5-2).

Table 5-1. Stand Susceptibility Index (SSI) within the DFA.
SSI Range Susceptibility Category Area (ha) % of DFA

1-22 Low 27,559 8
23-63 Moderate 93,468 27
64 - 100 High 1,507 0
Total 122,534 35
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Figure 5-1. Mountain pine beetle Stand Susceptibility Index (SSI) in the DFA.
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Figure 5-2. Historical spread of mountain pine beetle within and surrounding the DFA: 2019 to 2022.
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5.2.2 Hardwood Defoliators
5.2.2.1 Large Aspen Tortrix

Large aspen tortrix (Choristoneura conflictana) is one of the main insect pests affecting trembling aspen.
Defoliated trees are typically able to produce new foliage, as damage generally occurs early in the spring
(Canadian Forest Service, 2015b). This pest caused damage to 23% of the DFA between 2015 and 2021 %
(Table 5-2). The largest infestations occurred in 2015 and 2016, which affected 8% and 11% of the DFA,
respectively. The locations of these infestations are similar to the distribution of pure hardwood and mixed
forests in the DFA (see Section 4.2) (Figure 5-3).

Table 5-2. Area damaged by large aspen tortrix in the DFA from 2015 to 2022 (Note: years not shown during this time
frame had no reported damage in the DFA).

Survey year Severity Area (ha) % of DFA
2015 Light 28,248 8
2016 Light 37,428 11
2017 Moderate 9,199 3
2018 Moderate 6,973 2
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Figure 5-3. Large aspen tortrix damage within and surrounding the DFA by severity class from 2015 to 2022 (Note: years
not shown during this time frame had no reported damage in the DFA).
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5.2.3 Spruce Budworm

The spruce budworm (Choristoneura fumiferana) is a defoliating insect whose larvae feed primarily on white
spruce and balsam fir. Because the caterpillars preferentially feed on new growth, damage is most noticeable
on crowns and branch tips. Spruce budworm typically does not kill trees over a single year but mature trees
may die after consecutive years of severe defoliation (Alberta Agriculture and Forestry, 2021). In 2016 and
2017, infestations by spruce budworm affected 3,152 ha of the DFA % (Table 5-3, Figure 5-4).

Table 5-3. Area damaged by the spruce budworm within the DFA.
Survey year  Severity Area (ha) % of DFA
2016 Light 188
2017 Moderate 2,964 1
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Figure 5-4. Spruce budworm damage within and surrounding the DFA.
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5.2.4 Spruce Beetle

The spruce beetle (Dendroctonus rufipennis) is a bark beetle that mainly affects the forests of British Columbia.
However, government aerial surveys discovered damage caused by this beetle within the DFA in 2022 9,
Outbreaks of this pest typically last 2-5 years and they can cause significant mortality of mature spruce in
affected stands (Canadian Forest Service, 2015d). These infestations are currently restricted to a single location
in Castle Wildland Provincial Park and have affected 175 ha of the DFA (<1%) (Table 5-4, Figure 5-5).

Table 5-4. Area damaged by the spruce beetle within the DFA.

Survey year  Severity Area(ha) % of DFA
2022 Severe 175 0
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Figure 5-5. Spruce beetle damage within and surrounding the DFA.
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5.2.5 Pine Needle Cast

Pine needle cast (Lophodermella concolor) is a fungus that causes defoliation of pine trees. Moist summer
weather makes trees susceptible to infection, and repeated epidemics can cause incremental loss and
mortality of young trees (Canadian Forest Service, 2015c). This disease has been recorded in the DFA from
2016 to 2022 9 and has caused damage to 24,064 ha of the DFA during that time (Table 5-5, Figure 5-6).

Table 5-5. Area damaged by pine needle cast within the DFA (Note: years not shown during this time frame had no

reported damage in the DFA).

Survey year Area(ha) % of DFA
2016 7,375 2
2017 1,452 0
2018 8,201 2
2019 6,028 2
2020 6,474 2
2022 4,209 1

FINAL DRAFT

77| Page



Figure 5-6. Pine needle cast damage within and surrounding the DFA from 2016 to 2022 (Note: years not shown during
this time frame had no reported damage in the DFA).
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5.2.6 Other Forest Health Agents

Other forest health agents that have been found in the DFA from government aerial surveys * are listed in
Table 5-6. In total, these other forest health agents have caused damage to 63,141 ha of the DFA (Table 5-7,

Figure 5-7).

Table 5-6. Description of other forest health agents found within the DFA.

Category Damage agent Description of damage

Abiotic Blowdown Tree mortality due to windstorms.
Flooding Waterlogged roots can cause tree mortality.
Winter desiccation/red belt Needles dry out and die due to lack of water during the winter.
Aspen serpentine leafminer Foliage discolouration and leaf drop.
(Phyllocnistis populiella)

Biotic Douglas fir beetle Foliage discoloration, needle drop, girdling, and eventual mortality.
(Dendroctonus pseudotsugae)
Forest tent caterpillar Defoliation; radial growth loss and twig dieback may occur on
(Malacosoma disstria) trembling aspen.
Tomentosus root rot (/nonotus Red butt rot in roots and the lower part of the trunk of spruce
tomentosus), root rot rings trees.
Western spruce budworm Defoliation, reduced increment, top die-back, bole deformity, and
(Choristoneura occidentalis) sometimes mortality.

Other Aspen die-back Above ground deterioration or death of aspen clonal trees.

Multiple agents

Damage or mortality caused by multiple agents.

Subalpine fir mortality

Mortality of subalpine fir.

Willow die-back Above ground deterioration or death of willow trees.
Willow drought Damage or mortality caused by drought.
Unknown Undetermined cause of damage/mortality.
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Table 5-7. Area affected by other forest health agents within the DFA.

Category Damage agent Years recorded Area (ha) % of DFA
Abiotic Blowdown 2010 202 0
Flooding 2017 4 0
Winter desiccation 2016 826 0
Biotic Aspen serpentine leafminer 2022 783 0
Douglas-fir beetle 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022 2,012 1
Forest tent caterpillar 2007, 2008 8,502 2
Red belt 2010, 2015 4,943 1
Satin moth 2020, 2021, 2022 5,691 2
Tomentosus root rot/ root rot rings 2010, 2017 64 0
Western spruce budworm 2010, 2011 1,283 0
Other Aspen die-back 2010 2,660 1
Dead/dying sub-alpine fir 2010 128 0
Multiple agents 2022 7,778 2
Red belt/winter desiccation 2019 5,942 2
Subalpine fir mortality 2016 4,891 1
Unknown 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021 17,329 5
Willow die-back 2010 103 0
Willow drought 2007 0 0

Table 5-8. Area and species affected by damage agents classified as ‘Unknown’ within the DFA.

Damage agent Species Years recorded Area (ha) % of DFA
Unknown Fir 2017, 2018, 2019, 2021 20,137 6
Fir, subalpine 2020, 2021 6,640 2
Pine 2018 27 0
Poplar 2017 6 0
Spruce 2018 175 0
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Figure 5-7. Damage due to other forest health agents within and surrounding the DFA.
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5.3 Invasive Exotic Species
5.3.1 Satin Moth

The satin moth (Leucoma salicis) is an invasive species introduced into North America from Europe whose
larvae feed on all species of poplar and willow. Larvae can consume whole leaves except for the major veins
and petioles, causing thin-looking and browning foliage and skeletonized leaves. Severe infestations and
repeated defoliation can lead to top-kill, reduced radial growth of stems, and branch and tree mortality. The
impact of defoliation can be more severe on drought-stressed trees and can leave weakened trees vulnerable
to attack by fungi and other insects (Natural Resources Canada, 2015). In 2020, 2021, and 2022, infestations by
satin moth affected 5,691 ha of the DFA ©% (Table 5-9, Figure 5-8).

Table 5-9. Area damaged by the satin moth in the DFA.
Survey year  Severity Area (ha) % of DFA

2020 Moderate 1,015 0

Severe 62 0
2021 Moderate 5,346 2
2022 Moderate 1,423 0
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Figure 5-8. Satin moth damage within and surrounding the DFA.

5.3.2 White Pine Blister Rust

White pine blister rust is an important exotic disease caused by the rust fungus Cronotarium ribicola that
affects five-needle pines in Canada (Canadian Forest Service, 2015e). Two five-needle pines affected by this
disease are found in the DFA, whitebark pine and limber pine. In 2008, whitebark pine and limber pine were
listed as Endangered under Alberta’s Wildlife Act and the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC) has recommended an Endangered status for both species, with whitebark pine being listed
under Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act in 2012 and a decsision on limber pine pending (Alberta
Environment and Parks, 2022). A formal inventory of white pine blister rust in Alberta was first completed in
2020. This disease was recorded in the DFA in 2020 and 2022 ©% and caused damage to 4% of the DFA during
that time (Table 5-10, Figure 5-9).
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Whitebark pine leading stands (defined as stands in the 2022 AVI where the leading species = ‘PA’) within the
western portion of the DFA were impacted by the disease. In total, 206 ha of whitebark pine leading stands
within the DFA received a severity description of ‘Very Severe’ (Figure 5-10).

Table 5-10. Area damaged by white pine blister rust within the DFA.

Survey year  Severity Area (ha) % of DFA

2020 Light 9 0
Moderate 130 0
Severe 1,149 0
Very Severe 5,893 2

2022 Moderate 1,060 0
Severe 3,702 1
Very Severe 2,195 1
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Figure 5-9. White pine blister rust damage within and surrounding the DFA.
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Figure 5-10. Whitebark pine leading stands within the DFA.
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5.3.3 Noxious and Prohibited Noxious Plant Species

The 2010 Alberta Weed Control Act categorizes weeds as either noxious, referring to species which are
considered too widely distributed to eradicate but require control disposition, or prohibited noxious, referring
to species which are not yet (or only locally) established in the province and must be destroyed if detected
(Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development, 2013). Table 5-11 lists the noxious and prohibited noxious weed
species that have been recorded in the DFA from Government of Alberta surveys Y. Wild caraway (Carum

carvi) is included as it has been elevated to a noxious weed in the Municipality of Crowsnest Pass?.

Table 5-11. Invasive and noxious weed species found in the DFA.

Common name

Latin name

Provincial Designation

Black Henbane Hyoscyamus niger Noxious
Blueweed Echium vulgare Noxious
Canada Thistle Cirsium arvense Noxious
Common Mullein Verbascum thapsus Noxious
Dalmatian Toadflax Linaria dalmatica Noxious
Downy Brome Bromus tectorum Noxious
Hounds Tongue Cynoglossum officinale Noxious
Lesser Burdock Arctium minus Noxious

Meadow Hawkweed

Hieracium caespitosum

Prohibited Noxious

Orange Hawkweed

Hieracium aurantiacum

Prohibited Noxious

Oxeye Daisy Leucanthemum vulgare Noxious
Perennial Sowthistle Sonchus arvensis Noxious
Scentless Chamomile  Tripleurospermum inodorum Noxious
Spotted Knapweed Centaurea stoebe ssp. micranthos Prohibited Noxious
Tall Buttercup Ranunculus acris Noxious

Tall Hawkweed

Hieracium piloselloides

Not currently designated

Wild Caraway Carum carvi Noxious*
Yellow Hawkweed Hieracium spp. Prohibited Noxious
Yellow Toadflax Linaria vulgaris Noxious

* Has been elevated to a noxious weed in the Crowsnest Pass

5.4 Forest Succession Trajectories

Forest succession is the composition of vegetation communities on a site and how they change over time.
Succession results in different structural components (e.g., density by species, crown closure, understory

composition, snags and downed logs) at various time periods during forest progression. Many of these
structural components undergo a somewhat predictable pattern of change as stands age.

Moisture regime has the greatest influence on forest composition succession (Boreal Centre, 2002), and the
influence of moisture regime on forest composition in association with elevation and aspect is reviewed in
greater detail in Section 3.1.

1 https://www.crowsnestpass.com/public/download/files/221527
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The DFA is dominated by pure coniferous forests. Pure coniferous forests are likely to keep a similar
composition of species to their pre-disturbance condition following disturbance by wildfire. Lodgepole pine,
the dominant tree species in the DFA (see Section 4.1), has serotinous cones that are opened by the heat of
wildfires allowing them to quickly colonize a site after disturbance (B.C. Government, n.d.). Mature spruce
stands will often have subalpine fir in the understorey, as this species is shade tolerant (Alberta Parks, 2015).
Natural regeneration can be slower at higher elevations because of a shorter growing season (Alberta Parks,
2015).

Aspen can regenerate aggressively after wildfires on mesic sites, and this species is normally present in
regenerating stands at lower elevations. Natural regeneration of white spruce on mesic sites is more variable
and is dependant on factors such as the seed production of neighbouring trees, number of seed trees and
distance from seed sources.

The transition of stands to the mature stage is triggered by the closure of the canopy (Stelfox, 1995). Self-
thinning begins at this stage. Transition from mature to old stands is more gradual and occurs as the canopy
breaks up. This stage is characterised by the presence of understorey vegetation, snags and downed logs
beginning to accumulate due to the mortality of mature trees from competition (Stelfox, 1995). Due to the
natural disturbance regime, succession is typically reset by fire before gap recruitment can occur.

5.5 Wildfire History
5.5.1 Wildfire Statistics

Wildfire disturbances ®? have been tracked by the Government of Alberta since 1931 using historical
publications, digitized photos and more recently satellite imagery (Alberta Wildfire, 2019). There has been a
total of 24 wildfires that overlapped with the DFA since records began, and 67% of the area burned by those
fires has been within the DFA. A total of 19% of the DFA has burned since 1930, 6% of which can be attributed
to the 2003 Lost Creek Wildfire. The Lost Creek Wildfire was a significant event in the area with a total area of
approximately 20,400 ha burned within the DFA (Table 5-12, Figure 5-12). The two most recent decades have
had more wildfire occurrences than most previous decades (Figure 5-11), likely due to increasing human
activity on the landscape.
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Table 5-12. Wildfire statistics by decade (note: decades not listed have no recorded wildfires in the DFA).
Within the DFA

Number Total Area Average Median Maximum DFA Area
of Wildfire Burned Wildfire Wildfire Wildfire Wildfire in Burned
Wildfires Area (ha) (ha) Size (ha) Size (ha) Size (ha) DFA (%) (%)
1930-1939 7 78,674 46,506 6,644 2,375 27,500 59 13
1980-1989 1 349 143 143 143 143 41 0
2000-2009 5 21,008 20,398 4,080 271 18,339 97 6
2010-2019 9 206 190 21 5 149 92 0
2020-2022 2 25 25 12 12 17 100 0
Total 24 100,261 67,262 2,803 271 27,500 67 19
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Figure 5-11. Wildfire size and frequency within the DFA since 1930.
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Figure 5-12. Wildfire history within and surrounding the DFA.
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5.5.2 Wildfire Risk Indicator

The wildfire risk indicator (WRI) class with the greatest area in the DFA is continuous improvement (63%),
followed by risk reduction (2%), and intolerable (1%) (Table 5-13). Areas with intolerable risk are located in the
Crowsnest River compartment near populated centres (Figure 5-13).

Table 5-13. Area of wildfire risk indicator classes within the DFA.

Wildfire Risk Indicator Area (ha) % of DFA

Intolerable 1,369 1
Risk Reduction 4,100 2
Continuous Improvement 119,896 63
Total 125,365 66
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Figure 5-13. Wildfire risk indicator classes within the DFA.
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5.6 Timber Harvesting

Timber harvesting %> 3% has been an important source of disturbance in the DFA area since the founding of the
province. Early harvesting in the area from about 1930 until the mid-1950’s was generally for local or regional
use. Early harvesting also reflected historical species preferences (for example, coniferous trees removed from
mixedwood stands) or product based on tree size (for example, sawlogs instead of other products).

Establishment of permanent forest product manufacturing facilities, such as the Spray Lake Sawmills
dimensional sawmill in Cochrane (established in 1970) has resulted in more consistent forestry activity in
recent years (Table 5-14, Figure 5-14).

Figure 5-15 displays the harvesting activities in the DFA since 1960.

Table 5-14. Summary of timber harvesting within the DFA by decade.

Number of Harvest Average Cutblock

Total Harvest Area - Areas Size
Harvest Year (ha) (%) Count (%) (ha)
1960-1969 2,640 10 402 13 7
1970-1979 3,115 12 464 15 7
1980-1989 2,400 9 321 11 7
1990-1999 5,549 20 647 22 9
2000-2009 6,518 24 672 22 10
2010-2019 5,493 20 401 13 14
2020-Present 1,365 5 101 3 14
Total 27,079 100 3,008 100 9
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Figure 5-14. Total harvest area and number of harvest areas by decade.
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Figure 5-15. Timber harvesting within the DFA by decade.
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5.7 Forest Industry Access

The DFA road network ® is primarily related to resource extraction. Several unpaved roads traverse through
the DFA with the main ones being: Highway 40 (Forestry Trunk Road) which bisects the western portion of the
DFA, Highway 532 in the northernmost portion, Highway 520 in the east, and Range Road 52A, often referred
to as the Atlas road (Figure 5-16). Highway 774 is a paved secondary highway that crosses through Castle
Provincial Park to access the Castle Special Management Area. Access (and other types of human footprint) is
managed for much of the DFA by the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan (LPH-LFMP)
(see Section 2.6.1). Stands of timber for harvest are commonly accessed through temporary forestry roads (1-3
years), which are not shown on the map below. Sometimes temporary forestry roads are called AOP roads.

A road density analysis was completed to assess the current densities of roads in the DFA. Table 5-15 shows
the road density for the DFA. Table 5-16 summarizes road density for the portions of the Livingstone and
Porcupine Hills Public Land Use Zones found within the DFA. Data from the provincial roads layer was used to
populate both tables.

Table 5-15. Road density in the DFA by compartment.

All Roads

Compartment Total Distance (km) Density (km/km?)

Crowsnest River 77 0.04
Livingstone River 70 0.02
Oldman River 58 0.02
Porcupine Hills 113 0.04
Racehorse Creek 116 0.06
Willow Creek 17 0.01
Total 450 0.13

Table 5-16. Road density in the Livingstone and Porcupine Hills Public Land Use Zones.

Public Land All Roads

Use Zone Total Distance (km) Density (km/km?)
Livingstone 308 0.09
Porcupine Hills 113 0.03
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Figure 5-16. Roads within and surrounding the DFA by road class.
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5.8 Industrial Development

The DFA has many types of non-road industrial development ¢, most of which are associated with oil and gas
extraction. The highest proportion of these dispositions by number and area are pipeline agreements and
mineral surface leases that are typically issued for oil or gas wellsites (Table 5-17, Figure 5-17). As of May 1,
2023, the total area taken up by non-road industrial dispositions in the DFA is 3%.

Table 5-17. Non-road industrial development in the DFA.

Percent of All Percent of All

Number of Dispositions Dispositions % of

Disposition Type Dispositions (by number) (by area) DFA
Disposition Reservation PRS, DRS, RDS 59 379 10 8 0
Easement PEZ, REA, EZE 77 283 13 6 0
Grazing GRP, GRL 46 649 8 13 0
License of Occupation PLC, DLO, LOC 88 1,816 15 37 1
Mineral Surface Lease PMS, MSL, DMS 86 598 14 12 0
Miscellaneous Lease PML, MLL, DML 24 128 4 3 0
Miscellaneous Permit MLP 8 8 1 0 0
Pipeline Agreement DPL, PLA, PPA 125 643 21 13 0
Pipeline Installation Lease DPI, PIL 36 29 6 1 0
Recreation Lease REC 6 165 1 3 0
Right of Entry Agreement ROE 43 185 7 4 0
Surface Material Lease SML 5 79 1 2 0
Surface Material License PSM 1 3 0 0 0
Vegetation Control Easement  RVC 1 0 0 0 0
Total 606 4,967 100 100 3
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Figure 5-17. Industrial non-road dispositions in the DFA.
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5.9 Monitoring Sites

Permanent monitoring sites have been established in the DFA through a variety of programs and include
Research Sample Plots, Study Areas, and Rangeland Reference Areas ©7). The Government of Alberta uses data
on forest growth and mortality collected from Research Sample Plots (RSP) to help determine sustainable
harvest levels and monitor pest activity. The GoA has established 95 RSPs in the DFA (Figure 5-18). Forestry
companies also establish RSPs to support their Growth and Yield Monitoring Programs. Crowsnest Forest
Products has not established any monitoring sites within the DFA to date.

Study Areas located within the DFA include the Southern Rockies Watershed Project and the Southern Rockies
Watershed Study. The Southern Rockies Watershed Project examines the cumulative effects of wildfire,
prescribed burning, and forest management activities on the quality and quantity of water resources and
overall stream ecosystem health. The Southern Rockies Watershed Study examines the effect of the Lost Creek
Fire on watershed quality.

The Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute (ABMI) has established a network of plots across the province
using a 20x20km grid to support decision making regarding biodiversity in the province. The exact locations of
these sites are kept confidential, though publicly available coordinates are disclosed to within 5.5 kilometres of
each of the sites ®®. There are seven of the disclosed site locations within the DFA boundaries, and an
additional six locations within a 5.5 km buffer of the DFA (Figure 5-18).
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Figure 5-18. Location of study areas and permanent monitoring sites within the DFA.
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5.10 Crown Land Reservations

InJune 2022, the Government of Alberta introduced a new type of reservation called a Crown Land
Reservation (CLR) which replaced nine types of dispositions previously contained within the Digital Integrated
Dispositions service, including Consultative Notations, Holding Reservations, Industrial Sample Plots, Protective
Notations, and several other legislated designations. A CLR is a record within the public land registry that
identifies and provides notice to users that a specified management intent as supported by policy and
government programs applies to a parcel of crown land. Multiple CLRs can be assigned to a single unit of land.

In total, there are 258 reservations within the DFA, with Land Use Plans (120%) and Land Management
reservations (73%) covering the largest proportion by area (Table 5-18, Figure 5-19) 7). Research Sample Plots
are the most common type of reservation found in the DFA (excluding Range Allotments, see Section 5.11).

Table 5-18. Crown Land Reservations in the DFA (excluding Range Allotments).

Numbe
r of Percent of All  Percent of All

Disposi Dispositions Dispositions
Purpose Type Description tions Area (ha)?! (by number) (by area) % of DFA
Fish and Wildlife Resources 10 716 4 0 0
Forest Management 6 8,765 2 1 3
Land Management 21 256,841 8 31 73
Land Use Plans 15 420,093 6 50 120
Park or Protected Area 14 11,216 5 1 3
Public Works 4 901 2 0 0
Range Management 33 670 13 0 0
Recreation and Tourism Potential 3 26,892 1 3 8
Research Sample Plots 142 1,950 55 0 1
Unique Site Feature 1 16 0 0 0
Wildfire Management 9 113,016 3 13 32
Total 258 841,077 | 100 100 240
1 Due to overlapping reservations, area totals can exceed the total area of the DFA
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Figure 5-19. Crown Land Reservations within the DFA (excluding Range Allotments).
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5.11 Grazing

Grazing dispositions and Range Allotments are issued to allow livestock grazing on Crown land in Alberta. As
the Rocky Mountains Forest Reserve covers the entire DFA, livestock grazing is managed under the Forest
Reserves Act. The grazing dispositions are Preference Quotas which guarantee a specific amount of annual
forage within defined range allotments. Range Allotments, with terms up to 10 years, are issued to enable use
of these dispositions. The identification numbers from Table 5-19 correspond with the Forest Reserve Crown
Land Reservation numbers associated with each Range Allotment found in Figure 5-20.

Table 5-19. Range Allotments within the DFA.

% of Grazing % of
ID Reservation Area (ha) Area DFA
1 CLR940271 210 0 0
2 CLR930378 9,424 3 3
3 CLR930235 384 0 0
4 CLR930233 3,695 1 1
5 CLR930286 9,187 2 3
6 CLR930256 5,209 1 1
7 CLR940305 1,439 0 0
8 CLR970504 19,639 5 6
9 CLR970499 3,697 1 1
10 CLR940318 41,338 11 12
11 CLR930230 10,668 3 3
12 CLR930234 1,504 0 0
13 CLR930240 514 0 0
14 CLR940274 2,188 1 1
15 CLR930238 444 0 0
16 CLR940279 385 0 0
17 CLR940300 2,935 1 1
18 CLR930284 3,228 1 1
19 CLR930244 7,735 2 2
20 CLR930242 4,479 1 1
21 CLR940262 4,170 1 1
22 CLR970500 3,686 1 1
23 CLR930236 3,425 1 1
24 CLR940278 3,394 1 1
25 CLR930239 3,278 1 1
26 CLR030455 2,208 1 1
27 CLR930250 2,212 1 1
28 CLR940281 2,592 1 1
29 CLR930252 1,085 0 0
30 CLR940315 1,597 0 0
31 CLR970554 870 0 0
32 CLR930305 53,641 14 15
33 CLR930248 776 0
34 CLR930229 454
35 CLR940264 7,196 2 2
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% of Grazing % of

ID Reservation Area (ha) Area DFA

36 CLR930261 905 0 0
37 CLR930272 2,826 1 1
38 CLR930280 971 0 0
39 CLR930237 3,927 1 1
40 CLR930257 129 0 0
41 CLR930374 712 0 0
42 CLR940273 9,227 2 3
43 CLR930377 3,192 1 1
44 CLR930267 18,843 5 5
45 CLR930249 4,099 1 1
46 CLR930241 4,028 1 1
47 CLR930379 4,080 1 1
48 CLR940306 75,310 20 21
49 CLR940280 1,094 0 0
50 CLR930247 9,399 3 3
51 CLR940263 16,841 5
Total 374,465 100 107

1 Due to overlapping reservations, area totals can exceed the total area of the DFA
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Figure 5-20. Grazing dispositions and range allotments within and surrounding the DFA.
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6 Land Use

6.1 Timber

Forestry is an important sector for the economic well-being of the province and the DFA area. Forestry creates
jobs for over 40,000 people and contributes over $7 billion to the provincial economy (Alberta Forest Products
Association, 2019a). The forest sector also generates an average of $836 million in taxes, $44 million in
stumpage fees paid to the province annually and 70 Alberta communities directly or indirectly rely on the
industry for their livelihoods (Alberta Forest Products Association, 2019b).

Annual Allowable Cut (AAC) is the maximum volume of timber that can be sustainably harvested year-over-
year within an area. Annual Allowable Cut levels are calculated for coniferous and deciduous timber by FMU
and are approved by the Government of Alberta. On July 15, 2010, the Alberta Government approved the
2006-2026 C5 FMU Forest Management Plan (FMP) and established the AAC levels identified in Table 6-1. The
AAC levels were reduced in 2017 with the creation of the Castle Provincial/Wildland Parks within the C5 FMU.
A deciduous AAC was not calculated in the 2006-2026 C5 FMP because the deciduous trees found within the
C5 FMU are believed to have greater value for meeting aesthetic and wildlife habitat objectives than though
commercial timber harvesting.

Table 6-1. Approved AAC for the 2006 — 2026 C5 FMU.
Annual Allowable Cut (m3/year)

Period Coniferous Deciduous Total
2006-2017 209,414 - 209,414
2017-2026 157,800 - 157,800
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6.2 Trapping

The fur trade in Western Canada dates back centuries and was a driving factor in the early occupation and
settlement of modern-day Canada. Trapping is now controlled through licensing and regulations defined by the
Alberta Wildlife Act. The DFA overlaps with 19 Registered Fur Management Areas (RFMA) ® totaling 349,622
hectares, approximately 100% of the DFA (Figure 6-1). The average size of an individual trapline is 18,401 ha
and the largest covers 44,465 ha. The trapping of fisher and otter is prohibited within Fur Management Zone 6
49 which is the only fur management zone that overlaps with the DFA. All other furbearer species are allowed
to be trapped during their respective seasons (Government of Alberta, 2018a).
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Figure 6-1. Registered Fur Management Areas within and surrounding the DFA.
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6.3 Recreation

Recreation in Alberta is managed through legislation, regional and subregional planning, and the establishment
of Public Land Use Zones (PLUZs). PLUZs are a tool used to manage recreational activity, including motorized
access, in the DFA (see Section 2.14).

6.3.1 Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreation Management Plan

The Livingstone-Porcupine Hills region, composed of the Livingstone and Porcupine Hills Public PLUZs, is an
area of high recreational use that covers a large portion of the DFA. The Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreation
Management Plan (RMP) addresses the priorities for outdoor recreation expressed in the South Saskatchewan
Regional Plan and came into effect on May 14, 2018. The RMP provides direction for recreational opportunities
while managing impacts on other land uses and ecological values and commits to establishing a designated
motorized trail system that meets access limits prescribed by the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint
Management Plan and developing best practices and guidelines for siting recreational infrastructure including
trails, camping, and day use areas. Diverse recreational activities including hiking, backcountry camping,
mountaineering, skiing, mountain biking, horseback riding, OHV use, and hunting are supported and enabled
through the RMP (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2017).

Castle Provincial Park and Castle Wildland Provincial Park were established by the Government of Alberta in
2017 and are located in the southern portion of the DFA adjacent to the Livingstone PLUZ. These two parks are
managed by the Castle Management Plan: Castle Provincial Park and Castle Wildland Park, with the RMP
designed to complement management objectives in these protected areas.

6.3.2 Recreation Trails

Trail development, access, and use is guided by both the RMP and higher-level legislation. The Trails Act
establishes a system for motorized and non-motorized trail management on public lands (Government of
Alberta, 2022). The Public Lands Administrative Regulation addresses land management, access, and
compliance and enforcement concerns on public lands in Alberta, including authorizing activities for trail
maintenance under the Trails Act and outlining disposition holders’ responsibilities for addressing damages to
trails (Government of Alberta, 2023b).

The DFA encompasses a well-developed trail system that supports a variety of motorized and non-motorized
recreational activity. Recreation trails on crown land “Y are classified as provincial or designated trails and
have restrictions related to motorized access and seasonal use (Figure 6-2).

6.3.3 Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation

Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use is an important recreational activity in the DFA. The RMP addresses priorities
for outdoor recreation expressed in the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan, including establishing a designated
motorized trail system and improving recreation infrastructure such as water crossings (Alberta Environment
and Parks, 2017c). PLUZs designate trails acceptable for OHV use and regulate the types of vehicles that can be
used on individual trails. There are well developed networks of designated OHV trails in the Livingstone and
Porcupine Hills public land use zones. In the Cataract Creek Snow Vehicle PLUZ, OHV use is not permitted but
snowmobiles are permitted on designated trails.
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6.3.4 Camping and Day Use Areas

Backcountry (tent) camping is permitted throughout the Livingstone and Porcupine Hills PLUZs, excepting
restrictions related to safety, environmentally sensitive areas, and adjacent dispositions and/or activities.
Motorized camping is allowed in established designated locations.

Public Land Recreation Areas serve as designated areas for camping, trail access, day use, and staging for non-
motorized access (see Section 2.14).
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Figure 6-2. Recreation trails in the Cataract Creek Snow Vehicle, Livingstone, and Porcupine Hills public land use zones.
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6.4 Tourism

The South Saskatchewan Regional Plan includes recreation and tourism objectives for the South Saskatchewan
Land-use Framework Region, which encompasses 100% of the DFA (see Section 2.6). The very north of the DFA
is part of the Kananaskis tourism destination area defined in the regional plan (Government of Alberta, 2017a).
Broad objectives have been defined for this and other tourism destination areas that include tourism
investment and infrastructure development, promoting scenic byways near areas with recreation and tourism
features (no specific locations are defined yet), providing long-term security for tourism and recreation
investment opportunities and development of regional tourism strategies for each destination.

6.5 Guiding and Outfitting

Hunting is a popular recreational pastime in Alberta, with over 150,000 resident hunters living in the province
in 2021. According to the most recent survey, a total of 4,226 big game animals were harvested from the eight
wildlife management units (see Section 6.8.1.2) overlapping the DFA in 2021 (Table 6-2). Hunters had the
highest success rate hunting moose (average 48% success rate) and the lowest success rate hunting black bear
(average 9% success rate) (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2022b; Alberta Environment and Parks, 2022c;
Alberta Environment and Parks, 2022d; Alberta Environment and Parks, 2022e; Alberta Environment and
Parks, 2022f) White-tailed deer and mule deer were the most frequently harvested species. Compulsory
registration of harvested bighorn sheep is required in Alberta; 15 sheep were registered in WMUs overlapping
the DFA in 2021. Five of the WMUs overlapping the DFA (Crowsnest Pass, Happy Valley, Highwood,
Livingstone, and Willow Valley) have draws for non-trophy sheep hunting licences. No WMUs overlapping the
DFA had draws for non-resident (non-Canadians) trophy sheep special licences in 2021 (Alberta Environment
and Parks, 2022a).

Table 6-2. Big game harvest estimates in WMUs overlapping the DFA in 2021.

Total Estimated Average
Species Harvested Hunter Success (%)
Black bear 184 9%
Elk 973 13%
Moose 89 48%
Mule deer 1,481 42%
White-tailed deer 1,499 23%
Total 4,226 27%

6.6 Cultural Resources and Historical Resources

Alberta Culture maintains a provincial GIS database that records sites that contain or are believed to contain
historic resources “?, which includes archaeological and paleontological sites, Indigenous peoples traditional-
use of a historical resource, and historic structures. Each land parcel in the listing is assigned a Historical
Resource Value (HRV) ranging from 1 to 5, reflecting its historical importance. HRV 2 was formerly used to
designate sites as a Registered Historic Resource but is no longer assigned.

e HRV 1: Designated under the HRA as a Provincial Historic Resource
e HRV 3: Contains a significant historic resource that will likely require avoidance
e HRV 4: Contains a historic resource that may require avoidance
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e HRV 5: High potential to contain a historic resource

The DFA contains all levels of HRV (Table 6-3). There are three locations of HRV 1 in the south DFA (Figure 6-3).
Locations with HRV of 3 through 5 are spread throughout the DFA, with HRV 5 sites covering most of the
eastern boundary of compartments Racehorse Creek, Oldman River, and Willow Creek and almost the entirety
of Porcupine Hills.

Table 6-3. Area containing historical resources, by category and assigned HRV.

Relative Importance Ranking (HRV)

HRV 1 HRV 3 HRV 4 HRV 5 Total'

Category (ha) (%) (ha) (%) (ha) (%) (ha) (%) (ha) (%)
Archaeological - - 814 41 4,584 27 100,723 40 106,120 74
Cultural - - - - 10,440 62 - - 10,440 7
Historical 97 50 178 9 232 1 - - 508
Geological 97 50 78 4 - - - - 176 0
Natural - - - - - - 23,854 10 23,854 17
Paleontological - - 926 46 1,693 10 261 0 2,879 2
Total' 195 0 1,996 1 16,949 12 124,838 87 143,978 100

1Some categories and features overlap so total area is not additive
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Figure 6-3. Areas with Historic Resource Value within the DFA.
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6.7 Visual Resources

The diverse topography (see Section 3.1), variety of vegetation types and leading forest species (see Section
4.1), and the presence of many parks and protected areas (see Section 2.12) in the DFA creates numerous high
value visual areas. A visual quality inventory for the DFA was completed to identify areas of high visual quality
by determining potential viewer locations (e.g., roadways, trails, recreation areas, rivers and lakes). The
visibility from selected features was then determined for the foreground (0 — 0.8 km), midground (0.8 — 5 km)
and the background (5+ km). Figure 6-4 shows the DFA areas modelled as having high visual quality for the
foreground, midground, and background classifications.
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Figure 6-4. Modelled areas of high visual quality within the DFA.
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6.8 Fish and Wildlife Resources
6.8.1 Management Zones
6.8.1.1 Fish and Wildlife Districts

Alberta is divided into five Fish and Wildlife Management Areas, which are further divided into 60 Fish and
Wildlife Districts “® for regulation and enforcement purposes. Four Fish and Wildlife Districts overlap with the
DFA (Figure 6-5), with the Blairmore district covering the largest area (75%, Table 6-4).

Table 6-4. Fish and Wildlife districts in the DFA.
Entire District  Portion of Districtin DFA  Portion of DFA Occupied

District Name Area (ha) Area (ha) (%) by District (%)

Blairmore 327,684 263,260 80 75
Claresholm 545,955 38,833 7 11
High River 519,914 20,731 4 6
Pincher Creek 286,122 27,509 10 8
Total 1,679,675 350,334 21 100
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Figure 6-5. Fish and Wildlife Districts surrounding the DFA.
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6.8.1.2 Wildlife Management Units

The Government of Alberta manages wildlife resources using Wildlife Management Units (WMUs) “4. Hunting
regulations are defined by WMU with different rules, timing and harvest levels for each WMU. There are eight
WMUs that overlap the DFA area (Figure 6-6), with the Livingstone WMU covering the largest area (38%, Table

6-5).

Table 6-5. Wildlife management units in the DFA.

Entire Unit  Portion of Unit in DFA Portion of DFA

Area (ha) Area (ha) (%) Occupied by Unit (%)
Castle-Carbondale 120,400 120,380 100 34
Crowsnest Pass 16,049 865 5 0
Happy Valley 65,570 30,404 46 9
Highwood 93,484 20,731 22 6
Livingstone 132,989 132,636 100 38
North Porcupine Hills 154,520 17,977 12 5
South Porcupine Hills 212,497 20,905 10
Willow Valley 41,959 6,450 15 2
Total 837,469 350,348 42 100
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Figure 6-6. Wildlife Management Units within and surrounding the DFA.
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6.8.1.3 Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)

The Hydrological Unit Code (HUC) watersheds of Alberta “* represent a collection of four nested hierarchically
structured drainage basin feature classes and are used to meet fisheries management objectives. Fish
Sustainability Indexes (FSls) are developed and selected for cold water fish species based on the HUCs.

Figure 6-7 shows the HUC 10 watersheds that overlap and surround the DFA. The Livingstone River watershed
occupies the greatest area of the DFA (10%, Table 6-6).

122 |Page
FINAL DRAFT



Table 6-6. HUC 10 watersheds that overlap the DFA.

Portion of
DFA

HUC 10 Entire Portion of Occupied by
Watershed Watershed Watershed in DFA Watershed
ID Number HUC 10 Watershed Name Area (ha) Area (ha) (%) (%)
401010202 Allison Creek 5,140 4,497 87 1
401010502 Beaver Creek 29,180 6,359 22 2
401010203 Blairmore Creek 5,026 2,859 57 1
401030202 Blakiston Creek 15,683 3 0 0
401010108 Bob Creek 7,366 6,019 82 2
401010109 Callum Creek 21,327 7,586 36 2
401010107 Camp Creek 5,706 5,517 97 2
401010304 Carbondale River 30,943 30,429 98 9
402120102 Cataract Creek 23,385 222 1 0
401030204 Drywood Creek 28,775 13,071 45 4
401010105 Dutch Creek 15,526 15,526 100 4
401010204 Gold Creek 6,334 2,607 41 1
401010111 Heath Creek 6,605 2,741 41 1
401010102 Hidden Creek 6,902 6,902 100 2
401010103 Livingstone River 35,819 35,807 100 10
401010205 Lower Crowsnest River 27,009 4,105 15 1
401010110 Lower Oldman River Above Reservoir 27,925 336 1 0
401020107 Meadow Creek 12,577 1,212 10 0
401010303 Middle Castle River 21,266 6,218 29 2
402120103 Middle Highwood River 31,875 485 2 0
401010104 Middle Oldman River Above Reservoir 20,104 6,481 32 2
401020103 Middle Willow Creek 56,524 718 1 0
401010305 Mill Creek 18,979 10,540 56 3
401010401 Pincher Creek 28,790 2,955 10 1
401010106 Racehorse Creek 30,648 30,648 100 9
401010206 Rock Creek 4,748 713 15 0
401020102 South Willow Creek 27,983 13,441 48 4
402120107 Stimson Creek 48,805 11,493 24 3
401010207  Todd Creek 24,557 3,918 16 1
401020105 Trout Creek 44,491 16,619 37 5
401010301 Upper Castle River 24,246 24,220 100 7
401010201 Upper Crowsnest River 30,597 23,321 76 7
401010101 Upper Oldman River Above Reservoir 27,479 27,475 100 8
401020101 Upper Willow Creek 37,597 12,493 33 4
401010302 West Castle River 12,812 12,812 100 4
Total 802,725 350,348 44 100
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Figure 6-7. HUC10 watersheds within and surrounding the DFA.
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6.8.2 Fish Management Zones

Three Fish Management Zones “®) have been designated in Alberta to determine fisheries health, regulate
sport and commercial fishing, and determine fish stocking. Fish Management Zones are further subdivided into
Fish Watershed Units based on specific river basins. The DFA is entirely within the Eastern Slopes Fish
Management Zone (Figure 6-8), and includes the Watershed Unit ES1 (Oldman River and Bow River) and ES2
(Red Deer and North Saskatchewan Rivers).
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Figure 6-8. Fish Management Zones surrounding the DFA.
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6.8.3 Wildlife
6.8.3.1 Wildlife Sensitivity Zones

Wildlife sensitivity zones are derived from aerial surveys, historical information, movements of collared
animals and specific habitat type requirements (Government of Alberta, 2019b). They are used by industrial
operators and government departments in operational decision making on Crown land, primarally for oil and
gas development, whereas forestry focuses on operating ground rules (OGRs) for these areas.

Table 6-7. Wildlife sensitivity zones within the DFA.

Wildlife
Sensitivity Portion of Portion of DFA
Zone within Sensitivity Zone in occupied by
Alberta DFA ~ Sensitivity Zone
Wildlife Species (4F)] (%)
Grizzly bear Core habitat zone 3,729,349 329,127 9 94
(Ursus arctos Secondary habitat zone 4,973,300 20,905 0 6
horribilis) Habitat linkage zone 528,671 15,723 3 4
Support zone 6,175,960 301 0 0
Subtotal 15,407,281 366,056 2 104
Mountain goat (Oreamnos americanus) 1,247,007 138,009 11 39
and sheep (Ovis canadensis)
Key wildlife biodiversity zone 4,695,030 124,834 3 36

Grizzly bear (Ursos arctos horribilis) is a threatened species in Alberta, and grizzly bear sensitivity zones 4748 42
0 have been established to reduce sources of human-caused mortality, reduce human-bear conflicts, avoid
development within key habitats and seasons and avoid development of grizzly bear attractants (Government
of Alberta, 2008). The grizzly bear zones are divided into core habitat (areas of high habitat value and low
mortality risk), secondary habitat (areas of good habitat, reflecting the broader range of grizzly bears), habitat
linkage (highway corridors where there is a need to maintain or enhance connectivity between bear
management areas), and support (areas designed to maintain bear populations, particularly females with or
without cubs). Grizzly bear management areas have also been identified for the province to create regional
recovery priorities and actions. The majority of the DFA area is classified as core grizzly bear habitat (94%)
(Table 6-7), while an additional 6% of the area is secondary grizzly habitat and 4% is classified as a habitat
linkage zone. Most of the core grizzly habitat is within the western compartments, while the southern portion
of compartment Porcupine Hills is secondary grizzly habitat (Figure 6-9). The habitat linkage zone buffers a
portion of Highway 3 and connects the Crowsnest River North and Crowsnest River compartments. The north
DFA is within the Livingstone bear management area (BMA 4) and the south DFA is within the Waterton bear
management area (BMA 5).

Mountain goat (Oreamnos americanus) and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis) are alpine ungulates that are
potentially sensitive to human disturbance. The majority of goat and sheep ranges in Alberta ©% are in areas
where industrial activity is not permitted. However, 11% of the DFA is occupied by this zone (Table 6-7, Figure
6-9).

Key wildlife and biodiversity zones *? have been established by the Government of Alberta. Many of these
zones follow major river valleys as they contain topographic variation, high site productivity and riparian
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vegetation complexes. Figure 6-10 shows the distribution of Wildlife Biodiversity Zones across the DFA, which
occupies a total of 3% of the DFA (Table 6-7).
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Figure 6-9. Wildlife species sensitivity zones within and surrounding the DFA.
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Figure 6-10. Key Wildlife and Biodiversity Zones within and surrounding the DFA.
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6.8.3.2 Species of Special Concern

Table 6-8 lists the species classified under the Alberta Wildlife Act as Endangered, Threatened, or Special
Concern that have either been found in the DFA or could potentially be found in the DFA based on range maps
and other data sources.

Table 6-8. Species at risk that occur or are likely to occur in the DFA.
Species Confirmed Likely Possibly

Classification Species inside DFA  inside DFA inside DFA

Endangered Limber pine (Pinus flexilis) X

Whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) X

Porsild's bryum (Bryum porsildii)
Subtotal
Threatened Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos)
Westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi)
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)
Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) X
Sprague's pipit (Anthus spragueii) X
Lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) X
Subtotal 3 1 2
Special Harlequin duck (Histrionicus histrionicus)
Concern Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) X

XiXiX|N

Long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus)

Long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum)
Northern leopard frog (Lithobates pipiens)

Prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus)

Trumpeter swan (Cignus buccinator)

Western blue flag (/ris missouriensis)

Western grebe (Aechmophorus occidentalis)
Subtotal
Total 5 3

N| XX XX XXX

=
(=]

6.8.3.3 Critical Habitat for Aquatic Species at Risk

Critical habitat is identified for species listed as Endangered or Threatened under the federal Species at Risk
Act and where federal critical habitat protection orders are in effect. Critical habitat is defined as the habitat
that is necessary for the survival or recovery of a listed wildlife species and that is identified as such in the
recovery strategy or action plan for the species. The Species at Risk Act makes it illegal to destroy any part of
the critical habitat of a listed species and may impose restrictions on development and construction.

Westslope cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi) are ranked as Threatened both under Alberta’s Wildife
Act and by the national Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). Threats to
sustainability include hybridization with non-native trout, harvest, and habitat change. There are 141
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waterbodies covering 29% of the DFA that are classified as critical habitat for westslope cutthroat trout 3
(Table 6-9, Figure 6-11).

Table 6-9. Critical habitat for aquatic species at risk within the DFA.
Number of Total areain  Areain DFA Portion of zone Portion of

Province (ha) (LE)) in DFA (%) DFA (%)
141 219,158 102,218 47 29

Species at Risk Waterbodies
Westslope Cutthroat Trout
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Figure 6-11. Critical habitat for westslope cutthroat trout within and surrounding the DFA.

133 | Page
FINAL DRAFT



6.8.3.4 Rare Species and Ecological Communities

The Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS) is a spatial database of species and
ecological communities that are considered rare or of conservation concern (Alberta Parks, 2019). Element
occurrences are divided into sensitive element occurrences ** with the location provided by township, and
non-sensitive element occurrences *° with a more exact location provided. The status definitions used by
ACIMS, which are adapted from the NatureServe ranking methodology, are summarized below (Table 6-10).

Table 6-10. ACIMS status definitions.

Rank Definition

SX Taxon is believed to be extirpated from the province and is unlikely to be rediscovered.

SH Taxon is known only from historical records but there is a possibility of rediscovery.

S1 Taxon is known from 5 or fewer occurrences or is especially vulnerable to extirpation due to other
factor(s).

S2 Taxon is known from 20 or fewer occurrences or especially vulnerable to extirpation due to other
factor(s).

S3 Taxon is known from 100 or fewer occurrences or especially vulnerable to extirpation due to other
factor(s).

sS4 Taxon is apparently secure and uncommon but not rare. There may be some cause for long-term
concern due to declines or other factors.

S5 Taxon is secure, common, widespread, and abundant.

SH#S# A numeric range rank indicates a range of uncertainty about the status of a taxon (e.g., S2S3).

SuU Taxon is currently unrankable due to a lack of information or conflicting information.

SNR Taxon is not ranked as conservation status has not been assessed.

SNA A rank is not applicable as the taxon is not a suitable target for conservation activities (e.g.,
introduced species).

S#? An inexact numeric rank is applied when there is conflicting information or unresolved questions on

the status of the taxon.

There are a total of 895 non-sensitive element occurrences within the DFA for 261 species or ecological
communities. The ACIMS database contains both rare plant occurences (Table 6-11) and rare butterfly
occurrences (Table 6-12). Non-sensitive element occurrences are found throughout the DFA with a noticeable
concentration of locations at the northern boundary of the Oldman River compartment and the southern
portion of the DFA.

There are two sensitive element occurrences (Aquilegia jonesii and Microseris nutans) that occur within the
DFA, both found along the southern boundary within Castle Wildland Provincial Park (Table 6-13, Figure 6-12).

134 |Page
FINAL DRAFT



Table 6-11. ACIMS non-sensitive plant occurrences within the DFA.

Species Number of
Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Abies bifolia - Pinus albicaulis - Picea subalpine fir - whitebark pine - S2 2
engelmannii / Empetrum nigrum forest Engelmann spruce / crowberry forest
Abies bifolia - Pinus flexilis - Populus subalpine fir - limber pine - aspen / veiny ~ S2? 1
tremuloides / Thalictrum venulosum meadow rue forest
forest
Adenocaulon bicolor Pathfinder S2 2
Adiantum aleuticum western maidenhair fern S2 2
Allantoparmelia alpicola rock grubs S2S3 1
Allocetraria madreporiformis finger lichen $2S3 3
Anoectangium aestivum moss (no common name provided) $2S3 1
Antennaria aromatica scented pussytoes S3 1
Antennaria corymbosa corymbose everlasting S2 1
Aquilegia jonesii Jones' columbine S1 2
Arnica parryi nodding arnica S2 5
Artemisia borealis ssp. borealis northern wormwood $2S3 2
Artemisia tridentata big sagebrush S2 2
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana - big sagebrush - saskatoon shrubland S1 5
Amelanchier alnifolia shrubland
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana - big sagebrush - alder-leaved buckthorn S1 2
Rhamnus alnifolia shrubland shrubland
Aspicilia pergibbosa sunken disc lichen S1S2 1
Aspicilia sublapponica sunken disc lichen S1 1
Athyrium distentifolium var. americanum  alpine lady fern S1 1
Aulacomnium androgynum little groove moss S2S3 4
Bacidia hegetschweileri dot lichen S1 2
Biatora globulosa lichen (no common name provided) S1 1
Boechera calderi Calder's rockcress S2 1
Boechera lemmonii Lemmon's rockcress S3 2
Botrychium ascendens ascending grape fern S3 2
Botrychium campestre field grape fern S3 2
Botrychium hesperium western grape fern S3 1
Botrychium lineare straight-leaf moonwort S1 1
Botrychium michiganense Michigan grapefern SuU 1
Botrychium spathulatum spatulate grape fern S3 2
Brachythecium frigidum moss (no common name provided) S1S2 1
Brickellia grandiflora large-flowered brickellia S2 1
Bucklandiella sudetica moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Buxbaumia piperi moss (no common name provided) S1 1
Buxbaumia viridis green shield moss S1 1
Caloplaca chrysophthalma firedot lichen S1 1
Caloplaca citrina powdery jewel lichen S1S2 2
Caloplaca cladodes firedot lichen S1 1
Caloplaca flavovirescens sulphur-firedot lichen S2S3 1
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Camassia quamash var. quamash blue camas S3 2
Carex geyeri Geyer's sedge S2 1
Carex infirminervia weak-nerved sedge S1 1
Carex mertensii purple sedge S2 4
Carex paysonis Payson's sedge S2 2
Carex petasata pasture sedge S3 1
Carex scoparia var. scoparia broom sedge S2 1
Catillaria nigroclavata lichen (no common name provided) S2 3
Ceanothus velutinus snowbrush ceanothus S2 6
Cetraria arenaria sand-loving Iceland lichen S1S2 3
Chaenotheca trichialis stubble lichen S2 1
Chaenotheca xyloxena stubble lichen S1 1
Cirsium scariosum meadow thistle S2 9
Clevea hyalina liverwort (no common name provided) S3 1
Collema crispum crinkled jelly lichen S1S2 1
Collema subparvum jelly lichen S1 1
Collema undulatum var. granulosum jelly flakes lichen S2S3 1
Conimitella williamsii conimitella S2 15
Conocephalum salebrosum cat-tongue liverwort S254 1
Crepis atribarba slender hawk's-beard S2 2
Cynodontium strumiferum moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Cyphelium inquinans cupped soot lichen S2 2
Cypripedium montanum mountain lady's-slipper S2 2
Dermatocarpon intestiniforme leather lichen S3 1
Deschampsia elongata slender hair grass S2 5
Dichodontium olympicum moss (no common name provided) S1 1
Dicranella crispa curl-leaved fork moss S2S3 1
Dicranella heteromalla silky fork moss $2S3 1
Dicranum pallidisetum alpine curly heron's bill moss S1S2 2
Dicranum tauricum broken-leaf moss S1S3 12
Didymodon tophaceus blunt-leaved hair moss $2S3 1
Didymodon vinealis moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Diplophyllum taxifolium liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Downingia laeta downingia S3 2
Draba densifolia dense-leaved draba S2 4
Draba porsildii Porsild's draba S3 1
Elymus elymoides ssp. elymoides squirreltail $2S3 2
Elymus scribneri Scribner's wheat grass S2 13
Encalypta brevicollis candle-snuffer moss S2S3 1
Encalypta spathulata candle-snuffer moss $2S3 1
Endocarpon tortuosum stippled lichen S1S2 2
Epilobium glaberrimum ssp. fastigiatum glaucous willowherb S1 1
Erigeron divergens diffuse fleabane S1 1
Erigeron flagellaris creeping fleabane S2 1
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Erigeron lackschewitzii front-range fleabane S1 1
Erigeron ochroleucus buff fleabane S1 2
Erigeron trifidus trifid-leaved fleabane S3 1
Farnoldia hypocrita lichen (no common name provided) S1 1
Festuca minutiflora tiny-flowered fescue S2 1
Festuca occidentalis western fescue S2 6
Festuca subulata bearded fescue S 3
Fissidens crispus moss (no common name provided) S2 1
Fontinalis neomexicana moss (no common name provided) S1S2 1
Galium bifolium two-leaved bedstraw S1 2
Gayophytum racemosum racemose groundsmoke S1 2
Gentiana calycosa mountain gentian S2 1
Grimmia alpestris alpine grimmia moss SuU 2
Grimmia anomala mountain forest grimmia moss $2S3 1
Grimmia donniana Donian grimmia moss S1S2 5
Grimmia ramondii spreading fringe moss S1S2 1
Hennediella heimii long-stalked beardless moss $2S3 1
Homalothecium nevadense moss (no common name provided) S1S2 2
Hygrohypnum styriacum moss (no common name provided) S1S2 2
Hypogymnia wilfiana deflated tube lichen $2S3 1
Hypopitys monotropa pinesap S3 4
Jaffueliobryum wrightii moss (no common name provided) S1S2 1
Juncus parryi Parry's rush S2 6
Juncus regelii Regel's rush S1 2
Jungermannia atrovirens liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 2
Jungermannia leiantha liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Jungermannia sphaerocarpa liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Larix occidentalis western larch S2 3
Larix occidentalis / Rubus parviflorus
forest western larch / thimbleberry forest S1 3
Lecanora hypoptoides rim-lichen S2 1
Lecanora pringlei rim-lichen S1S2 1
Lecidea lithophila disk lichen S2 1
Lecidella patavina disk lichen S1S2 2
Lecidoma demissum brown earth-crust S2 2
Lepraria incana dust lichen S3 2
Leptogium gelatinosum jellyskin lichen S2S3 1
Leptosiphon septentrionalis northern linanthus S2 1
Leskeella nervosa moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Lewisia pygmaea alpine lewisia S2 11
Lithophragma glabrum rockstar S2 3
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Lithophragma parviflorum small-flowered rockstar S2 7
Lupinus lepidus alpine lupine S2 3
Lupinus minimus least lupine S2 5
Lupinus wyethii Wyeth's lupine S1 1
Melanohalea subelegantula camouflage lichen S3 1
Melica smithii Smith's oniongrass S2 2
Melica spectabilis onion grass S2 9
Mertensia lanceolata lance-leaved lungwort S2 9
Mertensia longiflora large-flowered lungwort S2 11
Micarea assimilata assimilative dot lichen S2 1
Micranthes odontoloma brook saxifrage S2 8
Microseris nutans nodding microseris S2 7
Microsteris gracilis ssp. gracilis slender phlox S1 9
Mimulus floribundus small yellow monkeyflower S2 2
Mimulus tilingii large mountain monkeyflower S1 4
Montia linearis linear-leaved montia S2 1
Montia parvifolia small-leaved montia S1 1
Mycoblastus sanguinarius bloody-heart lichen S2 2
Mycocalicium subtile lichen (no common name provided) S254 2
Myurella tenerrima moss (no common name provided) $2S3 2
Nemophila breviflora small baby-blue-eyes S3 17
Neottia banksiana western twayblade S2 5
Neottia convallarioides broad-lipped twayblade S2 6
Nodobryoria abbreviata tufted foxtail lichen S1S2 3
Nodobryoria subdivergens foxtail lichen SuU 1
Nothocalais cuspidata prairie false dandelion S2 1
Ochrolechia frigida arctic saucer lichen SuU 2
Orthotrichum pallens var. pallens moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Packera contermina Arctic butterweed S2 13
Packera subnuda var. subnuda alpine meadow groundsel S2 6
Papaver pygmaeum dwarf alpine poppy S1 7
Pellaea glabella ssp. simplex smooth cliff brake S2 1
Peltigera cinnamomea cinnamon dog pelt lichen S2S3 1
Penstemon eriantherus crested beardtongue S2 2
Phacelia linearis linear-leaved scorpionweed S3 3
Phacelia lyallii Lyall's scorpionweed S2 3
Phaeophyscia sciastra dark shadow lichen S3 1
Phaeorrhiza sareptana lichen (no common name provided) SuU 1
Physcomitrium pyriforme urn moss S2 1
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Pinus albicaulis whitebark pine S3 149
Pinus albicaulis / Juniperus communis - whitebark pine / ground juniper - S2S3 2
Arctostaphylos uva ursi woodland common bearberry woodland
Pinus flexilis limber pine S3 84
Pinus monticola western white pine S2 1
Piperia unalascensis Alaska bog orchid S2 5
Piptatherum exiguum little rice grass S2 5
Placidium lachneum earthscale lichen S1S2 1
Placynthium asperellum ink lichen SuU 1
Poa stenantha narrow-flowered bluegrass S2 1
Pohlia atropurpurea moss (no common name provided) S2 1
Pohlia longicollis moss (no common name provided) S2 1
Polygonum austiniae Austin's knotweed S1 1
Polygonum engelmannii Engelmann's knotweed S2 2
Polygonum minimum least knotweed S2 4
Polysporina arenacea cobblestone lichen S2 1
Populus tremuloides / Rubus parviflorus
forest aspen / thimbleberry forest S2 4
Porella cordaeana liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 4
Porella platyphylla liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Potentilla flabellifolia fanleaf cinquefoil S1 1
Potentilla multisecta smooth-leaved cinquefoil S2 4
Potentilla pulcherrima soft cinquefoil S1 1
Potentilla villosa hairy cinquefoil SuU 3
Pseudognaphalium macounii Macoun's rabbit-tobacco SH 1
Pseudoleskea patens moss (no common name provided) S1S2 2
Pseudoleskea stenophylla moss (no common name provided) $2S3 2
Pseudotsuga menziesii - Pinus flexilis / S2 2
Juniperus communis / Festuca campestris  Douglas-fir - limber pine / ground juniper
woodland / mountain rough fescue woodland
Psora globifera blackberry scale S1S2 1
Psora nipponica butterfly scale $2S3 3
Pteridium aquilinum var. pubescens bracken fern SuU 1
Ptychostomum calophyllum matted bryum S2 1
Pyrola picta white-veined wintergreen S1 2
Radula complanata liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 2
Ramboldia elabens crimson dot lichen S2 1
Ranunculus glaberrimus early buttercup S3 2
Rhamnus alnifolia Shrubland alder-leaved buckthorn shrubland S1S2 1
Rhizocarpon badioatrum lichen (no common name provided) S1 1
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Rhizocarpon pusillum map lichen S1? 1
Rhizocarpon superficiale map lichen S2 1
Rhizocarpon umbilicatum map lichen S1 1
Rhizomnium magnifolium moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Rhizomnium nudum moss (no common name provided) $2S3 4
Rhytidiadelphus squarrosus pipecleaner moss S1S2 1
Ribes inerme var. inerme mountain gooseberry S2? 1
Rinodina archaea brown pepper-spore lichen S2 1
Rinodina colobina pepper-spore lichen S1 1
Rinodina confragosa pepper-spore lichen S1 1
Romanzoffia sitchensis Sitka romanzoffia S2 7
Rorippa tenerrima slender cress S3 1
Salix drummondiana / Calamagrostis Drummond's willow / bluejoint S1 1
canadensis Shrubland shrubland
Sarcogyne privigna stepdaughter grain-spored lichen S1 1
Sarcogyne regularis grain-spored lichen S1S3 1
Saxifraga mertensiana Merten's saxifrage S1 3
Scapania curta liverwort (no common name provided) S2S3 2
Scapania cuspiduligera liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Scapania subalpina liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 2
Schistidium pulvinatum moss (no common name provided) SuU 1
Sciuro-hypnum hylotapetum moss (no common name provided) S1S3 10
Sciuro-hypnum reflexum cedar moss $2S3 2
Sedum divergens spreading stonecrop S2 1
Seligeria campylopoda moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Seligeria donniana Donian beardless moss $2S3 1
Senecio megacephalus large-flowered ragwort S1 3
Stereocaulon rivulorum snow foam lichen S3 1
Suksdorfia ranunculifolia suksdorfia S1 7
Suksdorfia violacea blue suksdorfia S1 2
Tellima grandiflora fringe-cups S1 1
Tephromela atra black-eye lichen S254 1
Tetraplodon urceolatus alpine lemming moss $2S3 1
Thamnolia vermicularis whiteworm lichen S2S3 1
Thrombium epigaeum epigeal clot lichen S2 1
Thuja plicata western red cedar S2 10
Tortula leucostoma moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Tortula systylia moss (no common name provided) $2S3 2
Townsendia condensata alpine townsendia S2 7
Trisetum canescens tall trisetum S2 3
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Trisetum cernuum nodding trisetum S2 6
Umbilicaria americana American rock tripe lichen S2S3 3
Umbilicaria angulata rock tripe S1S2 2
Umbilicaria lyngei rock tripe SuU 1
Viola glabella yellow wood violet S2 5
Viola praemorsa ssp. linguifolia broad leaved yellow prairie violet S2 4
Vulpicida canadensis brown-eyed sunshine lichen S2S3 2
Xerophyllum tenax Herbaceous

Vegetation bear-grass herbaceous vegetation $1S2 1

Table 6-12. ACIMS non-sensitive butterfly occurrences within the DFA.

Species Number of
Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Boloria astarte Astarte Fritillary S3 2
Boloria epithore Western Meadow Fritillary S2 10
Callophrys mossii Moss's Elfin S1 3
Callophrys sheridanii Sheridan's Green Hairstreak S1 7
Callophrys spinetorum Thicket Hairstreak S1S2 1
Celastrina echo nigrescens Purple Azure S1 1
Euphydryas gillettii Gillette's Checkerspot S2 6
Limenitis lorquini Lorquin's Admiral S2 5
Lycaena heteronea heteronea Blue Copper S2 1
Lycaena hyllus Bronze Copper S2 1
Lycaena phlaeas Little Copper S2 7
Ochlodes sylvanoides Woodland Skipper S2 3
Papilio eurymedon Pale Swallowtail S2 1
Plebejus icarioides Icarioides Blue S2S3 1
Polygonia oreas Orea’s Comma S1S2 1
Satyrium acadica Acadian Hairstreak S2 3
Satyrium sylvinus Sylvan Hairstreak S1 1
Table 6-13. ACIMS sensitive occurrences within the DFA.
Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Aquilegia jonesii Jones' columbine S1 1
Microseris nutans nodding microseris S2 1
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Figure 6-12. ACIMS non-sensitive and sensitive occurrences within and surrounding the DFA.
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6.9 Eastern Slopes Land Use Zones

The Eastern Slopes Land Use Zones of Alberta ®® cover much of the Rocky Mountain and the Foothills regions
of Alberta and are used to identify, analyze and nominate areas for designation and protection (Government of
Alberta, 1984). While the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP) has largely replaced this policy, the land
use zones still provide guidance for Integrated Resource Plans that have not been rescinded. The Livingstone-
Porcupine Hills Land Foorprint Management Plan and the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreation Management
Plan also provide direction for footprint and recreation planning across much of the DFA (see Section 2.6.1).

Nearly the entire DFA is within the Eastern Slopes Land Use Zone (99.6%), most of which is classified as
Multiple Use zones (52%) (Table 6-14). Multiple Use zones aim to provide for the management and
development of all available resources while meeting watershed management and environmental protection
objectives. An additional 20% of the DFA is classified as Critical Wildlife zones, which are areas of terrestrial
and aquatic habitats crucial for the maintenance of fish and wildlife populations. The General Recreation and
Prime Protection zones make up 10% and 5% of the DFA respectively, while the Special Use zones make up 2%
of the area. The remainder of the zones each cover less than 1% (Figure 6-13).

The Prime Protection zone contains high-elevation forests and steep rocky slopes, and was established with
the intent of preserving environmentally sensitive terrain and valuable ecological and aesthetic resources. This
includes the area’s rugged mountain scenery, its critical wildlife ranges, especially for bighorn sheep and
mountain goats and its importance as a key source of water. This zone receives the greatest amounts of
precipitation and produces most of the streamflow of the Eastern Slopes.

Table 6-14. Eastern slopes land use zones within the DFA.

Eastern

Slopes Land Eastern Slopes Total areain  Areain DFA  Portion of zone  Portion of
Use Code Land Use Name Province (ha) (LE)) in DFA (%) DFA (%)
Zone 1 Prime Protection 1,396,772 70,637 5 20
Zone 2 Critical Wildlife 720,057 69,979 10 20
Zone 3 Special Use 50,415 6,651 13 2
Zone 4 General Recreation 191,658 18,316 10

Zone 5 Multiple Use 4,973,864 182,159 4 52
Zone 6 Agriculture 39,042 0 0 0
Zone 7 Industrial 10,314 433 4 0
Zone 8 Facility 12,029 659 5 0

Total 7,394,152 348,834 100

(%}
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Figure 6-13. Eastern Slopes Land Use Zones within and surrounding the DFA.
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1 Introduction

The contents of this chapter are designed to address the requirements of Section 2.2.2 of the Alberta Forest
Management Planning Standard: A Summary of any Previous Forest Management Plan and the Management
Outcomes Including the Learning Associated with Management Review. As outlined in Section 1.1, the
previous Forest Management Plan (FMP) and its implementation were the responsibility of the Crown until
2021. The achievement of the previous FMP is detailed in the following sections:

e FMP development history;
e Approval conditions;
e Performance monitoring and plan implementation; and

e Significant events.
1.1 FMP Development History

The first FMP for the C5 Forest Management Unit (FMU) was approved in 1987 with revisions to the conifer
AAC in 1999 and again in 2003 to account for timber losses resulting from the 2003 Lost Creek wildfire. In July
of 2021, Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. (CFP) was granted the Forest Management Agreement (FMA) with an
effective date of May 1% of the same year. As the previous plan was before the FMA was approved, the FMP
was prepared by the crown, while Spray Lake Sawmills, and its subsidiary Crowsnest Forest Products, were
quota holders within the FMU.

A condition of the FMA was that CFP shall submit an FMP in accordance with the Alberta Forest Management
Planning Standard (April 2006) for the Minister’s approval on or before May 1°, 2025.

1.2 About this Chapter

The basis of this chapter is to compare the objectives of the Resource Management Objectives and Strategies
chapter of the C5 Forest Management Plan 2006-2026 to the achievements from the effective date of the
previous FMP (May 1, 2010) to the effective date of the net landbase of this FMP (May 1, 2023). When
possible, analysis is included up to the end of the 2023/2024 timber year and inputs for calculation use the
most current data (i.e., ARIS reconciled blocks) and capture activity by quota holders and the Coniferous
Community Timber Permit Program (CCTP).

1|Page
FINAL DRAFT



2 Status of Past FMP

This section provides a general description of the C5 Forest Management Plan 2006-2026 that was approved in
2010 as well as a summary of the Government of Alberta’s (GoA) approval conditions and their current status.

2.1 Contents of the C5 Forest Management Plan 2006-2026

The previous FMP included five chapters:

4.

5.

Introduction;

C5 Forest Management Unit;
Resource Management Framework;
Desired Future Forest; and

Performance Monitoring and Plan Implementation.

The C5 Forest Management Plan 2006 can be found at: https://open.alberta.ca/publications/0778545458

2.2 Approval Conditions

The approval of the C5 Forest Management Plan 2006-2026 in 2010 was accompanied by a number of approval
conditions. These conditions are listed in Table 2-1. Section 2.3 describes the condition and status in further

detail.

Table 2-1. Summary of C5 FMP 2006-2026 approval conditions.

Condition Requirement Due Date Status

Approval Condition 6.1 Public Consultation On-going Complete
Approval Condition 6.2 First Nation Consultation On-going Complete
Approval Condition 7.1 Mountain Pine Beetle On-going Complete
Approval Condition 10.1 Spatial Harvest Sequence On-going Complete
Approval Condition 12.1 Grazing Timber Agreement On-going Ongoing
Approval Condition 13.1 Industrial Timber Salvage On-going Ongoing
Approval Condition 15.1 Performance Monitoring October 31, 2015 Complete
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2.3 Approval Condition Details
2.3.1 Approval Condition 6.1 — Public Consultation

The Area Manager, Southern Rockies shall ensure the disposition holders;

i Ensure meaningful public consultation is conducted by the disposition holder at key points in the
FMP implementation.

Status: Open houses have been held by Spray Lake Sawmills / Crowsnest Forest Products annually and on an
as-needed basis to provide the public with access to annual harvest information, including harvest block
locations and timing.

ji. Ensure the disposition holder keep written documentation of all issues and comments raised during
operational plan consultation, as well as response and action taken to address the concerns.

Status: Consultation is recorded and submitted to the GoA annually as outlined in the provincial guidelines.
Additionally, as noted in the 2017 Stewardship Report (see Annex Il — Stewardship Report), local Alberta
Agriculture and Forestry staff attended open houses to observe and confirm the use of sign-in sheets and
written comment cards.

2.3.2 Approval Condition 6.1 — Indigenous Consultation

The Area Manager, Southern Rockies shall ensure the disposition holders;

i Conduct meaningful consultation with aboriginal groups during development of General
Development Plans.

Status: Timber disposition holders are compliant with provincial guidelines and follow the consultation
processes outlined in The Government of Alberta’s Proponent Guide to First Nations, Metis Settlements, and
Credibly Asserted Métis Communities Consultation Procedures (August 2024). Disposition holders are actively
engaging in meaningful consultation on an ongoing basis.

ji. Meet the requirements of Alberta’s First Nation Consultation Guidelines on Land Management and
Resource Development for future plans and approvals.

Status: The General Development Plan (GDP) is consulted on and undergoes thorough assessment for
consultation compliance before adequacy is provided by the Aboriginal Consultation Office (ACO).

jii. Keep written documentation of all issues and comments raised during consultations, as well as
response and actions taken to address the concerns.

Status: All Indigenous consultation records are kept in the Aboriginal Consultation Information System (ACIS)
and response management is under the purview of the GoA.

2.3.3 Approval Condition 7.1 — Mountain Pine Beetle

The Area Manager, Southern Rockies shall;

i Coordinate the department management efforts for MPB control and forest renewal activities.
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Status: Coordination falls under the jurisdiction of the GoA. According to the 2017 Stewardship Report, the
MPB population in C5 experienced a significant decline in 2010, resulting in minimal MPB control activities
since the implementation of the FMP.

ii. Determine the operational implementation of the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground
Rules Addendum — Mountain Pine Beetle Operations.

Status: As reported in the 2017 Stewardship Report, the swift decline of MPB in C5 during 2009-2010 resulted
in the Addendum not being integrated into the Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and not influencing operational
or planning practices during the reporting period.

2.3.4 Approval Condition 10.1 — Spatial Harvest Sequence

i All operators shall follow the mapped 20-year harvest sequence as presented in the FMP.

Status: Operators have generally followed the mapped 20-year sequence outlined in the FMP, with some
variances in the actual timing of Spatial Harvest Sequence (SHS) implementation as compared to the projected
harvest period. CFP is now well into the second decade of the 20 year sequence. A summary of current SHS
variance is detailed in Annex Ill — Stewardship Report.

ii. To address operational planning concerns, all timber disposition holders are authorized to modify
the SHS by deleting no more than 20% of the total sequenced area in each compartment by
decade, while harvesting no more than 100% of the total area within the SHS by compartment, by
decade.

a. Preference shall be given to selecting stands from the second 10-year period of the SHS (years
2017-2026) when replacements may be from any other stands identified in the approves net
landbase of the FMP, with priority given to pine stands that are ranked highly susceptible to
MPB infestations.

Status: Operators have predominantly favored wood from the second decade of the SHS over other stands.
While pine remains a target for harvest, the decline of MPB in 2010 has led to a shift away from prioritizing
MPB objectives.

ii. Should timber operators exceed the variance described in (ii), the Area Manager, Southern Rockies
may require the completion of a Compartment Assessment and the Senior Manager Forest
Planning Section may recommend the adjustment of the approved AAC to reflect the impact of the
variance.

Status: Compartment assessments have been conducted as necessary. Only a limited number have been
required due to operators largely adhering to the SHS.

iv. The department requires the variance from the SHS to be reported annually, and for the 5-year
Stewardship Report to analyze the cumulative variance for the SHS and describe the potential
impacts of the actual variance on the forecasts made in the FMP.

Status: A summary of variance was included in the 2017 Stewardship Report (refer to Table 3.2.3 in Annex /Il —
Stewardship Report). Variance submissions have historically been part of Forest Harvest Plans, but with recent
updates to provincial operating ground rules variance reporting is now a required component of the annual
GDPs.
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V. The department will generally not modify the approved harvest sequence for the first 15 years of
the planning period unless required by a change in legislation or a policy approved by the Minister
(e.g. SSRP).

Status: Modifications to the approved SHS associated with the establishment of new conservation areas have
necessitated adjustments to the sequence. Additionally, this modification corresponded to a reduction in the
Annual Allowable Cut (AAC) for the C5 FMU in 2017.

2.3.5 Approval Condition 13.1 — Grazing Timber Agreement

i The Area Manager, Southern Rockies may require GTAs be developed where a proposed activity of one
disposition holder may affect the interests of the other disposition holder(s).

Status: Grazing Timber Agreements (GTAs) have been implemented to facilitate coordinated activities.
ji. GTAs shall meet the requirements of the Grazing and Timber Integration Manual.

Status: The formulation of GTAs has strictly complied with the requirements delineated in the Grazing and
Timber Integration Manual.

2.3.6 Approval Condition 13.1 — Industrial Timber Salvage

i.  Allindustrial timber salvage produced in the FMU shall be accounted and reported as drain against
each timber operator’s disposition based on the disposition holders allocated percentage of the AAC.

Status: Industrial salvage is reported to the Alberta government through the FOREST system.
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2.4 Performance Monitoring and Plan Implementation

Section 5 of the 2010 FMP details the performance monitoring and plan implementation items identified in the
C5 Forest Management Plan 2006-2026.

2.4.1 Plan Implementation

This section states that the plan would take effect on May 1, 2006, at which point its provisions would be
observed by ASRD and the timber disposition holders operating in the C5 forest. Additionally, the section
specifies that the Southern Rockies Management Area (PLFD, ASRD) will provide oversight during plan
implementation and assume primary responsibility for plan administration.

The section identifies that a comprehensive plan review will be undertaken before May 2016 (plan midpoint)
and on or before May 1%, 2026 at the end of the 20-year plan lifespan.

The C5 Stewardship Report was completed by Alberta Agriculture and Forestry in the spring of 2017. The
Stewardship Report provides a review of progress towards the objectives and targets contained in the
management plan.

The renewal of the C5 Forest Management Plan contains a new, wall-to-wall vegetation inventory, the use of
new technology for defining the operable landbase (e.g., slope deletions and hydrology buffers), new growth
measurement data to support yield estimates, integration with the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan, the
Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan (LPH-LFMP), and the Alberta Forest Management
Planning Standard, including Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs) which were not in effect for the
development of the previous management plan.

2.4.2 Access Planning

Section 3.2 of the LPH-LFMP outlines how human activities in the area are managed. Specifically, Section 3.2.1
focuses on the impact of forest management and planning. Forestry-specific targets are set out in Chapter 5,
specifically in VOITs #5-1, #5-2, & #5-3. This section provides a historical analysis to support these targets.

Analysis was undertaken to assess historical levels for the three access categories identified in the LPH-LFMP:
Open Motorized Access, Restricted Motorized Access, and Near Stream Motorized Access. Access and
permanent roads were analyzed from 2008 to the 2022 timber year. This was done by assessing the road
status as of the beginning of each timber year, for the years noted above. Eligibility hinged upon the status of
road construction and reclamation status. Appropriate attributes were also tagged to each road, including
public land-use zones, footprint planning zones, permanent vs. restricted motorized access, and near stream
motorized access.

The results of the company analysis are presented in the following tables.
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Table 2-2. Forestry permanent motorized access by Management unit and PLUZ.

Management Open Motorized Access (km) — Restricted Motorized Access

Zone Permanent Roads (km) — Permanent Roads
Livingstone Zone 2 31.3 10.82

Zone 3 47.86 8.91
Porcupine Hills  Zone 2 5.48 2.25

Zone 3 10.88 11.32

Zone 2 36.78 13.07

Zone 3 58.74 20.23

Note: Approximately 36.44 km of the forestry open motorized road is under the Atlas road disposition (DLO 1198) which is currently held
by Crowsnest Forest Products, but in the process of being transferred to the Government of Alberta. The Atlas road is entirely within the
Livingstone PLUZ with 19.95 km located in Priority Management Zone 3 and 16.49 km located in Priority Management Zone 2.

Table 2-3. Forestry Restricted Motorized Access by Management Zone.

Management Average (km) Average — Last 5 years (km) Standard

Zone Deviation
Livingstone Zone 2 52.0 44.4 18.1

Zone 3 453 325 13.9
Porcupine Hills  Zone 2 14.1 4.0 12.0

Zone 3 14.9 12.9 3.2

Zone 2 66.1 48.3 20.4

Zone 3 60.2 45.4 14.2

Note: Includes permanent and temporary restricted motorized access.

Table 2-4. Forestry Near Stream Motorized Access by analysis unit.

Analysis Unit Average Average — Last 5 years
(km/km?) (km/km?)
Crowsnest Watershed 0.00007 0.00000
Dutch Creek 0.00109 0.00092
Livingstone Range 0.00000 0.00000
Livingstone River 0.00120 0.00194
North Porcupine Hills 0.00025 0.00000
Racehorse Creek 0.00044 0.00082
South Porcupine Hills 0.00000 0.00000
Upper Oldman River 0.00160 0.00010
Upper Willow Creek 0.00020 0.00060
Average 0.00054 0.000487
Max 0.003779 0.003092
Standard Deviation 0.000859 0.000724
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Table 2-5. Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plans regulated limits — Open Access Limits.

Management Zone Area (km?) Limit (km/km?) Limit (km)
Zone 2 1266.0 0.4 503.8
Zone 3 513.2 0.6 311.7

Table 2-6. Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plans regulated limits — Restricted Access.

Management Zone Area (km?) Limit (km/km?) Limit (km)
Zone 2 1266.0 0.6 759.6
Zone 3 513.2 0.6 307.92

Table 2-7. Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plans regulated limits — Restricted Access.

Analysis Unit Area (km?) Limit (km/km?) Limit (km)
Crowsnest Watershed 283.31 0.04 11.3324
Dutch Creek 168.16 0.04 6.7264
Livingstone Range 53.72 0.04 2.1488
Livingstone River 263.84 0.04 10.5536
North Porcupine Hills 183.69 0.04 7.3476
Racehorse Creek 275.96 0.04 11.0384
South Porcupine Hills 208.35 0.04 8.334
Upper Oldman River 242.91 0.04 9.7164
Upper Willow Creek 99.18 0.04 3.9672

Table 2-8. Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plans regulated limits and forestry specific targets.
Forestry Regulated Target Forestry

Area of Roads limit Densities
Management (km)  (km/km?) (km/km?)
VOIT 5-1 Zone 2 1266.0 36.78 0.40 0.035
Zone 3 513.2 58.74 0.60 0.137
VOIT 5-2 Zone2 &3 1779.2 93.7 0.60 0.072
VOIT 5-3 Nine Analysis units 1879.1 3.7 0.04 0.007
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2.4.3 Stewardship Reporting
2.4.3.1 Structure Retention - Retain Stand Level Structure Attributes

Identifying and maintaining structural components at the landscape and stand level is an important part of
ecosystem-based management. The dynamic arrangement of living and dead trees and other vegetation has
the potential to contribute the necessary habitat elements for a variety of species over space and time.

Strategies for the retention of these structural components are identified in Appendix 7 of the C5 FMP 2006-
2026 and were first formalized in the 2012 Spray Lake Sawmills and CO5 FMU Timber Harvest Planning and
Operating Ground Rules (OGRs). The OGRs require that an average of 3% of the merchantable stems in a stand
remain on site, preferably in clumps rather than as single trees. The average structure retention can range
from 0 to 5% with small harvest blocks (< 20 ha in size) nearing zero retention and larger blocks approaching
the 5% retention target. The retention of whitebark pine, limber pine, alpine fir, alpine larch, and deciduous
species can contribute to this stand structure. Structure may be retained near coarse woody debris piles, near
the harvest boundary, around known wildlife features, and near intermittent and ephemeral streams so as to
provide a gradual ecotone and increase opportunities for species dispersion. Ideally, downed woody debris
>7.5 cm, standing topped trees > 7.5 cm DBH, and existing snags should be retained at levels similar to pre-
harvest conditions (as estimated by conditions in the adjacent forest stands).

Table 2-9 describes the post-harvest, in-block patch area retained on the landbase. Additionally, single stem
retention within openings is a component of CFP’s OGRs and the majority of openings have single stem
retention post-harvest. However, at this time, a survey to determine in-block single stem retention has not
been completed and single stem retention levels are not reported.

Table 2-9. Structure retention by timber year post Stewardship Report.

Total Avg Block Avg. In Block Patch Total Average Percent of Block

Timber Year Cutblock size (ha) Retention (From Retention Area Retained (From
Area (ha) Photography) (ha) Area Photography)

2016/2017 531 11.29 1.39 65.4 12.32%
2017/2018 746 20.73 1.68 60.6 8.12%
2018/2019 650 16.26 1.11 44.6 6.85%
2019/2020 727 22.02 2.53 83.5 11.49%
2020/2021 776 13.85 1.97 110.5 14.25%
2021/2022 595 13.22 2.04 91.8 15.44%
2022/2023 568 9.47 0.90 53.7 9.46%
Total 4,592 15 1.661 510 11.1%

Structure retention was assessed using aerial photography linked to final harvest area digital data submissions
and by verifying whether single tree retention was recorded in the company's data management system. The
standards for final harvest areas do not provide an AVI call for the patch or an associated volume; however,
the retention left behind is representative of pre-harvest stand composition and with overall area exceeding
the volume targets.
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2.4.3.2 Spatial Harvest Sequence Variance

Though the effective date of the previous FMP was May 1, 2007, the SHS was backdated to 2006 with the
periods being managed as period 1 (2006-2016) and period 2 (2016-2026).

Table 2-9 & Table 2-10 describe the variance of harvest compared with the approved spatial harvest sequence.
This includes all known harvesting, including CFP and other operators. Quota holders were contacted
(September 2023) to provide deletions and deferrals information; however, none were received because their
operations were small enough that deletions and deferrals are not tracked. For the current FMA boundary, the
total additions were 23.77% in the first period (2006-2016) and 35% in the second period (2016-2024).
Removing the timing difference for when the harvest occurred, the overall variance was 21.31% in the first two
periods.

Parts of stands classified as deciduous that were harvested (Table 3-1, Table 3-2) are mainly due to
inaccuracies with the old AVI information (i.e., slivers of deciduous stands) or inaccuracies in species
composition (i.e., there was enough conifer content within the stand to justify harvest activities).

Some of the reasons for SHS variance include:
e Changing in operating plan timing because of the creation of two substantial parks in the FMU;
e Inaccuracies in vegetation inventories;
e Inaccuracies in spatial landbase/TSA deletion layers;
e Operational and economic considerations not identified in the TSA;
e Accessibility of the SHS polygon compared to the FHP area;
e TSA modeling capabilities of the time;
e Change in harvest due to stakeholder and GoA consideration outside of the approved SHS; and

e Operational considerations at time of harvest.
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Table 2-10. Spatial harvest sequence variance for the C5 FMU by strata for the twenty-year SHS (2006-2026), compared to harvest from 2006 to 2024.

Variance

SHS Profile Harvested (ha) Substantial Slivers SHS Assessment (Excluding Slivers)
Approved SHS SHS Non-SHS Un- Un- Area

Decades 1-2 10 - 21- Active Passive harvested harvested Variance Difference Area Difference (Harvested
Strata 20yr 40 yr Landbase Landbase Total (Add %) (Add - D&D) - Approved SHS)

D 347 68 50 7 53 20 197 64 212 15 16 31 16 18.54 -148 -150
C-Fd 887 75 19 35 60 14 202 93 768 16 11 27 13 10.48 675 -685
C-Px 19,006 2,739 1,833 207 2,690 985 8,454 3,535 13,682 347 731 1,078 13 18.60 -10,148 -10,552
C-Sx 4,553 253 315 76 434 214 1,292 674 3,744 49 238 287 22 14.81 -3,070 -3,261
Non-Forested 0 0 0 0 5 129 135 63 0 72 0 72 53 63 135
Total 24,794 3,135 2,217 324 3,459 1,402 10,536 4,564 18,407 620 996 1,617 15 18.41 -13,843 -14,258

Table 2-11. Spatial harvest sequence variance by 2006 FMP compartment for the first and second decade of SHS (2006-2026), compared to harvest from 2006 to
2024.

Variance
SHS Profile Harvested (ha) Substantial Slivers SHS Assessment (Excluding Slivers)

Approved Non-SHS Un- Un- Area Difference

Decades 1-2 Active Passive Harvested Harvested (Harvested - Approved

Compartment SHS Landbase Landbase SHS SHS Variance (Add %) SHS)
Crowsnest River 4,514 825 8 228 394 181 1,636 702 3,278 104 404 508 31.05 15.54 -2,878
Livingstone River 3,930 107 513 0 809 538 1,968 1,267 2,947 80 362 443 22.50 32.25 -1,962
Oldman River 2,740 561 103 0 353 236 1,254 519 1,771 71 305 375 29.94 18.93 -1,486
Porcupine Hills 2,366 916 294 84 568 27 1,890 557 981 122 174 296 15.67 23.54 -476
Racehorse Creek 5,242 221 707 11 848 257 2,045 1,000 3,814 116 500 616 30.14 19.07 -3,197
Willow Creek 2,681 504 591 1 486 162 1,744 533 1,298 116 287 403 23.12 19.87 -937

Total ,402 10,536 4,577
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3 Significant Events

The C5 Forest Management Plan 2006-2026 was developed by the Government of Alberta to direct harvest
activities in the crown-managed C5 FMU. The plan was approved on October 20, 2010 (effective May 1, 2010)
and replaced the previous FMP approved on March 6, 1987. The previous plan remained in effect until the
approval of this FMP.

As the previous plan was not completed by the company, lessons learned from the previous plan will be
completed in the next FMP.

3.1 South Saskatchewan Regional Plan

The South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP) was created in alignment with Alberta’s Land-use Framework,
which introduced seven new land-use regions, each intended to have its own regional plan directing economic,
environmental, and social outcomes. Forestry-specific strategies contained in the plan include promoting
diversification of the forest industry, delivering an effective forest management program to mitigate risks to
timber supply and forest health, and incorporating wildfire management planning into forest management
initiatives. The SSRP came into effect on September 1, 2014 (Government of Alberta, 2018c).

3.2 FMU C5 SSRP AAC Adjustment

On September 1, 2014, the primary coniferous annual allowable cut for FMU C5 was reduced 5.82% from
209,414 m3to 197,226 m? due to the SSRP conservation areas.

3.3 New and Expanded Castle Conservation Areas

The establishment of Castle Provincial Park and the expansion of Castle Wildland Provincial Park added
105,179 ha of protected area to the Alberta Parks’ network. The primary purposes of the two parks are the
conservation of natural values, the respect of Indigenous rights, and the enhancement and development of
recreation and tourism (Government of Alberta, 2018a). On February 16, 2017, the coniferous annual
allowable cut for FMU C5 was reduced by 19.97%, decreasing from 197,226 m* to 157,800 m? due to the
creation of Castle Provincial Park and the expansion of Castle Wildland Provincial Park.

3.4 Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan

The Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan (LPH-LFMP) was established in 2018 as a
subregional plan under the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan. Designed to guide development and address
the long-term cumulative impact of human activity on public lands in the Eastern Slopes, the LPH-LFMP
employs Integrated Land Management strategies. These include zoning, management thresholds, strategic site
selection to protect valued features, and restoration and reclamation efforts. The plan also provides guidance
on motorized access, forestry operations, wildfire risk management, energy development, recreation and
tourism, grazing allotments, and the conservation of biodiversity and watershed health (Government of
Alberta, 2018b).

3.5 Forest Management Agreement

A renewable Forest Management Agreement (FMA2100047) was signed by Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. and
the province on July 17, 2021 (effective May 1, 2017), allocating FMU C5 to the company for a 20-year period
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expiring on April 30, 2041. The agreement replaced the existing Commercial Timber Quotas held by SLS and
CFP and granted CFP rights to harvest and reforest trees on crown land within the FMA area. This agreement
was the first new FMA signed by Alberta since 2009.

3.6 Acquisition by West Fraser Timber Co Ltd.

West Fraser Timber Co Ltd. acquired Spray Lake Sawmills, and its subsidiary Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd., on
November 17, 2023. All tenure held by the companies, including two FMAs with a total Annual Allowable Cut
of approximately 500,000 m3, are now operated as West Fraser Cochrane.
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1 Introduction

One of the first steps in the Forest Management Plan (FMP) development process is the assembly and
verification of the Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs). This shapes how the Preferred Forest
Management Strategy (PFMS) is developed, which effects how the landbase and Timber Supply Analysis (TSA)
are completed. They also serve as a tool to measure the success of the execution of the FMP. The VOITs
establish linkages between social, economic and ecological values identified for the FMP area and their
application in forest management activities.

The Government of Alberta (GoA) provides a base set of VOITs required for forest management plans through
the Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard version 4.1 (Planning Standard), which is revised on an
ongoing basis to reflect policy updates. With government approval, Forest Management Agreement (FMA)
holders can modify or add to these VOITS to address values and objectives specific to their operating area.

The Crowsnest Forest Product Ltd. (CFP) Plan Development Team (PDT) began the process of developing VOITs
for the 2025 FMP by reviewing the provided government VOITs to ensure they aligned with CFP forest
management strategies. Input from stakeholders and First Nation communities was also sought and
incorporated. VOITs were developed to align with higher level regional and sub-regional plans such as the
South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP) and the Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management
Plan (LPH-LFMP). Note that plan commitments, including those derived from VOITs (e.g. strategies), are
consolidated in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring.

1.1 Development Approach

The approach to VOIT development was to review the base GoA VOITs internally as well as through the PDT. In
March 2023, the GoA provided CFP with wording updates to the original VOITs included in the Planning
Standard. Following agreement within CFP and the PDT, VOITs were reviewed with the public and with First
Nation communities. This approach provided a review from a broad range of stakeholders to ensure the FMP
incorporated new government expectations, multiple perspectives, emerging science, and regional forest
management priorities, as identified through consultation. Each VOIT underwent extensive review and
discussion internally as well as at the PDT meetings and, if necessary, was amended to comply with new
policies or directives, and/or ensure clarity and practicality of obligations, including monitoring and reporting
requirements.

VOITs that had agreement from CFP, the PDT, and the GoA were shared with stakeholders and First Nation
communities through separate consultation processes that were initiated in September 2022. As described in
greater detail in Chapter 2 — FMP Development, the draft VOITs were reviewed by CFP’s Public Advisory
Committee (PAC) and made available at open houses. First Nations consultation was conducted according to
the requirements established by the province’s Aboriginal Consultation Office (ACO).

1.2 Agreement in Principle
Agreement In Principle (A-I-P) was granted on July 24, 2024 for VOITs. Conditions of the approval include:

e Agreementin principle (A-I-P) pertains to wording only and does not cover targets yet to be established;
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e Wording may change based on input provided by the quota holder, public, interest groups and through
Indigenous consultation; and

e VOIT approval will not occur until review of the final submission of the 2025 FMP is completed.

1.3 VOIT Development Progress and Status Summary

This section summarizes the key interactions in the VOIT development and acceptance process. Below is a brief
summary of the dates in which meaningful events took place regarding VOIT development and acceptance:

November 10, 2022: At the PDT meeting, CFP discussed the starting point of the VOITs being the FMU B12
VOITs that were approved. The GoA noted that higher level plans may result in additional changes between
the B12 and C5 VOITs. After the meeting, CFP distributed the current version of the VOITs, with the B12-
specific targets removed.

February 1, 2023: The current version of the VOITs was sent to quota holder for input, a response was received
on February 3, 2023 and there were no concerns.

March 21, 2023: The GoA provided an updated version of the working version of the VOITs that incorporated
additional content related to alignment with the LPH-LFMP and the SSRP.

April 11, 2023: With additional details being added to the VOITs due to the SSRP and the LPH-LFMP, a meeting
was held to review the new timelines for getting agreement-in-principle (A-I-P) for the VOITs wording. A target
date was set for September 1, 2023.

June 1, 2023: The VOITs were reviewed at the PDT meeting. The group accepted the wording for the following
VOITs: #1, #2, #3, #4-1, #4-2 | #5-1, #6, #7, #8, #9, #11, #12, #13, #15, #16, #17, #18, #19, #21, and #22. In
general, and when a sub-unit was required in the VOIT and the term DFA was previously specified, DFA was
changed to FMA. The acronym for the Livingstone Porcupine Hills Land footprint management plan (LPH-LFMP)
was also reviewed for correctness.

June 13, 2023: CFP provided an updated version of the VOIT document to the GoA for review following the
PDT meeting. Feedback was provided on VOIT #10, #13, #23, and #25.

June 14, 2023: A meeting was held to discuss CFP’s concerns related to the LPH-LFMP and changes to the
water VOITs; specifically, #5-1, #5-2, #5-3 , #9, and #23.

June 28, 2023: Wording for the new forest encroachment VOIT (#29-3) was provided to CFP by the GoA and
included in the VOIT review document.

June 29, 2023: A meeting was held to review forest encroachment details and VOIT #29-3.

July 13, 2023: Input was received from a subject matter expert for VOIT #14 (specific to Pa/Pf).

July 17, 2023: Input was received from a subject matter expert for VOITs #18 & #19.

July 20, 2023: A summary of the VOITs was distributed to the PDT one week in advance of the PDT meeting.

July 25, 2023: Input was received from a subject matter expert for VOITs #15 & #16.
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July 27, 2023: During the PDT meeting, the following VOITs were reviewed: #29-3 (forest encroachment), #14
(specifically regarding Pa/Pf), #18 (reforesting harvest areas), and #23 (roads and barred areas).

August 30, 2023: The complete table of all VOITs was provided to the GoA and A-I-P for wording was
requested.

September 8, 2023: The GoA recommended wording change for the Pa/Pf in VOIT #14.

October 25, 2023: A response was received from the GoA regarding the A-I-P request. A-I-P for all VOITs could
not be provided as there were still VOITs that required wording changes and further discussion.

November 6, 2023: There was additional discussion for VOITs #5-1, #5-2, and #5-3 specific to the reporting
column. These three VOITs were then sent to the GoA with additional tracked changes on November 9, 2023.
A response was received on November 15, 2023, indicating that the changes are agreeable.

November 23, 2023: During the PDT meeting, the following VOITs were reviewed: #7, #21, #22, #23, #24, #29,
#29-3, #31, and #32.

January 25, 2024: During the PDT meeting, the following VOITs were reviewed: #3, #22, #23, and #29-3.
February 13, 2024: Additional wording for the wildfire VOIT (#28) was provided by the GoA.

February 26, 2024: Feedback on proposed forest encroachment strategy provided by GoA to the company,
directing the company to discuss what CFP can do to manage forest encroachment onto grasslands based on
the initial recommendations and VOIT provided (May 2023).

April 1, 2024: Changes to the silviculture matrix, specifically the non-strata treatments provided to GoA and
approved.

May 16, 2024: CFP provided an updated invasive plant program to the GoA for review. Response on May 28,
2024 indicating that there has been significant improvement and additional comments for consideration were
provided.

May 30, 2024: Discussion of #29-3 at PDT meeting. Additional wording sent to the GoA on May 31, 2025.

1.4 VOIT Terms and Definitions

Value: A DFA characteristic, component or quality considered by an interested party to be important in
relation to the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) element or other
locally identified element.

Objective: A broad statement describing a desired future state or condition of values.
Indicator: A variable that measures or describes the state of condition of a value.

Target: A specific statement describing a desired future state of condition of an indicator. Targets should be
clearly defined, time-limited, and quantified, if possible.

Means to identify target: The methodology employed to set the target(s).
Legal/policy requirements: Regulatory or policy instruments.
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Means of achieving objective and target: The tools and approaches that will be used in the implementation of
the VOIT.

Monitoring and measurement: The methods by which implementation and success will be measured.
Reporting: How CFP intends to report on the VOIT.

Acceptable variance: The amount of variation from the stated target that is considered to have still met the
objective while not having precisely met the target.

Response: The action(s) to be taken when the variance from the stated target exceeds acceptable tolerances.
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2 VOIT Summary Table

For reference purposes, Table 2-1 provides a summary of the 2025 FMP VOITs. Additional details for each VOIT
is presented in Section 3.
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Table 2-1. Summary of the 2025 FMP VOITs.

CCFM Criterion 1. Biological Diversity

CSA SFM Element 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the Defined Forest Area (DFA)

FINAL DRAFT

1 1.1.1 1.1.1.1 Maintain Area of old, mature, and Over the 200-year planning Targets and seral stage Planning Minimize variance by | Regular updates FMP: Tables of indicators (values and Area (ha) of old and Adjust
Landscape biodiversity by young forest in the Forest horizon: definitions shall be based on | Standard developing and to inventory targets) at 0, 10, 50, 100 and 200 mature forests in strategies in
scale retaining the full Management Agreement sound science, ecological Alberta Land implementing an years. Maps of indicators at 0, 10 and the FMA by cover subsequent
biodiversity range of cover (FMA) area by cover class?2. a) Gross landbase: greater than considerations, wildlife Stewardship Act operationalized Planning and 50 years class shall be Forest

types and seral 25% old forest, greater than 31% zones, and disturbance (ALSA), South Spatial Harvest submission of a between 90% and Management
stages3 mature plus old forest, less than regimes. Target shall ensure | Saskatchewan Sequence (SHS) General Performance: 10-year Stewardship 100% of target Plan (FMP)
13% young forest; and representation of natural Regional Plan Development Plan | Report - Compare time 0 of 2025 FMP areas. Area of young
Creation of range of ecosystem (SSRP) and (GDP), adherence to Classified Landbase (CLB) of new forest in the FMA by
resilient, healthy b) Net landbase: greater than 13% | attributes (e.g., productivity Livingstone- to SHS, tracking FMP cover class shall not
forests within a old forest, greater than 23% class) Porcupine Hills and reporting exceed 110% of
natural range of mature plus old forest, less than Land Footprint variance target area
variation 20% young forest Management
Plan (LPH-LFMP)
Note: Old forest retention shall
include the full natural range of
ages

2 1.11 1.1.1.2 Maintain Range of patch? sizes for A distribution of harvest area sizes | Targets shall be based on Planning Spatial and temporal Regular updates FMP: Tables of area of forest in each a) At the end of the Adjust
Landscape biodiversity by forest that is 20 years of age | that will result in a patch size sound science, ecological Standard harvest planning. to forest inventory | patch size class by subunit at 0, 10, 10-year FMP term strategies in
scale avoiding and less for the FMA pattern over the 200-year considerations, wildlife ALSA, SSRP, LPH- | Patch size distribution and 50 years (or end of first rotation). the target subsequent
biodiversity landscape planning horizon that is increasing | zones, and disturbance LFMP targets are set for Planning and Maps of patch size classes at 0, 10, and | distribution is FMP

fragmentation in patch size. regimes. Target shall ensure forest patches less submission of a 50 years, (or end of first rotation) achieved; or
representation of natural than 20 years old GDP, adherence to demonstrated
range of ecosystem SHS, track and Performance: 10-year Stewardship progress to
attributes (e.g. productivity Minimize variance by | report variance Report - Compare time 0 of 2025 FMP achieving target in
class) developing and to CLB of new FMP one rotation where
implementing an the pattern has
operationalized SHS deviated
significantly from
the target

3 1.11 1.1.1.2 Maintain Area of old interior forest*in | b) Area of old interior forest will Targets shall be based on Planning Spatialand temporal | Regular updates FMP: Maps and Tables of indicator at | b) Targetis Adjust
Landscape biodiversity by the FMA by cover class. not be less than 11% of Pl stands, sound science, ecological Standard ALSA, harvest planning to forest 0, 10, and 50 years achieved for at strategiesin
scale avoiding 31% of SW stands, 13% of FD considerations, wildlife SSRP, LPH-LFMP inventory least 80% of the subsequent
biodiversity landscape stands, 2% of MIX stands, over the | zones, and disturbance Minimize variance by Cover class will be comprised of FMP planning period FMP

fragmentation next 200 years. regimes. Target shall ensure developing and Planning and natural stand yield stratum: Hw, Fd, with variance not
representation of natural implementing an submission of a Mix_PIl, MIX_Sx, Pl & Sw exceeding 20%
range of ecosystem operationalized SHS GDP, adherence to below target
attributes (e.g., productivity SHS, track and Performance: 10-year Stewardship
class) report variance Report - Compare time 0 of 2025 FMP
to CLB of new FMP
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4-1 1.11 1.1.1.3 Maintain a) Open permanent forestry | a) Less than 0.00 km/km? Targets shall be based on Planning Develop a strategy Regular updates FMP: Table of road density outside A variance not Adjust
Landscape biodiversity by road (Department License of sound science, ecological Standard that coordinates to forest inventory | LPH-LFMP area at 0 and 10 years. Map | exceeding +/-20% strategies in
scale minimizing access | Occupation - DLO) density considerations, harvest ALSA, SSRP, access with other and Digital of existing and proposed open and must be achieved subsequent
biodiversity outside the LPH-LFMP area. planning, wildlife zones, and | Public Lands Act resource users, Integrated closed forestry roads. Report forestry FMP

social values spatial/temporal Dispositions roads and total (all users) roads
sequencing of (DIDs).
harvest, road Performance: Stewardship Reports -
construction and Table and map of permanent open
reclamation. (SHS and forestry road densities (km/km?)
long-term corridor outside LPH-LFMP area.
access plan)

4-2 1.1.1 1.1.1.3 Maintain b) Open seasonal/temporary | a) Less than 18 km for the FMA Targets shall be based on Planning Road construction, Road planning FMP: Table and map of existing open A variance not Adjust
Landscape biodiversity by forestry road length outside area outside the LPH-LFMP area sound science, ecological Standard, ALSA, maintenance, and OGR seasonal/temporary forestry roads at exceeding +/-20% strategies in
scale minimizing access LPH-LFMP area. considerations, harvest SSRP, Forests Act, | reclamationactivities time zero must be achieved subsequent
biodiversity planning, wildlife zones, and | Alberta Timber AOPs

social values Harvest Planning Performance: Stewardship Reports -
and Operating Table open seasonal / temporary
Ground Rules forestry roads for each timber year for
(OGRs), Spatial outside LFH-LFMP.
Data Directive
(SDD)

5-1 1.1.1 1.1.1.3a Maintain | a) Open motorized access by | a) Less than 0.04 km/km?2in Zone | Historical road construction Planning Road construction, Road plan FMP: Current open motorized access | None Removal of
Landscape biodiversity by Footprint Planning Zone 2 and less than 0.14 km/km?2 in and reclamation data, Standard, maintenance and (Operating density by zone (open forestry DLOs). open
scale minimizing access Zone 3 targets shall be forest sector | ALSA, SSRP, LPH- reclamation activities | Ground Rules motorized
biodiversity per direction from specific based on guidance LFMP, Public (OGR)) Performance: Stewardship Reports - access when

LPH-LFMP from LPH-LFMP Lands Act, OGRs, | Develop a strategyto | Government of Road density and km by zone per appropriate
SDD coordinate access Alberta Decision year for Open Motorized Access Adjust
with other resource Support Tool (open forestry DLOs). strategies in
users, subsequent
spatial/temporal FMPs
sequencing of
harvest, road
construction and
reclamation (SHS and
long-term corridor
access plan)
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5-2 1.11 1.1.1.3a Maintain | b) Restricted motorized b) Less 0.09 km/km?2in Zone 2 & 3 | Historical road construction Planning Road construction, Regular updates FMP: Current restricted motorized None Adjust timing
Landscape biodiversity by access by Footprint Planning and reclamation data, Standard, maintenance and to forest inventory | access density by zone. of road
scale minimizing access | Zone targets shall be forest sector | ALSA, SSRP, LPH- | reclamation activities (Forestry Access roads and DLOs) reclamation
biodiversity per direction from specific based on guidance LFMP, Public Government of program

LPH-LFMP from LPH-LFMP Lands Act, OGRs, | Government of Alberta Decision Performance: Stewardship Reports - Adjust
SDD Alberta Decision Support Tool Restricted motorized access density strategies in
Support Tool by zone per year subsequent
FMPs
Develop a strategy to
coordinate access
with other resource
users,
spatial/temporal
sequencing of
harvest, road
construction and
reclamation (SHS and
long-term corridor
access plan)
All temporary
forestry roads will be
managed as
Restricted Motorized
Access per LFH-LFMP

5-3 1.1.1 1.1.1.3a Maintain | c) Near stream motorized c) <0.01 km/km?2 in each analysis Historical road construction | Planning Develop a strategy Regular updates FMP: Current near stream motorized None Adjust timing
Landscape biodiversity by access disturbance limit unit and reclamation data, Standard, that coordinates to forest inventory | access density by analysis unit of road
scale minimizingaccess | (within 100 m of a stream on targets shall be forest ALSA, SSRP, LPH- | access with other (Forestry Access roads and DLOs) reclamation
biodiversity per direction erodible soils) sector specific based on LFMP, Public resource users, Government of program

from LPH-LFMP guidance from LPH-LFMP Lands Act, OGRs, | spatial/temporal Alberta Decision Performance: Stewardship Reports - Adjust
SDD sequencing of Support Tool Near stream motorized density by strategies in
harvest, road analysis unit per year subsequent
construction and FMPs.
reclamation (SHS and
long-term corridor
access plan)

6 1.11 1.1.1.4 Maintain Area or occurrence of each Conserve uncommon plant Geographic Information Planning Coordinating with Annual ACIMS FMP: Table with descriptive list and At the end of the 10- | Adjust
Landscape plant uncommon plant community | communities for 100% of known System (GIS) analysis, Standard other resource users, | database updates, | targets. Map(s) displaying known year FMP term the strategies in
scale communities within FMA encountered occurrences. Alberta Vegetation Inventory spatial planning of regular updates to | locations of uncommon plant target is achieved subsequent
biodiversity uncommon in (AVI), ecosite phases, harvest and road inventory. communities. AOPs

FMA or province Alberta Conservation construction, OGRs
Information Management Apply operational Performance: Stewardship Reports -
System (ACIMS), plant procedures Summary of action taken in all areas
community classification and where uncommon plant communities
tracking list. Predict and have been identified.
identify occurrence of
uncommon plant community
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7 1.11 1.1.1.5 Maintain a) Area of unsalvaged Live trees: Retain unburned trees Targets based on Fire Fire Salvage Salvage planning Organization FMP: Table and map of wildfire At the end of the 10- | Adjust
Landscape unique habitats burned forest in green islands and retain Salvage Planning and Planning and reports, air photo events within the last 10 years year FMP term the strategies in
scale provided by patches recognizing timber Operations - Directive No. Operations - interpretation, showing area (ha) and proportion (%) target is achieved or | subsequent
biodiversity wildfire and condition, access, non-timber 2007-01. Ensure consistency | Directive No. ground surveys, of salvaged and unsalvaged exceeded AOPs

blowdown events needs according to the directive with FireSmart objectives 2007-01 post-harvest
"Fire Salvage Planning and assessments, Performance: Stewardship Reports:
Operations - Directive No. 2007- General Table and map of fire disturbance with
01" Development Plan | percent salvaged. Table and map show
(GDP). total burn area, portions salvaged by
burn severity class, and the unburned
green islands kept as retention.

8 1.1.1 1.1.1.5 Maintain b) Area of unsalvaged In areas of significant blowdown Targets are to be based on Planning Salvage planning Inventory FMP: Table and map of blowdown At the end of the 10- | Adjust
Landscape unique habitats blowdown (>= 100 ha) greater than 10% will sound science, ecological Standard updates, GDP. event within the last 10 years showing | year FMP term the strategies in
scale provided by be left unsalvaged considerations and area (ha) and proportion (%) of target is achieved or | subsequent
biodiversity wildfire and disturbance regimes salvaged and unsalvaged. exceeded AOPs

blowdown events
Performance: Stewardship Reports —
table and map of blowdown
disturbance and percent unsalvaged
and salvaged for events greater than
100 ha in the FMA.

9 1.1.1 1.1.1.6 Retain Protection of aquatic and Consistent with OGRs OGRs Federal Fisheries | Planning and FOMP reports, Performance: Stewardship Reports - No variance Demonstrate
Landscape ecological values riparian areas Act, Timber operations, Timber Company Number of FOMP variances related to that aquatic
scale and functions Management Supply Analysis monitoring/audits, | specific OGRs, number of Company and riparian
biodiversity associated with Regulation (TSA), OGRs tracking of OGR self-reports, number of OGR ecosystem

riparian zones (TMR), Forests deviation deviations requested under applicable objectives are
Act, Grazing and requests, and non- | OGRs being met
Timber standard through an
Integration submissions effective
Manual, ALSA, monitoring
SSRP program based
on aquatic and
riparian
function in
areas of
concern.

10 1.1.2 1.1.2.1 Retain % area of residual structure 3% of the Lodgepole pine/other Wildlife zones, roadside Occupational Implement CFP Organization Performance: Stewardship Reports - At the end of the 10- | Adjust
Local/stand stand level (both living and dead), non-Douglas fir Forest and; vegetation screens, Health and Safety | structure retention reports, cutover Table of the percent of structure year FMP term the strategies in
scale structure within a harvest area, as 15-20% of the Douglas fir forest. recreational values, Act, Forest and strategy and OGRs photography, air retention by year for the FMA. target is achieved or | subsequent
biodiversity outlined in CFPs structure Structure retention is by area, to aesthetics, local knowledge. Prairie Protection photo exceeded FMP.

retention strategy by FMA be within the contributing ACIMS, Alberta Biodiversity Act interpretation,
landbase, internal to each harvest | Monitoring Institute (ABMI) Planning ground surveys,
area (individual openings), and and Fisheries and Wildlife Standard, ALSA, post-harvest
representative of the pre-harvest Management Information SSRP, LPH-LFMP, assessments
stand composition. System (FWMIS), previous OGRs
Note: A wide range in variability in | FMP structure retention
harvest area level retention within | results
the FMA is desired as long as the
target level is achieved
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11 1.1.2 1.1.2.1 Retain b) Percentage of harvested b) 75% of harvest areas having Recording utilization of Planning Organization Organization Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Adjust
Local/stand stand level area within the FMA with downed woody debris retained on | downed woody debris post- | Standard ALSA developed standards | developed during | Table showing percent of harvest strategies in
scale structure downed woody debris® site harvest. and SSRP FMP planning areas by year that have not received subsequent
biodiversity equivalent to preharvest treatments that reduces downed FMP.

conditions woody debris (e.g. brush raking and
prescribed burns)

12 1.1.2 1.1.2.2 Maintain Sensitive sites (e.g. mineral Strategies to maintain consistent Sensitive sites identified Planning Organization Organization Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Adjust
Local/stand integrity of licks, major game trails) by with provincial guidelines / OGRs through local knowledge, Standard developed standards reports, air photo Summary of identified sites and action strategies in
scale sensitive sites FMA public consultation, for sensitive site interpretation, taken. subsequent
biodiversity Indigenous consultation, protection. ground surveys FMPs

ACIMS, ABMI, GDPs, FWMIS,
OGRs

13 1.1.2 1.1.2.3 Maintain a) Permanent forestry a) Permanent forestry a) Code of Practice for a) Water Act, Road and Watercourse Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Based on
Local/stand aquatic watercourse crossingsin watercourse crossing designs Watercourse Crossings Water watercourse Crossing Report on all company watercourse stewardship
scale biodiversity by compliance with Code of meet standards of the Code of (Ministerial planning, Management crossing monitoring results, number of reporting
biodiversity minimizing Practice for Watercourse Practice for Watercourse b) OGRs Regulation) and construction, Directive FOMP variances related to relevant results, a

impacts of Crossings Crossings Code of Practice monitoring, OGRs, number of Company self- causal factor
watercourse for Watercourse | maintenance and OGRs reports related to relevant OGRs review and the
crossings b) Temporary forestry b) Temporary forestry Crossings reclamation activities frequency and
watercourse crossings in watercourse crossings meet Company severity of
compliance with OGRs standards in the OGRs b) Forests Act, watercourse reported
TMR and OGRs crossing incidences a
monitoring third-party
program review of
watercourse
crossing
monitoring
programs and
operations
standards may
be required
10|Page



FINAL DRAFT

14-1 1.2.1 Viable 1.2.1.1 Maintain a) Number of hectares of a) Maintain or increase the Habitat models (provided by | Recovery plans Harvesting plans, Updatesto FMP: a) Table and maps of current At the end of the 10- | Adjust
populations of | habitat for primary and secondary number of hectares of primary the Government of Alberta for species at road construction, vegetation (time zero) and future (10 and 20 year FMP term the strategies in
identified plant | identified high habitat from the fRI Grizzly and secondary habitat from the (GoA)). risk, Federal OGR, planningand inventoryand years) landscape conditions for core target is achieved or | subsequent
and animal value species (i.e. Bear model, as measured at fRI Grizzly Bear model, as Species at Risk implementation, habitat and secondary habitat zones, core and | exceeded. FMP.
species economically time 0 (1 May 2023) by FMA; | measured at time 0; Based on sound science, Act adherenceto modelling. secondary sink zones, non-critical

valuable, socially ecological considerations, provincial wildlife habitat and road density;
valuable, species b) Percent change in the b) Maximum 15% reduction in the | wildlife zones, Committee guidelines. Planning and
at risk, species of Barred owl potential breeding pairs indicator over the on the Status of Endangered submission of a b) Tables of breeding pairs and RSF at
management breeding pairs and Resource | 200 year planning horizon and Wildlife in Canada Minimize variance by | GDP, adherence to | 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and
concern) Selection Function (RSF) 15% reduction in the RSF (COSEWIC) list, provincially developing and SHS, track and maps of RSF value and breeding pairs
value from (1 May 2023) by indicators over the 200 year listed species, ABMI, ACIMS, implementing an report variance. at 0, 10, 20 and 50 years;
FMA; planning horizon; recovery plans, government operationalized SHS.
priorities, public c) Tables of habitat suitability at 0, 10,
c) Percent change in ¢) Maximum 15% reduction in the | consultation, habitat For Whitebark and 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of
American marten habitat indicator over the 200 year suitability analysis, literature Limber pine, ensure habitat suitability at 0, 10, 20 and 50
suitability index from (1 May | planning horizon; and review, observation data, protection of trees, years; and
2023) by FMA; and local and traditional saplings, and
d) Maximum 15% reduction in the | knowledge. seedlings through d) Tables of relative abundance at 0,
d) Percent change in relative | indicator over the 200 year careful operational 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and
abundance value of three planning horizon. For Whitebark and Limber planning of roads and maps of relative abundance at 0, 10,
songbird species (Brown pine, use AVl in combination harvest areas. 20 and 50 years.
Creeper, Ovenbird and e) A minimum of 95% protection with company and GoA long
Varied Thrush) from May 1, of all known Whitebark and term monitoring Maintain consistency e) Map of Whitebark and Limber Pine
2023 by FMA; Limber Pine trees, saplings, and installations, research / with current distribution (contributing/non-
seedlings. restoration and plus trees approved Alberta contributing), long term monitoring
e) Maintain identified sites data. Whitebark and installations, research/restoration and
Whitebark and Limber Pine 100% protection of GoA long term Limber Pine Recovery plus tree sites.
trees, saplings, and monitoring installations, Consult with WPEFC for Plan and best
seedlings. research/restoration and plus tree | most current spatial data management Performance:
sites. identifying presence and practices. Items a-d
absence of Whitebark and
Limber Pine trees, saplings, Operational guidance 10-year Stewardship Report -
and seedlings on Pa/Pf content Compare time 0 of previous FMP to
from subjective CLB of new FMP)
deletions process in
classified landbase. Iltem e
5 and 10-year Stewardship Reports -
Collaboration with Number of Whitebark and Limber pine
Whitebark Pine trees, saplings and seedlings that have
Ecosystem been damaged and/or destroyed.
Foundation of Canada
(WPEFC) for support,
mitigation and
expertise as needed.
Clark’s nutcracker
modelling.
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14-2 5.2.1 Viable To assist with the | a) ECA in bull and Westslope | Target ECA in trout watersheds is ECA model provided by Species at Risk ECA modelling Tracking ECA, Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Adjust strategy
populations of | recovery of native | cutthroat trout watersheds <30%. If ECA is >30%, alter timber | Government of Alberta. Act including Bull road densities, a) Tables showing the current ECA in as required
identified plant | trout species that harvest scenario with strategic Trout Federal Harvesting plans, and crossings. bull trout and Westslope cutthroat
and animal are federally b) Roads in Westslope mitigations until ECA is <30%. If Internal and other forestry Recovery road construction, trout watersheds.
species listed as species at | cutthroat trout and bull existing disturbance, at year 0, operators data (remote Strategy, OGR, planning and Progress on

risk under the trout watersheds already exceeds 30%, then ECA sensing, planned blocks, site | Recovery implementation commitments in b) Table of current road densities for
Species at Risk i. Road density values must demonstrate a assessments, etc.). Strategy and Habitat permanent, and temporary forestry
Act. ii. Stream crossings downwards trend or will not Action Plan for Adherence to Conservation roads (open and restricted) in bull

exceed 30% ECA in modelled Government data for HUC the Westslope provincial wildlife Strategy. trout and Westslope cutthroat trout

c) Habitat Conservation years 0-20. watersheds and respective Cutthroat Trout guidelines watersheds. Tables of number of
Strategy species critical habitat. Alberta crossings built in critical habitat each

Report on all permanent and literature review, recovery Population, Adherence to SHS year.

temporary forestry road densities, | plans. Critical Habitat

in bull trout and Westslope Orders, Adherence to c) Report on progress of commitments

cutthroat trout watersheds Fisheries Act, Habitat Conservation in Habitat Conservation Strategies in

(HUCS) to limit access. Report on Alberta Wildlife Strategy Stewardship Reports

number of crossings in all Act and species

watersheds (HUC8) and in critical recovery plans,

habitat to understand cumulative OGRs

footprint.

Develop Habitat Conservation

Strategy for native trout species,

including BMPs, operational

mitigations, and commitments to

fish recovery.

15 1.3.1 Genetic 1.3.1.1 Retain Where applicable, number Wild forest populations are Gaps and needs as identified | Timber GCP, FGRMS and Stewardship FMP: If applicable, table showing At the end of the 10- | Where needed
integrity of "wild”é forest and area (ha) of in situ retained as per requirements set in GCP and requirements set | Management GOA/Industry Tree Reporting and number and status of gene year FMP term the adjust
natural tree populations" for genetic conservation areas forth in the Alberta Forest Genetic | for forth in FGRMS Regulation (TMR) | Improvement FGRMS mandatory | conservation areas and number target is achieved or | strategies as
populations each native tree Resource Management and 144.2(1), Cooperatives. reports provided in the DFA. If applicable, map | exceeded. No per Forest

species in each Conservation Standards (FGRMS) Requirements to showing locations of gene variance Health and
seed zone and as guided in the Gene meet this TMR Identified conservation areas. Adaptation
through Conservation Plan for Native are provided by conservation areas Section
establishment of Species of Alberta Second Edition Alberta Forest are designated by a Performance: Stewardship Reports - requirement
in situ reserves by (GCP) Genetic Resource | protective disposition Report progress towards target. and in
Alberta and Management and | in coordination subsequent
tenure holders Targets to be determined in Conservation between GoA and the FMP.
accordance with FGRMS Standards Company
(FGRMS).
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16 1.3.1 Genetic 1.3.1.2 Retain Where applicable, number Wild forest genetic resources Gaps and needs as identified | TMR 144.2(1). FGRMS and Needs for ex situ FMP: If applicable, table and map Where ex situ gene GoA approved
integrity of wild forest genetic | or amount of genetic through ex situ conservation are in ex situ CP and Requirementsto | GoA/Industry Tree gene conservation | showing number of provenances, conservation is set plan to address
natural tree resources through | materials conserved ex situ retained as per requirements set requirements set forth in meet this TMR Genetics will be genotypes and seedlots and their up, no variance from | variance
populations ex situ as field trials, experiments, forth in FGRMS and as guided by FGRMS are provided by Cooperatives. continuously origin within the DFA targets as set by

conservation clonal banks, arboretum, and | the Ex situ Conservation Plan for FGRMS identified as FGRMS is acceptable
long-term seed storage Forest Genetic Resources in provincial forest Performance: Stewardship Reports - unless identified and
Alberta (Ex situ CP) management Not applicable until a controlled approved in the FMP
priorities and parentage program becomes active. approval process.
Targets to be determined in environmental Adjustment to
accordance with FGRMS challenges arise targets and
objectives are
allowable as more
research and
development bring
new data and
parameters forward

17 1.4.1 Areas 1.4.1.1 Integrate Consultation with relevant Ongoing consultation with Link to consultation Planning Management Documentation of | Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Adjust
with minimal trans-boundary stakeholders. relevant protected area agencies objective in Planning Standard planning and consultation Summary of consultation with relevant strategies in
human values and Standard or other existing operational planning. | processes protected area agencies. subsequent
disturbances objectives into consultation processes FMP
within forest
managed management
landscapes
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18 211 2.1.1.1 Reforest Annual % of openings that: The sum of Indicators a, band c = Direction from GoA TMR 141.6(1) Implementation of RSA establishment | Performance: ARIS - Updates to None Adjust
Reforested all harvested 100% of openings and silviculture strategies | survey protocols Alberta Regeneration Information silviculture
harvest areas areas a) meet or exceed the 141.6(2); RSA that ensure the target System (ARIS) tables. strategies

Reforestation Standard of stocking and species
Alberta (RSA) establishment composition is Stewardship Reports - Tables
survey minimum stocking achieved for the summarizing indicators a, b, and ¢
and species composition opening

standards for the declared

regenerated yield stratum;

b) meet or exceed the RSA

establishment survey

minimum stocking and

species composition

standards for an alternate

regenerated yield stratum;

and

¢) do not achieve the RSA

establishment survey

minimum stocking and/or

species composition

standards for any

regenerated yield strata and

are re-treated within one

year.

Indicators a, b and c are to

be reported separately

19 2.1.1 2.1.1.2 Meet or Summed difference between | 100% of target Direction from GoA TMR 141.7(1) Implementation of RSA Performance: ARIS - Updates to ARIS Meet or exceed the Adjust
Reforested exceed the Cand target and actual C MAls and and silviculture strategies | performance tables. target C and D MAI silviculture
harvest areas D Mean Annual D MAIs for openings 141.7(2);RSA that ensure the target | survey protocols for the FMA strategies

Increment (MAI) surveyed in a five year productivity is Stewardship Reports - Summarize the
standard for the quadrant, as reported to achieved for the difference between target and actual C
population of ARIS population of and D MAls for each opening then sum
openings openings the differences across all openings in
surveyed in a the five-year quadrant

given quadrant

20 2.1.2 2.1.2.1 Limit Amount of change in forest Net change of the gross forested Forest inventory and land Planning Maintain current Inventory and Performance: Stewardship Reports - Report actuals Adjust net
Maintenance conversion of landbase landbase area within the FMA. use data Standard forest cover land use systems Number of dispositions and area of landbase
of forest productive forest inventory and land disposition withdrawn from the projections in
landbase landbase to other use updates. Promote landbase, number of dispositions next TSA

uses the minimization of returned, and area of dispositions
non-forested impacts returned to the landbase, net change
to the landbase. to landbase area.
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21 2.1.2 2.1.2.2 Recognize | Amount of area affected Area (ha) affected by significant GoA and Company forest Planning Maintain up-to-date GoA annual forest | Performance: Stewardship Reports - Report actuals Event specific
Maintenance lands affected by forest disturbances such as insect | health surveys, inventory Standard, Alberta | information health surveys and | Maps showing areas impacted by fire,
of forest insects, disease or infestations, fire, windthrow or updates, fire reporting. Forest Health Company insects, windthrow and other natural
landbase natural calamities other disturbance event. Strategy and detections events and any subsequent treatment
Shared Roles and
Responsibilities
between GoA
and the Forest
Industry
22 2.1.3 Control 2.1.3.1 Control Invasive plant program Implement the CFP invasive plant Monitoring, controlling, and | Weed Follow CFP Invasive Adherence to Performance: Stewardship Reports - Report actuals Continually
invasive invasive plants program reporting on infestations Management in Plant Program OGRs, Invasive plant inspections summarized Improve
species Forestry Field inventories in Stewardship report invasive plant
Operations program
Directive 2001-06
CCFM Criterion 3. Soil and water
CSA SFM Element 3.1 Soil quantity and quality
23 3.1.1 Soil 3.1.1.1 Minimize Compliance with OGRs Complete compliance with OGRs | Direction from GoA OGRs and Soils Effective planning Field inspection Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Immediate
productivity impacts of roads, directing both Guidelines and supervision of reports and audits | Summary of total area of roads, remedial
landings and decompaction where operations landings and bared areas that were action to
bared areas in necessary as well as not reforested with a rationale as to correct
forest operations compliance with the FMP why.
Reforestation Strategy
Table
24 3.1.1.2 Minimize Incidence of soil erosion and | Complete compliance with OGRs Direction from GoA OGRs and other Effective planning Field inspection Performance: Stewardship Report - None Immediate
incidence of soil slumping guidelines for soil | and supervision of reports and audits | Report on all Company monitoring remedial
erosion and OGRs related to soils and erosion and operations and results, number of FOMP variances action to
slumping erosion control sediment control | adherence to related to relevant OGRs, number of correct and
relevant OGRs Company self-reports related to review of
relevant OGRs causal factors
associated
with erosion or
slumping
events.
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25 3.2.1 Water 3.2.1.1 Limit Forecast impact of timber a) Snow sensitive zones will have a) ldentifying high runoff Planning Minimize variance by | SHS area variance | FMP: Table showing ECA at 0, 10, 50, < 20 percent SHS 5 year - adjust
quantity impact of timber harvesting (over 200 years) ECAs multiplied by 1.5 areas during peak Standard, ALSA, developing and as per OGRs. 100 and 200 years and maps showing variance timing and
harvesting on on water yield. streamflow on the Eastern SSRP and LPH- implementing an ECA at year 0, 10 and 50 years harvest of
water yield b) Mean annual water yield Slopes of the southern LFMP operationalized SHS remaining SHS
increase < = 15% or Equivalent Canadian Rocky Mountains’ Performance: 5-year Stewardship to allow for
clearcut area (ECA) < =30% in Incorporate Report - If SHS variance exceeds 20% hydrologic
approved watersheds b) ECA and hydrological knowledge from in compartments that fall within a recovery of
modelling using approved hydrological watershed, ECA must be remodeled. watersheds to
watersheds modelling and meet targets
watershed research 10-year Stewardship Report - Table (ECA < =30%)
Watershed sensitive values comparing ECA values at year 0 from
assessment Direction from 2025 FMP to year 10 of new FMP by 10 year - adjust
Alberta approved watershed ECA targets to
Direction from Alberta allow for
hydrologic
recovery of
watersheds to
meet targets
(ECA < = 30%)
26 3.2.2 Effective 3.2.2.1 Minimize Aquatic and riparian Compliance with relevant OGR Direction from GoA, OGRs Federal Fisheries | Effective planning Field inspection Performance: Stewardship Reports - None Response will
riparian impact of management areas sections pertaining to aquatic and Act, TMR, Forests | and supervision of reports and GoA Number of FOMP variances related to be determined
habitats operations in maintained as outlined in riparian protection Act, ALSA, SSRP, operations and FOMP reporting. relevant OGRs, number of Company by the
riparian areas OGRs LPH-LFMP, OGRs | adherence to self-reports for relevant OGR frequency and
relevant OGRs. Company contraventions, number of relevant severity of
monitoring/audits. | OGR deviation requests in operational reported
plans incidence at
Tracking of OGR the discretion
deviation of Alberta
requests, and non-
standard Demonstrate
submissions. that aquatic
and riparian
habitat
objectives are
being met
through an
effective
monitoring

program based
on aquatic and
riparian
function
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27 5.1.1 5.1.1.1 Establish Process described in Annex 1 | Complete compliance Consultation in planning Forests Act and Effective Multiple means: Performance: 10-year Stewardship Issue specific Adjust AAC
Sustainable appropriate is followed and standards process TMR implementation of Forest Revenue Report: Compare time 0 of previous using most
timber Annual Allowable are met planning process Scaling and FMP to CLB of new FMP current and
supplies Cuts (AACs) Tenure System relevant

(FOREST), ARIS, information
AOPs,

Stewardship

Reports, filed

inspection

28 5.2.1 Risk to 5.2.1.1 To assist a) Harvested area in Wildfire | a) Harvest 30% of the area in WRI | Annex 3 Report, data and Planning SHS, thinning, partial AOPs, FMP: Maps of WRI, Fuel Grid, Issue specific Adjust harvest
communities the GoAin Risk Indicator (WRI) classes classes within the CFP FMA recommendations provided Standard, harvest techniques, Compartment Historical Wildfires and Natural sequence
and landscape reducing wildfire (Risk Reduction, Continuous Community Zones over 20 years to FMA Holder ALSA, SSRP, LPH- | FireSmart Assessments Subregions.
values from threat potential Improvement, and b) Harvest 10% of the area in WRI LFMP Treatments.
wildfire is low. | by reducing fire Intolerable) (ha) within the classes within the CFP FMA FMA Holder assessment of Performance: Stewardship Reports -

behavior, fire CFP FMA Community Zone Landscape Zone over 20 years. the SHS developed using Report harvest area and percent by
occurrence, recommendations from year for a) and b) from time zero of
threats to values b) Harvested area in WRI Annex 3 Report the 2025 FMP

at risk and classes (ha) within the CFP

enhancing fire FMA Landscape Zone now

suppression and over the planning

capability horizon

29-1 5.2.2 Provide 5.2.2.1 Integrate Designated and Provincial Integrate designated and Consultation and co- Planning Effective Consultation Performance: Stewardship Report - Issue specific Adjust
opportunities other uses and trail integration. Provincial trails as indicated in operation. Standard, OGRs, implementation of tracking. Report length (m) of trail protected activities
to derive timber the Timber Harvest Planning and Trails Act, plans. that overlaps harvested areas
benefits and management Operating Ground Rules. Designated and Provincial applicable
participate in activities trails that are identified in Ministerial Order
use and the Trails Designation Order.
management

29-2 5.1.2 Scenic 5.1.1.2 Minimize impacts to high The SHS will not include more Consultationin planning ALSA, LPH-LFMP, | Effective As-built harvest FMP: Map of areas identified with 20% - variance Adjust
values Commercial scenic values in high visual than 12% of the identified high process, Visual Quality Livingstone- implementation of area boundaries high scenic value and how much SHS strategies in

forestry supports | quality areas scenic values in the first two Assessment Porcupine Hills plans, Visual Quality area (ha) is scheduled in the first two subsequent
the maintenance decades. Recreation Strategy. decades. FMP
of scenic values Management
through Plan Performance: Stewardship Reports -
integrating Report actual percent harvested within
recreation and the high scenic value areas
tourism
considerations in
planning and
operations
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29-3 5.2.2 Provide 5.2.2.2 Reduce Forest encroachment onto a) Reduce forest encroachment Consultation in planning ALSA, SSRP, LPH- | Develop the SHS AOPs, FMP: Map showing identified None Adjust in
opportunities forest grasslands is reduced in onto grasslands by the inclusion process, GoA provided LFMP, AFMPS considering Reforestation successional transition areas planned subsequent
to derive encroachment successional transitional of 125 ha of successional recommendations in the successional Standard of for treatment on the contributing FMP
benefits ad onto grasslands areas transition areas in each of the first | document titled transition areas to Alberta, (planned SHS) and non-contributing
participate in decade of the SHS (79 ha of “Minimizing Forest reduce forest Reforestation landbases in the first decades.
use and contributing & 46 ha of non- Encroachment in encroachment onto survey audit
management contributing landbase). Successional Transition grasslands. results, AVI Performance:

Areas in the Crowsnest 5-year Stewardship Report -
b) Slow the transition from Forest Products Ltd. 2025 Include alternative a) Report harvested successional
grassland to forest in harvested Forest Management Plan”. silviculture strategies transition areas in the contributing
successional transition areas by to reduce forest (actual SHS ) and non-contributing
implementing alternative Further refinement and encroachment onto landbases (Map and table indicating
silviculture strategies. direction from the GoA on grasslands such as, the harvest areas and what
eligible successional but not limited to, alternative silviculture strategy was
transition areas to treat partial harvest, pre implemented in each).
encroachment commercial thinning,
leave for natural 10-year Stewardship Report -
and/or reduced a) Report harvested successional
planting densities. transition areas in the contributing
(actual SHS) and non-contributing
landbases (Map and table indicating
the harvest areas and what
alternative silviculture strategy was
implemented in each); and
b) Report outcomes of each
alternative silviculture strategy
implemented to slow the transition
from grassland to forest in
successional transition areas.

29-4 5.2.2 Provide 53.33 Consultation with grazing a) Consultation with grazing a) Consultation with grazing | Forest Reserve Adherence to GTA Adherence to GTA | Performance: None Consultation
opportunities Acknowledgment | permit holders with permit holders permit holders Act, Forest Act, stipulations monitoring 5-year Stewardship Report - with grazing
to derive of Grazing Permit | operational planning (GDP) AFMPS, OGRs, stipulations a) Report number of completed GTAs permit holders.
benefits and Holder Rights. b) Grazing/timber integration b) Stipulations identified in | Grazing and
participate in stipulations identified in Grazing the GTAs Timber 10-year Stewardship Report - Adjust in
use and Timber Agreements (GTA’s) Integration a) Report number of completed GTAs subsequent
management Manual FMP

30 5.2.3 Forest 5.2.3.1 Maintain Regenerated stand yield No net decrease from the natural FMP TSA Planning Effective Future FMP RSA FMP: TSA Report actual Adjust AAC
Productivity Long Run compared to natural stand stand productivity Standard implementation of (MAL). using most

Sustained Yield yield plans current and
Average (LRSYA) Performance: 10-year Stewardship relevant
Report - Compare time 0 of previous information
FMP to CLB of new FMP
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31 6.1.1 6.1.1.1 Implement | Meet Alberta's current Perform adequate consultation at | GoA Indigenous Consultation | Planning Effective GoA FMP and GDP | FMP: Summary of input provided None Adjust

Compliance Indigenous expectations for Indigenous the community level with and Policy Guidelines Standard, GoA implementation of consultation during Indigenous consultation, how it activities
with Consultation consultation designated representatives of Indigenous Indigenous adequacy letters was incorporated into the FMP and if it
government Process affected Indigenous communities Consultation Consultation Process wasn'’t, provide an explanation why.
regulations Policy and CFP Indigenous
and policies Guidelines communication Performance: Stewardship Reports -
database Summary of Indigenous consultation

with input and responses during FMP
implementation.

32 6.2.1 6.2.1.1 Implement | Meet expectations of Section | Implementation of Crowsnest CFP public participation Planning Effective CFP public FMP: Summary of public input, how it None Adjust
Meaningful Public 5 of CSA 2809-02 Forest Products' (CFP) Public program. Standard implementation of communication was incorporated into the FMP and if it activities
public Participation Participation Program. Public Participation database. wasn’t, provide an explanation why.
participationis | Process Process
achieved Annual opportunity for public Performance: Stewardship Reports -

input on harvest plans. Update on the revised Terms of

Reference for the Public Advisory
Committee and the Public
Participation Program. Summary of
Public Participation Program activities
and input from the Public Advisory
Committee, public and interest groups
into harvest plans

Footnotes:

[1] Items noted under the "Means to Identify Targets" and "Means of Achieving Objectives and Targets" are intended as suggestions and not meant to limit potential approaches. The list is not comprehensive or mandatory.

[2] Cover classes: The definition will be developed through FMP planning. In general, cover-class is a coarser grouping than the cover type (AVI stand label) but provides finer resolution than the cover groups (C, CD, DC, D) and will reflect leading species and mixedwood types.
[3] Patch: A stand of forest in the same seral stage and not split by a linear feature greater than 8m wide. Linear features in this definition include roads, pipelines, power lines, and rivers, but does not include seismic lines.

[4] Old Interior Forest: Old interior forest patches are defined as any patch greater than 120 ha that is composed of stands greater than 120 years old, using an 8m adjacency distance.

[5] Downed woody debris: Wood lying at an angle of less than 45 degrees from the ground and having a diameter greater than 7.5 cm.

[6] Wild: Genetic materials of native species originating from natural regeneration (FGRMS).

[7] FRIAA/FRIP report EOI FFI-17-15 (March 2020)
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3 Detailed VOITs

The following section provides more detailed information regarding each of the VOITs in the 2025 FMP than
the VOIT table summary in Section 2. It also provides expanded indicator definitions and context on the past
history of each VOIT from the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).

The VOITs are presented in the same order as in the VOIT table provided in Section 2 of this chapter and can
be quickly referenced using the information in heading level 2:

e VOIT index number;
e  GoOA VOIT hierarchy numbering; and

e Ashort descriptive name.
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3.1 Biological Diversity

3.1.1 VOIT 1 - Seral Stages

3.1.1.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.1.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.1.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.1.4 Objective 1.1.1.1 Maintain biodiversity by retaining the full range of cover types and seral
stages. Creation of resilient, healthy forests within a natural range of variation.

3.1.1.5 Indicator

Area of old, mature, immature, and young forest in the Forest Management Agreement Area (FMA) by cover
class.

3.1.1.6 Target

Over the 200-year planning horizon:
a) Gross landbase: Greater than 25% old forest, greater than 31% mature plus old forest, less than
13% young forest; and
b) Netlandbase: Greater than 13% old forest, greater than 23% mature plus old forest, less than 20%
young forest.

Note: Old forest retention shall include the full natural range of ages.

3.1.1.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets and seral stage definitions shall be based on sound science, ecological considerations, wildlife zones,
and disturbance regimes. Target shall ensure representation of natural range of ecosystem attributes (e.g.,
productivity class).

3.1.1.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, Alberta Land Stewardship Act (ALSA), South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP), and
Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan (LPH-LFMP).

3.1.1.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Minimize variance by developing and implementing an operationalized Spatial Harvest Sequence (SHS).
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3.1.1.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Regular updates to inventory. Planning and submission of a General Development Plan (GDP), adherence to
SHS, tracking and reporting variance.

3.1.1.11 Reporting

FMP: Tables of indicators (values and targets) at 0, 10, 50, 100 and 200 years. Maps of indicators at 0, 10 and
50 years.

Performance:
e 10-year Stewardship Report: Compare time 0 of 2025 FMP to Classified Landbase (CLB) of new FMP.

3.1.1.12 Acceptable Variance

Area (ha) of old and mature forests in the FMA by cover class shall be between 90% and 100% of target areas.
Area of young forest in the FMA by cover class shall not exceed 110% of target area.

3.1.1.13 Response
Adjust strategies in subsequent Forest Management Plan (FMP).

3.1.1.14 Definitions

Seral Stages: A stage in forest succession. The 2025 FMP uses the GoA directed seral stage classes shown in
Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Seral stage definitions used for reporting

Stratum Young Immature Mature (0] ] Very Old
FD 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
HW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
HWPL 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
HWSX 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
PL 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
PLHW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
SB 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
SW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
SWHW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+

Yield Curve Strata: The yield curve strata are HW (hardwood), MIX (mixedwood, includes MIXPL and MIXSW),
PL (lodgepole pine), SW (white spruce).

3.1.1.15 History

VOIT 1 is similar to Objective 1, 1.1.1. — To maintain the full range of cover groups and seral stages in the C5
Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.1.2 VOIT 2 - Patch Sizes

3.1.2.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.2.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.2.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.2.4 Objective 1.1.1.2a Maintain biodiversity by avoiding landscape fragmentation

3.1.2.5 Indicator

Range of patch sizes for forest that is 20 years of age and less for the FMA.

3.1.2.6 Target

A distribution of harvest area sizes that will result in a patch size pattern over the 200-year planning horizon
that is increasing in patch size.

3.1.2.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets shall be based on sound science, ecological considerations, wildlife zones, and disturbance regimes.
Target shall ensure representation of natural range of ecosystem attributes (e.g. productivity class).

3.1.2.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP.

3.1.2.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Spatial and temporal harvest planning. Patch size distribution targets are set for forest patches less than 20
years old. Minimize variance by developing and implementing an operationalized SHS.

3.1.2.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Regular updates to forest inventory. Planning and submission of a GDP, adherence to SHS, tracking and
reporting variance.

3.1.2.11 Reporting

FMP: Tables of area of forest in each patch size class for the DFA at 0, 10, and 50 years. Maps of patch size
classes at 0, 10, and 50 years, (or end of rotation).
Performance:
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e 10-year Stewardship Report: Compare time 0 of previous FMP to CLB of new FMP.

3.1.2.12 Acceptable Variance

At the end of the 10-year FMP term the target distribution is achieved; or demonstrated progress to achieving
target in one rotation where the pattern has deviated significantly from the target.

3.1.2.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent FMP.

3.1.2.14 Definitions

Patch: A stand of forest in the same seral stage and not split by a linear feature greater than 8m wide. Linear
features in this definition includes roads, pipelines, powerlines, and rivers, but does not include seismic lines.

3.1.2.15 History

VOIT 2 is similar to Objective 2, 1.1.2 — To minimize landscape fragmentation in the C5 Forest Management
Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, acceptable variance, and monitoring procedures for distribution of
patch sizes by seral stage are detailed in this previous objective.
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3.1.3 VOIT 3 - Old Interior Forest

3.1.3.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.3.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.3.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.3.4 Objective 1.1.1.2b Maintain biodiversity by avoiding landscape fragmentation

3.1.3.5 Indicator
Area of old interior forest in the FMA by cover class.
3.1.3.6 Target

Area of old interior forest will not be less than 11% of Pl stands, 31% of SW stands, 13% of FD stands, 2% of
MIX stands, over the next 200 years.

3.1.3.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets shall be based on sound science, ecological considerations, wildlife zones, and disturbance regimes.
Target shall ensure representation of natural range of ecosystem attributes (e.g., productivity class).

3.1.3.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard, ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP.
3.1.3.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Spatial and temporal harvest planning. Minimize variance by developing and implementing an operationalized
SHS.

3.1.3.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Regular updates to forest inventory. Planning and submission of a GDP, adherence to SHS, tracking and
reporting variance.

3.1.3.11 Reporting
FMP: Maps and tables of indicator at 0, 10, and 50 years.
e Cover class will be comprised of FMP natural stand yield stratum: Hw, Fd, Mix_PI, MIX_Sx, Pl & Sw.
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Performance:
e 10-year Stewardship Report: Compare time 0 of 2025 FMP to CLB of new FMP.
3.1.3.12 Acceptable Variance
A variance not exceeding +/- 20% must be achieved.
3.1.3.13 Response
Adjust strategies in subsequent AOPs.
3.1.3.14 Definitions

Old Interior Forest: Old interior forest patches are defined as any patch greater than 120 ha that is composed

of stands greater than 120 years old, using an 8m adjacency distance.
3.1.3.15 History

VOIT 3 is similar to Objective 2, 1.1.2 — To minimize landscape fragmentation in the C5 Forest Management
Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, acceptable variance, and monitoring procedures for old interior forest
levels are detailed in this previous objective.
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3.1.4 VOIT 4-1 - All-Weather Permanent Forestry Roads

3.1.4.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.4.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.4.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.4.4 Objective 1.1.1.3a Maintain biodiversity by minimizing access

3.1.4.5 Indicator

Open permanent forestry road (Department Licence of Occupation - DLO) density outside the LPH-LFMP area.
3.1.4.6 Target

Less than 0.0 km/km?2.

3.1.4.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets shall be based on sound science, ecological considerations, harvest planning, wildlife zones, and social
values.

3.1.4.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard, ALSA, SSRP, Public Lands Act.
3.1.4.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Develop a strategy that coordinates access with other resource users, spatial/temporal sequencing of harvest,
road construction and reclamation (SHS and long-term corridor access plan). See Section 5 of the CFP Timber
Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules for further details.

3.1.4.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Regular updates to forest inventory and Digital Integrated Dispositions (DIDs).
3.1.4.11 Reporting

FMP: Table of road density outside LPH-LFMP area at 0 and 10 years. Map of existing and proposed open and
closed forestry roads. Report forestry roads and total (all users) roads.

Performance:
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e Stewardship Reports: Table and map of permanent open forestry road densities (km/km?) outside LPH-
LFMP area.

3.1.4.12 Acceptable Variance

A variance not exceeding +/-20% must be achieved.
3.1.4.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent FMP.

3.1.4.14 History

VOIT 4-1 is similar to Objective 3, 1.1.3 — To minimize the impacts of motorized access in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for “open road” density are
detailed in this previous objective. Monitoring procedures are summarized in Objective 32, 5.1.7 — To provide
reasonable access for recreational and industrial purposes while maintaining the ecological integrity of the
forest.
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3.1.5 VOIT 4-2 — Seasonal / Temporary Forestry Roads

3.1.5.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.5.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.5.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.5.4 Objective 1.1.1.3a Maintain biodiversity by minimizing access

3.1.5.5 Indicator

Open seasonal/temporary forestry road length outside the LPH-LFMP area.
3.1.5.6 Target

Less than 18 km for the FMA area outside the LPH -LFMP area

3.1.5.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets shall be based on sound science, ecological considerations, harvest planning, wildlife zones, and social
values.

3.1.5.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, ALSA, SSRP, Forests Act, Alberta Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules
(OGRs), Spatial Data Directive (SDD).

3.1.5.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Road construction, maintenance, and reclamation activities.

3.1.5.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Road planning OGR.

3.1.5.11 Reporting

FMP: Table and map of existing open seasonal/temporary forestry roads at time 0.
Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Table of open seasonal/temporary forestry roads for each timber year for
outside LFH-LFMP.
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3.1.5.12 Acceptable Variance

A variance not exceeding +/-20% must be achieved.
3.1.5.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent AOPs.

3.1.5.14 History

VOIT 4-2 is similar to Objective 3, 1.1.3 — To minimize the impacts of motorized access in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for “open road” density are
detailed in this previous objective. Monitoring procedures are summarized in Objective 32, 5.1.7 — To provide
reasonable access for recreational and industrial purposes while maintaining the ecological integrity of the
forest.
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3.1.6 VOIT 5-1 - Open Motorized Access by Footprint Planning Zone

3.1.6.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.6.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.6.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.6.4 Objective 1.1.1.3a Maintain biodiversity by minimizing access per direction from LPH-LFMP

3.1.6.5 Indicator

Open motorized access by Footprint Planning Zone.

3.1.6.6 Target

Less than 0.04 km/km? in Zone 2 and less than 0.14 km/km?in Zone 3.
3.1.6.7 Means to Identify Target

Historical road construction and reclamation data, targets shall be forest sector specific based on guidance
from LPH-LFMP.

3.1.6.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard, ALSA, ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP, Public Lands Act, OGRs, SDD.
3.1.6.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Road construction, maintenance and reclamation activities. Develop a strategy to coordinate access with other
resource users, spatial/temporal sequencing of harvest, road construction and reclamation (SHS and long-term
corridor access plan).

3.1.6.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Road plan (Operating Ground Rule; OGR), Government of Alberta Decision Support Tool.
3.1.6.11 Reporting

FMP: Current open motorized access density by zone (Open Forestry Department License of Occupation;
DLOs).

Performance:
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e Stewardship Reports: Road density and km by zone per year for open motorized access (open
forestry DLOs).

3.1.6.12 Acceptable Variance

None.

3.1.6.13 Response

Removal of open motorized access when appropriate. Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.
3.1.6.14 History

VOIT 5-1 is similar to Objective 3, 1.1.3 — To minimize the impacts of motorized access in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for “open road” density are
detailed in this previous objective. Monitoring procedures are summarized in Objective 32, 5.1.7 — To provide
reasonable access for recreational and industrial purposes while maintaining the ecological integrity of the
forest. Targets were not previously given for specific planning zones.
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3.1.7 VOIT 5-2 — Restricted Motorized Access by Footprint Planning Zone

3.1.7.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.7.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.7.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.7.4 Objective 1.1.1.3a Maintain biodiversity by minimizing access per direction from LPH-LFMP

3.1.7.5 Indicator
Restricted motorized access by Footprint Planning Zone.
3.1.7.6 Target

Less 0.09 km/km? in Zone 2 & 3.

3.1.7.7 Means to Identify Target

Historical road construction and reclamation data, targets shall be forest sector specific based on guidance
from LPH-LFMP.

3.1.7.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard, ALSA, ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP, Public Lands Act, OGRs, SDD.
3.1.7.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Road construction, maintenance and reclamation activities. Government of Alberta Decision Support Tool.
Develop a strategy to coordinate access with other resource users, spatial/temporal sequencing of harvest,
road construction and reclamation (SHS and long-term corridor access plan). All temporary forestry roads will
be managed as restricted motorized access per the LFH-LFMP.

3.1.7.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Road plan (Operating Ground Rule; OGR), Government of Alberta Decision Support Tool.
3.1.7.11 Reporting

FMP: Current restricted motorized access density by zone (forestry access roads and DLOs).
Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Restricted motorized access density by zone per year.
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3.1.7.12 Acceptable Variance

A variance not exceeding +/- 20% must be achieved.

3.1.7.13 Response

Adjust timing of road reclamation program. Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.
3.1.7.14 History

VOIT 5-2 is similar to Objective 3, 1.1.3 — To minimize the impacts of motorized access in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for “open road” density are
detailed in this previous objective. Monitoring procedures are summarized in Objective 32, 5.1.7 — To provide
reasonable access for recreational and industrial purposes while maintaining the ecological integrity of the
forest. Targets were not previously given for specific planning zones.
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3.1.8 VOIT 5-3 — Near Stream Motorized Access

3.1.8.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.8.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.8.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.8.4 Objective 1.1.1.3a Maintain biodiversity by minimizing access per direction from LPH-LFMP

3.1.8.5 Indicator

Near stream motorized access disturbance limit (within 100 m of a stream on erodible soils).
3.1.8.6 Target

<0.01 km/km? in each analysis unit.

3.1.8.7 Means to Identify Target

Historical road construction and reclamation data, targets shall be forest sector specific based on guidance
from LPH-LFMP.

3.1.8.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard, ALSA, ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP, Public Lands Act, OGRs, SDD.
3.1.8.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Develop a strategy that coordinates access with other resource users, spatial/temporal sequencing of
harvest, road construction and reclamation (SHS and long-term corridor access plan).

3.1.8.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Regular updates to forest inventory, Government of Alberta Decision Support Tool.

3.1.8.11 Reporting

FMP: Current near stream motorized access density by analysis unit (forestry access roads and DLOs).
Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Near stream motorized density by analysis unit per year.
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3.1.8.12 Acceptable Variance

None.

3.1.8.13 Response

Adjust timing of road reclamation program. Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.
3.1.8.14 History

VOIT 5-3 is similar to Objective 3, 1.1.3 — To minimize the impacts of motorized access in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for “open road” density are
detailed in this previous objective. Monitoring procedures are summarized in Objective 32, 5.1.7 — To provide
reasonable access for recreational and industrial purposes while maintaining the ecological integrity of the
forest. Targets were not previously given for specific analysis units.
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3.1.9 VOIT 6 — Uncommon Plant Communities

3.1.9.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.9.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.9.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.9.4 Objective 1.1.1.4 Maintain plant communities uncommon in FMA or province.

3.1.9.5 Indicator

Area or occurrence of each uncommon plant community within FMA.

3.1.9.6 Target

Conserve uncommon plant communities for 100% of known and encountered occurrences.
3.1.9.7 Means to Identify Target

Geographic Information System (GIS) analysis, Alberta Vegetation Inventory (AVI), ecosite phases, Alberta
Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS), plant community classification and tracking list.
Predict and identify occurrence of uncommon plant community.

3.1.9.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard.
3.1.9.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Coordinating with other resource users, spatial planning of harvest and road construction, OGRs. Apply
operational procedures.

3.1.9.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Annual ACIMS database updates, regular updates to inventory.
3.1.9.11 Reporting

FMP: Table with descriptive list and targets. Map(s) displaying known locations of uncommon plant
communities.

Performance:
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e Stewardship Reports: Summary of action taken, based on direction received from ACIMS, in the areas
where uncommon plant communities have been identified.

3.1.9.12 Acceptable Variance

At the end of the 10- year FMP term the target is achieved.
3.1.9.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent AOPs.

3.1.9.14 History

VOIT 6 is similar to Objective 13, 1.4.3 — To maintain rare plant communities in the C5 Forest Management Plan
(2006-2026).
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3.1.10 VOIT 7 — Unsalvaged Burnt Forest

3.1.10.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.10.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.10.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.10.4 Objective 1.1.1.5a Maintain unique habitats provided by wildfire and blowdown events

3.1.10.5 Indicator
Area of unsalvaged burned forest.
3.1.10.6 Target

Live trees: Retain unburned trees in green islands and retain patches recognizing timber condition, access,
non-timber needs according to the directive "Fire Salvage Planning and Operations - Directive No. 2007-01".

3.1.10.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets based on "Fire Salvage Planning and Operations - Directive No. 2007-01” Ensure consistency with
FireSmart objectives.

3.1.10.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Fire Salvage Planning and Operations - Directive No. 2007-01.
3.1.10.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Salvage planning.

3.1.10.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Organization reports, air photo interpretation, ground surveys, post-harvest assessments, General
Development Plan (GDP).

3.1.10.11 Reporting

FMP: Table and map of wildfire events fire within the last 10 years showing area (ha) and proportion (%) of
salvaged and unsalvaged, report on area in hectares (ha).

Performance:
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e Stewardship Reports: Table and map of fire disturbance with percent salvaged. Table and map shows
total burn area, portions salvaged by burn severity class, and the unburned green islands kept as
retention.

3.1.10.12 Acceptable Variance

At the end of the 10-year FMP term the target is achieved or exceeded.
3.1.10.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent AOPs.

3.1.10.14 History

VOIT 7 is similar to Objective 5, 1.1.5 — To retain forest structure associated with wildfire and blowdown events
in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for the area of
naturally disturbed forest to be left unsalvaged are detailed in this previous objective.
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3.1.11 VOIT 8 — Unsalvaged Blowdown

3.1.11.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.11.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.11.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.11.4 Objective 1.1.1.5b Maintain unique habitats provided by wildfire and blowdown events

3.1.11.5 |Indicator

Area of unsalvaged blowdown.

3.1.11.6 Target

In areas of significant salvageable blowdown (>= 100 ha) a minimum of 10% will be left unsalvaged.
3.1.11.7 Means to Identify Target

Targets are to be based on sound science, ecological considerations and disturbance regimes.
3.1.11.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard.

3.1.11.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Salvage planning.

3.1.11.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Inventory updates, GDP.

3.1.11.11 Reporting

FMP: Table and map of blowdown event within the last 10 years showing area (ha) and proportion (%) of
salvaged and unsalvaged.

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Table and map of blowdown disturbance and percent unsalvaged and salvaged for
events >= 100 ha in the FMA.
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3.1.11.12 Acceptable Variance

At the end of the 10-year FMP term the target is achieved or exceeded.
3.1.11.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent AOPs.

3.1.11.14 History

VOIT 8 is similar to Objective 5, 1.1.5 — To retain forest structure associated with wildfire and blowdown events
in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for the volume
or area of blowdown to be left unsalvaged are detailed in this previous objective.
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3.1.12 VOIT 9 - Protection of Aquatic and Riparian Areas

3.1.12.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.12.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.12.3 Value 1.1.1 Landscape scale biodiversity

3.1.12.4 Objective 1.1.1.6 Retain ecological values and functions associated with riparian zones

3.1.12.5 Indicator

Protection of aquatic and riparian areas.
3.1.12.6 Target

Consistent with OGRs.

3.1.12.7 Means to Identify Target
OGRs.

3.1.12.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Federal Fisheries Act, Timber Management Regulation (TMR), Forests Act, Grazing and Timber Integration
Manual, ALSA, SSRP .

3.1.12.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target
Planning and operations, Timber Supply Analysis (TSA), OGRs.
3.1.12.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

FOMP reports, company monitoring/audits, tracking of OGR deviation requests, and non-standard
submissions.

3.1.12.11 Reporting
Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Number of FOMP variances related to specific OGRs, number of company self-
reports, number of OGR deviations requested under applicable OGRs.
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3.1.12.12 Acceptable Variance
No variance.
3.1.12.13 Response

Demonstrate that aquatic and riparian ecosystem objectives are being met through an effective monitoring
program based on aquatic and riparian function in areas of concern.

3.1.12.14 History

VOIT 9 is similar to Objective 23, 3.2.1 — To ensure that all forest industry practices are conducted in a manner
that places a priority on the protection of water resources and Objective 24, 3.2.2 - To manage forest cover in a
manner that places a priority on the conservation and protection of watersheds in the C5 Forest Management
Plan (2006-2026).
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3.1.13 VOIT 10 — Structure Retention

3.1.13.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.13.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.13.3 Value 1.1.2 Local/stand scale biodiversity

3.1.13.4 Objective 1.1.2.1a Retain stand level structure

3.1.13.5 |Indicator

% area of residual structure (both living and dead) within a harvest area, as outlined in CFP’s structure
retention strategy by FMA.

3.1.13.6 Target

3% of the Lodgepole pine/other non-Douglas fir Forest and;
15-20% of the Douglas fir forest.

Structure retention is by area, to be within the contributing landbase, internal to each harvest area (individual
openings), and representative of the pre-harvest stand composition.

Note: A wide range in variability in harvest area level retention within the FMA is desired as long as the target
level is achieved.

3.1.13.7 Means to Identify Target

Wildlife zones, roadside vegetation screens, recreational values, aesthetics, local knowledge. ACIMS, Alberta
Biodiversity Monitoring Institute (ABMI) and Fisheries and Wildlife Management Information System (FWMIS),
previous FMP structure retention results.

3.1.13.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Occupational Health and Safety Act, Forest and Prairie Protection Act, Planning Standard, ALSA, SSRP, LPH-
LFMP, OGRs.

3.1.13.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Implement CFP structure retention strategy and OGRs.

3.1.13.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Organization reports, cut-over photography, air photo interpretation, ground surveys, post-harvest
assessments.
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3.1.13.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Table of the percent of structure retention by year for the FMA.
3.1.13.12 Acceptable Variance
At the end of the 10-year FMP term the target is achieved or exceeded.

3.1.13.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.

3.1.13.14 History

VOIT 10 is similar to Objective 4, 1.1.4 — To retain stand level structural attributes in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for the merchantable volume of
standing trees are detailed in this previous objective.
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3.1.14 VOIT 11 - Downed Woody Debris

3.1.14.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.14.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.14.3 Value 1.1.2 Local/stand scale biodiversity

3.1.14.4 Objective 1.1.2.1b Retain stand level structure

3.1.14.5 Indicator

Percentage of harvested area within the FMA with downed woody debris® equivalent to preharvest conditions.
3.1.14.6 Target

75% of harvest areas having downed woody debris retained on site.
3.1.14.7 Means to Identify Target

Recording utilization of downed woody debris post-harvest.
3.1.14.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, ALSA and SSRP.

3.1.14.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Organization developed standards.

3.1.14.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Organization developed during FMP planning.

3.1.14.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Table showing % of harvest areas by year that received treatments that reduces
downed woody debris (e.g. brush raking and prescribed burns).

3.1.14.12 Acceptable Variance

None.
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3.1.14.13 Response
Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.
3.1.14.14 Definitions

Downed Woody Debris: Wood lying at an angle of less than 45 degrees from the ground and having a diameter
greater than 7.5cm.

3.1.14.15 History

VOIT 11 is similar to Objective 4, 1.1.4 — To retain stand level structural attributes in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026). The indicator, target, and acceptable variance for the level of downed woody
debris, standing topped trees, and snags to be maintained are detailed in this previous objective.
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3.1.15 VOIT 12 - Sensitive Sites

3.1.15.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.15.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.15.3 Value 1.1.2 Local/stand scale biodiversity

3.1.15.4 Objective 1.1.2.2 Maintain integrity of sensitive sites

3.1.15.5 |Indicator

Sensitive sites (e.g., mineral licks, major game trails) by FMA.
3.1.15.6 Target

Strategies to maintain consistency with provincial guidelines / OGRs.
3.1.15.7 Means to Identify Target

Sensitive sites identified through local knowledge, public consultation, Indigenous consultation, ACIMS, ABMI,
GDPs, FWMIS, and OGRs.

3.1.15.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard.
3.1.15.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target
Organization developed standards for sensitive site protection.
3.1.15.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Organization reports, air photo interpretation, ground surveys.
3.1.15.11 Reporting
Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Summary of identified sites and actions taken.
3.1.15.12 Acceptable Variance
None.
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3.1.15.13 Response
Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.
3.1.15.14 History

VOIT 12 is similar to Objective 12, 1.4.2 — To retain specific wildlife features in the C5 Forest Management Plan
(2006-2026).
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3.1.16 VOIT 13 — Water Crossings

3.1.16.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.16.2 CSASFM 1.1 Ecosystem Diversity: Conserve ecosystem diversity at the landscape level by
Element  maintaining the variety of communities and ecosystems that occur naturally in the
Defined Forest Area (DFA)

3.1.16.3 Value 1.1.2 Local/stand scale biodiversity

o 1.1.2.3 Maintain aquatic biodiversity by minimizing impacts of watercourse
3.1.16.4 Objective .
crossings

3.1.16.5 |Indicator

a) Permanent forestry watercourse crossings in compliance with the Code of Practice for Watercourse
Crossings.

b) Temporary forestry watercourse crossings in compliance with the OGRs.
3.1.16.6 Target

a) Permanent forestry watercourse crossing designs meet standards of the Code of Practice for
Watercourse Crossings.

b) Temporary forestry watercourse crossings meet standards in the OGRs .

3.1.16.7 Means to Identify Target

a) Code of Practice for Watercourse Crossings.

b) OGRs.

3.1.16.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

a) Water Act, Water (Ministerial Regulation) and Code of Practice for Watercourse Crossings.

b) Forests Act, TMR, and OGRs.

3.1.16.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Road and watercourse planning, construction, monitoring, maintenance and reclamation activities.
3.1.16.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Watercourse Crossing Management Directive, OGRs, company watercourse crossing monitoring program.
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3.1.16.11 Reporting

Performance:
e Stewardship Reports: Report on all company watercourse crossing monitoring results, number of
FOMP variances related to relevant OGRs, number of Company self-reports related to relevant OGRs.

3.1.16.12 Acceptable Variance
None.
3.1.16.13 Response

Based on stewardship reporting results, a causal factor review and the frequency and severity of reported
incidences a third-party review of watercourse crossing monitoring programs and operations standards may be
required.

3.1.16.14 History

VOIT 13 is similar to Objective 23, 3.2.1 — To ensure that all forest industry practices are conducted in a manner
that places a priority on the protection of water resources in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.1.17 VOIT 14 - Species at Risk

3.1.17.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity

Criterion

3.1.17.2 CSASFM 1.2 Species Diversity: Conserve species diversity by ensuring that habitats for the

Element  native species found in the DFA are maintained throughout time

3.1.17.3 Value 1.2.1 Viable populations of identified plant and animal species

3.1.17.4 Objective

1.2.1.1 Maintain habitat for identified high value species (i.e., economically
valuable, socially valuable, species at risk, species of management concern)

3.1.17.5 |Indicator

a)

b)

Number of hectares of primary and secondary habitat from the fRI grizzly bear model, as measured at
time 0 (May 1, 2023) by FMA;

Percent change in the barred owl potential breeding pairs and Resource Selection Function (RSF) value
from (May 1, 2023) by FMA;

Percent change in American marten habitat suitability index from (May 1, 2023) by FMA,

Percent change in relative abundance value of three songbird species (brown creeper, ovenbird and
varied thrush) from May 1, 2023 by FMA; and

Maintain identified whitebark and limber pine trees, saplings, and seedlings.

3.1.17.6 Target

a)
b)
c)

d)
e)

Maintain or increase the number of hectares of primary and secondary habitat from the fRI grizzly bear
model, as measured at time O;

Maximum 15% reduction in the breeding pairs indicator over the 200-year planning horizon and 15%
reduction in the RSF indicators over the 200-year planning horizon;

Maximum 15% reduction in the indicator over the 200-year planning horizon;

Maximum 15% reduction in the indicator over the 200-year planning horizon; and

A minimum of 95% protection of all known whitebark and limber pine trees, saplings, and seedlings.

100% protection of GoA long term monitoring installations, research/restoration, and plus tree sites.

3.1.17.7 Means to Identify Target

Habitat models (provided by the GoA). Based on sound science, ecological considerations, wildlife zones,
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) list, provincially listed species, ABMI,
ACIMS, recovery plans, government priorities, public consultation, habitat suitability analysis, literature review,

observation data, local and traditional knowledge.
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For whitebark and limber pine, use AVI in combination with company and GoA long term monitoring
installations, research/restoration and plus trees sites data. Consult with Whitebark Pine Ecosystem
Foundation of Canada (WPEFC) for most current spatial data identifying presence and absence of whitebark
and limber pine trees, saplings, and seedlings.

3.1.17.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Recovery plans for species at risk, federal Species at Risk Act.
3.1.17.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Harvesting plans, road construction, OGR, planning and implementation, adherence to provincial wildlife
guidelines.

Minimize variance by developing and implementing an operationalized SHS.

For whitebark and limber pine, ensure protection of trees, saplings, and seedlings through careful operational
planning of roads and harvest areas.

Maintain consistency with the current approved Alberta Whitebark and Limber Pine Recovery Plan and best
management practices.

Operational guidance on Pa/Pf content from subjective deletions process in classified landbase.
Collaboration with WPEFC for support, mitigation and expertise as needed.

Clark’s nutcracker modelling.

3.1.17.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Updates to vegetation inventory and habitat modelling. Planning and submission of a GDP, adherence to SHS,
tracking and reporting variance.

3.1.17.11 Reporting
FMP:

a) Table and maps of current (time zero) and future (10 and 20 years) landscape condition for Core and
Secondary habitat zones, core and secondary sink zones, non-critical habitat and road density;

b) Tables of breeding pairs (habitat) and RSF at 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of RSF value and
breeding pairs at 0, 10, 20 and 50 years;

c) Tables of habitat suitability at 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of habitat suitability at 0, 10,
20 and 50 years;

d) Tables of relative abundance at 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of relative abundance at O,
10, 20 and 50 years;
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e) Map of whitebark and limber pine distribution (contributing/non-contributing), long-term monitoring
installations, research/restoration and plus tree sites.

Performance:

Items a-d

10-year Stewardship Report: Compare time 0 of previous FMP to CLB of new FMP.
lteme

5 and 10-year Stewardship Reports: Number of whitebark and limber pine trees, saplings and seedlings that
have been damaged and/or destroyed.

3.1.17.12 Acceptable Variance

At the end of the 10-year FMP term the target is achieved or exceeded.
3.1.17.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent FMP.

3.1.17.14 History

VOIT 14 is similar to Objective 7, 1.2.2 — To retain, create and enhance habitats capable of supporting selected
species in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.1.18 VOIT 15 - In-Situ Wild Forest Populations

3.1.18.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.18.2 CSASFM 1.3 Genetic Diversity: Conserve genetic diversity by maintaining the variation of
Element  genes within species

3.1.18.3 Value 1.3.1 Genetic integrity of natural tree populations

. 1.3.1.1 Retain "wild forest populations" for each native tree species in each seed
3.1.18.4 Objective . L
zone through establishment of in-situ reserves by Alberta and tenure holders

3.1.18.5 |Indicator
Where applicable, number and area (ha) of in situ gene conservation areas.
3.1.18.6 Target

Wild forest populations are retained as per requirements set forth in the Alberta Forest Genetic Resource
Management and Conservation Standards (FGRMS) and as guided in the Gene Conservation Plan for Native
Species of Alberta Second Edition (GCP).

Targets to be determined in accordance with FGRMS.

3.1.18.7 Means to Identify Target

Gaps and needs as identified in GCP and requirements set for forth in FGRMS.
3.1.18.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Timber Management Regulation (TMR) 144.2(1). Requirements to meet this TMR are provided by the Alberta
Forest Genetic Resource Management and Conservation Standards (FGRMS).

3.1.18.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target
GCP, FGRMS, and GoA/Industry Tree Improvement Cooperatives.

Identified conservation areas are designated by a protective disposition in coordination between GoA and the
company.

3.1.18.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Stewardship reporting and FGRMS mandatory reports.
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3.1.18.11 Reporting

FMP: If applicable, table showing number of genetic conservation areas required in each seed zone and
number provided in DFA. If applicable, map showing locations of genetic conservation areas.

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Report progress towards target.
3.1.18.12 Acceptable Variance
At the end of the 10-year FMP term the target is achieved or exceeded. No variance.
3.1.18.13 Response

Where needed, adjust strategies as per Forest Health and Adaptation Section requirement and in subsequent
FMPs.

3.1.18.14 History

VOIT 15 is similar to Objective 8, 1.3.1 — Retain wild forest genetic resources for each species through in situ
conservation in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.1.19 VOIT 16 - Ex-Situ Wild Forest Populations

3.1.19.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.19.2 CSASFM 1.3 Genetic Diversity: Conserve genetic diversity by maintaining the variation of
Element  genes within species

3.1.19.3 Value 1.3.1 Genetic integrity of natural tree populations

3.1.19.4 Objective 1.3.1.2 Retain wild forest genetic resources through ex-situ conservation

3.1.19.5 |Indicator

Where applicable, number or amount of genetic materials conserved ex-situ as field trials, experiments, clonal
banks, arboretum, and long-term seed storage.

3.1.19.6 Target

Wild forest genetic resources through ex situ conservation are retained as per requirements set forth in
FGRMS and as guided by the ex-situ Conservation Plan for Forest Genetic Resources in Alberta (ex-situ CP).
Targets to be determined in accordance with FGRMS.

3.1.19.7 Means to Identify Target

Gaps and needs as identified in ex-situ CP and requirements set forth in FGRMS.
3.1.19.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

TMR 144.2(1), as directed by FGRMS.

3.1.19.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

FGRMS and GoA/Industry Genetics Cooperatives.

3.1.19.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Needs for ex-situ gene conservation will be continuously identified as provincial forest management priorities
and environmental challenges arise.

3.1.19.11 Reporting

FMP: If applicable, table and map showing number of provenances, genotypes and seedlots and their origin
within the DFA.

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Not applicable until a controlled parentage program becomes active.
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3.1.19.12 Acceptable Variance

Where ex-situ gene conservation is set up, no variance from targets as set by FGRMS is acceptable unless
identified and approved in the FMP approval process. Adjustment to targets and objectives are allowable as
more research and development bring new data and parameters forward.

3.1.19.13 Response
GoA will direct any required amendments or adjustments to target.
3.1.19.14 History

VOIT 16 is similar to Objective 9, 1.3.2 — Retain wild forest genetic resources through ex situ conservation and
Objective 10, 1.3.3 — To maintain adequate genetic diversity in seedlots used for reforestation plantings in the
C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.1.20 VOIT 17 — Trans-Boundary Values (Stakeholder Consultations)

3.1.20.1 CCFM 1 Biological Diversity
Criterion

3.1.20.2 CSASFM 1.4 Protected Areas: Respect protected areas identified through government
Element  processes

3.1.20.3 Value 1.4.1 Areas with minimal human disturbances within managed landscapes

3.1.20.4 Objective 1.4.1.1 Integrate trans-boundary values and objectives into forest management

3.1.20.5 |Indicator

Consultation with relevant stakeholders.

3.1.20.6 Target

Ongoing consultation with relevant protected area agencies.
3.1.20.7 Means to Identify Target

Link to consultation objective in Planning Standard or other existing consultation processes.
3.1.20.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard.

3.1.20.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target
Management and operational planning.

3.1.20.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Documentation of consultation processes.

3.1.20.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Summary of consultation with relevant protected area agencies.

3.1.20.12 Acceptable Variance

None.

3.1.20.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent FMP.
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3.1.20.14 History

VOIT 17 is similar to Objective 11, 1.4.1 — To adopt forest management practices that maintain the ecological
integrity of established protected areas and the passive landbase in C5 in the C5 Forest Management Plan
(2006-2026).
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3.2 Ecosystem Productivity

3.2.1 VOIT 18 — Reforestation

3.21.1 CCFM 2 Ecosystem Productivity
Criterion

3.2.1.2 CSASFM 2.1 Ecosystem resilience
Element

3.2.1.3 Value 2.1.1 Reforested harvest areas

3.2.1.4 Objective 2.1.1.1 Reforest all harvested areas

3.2.1.5 Indicator

Annual % of openings that:

a) Meet or exceed the Reforestation Standard of Alberta (RSA) establishment survey minimum stocking
and species composition standards for the declared regenerated yield stratum;

b) Meet or exceed the RSA establishment survey minimum stocking and species composition standards for
an alternate regenerated yield stratum; and

c) Do not achieve the RSA establishment survey minimum stocking and/or species composition standards
for any regenerated yield strata and are re-treated within one year.

Indicators a, b, and c are to be reported separately.

3.2.1.6 Target

The sum of indicators a, b, and ¢ = 100% of openings.
3.2.1.7 Means to Identify Target

Direction from GoA.

3.2.1.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

TMR 141.6(1) and 141.6(2); RSA.

3.2.1.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Implementation of silviculture strategies that ensure the target stocking and species composition is achieved
for the opening.

3.2.1.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

RSA establishment survey protocols.
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3.2.1.11 Reporting

Performance:
e ARIS: Updates to Alberta Regeneration Information System (ARIS) tables.

e Stewardship Reports: Tables summarizing indicators a, b, and c.

3.2.1.12 Acceptable Variance

None.

3.2.1.13 Response

Adjust silviculture strategies.

3.2.1.14 History

VOIT 18 is similar to Objective 14, 2.1.1 — Sustain the capacity of the ecosystem to recover from both natural
and human-caused disturbances and Objective 28, 5.1.3 — To ensure all harvested areas are re-forested in the
C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.2.2 VOIT 19 — Mean Annual Increment

3.2.2.1 CCFM 2 Ecosystem Productivity
Criterion

3.2.2.2 CSASFM 2.1 Ecosystem resilience
Element

3.2.2.3 Value 2.1.1 Reforested harvest areas

2.1.1.2 Meet or exceed the C and D Mean Annual Increment (MAI) standard for

3.2.2.4 Objective . . . .
the population of openings surveyed in a given quadrant

3.2.2.5 Indicator

Summed difference between target and actual C MAls and D MAIs for openings surveyed in a five-year
quadrant, as reported to ARIS.

3.2.2.6 Target

100% of target.

3.2.2.7 Means to Identify Target

Direction from GoA.

3.2.2.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

TMR 141.7(1) and 141.7(2); RSA.

3.2.2.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Implementation of silviculture strategies that ensure the target productivity is achieved for the population of
openings.

3.2.2.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

RSA performance survey protocols.

3.2.2.11 Reporting

Performance:

e ARIS: Updates to ARIS tables.
e Stewardship Reports: Summarize the difference between target and actual C and D MAIs for each
openings then sum the differences across all openings in the five year quadrant .

3.2.2.12 Acceptable Variance
Meet or exceed the target C and D MAI for the DFA.
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3.2.2.13 Response

Adjust silviculture strategies.

3.2.2.14 History

VOIT 19 is not directly comparable to any of the objectives in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.2.3 VOIT 20 - Limit Forest Landbase Conversion

3.2.3.1 CCFM 2 Ecosystem Productivity
Criterion

3.2.3.2 CSASFM 2.1 Ecosystem resilience
Element

3.2.3.3 Value 2.1.2 Maintenance of forest landbase

3.2.3.4 Objective 2.1.2.1 Limit conversion of productive forest landbase to other uses

3.2.3.5 Indicator

Amount of change in forest landbase.

3.2.3.6 Target

Net change of the gross forested landbase area within the FMA.

3.2.3.7 Means to Identify Target

Forest inventory and land use data.

3.2.3.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard.

3.2.3.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Maintain current forest cover inventory and land use updates. Promote the minimization of non-forested
impacts to the landbase.

3.2.3.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Inventory and land use systems.

3.2.3.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Number of dispositions and area of disposition withdrawn from the landbase,
number of dispositions returned, and area of dispositions returned to the landbase, net change to
landbase area.

3.2.3.12 Acceptable Variance

Report actuals.
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3.2.3.13 Response

Adjust net landbase projections in next TSA.

3.2.3.14 History

VOIT 20 is similar to Objective 27, 5.1.2 — To maintain or increase the net forest (commercial timber harvesting)
landbase in the C5 FMU in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.2.4 VOIT 21 - Forest Health Program

3.24.1 CCFM 2 Ecosystem Productivity
Criterion

3.2.4.2 CSASFM 2.1 Ecosystem resilience
Element

3.2.4.3 Value 2.1.2 Maintenance of forest landbase

3.2.4.4 Objective 2.1.2.1 Limit conversion of productive forest landbase to other uses

3.2.4.5 Indicator

Amount of area affected.

3.2.4.6 Target

Area (ha) affected by significant forest disturbances such as insect infestations, fire, windthrow or other
disturbance events.

3.2.4.7 Means to Identify Target

GoA and company forest health surveys, inventory updates, fire reporting.

3.2.4.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, Alberta Forest Health Strategy and shared roles and responsibilities between the GoA and
the forest industry.

3.2.4.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Maintain up-to-date information.

3.2.4.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
GOA annual forest health surveys and company detections.
3.2.4.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Maps showing areas impacted by fire, insects, windthrow and other natural events
and any subsequent treatment.

3.2.4.12 Acceptable Variance

Report actuals.
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3.2.4.13 Response

Event specific.

3.2.4.14 History

VOIT 21 is similar to Objective 16, 2.1.3 — To minimize the impacts of pests (i.e., insects and disease), which
have the ability to kill healthy trees in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).

69| Page
FINAL DRAFT



3.2.5 VOIT 22 - Invasive Plants Program

3.25.1 CCFM 2 Ecosystem Productivity
Criterion

3.2.5.2 CSASFM 2.1 Ecosystem resilience
Element

3.2.5.3 Value 2.1.3 Control invasive species

3.2.5.4 Objective 2.1.3.1 Control invasive plants

3.2.5.5 Indicator

Invasive plant program.

3.2.5.6 Target

Implement the CFP invasive plant program.

3.2.5.7 Means to Identify Target

Monitoring, controlling, and reporting on infestations.

3.2.5.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Weed Management in Forestry Operations Directive 2001-06.

3.2.5.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Follow CFP Invasive Plant Program.

3.2.5.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Adherence to OGRs, field inventories.

3.2.5.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Invasive plant inspections summarized in Stewardship Report.

3.2.5.12 Acceptable Variance

Report actuals.

3.2.5.13 Response

Continually improve invasive plant program.
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3.2.5.14 History

VOIT 22 is similar to Objective 18, 2.1.5 — To prevent the establishment of and control the spread of restricted
and noxious weed species in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.3 Soil and Water Resources

3.3.1 VOIT 23 - Roading and Bared Areas

3.3.1.1 CCF™M 3 Soil and water
Criterion

3.3.1.2 CSASFM 3.1 Soil quantity and quality
Element

3.3.1.3 Value 3.1.1 Soil productivity

3.3.1.4 Objective 3.1.1.1 Minimize impact of roading and bared areas in forest operations

3.3.1.5 Indicator

Compliance with OGRs directing both decompaction where necessary as well as compliance with the FMP
Reforestation Strategy table.

3.3.1.6 Target

Complete compliance with OGRs.

3.3.1.7 Means to Identify Target

Direction from GoA.

3.3.1.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

OGRs and Soils Guidelines.

3.3.1.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target
Effective planning and supervision of operations.
3.3.1.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Field inspection reports and audits.

3.3.1.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Summary of total area of roads, landings, and bared areas that were not
reforested with a rationale as to why.

3.3.1.12 Acceptable Variance

None.
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3.3.1.13 Response

Immediate remedial action to correct.

3.3.1.14 History

VOIT 23 is not directly comparable to any of the objectives in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.3.2 VOIT 24 - Soil Erosion and Slumping

3.3.2.1 CCF™M 3 Soil and water
Criterion

3.3.2.2 (CSASFM 3.1 Soil quantity and quality
Element

3.3.2.3 Value 3.1.1 Soil productivity

3.3.2.4 Objective 3.1.1.1 Minimize impact of roading and bared areas in forest operations

3.3.2.5 Indicator

Incidence of soil erosion and slumping.

3.3.2.6 Target

Complete compliance with OGRs.

3.3.2.7 Means to Identify Target

Direction from GoA, OGRs related to soils and erosion control.

3.3.2.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

OGRs and other guidelines for soil erosion and sediment control.

3.3.2.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective planning and supervision of operations and adherence to relevant OGRs.

3.3.2.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Field inspection reports and audits.

3.3.2.11 Reporting

Performance:
Stewardship Reports: Report on all company monitoring results.

a) Number of FOMP variances related to relevant OGRs.
b) Number of company self-reports related to relevant OGRs.

3.3.2.12 Acceptable Variance

None.
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3.3.2.13 Response

Immediate remedial action to correct and review of causal factors associated with erosion or slumping events.

3.3.2.14 History

VOIT 24 is similar to Objective 22, 3.1.2 — To minimize soil erosion and slope failure in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026).

75| Page
FINAL DRAFT



3.3.3 VOIT 25 - Forecasted Water Yield Impacts

3.3.3.1 CCF™M 3 Soil and water
Criterion

3.3.3.2 CSASFM 3.2 Water quantity and quality
Element

3.3.3.3 Value 3.2.1 Water quantity

3.3.3.4 Objective 3.2.1.1 Limitimpact of timber harvesting on water yield

3.3.3.5 Indicator

Forecast impact of timber harvesting (over 200 years) on water yield.

3.3.3.6 Target

a) Snow sensitive zones will have Equivalent Clearcut Areas (ECAs) multiplied by 1.5.
b) Mean annual water yield increase < = 15% or ECA < = 30% in approved watersheds.

3.3.3.7 Means to Identify Target

a) Identifying high runoff areas during peak streamflow on the Eastern Slopes of the southern Canadian
Rocky Mountains.

b) ECA and hydrological modelling using approved watersheds, Watershed sensitive values assessment.
Watershed sensitive values assessment, direction from Alberta.

3.3.3.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, ALSA, SSRP, and LPH-LFMP.

3.3.3.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Minimize variance by developing and implementing an operationalized SHS.
Incorporate knowledge from hydrological modelling and watershed research.
Direction from Alberta.

3.3.3.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

SHS area variance as per OGRs.

3.3.3.11 Reporting

FMP: Table showing ECA at 0, 10, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps showing ECA at year 0, 10, and 50 years.
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Performance:

e 5-year Stewardship Report: If SHS variance exceeds 20% in compartments that fall within a watershed,
ECA must be remodelled.

e 10-year Stewardship Report: Table comparing ECA values at year 0 from 2025 FMP to year 10 of new
FMP by approved watershed.

3.3.3.12 Acceptable Variance

< 20% SHS variance.

3.3.3.13 Response

5-year: Adjust timing and harvest of remaining SHS to allow for hydrologic recovery of watersheds to meet
targets (ECA <= 30%).

10-year: Adjust ECA targets to allow for hydrologic recovery of watersheds to meet targets (ECA <= 30%).

3.3.3.14 History

VOIT 25 is similar to Objective 24, 3.2.2 — To manage forest cover in a manner that places a priority on the
conservation and protection of watersheds in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.3.4 VOIT 26 - Riparian Buffers

3.3.4.1 CCF™M 3 Soil and water
Criterion

3.3.4.2 CSASFM 3.2 Water quantity and quality
Element

3.3.4.3 Value 3.2.2 Effective riparian habitats

3.3.4.4 Objective 3.2.2.1 Minimize impact of operations in riparian areas

3.3.4.5 Indicator

Aguatic and riparian management areas as outlined in OGRs.

3.3.4.6 Target

Compliance with relevant OGR sections pertaining to aquatic and riparian protection.
3.3.4.7 Means to Identify Target

Direction from GoA, OGRs.

3.3.4.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Federal Fisheries Act, TMR, Forests Act, ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP, OGRs.

3.3.4.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective planning and supervision of operations and adherence to relevant OGRs.

3.3.4.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Field inspection reports and GoA FOMP reporting. Company monitoring/audits, tracking of OGR deviation
requests, and non-standard submissions.

3.3.4.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Number of FOMP variances related to relevant OGRs, number of company self-
reports for relevant OGR contraventions, number of relevant OGR deviation requests in operational
plans.

3.3.4.12 Acceptable Variance

None.
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3.3.4.13 Response

Response will be determined by the frequency and severity of reported incidence at the discretion of Alberta.

Demonstrate that aquatic and riparian habitat objectives are being met through an effective monitoring
program based on aquatic and riparian function.

3.3.4.14 History

VOIT 26 is similar to Objective 23, 3.2.1 — To ensure that all forest industry practices are conducted in a manner
that places a priority on the protection of water resources and Objective 24, 3.2.2 - To manage forest cover in a

manner that places a priority on the conservation and protection of watersheds in the C5 Forest Management
Plan (2006-2026).
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3.4 Multiple Benefits to Society

3.4.1 VOIT 27 - Establish Appropriate Annual Allowable Cut

3.4.1.1 CCFM 5 Multiple Benefits to Society
Criterion

3.4.1.2 CSASFM 5.1 Timber and non-timber benefits
Element

3.4.1.3 Value 5.1.1 Sustainable timber supplies

3.4.1.4 Objective 5.1.1.1 Establish appropriate Annual Allowable Cut (AACs)

3.4.1.5 Indicator

Process described in Annex 1 is followed and standards are met.

3.4.1.6 Target

Complete compliance.

3.4.1.7 Means to Identify Target

Consultation in planning process.

3.4.1.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Forests Act and TMR.

3.4.1.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective implementation of planning process.

3.4.1.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Multiple means: Forest Revenue Scaling and Tenure System (FOREST), ARIS, AOPs, Stewardship Reports, and
field inspections.

3.4.1.11 Reporting
Performance:

e 5-year Stewardship Report: None.

e 10-year Stewardship Report: Compare time 0 of previous FMP to CLB of new FMP.

3.4.1.12 Acceptable Variance

Issue specific.
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3.4.1.13 Response

Adjust AAC using most current and relevant information.

3.4.1.14 History

VOIT 27 is similar to Objective 26, 5.1.1 — To maintain sustainable timber harvest levels; i.e., timber harvesting
shall not exceed the forest’s productive (renewal) capacity in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.4.2 VOIT 28 - Wildfire Risk

3.4.2.1 CCFM 5 Multiple Benefits to Society
Criterion

3.4.2.2 CSASFM 5.2 Communities and Sustainability
Element

3.4.2.3 Value 5.2.1 Risk to communities and landscape values from wildfire is low

5.2.1.1 To assist the GoA in reducing wildfire threat potential by reducing fire
3.4.2.4 Objective behaviour, fire occurrence, threats to values at risk and enhancing fire suppression
capability

3.4.2.5 Indicator

a) Harvested area (ha) in Wildfire Risk Indicator (WRI) classes (Risk Reduction, Continuous Improvement,
and Intolerable) within the CFP FMA Community Zone.

b) Harvested area in WRI classes (ha) within the CFP FMA Landscape Zone now and over the planning
horizon.

3.4.2.6 Target

a) Harvest 30% of the area in WRI classes within the CFP FMA Community Zones over 20 years.
b) Harvest 10% of the area in WRI classes within the CFP FMA Landscape Zone over 20 years.

3.4.2.7 Means to Identify Target

Fire Behaviour Potential and Fuel Grid Assessment (Annex 3 Report Provided to FMA Holder).
FMA Holder assessment of the SHS developed using recommendations from Annex 3 Report.
3.4.2.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard. ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP.

3.4.2.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

SHS, thinning, partial harvest techniques, FireSmart treatments.

3.4.2.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

AOPs, compartment assessments.

3.4.2.11 Reporting

FMP: Maps of Fire Behaviour Potential, Fuel Grid, Historical Wildfires and Natural Subregions (generated by
the GoA).

Performance:
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e Stewardship Reports: Report on actual harvested area (a and b).

3.4.2.12 Acceptable Variance

Issue specific.

3.4.2.13 Response

Adjust harvest sequence.

3.4.2.14 History

VOIT 28 is similar to Objective 15, 2.1.2 — To minimize losses to human life, communities, soil, watersheds,
natural resources, and infrastructure from wildfire in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.4.3 VOIT 29-1 - Trails

3.4.3.1 CCFM 5 Multiple Benefits to Society
Criterion

3.4.3.2 CSASFM 5.2 Communities and Sustainability
Element

3.4.3.3 Value 5.2.2 Provide opportunities to derive benefits and participate in use and
management

3.4.3.4 Objective 5.2.2.1 Integrate other uses and timber management activities

3.4.3.5 Indicator
Designated and provincial trail integration.
3.4.3.6 Target

Integrate designated and Provincial trails as indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground
Rules.

3.4.3.7 Means to Identify Target

Consultation and co-operation. Designated and provincial trails that are identified in the Trails Designation
Order.

3.4.3.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, OGRs, Trails Act, applicable Ministerial Order.
3.4.3.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective implementation of plans.

3.4.3.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

Consultation tracking.

3.4.3.11 Reporting

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Report length (m) of trail protected that overlaps harvested areas.
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3.4.3.12 Acceptable Variance
Issue specific.

3.4.3.13 Response

Adjust activities.

3.4.3.14 History

VOIT 29-1 is similar to Objective 35, 5.1.10 — To integrate recreational activities with forest management

practices in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026), which discusses maintenance and expansion of

cross-country trails systems.

FINAL DRAFT
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3.4.4 VOIT 29-2 — Scenic Values

3.4.4.1 CCFM 5 Multiple Benefits to Society
Criterion

3.4.4.2 CSASFM 5.2 Communities and Sustainability
Element

3.4.4.3 Value 5.1.2 Scenic values

. 5.1.1.2 Commercial forestry supports the maintenance of scenic values through
3.4.4.4 Objective . . . . . . . .
integrating recreation and tourism considerations in planning and operations

3.4.4.5 |Indicator

Minimize impacts to high scenic values in high visual quality areas.

3.4.4.6 Target

The SHS will not include more than 12% of the identified high scenic values in the first two decades.
3.4.4.7 Means to Identify Target

Consultation in planning process, Visual Quality Assessment.

3.4.4.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

ALSA, LPH-LFMP, Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreation Management Plan.
3.4.4.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective implementation of plans, Visual Quality Strategy.

3.4.4.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

As-built harvest area boundaries.

3.4.4.11 Reporting

FMP: Map of areas identified with high scenic value and how much SHS area (ha) is scheduled in the first two
decades.

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Report actual percent harvested within the high scenic value areas.
3.4.4.12 Acceptable Variance
20% variance.
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3.4.4.13 Response

Adjust strategies in subsequent FMPs.

3.4.4.14 History

VOIT 29-2 is similar to Objective 30, 5.1.5 — To consider visual impacts during the development of harvest plans
in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.4.5 VOIT 29-3 — Forest Encroachment

3.4.5.1 CCFM 5 Multiple Benefits to Society
Criterion

3.4.5.2 CSASFM 5.2 Communities and Sustainability
Element

3.4.5.3 Value 5.2.2 Scenic Values

3.4.5.4 Objective 5.2.2.2 Reduce forest encroachment onto grasslands

3.4.5.5 Indicator

Extent of various uses: Identify merchantable forest encroachment onto grassland areas to be treated within
the non-contributing (transition) landbase.

3.4.5.6 Target

Timber harvest operationally feasible, merchantable forest encroachment onto transitional grassland areas
within the non-contributing and contributing landbase.

3.4.5.7 Means to Identify Target

Consultation in planning process, GoA provided recommendations in the document titled, “Minimizing Forest
Encroachment in Successional Transition Areas in the Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. 2025 Forest
Management Plan”.

3.4.5.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

ALSA, SSRP, LPH-LFMP, AFMPS.

3.4.5.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Develop the SHS considering successional transition areas to reduce forest encroachment onto grasslands.

Include alternative silviculture strategies to reduce forest encroachment onto grasslands such as, but not
limited to, partial harvest, pre commercial thinning, leave for natural and/or reduced planting densities.

3.4.5.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

AOPs, Reforestation Standard of Alberta, Reforestation survey audit results, AVI.

3.4.5.11 Reporting

Performance:

Stewardship Reports: Report number of forest encroachment onto grassland transitional areas treated for the
contributing and non-contributing landbase, report all hectares harvested within the contributing landbase
within the last 14 years.
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These areas are naturally transitioning from early seral to forested and provide significant grazing/foraging
opportunities for livestock and ungulates.

3.4.5.12 Acceptable Variance
None.

3.4.5.13 Response

Adjust in subsequent FMPs.

3.4.5.14 History

VOIT 29-2 is similar to Objective 36, 5.1.11 — To integrate rangeland management activities with forest
management practices such that long-term relationships between grazing disposition holders and forest
operators are developed to sustain fiber and forage resources in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.4.6 VOIT 30 — Long Run Sustained Yield Average (LRSYA)

3.4.6.1 CCFM 5 Multiple Benefits to Society
Criterion

3.4.6.2 CSASFM 5.2 Communities and Sustainability
Element

3.4.6.3 Value 5.2.3 Forest Productivity

3.4.6.4 Objective 5.2.3.1 Maintain Long Run Sustained Yield Average (LRSYA)

3.4.6.5 Indicator
Regenerated stand yield compared to natural stand yield.
3.4.6.6 Target
No net decrease from the natural stand productivity.
3.4.6.7 Means to Identify Target
FMP TSA.
3.4.6.8 Legal/Policy Requirements
Planning Standard.
3.4.6.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target
Effective implementation of plans.
3.4.6.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement
Future FMP RSA (MAI).
3.4.6.11 Reporting
FMP: TSA.
Performance:
e 5S-year Stewardship Report: None.
e 10-year Stewardship Report: Compare time 0 of previous FMP to CLB of new FMP.

3.4.6.12 Acceptable Variance

Report actuals.
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3.4.6.13 Response

Adjust AAC in next FMP using most current and relevant information.

3.4.6.14 History

VOIT 30 is not directly comparable to any of the objectives in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.5 Accepting Society’s Responsibility for Sustainable Development

3.5.1 VOIT 31 - First Nations Consultation Plan

3.5.1.1 CCFM 6 Accepting Society's Responsibility for Sustainable Development
Criterion

3.5.1.2 CSASFM 6.1 First Nation and Treaty rights and First Nation Forest Values
Element

3.5.1.3 Value 6.1.1 Compliance with Government Regulations and Policies

3.5.1.4 Objective 6.1.1.1 Implement Indigenous Consultation Process

3.5.1.5 Indicator

Meet Alberta's current expectations for Indigenous consultation.

3.5.1.6 Target

Consult at the community level with designated representatives of affected Indigenous communities.

3.5.1.7 Means to Identify Target

The GoA Indigenous Consultation and Policy Guidelines.

3.5.1.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard, GoA Indigenous Consultation Policy and Guidelines .

3.5.1.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective implementation of Indigenous Consultation Process.

3.5.1.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

GoA FMP and GDP consultation adequacy letters, CFP Indigenous communication database.

3.5.1.11 Reporting

FMP: Summary of input provided during Indigenous consultation, including how it was incorporated into the
FMP, and if it wasn’t, provide an explanation why.

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Summary of Indigenous consultation with input and responses during FMP
implementation.
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3.5.1.12 Acceptable Variance

None.

3.5.1.13 Response

Adjust activities.

3.5.1.14 History

VOIT 31 is similar to Objective 43, 6.1 — "The Alberta Government is committed to meeting all of its treaty,
constitutional and legal obligations respecting the use of public lands." (p.14) Strengthening Relationships —
The Government of Alberta’s Aboriginal Policy Framework and Objective 44, 6.2.1 — To undertake effective and
meaningful consultation with relevant Aboriginal communities in the C5 Forest Management Plan (2006-2026).
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3.5.2 VOIT 32 - Public Participation Process

3.5.2.1 CCFM 6 Accepting Society's Responsibility for Sustainable Development
Criterion

3.5.2.2 CSASFM 6.2 Public Participation and Information for Decision-Making
Element

3.5.2.3 Value 6.2.1 Meaningful Public Participation is Achieved

3.5.2.4 Objective 6.2.1.1 Implement Public Participation Process

3.5.2.5 Indicator

Meet expectations of Section 5 of CSA Z809-02.

3.5.2.6 Target

Implementation of Crowsnest Forest Products' (CFP) Public Participation Program.
Annual opportunity for public input on harvest plans.

3.5.2.7 Means to Identify Target

CFP public participation program.

3.5.2.8 Legal/Policy Requirements

Planning Standard.

3.5.2.9 Means of Achieving Objective and Target

Effective implementation of Public Participation Process.

3.5.2.10 Target Monitoring and Measurement

CFP public communication database.

3.5.2.11 Reporting

FMP: Summary of public input, how it was incorporated into the FMP, and if it wasn’t, provide an explanation
why.

Performance:

e Stewardship Reports: Update on the revised Terms of Reference for the Public Advisory Committee
and the Public Participation Program, summary of Public Participation Program activities and input
from the Public Advisory Committee, public and interest groups into harvest plans.
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3.5.2.12 Acceptable Variance

None.

3.5.2.13 Response

Adjust activities.

3.5.2.14 History

VOIT 32 is similar to Objective 45, 6.3.1 — To proactively and meaningfully involve directly affected users and
the interested public in forest planning and decision-making processes and Objective 47, 6.3.3 — To be
responsive to local and regional input concerning forestry planning and operations in the C5 Forest
Management Plan (2006-2026).
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4 FMP VOIT Reporting (2025)

4.1 Biological Diversity
4.1.1 VOIT 1 - Seral Stages

Reporting Requirement:

e Tables of indicators (values and targets) at 0, 10, 50, 100, and 200 years.
e Maps of indicators at 0, 10, and 50 years.

Reporting is completed by yield curve strata. Note that while there is no yield curve used for SB (Black Spruce)
and it is not harvested, it is included in the gross landbase by yield curve strata summary (Table 4-1) as an
additional category (SB) for completeness.

Table 4-1. Gross landbase: area by seral stage.

Young Immature Mature Very Old Non-Contributing

Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha %
2023 12,420 4 40,276 12 72,140 21 35,568 10 8,307 179,379 52 348,090 100
2033 16,951 5 38,299 11 71,147 20 33,624 10 8,689 179,379 52 348,090 100
2073 19,695 6 50,084 14 22,030 59,981 17 16,920 179,379 52 348,090 100
2123 21,724 6 60,920 18 11,545 19,030 5 55,492 16 179,379 52 348,090 100
2223 23,480 7 66892 19 12,726 4 2,100 1 63,512 18 179,379 52 348,090 100
Table 4-2. Active landbase: area by seral stage.
- Young Immature Mature (0][;] Very Old Total

Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha %
2023 12,149 12 31,368 30 39,947 38 18,731 18 3,037 3 105,233 100
2033 16,738 16 31,975 30 37,683 36 16,098 15 2,739 3 105,233 100
2073 19,629 19 47,388 45 17,944 17 17,748 17 2,523 2 105,233 100
2123 21,712 9 60,129 26 10979 5 10,122 4 2,291 1 105,233 100
2223 22,566 21 62,179 59 10,765 10 1,309 1 8,413 8 105,233 100
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Table 4-3. Gross landbase: area by seral stage and yield curve strata.

HW HWSX HWPL SWHW PLHW Sw PL FD SB Total
Year Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha % Ha %
2023 236 O 16 O 48 0 29 0 201 O 979 0 10,829 3 82 0 0 0 12420 4
w 2033 394 0 1 0 20 O 31 0 25 0 3055 1 11,747 3 1,668 0 0 0 16951 5
§ 2073 604 O 136 O 71 O 128 O 65 O 4070 1 14900 4 1,750 1 0 0 21,724 6
> 2123 1,318 O 64 O 94 0 76 0 113 O 4,554 1 15,152 4 2,105 1 5 0 23,480 7
2223 409 0 143 0 124 0 265 0 91 O 3814 1 11,859 3 2990 1 0 0 19695 6
2023 13,370 4 750 O 480 O 636 O 245 O 5591 2 17,800 5 1,376 O 25 0 40,276 12
g 2033 10,364 3 546 0 420 O 326 0 365 0 4,677 1 20,557 6 1,021 0 22 0 38299 11

2

g 2073 1,307 O 528 O 371 O 673 O 450 O 12,028 3 37,982 11 7,577 2 4 0 60920 18
E 2123 2,065 1 560 O 362 0 656 O 438 0 15978 5 39,368 11 7,434 2 31 0 66,892 19
2223 1,284 0 107 O 135 0 113 0 308 0 8,014 2 36,309 10 3,801 1 13 0 50,084 14
2023 1,530 O 392 O 329 O 541 O 559 0 12,926 4 46,166 13 9532 3 165 0 72,140 21
o 2033 4376 1 599 0 388 0 826 0 579 0 12,961 4 42,241 12 9,020 3 159 0 71,147 20
% 2073 599 0 35 0 23 0 26 O 75 0 2,997 1 6,438 2 1,339 O 13 0 11,545 3
2 2123 712 0 68 O 41 O 98 0 38 0 3,063 1 7,234 2 1,456 O 17 0 12,726 4

2223 9,395 3 435 0 298 O 246 O 116 O 3,312 1 7,282 2 925 0 22 0 22,030
2023 8 0 28 O 9 0 106 O 60 O 14,087 4 15,229 4 5,773 2 269 0 35,5568 10
2033 11 o 30 0 383 0 129 0 95 0 12,827 4 15550 4 4,673 1 272 0 33,624 10
g 2073 11,439 3 322 O 249 O 231 O 136 O 1,884 1 4,185 1 558 0 25 0 19,030 5

2123 311 O 31 0 6 0 32 0 19 0 950 O 459 0 289 0 4 0 2,100
2223 4,056 1 495 0 309 O 663 O 546 O 14,787 4 30,410 9 8,410 2 306 0 59981 17
2023 0 O 0 O 0 o 0 o 0 o 6,455 2 1,587 0 217 O 49 0 8,307 2
T 2033 0 O 0 O 0 o 0 o 0 o 6,518 2 1,517 O 599 0 55 0 8,689 2
g 2073 1,196 O 164 O 151 O 254 0 338 0 19,060 5 28,107 8 5,756 2 466 0 55,492 16
S 2123 10,739 3 462 0 363 0 450 O 456 0 15495 4 29,399 8 5,697 2 451 0 63,5512 18
2223 0 O 6 O 0 O 24 0 3 0 10,112 3 5,753 2 855 0 167 0 16,920 5
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Table 4-4. Active landbase: area by seral stage and yield curve strata.

HWPL
Ha %

2023 208 0 16 0 45 0 28 0 201 0 975 1 10,603 10 73 O 12,149 12
w 2033 392 O 11 0 20 0 31 0 25 0 3,047 3 11,603 11 1,610 2 16,738 16
§ 2073 604 1 136 0 71 0 128 0 65 0 4,058 4 14,900 14 1,750 2 21,712 21
> 2123 1,318 1 64 0 94 0 75 0 113 0 4,045 4 14,983 14 1,874 2 22,566 21

2223 409 O 143 0 124 0 265 0 91 0 3,754 4 11,854 11 2,990 3 19,629 19

2023 10,672 10 460 0 270 0 446 0 112 0 3,900 4 14,646 14 863 1 31,368 30
g 2033 8,257 8 356 0 243 0 229 0 267 0 3,715 4 18,208 17 700 1 31,975 30
2
g 2073 1,307 1 528 1 371 0 673 1 450 0 11,341 11 37,882 36 7,577 7 60,129 57
E 2123 2,065 2 560 1 362 0 655 1 435 0 12,642 12 38,312 36 7,147 7 62,179 59

2223 1,023 1 104 0 131 0 113 0 284 0 7,732 7 34,268 33 3,733 4 47,388 45

2023 1,132 1 249 0 191 0 360 0 276 0 4,976 5 27,041 26 5722 5 39,947 38
] 2033 3,363 3 356 0 231 0 564 1 292 0 4639 4 23,101 22 5136 5 37,683 36
*3 2073 571 1 35 0 21 0 25 0 75 0 2,807 3 6,163 6 1,281 1 10,979 10
= 2123 712 1 68 0 41 0 98 0 38 0 1,613 2 6,763 6 1,433 1 10,765 10

2223 7,547 7 248 0 125 0 150 0 41 0 2,439 2 6,781 6 614 1 17,944 17

2023 8 0 14 0 5 0 41 0 30 0 6,518 6 8,077 8 4,039 4 18,731 18

2033 8 O 16 0 18 0 51 0 35 0 5,321 5 7,571 7 3,078 3 16,098 15
g 2073 8,740 8 31 0 39 0 41 0 4 0 192 0 1,030 1 44 0 10,122 10

2123 311 O 31 0 6 0 32 0 19 0 263 0 359 O 289 O 1,309 1

2223 3,040 3 243 0 133 0 344 0 203 0 3,362 3 7,144 7 3,280 3 17,748 17

2023 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,383 2 518 O 136 O 3,037 3
T 2033 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,029 2 401 0 308 O 2,739 3
g- 2073 797 1 0 10 0 0 25 0 354 0 909 1 180 O 2,291 2
s 2123 7,614 7 15 0 10 0 14 0 14 0 190 O 468 O 89 0 8,413 8

2223 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1,466 1 838 1 216 O 2,523 2

98| Page

FINAL DRAFT



Figure 4-1. Seral stages on the gross landbase in 2023.
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Figure 4-2. Seral stages on the gross landbase in 2033.
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Figure 4-3. Seral stages on the gross landbase in 2073.
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Figure 4-4. Seral stages on the active landbase in 2023.
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Figure 4-5. Seral stages on the active landbase in 2033.
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Figure 4-6. Seral stages on the active landbase in 2073.
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4.1.2 VOIT 2 - Patch Sizes

Reporting Requirement:

e Tables of area of forest in each patch size class at 0, 10, and 50 years (or end of first rotation).

e  Maps of patch size classes at 0, 10, and 50 years (or end of first rotation).

The patch size pattern over the reporting period is one of maintaining existing patch sizes (Table 4-5), with the
exception of the largest patch size class which increases over a ten year period but drops to zero by year 50.

Table 4-5. Area by patch size class.

2023 2033 2073
Patch Size
Area (ha) Avg. Size (ha) Area (ha) % Avg. Size (ha) Area (ha) % Avg. Size (ha)
<20 ha 4,338 36 8 4,751 28 9 6,846 35 7
20-100 ha 6,988 58 41 8,296 49 46 9,244 47 47
100-250 ha 544 4 132 2,821 17 143 2992 15 137
>250 ha 279 2 271 919 5 459 542 3 262

Total 12,149 100 30
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Figure 4-7. Patch size distribution for forest less than 20 years old in 2023.
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Figure 4-8. Patch size distribution for forest less than 20 years old in 2033.
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Figure 4-9. Patch size distribution for forest less than 20 years old in 2073.
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4.1.3 VOIT 3 - Old Interior Forest

Reporting Requirement:

e Tables of indicators (values and targets) at 0, 10, and 50 years.

e Maps of indicators at 0, 10, and 50 years.

Reporting is completed overall (Table 4-6) and by yield curve strata (Table 4-7). Note that while there are no
yield curves used for SB (Black Spruce), it is included in the yield curve strata summary as an additional
category (SB) for completeness. There are 318 ha in the SB category at time 0, and these are not harvested.
Over time they age to become part of the old seral stage and interior core.
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Table 4-6. Summary of old and old interior forest.

Forest >120 Years Old Forest > 120 Years Old in Patches >120 Ha
Area (ha) % Change Area (ha) % Change
2023 43,875 - 25,831 -
2033 42,313 -4 24,566 -5
2073 76,901 82 68,212 178

Table 4-7. Area of old interior forest by yield curve strata.

HW HWSX HWPL SWHW PLHW SW PL FD SB Total
Year ha % ha % ha % ha % ha % ha % ha % ha % ha % ha %
2023 0 O 0 O 0 O 32 0 1 0 13,527 52 9,705 38 2,315 9 239 1 25,831 100
2033 0 O 16 0 5 0 47 0 32 0 12,343 50 9,955 41 1,922 8 245 1 24,566 100
2073 3,336 5 428 1 261 0 549 1 452 1 21,932 32 33,186 49 7,635 11 432 1 68,212 100
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Figure 4-10. Interior old forest (forest greater than 120 years old in patches greater than 120 ha) distribution in 2023.
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Figure 4-11. Interior old forest (forest greater than 120 years old in patches greater than 120 ha) distribution in 2033.
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Figure 4-12. Interior old forest (forest greater than 120 years old in patches greater than 120 ha) distribution in 2073.
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4.1.4 VOIT 4-1 - All-Weather Permanent Forestry Roads

Reporting Requirement:

e Table of road density outside LPH-LFMP at 0 and 10 years.
e  Map of existing and proposed open and closed and forestry roads (DLO).

e Report forestry roads and total (all users) roads.

Road density for all-weather permanent forestry roads was calculated using the Digital Integrated Dispositions
(DIDs) system using the following steps:

o Select DIDs entries from the DIDs layer extracted for the purposes of landbase construction (see Annex
V — Net Landbase Development Section 2.4.41) that have a disposition type of ‘DLO’.

e Select only those DLO entries assigned to company 'CROWSNEST FOREST PRODUCTS LTD.", ‘793128
ALBERTALTD.’, or '770538 ALBERTA LTD.". Other DLOs in the area are not forestry roads.

e C(Calculate centerlines for the selected DLOs. This is required because DIDs is polygon-based and does not
contain information about road length. The process was carried out using the PostGIS function
ST_ApproximateMedialAxis.

e Finally, road density was calculated from the resulting centerlines, by summing the total length (km) of
DLO and dividing by the area of the DFA outside LPH-LFMP (km?).

The estimated length and density of roads classified as DLO outside the LPH-LFMP, split by whether they are
forestry or non-forestry roads, is provided in Table 4-8. Forestry DLOs within the DFA are shown spatially in
Figure 4-13. One additional DLO road with a length of 9.1km is proposed within LPH-LFMP but there are no
roads being constructed outside of LPH-LFMP.

Table 4-8. The length and density for forestry and non-forestry DLOs on the portion of the DFA outside LPH-LFMP.

Year 0 Currently Proposed (Year 10) ‘ Total
Road Length Density Road Length Density Road Length Density
(km) (km/km?) (km) (km/km?) (km) (km/km?)
Forestry 3.8 0.002 0.0 0.000 3.8 0.002
Non-Forestry 33.5 0.019 - - - -
Total 37.3 0.021 0.0 0.000 ‘ 3.8 0.002

Total all-user road length and density is provided in Table 4-9. See Chapter 3 — Landscape Assessment Section
5.7 for additional details.
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Table 4-9. Total all-user road length and density in the DFA by compartment.

All Roads

Compartment Total Distance (km) Density (km/km?)

Crowsnest River 77 0.04
Livingstone River 70 0.02
Oldman River 58 0.02
Porcupine Hills 113 0.04
Racehorse Creek 116 0.06
Willow Creek 17 0.01
Total 450 0.13
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Figure 4-13. Existing and proposed all-weather permanent forestry roads (DLOs) on the DFA.
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4.1.5 VOIT 4-2 - Open Seasonal / Temporary Forestry Roads

Reporting Requirement:

e Table of existing open seasonal/temporary forestry roads at time zero.

e Map of existing open seasonal/temporary forestry roads at time zero.

There are currently 70.5 km of open seasonal/temporary forest roads in the DFA (Table 4-10, Figure 4-14).

Table 4-10. The length of temporary forest roads on the DFA.

Type Road Length (km)
Temporary Forestry Road 70.5
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Figure 4-14. Open seasonal / temporary forestry roads on the DFA.
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4.1.6 VOIT 5-1 - Open Motorized Access by Footprint Planning Zone

Reporting Requirement:

e Table with current open motorized access density by zone (open forestry DLOs).

Table 4-11. Open motorized access (forestry DLO) density by Footprint Planning Zone on the DFA.

Road Length Total Area Density
Footprint Planning Zone (km) (km?) (km/km?)
Zone 2 40.8 1,225.7 0.033
Zone 3 47.0 516.8 0.091
Total 87.8 1,742.5 0.124
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Figure 4-15. Open motorized access (forestry DLOs) by Footprint Planning Zone on the DFA.
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4.1.7 VOIT 5-2 — Restricted Motorized Access by Footprint Planning Zone

Reporting Requirement:

e Table with current restricted motorized access density by zone (forestry access roads and DLOs).

Table 4-12. Restricted motorized access (forestry access roads and DLOs) density by Footprint Planning Zone.

Road Length Total Area Density
Footprint Planning Zone (km) (km?) (km/km?)
Zone 2 87.0 1,225.7 0.071
Zone 3 77.8 516.8 0.151
Total 164.8 1,742.5 0.222
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Figure 4-16. Restricted motorized access (forestry access roads and DLOs) density by Footprint Planning Zone.
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4.1.8 VOIT 5-3 — Near Stream Motorized Access

Reporting Requirement:

e Table with current near stream motorized access density by analysis unit (forestry access roads and
DLOs).

Table 4-13. Near stream motorized access (forestry access roads and DLOs) density by analysis unit.

Road Length Total Area Density
Analysis Unit (km) (km?) (km/km?)
Crowsnest Watershed 19.0 236.7 0.080
Dutch Creek 10.7 168.5 0.064
Livingstone River 58.4 264.2 0.221
Racehorse Creek 3.8 276.5 0.014
South 7.1 106.2 0.067
Upper Oldman River 0.7 243.1 0.003
West 6.5 113.9 0.057
Total 106.2 1,409.1 0.506
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Figure 4-17. Near stream motorized access (forestry access roads and DLOs) density by analysis unit.
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4.1.9 VOIT 6 - Uncommon Plant Communities

Reporting Requirement:

e Table with descriptive list and targets.

e Map(s) displaying known locations of uncommon plant communities.

Table 4-14. ACIMS non-sensitive occurrences within the DFA.

Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Abies bifolia - Pinus albicaulis - Picea subalpine fir - whitebark pine - S2 2
engelmannii / Empetrum nigrum forest Engelmann spruce / crowberry forest
Abies bifolia - Pinus flexilis - Populus subalpine fir - limber pine - aspen / veiny ~ S2? 1
tremuloides / Thalictrum venulosum meadow rue forest
forest
Adenocaulon bicolor pathfinder S2 2
Adiantum aleuticum western maidenhair fern S2 2
Allantoparmelia alpicola rock grubs S2S3 1
Allocetraria madreporiformis finger lichen S2S3 3
Anoectangium aestivum moss (no common name provided) $2S3 1
Antennaria aromatica scented pussytoes S3 1
Antennaria corymbosa corymbose everlasting S2 1
Aquilegia jonesii Jones' columbine S1 2
Arnica parryi nodding arnica S2 5
Artemisia borealis ssp. borealis northern wormwood S2S3 2
Artemisia tridentata big sagebrush S2 2
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana - big sagebrush - saskatoon shrubland S1 5
Amelanchier alnifolia shrubland
Artemisia tridentata ssp. vaseyana - big sagebrush - alder-leaved buckthorn S1 2
Rhamnus alnifolia shrubland shrubland
Aspicilia pergibbosa sunken disc lichen S1S2 1
Aspicilia sublapponica sunken disc lichen S1 1
Athyrium distentifolium var. americanum  alpine lady fern S1 1
Aulacomnium androgynum little groove moss S2S3 4
Bacidia hegetschweileri dot lichen S1 2
Biatora globulosa lichen (no common name provided) S1 1
Boechera calderi Calder's rockcress S2 1
Boechera lemmonii Lemmon's rockcress S3 2
Botrychium ascendens ascending grape fern S3 2
Botrychium campestre field grape fern S3 2
Botrychium hesperium western grape fern S3 1
Botrychium lineare straight-leaf moonwort S1 1
Botrychium michiganense Michigan grapefern SU 1
Botrychium spathulatum spatulate grape fern S3 2
Brachythecium frigidum moss (no common name provided) $1S2 1
Brickellia grandiflora large-flowered brickellia S2 1
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Bucklandiella sudetica moss (no common name provided) $2S3 1
Buxbaumia piperi moss (no common name provided) S1 1
Buxbaumia viridis green shield moss S1 1
Caloplaca chrysophthalma firedot lichen S1 1
Caloplaca citrina powdery jewel lichen $1S2 2
Caloplaca cladodes firedot lichen S1 1
Caloplaca flavovirescens sulphur-firedot lichen S2S3 1
Camassia quamash var. quamash blue camas S3 2
Carex geyeri Geyer's sedge S2 1
Carex infirminervia weak-nerved sedge S1 1
Carex mertensii purple sedge S2 4
Carex paysonis Payson's sedge S2 2
Carex petasata pasture sedge S3 1
Carex scoparia var. scoparia broom sedge S2 1
Catillaria nigroclavata lichen (ho common name provided) S2 3
Ceanothus velutinus snowbrush ceanothus S2 6
Cetraria arenaria sand-loving Iceland lichen $1S2 3
Chaenotheca trichialis stubble lichen S2 1
Chaenotheca xyloxena stubble lichen S1 1
Cirsium scariosum meadow thistle S2 9
Clevea hyalina liverwort (no common name provided) S3 1
Collema crispum crinkled jelly lichen S1S2 1
Collema subparvum jelly lichen S1 1
Collema undulatum var. granulosum jelly flakes lichen S2S3 1
Conimitella williamsii conimitella S2 15
Conocephalum salebrosum cat-tongue liverwort S254 1
Crepis atribarba slender hawk's-beard S2 2
Cynodontium strumiferum moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Cyphelium inquinans cupped soot lichen S2 2
Cypripedium montanum mountain lady's-slipper S2 2
Dermatocarpon intestiniforme leather lichen S3 1
Deschampsia elongata slender hair grass S2 5
Dichodontium olympicum moss (no common name provided) S1 1
Dicranella crispa curl-leaved fork moss S2S3 1
Dicranella heteromalla silky fork moss S2S3 1
Dicranum pallidisetum alpine curly heron's bill moss S1S2 2
Dicranum tauricum broken-leaf moss S1S3 12
Didymodon tophaceus blunt-leaved hair moss S2S3 1
Didymodon vinealis moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Diplophyllum taxifolium liverwort (no common name provided) SU 1
Downingia laeta downingia S3 2
Draba densifolia dense-leaved draba S2 4
Draba porsildii Porsild's draba S3 1
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Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Elymus elymoides ssp. elymoides squirreltail S2S3 2
Elymus scribneri Scribner's wheat grass S2 13
Encalypta brevicollis candle-snuffer moss S2S3 1
Encalypta spathulata candle-snuffer moss S2S3 1
Endocarpon tortuosum stippled lichen $1S2 2
Epilobium glaberrimum ssp. fastigiatum glaucous willowherb S1 1
Erigeron divergens diffuse fleabane S1 1
Erigeron flagellaris creeping fleabane S2 1
Erigeron lackschewitzii front-range fleabane S1 1
Erigeron ochroleucus buff fleabane s1 2
Erigeron trifidus trifid-leaved fleabane S3 1
Farnoldia hypocrita lichen (ho common name provided) S1 1
Festuca minutiflora tiny-flowered fescue S2 1
Festuca occidentalis western fescue S2 6
Festuca subulata bearded fescue S1 3
Fissidens crispus moss (no common name provided) S2 1
Fontinalis neomexicana moss (no common name provided) $1S2 1
Galium bifolium two-leaved bedstraw S1 2
Gayophytum racemosum racemose groundsmoke S1 2
Gentiana calycosa mountain gentian S2 1
Grimmia alpestris alpine grimmia moss SuU 2
Grimmia anomala mountain forest grimmia moss $2S3 1
Grimmia donniana Donian grimmia moss S$1S2 5
Grimmia ramondii spreading fringe moss S1S2 1
Hennediella heimii long-stalked beardless moss S2S3 1
Homalothecium nevadense moss (no common name provided) $1S2 2
Hygrohypnum styriacum moss (no common name provided) S1S2 2
Hypogymnia wilfiana deflated tube lichen S2S3 1
Hypopitys monotropa pinesap S3 4
Jaffueliobryum wrightii moss (no common name provided) $1S2 1
Juncus parryi Parry's rush S2 6
Juncus regelii Regel's rush S1 2
Jungermannia atrovirens liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 2
Jungermannia leiantha liverwort (no common name provided) SU 1
Jungermannia sphaerocarpa liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Larix occidentalis western larch S2 3
Larix occidentalis / Rubus parviflorus
forest western larch / thimbleberry forest S1 3
Lecanora hypoptoides rim-lichen S2 1
Lecanora pringlei rim-lichen $1S2 1
Lecidea lithophila disk lichen S2 1
Lecidella patavina disk lichen $1S2 2
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Lecidoma demissum brown earth-crust S2 2
Lepraria incana dust lichen S3 2
Leptogium gelatinosum jellyskin lichen S2S3 1
Leptosiphon septentrionalis northern linanthus S2 1
Leskeella nervosa moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Lewisia pygmaea alpine lewisia S2 11
Lithophragma glabrum rockstar S2 3
Lithophragma parviflorum small-flowered rockstar S2 7
Lupinus lepidus alpine lupine S2 3
Lupinus minimus least lupine S2 5
Lupinus wyethii Wyeth's lupine S1 1
Melanohalea subelegantula camouflage lichen S3 1
Melica smithii Smith's oniongrass S2 2
Melica spectabilis onion grass S2 9
Mertensia lanceolata lance-leaved lungwort S2 9
Mertensia longiflora large-flowered lungwort S2 11
Micarea assimilata assimilative dot lichen S2 1
Micranthes odontoloma brook saxifrage S2 8
Microseris nutans nodding microseris S2 7
Microsteris gracilis ssp. gracilis slender phlox S1 9
Mimulus floribundus small yellow monkeyflower S2 2
Mimulus tilingii large mountain monkeyflower S1 4
Montia linearis linear-leaved montia S2 1
Montia parvifolia small-leaved montia S1 1
Mycoblastus sanguinarius bloody-heart lichen S2 2
Mycocalicium subtile lichen (no common name provided) S254 2
Myurella tenerrima moss (no common name provided) S2S3 2
Nemophila breviflora small baby-blue-eyes S3 17
Neottia banksiana western twayblade S2 5
Neottia convallarioides broad-lipped twayblade S2 6
Nodobryoria abbreviata tufted foxtail lichen $1S2 3
Nodobryoria subdivergens foxtail lichen SuU 1
Nothocalais cuspidata prairie false dandelion S2 1
Ochrolechia frigida arctic saucer lichen SuU 2
Orthotrichum pallens var. pallens moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Packera contermina Arctic butterweed S2 13
Packera subnuda var. subnuda alpine meadow groundsel S2 6
Papaver pygmaeum dwarf alpine poppy S1
Pellaea glabella ssp. simplex smooth cliff brake S2
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Peltigera cinnamomea cinnamon dog pelt lichen S2S3 1
Penstemon eriantherus crested beardtongue S2 2
Phacelia linearis linear-leaved scorpionweed S3 3
Phacelia lyallii Lyall's scorpionweed S2 3
Phaeophyscia sciastra dark shadow lichen S3 1
Phaeorrhiza sareptana lichen (no common name provided) SuU 1
Physcomitrium pyriforme urn moss S2 1
Pinus albicaulis whitebark pine S3 149
Pinus albicaulis / Juniperus communis - whitebark pine / ground juniper - S2S3 2
Arctostaphylos uva ursi woodland common bearberry woodland
Pinus flexilis limber pine S3 84
Pinus monticola western white pine S2 1
Piperia unalascensis Alaska bog orchid S2 5
Piptatherum exiguum little rice grass S2 5
Placidium lachneum earthscale lichen S1S2 1
Placynthium asperellum ink lichen SU 1
Poa stenantha narrow-flowered bluegrass S2 1
Pohlia atropurpurea moss (no common name provided) S2 1
Pohlia longicollis moss (no common name provided) S2 1
Polygonum austiniae Austin's knotweed S1 1
Polygonum engelmannii Engelmann's knotweed S2 2
Polygonum minimum least knotweed S2 4
Polysporina arenacea cobblestone lichen S2 1
Populus tremuloides / Rubus parviflorus
forest aspen / thimbleberry forest S2 4
Porella cordaeana liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 4
Porella platyphylla liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Potentilla flabellifolia fanleaf cinquefoil S1 1
Potentilla multisecta smooth-leaved cinquefoil S2 4
Potentilla pulcherrima soft cinquefoil S1 1
Potentilla villosa hairy cinquefoil SuU 3
Pseudognaphalium macounii Macoun's rabbit-tobacco SH 1
Pseudoleskea patens moss (no common name provided) $1S2 2
Pseudoleskea stenophylla moss (no common name provided) S2S3 2
Pseudotsuga menziesii - Pinus flexilis / S2 2
Juniperus communis / Festuca campestris  Douglas-fir - limber pine / ground juniper
woodland / mountain rough fescue woodland
Psora globifera blackberry scale S1S2
Psora nipponica butterfly scale S2S3 3
Pteridium aquilinum var. pubescens bracken fern SuU
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Ptychostomum calophyllum matted bryum S2 1
Pyrola picta white-veined wintergreen S1 2
Radula complanata liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 2
Ramboldia elabens crimson dot lichen S2 1
Ranunculus glaberrimus early buttercup S3 2
Rhamnus alnifolia Shrubland alder-leaved buckthorn shrubland $1S2 1
Rhizocarpon badioatrum lichen (no common name provided) S1 1
Rhizocarpon pusillum map lichen S1? 1
Rhizocarpon superficiale map lichen S2 1
Rhizocarpon umbilicatum map lichen S1 1
Rhizomnium magnifolium moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Rhizomnium nudum moss (no common name provided) $2S3 4
Rhytidiadelphus squarrosus pipecleaner moss $1S2 1
Ribes inerme var. inerme mountain gooseberry S2? 1
Rinodina archaea brown pepper-spore lichen S2 1
Rinodina colobina pepper-spore lichen S1 1
Rinodina confragosa pepper-spore lichen S1 1
Romanzoffia sitchensis Sitka romanzoffia S2 7
Rorippa tenerrima slender cress S3 1
Salix drummondiana / Calamagrostis Drummond's willow / bluejoint S1 1
canadensis Shrubland shrubland
Sarcogyne privigna stepdaughter grain-spored lichen S1 1
Sarcogyne regularis grain-spored lichen S1S3 1
Saxifraga mertensiana Merten's saxifrage S1 3
Scapania curta liverwort (no common name provided) S2S3 2
Scapania cuspiduligera liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 1
Scapania subalpina liverwort (no common name provided) SuU 2
Schistidium pulvinatum moss (no common name provided) SuU 1
Sciuro-hypnum hylotapetum moss (no common name provided) S1S3 10
Sciuro-hypnum reflexum cedar moss S2S3 2
Sedum divergens spreading stonecrop S2 1
Seligeria campylopoda moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Seligeria donniana Donian beardless moss S2S3 1
Senecio megacephalus large-flowered ragwort S1 3
Stereocaulon rivulorum snow foam lichen S3 1
Suksdorfia ranunculifolia suksdorfia S1 7
Suksdorfia violacea blue suksdorfia S1 2
Tellima grandiflora fringe-cups S1 1
Tephromela atra black-eye lichen S254 1
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Tetraplodon urceolatus alpine lemming moss S2S3 1
Thamnolia vermicularis whiteworm lichen S2S3 1
Thrombium epigaeum epigeal clot lichen S2 1
Thuja plicata western red cedar S2 10
Tortula leucostoma moss (no common name provided) S2S3 1
Tortula systylia moss (no common name provided) S2S3 2
Townsendia condensata alpine townsendia S2 7
Trisetum canescens tall trisetum S2 3
Trisetum cernuum nodding trisetum S2 6
Umbilicaria americana American rock tripe lichen S2S3 3
Umbilicaria angulata rock tripe $1S2 2
Umbilicaria lyngei rock tripe SU 1
Viola glabella yellow wood violet S2 5
Viola praemorsa ssp. linguifolia broad leaved yellow prairie violet S2 4
Vulpicida canadensis brown-eyed sunshine lichen S2S3 2
Xerophyllum tenax Herbaceous

Vegetation bear-grass herbaceous vegetation $1S2 1

Table 4-15. ACIMS sensitive occurrences within the DFA.

Species Number of

Latin Name(s) Common Name Rank Occurrences
Aquilegia jonesii Jones' columbine S1 1
Microseris nutans nodding microseris S2 1
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Figure 4-18. ACIMS non-sensitive and sensitive occurrences within and surrounding the DFA.

132 |Page
FINAL DRAFT



4.1.10 VOIT 7 - Unsalvaged Burned Forest

Reporting Requirement:

e Table of wildfire events within the last 10 years showing area (ha) and proportion (%) of salvaged and
unsalvaged.

e Map(s) displaying wildfire events within the last 10 years showing salvaged and unsalvaged.

See Chapter 3 — Landscape Assessment Section 5.5. In the DFA, a total of 215 ha burned from 2013 to 2022
(Table 4-16) and none of this area was salvage logged.

Table 4-16. Number and size of wildfires within the DFA.
Within the DFA

Number Area Average Maximum  Wildfire

of Total Wildfire Burned  Wildfire Wildfire in DFA

Wildfires Area (ha) (ha) Size (ha) Size (ha) (%)

2015 2 7 7 3 4 100
2017 2 173 157 79 149 91
2018 4 25 24 6 10 99
2019 1 1 1 1 1 100
2021 2 25 25 12 17 100
Total 11 231 215 20 36 98
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Figure 4-19. Wildfire events within the past 10 years.
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4.1.11 VOIT 8 — Unsalvaged Blowdown

Reporting Requirement:

e Table of blowdown events within the last 10 years showing area (ha) and proportion (%) of salvaged and
unsalvaged.

e Map(s) displaying blowdown events within the last 10 years showing salvaged and unsalvaged.

There were no blowdown events reported in the DFA from 2013 to 2022.
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4.1.12 VOIT 14-1 - Species at Risk
Reporting Requirement:

e Table and maps of current (time zero) and future (10 and 20 years) landscape condition for core and
secondary habitat zones, core and secondary sink zones, non-critical habitat, and road density.

e Tables of breeding pairs (habitat) and RSF at 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of RSF value and
breeding pairs at 0, 10, 20 and 50 years for barred owl.

e Tables of habitat suitability at 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of habitat suitability at 0, 10,
20 and 50 years for marten.

e Tables of relative abundance at 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 years and maps of relative abundance at 0,
10, 20 and 50 years for varied thrush, ovenbird, and brown creeper.

e Map of Whitebark and Limber Pine distribution (contributing/non-contributing), long term monitoring
installations, research/restoration, and plus tree sites.

4.1.12.1 Grizzly Bear

The grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) was officially classified as Threatened in Alberta in 2010. The main
sources of mortality for grizzly bears are poaching, accidental collisions with highway vehicles or trains, self-
defence kills, and mistaken identity kills from black bear hunters (Government of Alberta, 2016).

In response to declining populations in Alberta, a 5-year recovery plan was developed (Alberta Sustainable
Resource Development, Fish and Wildlife Division, 2008), followed by an updated plan in 2016 (Alberta
Environment and Parks, 2016). This plan builds on the previous one by creating clearly defined grizzly bear
management zones and by setting road density thresholds. Within these zones, the density of open routes is to
be maintained below 0.6 km/km? in core areas, and below 0.75 km/km? in secondary areas (Government of
Alberta, 2019). Open routes are defined in the Recovery Plan as “roads and trails (including seismic lines) on
which motorized travel is possible and permissible.”

fRI Research has provided the 2018 GBTools model package, which includes several different tools to help
assess the potential impact of the planned harvest outlined in the FMP on Grizzly Bear habitat metrics. For
reporting we used the Habitat States tool (fRI Research Grizzly Bear Program, 2019). The Habitat States tool
combines a Resource Selection Function (RSF) model, which is used to represent habitat quality, and a
mortality risk model, which is used to represent habitat security (or more specifically risk of human-caused
mortality). Habitat quality is classified as non-critical, secondary, or primary habitat. However, if mortality risk
is high, primary and secondary habitat are classified as primary or secondary sink (i.e. good quality but high
risk, Figure 4-20).

There are some model limitations to consider when reviewing the model outputs:

e Qutside of the Natural Region of Upper Foothills, which makes up 0% of the DFA, the fRI model may
result in unrealistic outputs (Government of Alberta, 2019).

e The mortality risk model relies upon a ‘proximity to roads and trails’ dataset. We were unable to adjust
this dataset and it contains some open roads and trails that are closed or have been removed from the
landscape. These inconsistencies may affect model outputs for habitat state.
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Figure 4-20. The possible classifications of habitat in the Habitat States model, depending on the values for mortality
risk and habitat quality (fRI Research Grizzly Bear Program, 2019).

Road Density

Road density calculations are based on AltaLIS base features. Roads considered impassable to vehicle traffic
because of reclamation or gates were classified as closed. Total road densities in the portions of the grizzly
bear population units overlapping the DFA, were between 0.027 and 0.255 km/km?, well under the 0.6 km/km
open road threshold identified in the recovery plan (Table 4-17).

2

Table 4-17. Current road density in the parts of the DFA overlapping with the Livingstone and Waterton grizzly bear
population units.

Population Unit Habitat Zone Total Road Length (km) Total Road Density (km/km?)
. Core 365 0.175
Livingstone
Secondary 53 0.255
Waterton Core 32 0.027
Habitat State

Of the seven bear management areas, two overlap the CFP DFA: Livingstone and Waterton. The total size of
the Livingstone population unit is 493,575 ha (Core: 472,708 ha and Secondary: 20,867 ha), of which 229,584
ha or 46.5% (Core: 208,769 ha and Secondary 20,905 ha) falls within the DFA. The total size of the Waterton
population unit is 131,485 ha (Core: 131,485 ha, Secondary: 0 ha), of which 120,368 ha or 91.5% (Core: 13,121
ha and Secondary: 0 ha) falls within the DFA. Summaries of the output from the Habitat States model are
presented in Table 4-18 and Table 4-19.
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Table 4-18. Grizzly bear Habitat States model summary for the Livingstone management zone.

2021 2031 2041
Habitat Habitat Type Area Area Difference Change Area Difference Change
Zone (ha) (ha) from Year from Year (ha from Year from Year
0 (ha) 0 (%) 0 (ha) 0 (%)
Primary 81,293 84,828 3,535 4 | 84,617 3,324 4
° Secondary 11,550 8,495 -3,055 -26 7,995 -3,554 -31
é Non-Critical 19,210 18,788 -422 -2 | 20,329 1,119 6
Secondary Sink 11,010 7,143 -3,867 -35 6,726 -4,284 -39
Primary Sink 33,227 37,034 3,807 11 | 36,623 3,395 10
Primary 2 2 0 0 2 0 0
£ Secondary 14 13 K] 7 13 1 7
-g Non-Critical 20,676 20,687 11 0| 20,689 13 0
§ Secondary Sink 154 143 -11 -7 141 -13 -8
Primary Sink 23 24 1 4 24 0 0

Table 4-19. Grizzly bear Habitat States model summary for the Waterton management zone.

2021 2031 2041
Habitat . Difference Change Difference Change
Habitat Type Area Area a
Zone (ha) (ha) from Year from Year (ha) from Year from Year
0 (ha) 0 (%) 0 (ha) 0 (%)
Primary 4,087 4,785 698 17 5,535 1,447 35
o Secondary 2,058 2,551 493 24 2,641 584 28
é Non-Critical 4,349 3,220 -1,130 -26 2,398 -1,951 -45
Secondary Sink 1,106 1,061 -45 -4 1,074 -32 -3
Primary Sink 1,521 1,504 -16 -1 1,472 -48 -3

In the Livingstone population, the Habitat States model predicted an increase in primary habitat and primary
sink and a decrease in secondary habitat and secondary sink over the 20 years analyzed. This is primarily due
the conversion of non-critical habitat to either primary habitat or primary sink, depending on mortality risk.
Overall, the PFMS resulted in mixed responses to habitat quality with quality increasing in some areas but
decreasing in others (Figure 4-21) and minimal overall change to both habitat quality and mortality risk (Figure
4-22).

In the Waterton population, the Habitat States model predicted an increase in primary and secondary habitat
and small reductions in sink habitat. Habitat quality increased in most areas though some areas showed a

reduction (Figure 4-23). There was an overall reduction in mortality risk (Figure 4-24).

Based on the projected changes in modelled habitat, the PFMS risk to grizzly bears is considered low.
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Figure 4-21. The change in forecasted RSF Max for the Livingstone population between 2023 and 2043 as a result of the
PFMS.
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Figure 4-22. The change in forecasted Mortality Risk for the Livingstone population between 2023 and 2043 as a result
of the PFMS.
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Figure 4-23. The change in forecasted RSF Max for the Waterton population between 2023 and 2043 as a result of the
PFMS.
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Figure 4-24. The change in forecasted Mortality Risk for the Waterton population between 2023 and 2043 as a result of
the PFMS.
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Figure 4-25. Grizzly bear habitat state in 2023.
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Figure 4-26. Grizzly bear habitat state in 2033.
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Figure 4-27. Grizzly bear habitat state in 2043.
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4.1.12.2 Barred Owl

The barred owl (Strix varia) has been listed as a Species of Special Concern in Alberta and a conservation
management plan is available for the species. Barred owls prefer old forests with a mix of large deciduous
trees and snags, and old conifer forest. They nest in natural cavities of large balsam poplar and trembling
aspen. The barred owl’s large territories make it an indicator or focal species for the wider assemblage of
species that rely on old mixedwood forests (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2016).

The GoA provided models for assessing habitat value (using an RSF) and predicting the potential number of
breeding pairs as the landscape changes. Results are displayed in Table 4-20.

To determine the number of breeding pairs, the following post-processing calculation was carried out:

Using the “BREEDPAIR” raster, take the number under “Count” for Value 1 (e.g. 4,793,719), multiple it by the
raster grid size (15m by 15m =225 m?) and then divide by 10,000 to get the number in hectares.

e.g. (4,793,719 x 225)/10,000 = 107,858.7

Then divide this number by 562 ha (Russel, 2008).

e.g. 107,858.7/562 = 191.9

Round the number, and this gives you the number of breeding pairs.
e.g. 192

The time 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200 outputs of the model were post-processed from the Patchworks model
output for the preferred forest management scenario (PFMS) and time period. All time periods were run on
the gross landbase, which was aged for each time period processed.

Table 4-20. Results from the barred owl habitat model for breeding pairs and RSF.

Metric Year O Year 10 Year 20 Year 50 Year 100 Year 200

5 Raster Value Total 126,681 213,934 272,600 298,413 304,399 295,703
g ¥ potential No. Breeding Pairs 5 9 11 12 12 12
@ % Change from Time 0 0 80 120 140 140 140
Mean 0.05 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.05 0.049

Z" Standard Deviation 0.064 0.067 0.07 0.074 0.074 0.071
% Change from Time O 0 3 3.2 2.4 1.5 -0.9

146 |Page

FINAL DRAFT



Figure 4-28. Barred owl potential breeding pairs in 2023.
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Figure 4-29. Barred owl potential breeding pairs in 2033.
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Figure 4-30. Barred owl potential breeding pairs in 2043.
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Figure 4-31. Barred owl potential breeding pairs in 2073.
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Figure 4-32. Barred owl RSF values in 2023.
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Figure 4-33. Barred owl RSF values in 2033.
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Figure 4-34. Barred owl RSF values in 2043.
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Figure 4-35. Barred owl RSF values in 2073.
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4.1.12.3 Marten

The American marten (Martes americana) is listed as Secure in Alberta (Government of Alberta, 2017). Marten
require forests that are structurally capable of providing cover, protective thermal microenvironments, and
protection from predators. Although marten are sometimes found in young forests with these characteristics,
typically they are found in late-successional coniferous forests. These mature forests also provide habitat for
many other species mammalian and avian species (Government of Alberta, 2019).

To forecast future marten habitat, Habitat Suitability Index (HSI)-age curves are incorporated directly into
timber supply modeling. First, height-age curves were developed using the GYPSY model’s species-specific top
height-age equations. Curves are delineated by species group and timber productivity rating and split into two
density classes. These height-age curves were then converted to HSI-age curves by calculating HSI at each age
as a function of height. Variables in the calculation include tree canopy closure, tree canopy height, and
percent of different species in the canopy. Similar curves were grouped together to reduce the number of
inputs for timber supply modeling.

Modeling results are presented in Table 4-21 and Figure 4-36. The green shading represents a change of +/-
less than 15% from current levels (low risk); the yellow indicates a -15 to 30% change (moderate risk); and red
shows a greater than -30% change (high risk). All time periods were run on the gross landbase, which was aged
for each time period processed.

Table 4-21. Habitat Suitability Index values for marten.
Metric Year 0 Year 10 Year 20 Year 50 Year 100 Year 200
Mean Habitat

I 75,401 73,664 70,893 63,881 63,289 59,712
Suitability Index
% Change - -2.3 -6.0 -15.3 -16.1 -20.8
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Figure 4-36. Marten Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) over 200 years.
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Figure 4-37. Marten Habitat Suitability Index values in 2023.
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Figure 4-38. Marten Habitat Suitability Index values in 2033.
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Figure 4-39. Marten Habitat Suitability Index values in 2043.
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Figure 4-40. Marten Habitat Suitability Index values in 2073.
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4.1.12.4 Songbirds

Four species were selected by the PDT to be modeled: the varied thrush (Ixoreus naevius), the ovenbird
(Seiurus aurocapilla), the brown creeper (Certhia americana), and Clark’s nutcracker (Nucifraga columbiana).
Both the varied thrush and the ovenbird are listed as Secure in Alberta, while the brown creeper is listed as
Sensitive (Government of Alberta, 2017). Each of the identified species was incorporated into the PFMS model
based on coefficients provided by the GoA. All time periods were run on the gross landbase, which was aged
for each time period processed. Results, measured as Relative Abundance (RA) are provided in Table 4-22.

Table 4-22. Relative abundance values for selected songbirds

Species Metric Year O Year 10 Year 20 Year 50 Year 100 Year 200
Relati
b % elative 3,359 3,394 3,361 3,107 2,867 2,673
= D Abundance
o c
> F % Change - 1.0 0.1 -7.5 -14.7 -20.4
° Relative
:g 26,267 25,812 25,160 22,324 20,001 21,523
= Abundance
(]
>
o % Change - 17 4.2 -15.0 23.9 -18.1
= Relative
§ g 16,100 17,511 18,822 20,564 19,259 17,428
3 o Abundance
& 2
© % Change - 8.8 16.9 27.7 19.6 8.3
. Relati
g oo 15,778 15,848 16,223 15,610 14,842 14,222
s} Abundance
v O
f o
&85 % Change - 0.4 2.8 -1.1 -5.9 -9.9
G 2

The varied thrush is associated with mature conifer forests and is found in highest abundance in mature pine
and mature white spruce. Abundance is higher in harvested pine and white spruce stands compared to
similarly aged, naturally disturbed stands of the same type in the forested region. It prefers large, continuous
stands over small patches (Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute and Boreal Avian Modelling Project, 2019).
Trends over the 200-year forecasting period are displayed in Figure 4-41 and shown spatially for selected
timepoints below.
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Figure 4-41. Varied thrush Relative Abundance (RA) over 200 years.

The ovenbird is primarily associated with large mature/old deciduous or mixedwood forests but is also found
in white spruce stands and to a lesser extent in other forest types. It prefers large areas of contiguous forest
for breeding but is relatively insensitive to linear footprint density. (Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute
and Boreal Avian Modelling Project, 2019). Trends over the 200-year forecasting period are displayed in Figure
4-42 and shown spatially for selected timepoints below.

Figure 4-42. Ovenbird Relative Abundance (RA) over 200 years.

162 |Page
FINAL DRAFT



The brown creeper is an old forest and forest interior specialist, preferring the largest available trees and snags
for nesting and foraging. However, it will also live in deciduous or marshy forests, if suitable nesting habitat is
available. It nests under the peeling bark of dead and dying trees, or wherever it can find a sheltered overhang.
Abundance increases with stand age in all forest types (Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute and Boreal
Avian Modelling Project, 2019). Trends over the 200-year forecasting period are displayed in Figure 4-43 and
shown spatially for selected timepoints below.

Figure 4-43. Brown creeper Relative Abundance (RA) over 200 years.

The Clark’s nutcracker inhabits open to semi-open pine-dominated and Douglas-fir leading stands in the
montane and subalpine regions. Their distribution is limited by the presence of five-needle pines (i.e.,
whitebark and limber pine), with Douglas fir playing a lesser role. The Clark’s nutcracker has a symbiotic
relationship with the endangered pines, caching seeds up to 30 km away and effectively aiding in seed
dispersal and regeneration. The Clark’s nutcracker model is based on the HSI model developed by Blouin, et al.
(2004). Trends over the 200-year forecasting period are displayed in Figure 4-43 and shown spatially for
selected timepoints below.
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Figure 4-44. Clark’s nutcracker Relative Abundance (RA) over 200 years.
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Figure 4-45. Varied thrush Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2023.
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Figure 4-46. Varied thrush Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2033.
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Figure 4-47. Varied thrush Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2043.
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Figure 4-48. Varied thrush Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2073.
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Figure 4-49. Ovenbird Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2023.
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Figure 4-50. Ovenbird Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2033.
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Figure 4-51. Ovenbird Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2043.

171 | Page
FINAL DRAFT



Figure 4-52. Ovenbird Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2073.
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Figure 4-53. Brown creeper Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2023.
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Figure 4-54. Brown creeper Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2033.
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Figure 4-55. Brown creeper Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2043.
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Figure 4-56. Brown creeper Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2073.
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Figure 4-57. Clark’s nutcracker Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2023.
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Figure 4-58. Clark’s nutcracker Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2033.
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Figure 4-59. Clark’s nutcracker Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2043.
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Figure 4-60. Clark’s nutcracker Relative Abundance (RA) values in 2073.
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4.1.13 VOIT 15 - In-Situ Wild Forest Populations

Reporting Requirement:

o If applicable, table showing number and status of gene conservation areas and number provided in the
DFA.

e If applicable, map(s) displaying locations of gene conservation areas in the DFA.

At this time, CFP does not have an ongoing tree breeding program. If one is established, it will be reported on in
the Stewardship Reports as required.
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4.1.14 VOIT 16 — Ex-Situ Wild Forest Populations

Reporting Requirement:

e Ifapplicable, table showing number of provenances, genotypes, and seedlots and their origin within the
DFA.

e If applicable, map(s) displaying locations of provenances, genotypes, and seedlots in the DFA.

At this time, CFP does not have an ongoing tree breeding program. If one is established, it will be reported on in
the Stewardship Reports as required.
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4.2 Soil and Water Resources

4.2.1 VOIT 25 - Forecasted Water Yield Impacts
Reporting Requirement:

e Table showing Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) at 0, 10, 50, 100, and 200 years.
e Map(s) displaying ECA at 0, 10 and 50 years.

The run-off from watersheds was evaluated using the Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) methodology. See
Chapter 6 — Preferred Forest Management Strategy Section 3.10.6 for modeling methodology. The forecasted
overall changes in average ECA % over the 200-year time period are summarized in Figure 4-61. The ECA % of
each watershed (for the area of that watershed that is within the DFA) is provided in Table 4-23. The colouring
is based on the following thresholds:

e Green: Less than 30%;
° Equal or greater than 30% and less than 50%; or
e Red: Equal or greater than 50%.

The primary focus was to minimize impacts to watersheds in the first 20 years. While there are occasional
yellow forecasted watersheds beyond 20 years, it is not expected that these impacts will actually occur
because a new FMP will be developed every 10 years, at which point controls will be applied over the first 20
years to ensure impacts are minimized. Further details on mitigation strategies for yellow medium risk
watersheds are described in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring Section 7.2.

Figure 4-61. Area-weighted watershed ECA value over 200 years.
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Table 4-23. The ECA %s for each watershed and key time period.

ECA %

Area in DFA
Watershed ID rea“::) Year 0 Year 10 Year 50 Year 100 Year 200

3 7,055 0 0 20 3 5
5 4,463 13 11 14 18 16
8 2,003 9 8 10 12 11
9 3,532 10 10 14 13 17
10 3,523 13 13 15 18 19
11 4,487 8 7 11 9 9
12 4,001 10 7 12 12 16
13 4,338 13 9 19 12 21
14 2,084 1 12 8 11
15 3,895 1 18 3 12
16 2,273 14 13 10 26 27
17 4,367 10 18 9 25 21
18 5,287 10 10 21 12 18
19 2,650 11 16 2 20 13
20 3,161 18 15 9 19 22
23 1,834 7 6 9 8 12
24 2,196 7 6 23 9 19
25 2,542 0 1 10 4 12
26 2,368 4 4 20 10 15
27 7,827 3 8 5 8 13
28 4,247 18 16 17 19 26
29 5,272 17 15 19 21 25
30 4,170 3 4 15 11 21
31 5,289 3 3 8 3 10
32 3,306 2 3 12 8 9
33 1,800 12 9 9 14 15
35 6,954 5 17 15 24 24
36 2,027 4 12 13 8 10
37 3,784 24 22 13 24 24
38 5,570 0 0 1 1 1
39 1,692 13 9 9 19 21
40 1,391 1 9 5 12 15
41 1,533 1 10 17 13 13
43 1,442 3 8 17 13 8
44 7,707 11 15 19 20 25
45 2,106 14 9 15 26 21
46 5,629 12 7 6 24 17
47 2,348 16 13 16 16 26
48 2,129 8 6 21 18 16
49 1,623 0 0 1 0 1
50 2,351 12 10 16 13 19
51 544 0 0 12 2 4
53 6,373 9 14 15 18 24
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54 4,340 6 15 15 21 18
55 3,562 21 19 14 25 24
56 6,721 9 12 12 18 24
57 2,736 7 14 15 21 18
58 4,611 11 6 19 26 24
59 652 6 3 24 22 26
60 7,073 8 7 11 19 20
62 1,789 0 0 24 11 25
63 1,336 1 1 14 4 4
65 834 1 0 16 4 15
66 4,439 4 15 7 19 20
67 2,888 22 23 25 26 26
68 3,308 7 15 18 24 28
69 2,617 0 22 9 17 17
70 3,028 1 11 5 10 6
71 1,818 12 9 27 12 21
72 872 12 7 27 23 21
73 2,119 13 19 16 24 24
74 961 1 0 0 1 0
75 2,985 50 7 25 21
76 3,085 22 26 15 18 23
77 2,694 5 3 7 8 7
78 2,209 1 1 0 1 1
81 1,161 58 0 18 7
82 2,236 25 15 2 7 2
83 8,272 0 0 0 0 0
89 2,575 0 0 0 0 0
90 2,155 0 0 0 0 0
110 936 0 0 29 9 17
111 2,096 0 2 5 7 13
112 1,174 9 10 16 14 17
113 1,148 14 13 12 20 12
114 3,035 9 7 6 9 12
115 1,547 2 11 8 12 17
116 1,189 4 2 12 11 14
118 2,861 1 5 10 7 11
119 814 6 6 15 13 8
121 1,214 10 4 21 26 29
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4.3 Multiple Benefits to Society
4.3.1 VOIT 28 - Wildfire Risk

Reporting Requirement:

e  Maps of Wildfire Risk Indicator (WRI) classes, fuel grid, historical wildfires, and natural subregions.

Details, including maps, on historical wildfires and natural subregions can be found in Chapter 3 — Landscape
Assessment (Section 5.5 for wildfire history and Section 2.7 for natural subregions).

Predicted reductions for the parts of FireSmart Community Zones that overlap the DFA are provided in Table
4-24. The predicted reductions for each WRI class based on the 20-year SHS are provided in Table 4-25 for the
remainder of the FMA. The current WRI classes within the DFA are displayed in Figure 4-63.

Additional information on the forecasted impacts of the PFMS on wildfire risk and the CFP Fire Protection
Strategy is provided in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring Section 6.1.

Figure 4-62. Reduction in fire risk for the FireSmart Community Protection Zone.

186 | Page
FINAL DRAFT



Table 4-24. Decade 1 and 2 area scheduled by WRI class for the FireSmart Community Zones.

Wildfire Risk Category

Net Landbase

Area (ha) %

Decade 1 Harvest
Area (ha) % of Initial

Decade 2 Harvest
Area (ha) % of Initial

Decade 1 and 2 Harvest
Area (ha) % of Initial

Intolerable 696 3.6% 137 19.7% 67 9.6% 204 29.3%
Risk Reduction 1,532 7.9% 250 16.3% 155 10.1% 405 26.4%
Continuous Improvement 13,300 68.9% 2,129 16.0% 2,280 17.1% 4409 33.2%
Subtotal Categorized 15,528  80.4% 2,516 16.2% 2,502 16.1% 5,018 32.3%
Non-Categorized 3,776 19.6% 124 3.3% 274 7.3% 398 10.5%

19,304

Table 4-25. Decade 1 and 2 area scheduled by WRI class for the remainder of the FMA.

Wildfire Risk Category

Net Landbase

Area (ha) %

Decade 1 Harvest
Area (ha) % of Initial

Decade 2 Harvest
Area (ha) % of Initial

Decade 1 and 2 Harvest
Area (ha) % of Initial

Risk Reduction 776 1.0% 0 0.0% 200 25.8% 200 25.8%
Continuous Improvement 52,896 65.1% 5,078 9.6% 4,835 9.1% 9913 18.7%
Subtotal Categorized 53,672 66.1% 5,078 9.5% 5,035 9.4% 10,113 18.8%
Non-Categorized 27,569  33.9% 1069 3.9% 948 3.4% 2017 7.3%

FINAL DRAFT
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Figure 4-63. Wildfire risk indicator classes within the DFA.
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4.3.2 VOIT 29-2 — Scenic Values

Reporting Requirement:

e Table of SHS area (ha) scheduled in the first two decades.

e Map of areas identified with high scenic value in the DFA.

Table 4-26. Decade 1 and 2 area scheduled within modelled areas of high visual quality.

Decade 1 Decade 2
Visual Quality
Area (ha) % Area (ha) %
High 1,841 20 1,261 14
Other 7,543 80 7,978 86
Total 9,385 100 9,238 100

FINAL DRAFT
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Figure 4-64. Modelled areas of high visual quality within the DFA.

190 | Page
FINAL DRAFT



4.3.3 VOIT 29-3 - Forest Encroachment
Reporting Requirement:

e Map displaying identified successional transition areas planned for treatment on the contributing
(planned SHS) and non-contributing landbases in the first decades.

Figure 4-65 displays the identified successional transition areas planned for treatment on the contributing and
non-contributing landbases in the first decade. In total, there is 58 ha within the contributing landbase (planned
SHS) and 49 ha within the non-contributing landbase scheduled for treatment in the first 10 years of the plan.
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Figure 4-65. Identified successional transition areas planned for treatment in the first 10 years of the SHS.
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4.3.4 VOIT 31 - Long Run Sustained Yield Average (LRSYA)

Reporting Requirement:

e Table of comparison of natural versus managed MAI.

The LRSYA results are described in Chapter 6 — Preferred Forest Management Strategy Section 2.3.
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4.4 Accepting Society’s Responsibility for Sustainable Development
4.4.1 VOIT 31 - First Nations Consultation Plan
Reporting Requirement:

e Summary of input provided during Indigenous consultation, how it was incorporated into the FMP and
if it wasn’t, provide an explanation why.

The First Nations Consultation Plan, its results, and details of incorporation into the FMP is described in detail
in Chapter 2 — FMP Development.
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4.4.2 VOIT 32 - Public Participation Process

Reporting Requirement:
e Summary of public input, how it was incorporated into the FMP and if it wasn’t, provide an explanation

why.

The Public Participation Program, its results, and details of incorporation into the FMP is described in detail in
Chapter 2 — FMP Development.
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1 Introduction

Innovative, detailed modeling is a large part of the Crowsnest Forest Products (CFP) planning and decision
making process and the 2025 Forest Management Plan (FMP) continues this tradition. In developing a
recommended management approach for the current FMP, numerous scenarios were modeled and evaluated
by the Plan Development Team (PDT), in order to gain insight into the implications and trade-offs of different
management alternatives. The outcome from the modeling process is the Preferred Forest Management
Scenario (PFMS), which contains the timber harvesting and regeneration activities planned for the next ten
years, as well as predictions for the impacts on other values.

The modeling, or forecasting and Timber Supply Analysis (TSA), was undertaken in a series of spatially explicit
landscape level Patchworks (Spatial Planning Systems) scenarios. Scenarios were completed to evaluate
various management issues, which ranged from non-timber values (e.g., changes in wildlife habitat) that were
addressed through Non-Timber Assessments (NTA), to operational objectives such as harvest block size and
block patterns.

Issues evaluated throughout the forecasting process include:
Landscape level objectives:

e Seral stages;
e Habitat analysis using Government of Alberta (GoA) NTA tools; and
e Watershed analysis using the Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) model.

Operational Concerns:

e Spatial Harvest Sequence (SHS) design;
e Timing of compartment sequencing; and
e Reduce SHS variance in the first decade by creating an operationally feasible SHS.

The scenarios were discussed and reviewed by CFP in Technical Team (TT) meetings, as well as at PDT
meetings, which were also attended by quota holders and GoA representatives. Of the 15 PDT meetings held
from October 2022 until April 2025, seven meetings included presentations and/or discussion on TSA analysis
results and providing direction to the next analysis. This allowed all PDT members to participate and provide
input into the TSA and, ultimately, the PFMS.

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and document the PFMS. The details on the scenarios leading up to
the PFMS are described separately in Annex VI — Timber Supply Analysis. The PFMS is the final scenario
resulting from the series of scenarios completed in that process. It describes the harvesting and silviculture
actions that CFP and quota holders plan to take over the next ten years, and the predicted response of the
forest to these actions over a 200-year planning horizon. The outputs derived from the PFMS are directly used
to provide indicators and targets for the VOITs (Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets) and are
incorporated into the guidelines for FMP implementation over the 10-year period, from May 1, 2025, to April
30, 2035, as documented in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring.

This chapter summarizes the forest management objectives and the linkages to the PFMS. It also contains
summaries of the landbase and yield curves, details of which are provided in Annex IV — Yield Curve
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Development and Annex V — Net Landbase Development. The assumptions and inputs used to develop the
PFMS are described separately from the predicted outcomes, which are used to support FMP implementation.

1.1 Management Philosophy

The management philosophy for the PFMS is to implement forest management practices that result in a
sustainable flow of economically viable fiber to sustain mill operations while employing a sustainable forest
management approach that maintains biodiversity and ecological integrity.

The management objectives that were used to guide PFMS development are:

e Establish sustainable harvest levels that balance ecological, economic and social objectives;

e Manage forest structure through a coarse filter approach using seral stages and patch targets;

e Mitigate impacts on non-timber habitat values using a fine filter approach for a selected set of species;

e Promptly regenerate harvest areas to establish productive coniferous and mixedwood stands to support
and grow sustainable harvest levels;

e Plan and promptly adapt harvesting and regeneration to mitigate impacts from insects and other
infestations; and

e Spatially define FMA and quota holder harvesting operations to reduce the annual footprint and access
requirements.

1.1.1 PFMS Strategies

To implement PFMS objectives, the following strategies were deployed during PFMS development:

e Model a 200-year planning horizon to estimate strategic implications;

e Establish sustainable harvest levels that balance ecological, economic and social objectives;
e Use a divided coniferous and deciduous landbase;

e Model even flow total conifer harvest volumes over the planning horizon;

e Deciduous harvest level is not being assigned from pure deciduous stands;

e Apply operational sequencing constraints on harvest volumes;

e Incorporate existing planned blocks into the SHS to improve operability and reduce variance;
e Retain stand level structure retention within harvest areas;

Apply silviculture treatments to achieve Reforestation Standard of Alberta (RSA) predicted yields;

e Manage harvest sequencing to achieve desirable thresholds in the change in predicted habitat levels
using GoA NTA tools;

e Manage predicted impacts on watershed runoff using the ECA model; and

e Reduce wildfire risk by harvesting > 30% of identified higher risk stands in areas surrounding

communities.

1.1.2 Landbase Summary

The CFP Forest Management Agreement (FMA) area includes one Forest Management Unit (FMU): C5. As part
of the 2025 FMP development process, a netdown landbase was developed to support planning, forecasting
and TSA for C5. The total land area is 350,348 hectares (ha).

The netdown landbase is a spatial representation of the FMP area as of May 1, 2023. Initially developed for the
TSA, the landbase contains traditional TSA information such as stand age, planning compartments, timber yield
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strata, timber productivity, as well as areas deferred or excluded from timber harvesting activity. Landbases
have evolved and now support an ever-expanding array of non-timber values such as terrestrial and aquatic
wildlife habitats; at the same time, the required linkages to other datasets (such as ARIS and DIDs) have
tightened. The netdown landbase is one of the key products of the 2025 FMP; Agreement-in-Principle (A-I-P)
for the landbase was received from the GoA on December 15, 2023, representing a significant milestone in
FMP development. Development of the netdown landbase used in the forecasting and TSA is described in
detail in Annex V — Net Landbase Development.

Table 1-1 provides a summary of the FMP area by deletion category and the area suitable for timber harvesting
by broad cover group (BCG), resulting from the netdown process. The column sum_grp in the netdown
landbase dataset reflects the classification in the following table, which is a combination of f_del (deletions in
the passive landbase) and f_bcg (broad cover group classification in the active landbase). Active landbase
distribution by yield strata is summarized in Table 1-2. Figure 1-1 maps the distribution of the deletion
categories comprising the passive landbase, and Figure 1-2 maps the distribution of the active landbase by
BCG.
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Table 1-1. Summary of the classified CFP landbase.

Landbase Category Area (ha)
Non-Contributing Landbase

Administrative Restrictions
PPA Parks and Protected Areas 157,612.1
ESLUZ Eastern Slopes Land Use Zone 1 3,102.1
HRV Historic Resource Values 1,215.7
DIDS-FOR Forest DIDs Dispositions 266.3
DIDS-NONFOR Non-Forested DIDs Dispositions 2,939.1
CLR Crown Land Reservations 414.6
GOA_PSP GOA Permanent Sample Plots 116.9
ANTH_NON Non-Vegetated Anthropogenic Features 526.1
ANTH_VEG Vegetated Anthropogenic Features 173.5
AVI Areas with no AVI Interpretation 700.3
Administrative Total 167,066.7
Landscape Restrictions
LAKES_RIVERS Lakes and Rivers 661.9
FLOOD Flood Prone Areas 6.4
HYDROBUF Hydrology Buffers 10,701.2
NNV Natural Non-Vegetated Areas 2,627.4
NNF Natural Non-Forested Areas 11,924.8
BURN Burned Areas 12.8
OTHER_DIST Areas Affected by Other Natural Disturbances 30.0
NFCC Non-Forested Cutblocks (Outstanding ARIS

Reconciliation) 0.0
Landscape Restrictions Total 25,964.6
Operational Restrictions
SLOPE Areas with Slopes >45% 32,584.1
MOISTURE High Soil Moisture 216.8
TPR Low Timber Productivity Rating 4,785.2
DENSITY Low Stand Density 9,025.0
LT Larch/Tamarack 265.9
FD Douglas-Fir 225.5
PA_PF Whitebark/Limber Pine 1,302.1
WHITEBARK PINE PLUS Whitebark Pine Plus protection 17.4
OPERATIONAL Operational Deletions 1,742.4
ISO Isolated Stands 23.6
PAR Perimeter to Area Deletions 985.4
SEISMIC Seismic Lines 46.0
Operational Restrictions Total 51,219.4
Non-Contributing Landbase Total 244,250.7

Contributing Landbase

C Coniferous 91,217.2
CcDh Coniferous Leading Mixedwood 1,507.1
DC Deciduous Leading Mixedwood 1,258.8
D Deciduous 12,114.4
Contributing Landbase Total 106,097.4

Grand Total

350,348.1
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Table 1-2. Net landbase (active) yield class area summary.

vield Contributing Non-Contributing

Stratum Landbase Area Landbase Area Total Area (ha)
(UE)) (ha)

N_HW 12,114.4 3,153.3 15,267.6
N_PLMIX 1,139.9 807.2 1,947.2
N_SXMIX 1,625.9 893.3 2,519.2
N_PL 39,780.2 30,577.1 70,357.4
N_SW 16,395.8 21,426.5 37,822.3
N_FD 10,909.2 6,179.0 17,088.1
J_PL 8,082.7 69.8 8,152.4
J_SW 2,530.3 6.2 2,536.5
R_PL 13,519.1 293.8 13,812.9
X 0.0 180,844.4 180,844.4
Total 106,097.4 244,250.7 350,348.2

The deletion map shows the spatial arrangement of the values in the f_del field (Figure 1-1). The largest
categories are parks and protected areas, steep slopes, naturally non-forested areas, and hydrology buffers.
FMU C5 is conifer dominated, with the pure pine stratum comprising the largest proportion of the active
landbase (Figure 1-2).
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Figure 1-1. Final deletion categories for the modeling landbase.
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Figure 1-2. Final yield strata on the active landbase as used in the modeling landbase.
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2 Yield Curve Summary

2.1 Overview

Yield curves describe the change in merchantable timber yields over the life of a forest stand. A detailed
description of the yield curve development process is provided in Annex IV — Yield Curve Development. The
yield curves which received A-I-P on December 15, 2023 are those used in the TSA process. Cull deductions
were applied in the TSA processes to adjust from gross merchantable to net merchantable timber yields.

Yield curves used in the PFMS were developed from temporary sample plot (TSP), permanent sample plot
(PSP), and data from RSA performance survey programs across the FMP area. Stratification was based on the
six CFP base yield strata assigned through the net landbase development process. Yield strata are a
modification of Alberta’s base 10 yield strata.

2.2 Timber Yield Curves

CFP has identified three groups of stands within the net landbase for yield curve development:

e Natural Stands (NAT): Include all fire-origin stands that are within the active landbase. Modeling was
based on non-linear regression of gross merchantable volume as a function of inventory age using
natural stand TSPs. Strata were based on the AVI polygon.

e Pre-96 Managed Stands (Juvenile): Represent all existing post-harvest regenerated stands that were
harvested prior to May 1, 1996. Modeling was based on the provincial Growth and Yield Projection
System (GYPSY) projection using data from the Juvenile Temporary Sample Plot (TSP) program.

e RSA Managed Stands (RSA): Represent all existing openings that were harvested on or after May 1,
1996. Modeling was based on the provincial GYPSY projection of RSA performance survey data for the
lodgepole pine (PL) stratum. The projections were averaged by yield strata using the proper sample
weights by RSA program year and population areas as per RSA protocols. All other regenerating strata
were based on the respective natural stand yield curves.

2.2.1 Utilization

Gross merchantable tree length volumes were compiled to a utilization standard of 10 centimetre (cm) top
diameter inside bark for deciduous species and 11 cm for coniferous species, 15 cm stump diameter outside
bark at a 30 cm stump height using a 4.88 metre (m) minimum merchantable length for both coniferous and
deciduous species groups. These standards are outlined in Table 2-1 below, and the curves are shown in Figure
2-1.

Table 2-1. FMA utilization standards.

Utilization Attribute Conifer Deciduous
Top Diameter Inside Bark (cm) 11 10

Stump Diameter Outside Bark (cm) 15 15

Stump Height (cm) 30 30
Minimum Merchantable Length (m) 4.88 4.88
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2.2.2 Cull

Cull information was developed based on the document titled “Tree Length Utilization in Harvest Operations”
(Alberta Agriculture & Forestry, 2015) that speaks to the importance of all yield estimates being compiled to a
tree length utilization standard and the scaling system being dependent on all harvested timber crossing an
approved scale.

In the previously approved FMP for FMU B12, CFP submitted a cull proposal to the GoA (Spray Lake Sawmills,
2019) quantifying the estimates of conifer cull based on scale data from 2007-2017. There was no deciduous
scale information available therefore the deciduous cull estimate from Weyerhaeuser Pembina Timberlands

was proposed.

The proposed conifer cull based on the analysis of scale data is 1.23% and the proposed deciduous cull based
on the Pembina operations is 9.00% for all stand types for the 2025 FMP.

Net volumes are calculated by deducting cull from the projected gross merchantable volumes. Cull deductions
need to apply directly to yield projections, not post-hoc AAC as defined in Section 4.2.7(d) of the Planning
Standard. Cull is included here for reference only, and the application of yield reductions to account for cull is
applied within the TSA.
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Figure 2-1. Volume yield curves as used in the TSA modeling for FMU C5.
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2.3 LRSYA

Long Run Sustainable Yield Average (LRSYA) is a theoretical yield that is attainable once a regulated state of the
forest has been achieved, and all stands are harvested at their maximum merchantable volume production as
measured by the peak Mean Annual Increment (MAI) at culmination age. LRSYA provides a theoretical
maximum AAC that the forest can sustain. Due to spatial and temporal constraints, even-flow, or accelerated
cut assumptions in the TSA the long term AAC is expected to be lower than the LRSYA.

The LRSYA is calculated by multiplying the net area by the peak MAI of each yield stratum. The sum of all yield
calculations is the LRSYA-derived AAC for the DFA.

LRSYA may be calculated for different scenarios based on transition assumptions implemented in the TSA. CFP
is showing two different scenarios:

e Back to natural (Table 2-2): All stands are assumed to regenerate back to natural and follow natural
yield projections. This is the approach used in the TSA.

e Back to itself (Table 2-3): Stands regenerate to their current status, so existing managed stands will
follow the managed stand yield projections.

All LRYSA calculations ignore all model constraints, therefore this comparison is in theory and assumes a
regulated forest situation.

Table 2-2. LRSYA calculation - ‘back to natural’ scenario.

N_Hw N_Hw 12,114 77 0.35 1.19 4,191 14,358
N_Fd N_Fd 10,909 109 2.78 0.07 30,348 715
N_PLMIX N_MIX_PI 1,140 106 1.09 0.70 1,239 795
N_SXMIX N_MIX_Sx 1,626 101 2.09 0.43 3,390 693
N_PI N_PI 39,780 90 2.54 0.02 101,153 956
N_Sw N_Sw 16,396 114 2.32 0.04 37,995 618
J_PI N_PI 8,083 90 2.54 0.02 20,553 194
J_Sw J_Sw 2,530 134 2.43 0.03 6,139 85
R_PI N_PI 13,519 90 2.54 0.02 34,376 325
Total 106,097 239,385 18,739
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Table 2-3. LRSYA calculation - ‘back to itself’ scenario.

N_Hw N_Hw 12,114 77 0.35 1.19 4,191 14,358
N_Fd N_Fd 10,909 109 2.78 0.07 30,348 715
N_PLMIX N_MIX_PI 1,140 106 1.09 0.70 1,239 795
N_SXMIX N_MIX_Sx 1,626 101 2.09 0.43 3,390 693
N_PI N_PI 39,780 90 2.54 0.02 101,153 956
N_Sw N_Sw 16,396 114 2.32 0.04 37,995 618
J_PI J_PI 8,083 113 2.62 0.01 21,140 43
J_Sw J_Sw 2,530 134 2.43 0.03 6,139 85
R_PI R_PI 13,519 90 1.99 0.02 26,903 250
Total 106,097 232,499 18,513
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3 PFMS Assumptions and Targets

This section describes the inputs, assumptions and targets applied in the modeling exercise to produce the
PFMS. The PFMS is not simply the result of a computer simulation based on model targets but, rather, a
combination of numerical targets and manual intervention to address concerns and issues that are not
included in the model. FMU C5 was treated as one sustained yield unit (SYU) and therefore one PFMS was
produced.

3.1 Basic Timber Supply Assumptions

The following basic assumptions were applied in the PFMS:

e Even flow of total coniferous harvest volumes;
e Application of a 200-year planning horizon, with model reporting in five-year periods; and
e Operable coniferous growing stock constrained to not decline in the last quarter of the planning horizon.

3.2 Harvest and Regeneration Treatments

Clearcut harvesting, with 3% structure retention (17.5% for Douglas-fir), was a uniform silviculture system
applied across the entire FMU C5.

The PFMS assumes that all stands will be promptly regenerated following harvest. After harvest, coniferous
and mixedwood stands will be regenerated using combinations of scarification, planting and natural
regeneration and tending.

In FMU C5, all strata regenerate back to the same species strata, and to the natural stand yield curve. While
the model applied strict deterministic regeneration rules (e.g., all pine stands are regenerated to pine),
flexibility for individual blocks is permitted on the ground, provided that strata-balancing objectives are
achieved. Refer to Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation & Monitoring for more information.

3.2.1 Minimum Harvest Age

The Minimum Harvest Age (MHA) of 80 years was uniformly applied across the entire FMU C5 and all strata.
The MHA of 80 is younger than the maximum MAI ages, excluding N_HW (Table 3-1), but the volumes and
piece sizes at 80 years of age meet the minimum requirements for the sawmill.
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Table 3-1. Minimum harvest ages as compared to the maximum MAI of the yield curves used in 2025 FMP.

Min. Harvest

Yield Curve Age Maximum MAI Age at Max MAI
N_FD 80 2.85 109

N_HW 80 1.53 77

N_PL 80 2.57 90

N_PLMIX 80 1.79 106

N_SW 80 2.35 114

N_SXMIX 80 2.52 101

J_PL 80 2.62 113

J_SW 80 2.46 134

R_PL 80 2.01 90

3.2.2 Succession and Lifespan

Succession in the modeling is the change between strata to address natural species conversion and stand
breakup over time. The PFMS continued the same approach from the previous FMP, where stands did not
change strata due to aging within the planning horizon. Instead, all forested stands have declining volume
curves, which maintain a low volume as they progress past the age of 300 years.

In the PFMS, 8,046 ha of active landbase was not harvested within the 200-year timespan of the model
forecast (811 ha of conifer landbase). This unharvested area is a direct result of reducing harvest from the
theoretical maximum to meet other objectives and ensure an operational feasible sequence.

3.3 Seral Stages

Seral stages classify the forest into ecological stand development phases that represent a stand’s life cycle.
They are commonly used as a coarse filter management tool. The seral stage classification used in the 2025
FMP (Table 3-2) is based on the Government of Alberta simplified seral stage definitions. The GOA
recommended seral stage targets based on the natural range of variation® are shown in Table 3-3.

A separate analysis of the natural range of variation of seral stages and old growth specific to FMU C5 was
completed and is included in Appendix | — Annex VI — Timber Supply Analysis. This analysis determined that the
median NRV old growth percentage for the DFA is ~25%, with Q12.5 at 18% and Q87.5 at 38%.

! Government of Alberta. 2025. Seral stage objective: A Guide for Forest Management Planning.
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Table 3-2. Seral stages used in 2025 FMP.

Stratum Young Immature Mature (o][¢] Very Old
FD 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
HW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
HWPL 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
HWSX 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
PL 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
PLHW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
SB 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
SW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+
SWHW 1-19 20-79 80-119 120-179 180+

The reported seral stages used three landbase definitions; gross landbase, active landbase and an on-par landbase.

Table 3-3. Seral stage reference levels for the Upper Foothills, Montane, and Subalpine natural subregions.

Upper Foothills 18.8% 21.8% 24.8% 28.4% 32.3% 41.7%
Montane’ 17.0% 28.8% 31.8% 33.6% 41.8% 52.6%
Subalpine® 32.8% 36.2% 39.2% 43.0% 46.5% 56.3%

! Montane and Subalpine NRV outputs are not well validated, and the Upper Foothills levels are used instead.
3.3.1 Standard Analysis, Gross and Active Landbase

The main evaluation of seral stage on the old and very old seral stages is to determine if an acceptable amount
of each forest condition is represented through time. Normally, the analysis is completed on the gross
landbase (all areas regardless of operability) and the active landbase (areas allowed to be harvested). The
gross and active landbases are the standard method of controlling and analyzing the seral stages. Targets and
reports were developed and used in the PFMS scenario. Seral stage targets for both gross and active
landbases were set for a minimum amount of area in the old and very old stages. The PFMS also applied patch
targets to FMU C5 to achieve the objectives for the combined old and very old seral stage area.

3.3.2 On-Par Landbase Analysis

The third landbase type is the on-par landbase, used to report the seral stages for an area larger than the
active landbase. It includes stands of similar stand composition to the active landbase that have been excluded
from the active landbase based on administrative or operational restrictions, rather than stand condition (i.e.,
excluded productive land).

To determine the amount of productive land that is on the gross landbase, an “on-par” (equivalent) analysis
was completed. To be considered as an on-par polygon in the landbase, the polygon would otherwise have
been active landbase that could have been harvested if ground rules and various dispositions were not applied.
For example, productive forest in water buffers would be considered ‘on-par’ and equal to the active landbase
in terms of ecological value. A full list of the area removed from each landbase deletion and added to the
active landbase for the purposes of the on-par analysis is presented in Table 3-4. The areas under the
Subjective deletion category are those not considered to be on-par, while all other forested landbase is.
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This on-par landbase allows portions of the gross landbase to be reported in the on-par portion of the seral
stage analysis.
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Table 3-4. On-par (equivalent) area by landbase category.

Strata Group
Conifer Landbase
Fd (Not Fd)

Area (ha) % Area (ha) %

Deciduous
Landbase

Area (ha) %

Deletion Category

Description

Administrative / Landuse PPA Parks and Protected Areas 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
ESLUZ Eastern Slopes Land Use Zone 1 1 0.0 1,306 0.0 25 0.0

HRV_GOA Historic Resource Values 13 0.0 778 0.0 30 0.0

DIDS-FOR Forest DIDs Dispositions 9 0.0 181 0.0 13 0.0

DIDS-NONFOR  Non-Forested DIDs Dispositions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

CLR Crown Land Reservations 37 0.0 234 0.0 0 0.0

GOA_PSP GOA Permanent Sample Plots 22 0.0 386 0.0 3 0.0

ANTH_NON Non-Vegetated Anthropogenic Features 0 0.0 7 0.0 0 0.0

ANTH_VEG Vegetated Anthropogenic Features 0 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0

AVI Areas with no AVI Interpretation 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Subtotal 82 0.0 2,893 0.0 71 0.0

Landscape / Ground Rules LAKES_RIVERS Lakes and Rivers 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0
FLOOD Flood Prone Areas 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

HYDROBUF Hydrology Buffers 182 0.0 6,853 0.0 590 0.0

NNV Natural Non-Vegetated Areas 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

NNF Natural Non-Forested Areas 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

BURN Burned Areas 0 0.0 1 0.0 2 0.0

OTHER_DIST Areas Affected by Other Natural Disturbances 0 0.0 15 0.0 0 0.0

NFCC Non-Forested Cutblocks (Outstanding ARIS Reconciliation) 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Subtotal 182 0.0 6,872 0.0 593 0.0

Operational SLOPE Areas with Slopes >45% 1,386 0.1 22,453 0.2 816 0.1
OPDEL Operational Deletions 17 0.0 816 0.0 37 0.0

ISO_DEL Isolated Stands 1 0.0 11 0.0 11 0.0

PAR_DEL Perimeter to Area Deletions 40 0.0 906 0.0 68 0.0

Subtotal 1,444 0.1 24,186 0.2 931 0.1
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Strata Group
Conifer Landbase

Fd (Not Fd) Deciduous Landbase

Deletion Category Description Area (ha) Area (ha) % Area (ha) %
Subjective MOISTURE High Soil Moisture 0 0.0 18 0.0 0 0.0
TPR Low Timber Productivity Rating 132 0.0 9,468 0.1 43 0.0

DENSITY Low Stand Density 3,938 0.2 9,291 0.1 1,521 0.1

LT Larch/Tamarack 0 0.0 397 0.0 0 0.0

FD Douglas-Fir 254 0.0 2 0.0 0 0.0

PA_PF Whitebark/Limber Pine 217 0.0 2,024 0.0 0 0.0

Subtotal 4,541 0.3 21,201 0.2 1,564 0.1

Subtotal Passive 6,249 0.4 55,152 0.4 3,159 0.2
Active Landbase X 10,829 0.6 82,369 0.6 12,112 0.8
Total 17,078 1.0 137,521 1.0 15,271 1.0
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3.4 Interior Old Forest

In the TSA modeling, interior old forest patches are patches greater than 120 ha that are composed of stands
greater than 120 years old. Patches include both the active and passive forested areas of the landbase and all
strata. In the PFMS, the interior old forest patch target was applied to the gross landbase for FMU C5.

3.5 Landbase Losses

Deterministic modeling processes were used in the TSA. This approach does not permit effective incorporation
of fire, which is properly addressed through stochastic processes. No fire loss factor was included in the PFMS.
Landbase losses that were not accounted for, such as fire or other factors, will be addressed through the
application of triggers that initiate a re-planning process. The mechanism that accounts for large scale losses of
productive forest on the landbase is an AAC recalculation trigger. When the managed landbase is reduced by
2.5% or more from the current level, the GoA will evaluate the impact and, if appropriate, apply a reduction to
the AAC.

3.6 Natural Disturbances

In the Patchworks model, patch size targets were applied in the PFMS to control the spatial harvest patterns.
Patch targets were applied to the regenerating seral stage to control the sizes of openings created across the
landscape. Most harvest area was in patches between 10 and 200 ha to encourage the model to group
harvesting operations and to provide a desirable range of opening sizes.

3.7 Mountain Pine Beetle

Currently there is no significant Mountain Pine Beetle (MPB) infestation within the CFP DFA. Future forest
management plans may need to re-focus on MPB risk and the Alberta Management Strategy (Alberta
Sustainable Resource Development, 2007), as large areas of mature pine age and become more vulnerable to
MPB infestation (see Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring Section 6.2.1 for further information).

3.8 Wildfire Risk Reduction

The GOA conducted a landscape wildfire threat assessment to identify areas of higher wildfire risk and
associated damage to communities, and other values. This report is included in the FMP in chapter 7 Appendix
. In the risk assessment process, the DFA was separated into the following risk categories to provide the
opportunity to prioritize areas of higher risk for harvest: Intolerable, Risk Reduction, and Continuous
Improvement, and minor. The GOA also provided the following recommended targets for wildfire risk
reduction:

1. Within FireSmart community zones, harvest 30% of the active landbase in the Risk Reduction,
Continuous Improvement, and Intolerable categories over the 20-year SHS.

2. Outside of the FireSmart community zones, harvest 10% of the active landbase in the Risk Reduction
and Continuous Improvement categories over the 20-year SHS.
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3.9 Operational Considerations

Developing a 20-year SHS as part of the forecasting exercise supports forest sustainability by strengthening the
relationship between strategic planning and field operations. It ensures that the long-term consequences of
field operations are incorporated into the forecasting and that harvesting activity reflects the strategically
determined AAC. For this to be effective, the SHS must be operationally feasible. As part of this process, CFP
invested considerable time and effort in determining operability thresholds for the new AVI that could be
effectively applied in the PFMS and operationally implemented in the SHS.

All operators in the FMP area requested that annual harvesting operations be more or less grouped together
and that merchantable patches left behind for future harvest be large enough to warrant a return at a later
date. These operational considerations were addressed in the forecasting process in the following manner.

3.9.1 Annual Harvest Patches

Annual harvesting was controlled by creating patch goals made up of only recently harvested stands with an
age of zero or one year. By setting the topology distance to 50 m and constraining the harvest area across a
range of patch sizes, the model was encouraged to create several clusters of stands each year. Existing blocks
in the landbase would in theory not contribute toward the patch goals. This technique reduced the reliance on
restricting harvest to annually identified operating unit boundaries.

3.9.2 Road Network

A road network consisting of current and potential future road segments was included in the model. Every
road segment was assigned costs associated with construction, maintenance and hauling, which were then
constrained to reduce the number of roads used in each period. This approach works in conjunction with
harvest patches and operating units to group harvest into operationally feasible patterns.

3.10 Wildlife Habitat

For the 2025 FMP, CFP used non-timber assessment (NTA) tools that were provided by the GoA, with the
objective of enabling consistent predictions of habitat to support planning processes across the province.
However, it is important to note that the accuracy of the models is considerably lower later in the planning
horizon and the results past 50 years should be interpreted with caution.

Where possible, these tools were incorporated directly into the TSA models. This included the marten,
songbird, and Clarks nutcracker models. This approach reduces the time between scenario development and
habitat prediction while permitting targets to be established directly into the TSA model and PFMS. The
barred owl and grizzly bear models could not be processed directly in Patchworks due to the spatial modeling
requirements for these species and therefore were post-processed using the Patchworks outputs.

The habitat objective in the TSA was to limit the impact of timber management activities on wildlife habitat.
The majority of habitat metrics did not require active control in the model to achieve results within the
thresholds required by the GoA.
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3.10.1 Songbirds

Songbird metrics were derived from curves provided by the GoA (Figure 3-1) that define the relative
abundance of each songbird within each forest strata. These curves were then incorporated directly into the
Patchworks model to allow control and reporting within the model.

Figure 3-1. Songbird relative abundance curves (values shown here are scaled relative to the maximum RA in each
species).
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The curves provided by the GoA are delineated by distance from hard linear (HLIN) features, which are defined
as roads above a 0.5% density on a 7-ha grid. Each songbird species has a separate curve for each forest strata,
which describe the bird’s relative abundance over the life of each stratum.

The reporting for songbirds is non-spatial, using an area-weighted average relative abundance for each FMU.
These are tracked through the planning horizon and measured against the current conditions. If a species
drops more than 15% from its current condition, management actions, either strategic or operational, are to
be considered.

3.10.2 Clarks Nutcracker

Clark’s Nutcracker was identified as a species of interest to model as an indicator species for the C5 DFA, for
the following reasons:

Clark’s Nutcracker are currently ranked in Alberta as a Sensitive species and are highly correlated
with presence of 5-pine needle species (Limber and Whitebark Pine)

Current distribution of Clark’s Nutcracker covers a large portion of the CFP FMA, thus making it an
appropriate indicator for inclusion

While models for Clark’s Nutcracker are currently not within the Non-Timber Assessments, HSI
model from the Southern Headwaters At Risk Project (SHARP) for the same range as the Crowsnest
FMA is available (See Below)

Clark’s Nutcracker is a landscape indicator of semi-open, pine-dominated and Douglas fir leading
stands, which represents a gap that is not suitably covered by the current fine-filter indicator
species.

Clark’s Nutcracker was previously represented in both the C5 Forest management Plan as an
indicator used to inform the SHS, and the C5 Operating Ground Rules

Clark’s Nutcracker exhibits correlation with both Limber and Whitebark Pine (both listed as
Endangered), as well as Grizzly bear (due to its seed caching behaviour). It has a symbiotic
relationship with both whitebark and limber pine, as the Clark’s Nutcracker caches seeds up to
30km away, thus dispersing seeds to new environments.

3.10.2.1 Model

The Clark’s Nutcracker model is based on the HSI model developed by Blouin, et al. (2004)2. The model was
based on published and unpublished literature and expert opinion. The model has been further updated to
provide a better fit within the forestry context.

Clark’s Nutcracker are limited in their distribution by the presence of large-seeded pines, such as whitebark
and limber pine, and Douglas fir to a lesser extent. Whitebark and limber pine cones, can make up as much as
85% of the nutcracker’s diet, whereas Douglas fir can comprise up to 33%. The Clark’s nutcracker occupies

2 Blouin, F., B.N. Taylor and R.W. Quinlan. 2004. The southern headwaters at risk project. A multi-species
conservation strategy for the headwaters of the Oldman River. Volume 2: Species Selection and Habitat
Suitability Models. Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, Fish and Wildlife Division. Alberta Species at
Risk Reports, No 90. 99pp. Edmonton AB.
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open to semi-open coniferous forest (montane and sub-alpine). The open areas are used for caching of seeds
and subsequent retrieval by the birds. In the original model, Density classes (A, B, C, D) were linked to crown
closure for purpose of modelling. In this model, crown closures of greater than 70% (Density class D), are not
as suitable for Clark’s nutcracker, but some use may still occur. Crown Closure of less than 6% is not
considered forested in the AVI but may be used by birds for seed caching. As forest ‘openness’ changes with
time after harvest, a relationship between Clark’s nutcracker suitability and stand age was estimated,
emulating the above relationship. Clark’s nutcracker tend to cache seeds in proximity to the ‘parent’ tree, with
distances ranging from a tens of meters to kilometers away. As distances from whitebark or limber pine
increases, the use by nutcracker’s decreases.

The model is based on 2 factors:

- Species, Crown Closure and age (V2): In the HSI model, crown closure between 6%-50% (Density
Class A and B) represent open and semi-open habitats was given suitability of ‘1’, closures
between 51%-70% (Class C) had a suitability of ‘0.5’, closures of >70% had suitability of ‘0.25’ and
crown closure of less than 6% were given an index value of ‘0.1’. Species for this parameter is used
to interpolate growth rates, and not the species’ food used in V1.

The habitat suitability was estimated based on the age of forest and density (Open, A, B, C, D), and

it assumed that density would remain constant (planted at C densities, without thinning).

o For 5-needle pine (Pa) stands, it was assumed that stands naturally occur at A/B density, and
became suitable habitat once cones begin producing cones (> 20 years), generally increasing to
prime cone producing years (> 120 years)

o For Douglas fir (Pd) stands, it was assumed that similarly there is no value until after 20 years,
generally increasing in value to prime cone producing years (> 120 years). Density was
assumed to have a null effect.

o All Piand Sw stands have value of 10% of total value for Clark's Nutcracker. These stands
provide no forage, but values remain for caching potential. The expected rate of growth for
these species changes the timing for when the spruce/pine stand is most suitable for
Nutcracker. As a young spruce/pine stand grows in height, the maximum habitat potential is
reached by year 30-40 in low density stands, then declines as the spaces in the stand fill in.

- Distance from 5-Needle Pines (V3): An inverse linear relationship between Clark nutcrackers
suitability and distance from whitebark/limber pine in km is assumed by the model. An index value
of ‘1’ for distance of Okm, decreasing linearly to an index value of ‘0" at distances of 12km. Any
overlap of distance between stands should default to the closest stand.

Figure 3-2 shows the V2 curves in relation to stand density and species. For this purpose, mixedwood strata are
grouped with their associated leading conifer species (i.e. HwPIl and PIHw -> Pl, HwSx and SxHw -> Sw).

Figure 3-3 visualizes the relationship between distance to whitebark / limber pine stands and the V3 variable.
Nearly all forested landbase in C5 is within 2.5 km of a five-needle pine stand based on the AVI.

The calculation to determine habitat suitability is:
o HSI =Vv2*v3

The HSI model represents the capability of the forested landbase to support Clark’s Nutcracker and is the ratio
of the total habitat conditions divided by the optimal conditions. Unsuitable habitat has a HSI value of ‘0’,
while optimal suitability is represented by a value ‘1’.
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Figure 3-2. Clark’s Nutcracker HIS in relation to stand density and species.

Figure 3-3. Summary of the distance to five-needle pine stands for the forested landbase.
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3.10.3 Marten

The marten metric is included in the TSA models in the same fashion as the songbirds. The marten model uses
a Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) in place of relative abundance, but the methodology of reporting is the same.
The curves provided by the GoA are based on a set of strata defining combinations of aspen, pine and white
spruce, further split by site condition (Figure 3-4).

Figure 3-4. Marten Habitat Suitability Index curves.

3.10.4 Barred Owl

For barred owl, a separate habitat model is run outside of Patchworks using current and future landbase
conditions exported from the Patchworks model. Landbase conditions were then used to generate a series of
raster layers that define the following metrics:

Amount and distribution of older hardwood;

Amount and distribution of older white spruce;

Distance of each raster cell to disturbances (blocks younger than 30 years old);

Distance of each raster cell to old hardwood and white spruce (older than 90 years old); and
Area to perimeter ratio of forested stands greater than 30 years old.

ukhwnN e

Once these rasters were generated, they were combined together to generate a Resource Selection Function
(RSF) raster. The final step was to generate a breeding pair raster layer, which groups the RSF raster into 562
ha cells to determine if a breeding pair could exist within the larger area. The larger raster cells require a
specific combination of the five original raster values to count as a breeding pair.

As the barred owl model cannot be directly mimicked within the Patchworks model, direct control on
constraining for breeding pairs is not an option. In lieu of direct control, modifications were made to the
harvest sequence to minimize impacts to the barred owl.
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3.10.5 Grizzly Bear

Grizzly bear habitat was modeled using the fRI Research 2018 grizzly bear assessment tools (fRI Research
Grizzly Bear Program, 2019). Grizzly bear habitat was not explicitly modeled in the TSA, as the majority of
strategies are operational level strategies and the tools were not designed for direct incorporation in the TSA.
To capture the advice from GoA to mitigate impacts on grizzly bear, the TSA model controlled harvest block
patterns to be grouped as much as possible in the PFMS. While this is beneficial from an operations
perspective, it is also advantageous to grizzly bears as condensed harvesting reduces the amount of time that
roads are left open and used. A grizzly bear habitat strategy was developed for the PFMS (Chapter 7 — Plan
Implementation and Monitoring Section 8.2.1).

3.10.6 ECA Watersheds

Runoff from watersheds was evaluated by using the Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) methodology as outlined in
the Alberta Non-Timber Assessments in Forest Management Planning procedures. This method uses ECA
curves that match each volume strata curve. Each is based on using a value of one (1) at stand age zero, and a
value of zero (0) when the total volume yield curve reaches maximum periodic annual increment (PAI). An
example curve showing the volume and resulting ECA curve for the PL natural strata in FMU C5 is shown in
Figure 3-6. In this example, the ECA curve reaches zero at age 53. For all volume curve types, PAl is reached
between the ages of 50 and 75 (Figure 3-7).

Figure 3-5. Relationship between total volume and period annual increment for the natural stand pine curve.
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Figure 3-6. Example of ECA curve using the natural stand pine curve.

Figure 3-7. All ECA curves for FMU C5.
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Reporting for watershed ECA values is by watershed and for all watersheds in total. The total ECA value
(>(curve value * stand area)) for each watershed is divided by the total area of each watershed. The result is a
percentage where lower percentages represent watersheds with older forest and larger percentages represent
watersheds with young forests. These percentages are then classified into three classes:

1. Lessthan 30%;
2. Equal or greater than 30% and less than 50%; or
3. Equal or greater than 50%.

The initial conditions for ECA show one watershed above the 30% threshold, and one above 50% (Figure 3-8),
which are due to the Lost Creek wildfire. In the PFMS, the 20-year SHS was refined to mitigate the impact on
runoff by modifying harvest patters so that no watersheds were greater than 30% due to forest harvesting (see
Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring Section 7.2 for more information).
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Figure 3-8. Forest management watersheds with their initial ECA class.
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3.11 Target Weightings

The weighting of individual targets impacts the model’s ability to achieve the target values desired by the
management team. Greater weighting, relative to another value’s weighting, increases the probability a target
will be achieved. However, the weighting of the targets is not a mathematical process of determining the
actual weights but a process of attempting to obtain the desired outcome of the target values. Some targets
are desired to be even flow; some are required to meet a minimum or maximum, with fluctuations allowed
above or below the minimum or maximum; and still others can have significant deviation from the target value
and still be within accepted values. Once the desired effect is agreed upon, the weights are adjusted to
achieve the targets.

Some targets are difficult to achieve, and their weighting will be higher than that of other targets. Other
targets will achieve their values with very little encouragement, so very little weighting is required. The relative
weighting between targets does not reflect their relative importance but simply the weighting required to
achieve the desired outcome.
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4 Preferred Forest Management Scenario

The Preferred Forest Management Scenario (PFMS) is the recommended forest management approach to be
implemented over the next ten years. Once approved by the GoA, it will direct the amount and location of
timber harvesting and regeneration activities by all forest operators on the DFA for the period 2025 - 2035.

The PFMS was developed within the context of forest sustainability, representing a balance between timber
and non-timber values. It was developed and refined by CFP and the PDT over several months and it was
influenced by input from a wide range of interests, including representatives of Crowsnest Forest Products,
Alberta Forestry and Parks, Alberta Environment and Protected Areas, quota holders, First Nations from in and
around the FMP area, CFP’s Public Advisory Committee (PAC), and other public stakeholders. It reflects a
combination of previous decisions, numerical targets for values of interest, and biological and anthropogenic
assumptions with operational considerations. The PFMS is not solely the result of computer analysis but rather
an iterative refinement of model projections combined with human direction. PDT members combined model
projections with their knowledge of the forest and forest management to refine each successive scenario until
the overall results were deemed satisfactory to all involved.

The PFMS combines human-refined modeled outputs with implementation rules, such as those provided in
operational guidance provided throughout the 2025 FMP, updated Operating Ground Rules (OGRs), best
management practices and applicable federal and provincial legislation, regulations and policy.
Implementation and reporting guidance for the FMP is described in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and
Monitoring, along with all of the model outputs required for implementation.

There are two primary products derived from the PFMS that are required for FMP implementation: the
recommended harvest level and the SHS. While the PFMS contains a 200-year harvest sequence for long-term
modeling purposes, the SHS identifies harvesting locations for only the first 20 years of the harvest sequence:
it begins with the 2025/26 timber year and is divided into two periods representing years 1-10 (timber years
2025/26 to 2034/35) and 11-20 (timber years 2035/36 to 2044/45). SHS stands have been allocated to all
disposition holders, (i.e., CFP, 793128 Alberta Ltd., 770538 Alberta Ltd., and the CTPP program) based on
timber rights and operating area negotiations.

This section presents the PFMS in detail, including both strategic and operational targets, and their associated
results. The section is organized by indicator, with the action-based indicators presented first, followed by the
inventory indicators and the patch targets. The PFMS is represented by Scenario 9007. It was generated in the
Patchworks modeling environment using the yield curves, landbase, and timber supply assumptions described
in this chapter. Appendix VI TSA — Timber Supply Analysis contains a summary of scenarios leading up to the
PFMS for FMU C5.

4.1 Forest Products — Harvest Volume

Harvest volume is a major consideration in the development of the PFMS. This volume provides the supply of
logs to forest companies to operate their mills in an efficient and cost-effective manner. The coniferous
landbase for FMU C5 was used to determine even flow conifer harvest volumes.
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Harvest volumes reported in this chapter were calculated directly from Patchworks outputs. While strict even
flow targets were modeled, the PFMS has some small variation in 5-year periods, which is typical of
Patchworks and spatial models more generally.

The harvest levels from the PFMS and the associated allocations are summarized in Table 4-1. This table is a
subset of the complete table in Appendix |. These values are recommended for approval as the AAC levels for
the 2025 FMP.

Table 4-1. Recommended harvest levels for the PFMS.

Conifer Allocations
Crowsnest Forest

Products FMA2100047 87.8% 182,541 912,704
793128 Alberta Ltd. CTQC050002 1.7% 3,432 17,160
770538 Alberta Ltd. CTQC050005 4.4% 9,110 45,552
CTPP CTPP 6.2% 12,917 64,584
Total Coniferous 208,000 1,040,000

! Quadrant periods: May 1, 2026 - April 30, 2031 & May 1, 2031 - April 30th, 2036
4.1.1 Coniferous Harvest

The primary conifer harvest volume is even flow, on the total conifer volume (Figure 4-1).

Figure 4-1. Annual coniferous harvest volume for FMU C5.
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4.1.2 Deciduous Harvest

While no deciduous allocation currently exists for C5, a small area of deciduous landbase harvest was
sequenced in order to provide an AAC to drain against for road building and small harvests of the deciduous
landbase. The deciduous harvest sequenced in the PFMS is an even flow of 2,000 m3/yr from the deciduous
landbase. Secondary deciduous volume from the conifer landbase are also shown in Figure 4-2.

Figure 4-2. Annual deciduous harvest volume for FMU C5.

4.2 Forest Products — Harvest Area
4.2.1 Strata

The harvest strata are relatively evenly distributed (Figure 4-3). Pure pine (PL) provides the largest contribution
to the harvest area, followed by white spruce (SW) and Douglas-fir (FD). The harvest area by compartment,
strata, and age class is presented in Table 4-2.
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Figure 4-3. Area harvested by strata for FMU C5.
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Table 4-2. SHS Area in each compartment by strata and age class (conifer landbase only).

Crowsnest River

Pl 585 878 338 32 38 1,871 13 902 487 83 50 1,536
Sw 14 131 99 78 43 364 54 129 164 91 163 601
FD 1 32 35 3 0 72 5 197 49 50 28 329
MIX_PL 11 1 0 2 0 14 0 1 19 1 0 21
MIX_SX 1 0 8 0 0 9 3 14 10 0 0 27
Subtotal 612 1,043 480 115 80 2,331 74 1,244 729 225 241 2,513
Livingstone River

Pl 12 15 2 11 0 40 11 418 117 8 17 570
Sw 0 3 0 0 6 9 1 17 108 8 37 171
FD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIX_PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
MIX_SX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 12 18 2 11 6 49 12 438 225 16 54 745
Oldman River

Pl 158 295 103 596 154 1,307 13 189 93 182 159 636
Sw 16 146 64 333 720 1,278 21 81 181 126 429 839
FD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
MIX_PL 0 6 2 0 0 8 1 9 0 0 10
MIX_SX 0 7 0 0 0 7 10 4 1 0 0 15
Subtotal 174 454 170 929 874 2,601 45 284 275 308 590 1,502
Porcupine Hills

Pl 10 225 111 0 0 346 15 155 287 116 41 614
Sw 19 75 50 112 61 318 10 37 122 182 56 406
FD 105 614 541 86 189 1,534 19 50 288 176 81 614
MIX_PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIX_SX 12 3 7 0 0 22 8 4 0 0 0 12
Subtotal 146 917 709 199 250 2,220 51 246 697 473 179 1,646
Racehorse Creek

Pl 439 732 107 199 71 1,549 13 847 861 217 187 2,125
Sw 70 44 17 84 192 407 8 107 53 100 212 480
FD 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 4
MIX_PL 2 6 0 0 0 8 3 3 1 0 7
MIX_SX 2 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 2 0 0 5
Subtotal 513 784 125 283 263 1,967 27 957 917 318 402 2,621
Willow Creek

Pl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIX_PL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIX_SX 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DFA Total

Pl 1,205 2,146 661 839 262 5,112 65 2,510 1,845 605 455 5,481
Sw 118 399 231 607 1,022 2,376 94 371 628 506 898 2,498
FD 106 647 576 90 189 1,607 23 246 338 227 114 948
MIX_PL 13 13 3 2 0 31 3 17 20 1 0 41
MIX_SX 15 12 15 0 0 42 24 23 13 0 0 59
Total 1,457 3,217 1,485 1,537 1,473 9,168 210 3,167 2,844 1,340 1,467 9,027

4.2.2 Harvest Age

The harvest age for FMU C5 follows a pattern of general decrease starting at year 50, stabilising at around 100
years old for the last 100 years of the planning horizon (Figure 4-4). The minimum harvest age is 80 years old
for all strata, and the average stays above this minimum, indicating that the harvest level allows for active
growing stock to grow older than 80 years old.
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Figure 4-4. Harvest ages by strata for FMU C5.
4.2.3 Piece Size

The coniferous piece size in C5 remains between 2 and 3.5 trees/m? over for the planning horizon (Figure 4-5).
Piece size is lower at the beginning due to harvesting more older forest with larger trees, and piece size
increases as the average harvest age decreases. This piece size is acceptable to CFP operational specifications,
keeping in mind that this metric is an average based on yield curves and has been shown to be a very coarse
indicator of actual piece sizes.

Figure 4-5. Coniferous piece size for FMU C5.
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4.3 Forest Condition — Growing Stock

Two types of growing stock are reported: active and active operable growing stock. Active growing stock is the
total coniferous merchantable volume present on the active landbase at each point in time. The active
operable growing stock represents the merchantable volume from only those stands on the active landbase
that are above the minimum harvest age in that period, and thus represent the volume that is actually
available to be harvested in that period.

In general, the active operable growing stock is lower than the active growing stock. The two are very close

initially, as most of the forest is currently over 80 years old. Over time, the span widens as the forest moves to
a more regulated condition (Figure 4-7).

Figure 4-6. Active growing stock for FMU C5.
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Figure 4-7. Active operable growing stock for FMU C5.

The distribution of the active operable growing stock by strata can provide insight into forest dynamics. For
the FMU C5 coniferous operable growing stock, all strata follow a similar pattern of a steady decrease in the
first 70 — 90 years, followed by a stabilization for the remainder of the 200 years (Figure 4-8).

Figure 4-8. Operable conifer growing stock by strata for FMU C5.

38| Page
FINAL DRAFT



4.4 Forest Condition — Area Summaries

Forest condition summaries describe attributes as they are forecasted to exist under the PFMS on the active,
passive, and gross landbase over the planning horizon. The attributes describe the forest using age, strata, and
seral stage, in addition to non-timber attributes such as songbird and marten metrics.

4.4.1 Strata

The landbase area in each stratum on the active landbase is stable over time, as there is no conversion or
transitions between strata (Figure 4-9).

Figure 4-9. Strata area on active landbase for FMU C5.

4.4.2 Seral Stage

The forecasted seral stage distribution on the active landbase shows a general increase in immature stands
and a decrease in mature and old stands over the first 80 years. By year 130 the seral stages remain relatively
constant. The mature and very old stages are a significant portion of the area during this time, while the young
and immature stages dominate most of the planning horizon (Figure 4-10).
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Figure 4-10. Active landbase seral stages for FMU C5.

Looking only at the percentage of the active landbase that is in the old and very old seral stages, the pine,
spruce and mixedwood strata are all in the 4 — 6% range, while Douglas-fir is around 19% towards the end of
the planning horizon (Figure 4-12). Deciduous is much higher due to the lower level of deciduous harvest
sequenced. By area (excluding deciduous), pine has the most area of old and very old active landbase, followed
by Douglas-fir and white spruce.

Figure 4-11. Percent area of active landbase in Old and Very Old seral stage for FMU C5.
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Figure 4-12. Percent area of active landbase in Old and Very Old seral stage by strata for FMU C5.

Figure 4-13. Total area of active landbase in Old and Very Old seral stage by strata for FMU C5.

The overall percent of on-par conifer landbase that is in the old growth seral stage is between 28-32% towards
the end of the planning horizon (Figure 4-15) for conifer and mixedwood strata, which is above the provincial
Q25 threshold. The Q12.5 and 87.5 thresholds from the C5 specific NRV analysis (Appendix | — Annex VI —
Timber Supply Analysis) are shown in this figure as well.
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Figure 4-14. Area of ‘on-par’ landbase in Old and Very Old seral stage by strata.

Figure 4-15. Percent of ‘on-par’ landbase in Old and Very Old seral stage by strata.

4.4.3 Wildlife Habitat

This section provides a summary of the outputs for each of the wildlife habitat models. More in-depth
reporting on wildlife metrics is found in Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets.
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4.4.3.1 Songbirds, Marten, and Clark’s Nutcracker

Figure 4-16 through Figure 4-20 illustrate the C5 relative abundance (RA) of the four songbirds and the habitat
suitability index (HSI) of marten over the planning horizon. The green shading represents a change of +/- less
than 15% from current levels (range of low risk); the yellow indicates a -15 to 30% change (range of moderate
risk); and red shows a greater than -30% change (range of high risk). The brown creeper (BRCR) and the Clark’s
nutcracker maintain a relatively constant abundance over the 200-year horizon within the low risk range. The
varied thrush (VATH) RA and the marten HIS drop below the moderate risk threshold for periods within the
planning horizon but are within the low risk range for the majority of the 200-year period. Results of sensitivity
analyses that were conducted for moderate risk species are presented in Annex VI — Timber Supply Analysis.

The ovenbird (OVEN) RA decreases over the 200-year period and is in the moderate risk category for much of
the planning horizon. As relative abundance for ovenbird is generally the highest in deciduous forests (Figure
3-1), but with lower values in older forest, lack of harvesting in deciduous forests is causing the reduction of
ovenbird relative abundance. As discussed in Annex VI — Timber Supply Analysis, a sensitivity analysis was
conducted that illustrates that higher deciduous harvest levels keep relative abundance for ovenbird in the low
risk range. No other strategic mitigation strategies can be expected to have a positive impact on ovenbird
relative abundance in the absence of deciduous harvest.

Operational and strategic mitigation strategies will be applied for the species that do not meet the 15%
threshold (Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring Section 8.2.4 and 8.2.5).

Figure 4-16. Brown creeper relative abundance for FMU C5.
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Figure 4-17. Ovenbird relative abundance for FMU C5.

Figure 4-18. Varied thrush relative abundance for FMU C5.
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Figure 4-19. Marten habitat suitability index for FMU C5.

Figure 4-20. Clark’s nutcracker relative abundance for FMU C5.

4.4.3.2 Barred Owl

Barred owl results were compiled for the time periods of year 0, 10, 20, 50, 100 and 200. The barred owl
model was post-processed from Patchworks PFMS outputs. All time periods were run on the gross landbase,
which was aged appropriately for each time period processed.
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Figure 4-21 displays the number of potential breeding pairs and RSF values over the specified time periods. The
overall number of breeding pairs increases while the RSF values are fairly stable over time. The overall level of
barred owl in FMU C5 is small, and is expected to increase as a result of the PFMS, as the majority of the FMU
is pure coniferous strata and the deciduous forest that exists is mostly not harvested. The Barred Owl strategy
is presented in Chapter 7 — Plan Implementation and Monitoring Section 8.2.2.

Figure 4-21. Trend of barred owl potential breeding pair and RSF values over time and the percent change relative to
time zero.

4.4.3.3 Grizzly Bear

As directed by the GoA, specific reporting metrics are required for grizzly bear modeling (Table 4-3). The grizzly
model results generally shown an increase in primary habitat in the core zones, though also an increase in
primary sink in the Livingstone core zone.
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Table 4-3. Grizzly bear Habitat States model summary.

Primary 81,293 84,828 3,535 43 84,617 3,324 4.1
Secondary 11,550 8,495 3,055 265 7,995 3,555 30.8
. Non-Critical 19,210 18,788 422 22 20,329 1,119 5.8
o
S Second
Sf:;’ ndary 11,010 7143 -3,867 35.1 6,726  -4,284 389
2 Primary
< , 33,227 37,034 3,807 115 36,623 3,396 10.2
2 Sink
g Primary 2 2 0 0.0 2 0 0.0
= Secondary 14 13 -1 -7.1 13 -1 -7.1
>
5 Non-Critical 20,676 20,687 11 0.1 20,689 13 0.1
c
[=]
o Secondary
8 154 14 11 7.1 141 1 8.4
@ Sink > 3 3 8
=
rimary 23 24 1 4.3 24 1 4.3
Sink
Primary 4,087 4,785 698 17.1 5,535 1,448 35.4
Secondary 2,058 2,551 493 24.0 2,641 583 28.3
§ . Non-Critical 4,349 3,220 -1,129 -26.0 2,398 -1,951 -44.9
8 5
© o Secondary
£ , 1,106 1,061 45 4.1 1,074 32 2.9
Sink
;r::ary 1,521 1,504 17 11 1,472 -49 32

4.4.4 ECA Watersheds

In the first 10 years, there is a small area that falls into the 50+ and 30+ ECA disturbance categories due to a
previous wildfire (Figure 4-22). After the first 20 years though, there are no watersheds that exceed the 30%
threshold.
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Figure 4-22. Area weighted ECA values over 200 years for FMU C5.
4.4.5 HUC 10 Watersheds

The HUC 10 has no area over the 50% or 30% threshold over the 200 years, except for one watershed at year 0
which is due to a previous wildfire (Figure 4-23).

Figure 4-23. HUC 10 watershed analysis values over 200 years for FMU C5.
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4.4.6 Interior Old Forest

The interior old forest metric is the area on the gross forested landbase that is greater than 120 years old and
is in patches greater than 120 ha in size (Figure 4-24). As this metric is produced as the model is actually
running, it is used as a proxy for the actual buffered metric. The area in interior core patches increases in the
first 40 years of the planning horizon and then maintains approximately the same level for the remainder of
the planning horizon.

Figure 4-24. Interior old forest (area greater than 120 years old in patches greater than 120 ha).
4.5 Operational Constraints

Two modeling tools were used to improve the operability of the PFMS during and beyond the SHS period.
Improved operability beyond the SHS period was undertaken to incorporate the AAC impacts of current
operational behavior.

4.5.1 Opening Patch Size

Harvest blocks were controlled to achieve a distribution of sizes. Small harvest blocks less than 2 ha were
discouraged, with the majority of harvest blocks targeted for between 10 and 200 ha in size. The harvest patch
size is slightly larger in the first 20 years due to the operationalisation of the SHS. Figure 4-25 represents the
distribution of harvest block sizes in FMU C5.
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Figure 4-25. Harvest block size distribution for FMU C5.
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Appendix | = PFMS AAC Tables

This appendix contains the tables comprising Table 1 of Annex 1 from the Planning Standard required for AAC
approval. Draft table values are included and will be revised and completed during FMP review.
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Table 5-1. C5 2025 FMP Recommended AAC.

Conifer Allocations
Crowsnest Forest

Products FMA2100047 87.8% 182,541 912,704
793128 Alberta Ltd. CTQC050002 1.7% 3,432 17,160
770538 Alberta Ltd. CTQC050005 4.4% 9,110 45,552
CTPP CTPP 6.2% 12,917 64,584
Total Coniferous 208,000 1,040,000

! Quadrant periods: May 1, 2026 - April 30, 2031 & May 1, 2031 - April 30th, 2036

Table 5-2. Chargeability.

Net Landbase

. . Rights to Structure Variations (net Net Landbase Industrial
Coniferous Species Not . Structure . N
. . . Species Not . Retention (%) landbase not Variation: Salvage
Disposition Number Species Used Chargeable to Retention . . .
in AAC AAC Chargeable to (%) Accounted for  included in AAC, by Rights to Accounted for
AAC . in AAC covertype or by Timber in AAC
species)
FMAO0100038 ;Lbl,-tPI, Sb, Sw, N/A 3.0% 3.0% 0 0 N/A
Fd N/A 17.5% 17.5% 0 0 N/A
793128 Alberta Ltd. él;bl,-tPI, Sb, Sw, N/A 3.0% 3.0% 0 0 N/A
Fd N/A 17.5% 17.5% 0 0 N/A
770538 Alberta Ltd. (I;bl,_tPI, Sb, Sw, N/A 3.0% 3.0% 0 0 N/A
Fd N/A 17.5% 17.5% 0 0 N/A
crep Fb, Pl, Sb, W, /a 3.0% 3.0% 0 0 N/A
& Lt
Fd N/A 17.5% 17.5% 0 0 N/A
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1 FMP Components

1.1 Introduction

Previous chapters describe the process that led to the Preferred Forest Management Scenario (PFMS), which
prescribes forest management activities for the next 20 years and outlines the general planning direction for
the longer term.

Once approved, this Forest Management Plan (FMP) will replace the current C5 FMP 2006-2026. The strategies
outlined in this FMP will be followed by Crowsnest Forest Products Ltd. (CFP) and quota holders within the C5
Forest Management Unit (FMU). This chapter provides details for implementation of the PFMS, including
strategies to ensure objectives and targets are met.

The forest management strategies focus on the health and resiliency of the forest and its ability to support
biodiversity, watershed health, recreation, and a vibrant forest industry. As knowledge about forest
management and forest ecology increases through advances in research and development, and technology,
strategies can be adapted and improved with the ultimate goal of creating a healthier and more resilient forest
landscape.

1.2 About this Chapter

This chapter summarizes the following information to successfully implement the FMP:

e FMP implementation commitments;
e Alberta’s forest management planning hierarchy; and
e Operational planning guidance.

This chapter begins with a review of the planning hierarchy followed by a summary of the products developed
during the planning process that will guide FMP implementation. The chapter concludes by addressing:

e Access management;

e Timber harvesting;

e Silviculture;

e Forest protection;

e Protection of forest resources;
e Biodiversity;

e Monitoring; and

e Management strategies.

1.3 Performance Monitoring and FMP Commitments

This chapter focuses on FMP implementation commitments and strategies. The commitments and strategies
will become effective upon FMP approval and will remain effective for the duration of the FMP.
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1.4 Managing Uncertainty

The FMP implementation period spans 20 years and therefore must be flexible to deal with the uncertainty
that is inherent in any long-term planning process. Developments that may affect implementation include:

e New advancements, research results, events, and other changes not accounted for during FMP
development; and

e |naccuracy of long-term predictions.

The FMP includes strategies to deal with uncertainty, including allowable variance levels and associated
reporting (e.g., Spatial Harvest Sequence). Examples of potential events, and their impacts and responses are
described in Table 1-1.

Another approach for managing unexpected events is adaptive management (D'Eon, 2008), which is described
as a six-step cycle that involves assessing the problem, designing the plan, implementing the plan, monitoring
the results, evaluating the outcomes, and then adjusting subsequent plans.

The following examples demonstrate how adaptive management applies to FMP implementation:

e Research and development — New knowledge and improved technology.

e Stewardship reporting — Produced after the fifth year of FMP implementation and can trigger needed
changes for the remaining period.

e Public and First Nations consultation — Ongoing engagement with stakeholders allows opportunities to
identify and assess issues and design plans to addresses concerns.

Table 1-1. FMP uncertainty and potential responses.

Event Potential Impact and Response

Biodiversity management Regional Land-Use Framework plans may set thresholds and reporting
framework requirements.

Droughts, high severity wildfire, In the event of significant natural disasters, plans for the salvage and
snow damage, floods, insect and successful rehabilitation of those areas may include the involvement of
disease outbreaks and other other operators. Government of Alberta support and approval will be
natural disasters required for this strategy to be successfully implemented.

Given the age of DFA pine forests, and the proximity to known infestations,
there is potential for a future MPB outbreak.

Forest management in Alberta is a highly regulated industry and changes
to policy related to climate change could have a potential impact.
Monitoring and developing a process to meet any changes to policy may
materialize over the life of this plan.

Species recovery and or species Changes in an individual plant or animal species population could influence
decline changes in forest management approaches.

Mountain Pine Beetle

Climate change policies

2|Page
FINAL DRAFT



2 Planning Hierarchy

The Government of Alberta (GoA) is responsible for defining the forest management planning structure in
Alberta. In addition to area-based planning, it has also introduced provincial strategies, such as Integrated Land
Management (ILM) and regional planning, to guide lower-level plans and achieve more coordination between
land users, with a view to minimizing environmental impacts and improving forest stewardship.

These concepts are embodied in lower-level plans required of timber harvesting operators within Alberta,
including Forest Management Agreement (FMA) holders: General Development Plans (GDP) and Annual
Operating Plans (AOP). GoA approval of these plans authorizes the companies to execute planned forest
management activities for the stated timeframe.

Based upon a GoA framework and FMP direction, CFP works with the other operators and the GoA to develop
timber harvest planning and operating ground rules (OGRs). OGRs guide the content and implementation of all
operational plans.

2.1 Integrated Land Management

ILM is Alberta’s strategic planned approach to managing and reducing the human-caused footprint on public
land (Government of Alberta, Accessed March 2024). It is an over-arching strategy that guides all levels in the
planning hierarchy. The goals of ILM are to foster a stewardship ethic among all land users and reduce land-use
disturbances and footprint by requiring shared resource planning. Alberta’s ILM policy informed the Land-Use
Framework (LUF) regional plans that in turn steer the direction of the FMP and lower-level plans.

2.2 Regional Planning

Alberta’s LUF regional plans provide direction for ILM throughout the province. The Defined Forest Area (DFA)
is entirely within the South Saskatchewan region (100%) The 2014 — 2024 regional plan for the South
Saskatchewan region was released in 2014 and it underwent amendments in 2017 and 2018. (Chapter 3 —
Landscape Assessment Section 2.6 for more details). At the time of writing the FMP, the South Saskatchewan
Regional Plan is undergoing a 10 year review , as required.

The South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP) provided strategic direction for this FMP. The SSRP sets the
stage for robust growth, vibrant communities, and a healthy environment within the region over the next 50
years. Specifically, the plan specifies that in the Green Area, public land is managed for timber production,
wildfire protection, watershed, resource development, wildlife and fisheries, tourism recreation and other
uses. Alignment between this FMP and the SSRP was a driving force when reassessing the Values Objectives
Indicators and Targets for the management plan (see Chapter 1 — Corporate Overview and Forest Management
Approach, Section 4.1 and Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets for more detail on SSRP
integration).

2.3 Integrated Resource Plans

The DFA is influenced by several sub-regional and local integrated resource plans that provide strategic
direction for the FMP.
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Integrated Resource Plan — Sub-Regional:

e Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Land Footprint Management Plan;

e Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Recreation Management Plan;

e (Castle River Sub-Regional Integrated Resource Plan; and

e Livingstone-Porcupine Hills Sub-Regional Integrated Resource Plan.

Integrated Resource Plan — Local (surrounding the DFA):

e Eden Valley Local Integrated Resource Plan; and
e Crowsnest Corridor Local Integrated Resource Plan.

2.4 Forest Management Plan

The Forest Management Plan (FMP) is a long-term, forest-level plan that:

e Provides long-term, general direction for forest management within the DFA, with more specific
guidance for the FMP period;

e Establishes a set of values and objectives for the DFA and identifies indicators and targets (i.e., VOITs)
for measuring the success of forest management activities over the FMP period (the preferred forest
management scenario (PFMS) is derived from the VOITs);

e |dentifies the monitoring requirements necessary to evaluate FMP indicators and targets;

e Determines the annual allowable cut (AAC); and

e Generates the spatial harvest sequence (SHS) for the FMP period that is consistent with the PFMS.

Successful implementation of the FMP relies on coordinated operational planning to translate the forest-level
values, objectives and strategies into operational realities. Operational constraints may impact the ability of
operators to fully implement the FMP. The impact of these constraints should be evaluated within the context
of the overall FMP management objectives.

2.5 General Development Plan

The General Development Plan (GDP) provides a comprehensive description of proposed forestry operations
for up to the next five years. The plan guides integration with other timber disposition holders defining where
forestry operations will occur to assist in communication to the public, interested parties, and Indigenous
consultation.

The GDP reflects the objectives of the FMP while providing operational flexibility to allow changes to address
emerging situations. The primary components are the spatially delineated harvest areas, access roads,
watercourse and waterbody crossings, and variance from the SHS.

2.6 Annual Operating Plan

The Annual Operating Plan (AOP) provides a comprehensive description and operating schedule for proposed
activities for the current year. The AOP is the stage of the operational planning process in which activities
approved in the GDP are further refined to meet all required expectations and are ready for implementation.

4|Page
FINAL DRAFT



The plan includes fire control and silviculture components which can be submitted individually under a
separate cover.

The approval of an AOP authorizes the timber disposition holder to proceed with the proposed forest
management activities.

2.6.1 Fire Control Plan

A fire control plan is submitted annually to the GoA. It outlines all activities and preparations related to fire
prevention, detection, reporting, pre-suppression and suppression.

The plan describes proposed operations, such as harvesting, planting, and surveying during the fire season, as
well as locations of bush inventory and satellite volumes. Suppression training activities and fire equipment
inventory are identified and included, along with detailed emergency contact information.

2.6.2 Silviculture Component

The reforestation program (or silviculture program) contains reforestation prescriptions by stratum, and a
schedule of treatments for the upcoming year. It identifies silviculture systems, strategies and tactics, and
operational silviculture details for all new harvest areas.

It also may describe any silviculture treatments planned for existing regeneration, such as manual tending, as
well as any reclamation activities that may be undertaken. The annual reforestation program is essential to
ensuring all blocks receive adequate reforestation within the provincially mandated timeframe of two years
following harvest.

2.6.3 Road Use and Reclamation Plan

Roads are one of the most significant components of forest harvesting operations. Coordination and
integration of road design and construction plans with other resource operators is part of the road planning
process. Roads are constructed and reclaimed within the required time period, otherwise a disposition will be
applied for.

2.7 Alberta Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules

The Alberta Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) define the practices used in planning
and conducting timber harvest operations that constitute the methods used to implement decisions made in
the FMP. Their purpose is to provide direction to timber operators, setting standards and guidelines for timber
harvest, road development, reclamation, reforestation and integration of timber harvesting with other forest
uses.

The standards direct almost all components within the forest management planning hierarchy, including the
GDP, AOP, and reforestation program. The GoA provides a provincial framework for the OGRs but requires
FMA holders to develop FMP area-specific addendums, usually within six months of FMP approval. The area-
specific addendum for Crowsnest Forest Products was updated in April of 2024. After submission of this FMP
the current addendum will need to be appropriately updated.
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2.8 Reporting

Performance monitoring and reporting will be conducted at both the operational and strategic levels through
GDPs, AOPs, and the Stewardship Report. Reporting requirements were established as a component of the
VOITs (Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets).

CFP and the Plan Development Team (PDT), along with First Nations, the Public Advisory Committee, and
public stakeholders, all had roles in developing the VOITs. Chapter 5 provides the implementation and
monitoring commitments for each VOIT, including details on reporting requirements, responsibilities, and
timeframe (i.e., FMP or Stewardship Report). For VOITs where it was required, reporting based on the PFMS
forecasting can be found in Chapter 5 — Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets, Section 4.

Many of the VOITs are addressed through successful implementation of the OGRs but some require specific
strategies and procedures to guide successful implementation. All the VOITs are summarized in Table 2-1with
the specific strategies provided later in this chapter. VOIT reporting is completed by CFP. Where required, all
operators will provide the necessary data upon request.

Table 2-1. Overview of VOIT implementation.

VOIT VOIT Description Influences What? Strategy to Implement
1-1.1.1.1 Seral stage distribution FMP — PFMS & SHS  Follow SHS, report at next FMP
2-1.1.1.2a Opening patch sizes FMP — PFMS & SHS  Follow SHS, report at next FMP

3-1.1.1.2b Landscape fragmentation FMP — PFMS & SHS  Follow SHS, report at next FMP
Access strategy (Access & Road Corridor

Minimize primary access Access & Road

4-1.1.1.3a . Plan), reporting at next Stewardship Report
(DLO) Corridor Plan; OGR
and FMP
4-2-11.133 Minimize access to Access & Road Access strategy, annual tracking, and
o maintain biodiversity Corridor Plan; OGRs  reporting at next Stewardship Report
Minimize .
Access strategy, annual tracking, and
5-1.1.1.3b seasonal/temporary OGRs - Access . .
. reporting at next Stewardship Report
motorized access
Minimize .
Access strategy, annual tracking, and
5-2-1.1.1.3b seasonal/temporary OGRs - Access . .
. reporting at next Stewardship Report
footprint access
Minimize

Access strategy, annual tracking, and

5-3-1.1.1.3b  seasonal/temporary near OGRs - Access . .
reporting at next Stewardship Report

stream access

Pre-harvest block assessment, annual

6-1.1.14 Uncommon plants OGRs - Harvesting tracking, and reporting at next Stewardship
Report
Fire Salvage Planning and Operations -
7-1.1.1.5a Wildfire habitat OGRs - Harvesting Directive No. 2007-01, reporting at next
Stewardship Report
8-1.1.1.5b Blowdown habitat OGRs - Harvesting GDP, reporting at next Stewardship Report
9-1116 Riparian habitat OGRs -'Harvesting OGRs, reporting at next Stewardship
& tending Report

Structure Retention Strategy, reported at

10-1.1.2.1a Stand level retention OGRs - Harvesting .
Stewardship Report
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VOIT VOIT Description Influences What? Strategy to Implement
OGRs, reporting at next Stewardship

11-1.1.2.1b Downed woody debris OGRs - Harvesting
Report
12-1122 Sensitive sites: mineral OGRs - Harvesting OGRs, SOP, reporting at next Stewardship
o licks, nests, dens & silviculture Report
L . OGRs, Code of Practice for Watercourse
Minimize water crossing OGRs - Water . .
13-1.1.2.3 . . Crossings, reporting at AOP and next
impacts crossings .
Stewardship Report
. Follow SHS, access strategy, wildlife
- . . PFMS - Wildlife ) )
Wildlife species and fish . strategies (grizzly bear, barred owl, marten,
14-1.2.1.1 . strategies SHS, ) . . .
habitats songbird, whitebark and limber pine)
OGR: access
report at next FMP
15-13.1.1 In-situ ger?etic CPP, SHS Coordinate with CPP partners, reporting at
conservation next Stewardship Report
Once a controlled parentage program
. . CPP, seed becomes available, collect seeds from
Ex-situ genetic . .
16-1.3.1.2 . requirements and underrepresented seed zones and species
conservation . L . .
collection combination, reporting at next Stewardship
Report
Summary of consultation (as applicable) at
17-14.1.1 Transboundary values PFMS .
next Stewardship Report
18-2111 Reforest all harvested PFMS, OGRs - Annual Reforestation program, updating
o areas Silviculture ARIS, reporting at next Stewardship Report
PFMS, regenerated  AOP, FMP Silviculture direction,
19-21.19 Obtain MAI targets yield curvm'es, reforestation program, Refo'restation
reforestation Standards of Alberta, updating ARIS,
program reporting at next Stewardship Report
o . GoA tracking of withdrawals and areas
Limit conversion of .
20-2.1.2.1 PFMS returned to the landbase, reporting at next

ductive landb
productive landbase Stewardship Report

21-2.1.2.2 Track insect and disease GoA health surveys  Reporting at next Stewardship Report

. Noxious weed Adherence of the OGRs, tracking summary
22-2.1.3.1 Control non-native plants )
program of OGRs at next Stewardship Report
Minimize roading and OGRs, GDP, reporting of ground rule
23-3.1.1.1 OGR - Access . .
bared area deviation at Stewardship Report
OGR - Soil
24-3.1.1.2 Minimize soil erosion o I OGRs, reporting at Stewardship Report
guidelines

Follow SHS, reporting at next Stewardship

25-3.2.1.1 Limit water yield increases PFMS, SHS, OGR
Report and FMP

OGR — Riparian,
26-3.2.2.1 Maintain riparian buffers SHS P OGRs, reporting at next FMP
27-5.1.1.1a Appropriate AAC PFMS FMP approval
(a) Reduce Fire Behavior .
. . Follow SHS, reporting on area harvested at
Potential (FBP) in PFMS, SHS |
. Stewardship Report
28-5.2.1.1 community zones .
Follow SHS, reporting on area harvested at
(b) Reduce FBP across the  PFMS, SHS )
DEA Stewardship Report
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VOIT VOIT Description Influences What? Strategy to Implement

Operational FMP Communications Implementation
29-5.2.2.1 Integrating other uses planning (GDP, Plan, FMP Chapter 7, reporting at next
AOP) Stewardship Report
Maintenance of scenic Operational FMP Chapter 7, Visual Quality Strate
29-2-5.1.1.2 planning (GDP, . P ’ 'y &y,
values reporting at next Stewardship Report
AOP)
Encroachment onto Operational FMP Chapter 7, Forest Encroachment
29-3-5.2.2.2 planning (GDP, Strategy, reporting at next Stewardship
grasslands
AOP) Report

Post-harvest transitions, reforestation
program, RSA program, reporting at next
Stewardship Report and FMP
Consultation plan, Record of Consultation

Regenerated yields,

30- 5.2.3.1 Maintain LRSYA L
silviculture

VOITs, Indigenous

31-6.1.1.1 Indigenous Consultation ] (ROC) log for the GDP, reporting at next
consultation plan .
Stewardship Report
L . VOITs, Public Public Involvement Program, reporting at
32 -6.2.1.1 Public input opportunities . .
consultation plan next Stewardship Report

2.9 Strategies for Guidance

The following list represents some of the primary strategies and guidance documents that were developed as
part of the FMP process:

e Annual Allowable Cut (Section 4.1);

e Communication and Consultation Plans (Annex Il);
e Fire Protection Strategy (Section 6.1);

e Forest Health Strategy (Section 6.2);

e Watershed Management Strategy (Section 7.2);

e Structure Retention Strategy (Section 4.6 and Appendix | — Structure Retention Strategy).
e Grizzly Bear Habitat Strategy (Section 8.2.1);

e Barred Owl Habitat Strategy (Section 8.2.3);

e American Marten Strategy (Section 8.2.4)

e Songbird Strategy (Section 8.2.5)

e Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout Habitat Management Strategy (Section 8.2.6 and Appendix
IV — Habitat Conservation Strategy: Cold-Water Fish);

e Whitebark Pine and Limber Pine Strategy (Section 8.2.8)

e Visual Quality Strategy (Section 4.9 and Appendix Il — Visual Quality Strategy);

e FireSmart Strategy (Appendix Ill — C5 FMU FireSmart Management Process);

e Forest Encroachment Strategy (Appendix V and Appendix VI); and

e Invasive Plants Program (Appendix VII).
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2.10 Preferred Forest Management Scenario

The Preferred Forest Management Scenario (PFMS) is the outcome of the planning process and represents the
forest management objectives and strategies developed for the 2025 FMP. VOITs guide both the development
of the PFMS and its implementation.

The PFMS is modeled in the forecasting stage and implemented using strategies and tactics described
throughout Chapter 7. The AAC, SHS, road access, and harvesting and reforestation strategies are all part of
the PFMS. The PFMS will be successfully implemented through the forest management strategies referenced
in this chapter, enabling CFP to achieve its sustainable forest management objectives.

2.10.1 Annual Allowable Cut

The GoA establishes the annual allowable cut (AAC) based on the timber supply analysis, which is part of the
PFMS. Upon approval of the timber supply analysis, an AAC will be established for FMU C5 and allocated to
each operator based on their timber rights. The AAC is regulated through 5-year or 10-year time periods,
determined by the GoA for each operator. Strategies for charging the timber harvested by each operator are
included in Section 4.1.4.

2.10.2 Spatial Harvest Sequence

The Spatial Harvest Sequence (SHS) is a key component of the FMP, providing linkages from the FMP to
operational planning and implementation on the ground. The SHS describes the stands that are to be
harvested over the first decade (i.e., timber years 2025 to 2035) and the stands that are likely to be harvested
over the second decade (i.e., timber years 2035 to 2045). Crowsnest Forest Products, Company 793128 Alberta
Ltd., and Company 770538 Alberta Ltd. have timber rights within the C5 FMU at the time of writing this plan
and have SHS associated with their rights. There has also been SHS allocated to the Coniferous Community
Timber Program (CCTP).

The SHS is derived from the PFMS and reflects the selected management strategies, VOITs, and the AAC.
Adherence to the SHS on the ground ensures that FMP targets can be achieved.
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3 Access Planning and Development

The planning, construction, maintenance, and reclamation of access roads plays a key role in forest
management. Roads provide access for personnel and equipment to plan, harvest, reforest, and monitor
activities. Road construction, maintenance, and reclamation are conducted while minimizing erosion and
protecting water quality.

3.1 Access Planning

Currently, a combination of forestry, oil and gas, and municipal and provincial roads provide access to and
throughout the FMP area. In keeping with past practices, operators intend to limit construction of new
permanent access within the FMP area.

Access planning strategies are utilized by the operators to ensure planned access meets the following
objectives:

Minimize area of productive forest lost to access development;

Integrate road use;

Maintain soil and water quality;

Maintain habitat, wildlife and other resource values (i.e., limiting open access);
Provide safe roads for staff, contractors, other commercial users and the public;
Minimize access development costs;

Reclaim roads when appropriate; and

Minimize impacts to wetlands.

PN A WNPRE

Access planning strategies include:

e Reuse of existing access;

e Improve/upgrade existing access (if required);

e Minimize length of new road construction;

e Joint access development;

e Minimize the number of watercourse crossings;

e Select appropriate watercourse crossing locations and structures;

e Use of best management practices;

e Reclaim temporary roads that are no longer needed; and

e Follow requirements associated with access control, timing constraints, etc.

Strategies that address safety concerns include:

e Appropriate road signage; and
e Stakeholder consultation/communication regarding log haul.

Evaluation of the of length of time an access road is needed is a part of forest management and situations may
arise where existing access options do not meet the needs of CFP. In this situation CFP would review options
based on current legislative, forest policy and OGR requirements to determine the best access strategy.
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Additional details regarding CFP road planning, construction, maintenance, reclamation and monitoring can be
found in the Operating Ground Rules.

3.2 Watercourse Crossings

Watercourse crossings, if not properly designed, can create physical barriers to the movement of fish and
other aquatic biota along watercourses. Roads and ditches are designed to intercept and transport sediments
away from crossing sites to maintain watercourse integrity. Bridges with sediment trapping wing wall
structures are used to protect the integrity of perennial watercourses.

3.3 Corridor Plan

Existing access infrastructure throughout the DFA was reviewed to determine how the SHS can be accessed.
Using GIS, a review was conducted on how the midpoints of different watersheds within the compartments
could be accessed.

As the SHS is being implemented, CFP will review if long-term or short-term access is needed along with
ground truthing of the potential access path. Figure 3-1 shows the location of existing access infrastructure
that will be utilized on the DFA area, including possible new access corridors.

There is a 9km portion of historic constructed road (Lost Creek Road, 33km total length) identified on Figure 3-
1 which is not currently held under a disposition. To access the SHS, CFP is pursuing a DLO disposition with the
intent of maintaining long-term access along this route.

The roads presented on the map below may not be drivable by an on-highway vehicle due to access controls or
unmaintained sections. Access management strategy for control of access is a complicated and dynamic
process in terms of both implementation and enforcement, involving road reclamation, gates and other
physical barriers. As new roads are developed, CFP will work with the GoA to ensure that access controls are
being put into place as required.
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Figure 3-1. Crowsnest Forest Products’ access corridors.
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4 Timber Harvesting

4.1 Annual Allowable Cut

Upon the GoA’s approval of the FMP, the Annual Allowable Cut (AAC) will be established from the
recommended harvest levels associated with the PFMS.

4.1.1 Recommended AAC Levels

The recommended coniferous and deciduous AAC levels for the 2025 FMP period (May 1, 2025 to April 30,
2035) for FMU C5, at 15/11/30 utilization for conifer, are summarized in

Table 4-1. There is currently no deciduous allocation within the C5 FMU. Further details on the harvest levels
and AAC determination are documented in Chapter 6 — Preferred Forest Management Strategy.

Table 4-1. Crownest Forest Products’ 2025 FMP Recommended AAC.

AACVolume Allocation ~ Quadrant
Company Disposition % m3/yr Volume!
Conifer Allocations
Crowsnest Forest Products FMA2100047 87.8% 182,541 912,704
793128 Alberta Ltd. CTQC050002 1.7% 3,432 17,160
770538 Alberta Ltd. CTQC050005 4.4% 9,110 45,552
CTPP CTPP 6.2% 12,917 64,584
Total Coniferous 208,000 1,040,000

1 Quadrant periods: May 1, 2026 - April 30, 2031 & May 1, 2031 - April 30th, 2036

4.1.2 Deciduous Volume Management

As outlined in Section 14(1) of the Forest Management Agreement, deciduous timber will be managed for its
contribution to other resource values on a landscape level. There is no obligation to utilize or salvage
deciduous timber resources.

Additionally, Clause 7(1)(d) states that the Company has the right to harvest deciduous timber from stands
managed for coniferous production, provided that the deciduous harvest has been approved under the Annual
Operating Plan (AOP).

An estimate of potential incidental deciduous volume will be included in the AOP, and CRP will track, report,
and pay dues for any felled or destroyed deciduous volume.

4.1.3 AAC Reductions in TSA

The following AAC reductions were accounted for in the modeling process during PFMS development:

e Cull (1.23% conifer, 9% deciduous).

e Seismic lines (applied as a polygon level area reduction). Roughly 1% across the forested landbase.
e Structure Retention — refer to the Stand Level Structure Retention Strategy (Appendix I):

o Douglas-Fir stratum (Fd): 17.5%

o All other strata: 3%
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4.1.4 AAC Tracking

All timber harvested on the DFA will be charged according to the following procedures:

e Mill Deliveries — Each operator must deplete the volume harvested from FMU C5 against their AAC
allocation. This volume is determined through an approved GoA methodology.

e Watercourse and Pipeline Crossings — Each disposition holder will tally the number of box cribs built
each year. A merchantable volume per crossing will be calculated. Deciduous timber used counts toward
the deciduous AAC depletion. Volume is submitted on a TM-7 at the end of each timber year or other
date sanctioned by the GoA, as long as all volume is reported by the end of the quadrant.

e Other Land-use Industrial Dispositions — If industrial salvage is processed by CFP[CFP will deplete 100%
of the land-use volume. This volume is based on actual deliveries and is determined through weigh
scaling and sampling and submitted on a TM-7 at the end of the timber year. Salvaged timber from
industrial dispositions that is delivered to other mills will need to be tracked by the GoA if applicable.

4.2 Harvest System and Methods

CFP uses a variable edge, patch harvest system that seeks to follow existing natural stand patterns whereby
structure is left standing throughout the harvest areas (structure retention). Both tree-length and cut-to-
length systems are used, but currently, tree-length is the predominant system.

4.3 Spatial Harvest Sequence

The SHS is a product of the FMP process that supports non-timber assessment values that have been modeled
(e.g., grizzly bear, songbirds). Adherence to the SHS ensures these values are being maintained according to
thresholds approved by the GoA. The SHS describes the stands that are to be harvested over the first decade
(i.e., timber years 2025 to 2035) and the stands that are likely to be harvested over the second decade (i.e.,
timber years 2035 to 2045). Operators have been assigned SHS stands, dictating where harvesting will occur
over the designated timeframes. The SHS acts as the initial harvest design, to be refined during plan
development to address additional, detailed non-timber values.

4.3.1 SHS Variance Tracking

During development of the GDP, the SHS is refined to meet the operational requirements. Factors outside of
CFP control or knowledge at the time of FMP development (e.g. Mountain Pine Beetle, forest fires, sensitive
sites, operational constraints) lead to SHS variances. If these variances occur, they will be managed through
processes outlined in the CFP OGRs. Pre-harvest, a summary of the variance is provided in the GDP submission.
Post-harvest, a summary of the variance is reported in the Stewardship Report. Variance is monitored and
reported by compartment, by period, and by strata with deletions and deferrals reviewed during future FMP
development for incorporation into subsequent spatial harvest sequences.

4.4 Harvest Season

CFP conducts its harvest operations year-round with the exception of spring break-up. Harvesting that occurs
during the summer months will be conducted in areas that have soil characteristics that are naturally resistant
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to disturbance. Harvesting efforts in the winter allows CFP to operate in a greater variety of sites because of
frozen ground conditions.

4.5 In-Block Roads

Conducting forest harvesting operations requires the development of temporary roads within harvest blocks.
CFP will attempt to minimize the amount of area that is disturbed during operations. In-block roads that are
reclaimed are considered part of the block for silviculture operations and when RSA surveys are completed.

The total area covered by temporary roads, bared processing areas, and soil displaced during timber
harvesting operations shall not exceed 5% of each harvest area without Alberta’s approval. Blocks less than 7
ha or narrow blocks (averaging less than 100 metres from boundary to boundary) may exceed 5% with these
blocks reported on the as-built.

4.6 Structure Retention

Emulating natural disturbances is a key component of sustainable forest management. In the Rocky Mountain
forests of Alberta, fire is the predominant natural disturbance agent. Historical fire patterns, along with the
forest structures and patterns they create, serve as a guide for replicating natural disturbances in forest
management activities.

The structure retention strategy aims to emulate natural patterns, provide diverse wildlife habitat, contribute
to maintain biodiversity, provide operational flexibility and ensure safety, incorporate both in-block and
proximal (out-of-block) retention, and balance economic and environmental trade-offs.

CFP recognizes the importance of structure retention on the landbase. In collaboration with the PDT, CFP
developed a structure retention strategy to guide retention placement, measurement, and reporting within
the DFA. This strategy establishes distinct retention targets for the Douglas fir forests (Fd forests) and
Lodgepole pine/other non-Douglas fir forests (non-Fd forests).

The structure retention strategy applies to all timber operators harvesting in the DFA. For further details, refer
to Appendix | — Structure Retention Strategy.

4.7 Harvest Opening Inspections

Companies carry out inspections of active timber operations and report this information to the GoA, to
demonstrate compliance with the OGRs. Minimum inspection criteria includes:

e Area associated with in-block roads and landings;
e Presence of rutting;

e Adherence to utilization requirements;

e Maintenance of riparian buffers;

e Adherence to structure retention targets; and

e Adherence to any special conditions.

CFP continually monitors its harvest and silviculture operations to ensure compliance with the Timber Harvest
Planning and OGRs and conducts formal post-harvest inspections.
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4.8 Non-Timber Assessment Values

Non-timber assessment (NTA) values were modelled during SHS development but must also be addressed
during the various stages of FMP implementation such as GDP and AOP development. In addition to the OGRs,
FMP-specific strategies were developed to guide harvest planning. These strategies are described in Sections 6,
7, and 8.

4.9 Visual Quality

CFP’s approach to visual quality is to plan forest activities that are compatible with the character of the DFA
landscape. A healthy forest ecosystem depends on a continuous cycle of renewal. Disturbances such as fire,
insects, disease and blowdown are natural events that create forest renewal and ecosystem diversity.

In a managed forest such as the DFA, harvesting emulates natural disturbance patterns because harvesting
removes merchantable trees to create forest renewal. A well-managed forest compliments natural disturbance
with wise use of forest resources. Many of the areas within the DFA are at risk to mountain pine beetle
infestation and high severity wildfire. Both disturbances present the most significant threat to visual quality.

4.9.1 Visual Quality Mitigation

Visual quality management measures are to be considered for high visual sensitivity harvest areas, located
within the foreground. As operational plans are drafted; harvest areas with high foreground visual quality
rankings will be assessed and consulted on to identify mitigation measures and to reduce potential adverse
visual quality impacts.

4.9.2 Visual Quality Measures

The following measures will be taken:

e High sensitivity visual quality 