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1 Introduction: 
 
The Landscape Unit Planning Guide (1999) (LUGP) provides a framework for landscape unit 
planning on the crown lands of British Columbia.  Initial phases of landscape planning such as; 
designating areas as Resource Management Areas (RMA), defining landscape unit (LU)  
boundaries and designating biodiversity emphasis (BEOs) for each landscape unit have been 
enshrined in law for the entire Kootenay region through the Kootenay-Boundary Higher Level 
Plan Order (HLPO).  The LUGP provides procedures for preparing landscape unit objectives 
and strategies, including six elements of biodiversity, however clearly states the priority is to 
establish the spatial location of Old Growth Management Areas (OGMAs) and Wildlife Tree 
Retention (WTR) targets in every landscape unit.  The spatial location of OGMAs are 
established to maintain biodiversity elements at the landscape level while the WTR targets are 
set to maintain elements at the stand level. 
 
The HLPO has provided direction through Objective (5) on the spatial deployment of the seral 
targets to complement other recognized values in the Kootenays.  This report documents the 
methods and logic developed to implement the (HLPO) objectives for old and mature seral 
biodiversity objectives in Tembec’s TFL 14.  Various local ecological projects have been used to 
enhance the deployment logic applied to produce the accompanying data tables and spatial maps 
of the results.   
 
Two old and mature deployment logics have been assessed within this project; a baseline version 
of data tables and maps, consistent with approved logic from MSRM, and a second version of 
data tables and maps that used logic to incorporated additional ecological values (Tembec logic).   
It is recommended that the Tembec logic be incorporated as meeting legal objectives of the 
HLPO. 
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2 Background:   
 
In 2002 TFL 14 developed a “Reserve and Recruitment Strategy” (Ferguson, 2000) for meeting 
the requirements of the Forest Practices Code “Biodiversity Guidebook”.  Many of the guidelines 
of the Biodiversity Guidebook have since been adopted into the HLPO.  Since that time, 
amendments to the HLPO have modified the amount and where the seral targets should be 
applied within TFL 14.  Therefore, a complete inventory of old growth forests on the TFL was 
completed by a Tembec consultant (Matrix), the MOF and WLAP to support a ‘re-deployment’ 
analysis.  Since implementation of the HLPO, TFL 14 has been managing old growth objectives 
by aspatial calculations, avoiding the “High Value” areas identified in the inventory and by 
following the intent of the “Reserve and Recruitment Strategy”.     
 
The Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM) has the mandate of “Landscape 
Unit Planning”, and has set a goal of 2005 for legally establishing the conserved seral patches by 
landscape unit.   
 
During the Timber Supply Review 3 process (TSR 3) MSRM provided guidance for an 
algorithm based, spatial deployment of the seral requirements for both the Invermere and 
Cranbrook TSAs.  The algorithm used, was based on a logic “script” developed by MSRM in 
conjunction with the TSR 3 project coordinator, and attempted to model the intent of the HLPO 
as closely as possible.   TSR 3 analysts Forsite Consultants, used the script to develop a spatial 
coverage of the Old and Mature seral objectives.  This deployment coverage is what will be used 
by MSRM for legal establishment in the TSAs, unless another more comprehensive product is 
completed.    
 
The purpose of the TSR 3 spatial coverage was to take a certain area of productive forest out of 
the landbase for timber supply modeling purposes.  However, it was recognized that although the 
coverage would be suitable for use in a TSA wide TSR analysis, further refinement of this 
coverage would provide a more operationally and biologically sound deployment. 
 
The HLPO specifically has provided opportunity through Objective 5 (5) and 5 (6) for the 
integration of ecological information to be used in the spatial deployment of the seral goals.  
Section 5. (6) on the deployment of “old” seral speaks to “ unless other conservation values such 
as protection of rare or under represented old growth forests would be adversely affected.”    
 
Other conservation projects have been completed in the Rocky Mountain Forest District (RMFD) 
and within Tembec’s TFL 14 that have been incorporated into a seral deployment script to meet 
the objectives of the HLPO and to be considered by MSRM for legal establishment.  Specifically 
the projects include:  

 
• Old seral biological rankings completed by Licensees, MOF and WLAP staff. 
• Ecological Representation in the East Kootenay Conservation Program Study 

Area (2004) completed by R. Wells et. al. 
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• The designation of Endangered Forests (EF) and High Conservation Value 
Forests (HCVF). 

• Mapping of high Value Avalanche zones, and associated grizzly cover. 
 

To be cognizant of the timber supply impacts as described by the deputy Ministers of MOF and 
MELP in the 1999 memorandum entitled Achieving Acceptable Biodiversity Timber Impacts, 
inclusion of the following data layers has occurred.  

 
• TSA wide merchantability mapping. 
• The cut block layer of the latest Forest Stewardship Plan. 

2.1 Project Objective:   
 

The project objective is to develop a spatial coverage of old and mature seral forests within 
Tembec’s TFL 14 consistent with the Kootenay Boundary Higher Level Plan Order 
(KBHLPO), but also enhanced with available conservation data from local ecological 
projects where available. 

 

2.2 Ecological Projects 
 
Old seral biological rankings completed by the Licensees, MOF and WLAP staff.  A forest 
cover age class map was developed for each landscape unit in the Invermere Forest District.  
Using these maps, supported by orthophotos and stereo pairs, logical potential old growth 
management area candidates were drawn.  Arial flights then observed and recorded  for each of 
the polygons; Species composition,  Dominant Age Class, Abundance of large size trees, 
Abundance of Veterans, Abundance of Snags, Condition of the Snags (broken/dead tops), 
amount of visible course woody debris, Presence of multiple canopy layers, Presence of canopy 
gaps, percentage of stand composed of avalanche shoots, slope %,  Dominate aspect, Stand 
health, presence of water, presence of aboreal lichen, and connectivity value (local and regional).  
The flight observers based on the discussion of all of the old attributes discussed, assigned a 
ranking to the polygon of Poor, Low, Moderate, Good or Excellent.  A portion of the polygons 
were then sampled from the ground to confirm the air calls.  The final product from the project 
was an Invermere TSA and TFL 14 inventory ranking of old growthness for all old seral patches 
identified. 
 
Ecological Representation in the East Kootenay Conservation Program Study Area 
completed by R. Wells et. al.  (2004).  The representation study of the East Kootenays was 
conducted in support of determining the extent to which different ecosystem types were 
represented in the NHLB versus the THLB. Ecological risk is assumed to be greater for those 
ecosystem types with less representation in the NHLB.  The project identifies rare and 
uncommon ecosystems within the study area, to be incorporated into various resource 
management plans.  The project conducted extensive analysis of vegetation plot data to 
determine ecosystem types (groupings of site series), and used a predictive ecosystem map 
(Ketchison 2002) to spatially locate these groupings within the East Kootenay.   The report 
presents data on the total area and percentage of each ecosystem type within the NHLB. 
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Ecosystem types are rated (low, moderate, high, very high) as to their representation in the 
NHLB, and as to their relative rarity.  Areas that have relatively very little representation or 
which are very rare are considered a priority for conservation and strategies to address them have 
been included into Tembec’s Sustainable Forest Management Plan (SFMP). 
 
The identification of Endangered Forests (EF) and High Conservation Value Forests 
(HCVF).  An inter-agency group of experts from government, forest licensee, and environmental 
representatives (NGO) are developing a map coverage of areas for the Invermere TSA area to be 
considered for management priority.  Generally, HCVFs are defined as areas of high ecological 
or social significance, due to concentrations of biodiversity values, rare, threatened or 
endangered ecosystems, large landscape level forests, forests that provide basic services of 
nature, or forests fundamental to meeting basic needs to local communities or the traditional 
identify of local communities (ProForest 2003).  Endangered Forests have been defined loosely 
as a subset of HCVF which require protection or restoration to maintain their values. As of 
February 18, a draft map of candidate areas addressing ecological values was available.   
 
Endangered forests (EF) areas were identified as areas having very little previous industrial 
development (unroaded) and contained other high value ecological attributes, such as excellent 
ranked POGMAs.  It is assumed very little harvesting will occur in these areas.  HCVFs areas 
have been identified as being more within the working landbase, however contain a large amount 
of ecological values and therefore should have individualized management objectives and 
strategies developed for them.   
 
 
Mapping of high value avalanche zones, and associated grizzly cover.  An avalanche track 
mapping and evaluation project was conducted in TFL 14 by Matrix consulting.  The resulting 
map coverage of ranked avalanche tracks was used as the basis to apply buffer zones consistent 
with the Tembec SOP for Grizzly habitat management.  Tembec and Matrix teamed up to make 
the buffer zone coverage for this exercise. 
 

2.3 Operational and Timber supply considerations 
 
TSA merchantability mapping.  A stand level merchantability algorithm has been developed in 
the East Kootenays that has been applied to the project area (Thomae 2001).  The resulting map 
coverage provides stand rankings from positive net economical returns to negative return stands.  
The algorithm includes a variety of inputs regarding the standing inventory, access and appraisal 
inputs.  Although, division planners indicate that it may not be accurate enough for individual 
stand operational decisions alone, if used across the Landscape unit it can provide an analysis of 
trends. 
 
The latest Forest Stewardship Plan.  The current management plan’s exhibit ‘A’ and CP  
blocks have been removed from the forest cover in this project.  All blocks are considered logged 
and the forest cover has been labeled as AC 0.  Substantial investment has occurred to develop 
and advertise these blocks, and they have met the obligations of the HLPO during the time of the 
district manager approval. 
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2.4 Caribou Management zones 
The initial draft of the Tembec logic the HLPO caribou managements zones were used as one of 
the priorities in the script for old seral deployment.  However, during discussions with MSRM1 it 
was noted that specific caribou managements plans would take precedent over this script process 
and any reserves created through that process would be used to modify the OGMAs selected 
here.  Therefore, the final version of the script does not use the caribou area as a selection 
priority, however it should be noted that further refinement of the OGMAs in caribou areas (Buhl 
Creek) may be required to integrate a Caribou Management plan in the future.  This is the same 
approach used in the Golden TSA. 

 

3 Methods: 
 

3.1 Phase 1.  Develop Draft Maps and area summaries 
1)  The digital coverages and hardcopy reports of the following related projects for the 

applicable LU’s were obtained and used to make a resultant planning file: 
 

• High Conservation Value Forests (HCVF) and Endangered Forests (EF), 
February 18 2005 draft; 

• Ecological Representation in the East Kootenay Conservation Program 
Study Area that is based on PEM coverage for Tembec’s TFL 14; 

• Potential OGMA Ranking (MOF, MOE) coverages; 
• Mapping layer of high value grizzly habitat developed from the Tembec 

Grizzly habitat SOP and avalanche track mapping. (only in TFL 14); 
• Merchantability mapping; 
• Latest approved ‘exhibit A’ and CP block coverage; 
• Management Plan 8 resultant file with a timber harvesting landbase layer 

created from the landbase definitions.   
 

 
The Invermere TSA TSR 3 script (Appendix A.1) considered as a MSRM version, 
was modified (Appendix A.2), now considered Tembec’s logic, to incorporate values 
identified in the above listed projects while maintaining the intent of the HLPO.   
The Script is developed in a hierarchy in which the GIS will select stands for 
retention.  A few of the logic decisions should be discussed that use objective 5(5) 
and (6) of the HLPO to vary from using regional connectivity corridors as the primary 
ecological element for deployment. 
 

• Step ‘B’ of the Tembec logic are areas of extremely high ecological value 
by the MOF and MOE ranking of stands.  Areas that were found to exhibit 

                                                 
1 A February 2005 Telephone discussion with Darcy Monchak, MSRM Planner, Golden office.  
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‘excellent’ old growth characteristics are considered priorities for 
selection.  These areas have been selected first where they occur in the non 
timber harvesting landbase and then from the THLB.  Section 5(6) of the 
KBHLP indicates that the first priority for meeting seral objectives should 
be from connectivity corridors unless other conservation values would be 
affected.  Because the ranking of the old seral polygons included regional 
and local connectivity plus a whole host of other attributes that were 
confirmed from the field, it is suggested that the “E” areas are very 
suitable as ‘other conservation values’ to be used in this regard.   

• Step ‘E’ of the Tembec logic are areas of high ecological value outside of 
the regional connectivity corridor.  At step ‘D’ high and moderate values 
within the Connectivity corridor have been selected however, prior to 
going into the lower ecological valued stands ‘F’ the script selects high 
values Step ‘E’, out of the connectivity first. 

2) Develop maps and spreadsheets for each LU that depict the MSRM logic used in 
the TSR 3 process and the Tembec logic developed to incorporate other values.  

3.2 Phase 2. Refinement and Approval 

3) Review by the Tembec planning staff of the deployment of old and mature by the 
TSR 3 script and the revised script, soliciting input on the suitability of the 
selections or special circumstances to be considered.  The area summaries in the 
spreadsheets (Appendix B) and maps were then ‘re-run’ based on planning staff 
input.   

4) Development of a summary of the project, that specifically addresses differences 
in the two scripts and the conservation values protected under the revised script.  
A digital layer has also been provided to TEMBEC of the “Final OGMAs and 
recruitment” for each LU consistent with the current legislation and MSRM 
direction.  The final product is ready for submission directly to MSRM for 
approval and legalization of “Old Seral targets” however, some recommendations 
have been included.    
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4 Results 
The Tembec logic has incorporated the additional ecological values as described above.  Table 1 
provides a broad overview of the existing Crown Forested Landbase (CFLB) in TFL 14  and the 
area selected as OGMAs.   
 

    
Total CFLB Area (ha) 

Total CFLB Area (ha) 
Selected as OGMA Tembec 

script 
LU LU Name NC THLB Total NC THLB Total 

I34 Bobbie Burns 10751 9709 20460 1904 439 2343

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 5268 17403 22670 1608 1489 3097

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 6931 13364 20295 1296 984 2280

I38 Twelve Mile 2050 8066 10116 583 706 1289
 Total  25000 48542 73542 5391 3618 9009

Table 1.  Summary of CFLB  in TFL 14 and the Area Selected as OGMAs. 

 
The following is an assessment of how the seral deployment was able to achieve conserving the 
other ecological  values in terms of  hectares.   

4.1 Excellent ranked POGMAs  
Excellent ranked POGMAs were given one of the  highest priorities in the Tembec logic.  Table 
1 indicates the area in hectares of Excellent POGMAs selected using the Tembec script.  The 
objective of the Tembec script was to capture more of the selected OGMAs within Excellent 
ranked polygons. 
 

    
Area (ha) of 'E' in the LU Area (ha) of 'E' Selected by 

the Tembec Script 

LU LU Name THLB  NC  Total THLB  NC Total 

I34 Bobbie Burns 282 4256 4539 253 315 568 

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 152 5268 5420 74 155 229 

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 987 6931 7918 754 621 1374 

I38 Twelve Mile 44 2050 2094 34 73 108 

 Total 1465 18505 19970 1115 1164 2279 

Table 2.  Area (ha) of excellent ranked POGMAs selected by the Tembec script. 
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4.2 Good ranked POGMAs 
Within the Tembec logic Good ranked POGMAs were given a priority in each of the categories 
through out the script.  However, OGMA budgets could get used for other priorities such as 
excellent ranked POGMAs, or rare sites, prior to selecting from “good” ranked polygons. 
 

    
Area (ha) of 'G' in the LU Area (ha) of 'G' Selected by 

the Tembec Script 

LU LU Name THLB  NC  Total THLB  NC Total 

I34 Bobbie Burns 699 2050 2748 51 1262 1313

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 487 742 1229 188 513 701

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 766 1198 1964 59 85 144

I38 Twelve Mile 418 305 723 293 139 432

 Total 4740 4295 9035 591 1999 2590

Table 3.  Area (ha) of good ranked POGMAs selected by the Tembec logic. 

4.3 Ecological Representation 
Areas identified through the East Kootenay Ecological Representation project as being 
“uncommon” or “very low” were prioritized within the script as priority 1 representation sites.  
Areas of “moderate representation” have been considered as priority 2 representation sites for 
selection throughout the logic.  The definitions of rare sites were applied to the TFL 14 landbase 
by using Terrestrial Ecosystem Mapping (TEM) data.  These areas are considered as the best 
identification and spatial location of locally rare sites within TFL 14.  Table 3 summarizes the 
areas selected of Priority 1 and 2 areas in the Tembec logic. 
 

    
Total Area (ha) Tembec Selected areas (ha) 

LU LU Name Priority 1 Priority 2 Total Priority 1 Priority 2 Total 

I34 Bobbie Burns 7 5134 5141 1 102 103

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 218 530 749 32 164 196

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 25 4586 4611 8 208 216

I38 Twelve Mile 147 332 479 48 28 76

 Total 397 10582 10980 89 502 591

Table 4.  Area (ha) of priority representation sites selected by the Tembec logic. 

* First priority areas sites are BEC site series groupings as described in Table 1 and 2 of 
appendix C.  
** Second priority sites are BEC site series groupings as described in Table 3 of appendix C. 
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4.4 Old seral patch areas that have been located within EF and  HCVF 
areas 
HCVF areas have been prioritized throughout the script for selection. Table 4 indicates the 
amount of area within the HCVFs and the area selected as an OGMA. 
 

LU LU Name 

THLB 
Area (ha) 
in HCVF 
all Age 
Classes 

NC Area in 
HCVF all 

Age Classes 

Total Area 
(ha) in 

HCVFs all 
Age Classes

THLB Area 
Old 

selected in 
HCVF  

NC Area 
Old 

selected in 
HCVF 

Total 
Area 
Old 

selected 
in 

HCVFs 

I34 Bobbie Burns 2313 1354 3666 205 176 382

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 2294 1289 3583 304 566 869

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 1985 1763 3748 544 448 992

I38 Twelve Mile 297 92 389 195 68 263

 Total 6889 4498 11387 1248 1261 2506

Table 5.  Area (ha) of Old seral selected within HCVFs by the Tembec logic set. 

EF areas have been prioritized throughout the script for selection. Table 5 indicates the amount 
of area within the EFs and the area selected as an OGMA. 

LU LU Name 

THLB Area 
(ha) in EF 

all Age 
Classes 

NC Area 
(ha) in EF all 
Age Classes 

Total Area 
(ha) in EF all 
Age Classes

THLB Area 
(ha) Old 

selected in 
EF  

NC Area 
(ha) Old 

selected in 
EF 

Total 
Area 

(ha) Old 
selected 
in EFs 

I34 Bobbie Burns 29 2187 2216 0 372 372

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 0 0 0 0 0 0

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 0 137 137 0 106 106

I38 Twelve Mile 0 0 0 0 0 0
 Total 29 2324 2353 0 478 478

Table 6.  Area (ha) of Old seral selected within EFs by the Tembec logic set. 

4.5 Regional connectivity. 
 
Regional connectivity corridors have been established through the HLPO for the project area.   
The Tembec selection logic has utilized connectivity as one of the priorities for OGMA 
selection.  Table 6. provides an area summary of the connectivity corridor and the selected 
OGMAs for the Tembec logic set. 
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Total Area within Connectivity all 

Age Classes 
Total Area Selected as and OGMA 

in Connectivity 

LU LU Name 

THLB 
Area (ha) 

NC Area 
(ha) 

Total 
CFLB 

Area (ha) 

THLB 
Area (ha)  

NC Area 
(ha)  

Total 
CFLB 

Area (ha) 

I34 Bobbie Burns 279 40 319 65 15 80

I35 Lower Spillimacheen 11666 3546 15212 1247 1100 2347

I37 Upper Spillimacheen 11127 6045 17172 705 1199 1904

I38 Twelve Mile 3055 767 3822 496 257 754

 Total 26127 10398 36525 2513 2571 5085

Table 7.  Total area (ha) of Crown  forest within Connectivity corridor selected by the Tembec logic set. 

4.6 Merchantability coverage  
A merchantability prediction coverage exists for the TFL area, however at this time the resulting 
OGMA selections have not been analyzed for merchantability.    

A similar project has been conducted in the Canal Flats Division operating area.  The hectares of 
each merchantability class selected as OGMAs by the MSRM and the Tembec scripts were 
reported.  It should be noted that there was a significant shift in areas selected as OGMAs to less 
merchantable stands in the Tembec logic.  Merchantability was not specifically addressed in the 
Tembec logic however it was inherent in some of the other planning layers.  Therefore logic 
choices incorporating the other values resulted in a shift to less merchantable stands. 

It is suggested the same shift would occur in the TFL results. 

4.7 Avalanche habitat areas 
Areas have been identified as high value avalanche related habitat.  The areas have been 
prioritized in Tembecs logic consistent with connectivity corridors as per the HLPO.  Table 7. 
provides a summary of the area selected as OGMAs from these areas. 
 

    
Total Area within Avalanche 

Habitat  Zones all Age Classes 
Total Area Selected as and OGMA in 

Avalanche Habitat Zones 

LU LU Name 

THLB 
Area 
(ha)  

NC Area 
(ha) 

Total 
CFLB 

Area (ha) 

THLB 
Area (ha) 

NC Area 
(ha)  

Total CFLB 
Area (ha)  

I34 Bobbie Burns 461 941 1402 46 95 141

I35 
Lower 
Spillimacheen 0 0 0 0 0 0

I37 
Upper 
Spillimacheen 152 169 321 22 47 69

I38 Twelve Mile 0 0 0 0 0 0
 Total 613 1110 1723 68 142 210

Table 8. Total area (ha) of Crown  forest within Avalanche  Habitat Zones selected by the Tembec logic set. 
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5 Recommendations:  
The logic behind the Tembec script has had extensive review and discussion with MSRM 
officials and therefore is expected to be approved as the deployment of old and mature seral for 
the operating area.   However, following are some points that should be considered regarding 
other planning process: 
 

1. A review of the deployment should occur once the HCVF and EF process is complete to 
ensure the deployment is still suitable for the final EF designations. 

  
2. Prior to submission to MSRM it is suggested that the final “caribou’ management plan be 

incorporated into the deployment in applicable LU’s.  
 

3. It is recommended that sites identified under the representation project may continue to 
be accurately identified and considered during block layout for conservation through 
WTP’s and block management strategies. 

 
4. The merchantability coverage could be analyzed against the selected OGMAs for both 

the MSRM and the Tembec Scripts. 
 

5. Planners may want to consider “value trade offs”.  Meaning individual circumstances that 
may make more operational sense.  For example to “cluster” reserves in unroaded 
drainages to make things more operational in other parts of the LU.  This would require 
rational statements to be provided to MSRM using this projects deployment as a baseline. 

 
6. Further work could be done in NDT 4 ecosystem restoration areas to develop an attribute 

based approach to classifying old stands.  Many of the stands have been aged through 
photo interpretation based on the next merchantable crop of trees.  It is doubtful that the 
Open Forest management approach was fully considered during this process.  Therefore 
an older vet layer or significant rank 2 layer may exist with good old attributes, however 
has been classed a young stand on the forest cover. 
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7 Appendix A 
 

7.1 MSRM “Old” Script Logic 
 
Logic used in the Invermere TSA for TSR 3 to select spatial OGMA and MMA areas as per 
MSRM direction. 
 
DESCRIPTION ANEAL_

OSP_ 
CODE 

Attribute 

Selection process if this “bucket” exceeds 
target 

Old in Parks (as included in, 
or linked to, the specific LU’s 
and including National Park 
areas)  

A Select by Al Neal ranking first from “E” to 
“M” and then by oldest first for the rest of the 
old in Parks 

Excellent and Good Al Neal 
ranked areas in the Non-
Contributing 

N Select first by Al Neal ranking of “E” then “G” 
and by oldest first within Al Neal rankings if 
necessary 

Old non-Pl-leading in 
Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% (or Important 
Grizzly Bear Habitat - not 
currently available) in Non-
Contributing areas 

B Select first by Al Neal ranking of “M” and then 
by oldest first for areas with Al Neal ranking of 
“L” or “P” or without an Al Neal ranking 

Excellent and Good Al Neal 
ranked areas in the THLB to a 
maximum of the hectares 
selected in “C” in original 
scenario 

P Select first by Al Neal ranking of “E” then “G” 
and by oldest first within Al Neal rankings if 
necessary 

Old non-Pl-leading in 
Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% (or Important 
Grizzly Bear Habitat – not 
currently available) in THLB 
areas 

C Select by Al Neal ranking of “E” then ”G” then 
“M” and then by oldest first 

Old non-Pl-leading in Caribou 
on slopes less than 80% in 
Non-Contributing areas 

D Select by Al Neal ranking of “M” and then by 
oldest first 

Old non-Pl-leading in non-
contributing  

E Select by Al Neal ranking of “M” and then by 
oldest first 

Old non-Pl-leading on slopes 
less that 80% in Caribou in 

F Select by Al Neal ranking of “E” then ”G” then 
“M” and then by oldest first 
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Al Neal Environmental Consulting 



 17

THLB areas 
Any remaining Excellent and 
Good Al Neal ranked areas 
within the THLB 

R Select first by Al Neal ranking of “E” then “G” 
and then by oldest first within Al Neal rankings 
if necessary 

Old non-Pl in constrained 
THLB (e.g. VQO, UWR, 
CWS, DWS, NDT4 Open 
Forest) 

G Select by Al Neal ranking of “M” first and then 
by oldest first 

Old non-Pl in the THLB H Select by Al Neal ranking of “M” first and then 
by oldest first 

Old Pl leading in Non-
Contributing areas 

I Select by Al Neal ranking of “M” first and then 
by oldest first 

Mature non-Pl leading  J Select first from highest to lowest Al Neal 
ranking from “E” to “G” to “M”, then oldest 
first for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and 
for non-Al Neal ranked areas regardless of 
whether in NC or THLB (i.e. recruitment) 

Mid-seral non-Pl leading K Select first from highest to lowest Al Neal 
ranking from “E” to “G” to “M”, then oldest 
first for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and 
for non-Al Neal ranked areas regardless of 
whether in NC or THLB (i.e. recruitment) 

Notes: 
 
THLB = Timber harvesting landbase as per the last timber supply review assumptions. 
NC = Non-contributing is crown forested landbase that does not contribute to the timber 
harvesting landbase. 
CC = Regional connectivity corridor 
  
 Indicates THLB 
 Indicates NC 
 Indicates either 

7.2 MSRM “Mature” Script Logic 
 
Logic used in the Invermere TSA for TSR 3 to select spatial MMA areas as per MSRM 
direction. 

 
DESCRIPTION MSP_ 

CODE 
Attribute 

Selection process if this “bucket” exceeds 
target 

Mature plus old in Parks in (as 
included in, or linked to, the 
specific LU’s and including 

A Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 

Spatial Deployment of Old and Mature Seral Requirements in Tembec’s operating area TFL #14 
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National Park areas)  non-Al Neal ranked areas 
Mature plus old non-Pl-
leading in Connectivity on 
slopes less than 80% (or 
Important Grizzly Bear 
Habitat - not currently 
available) in Non-Contributing 
areas 

B Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 
non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old non-Pl-
leading in Connectivity on 
slopes less than 80% (or 
Important Grizzly Bear 
Habitat – not currently 
available) in THLB areas 

C Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 
non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old non-Pl-
leading in Caribou on slopes 
less than 80% in Non-
Contributing areas 

D Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 
non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old non-Pl-
leading in non-contributing  

E Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 
non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old non-Pl-
leading on slopes less that 
80% in Caribou in THLB 
areas 

F Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 
non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old non-Pl in 
constrained THLB (e.g. VQO, 
UWR, CWS, DWS, NDT4 
Open Forest) 

G Select from highest to lowest Al Neal ranking 
from “E” to “G” to “M” first, then oldest first 
for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and for 
non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old non-Pl in the 
THLB 

H Select first from highest to lowest Al Neal 
ranking from “E” to “G” to “M”, then oldest 
first for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and 
for non-Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature plus old Pl leading in 
Non-Contributing areas 

I Select first from highest to lowest Al Neal 
ranking from “E” to “G” to “M”, then from 
Connectivity, then Important Grizzly Bear 
Habitat, then Caribou then other.   

Mid-seral non-Pl leading K Select first from highest to lowest Al Neal 
ranking from “E” to “G” to “M”, then oldest 
first for Al Neal “L” and “P” ranked areas and 
for non-Al Neal ranked areas regardless of 
whether in NC or THLB (i.e. recruitment) 
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7.3 Tembec “Old” Script Logic 
 
DESCRIPTION ANEAL_

OSP_ 
CODE 

Attribute 

Selection process if this “bucket” exceeds 
target.   
 
Under each selection the oldest stand within the 
“bullet” should be taken first. 

Old WTP >2 ha A1  
Old in Parks (as included in, 
or linked to, the specific LU’s 
and including National Park 
areas)  

A Select by: 
• Oldest first 

 

Areas of Extremely High 
Value.  
Excellent Ranked POGMAS
NC or THLB,  Mature +/or 
old. 

B 
 

Select by: 
• Excellent ranked NC POGMA’s within 

Endangered Forest then HCVF, then 
Connectivity Corridor (CC), then any 
“E” polygons. 

• Excellent ranked THLB POGMA’s 
within Endangered Forest then HCVF , 
then Connectivity Corridor (CC), then 
any  “E” polygons. 

Old non-Pl NC Connectivity 
on slopes less than 80% or 
Grizzly areas (For “G” ranked 
areas, mature seral is 
considered old). 
 

C Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 
• Other areas  

Old non-Pl THLB 
Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% or Grizzly areas  
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 
 

 

D Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
Old non-Pl NC Non-
Connectivity  
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 
 
 

E Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good  Al  Neal ranked areas 

Old non-Pl THLB F Select in following order:  
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Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% or Grizzly areas  
 

• Representation categories from Table 3 
(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 

• Other Old non-Pl areas  
Old non-Pl NC Non-
Connectivity  

G Select in following order:  
• Moderate Al Neal Ranked areas 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 
• Other Old non-Pl areas  

Old non-Pl, THLB Non-
Connectivity constrained (e.g. 
VQO, UWR, CWS, DWS, 
NDT4 Open Forest) (For “G” 
ranked areas, mature seral is 
considered old). 

H Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest or 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas  
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 
• Other Old non-Pl areas 
 

Old non-Pl, THLB Non-
Connectivity non-constrained 
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 

I Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 
• Other Old non-Pl  
 

Old Pl leading in NC (For “G” 
ranked areas, mature seral is 
considered old). 

J Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest or 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1), then table 4. 
• Oldest first. 

Mature Seral non-Pl  K Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
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• Good then moderate Al Neal ranked 
areas, by oldest first 

• Representation categories from Table 3 
(and cluster #1), then table 4. 

• By oldest first, other areas  
Mid-seral non-Pl  L Select by: 

• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 
HCVF polygons. 

• Representation ecosystem groups of  
“Rare Table 1 & 2” 

• Good then moderate Al Neal ranked 
areas, by oldest first 

• Representation categories from Table 3 
(and cluster #1), then table 4. 

• By oldest first, other areas  
 
Rare sites are as defined in the Tembec SFMP Tables 1 through 4.  Application of these sites is 
by the East Kootenay PEM 
 
Avalanche track / Grizzly mapping is only available in Tembec’s TFL 14. 
 
In some areas mature +/or old is used to meet old targets.  This occurs in areas that have been 
evaluated for “old” attributes, that as per the HLP can be used in place of age class. 

 

7.4 Tembec “Mature” Script Logic 
 
DESCRIPTION ANEAL_

OSP_ 
CODE 

Attribute 

Selection process if this “bucket” exceeds 
target.   
 
Under each selection the oldest stand within the 
“bullet” should be taken first. 

Mature WTPs >2ha A1  
Mature in Parks (as included 
in, or linked to, the specific 
LU’s and including National 
Park areas)  

A Select by: 
• Oldest first 

 

Areas of Extremely High 
Value.  
Excellent Ranked POGMAS
NC or THLB, Mature +/or 
old. 

B 
 

Select by: 
• Excellent ranked NC POGMA’s within 

Endangered Forest then HCVF, then 
Connectivity Corridor (CC), then any 
“E” polygons. 

• Excellent ranked THLB POGMA’s 
within Endangered Forest then HCVF , 
then Connectivity Corridor (CC), then 
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any  “E” polygons. 
Mature non-PL NC 
Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% or Grizzly areas 
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 
 

C Select in following order:  
• Overlapping Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1), then table 4. 
• Other areas  

Mature non-PL THLB 
Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% or Grizzly areas 
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 
 

 

D Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
Mature non-PL NC Non-
Connectivity  
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 
 
 

E Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good Al Neal ranked areas 

Mature or old THLB 
Connectivity on slopes less 
than 80% or Grizzly areas  
 

F Select in following order:  
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1), then table 4. 
• Other Mature or old non-Pl areas  

Mature or old NC Non-
Connectivity  

G Select in following order:  
• Moderate Al Neal ranked areas. 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 
• Other Old non-Pl areas  

Mature or old THLB Non-
Connectivity constrained (e.g. 
VQO, UWR, CWS, DWS, 
NDT4 Open Forest) (For “G” 
ranked areas, mature seral is 
considered old). 

H Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest or 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas  
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 
• Other Mature or old non-Pl areas  
 

Mature or old THLB Non- I Select in following order:  
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Connectivity non-constrained 
(For “G” ranked areas, mature 
seral is considered old). 

• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 
HCVF polygons. 

• Representation ecosystem groups of  
“Rare Table 1 & 2” 

• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 
areas 

• Representation categories from Table 3 
(and cluster #1),  then table 4. 

• Other Mature or old non-Pl areas  
 

Mature or old Pl leading in 
NC (For “G” ranked areas, 
mature seral is considered 
old). 

J Select in following order:  
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest or 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good, then moderate Al  Neal ranked 

areas 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1), then table 4. 
• Oldest first. 

Mid-seral non-Pl  L Select by: 
• Overlapping  Endangered Forest then 

HCVF polygons. 
• Representation ecosystem groups of  

“Rare Table 1 & 2” 
• Good then moderate Al Neal ranked 

areas. 
• Representation categories from Table 3 

(and cluster #1), then table 4. 
• By oldest first, other areas  
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8 Appendix B 
 

8.1 Summary of areas selected under the Tembec and MSRM Script 
logic. 

8.1.1 Old Tembec Logic:  Attached Excel data base 

8.1.2 Old MSRM Logic:  Attached Excel data base 

8.1.3 Mature Tembec Logic:  Attached Excel data base 

8.1.4 Mature MSRM Logic:  Attached Excel data base 
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9 Appendix C 

9.1 Representation description tables (numbered from SFMP).  
These are taken directly from Tembec’s SFMP (2004).  
 

9.1.1 Table 1.  Rare Ecosystem Groups (< 1000 ha in EKCP.) 
BEC Cluster 

No. 
Ecosystem 
Cluster 
Name 

Site Series 
in Cluster 

Climax 
Community 
Description 

Total ha in 
EKCP* 

IDF 2 Submesic-
mesic IDFun 

IDFun-DP Cool mossy aspects 
dominated by Fd 

964 

IDF 5 Mesic 
IDFun2 

IDFun2-FH Midslope. Fd & At 
with rich herb 
understory.   

370 

IDF 9 Subhygric 
IDFun2 

IDFun2-SD Level to Lower 
slope. Sx & Fd with 
red-osier dogwood 

32 

IDF 16 Hygric 
(fluvial mid-
bench riparian) 
IDFun 

IDFun-CD Open Ac & Sx with 
red-osier dogwood 

566 

IDF/MS 19 Subhydric 
MS 

MSdk 07 
IDFdm2A-
SB 

Level slope position 
with organic soils. 
Open Sx with 
sedges, sitka alder, 
scrub birch and 
sphagnum 

854 

ESSF 30 Hygric 
(fluvial 
riparian) 
ESSFdm1 

ESSFdm1-
FH 

Se & Bl with false 
azalea, horsetail, 
Canby’s lovage and 
arrow-leaved 
groundsel. 

53 

TOTAL 2,839 
 

9.1.2 Table 2.  Small and less represented Uncommon Ecosystem Groups 
(< 2000 ha in EKCP, and <50% representation in NHLB).   

BEC Cluster No. Ecosystem 
Cluster 
Name 

Site Series 
in Cluster 

Climax 
Community 
Description 

Total ha in 
EKCP* 

ICH 10 Subhygric 
ICH mk1 

ICH mk1 06 Lower to level 
slope. Cw, Sx 
and Bl with oak 
fern, lady fern, 
foam-flower, 
queen’s cup, 

1,995 
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five-leaved 
bramble and 
Sitka alder. 

PP 14 Hygric 
(fluvial mid-
bench riparian) 
PP dh2 

IDF un2-FH Open Ac & Sx 
(Fd) with 
snowberry, 
bluegrasses and 
common 
silverweed. 

1,527 

IDF 15 Hygric 
(fluvial mid-
bench riparian) 
IDF 

IDF dm2 07 
IDF dm2 XB 

Open Sx with 
water birch, 
horsetails, 
sarsaparilla, 
sedges, red-
osier dogwood 
and trailing 
raspberry. 

1,521 

TOTAL 5,003 
 

9.1.3 Table 3.  Uncommon Ecosystem Groups (< 8500 ha and > 2000 ha in 
EKCP) 

 BEC Cluster 
No. 

Ecosystem Cluster 
Name 

Site Series in 
Cluster 

Climax Community 
Description 

Total ha 
in 
EKCP* 

PP 8 Subhygric PPdh2 PPdh2 03 Level to depressions. Py, 
At & Fd with roses, 
bluegrasses and 
pinegrass. 

4,167 

IDF 12 Subhygric-hygric 
(fluvial riparian) 
IDF 

IDFdm2 05 
IDFun-SS 

Sx with red-osier 
dogwood, Douglas 
maple, wild sarsaparilla 
and bunchberry 

5,845 

ICH 13 Subhygric-hygric 
ICH 

ICHdm-XA Lower to level position. 
Hw, Cw, Bl & Sx with 
black huckleberry and 
oak fern (sometimes lady 
fern and devil’s club) 

4,667 

ICH 17 Hygric (fluvial 
mid-bench riparian) 
ICH 

ICH mk1 07 
ICH dm-SD 

Open Sx & Bl with 
horsetail, lady fern, 
bluejoint, arrow-leaved 
groundsel, cow parsnip, 
mountain alder and 
clasping twistedstalk 

6,326 

ESSF 24 Subhydric ESSF 
dm2 

ESSFdm2-FS Warm upper slope. Very 
open Se with willow, 
scrub birch and 
sphagnum. 

1,066 

ESSF 29 Subhygric ESSF 
wm 

ESSFwm 04 Lower to level position. 
Bl & Se with false 
azalea, black 
huckleberry, Sitka alder, 
oak fern, foam-flower, 

2,027 
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queen’s cup, five-leaved 
bramble, lady fern, 
feathermoss and 
common leafy liverwort. 

ESSF 32 Dry upper ESSF 
(Pa) 

ESSFdmu2-
WH 
ESSFwmu-
WH 
ESSFdku-PJ 
ESSFdmu1-PJ

Open Pa with common 
juniper, mountain-
heather and black 
huckle-berry 

5,215 

ESSF 35 Subhygric upper 
ESSF (Se, Bl) 

ESSFdku-FH 
ESSFdmu1-
FH 
ESSFwmu-
WE 
ESSFdmu2-
WE 

Very open Se & Bl with 
abundant horsetail. 

3,967 

TOTAL 33,280 
 

9.1.4 Table 4. Ecosystem Groups with Low and Moderate Representation in 
the NHLB 

BEC Cluster 
No. 

Ecosystem 
Cluster Name 

Site Series in 
Cluster 

Climax 
Community 
Description 

Total ha 
in EKCP*

PP/IDF 1 Subxeric-
submesic 
IDF/PP 

PP dh2 01 
IDF dm2 03 
IDF un-DJ 

Open Fd & Py with 
saskatoon, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, fescues, 
needlegrasses, 
kinnikinnick, yarrow 
& arrow-leaved 
balsamroot 

62,166 

ICH/IDF/MS 3 Circum-mesic 
IDF/ICH/MS 

ICH mk1 03 
ICH mk1 04 
ICH dm-FB 
IDF dm2 01 
IDF dm2 04 
IDF dm2A-LP
MS dk 04 

 262,214 

ICH 4 Circum-mesic 
ICH dw/dm 

ICH dw-
XA(01a) 
ICH dw-
XB(01b) 
ICH dm-FH 

Midslope. Hw, Fd, 
Cw & Lw with 
falsebox, black 
huckleberry, prince’s 
pine, queen’s cup & 
twin-flower. 

45,691 

ICH 6 Mesic ICH mk1 ICH mk1 01 Midslope. Bl, Sx, Cw 
& Pl (Fd/Lw) with 
falsebox, black 
huckleberry, queen’s 

53,390 
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cup, prince’s pine, 
one sided 
wintergreen and 
feathermoss. 

MS/IDF 7 Mesic MS/ IDF 
dm2a 

MS dk 01 
MS dk-XF 
IDF dm2A-
SG 

Midslope. Sx, Pl, Fd 
& Bl (Lw) with 
soopolallie, false 
azalea, birch-leaved 
spirea, Utah 
honeysuckle & 
bunch-berry. 

260,475 

ESSF 26 Subxeric-
submesic ESSF 
dm1 

ESSF dm1-FB Mid to upper slope. 
Pl  & Bl (Se) with 
black huckleberry, 
beargrass and 
grouseberry/bilberry. 

21,548 

TOTAL 705,484 
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