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6.2 Slashburning

6.2.1 Introduction

Making a decision about prescribing slashburning for a particular site is
very complex. Many factors need careful consideration. Slashburning can
be an effective management tool when used under the right conditions, but
it can also have very detrimental effects if used incorrectly. One of the
most important considerations is the potential impact of slashburning on
forest productivity. Maintaining site productivity is the foundation of
ecologically sound slashburning prescriptions (Beese 1992).

Slashburning removes organic matter from a site, resulting in a
loss of nutrients. Nitrogen loss is the most important because: 1) organic
matter contains most of the site N capital, 2) N is the most common
limiting nutrient in coastal forests, and 3) natural N additions (through
biological fixation and precipitation) are slow. The amount of N lost
through burning is proportional to the amount of forest floor consumed by
fire (Little and Ohmann 1988). Slashburning may expose mineral soil,
which may lead to surface erosion and further nutrient loss and other
resource impacts (e.g., reduced water quality). Removal of organic matter
through fire may also decrease the water-holding capacity of some soils.
The potential impact on productivity depends on factors that are specific
to a site.  Soil with limited nutrient capital distributed mainly in the forest
floor is most sensitive to nutrient loss; a dry site with limited water-
holding capacity is most sensitive to increased moisture loss; an inherently
erodable soil is sensitive to mineral soil exposure.

A five-class rating system (Table 25) is used to estimate the
sensitivity of a particular site to slashburning.  These classes are identified
in the field using a key (Appendix 7).

TABLE 25. Site sensitivity classes

Code Class

VH very high sensitivity
H high sensitivity
M medium sensitivity
L low sensitivity
VL very low sensitivity
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6.2.2 Site Sensitivity to slashburning

VERY HIGH SENSITIVITY

Characteristics:

• Very shallow organic or mineral soils (< 25 cm) on rock outcrops
and adjacent slopes, and/or

• Fragmental or very skeletal soils (> 80% coarse fragment content in
surface layer).

Potential impact of fire: Fire will likely result in severe soil degradation
and reduced regeneration potential. Fire will consume much of the forest
floor, which accounts for the bulk of the soil water-holding capacity and
nutrient reserve. Removal of the forest floor exposes the underlying
bedrock or coarse fragments, or exposes mineral soil to erosion.  Potential
growing site will be lost and regeneration hampered.

Comment: Slashburning should be avoided on these sites.

HIGH SENSITIVITY

Characteristics:

• Very dry to fresh, nutrient-very poor to -poor sites that have forest
floors less than 20 cm thick and well-developed Ae horizons, coarse
particle size, and/or shallow soils (< 50 cm deep).

• Very steep slopes (> 80%) subject to potential surface erosion.

Potential impact of fire: Removal of the forest floor and protective
vegetative cover will likely have a high impact on the soil.  Critical soil
nutrient capital will be lost, moisture-holding capacity of upper soil layers
will decrease, and surface erosion may be accelerated. The effect on site
productivity will likely occur early in the rotation.

Comment: Organic matter must be conserved on these sites.
Generally, slashburning should be avoided; however if it is prescribed, it is
critical that fire severity is low, with the bulk of the forest floor being
preserved.
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MEDIUM SENSITIVITY

Characteristics:

• Dry to moist, nutrient-poor to -medium sites that have forest floors
less than 20 cm thick, soils with high organic matter content and
well-developed Ae horizons, or soils with low organic matter content
with weak or absent Ae horizons, > 50 cm depth, and/or particle size
not coarse.

• Steep (50-80%) slopes, or moderately steep (33-50%) slopes with
silty soils subject to potential surface erosion.

Potential impact of fire: Removal of the forest floor and protective
vegetative cover will likely have a moderate impact on the soil. The effect
will be similar to High sensitivity sites but the impact will be less
pronounced. Site productivity will likely be affected in the long term.

Comment: Organic matter should be preserved on these sites.
Slashburning prescriptions should aim for low severity, with the bulk of
the forest floor being preserved.

LOW SENSITIVITY

Characteristics: Fresh to wet, nutrient-medium to -very rich sites that have
gentle to moderate slopes (< 50%); moderately deep to deep soils, and;
soils affected by seepage, high water tables, or flooding; or Mull or Moder
(with Ah) forest floors and coarse soil particle size, or moist and thick
forest floors (> 20 cm); or thin forest floors and high soil organic matter
content.

Potential impact of fire: Under the prevailing conditions, fire tends to
remove a small fraction of the forest floor. This loss, in relation to the
total forest floor depth and/or to the quantity of organic matter in the soil,
will likely have a low impact on site productivity.

Comment: Slashburning can be an effective tool for site preparation and
short-term vegetation control on these sites. However, high-severity fires
that consume a significant portion of the forest floor should be avoided.
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VERY LOW SENSITIVITY

Characteristics: Fresh to moist, nutrient-medium to -very rich sites that
have moderately deep to deep soil, thin Moder or Mull forest floors with
well-developed Ah horizons; soil particle size that is not coarse, gentle
slopes, and soil affected by seepage, high water tables, or flooding.

Potential impact of fire: The bulk of the site nutrient capital and soil
water-holding capacity is contained in the mineral soil. Removal of the
forest floor will likely have an insignificant impact on site productivity.

Comment: Slashburning can be an effective tool for site preparation and
short-term vegetation control on these sites.

6.2.3 Application

Site sensitivity is an important criterion when making ecologically sound
slashburning decisions. Some additional considerations include the
following:

• Ensure that the slashburning decision is consistent with regeneration
plans, particularly the preferred species and method of regeneration.
For example, high-elevation sites classed as "low sensitivity" are not
suitable for slashburning because regeneration plans call for natural
and advance regeneration of Hm, Yc, and Ba.

• Specify slashburning objectives that are consistent with the site's
sensitivity to fire. For example, conservation of the forest floor is
critical on sensitive sites.

• Develop a slashburn prescription designed to meet the stated
objectives. Make sure the prescription and objectives are achievable
given the site and fuel conditions, expected weather, etc.

• Plan and execute the slashburn carefully using accurate, on-site
information.

• In general, if slashburning is deemed to be a suitable option, the
prescription should be designed to achieve the lowest impact fire that
still meets silvicultural objectives (Beese 1992).
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Slashburning decisions must be made on a site-specific basis;
therefore, site sensitivity must be assessed for all the important units
recognized in a proposed block.  Complex blocks containing a mix of high
sensitivity and low sensitivity sites are problematic because slashburning
cannot be applied in a localized fashion.  Options that may be used to
avoid damaging the more sensitive block components include: deleting the
sensitive areas from the block, harvesting in a way that reduces slash loads
and thus the need for slashburning, and using mechanical site preparation
to create plantable spots.

6.2.4 Background information

B.C. Ministry of Forests. 1985. A guide to prescribed broadcast burning in
the Vancouver Forest Region. B.C. Min. For., Vancouver, B.C.

Hawkes, B.C., M.C. Feller, and D. Meehan. 1990. Site preparation: fire.
In Regenerating British Columbia's forests. D.P. Lavender et al.
(editors). University of British Columbia Press, Vancouver, B.C.

Lindbergh, S. 1990. Effects of prescribed fire on site productivity: a
literature review. B.C. Min. For., Land Manage. Rep. No. 66,
Victoria, B.C.
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6.3 Site Productivity

Site index classes are used to rank relative productivity of site series
(Figure 12). Four classes (roman numerals I to IV) are displayed on the
site productivity and competing vegetation grids in this section. The
information was derived from 930 plots representing stands suitable for
site index estimation (<120 years, even-aged, undamaged).  The classes
are derived from "average" site index values calculated for site
associations using general recommended tree species.  Classes are
described using "box plots" showing the distribution of site index data for
major coniferous tree species (Ba, Cw, Fd, Hw, Ss) in each class.

Class I

  0   20 181   66    14n -

Class II

73 38 287  322   74n -

Class III

20    19 157 46    15n -

Class IV

  0     24 0   23     0n -

FIGURE 12. Site index (SI) classes and the distribution of species-
specific SI data (SI from Mitchell and Polsson 1988).
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A box plot (Figure 13) provides a graphical summary of the
distribution of observations, indicating the median (middle value), the
central 50% of the data, and the range of values (maximum and
minimum).

FIGURE 13. Graphical conventions used in box plots.

The information presented in this section gives a general
indication of the productivity potential of a site series.  It is important to
recognize the variability encompassed by the site index classes.  Rather
than focusing just on the median, you should consider that each class
represents a range in site index for a species. The range shown in the
"box" represents 50% of observations and is a reasonable indication of the
central tendency of the available data.  Expect to be in the upper range of
the data if you are in a "better quality" example of a site series (e.g., a
particularly rich, well-aerated version of CWHxm/07). Expect to be in the
lower range for poorer quality examples of a site series (e.g., a coarser
textured, drier version of CWHxm/01). It is also important to consider the
site series when evaluating species-specific site index information for a
class. For example, information for Fd in class III is irrelevant on CwSs -
Skunk cabbage sites in the CWHdm (site series # 12) where Fd is
unsuitable. For special sites, cottonwood productivity potential is
portrayed using the site index classes shown in Table 26 (from McLennan
1991).

TABLE 26. Cottonwood site index classes for special sites

SI
class

SI range
(m/15 yrs)

I > 22
II 18 - 22
III 12 - 17
IV < 12

Maximum

Minimum

Median
50% of
observations
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6.4 Competing Vegetation Potential

The competing vegetation potential indicates the potential of a site to
produce post-logging vegetation communities that may affect crop tree
establishment and growth. A two-part rating is shown for each site series
on the site productivity and competing vegetation grids in this section.
The first part of the rating system (e.g., VH/3) is the severity rating, while
the second part (e.g., VH/3) indicates the competing vegetation complex.

Four classes are recognized in the severity rating:

L    - low
M   - medium
H    - high
VH - very high

This rating reflects the general level of post-logging site
occupancy and growth by non-crop vegetation, and the potential effect on
crop tree  performance.  High and very high ratings apply where
vegetation development significantly decreases growth and survival of
crop trees. Medium ratings apply where vegetation affects crop tree
growth but does not significantly reduce regeneration survival. In general,
the severity rating increases with increasing availability of soil moisture
and soil nutrients. High to very high classes characterize fresh to wet,
nutrient-rich to -very rich sites. Exceptions include medium classes for
salal and Vaccinium spp., which tend to dominate on nutrient-poor to 
-medium sites.

While the severity rating provides a general estimate of
vegetation potential, the actual development after harvesting depends on a
number of factors such as the amount and type of disturbance, understorey
development prior to harvest, and availability of seed and re-sprouting
buds.

The vegetation complexes  include 7 of the 22 major vegetation
complexes recognized by Newton and Comeau (1990) for harvested sites
in B.C. (Table 27).  Each complex includes one or more related species
that have the potential to affect conifer performance. This portion of the
rating is intended to give a general indication of the type of vegetation
community that can be expected to develop after harvesting. Variation in
species will occur; that is, not all species will occur on all
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indicated sites. A more specific estimation of a site series' vegetation
potential may be obtained from the vegetation tables  (Section 5.0) and
from field observations of similar harvested sites. No competing
vegetation complex is shown for sites with low severity ratings.

TABLE 27. Vegetation complex codes

No. Name Major species

1 Cottonwood -
alder

cottonwood
red alder
salmonberry
red-osier dogwood

devil's club
red elderberry
thimbleberry

2 Bigleaf maple bigleaf maple
3 Red alder -

shrub
red alder
vine maple
thimbleberry
salmonberry

red elderberry
devil's club
currant spp.
sword fern

4 Salal salal
5 Mixed shrub thimbleberry

red raspberry
black twinberry
Douglas maple
Sitka alder
falsebox
red elderberry

devil's club
false azalea
willow spp.
red-osier dogwood
fireweed
lady fern
bracken fern

6 Ericaceous
shrub

white-flowered
rhododendron

false azalea
huckleberry
blueberry

7 Dry shrub Saskatoon
ceanothus
falsebox
soopolallie

snowberry
ocean-spray
Pacific ninebark
beaked hazelnut

8 Subalpine herb Sitka valerian
arrow-leaved
groundsel

Indian hellebore
woodrush
fireweed



201

The potential competing vegetation and site productivity
information for a site series is presented on the grids in the following
format:

03

III       M/4

Site index
class

Potential
competing 
vegetation

Severity
Vegetation
complexcode



Grid No. 1 :  CDFmm Grid No. 2 :  CWHdm 

VD 0 

VD 1 

MD 2 

MD 3 

MD 4 

SD 5 

F 6  

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 



Grid No. 3: CWHds1 Grid No. 4: CWHds2 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4 

M 5 

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
A B C D E 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

A B C D E 

Very 



Grid No. 5: CWHmm1 Grid No. 6: CWHmm2 

MD 0 

SD 1 

SD 2 

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
Very 

A B C D E 

MD 0 

SD 1 

SD 2 

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

Very 



Grid No. 7 :  CWHms1 Grid No. 8 :  CWHms2 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
Very 

A B C D E 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

Very 



Grid No. 9: CWHvh1 Grid No. 10: CWHvh2 

SD 0 

SD 1 

F 2  

F 3  

M 4  

VM 5 

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor 
A B 

Medium 
C 

Rich Rich 
D E 

Very 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D  E 



Grid No. 11: CWHvm1 Grid No. 12: CWHvm2 

MD 0 

SD 1 

SD 2 

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
A B C D E 

~ 

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
Very 

A B C D E 

MD 0 

SD 1 

SD 2 

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

* M / 4  on salal phase 

Very Very Very 



Grid No. 13: CWHwh1 

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
A B C D E 

Very 

SD 0 

SD 1 

SD 2 

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Grid No. 14: CWHwh2 

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

SD 0 

SD 1 

SD 2 

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  



Grid No. 15: CWHws2 Grid No. 16: CWHxm 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
A B C D E 

VD 0 

MD 1 

MD 2 

SD 3 

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 
A B C D E 

Very Very 



Grid No. 17: ESSFmw Grid No. 18: IDFww 

SD 0 

SD 1 

F 2  

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

VD 0 

VD 1 

VD 2 

MD 3 

MD 4 

SD 5 

F 6  

W 7  



Grid No. 19: MHmm1 Grid No. 20: MHmm2 

SD 0 

SD 1 

F 2  

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E  

SD 0 

SD 1 

F 2  

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 



Grid No. 21: MHwh 

Soil Nutrient Regime 

Very 
Poor Poor Medium Rich Rich 

Very 

A B C D E 

SD 0 

SD 1 

F 2  

F 3  

F 4  

M 5  

VM 6 

W 7  



FLOODPLAINS 

High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

Grid No. 22 

CDFmm 

Grid No. 24 

CWHds2 

SI class for Act in square. 

Grid No. 23 

CWHdm, CWHds1, CWHxm 

High 
Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

Grid No. 25 

CWHmm1 



High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 
Bench 

FLOODPLAINS 

Grid No. 26 

CWHms1, CWHms2 

* SI class for  Act in square. 

Grid No. 27 

CWHwh1 

High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

High 

Bench 

Medium 

Bench 

Low 

Bench 

Grid No. 28 

CWHvh1, CWHvh2 

Grid No. 29 

CWHvm1 



FLOODPLAINS SITES WITH STRONGLY 

FLUCTUATING WATER TABLE 

Grid No. 30 Grid No. 31  

CWHws2 
Winter 

CDFmm 
Summer 

SMR 

High 
Bench 

Medium 
Bench 

Low 
Bench 

*SI class for Act in square. 

VM 

W 

VW 

Winter 
SMR 

VM 

W 

VW 

Medium to very rich soil nutrient regime 

* SI class for Act in square. 

Grid No. 32 

CWHdm, CWHxm Summer 
SMR 

F 

M 

VM 

Medium t o  very rich soil nutrient regime 

* SI class for Act in square. 

SMR



SPECIAL SITES 

SHORELINE / OCEAN SPRAY SITES 

Grid No. 33  

CWHwh, CWHvh 

SD 

F 

SD-F 

M 

W 

Rocky 

headland 

Old 

Beachplain 

Very poor to medium soil nutrient regime 

Rocky 

headland 

Marine 

terrace/scarp 

Fluctuating 
brackish 
water 

Rich to very rich soil nutrient regime 

a Site series number for CWHwh. 

b Site series number for CWHvh. 
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6.5 Ground-based Harvesting

6.5.1 Introduction

Ground-based harvesting systems have the potential to cause significant
site degradation if poorly planned and used under the wrong conditions.
Soil compaction, displacement of productive surface soils, and surface
erosion are some of the potential impacts of ground-based harvesting that
can lead to reduced site productivity. Minimizing site degradation depends
on carefully matching the harvesting strategy to the site conditions.
Assessing site sensitivity is an important step in determining the
suitability of ground-based harvesting systems. The following sections
describe a method of estimating this site sensitivity and how to apply the
information to harvesting decisions. (Strategies for planning harvesting
operations on steep, potentially unstable terrain can be found in Chatwin
et al. [1991]).

6.5.2 Site sensitivity to ground-based harvesting

The site sensitivity assessment has three components: slope, terrain, and
compaction.  In each component, a sensitivity rating is indicated, which
reflects the potential impact of ground-based harvesting on site
productivity. Sensitivity ratings are low - L, moderate - M, and high - H,
with a site's sensitivity based on its most limiting feature.

SLOPE

Slope affects the amount of area affected by bladed skidroads.  In general,
soil displacement associated with skidroad contruction becomes
unacceptable on slopes steeper than 30%.

TERRAIN

L< 30 %  - > 30 %  - H

Smooth, regular terrain

Complex, irregular terrain

L

H
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Complex terrain results in much greater soil displacement from skidroad
construction because of alignment limitations.  Sensitivity increases as
terrain becomes more irregular and complex.

COMPACTION6

Compaction sensitivity is assessed for the dominant soil texture and
coarse fragment content in the upper 30 cm of mineral soil. If a
pronounced textural change occurs within the upper 30 cm (e.g., sandy
over silty), then use the more limiting texture, providing it amounts to
more than 5 cm of the top 30 cm. All organic soils (> 40 cm of wet peaty
or mucky material) have high compaction sensitivity.

Compaction sensitivity relates to a soil's ability to support heavy
weight without significantly changing its physical properties.  Greater soil
"strength" is associated with coarse textures, high coarse fragment
content, and high initial density. Soil water acts as a lubricant between soil
particles and decreases soil strength. Thick fibrous forest floors (> 20 cm)
and heavy slash can support considerable weight and thus provide some
protection to underlying soil.

                                                                   
6 Modified from Lewis et al. (1993).

SOIL TEXTURE
(0 - 30cm)

Fragmental
coarse fragments > 70%

Sandy

Loamy

Silty

Clayey

S, LS

SL, L

Si, SiL

CL, SiCL, SiC, C, SC

HAZARD RATING
SMR 0-5 SMR 6-7

L

L

M

M

H

H

H

Wet season

M

H

wet season from October to May on all sites

C
oa

rs
e 

fr
ag

m
en

ts
 <

70
%
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6.5.3 Application

The general suitability of ground-based harvesting systems according to
site sensitivity is:

• High sensitivity: avoid ground-based systems
• Medium sensitivity: lower-impact ground-based systems 

acceptable (e.g., hoe-forwarding, low 
ground pressure skidders); designated 
skidtrails preferred to facilitate 
rehabilitation

• Low sensitivity sites: ground-based systems acceptable

Site sensitivity reflects potential harvesting impacts; actual
impact depends on site conditions during logging, and on the nature and
quality of the logging practices (Lewis et al. 1991).  Even Low sensitivity
sites can be significantly affected if harvested improperly (e.g., multiple
passes, wet weather, blading away protective organic material and surface
mineral horizons).

The following pointers will help minimize site degradation
during ground-based harvesting:7

GROUND SKIDDING

• Time operations to drier soil conditions; have an alternative if
conditions are not appropriate.

• Do not run equipment in wet areas; fall away and line logs out of wet
areas.

• Run on slash where possible.
• Keep the blade up; avoid unnecessary excavation and scalping.
• Keep passes over the same ground to three or less unless on

designated skidtrails.
• Stop operations if rutting >15 cm is occurring.
• Use designated skidtrails for Low to Moderate sensitivity sites or for

areas requiring multiple entries. Machine traffic is restricted to
properly built skidtrails, with all logs lined to trails.

• Only use dispersed skidding on Low sensitivity sites.

                                                                   
7 Modified from Laird and Green (1993).
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HOE FORWARDING/FELLERBUNCHING

• Minimize the number of passes on trails (1-3 passes) by scheduling
refueling and maintenance.

• Avoid wet areas.
• Avoid scalping or excavating soil.
• Use then remove puncheon.
• Stop operations if rutting >15 cm is occurring.
• Orient trails along the contour.
• Time operations during drier soil conditions; have an alternative if

conditions are not appropriate.

6.5.4 Background information

Additional information on harvesting strategies to minimize site
degradation can be found in the following references:

Butt, G. and T.P Rollerson. 1988. Prediction of forest soil compaction. In
Degradation of forest land: "Forest soils at risk". Proceedings of the
10th B.C. soil science workshop, February 1986. J.D. Lousier and
G.W. Still (editors.). B.C. Min. For., Land Manage. Rep. No. 56,
Victoria, B.C.

Chatwin, S.C., D.E. Howes, J.W. Schwab, and D.N. Swanston. 1991. A
guide for management of landslide-prone terrain in the Pacific
Northwest. B.C. Min. For., Land Manage. Handb No. 18, Victoria,
B.C.

Laird, R.M. and R.N. Green. 1991. Site degradation guidelines for the
Vancouver Forest Region. In Pre-harvest silviculture prescription -
procedures and guidelines for the Vancouver Forest Region,
Vancouver Circular VR91-554.

Laird, R.M. and R.N. Green. 1993. Understanding coastal forest site
degradation - a "tailgate" seminar for operators. B.C. Min. For.,
Victoria, B.C. Unpubl. rep.

Lewis, T. and the Timber Harvesting Subcommittee. 1991. Developing
timber harvesting prescriptions to minimize site degradation. B.C.
Min. For., Land Manage. Rep. No. 62, Victoria, B.C.
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6.6 Pest Risks of Major Conifer Species8

Insects, diseases, and mammals are normal components of forests.  Each
of these groups of organisms plays a role in ecosystem processes, such as
nutrient cycling and forest succession.  When their activities negatively
affect forest management objectives, however, they are deemed to be
pests.  Timber harvesting and silviculture activities greatly affect the
incidence and impact of forest pests.  To help minimize pest-related losses
and maximize forest productivity, managers need to be aware of the
effects of various forest management activities.  The most critical stage to
assess and prescribe treatments for pest problems is during the
development of pre-harvest silviculture prescriptions.  A prescription that
does not adequately account for potential pest impacts can greatly erode
forest productivity.  Conversely, the proper assessment of, and
prescription for, pests may substantially improve the yield from a site.

The following pest risk tables are based on information and
experience of forest health specialists within the Ministry of Forests and
Forestry Canada.  The tables refer to the major pest species that are most
likely to be important when prescribing a commercial conifer species for
reforestation.  Additional pest species may need to be considered when
dealing with atypical circumstances or tree species.  This information is
intended to help field personnel assess a "reasonable pest risk" when
developing silviculture prescriptions.  This represents a first
approximation of pest risks that will be fine-tuned as more data become
available.

The tables provide host-specific ratings of the expected risk of
pest impacts in a biogeoclimatic subzone or variant.  The persistent or
periodic nature of these pests is also indicated.  Pest risk is a function of
occurrence, intensity, and impact of the pest.  A high risk rating within a
specific biogeoclimatic variant indicates that there is a high probability
that the pest will occur and cause unacceptable levels of damage if the
stands involved are susceptible or will become so.  Susceptibility is
influenced by tree species, age, climate, stand conditions, etc.  Risk
ratings are not comparable between types of pests; for example, a high
rating for an insect is not comparable to a high rating  for a disease.  A
legend explaining symbols used in the tables is shown in Figure 14.

                                                                   
8 Prepared by J.G. Fournier, Forest Pathologist,  and D.G. Heppner, Forest
Entomologist, Ministry of Forests, Vancouver Forest Region.
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FIGURE 14. Legend for symbols used in pest risk tables

low

medium

high

PEST  INCIDENCE

persistent periodic 

? -  assessment speculative or pest activity
   anticipated but significance unconfirmed

FOREST

PEST
RISK

Donna Lindenberg
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