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1.0 Introduction 
The population of Mountain Pine Beetle (MPB) in the interior of British Columbia (BC) 
has climaxed.  Epidemic population levels over the last eight (8) years has resulted in 
the majority of lodgepole pine >60 years of age to be in various states of early attack, 
early mortality or degradation and decay.  Licensees that form the Morice and Lakes 
Innovative Forest Practices Agreement (IFPA) all contain tenure that has a significant 
portion of their timber harvest land base comprised of damaged lodgepole pine.  As vast 
areas of lodgepole pine degrade over time, this group of licensees’ face the challenge of 
balancing fiber recovery through beetle salvage operations with the vast amount of 
multiple use objectives placed on the land base. In particular, the licensees have 
significant volume based tenure that is located in areas where visual design objectives 
are a primary driver for forest land use planning. The intent of this visual design project 
is to identify a rotational three pass harvest design that finds a balance between the 
objectives for short term timber salvage and long term visual quality objectives. 
 
In response to finding a balanced approach between salvage recovery and visual 
objectives, Tweedsmuir Forest Ltd., on behalf of members of the Morice and Lakes 
IFPA, tendered a request for a proposal to develop an Integrated Visual Design (IVD) 
for fourteen (14) spatially defined visual design units (VDUs).  In conjunction with the 14 
VDU’s located within the IFPA, two additional VDU’s in the Vanderhoof area have been 
included with this proposal for Fraser Lake Sawmills.  These VDU’s were located within 
the chart areas of the following four licensees of the Morice and Lakes IFPA: 
  

���� Babine Forest Products, Ltd, a division of Hampton Affiliates (BFP) 
���� Canadian Forest Products, Ltd, Houston Division (CanFor)  
���� Fraser Lake Sawmills, a division of West Fraser Mills Ltd. (FLSM) 
���� Houston Forest Products, a division of West Fraser Mills Ltd. (HFP) 

 
The competitive tender resulted in the Visual Design Units (VDUs) being awarded to 
Forsite Consultants Ltd., (Forsite).  Over the last several months Forsite’s team has 
worked in conjunction with members of the IFPA to define and complete the visual 
design work that was awarded to the firm.  The project followed the Forest Investment 
Account: Integrated Visual Design Procedures and Standards Manual (anon, April 10, 
2008).  In addition to these procedures members of the IFPA requested that the 
projects’ scope and intent follow the guiding principles of the following two options in 
each VDU: 
 
Option 1:  design a three pass total chance plan that maximizes salvage recovery of 
mountain pine beetle damaged stands in the first pass.  The first pass plan design will 
be driven primarily by maximizing the total chance feasibility of locating roads and 
harvest openings to target mature (≥age class 5) lodgepole pine leading stands.  
Leading stands were defined as forest types that were comprised of ≥50% lodgepole 
pine by species composition.   This option employs an initial first pass harvest plan that 
uses visual design as a subordinate tool to absorb some of the effects of a large scale 
harvest.  This option is considered a “what if” or “worse case scenario” in an attempt to 
model the effects of a mass removal of damaged lodgepole pine.  With the diversity of 
stand profiles present in each VDU, it is expected that this scenario will result in some of 
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the VDUs meeting the established rVQOs without the need for additional visual design.  
However, many of the VDU’s contain less of a heterogeneous mix of species and as 
such it is expected that option 1 will exceed the established rVQOs*;  
 
Option 2:  this option is required for VDU’s that contain rVQO values that were 
exceeded during the application of option 1.  The intent of this option is to modify the 
option 1 output and use visual design as the primary driver for achieving spatially 
defined VQO objectives.  In this option the maximization of fiber recovery of damaged 
pine will be considered subordinate to visual design.  The requirement to abandon 
(reserve) a portion of the degrading lodgepole pine stand in the first pass will most likely 
be required. 
 
The licensees have the option to forgo implementing option 2 and apply for a FSP 
amendment.  A draft example of an official amendment to the forest stewardship plan 
has been included in Appendix 6. 
 
Two of the VDU’s located in the Prince George TSA (Ormond Lake and Fraser Lake) 
contain very large contiguous stands of ≥age class 5 lodgepole leading stands.  When 
the total chance plan was developed to maximize lodgepole pine recovery in the first 
pass it was evident that the contiguous opening size that would result would be too 
large and obtrusive.  This ‘worst case’ scenario was still developed and labeled as 
Option 1; however, it is expected that this scenario would never be considered for 
harvest planning or a subsequent FSP amendment.  In an effort to maximize pine 
salvage within the scope of large scale NDT 3 disturbance patterns, option 2 reflected a 
scaled down version of option 1.  Option 2 was still very aggressive and the 
establishment of very large harvest openings was planned.  Thus, the option 2 plan 
reflected the maximum level of disturbance that could be justified in an FSP 
amendment.  It was expected that option 2 by nature would exceed rVQO thresholds 
and visual design techniques would have to be employed.  Therefore, for these two 
VDU’s option 3 reflects the activity where visual design techniques were employed to 
bring the harvest plan within the rVQO parameters. 
 
*The decision to employ the option 1, option 2 or option 3 scenario was only considered in the first pass. 
Subsequent pass 2 and pass 3 rotations were designed with visuals as the primary driver to meet 
established rVQO’s. 
 

2.0 Description of the Visual Design Units 
 
This project is comprised of sixteen (16) geographically separated VDUs.  The project 
was originally designed to visually model fourteen (14) VDU’s; however, two additional 
VDU’s located in the Vanderhoof area have been included with this project for Fraser 
Lake Sawmills Ltd. (FLSM).  The IFPA is located in the Morice and Lakes Timber 
Supply Area and the original fourteen (14) VDU’s fall within the jurisdiction of the Nadina 
Forest District.  The additional FLSM VDU’s are located within the jurisdiction of the 
Vanderhoof Forest District.  Figure 1 illustrates an overview of the VDUs used in this 
project.  
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Figure 1:  Overview map of the VDUs  
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Table 1 provides an overview of the VDUs used in this project, their general location, 
size and the respective licensees that have chart areas located within them.   
 

Table 1: Location and size of the VDUs 
 
VDU 
Number Licensee Name  Area (ha)  Location 

1 HFP McCloud / Gordeau 2,690      Southwest of Babine Lake
2 BFP Babine_2 4,975      Southwest side of Babine Lake
3 BFP Augier 2,325      South of Babine Lake
4 BFP Pinkut 1,439      South of Babine Lake
5 FLSM Babine Lake East North Side A 2,429      North side of Babine Lake
6 FLSM Babine Lake East North Side B 4,312      North side of Babine Lake
7 FLSM Babine Lake East South Side A 4,970      South side of Babine Lake
8 FLSM Babine Lake East South Side B 3,770      South side of Babine Lake
9 FLSM Hannay N 457         Southeast of Babine Lake

10 FLSM Helene S 766         Southeast of Babine Lake
11 FLSM Hanson N 1,138      Southeast of Babine Lake
12 FLSM Fraser Lake N 3,803      North of Fraser Lake
13 FLSM Ormond Lake N 1,062      North of Fraser Lake
14 CanFor McBride KIDP 206         Southwest of Babine Lake
15 CanFor Parrot 3,100      Southwest of Babine Lake
16 CanFor Poplar KIDP 234         Southwest of Babine Lake

Total: 45,282    
 
The number and location of viewpoints used in the analysis of each VDU are illustrated 
in Table 2.  Selection of the viewpoints was conducted through direct consultation with 
each licensee.  
 
Digital photographs were taken from the selected viewpoints as an aid in completing the 
Integrated Visual Design.  The primary purpose of the photographs is to assist the 
visual specialist in delineating the extent of the VDU on the landscape and to assess the 
significance of the features on the landscape.  Furthermore, the photographs provide a 
baseline for the visual specialist to compare and contrast against the perspective 
models to ensure quality control.  The photographs that were used for reference in the 
VDU analysis are included within the Landscape Feature Analysis Appendix 2. 
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Table 2: Viewpoints 
 
 

VDU VDU Name Viewpoint location Viewpoint Coordinates 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau Near N end of lake 39 53.99332 / 127.10022 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau Near N end of lake 45 53.99183 / 127.10168 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau W side of lake (upr mid) 40 53.98894 / 127.10458 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau E side of lake (upr mid) 41 53.98822 / 127.09837 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau Middle W side of lake 42 53.98526 / 127.10291 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau E side of lake (lwr mid) 44 53.97913 / 127.10073 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau Near S end of lake 43 53.97421 / 127.10165 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau NW end of lake 46 53.96796 / 127.10261 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau W end of lake 51 53.96433 / 127.09959 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau SW end of lake 48 53.96133 / 127.09960 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau W middle of lake 49 53.96564 / 127.09277 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau E middle of lake 50 53.96507 / 127.07843 
HFP McCloud/Gordeau E end of lake 47 53.96214 / 127.06545 
BFP Babine_2 Babine Lake N shore 15 54.62500 / 125.80573 
BFP Babine_2 Middle of Babine Lake 16 54.58733 / 125.75969 
BFP Babine_2 Babine Lake N shore 17 54.5599 / 125.71848 
BFP Augier N shore of Augier Lake 12 54.44234 / 125.6139 
BFP Augier Middle of Augier Lake 13 54.427 / 125.59239 
BFP Augier Middle of Augier Lake 14 54.395923 / 125.55824 
BFP Pinkut N end of Pinkut Lake 52 54.41814 / 125.68741 
BFP Pinkut N end of Pinkut Lake 53 54.41607 / 125.68377 
BFP Pinkut Middle of Pinkut Lake 54 54.39534 / 125.67204 
BFP Pinkut Middle of Pinkut Lake 55 54.38062 / 125.65394 
BFP Pinkut W shore of Pinkut Lake 56 54.37727 / 125.65901 
FLSM Babine East N side A S shore of Babine Lake 24 54.49043 / 125.64134 
FLSM Babine East N side A Middle of Babine Lake 25 54.47662 / 125.55387 
FLSM Babine East N side B S shore of Babine Lake 26 54.44669 / 125.44287 
FLSM Babine East N side B Middle of Babine Lake 27 54.47123 / 125.36177 
FLSM Babine East S side A Middle of Babine Lake 18 54.46529 / 125.40521 
FLSM Babine East S side A Middle of Babine Lake 19 54.47935 / 125.29295 
FLSM Babine East S side B Same vpt as 19 19 54.47935 / 125.29295 
FLSM Babine East S side B North shore Babine Lake 20 54.50495 / 125.19453 

9 FLSM Hannay N Middle of Hannay Lake 23 54.31666 / 125.037 
FLSM Helene_S W end of Helene Lake 21 54.27457 / 125.075121 
FLSM Helene_S Middle of Helene Lake 22 54.27684 / 125.02760 

11 FLSM Hanson_N Middle of Hanson Lake 28 54.24288 / 125.05834 

FLSM Fraser Lake_N 
Rail Overpass Stellako 
Village 29 124.90146 / 54.05526 

FLSM Fraser Lake_N 
White Swan Municipal 
Park 30 124.84396 / 54.06366 

FLSM Fraser Lake_N Highway 16 at Lejac 31 124.76366 / 54.05879 
FLSM Fraser Lake_N Middle of Fraser Lake 32 54.09111 / 124.68353 

FLSM Fraser Lake_N 
Highway 16 at Pipers Glen 
Resort 33 124.645 / 54.063 

FLSM Fraser Lake_N Beaumont Prov. Park 34 124.975 / 54.058861 
FLSM Ormond Lake_N Middle of Ormand Lake 35 124.68510 / 54.17997 
FLSM Ormond Lake_N Middle of Etcho Lake 36 124.64598 / 54.17286 
Canfor McBride_KIDP E end of McBride Lake 1 54.05748 / 127.27575 
Canfor McBride_KIDP near Rec site on lake 2 54.07178 / 127.32320 
Canfor McBride_KIDP McBride Lake Rec Site 2a 54.072088 / 127.32223 
Canfor McBride_KIDP W end of McBride Lake 3 54.066328 / 127.38596 
Canfor Parrot MOF Rec site 8 54.09912 / 126.48245 

 Parrot Lakes(small middle) 9 54.11612 / 126.57543 
Canfor Parrot Parrot Lakes Boat Launch 10 54.13426 / 126.61086 
Canfor Parrot Parrot Lakes (north) 11 54.15052 / 126.63474 
Canfor Poplar_KIDP Poplar Lake NW 4 54.03245 / 127.05248 
Canfor Poplar_KIDP Poplar Lake mid 5 54.01822 / 127.03260 
Canfor Poplar_KIDP Poplar Lake mid 6 54.00044 / 127.01743 
Canfor Poplar_KIDP Poplar Lake SE 7 53.97556 / 126.91377 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

15 

16 

10 

12 

13 

14 
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3.0 Establishment of Resource Objectives 
 
The establishment of resource objectives for each of the VDUs was identified through 
discussions with representatives of the IFPA.  Resource issues and associated Forest 
Stewardship Plan (FSP) objectives are discussed below. 
 
Table 3: Licensee FSP Strategies for Visual Objectives 

FSP Commitment 
Licensee Retention Partial Retention Modification 

HFP The altered forest 
landscape, in which the 
alteration, when 
assessed from a SPV, 
is difficult to see; small 
in scale; and natural in 
appearance. 

The altered forest 
landscape, in which the 
alteration, when 
assessed from a SPV, 
is easy to see; small to 
medium in scale; and 
natural and not 
rectilinear or geometric 
in shape. 

The altered forest 
landscape, in which the 
alteration, when assessed 
from a SPV, is very easy 
to see; and is either 
(a)(large in scale and 
natural in appearance) or 
(b)(small to medium in 
scale but with some 
angular characteristics). 

BFP Table 5.0: The altered 
forest landscape is 
difficult to see; small in 
scale; and natural in 
appearance. 

Table 5.0: The altered 
forest landscape is easy 
to see; small to medium 
in scale; and natural 
and not rectilinear or 
geometric in shape. 

Table 5.0: The altered 
forest landscape is very 
easy to see; and is either 
(a)(large in scale and 
natural in appearance) or 
(b)(small to medium in 
scale but with some 
angular characteristics). 

FLSM 5.11 The FSP holder 
will design its cutblocks 
and roads …so that 
when assessed from a 
SPV, the altered forest 
landscape is... difficult 
to see; small in scale; 
and natural in 
appearance. 

5.11 The FSP holder 
will design its cutblocks 
and roads …so that 
when assessed from a 
SPV, the altered forest 
landscape is... easy to 
see; small to medium in 
scale; and natural and 
not rectilinear or 
geometric in shape. 

5.11 The FSP holder will 
design its cutblocks and 
roads …so that when 
assessed from a SPV, the 
altered forest landscape 
is... very easy to see; and 
is either (a)(large in scale 
and natural in 
appearance) or (b)(small 
to medium in scale but 
with some angular 
characteristics. 

CanFor Section 1.1.2.1: …the 
extent of the proposed 
alteration…when 
evaluated from a SPV, 
will be difficult to see, 
small in scale, and 
natural in appearance. 

Section 1.1.2.1: …the 
extent of the proposed 
alteration…when 
evaluated from a SPV, 
will be easy to see, 
small to medium in 
scale, and natural and 
not rectilinear or 
geometric in shape. 

Section 1.1.2.1: …the 
extent of the proposed 
alteration…when 
evaluated from a SPV, is 
very easy to see, and is 
large in scale and natural 
in appearance, or small to 
medium in scale but with 
some angular 
characteristics. 
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Visual Quality Objectives 
Each VDU has been assigned Visual Quality Objectives (rVQOs) as per Section 17 of 
the Government Actions Regulation (GAR) for known scenic areas.  The rVQOs within 
each VDU includes areas to be managed for retention, partial retention or modification.  
This project contained VDUs that had the majority of their area delineated by 
established rVQO polygons; however, some VDUs had portions of their area 
represented by polygons with no established rVQO labels. 
 
Forest Stewardship Plan Commitments 
Licensees’ involved in this project all have results or strategies for visual objectives 
defined and approved in their Forest Stewardship Plan.  Table 3 provides a brief 
summary of each licensee’s FSP commitments. The summary does not contain the full 
text and should be used only as a general guide when reviewing this report. 
 

Mountain Pine Beetle 
The Morice, Lakes and Prince George TSA’s and the associated VDUs used in this 
project have sustained multiple years of epidemic mountain pine beetle attack.  As a 
result, the majority of the mature and a portion of the immature lodgepole pine is in a 
state of degradation and is characterized as attacked green, red or grey dead standing 
stems.  For the purpose of this analysis it was assumed that no contiguous large mature 
(≥age class 4) stands of lodgepole pine were present as green healthy standing timber.  
It is probable that scattered individual stems or small groups of mature green lodgepole 
pine are present but it is expected that these are either in transition to turning red or will 
be attacked this coming season.  In addition, younger age classes of pine (< age class 
4) have been and will continue to be at jeopardy of being attacked.  The general 
assumption is the degree of infestation is proportional to the age of the pine trees. 
 
Using best known forest cover information the following parameters were used to help 
identify the appropriate forest cover polygons that should be considered for salvage 
harvesting. The parameters listed below were presented and supported by 
representatives of the IFPA.  The intent was to spatially define and select the following 
polygons and delineate them as first pass lodgepole pine leading salvage polygons 
within a three pass total chance plan (TCP).  These parameters include mature forest 
stands that contain the following attributes: 

� ≥50% pine, based on relative gross volume; 
� ≥ age class 5;  
� ≥ height class 3; 
� ≥ 140m3/ha mature volume 
� ≥ Site index 10 

 
When selecting the appropriate pine leading stands for consideration into the TCP the 
following criteria was used: 

� Any stand that met the above criteria was considered for the first pass and 
scheduled for harvest within 5 years to maximize saw log recovery.  

� Age class 4 stands that were comprised of ≥50% lodgepole pine did not meet the 
minimum age class criteria for inclusion in pass 1.  It was assumed that a >80% 
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mortality rate from mountain pine beetle attack would occur in the next five years.    
As a result, these forest polygons were excluded from pass 2 and 3.  Rationale to 
support this action was based on the following assumptions:  1) the degrading 
age class 4 pine would not be of sufficient quality for use as a fiber source in the 
second and third pass, 2) there is insufficient time (<65 years) for the stand to fall 
down and regenerate for inclusion in the final pass, and 3) the minor Sx and Bl 
component represented in the current stand did not meet the benchmark volume 
of ≥140m3/ha for pass 2 or 3 inclusion.  Therefore, these stands would not be 
eligible for harvest until such a time beyond pass 3.  As a result, these stands 
were considered non-harvest areas and modeled over time as a degrading and 
slowly regenerating stand types.  

 
� Age class 1, 2 and 3 that were comprised of ≥50% lodgepole pine were assumed 

to have minor beetle damage and therefore, would grow to maturity.   
 

� Existing cutting permits that were planned for harvest were included in the first 
pass.  Recently harvested polygons that were less then 3 years of age and were 
not represented in the forest cover data were excluded for selection in 
subsequent pass 2 and 3.   It was assumed that the time delay that would occur 
between harvesting and planting would result in a stand that was too young and 
of insufficient volume by the time pass 3 harvesting commenced.  Table 4 
illustrates the breakdown of stand ages and pass selection.   

  
 

Table 4: Pass Criteria   

Age Class Pine >70% 
Spruce or Balsam 

>50% Pine >50% and <70% 
1 1-20 3rd pass 3rd pass 3rd pass 
2 21-40 3rd pass 3rd pass 3rd pass 
3 41-60 2nd pass 3rd pass 3rd pass 
4 61-80 4th pass* 3rd pass 4th pass 
5 81-100 1st pass 3rd pass 1st pass 
6 101-120 1st pass 2nd pass 1st pass 
7 121-140 1st pass 2nd pass 1st pass 
8 141-250 1st pass 2nd pass 1st pass 

*Refer to selection criteria above for information regarding reference to pass 4. 
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During discussions with members of the IFPA it was apparent that the use of salvage 
operations to maximize the recovery of degrading pine is the primary short term focus of 
the group. The primary objective is to focus on recovery of beetle affected pine before it 
deteriorates in order to: 

� maximize recovery of the resource; 
� ensure the prompt regeneration of pine stands; 
� minimize the length and depth of the timber supply fall down; and 
� minimize social disruption. 

 
 
Timber Flow 
No specific volume commitments have been identified for each of the VDUs, but the 
design approach in this project considered the fact that it must contribute to harvest 
levels in a manner consistent with timber supply modeling assumptions.  To facilitate 
this, the spatial extent of the harvest land base was kept consistent with Timber Supply 
Review assumptions and a relatively even flow of harvest volume was designed. In 
most cases, this meant three passes were defined with a time lag of 25 years between 
each pass. Based on the identified need for the IFPA to maximize the recovery of 
degrading lodgepole pine it is apparent that a decision by each licensee to exceed their 
annual cut level has to be considered.   
 
Recreation and Tourism 
Many of the lakes near the VDUs are popular for motorized boating activities and 
camping. The objective of the integrated visual design project is to reduce and manage 
the visual impact of forest harvesting over the long term.  
 
Water Quality 
During the GIS operability assessment riparian reserve zones as defined in the FSP(s) 
and as per Sections 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52(2), and 53 of the Forest Practices and 
Planning Regulation were reserved from harvest planning and considered a part of the 
“not for harvest” land base.  Riparian retention practices as they relate to activities 
within the riparian management zone (RMZ) will most likely be addressed at the 
operational site plan level and will be in compliance with FSP objectives. Where 
additional timber retention was required for visual quality purposes, streams or steep 
gullies were considered for retention areas first. 
 
Natural Disturbance Types 
The majority of the VDUs are comprised primarily of Natural Disturbance Type (NDT) 3 
ecosystems. NDT 3 ecosystems typically experience frequent stand-initiating wildfires 
that ranged in size from spot fires to large fires over 200,000 hectares (Biodiversity 
Guidebook, Ministry of Forests 1995). Larger fires usually contained unburned patches 
of mature forest. The mean return interval for wildfires varies with biogeoclimatic zone, 
ranging from 100 to 150 years. The recommended patch size for the majority of the 
area within the NDT 3 is from 250 to 1,000 hectares. 
 
Many of the VDU’s also have a minor portion of their land base represented by NDT 2 
ecosystems. These ecosystems typically experience infrequent stand-initiating wildfires 
that are moderate in size, ranging from 20 to 1,000 hectares (Biodiversity Guidebook, 



                                                  March 2009 
                                    

 
  

12 

Ministry of Forests 1995). The mean return interval is approximately 200 years. The 
recommended patch size distribution is a relatively even mix of small (<40 ha), medium 
(40-80 ha) and large (80-250 ha) patches. 
 
 
Biodiversity 
The Morice, Lakes and Prince George TSA’s have designated Old Growth Management 
Areas (OGMAs) and several of these polygons overlap a portion of the VDUs land base.  
These OGMAs have been excluded from the harvest plan and have defaulted to the 
“not for harvest” portion of the VDU land base. 
 
The Lakes, Morice and Prince George TSA’s have Wildlife Tree Retention Areas 
associated with existing harvested areas. These areas were considered “not 
harvestable” during the time period that this project considers. When modeling each 
pass additional Wildlife Tree Retention Areas were located with consideration of 
ameliorating the visual impact of the proposed blocks.  

Wildlife Resources 
There were no Wildlife Habitat Areas within any of the VDUs.  Forest Planning and 
Practices Regulation section 7 wildlife notices did overlap most of the VDU areas. Since 
the section 7 notices apply to areas larger than the VDUs, they are best analyzed and 
managed at a larger scale; therefore, they were not considered within the scope of this 
project.  
 
It is expected that additional site level Wildlife Tree Patches and individual leave trees 
will be retained during development of operational cutting permits.  Identification of 
these additional wildlife trees and/or patches is outside the scope of this project and 
should be defined during site plan development.  
 
Cultural / Archaeological Resources 
No cultural or archaeological issues were identified as having a significant impact to the 
visual design within the project area. 

Soil Stability 
Soil sensitivity mapping using the environmentally sensitive area protocol has been 
completed for the VDUs. Areas that have been identified as unstable have been 
considered “not harvestable” and removed for consideration in each of the three 
passes. 
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4.0 Resource Analysis 
 
The following resource analysis was completed to support the visual design. The 
presence of specific resource values and challenges were incorporated into the visual 
design. 

Operability Assessment 
Geographic Information System (GIS) analysis was used to delineate areas in each 
VDU to be considered “not harvestable”.  Using the outputs from GIS analysis, both 
planimetric maps and perspective views were produced from each viewpoint, with the 
perspective views generated using World Construction Set software. The maps showing 
the operability assessment are included in Appendix 1.  
 
The following criteria were included in the GIS query for areas considered to be “not 
harvestable”: 

� Existing roads; 
� Parks; 
� Non-forested (e.g. alpine tundra, rock, lake, swamp, streams); 
� Non-productive (e.g. non-commercial brush, non-commercial cover); 
� Low productivity sites: 

o For all TSA’s, conifer species less than 140 m3/ha and over 80 years old; 
o For all TSA’s, stands with a site index below 10; 

� Deciduous leading stands; 
� Wildlife tree retention areas; 
� Area of unstable terrain; 
� Old Growth Management Areas; 
� Corridor Land Segments in the Lakes TSA (but only portions labeled as VC, HR 

or RE and non-pine leading); 
� Very steep slopes (over 80% slope and larger than 5 ha); 
� Riparian reserve zones; 
� Preservation rVQO’s; and 
� Land not available for Integrated Resource Management (including woodlots, 

private crown grants, Indian Reserves). 
 
Visual Force Analysis 
Photographic panoramas and contour maps were used to locate and define ridges and 
gullies visible within each VDU.  These prominent landscape features were assigned 
lines of force and included on the Operability Maps found in Appendix 1. The lines of 
force identified within each VDU were referenced extensively throughout the design 
phases. 

Land Feature Analysis 
This analysis was carried out using photographic panoramas and forest cover mapping 
to identify features visible on the landscape. A set of maps that illustrate this analysis is 
included in Appendix 2. The description of the land features present are captured in the 
comments on the planimetric maps and photo panoramas. 
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Opportunities and Constraints Analysis 
Table 5 outlines the opportunities and constraints present in the VDUs and is a synopsis 
of the issues considered in the visual design process. 
 
Table 5: Opportunities and Constraints 

Resource Opportunities for Development Limitations to Development 
Cultural Heritage / 
Archaeological 

N/A No issues are known to exist that will limit 
development at this time. 

Wildlife N/A No issues are known to exist that will limit 
development at this time.  During site level 
development activities it is expected that 
additional wildlife assessments and subsequent 
wildlife tree retention will occur. 

Tourism / 
Recreation 

N/A Visual harvest design is aimed at mitigating the 
effects of harvest disturbance as seen from the 
selected viewpoints.   

Protected or 
Constrained Areas 

N/A Old Growth Management Areas and certain 
portions of Corridor Land Segments in the 
Lakes TSA have been left out of the harvest 
areas. 

Timber Harvesting Forest Cover  – Mature, merchantable 
stands are available for harvest planning 
 
Harvest Methods  – Areas of the VDU that 
are available for ground skid allow greater 
flexibility in planned shape and placement 
of visual reserves.  
 
Transportation  – Proximity to existing 
road networks provides effective 
transportation link to mill. 
 
Forest Health  – The presence of mountain 
pine beetle infestation allows for 
development following natural forest cover 
boundaries that mimic natural disturbance. 

Forest Cover  – Immature stands are 
unavailable for harvest planning.  
 
Non-pine leading stands (e.g. Sx / Bl) are 
excluded from first pass harvest in order to 
maximize pine salvage recovery 
 
Terrain – Sensitive areas may limit 
development. 
 
Harvest Methods – Areas with steeper terrain 
where cable harvesting is required will limit 
visual design possibilities relative to ground 
based harvesting. 
 
Forest Health  – The short shelf life of mountain 
pine beetle killed timber limits the possibilities 
for first pass design. Where pine stands are left 
for visual quality objectives, the retention will 
eventually lose its foliage and be at higher risk 
of blow down. 

Biodiversity Patches of up to 1,000 ha can occur on up 
to half of the NDT 3 area. Patches of up to 
250 ha may occur on NDT 2 areas. 

Patches larger than those recommended in the 
Biodiversity Guidebook should be avoided. 
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5.0 Concept Design 
The concept design is intended as a bridge between the analysis and the detailed 
design phase. The visual design process for the IFPA was primarily driven by the need 
to maximize salvage recovery of mountain pine beetle killed stands in each VDU. In 
some respects, the “first pass” was already completed by the natural destructive forces 
of the mountain pine beetle. This factor, combined with the spatial orientation of non-
operable land within each VDU, naturally defined proposed harvest opening shapes, 
locations and timing. 
 
Appendix 3 shows the concept design for each VDU.  A map has been created for each 
VDU that illustrates a montage of the planimetric and perspective views from each 
viewpoint. 
 

6.0 Detailed Design and Design Testing 
 
An initial total chance plan (TCP) was developed for each VDU based on the output 
generated from the operability assessment.  The initial TCP was considered a coarse 
filter approach as it simply maximized the amount of mature stands with greater than 
50% pine volume available for first pass while balancing timber flow for the remaining 
two passes.  The design was based on forest cover polygons and 20m contours. The 
TCP was designed with the use of predetermined parameters as defined by the IFPA 
representatives.  These parameters are illustrated in Table 6 below; 
 
Table 6: Summary of IFPA Licensee Harvesting Rules 
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BFP 10% 14% 12% 18% no no 140 45% 35% 15% 150 250 no no  n/a 

FLSM 8% 10% 12% 14% no yes 140 50% 45% 15% 200 300 yes yes 300 

HFP 8% 10% 12% 18% yes yes 140 50% 45% 15% 150 300 yes yes 300 

CanFor 8% 12% 14% 18% no yes 140 45% 35% 30% 175 300 yes no n/a 
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Upon completion of the initial total chance plan a detailed design was compiled within 
the World Construction Set model in order to test and amend designs on an iterative 
basis. During the testing procedure two (2) of the VDU’s were identified as being 
located in areas that would generally not exceed VQO objectives and require additional 
visual design; therefore, only option 1 was designed and modeled for these VDU’s.  The 
remaining fourteen (14) VDU’s were considered to be in visually sensitive areas where 
option 1 exceeded rVQOs and would require option 2 parameters applied.  All sixteen 
(16) VDUs were initially applied a TCP design that maximized first pass pine volume.  
There were three general outcomes of this analysis: 

1. The initial design met the recommended visual quality objectives; 
2. The initial design needed some minor additional retention of pine stands in order 

to meet the recommended visual quality objectives; 
3. The design needed a large amount of additional retention of pine stands in order 

to meet the recommended visual quality objectives. 
 
The outcomes that resulted in the rVQOs being met in the first pass have been labeled 
as ‘option 1’.  Where the first pass outcome resulted in the rVQOs being exceeded an 
option 2 model was employed.  The objectives for each option are summarized as 
follows: 
 
Option 1:  design a three pass total chance plan that maximizes salvage recovery of 
mountain pine beetle damaged stands in the first pass.  The first pass plan design will 
be driven primarily by maximizing the total chance feasibility of locating roads and 
harvest openings to target mature (≥age class 5) lodgepole pine leading stands.  
Leading stands were defined as forest types that were comprised of ≥50% lodgepole 
pine by species composition.   This option employs an initial first pass harvest plan that 
uses visual design as a subordinate tool to absorb some of the effects of a large scale 
harvest.  This option is considered a “what if” or “worse case scenario” in an attempt to 
model the effects of a mass removal of damaged lodgepole pine.  With the diversity of 
stand profiles present in each VDU, it is expected that this scenario will result in some of 
the VDUs meeting the established rVQOs without additional visual design.  However, 
many of the VDU’s contain less of a heterogeneous mix of species and as such it is 
expected that option 1 will exceed the established rVQOs*;  
 
Option 2:  this option is required for VDU’s that contain rVQO values that were 
exceeded during the application of option 1.  The intent of this option is to modify the 
option 1 output and use visual design as the primary driver for achieving spatially 
defined VQO objectives.  In this option the maximization of fiber recovery of damaged 
pine will be considered subordinate to visual design.  The requirement to abandon 
(reserve) a portion of the degrading lodgepole pine stand in the first pass will most likely 
be required. 
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Option 3:  Two of the VDU’s located in the Prince George TSA (Ormond Lake and 
Fraser Lake) contain very large contiguous stands of ≥age class 5 lodgepole leading 
stands.  When the total chance plan was developed to maximize lodgepole pine 
recovery in the first pass it was evident that the contiguous opening size that would 
result would be too large and obtrusive.  This ‘worst case’ scenario was still developed 
and labeled as Option 1; however, it is expected that this scenario would never be 
considered for harvest planning or a subsequent FSP amendment.  In an effort to 
maximize pine salvage within the scope of large scale NDT 3 disturbance patterns, 
option 2 reflected a scaled down version of option 1.  Option 2 was still very aggressive 
and employed the establishment of very large harvest openings for the first pass.  The 
option 2 plan reflected the maximum level of disturbance that could be justified in an 
FSP amendment.  It was expected that option 2 by nature would exceed rVQO 
thresholds and visual design techniques would have to be employed.  Therefore, for 
these two VDU’s option 3 is where visual design techniques were used to bring the 
harvest plan within the rVQO parameters. 
 
The licensees have the option to forgo implementing option 2 (or option 3 in the case of 
Fraser and Ormond VDU’s) and apply for a FSP amendment.  A draft example of an 
official amendment to the forest stewardship plan has been included in Appendix 5. 
 
The decision to employ the option 1, option 2 or option 3 scenario was only considered 
in the first pass. Subsequent pass 2 and pass 3 rotations were designed with visuals as 
the primary driver to meet established rVQO’s.  Second and third pass harvest planning 
were subsequently tested and modified within the World Construction Set model to 
ensure visual acceptability. 
 
Refer to Table 7 for commentary and rationales for each VDU. 
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 Table 7: Visual Assessment 
 

Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

40 Yes 

Although the alteration is somewhat 
natural in shape, the scale of alteration is 
too large.  It dominates the 'M' unit to a 
higher degree than desired and re-
design is required. The alteration present 
within the un-rated polygon draws the 
eye and is quite dominant. 

Yes, the alteration within the 
'M' polygon (and also within 
the un-rated polygon) is very 
easy to see, large in scale 
and natural in appearance. 

The alteration responds to the major 
lines of force present within the 
landscape.  The boundary of the 
alteration within the 'M' VLU appears 
feathered and as a result reduces 
the visual impact. 

Vpt 40 was taken as the 'worst-case 
scenario' for the VDU.  The 
alteration from the remaining 
viewpoints was estimated to be less 
in scope than Vpt 40.  The 'M' 
polygon was calculated to have a 
1.9% alteration.  The polygon with 
no rVQO designation was calculated 
to have 7.6% alteration. 

39 No 

No alteration is visible from this 
viewpoint. 

No alteration occurs within 
the rated VLU polygons 
visible from this viewpoint. 

No alteration visible. No alteration evident 

41 

The alteration visible from this viewpoint 
does not have associated rVQO's.  
Despite the missing rVQO it would be 
preferable to reduce the amount of 
visible ground adjacent to the lake and 
reduce the linear appearance of the 
opening visible in the midground. 

42 

The alteration visible from this viewpoint 
does not have associated rVQO's.  
Despite the missing rVQO it would be 
preferable to reduce the amount of visual 
dominance of the planned opening. 

1 

HFP 
McCloud     
/ 
Gordeau 

43 

No. 
Option
al only 

The alteration visible from this viewpoint 
does not have associated rVQO's.  
Despite the missing rVQO it would be 
preferable to reduce the amount of 
visible ground adjacent to the lake.  

No alteration occurs within 
the rated VLU polygons 
visible from these 
viewpoints. 

Alteration borrows from the natural 
character of the landscape and 
responds to the lines of force 
present. 

No calculation was completed.  
Alterations were located in areas 
without rVQO’s. Refer to Vpt 40 for 
calculation. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

44 
No 
Option
al only 

The portion of the alteration visible is 
located outside the 'PR' polygon.  
However, to demonstrate good visual 
design, it is preferable to reduce the 
linear appearance of the opening located 
nearest to the lake. 

No alteration occurs within 
the rated VLU polygons 
visible from this viewpoint 

Alteration borrows from the natural 
character of the landscape and 
responds to the lines of force 
present. 

45 Yes 

The alteration occurs in an area 
immediately adjacent to and within the 
outer edge of the 'M' polygon. The 
alteration within the 'M' polygon is 
considered not excessive.  However, the 
visible area as seen from Vpt 45 can not 
be differentiated between rated and un-
rated polygons.  It is preferable to re-
design the alteration so that it appears 
more natural in shape and less dominant 
in nature. The alteration at the right 
extent of the viewscape occurs within an 
un-rated polygon and is considered 
visually dominant within the viewscape. 

Yes, the alteration appears 
easy to see, small in scale 
and natural in appearance. 

Alteration borrows from the natural 
character of the landscape and 
responds to the lines of force 
present. 

No calculation was completed.  
Alterations were located primarily in 

areas without rVQO’s.  
 

The alteration from this viewpoint is 
estimated to be less than 1% within 
the 'M' polygon and less than 1% 

within the un-rated area viewed from 
this viewpoint. 

 

46 

The only alteration visible from this 
viewpoint occurs within an area that does 
not have associated rVQO.  The Vpt is 
located far enough away that the 
alteration is not very noticeable.  

The alteration visible within the un-
rated polygon area is slightly 
noticeable from this distance and 
very small in scale. 

47 

48 

The only alteration visible from this 
viewpoint occurs within an area that does 
not have associated rVQO's.  
Furthermore, this alteration is partially 
screened by standing dead Pl and not 
very noticeable. 

The alteration visible will be 
screened by standing dead Pl and 
will become very obscure.   

No calculation was completed.  
Alterations were located in areas 
without rVQO’s. Refer to Vpt 40 for 
calculation. 

1 

HFP 
McCloud     
/ 
Gordeau 

49 

No 

No alteration is visible from this 
viewpoint. 

No alteration occurs within 
the rated VLU polygons 
visible from this viewpoint. 

No alteration visible. No alteration evident. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

50 
No, 
Option
al only 

The only alteration visible from this 
viewpoint occurs within an area that does 
not have associated rVQO's.   However, 
to demonstrate good visual design, it is 
preferable to reduce the linear 
appearance of the opening in the left 
portion of the viewscape. 

The alteration responds to the major 
lines of force natural to the 
landscape and is small in scale. 

1 

HFP 
McCloud     
/ 
Gordeau 

51 No 

The only alteration visible from this 
viewpoint occurs within an area that does 
not have associated rVQO's.   The 
alteration as seen from this viewpoint is 
very obscure. 

No alteration occurs within 
the rated VLU polygons 
visible from this viewpoint. 

The alteration visible from this 
viewpoint is small in scale and not 
highly noticeable. 

No calculation was completed.  
Alterations were located in areas 
without rVQO’s. Refer to Vpt 40 for 
calculation. 

15 Yes 

This VDU is represented by one large 
PR polygon. The rough block shapes 
created during the TCP design require 
minor design work to respond to lines of 
force and to reduce the linear 
appearance. 

Alteration is easy to see, 
small in scale and generally 
natural in shape and meets 
the rVQO.  

Block boundaries respond to major 
lines of force and are not obvious on 
the landscape. Openings occupy 
middle to upper slope positions.  
They are small in size and do not 
draw your viewing attention when 
seen from the viewpoint. 

PR' polygon - 0.9% 

16 No 
Only a very small area is located within 
the 'PR' polygon.  No need for further 
visual design is required. 

Alteration is very small in 
scale and barely evident. 

Alteration is slightly linear in nature.  
Its location on flat ground in-
between rolling hills blends itself to 
the natural features of the 
landscape.  

Not calculated.  This value will be 
significantly less than the 0.9% 
alteration located within the 'PR' 
polygon. 

2 

HFP 
McCloud     
/ 
Gordeau 

17 No No alteration is evident from this 
viewpoint. No alteration evident. No alteration evident. None visible. 

3 BFP 
Augier 12 Yes 

The R polygons located along the lake 
edge have not been modified; therefore, 
require no further visual design. The PR 
polygon on the middle (background) 
landform has visible alteration that 
requires further design to meet the 
rVQO.  

PR' polygon in the middle 
right is the only polygon that 
displays any alteration.   The 
visible alteration satisfies  
the definition of easy to see, 
medium in scale, natural in 
shape and meets the rVQO. 

Responds to major lines of force and 
the natural character of landscape.  
The alteration is represented by 
irregular boundary shapes.  The 
upper slopes of the harvest shapes 
have been dropped and middle 
slope portions re-designed to reduce 
dominant appearance of the feature. 

PR' polygon on middle landform - 
6.5%, other 'PR' polygon - 0%, 'R' 
polygon - 0% 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

13 Yes 

From this viewpoint the alteration within 
'R' and 'PR' polygons does not appear to 
exceed % alteration limits.  However, 
modification is still recommended to 
ensure a portion of the shapes appear 
natural in character. 

The middle area of the 
image ('PR' polygon) 
contains a portion of the 
alteration that is visible. The 
alteration is very small in 
scale, natural in shape and 
meets the rVQO. 

The openings are consistent with the 
natural character of the landscape 
and irregular in shape. All occupy 
lower slope locations and are very 
small in size. 

PR' polygon - 0.3%, 'R' polygon ~0% 
(nothing obvious from this location). 

3 BFP 
Augier 

14 Yes 

A small portion of the alteration is located 
within the lake edge 'R' polygon.  This 
requires additional design to satisfy the 
rVQO.  Substantial design is necessary 
within the upper 'PR' polygon (near the 
middle of the image) to satisfy good 
visual design. 

Alteration within the far left 
'PR' polygon is small to 
medium in scale and natural 
in shape.  The middle right 
VLU displays a medium size 
alteration and is generally 
natural in shape.  The young 
type along its lower extent 
creates a linear edge that is 
difficult to mitigate. The 
alteration within the 'R' 
polygon is small in scale and 
the presence of a lake edge 
buffer reduces the impact.   

Alteration responds to major lines of 
force and boundaries are irregular in 
shape. Large areas of potential 
development have been dropped in 
an attempt to reduce the impact of 
the alteration and to ensure the 
harvest plan fits into the character of 
the landscape. 

PR' polygon at left of image - 5.15%, 
'R' polygon - 0.9%, 'PR' polygon at 
right middle of image - 7.7% 

52 Yes 

A large amount of alteration is visible.  
Further design is necessary to meet the 
'rVQO of 'PR' along the upper slope 
positions.  The lower slopes adjacent to 
the lake edge contain a small area of 
alteration that is located in the 'R' 
polygon and is visible. 

4 BFP 
Pinkut 

53 Yes 

Minor re-design of the alteration within 
the upper 'PR' VLU is necessary.  
However, significant re-design is 
necessary within the 'R' polygon. 

Yes.  The alteration within 
the 'PR' polygons is easy to 
see, medium in scale and 
natural in appearance.  
Alteration within the 'R' 
polygon is difficult to see, 
small in scale and natural in 
appearance. 

The openings are consistent with the 
natural vegetation shapes and the 
underlying landscape structure.  The 
alteration responds to the lines of 
force. 

No calculation was completed.  
Refer to Vpt 56 for calculation. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

54 Yes 

Re-design is necessary within the lake 
edge 'R' and upper slope 'PR' VLU's. The 
linear upper boundary (left portion of the 
foreground landscape, including the 
upper boundary on the distant landform) 
requires softening to reduce the visual 
impact of planned harvest. 

Yes.  The alteration within 
the 'PR' polygons is easy to 
see, medium in scale and 
natural in appearance.  
Alteration within the 'R' 
polygon is difficult to see, 
small in scale and natural in 
appearance. 

55 Yes 

The majority of planned alteration is 
barely noticeable in the viewscape. The 
background landform (far left of the 
viewpoint image) requires softening 
along the upper linear boundary.  This 
action will reduce the impact of 
harvesting for the unit. 

Yes, the alteration is small in 
scale and natural in 
appearance. 

No calculation was completed.  
Alterations were located in areas 
without rVQO’s. Refer to Vpt 56 for 
calculation. 

4 BFP 
Pinkut 

56 Yes 

The far left of the view image contains a 
'PR' polygon in which the alteration 
needs to be reduced in size to meet the 
rVQO.  In addition to the size reduction 
the upper boundary requires softening. 
The landform in the distance (slightly to 
the right of the main landform) does not 
have an associated rVQO; however, the 
shape requires softening to appear in 
balance with the alteration located in the 
'PR' polygon. The alteration within the 'R' 
polygon (approximately 1/3 from the left 
hand side of the image) requires 
softening to reduce its' visual impact.  
The softening technique will reduce the 
impact when viewed from a position on 
the lake directly in front of the proposed 
harvest area. 
 
 

Yes, the alteration within the 
'PR' polygons is easy to see, 
medium in scale and natural 
in appearance. Alteration 
within the 'R' polygon is 
difficult to see, small in scale 
and natural in appearance. 

The openings are consistent with the 
natural vegetation shapes and the 
underlying landscape structure.  The 
alteration responds to the lines of 
force. 

Vpt 56 represents the 'worst-case 
scenario' for this VDU.  All other 
viewpoint images show considerably 
less alteration; therefore, were not 
calculated.  
 
'PR' polygon (far left of view) is 8.8% 
alteration.  This exceeds the 
guideline but does illustrate natural 
opening shapes and good lines of 
force and does not occupy a 
foreground position. Adjacent un-
rated polygon shows 19.6% 
alteration. 'PR' polygon near middle 
of image shows 1.1% alteration and 
'R' polygon at lake edge shows 0.8% 
alteration.          
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

24 Yes 

The viewscape from this viewpoint is 
dominated by 'R' polygons, with 'PR' 
polygons occupying the distant ground 
near the middle of the viewscape.  Re-
design is needed to ensure the alteration 
will achieve all rVQO's. 

Alteration within the 'PR' 
polygons is easy to see, 
small to medium in scale 
and natural in appearance. 
Alteration within the 'R' 
polygons is difficult to see, 
very small in scale and 
somewhat natural in 
appearance. 

Alteration within the 'PR' VLU's 
borrows from the natural vegetation 
patterns and landform variety 
(gullied terrain) and responds to the 
major lines of force present. 

Alteration within the 'PR' polygon 
equates to 4.3%, while alteration 
within the 'R' areas equates to 0.4% 
throughout. 

5 

FLSM 
Babine 
East 
North 
Side A 

25 Yes 
The viewscape is dominated by 'R' 
polygons and requires some re-design to 
achieve rVQO's. 

Alteration within the 'R' 
polygons is difficult to see, 
small in scale and somewhat 
natural in appearance. 

Feathering of boundaries has been 
used to modify the alteration and 
reduce the visual impact. The 
alteration borrows from the natural 
character of the landscape and 
responds to some degree to the 
major lines of force on the 
landscape. 

Alteration within Vpt 24 was 
considered to represent the 'worst-
case scenario’; therefore, the 
alteration for Vpt 25 was not 
calculated. 

26 Yes 

The foreground VLU is 'R' and the 
alteration is small in scale and as a result 
meets the rVQO.  The background VLU 
is 'PR', and despite the alteration being 
small in scale, its' location and linear 
appearance requires re-design to meet 
the rVQO. 

Alteration within the 'PR' polygon 
equates to 2.6%, while alteration 
within the 'R' polygon is 0.4%. 

6 

FLSM 
Babine 
East 
North 
Side B 

27 Yes 

Design on this VDU was necessary from 
Vpt 26.  As a result, the viewscape as 
seen from Vpt 27 achieves the rVQO’s in 
the ‘R’ and ‘PR’ polygons. 
 
 
 
 

Alteration within the 'PR' 
polygon is easy to see, small 
in scale and fairly natural in 
appearance. Alteration 
within the 'R' polygon is 
difficult to see, very small in 
scale and somewhat natural 
in appearance. Both meet 
the rVQO. 

Alteration within both 'PR' and 'R' 
polygons borrows from the natural 
and man-made vegetation patterns 
and the underlying gently undulating 
terrain. Block shapes respond to the 
major lines of force present. Edges 
have been feathered to reduce the 
visual impact of block boundaries. 

Alteration within Vpt 26 was 
considered to represent the 'worst-
case scenario'; therefore, the 
alteration for Vpt 27 was not 
calculated. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

18 Yes 

The alteration on the foreground (lower 
slopes / right extent of the viewscape) is 
too dominant to meet the rVQO of 'PR'. 
The alteration on the middle slopes (mid- 
dle right of the view) is too linear and 
needs to respond to the lines of force to 
meet the rVQO. 

Yes, alteration within the 
'PR' polygon is easy to see, 
small to medium in scale 
and natural in appearance.  

Alteration within the 'PR' polygon 
equates to 1.4%. 

7 

FLSM 
Babine 
East 
South 
Side A 

19 Yes 

The alteration visible at the far left of the 
VDU is large in scale and dominant on 
the landscape.  Re-design is necessary 
to meet the rVQO. 

Yes, alteration within the 
'PR' polygon is easy to see, 
small in scale and natural in 
appearance.  

Alteration within both 'PR' polygons 
borrows from the natural and man-
made vegetation patterns and the 
underlying gently undulating terrain. 
Block shapes respond to the major 
lines of force present. 

Alteration within Vpt 18 was 
considered to represent the 'worst-
case scenario'; therefore, the 
alteration for Vpt 19 was not 
calculated. 

19 Yes 

The alteration visible at the far right 
along the lake edge of the VDU is large 
in scale and dominant on the landscape. 
Re-design is necessary to meet the 
rVQO of 'R'. 

Alteration is natural in appearance 
and borrows from the natural and 
man-made vegetation patterns and 
the underlying gently undulating 
terrain. Block edges are feathered 
and barely visible. 

Alteration within the 'R' polygon 
amounts to 0.04%. 

8 

FLSM 
Babine 
East 
South 
Side B 

20 No The planned alteration meets the rVQO 
of 'R’. 

Yes, the alteration within the 
'R' polygon is barely visible 
and natural in appearance. 

Alteration is not visible. Alteration within Vpt 20 is not visible; 
therefore, was not calculated. 

9 
FLSM 
Hannay 
N 

23 Yes 

The alteration visible within the 'M' 
polygon (background) is too large and 
dominant in scale to meet the rVQO.  
Re-design is required to respond to the 
lines of force.  Alteration within the 'PR' 
polygon is very small; therefore, does not 
require further re-design. 

Yes, alteration within the 'M' 
polygon is very easy to see, 
large in scale and natural in 
appearance. 

Alteration is natural in appearance 
and responds to the major lines of 
force visible in the landscape. The 
existing vegetation is continuous, 
with existing greened up openings 
being very large and following the 
natural landform shape.  Small 
opening sizes would not have 
simulated natural patterns if chosen. 

Alteration within the 'M' polygon is 
calculated at 19.8%, and the 
alteration within the 'PR' polygon is 
0.2%. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

21 Yes 

The alteration visible within the 'PR' VLU 
is poorly designed and requires re-
design to meet the rVQO.  No alteration 
is visible within the 'R' polygon. 

Yes, alteration within the 
'PR' polygon is easy to see, 
small in scale and somewhat 
natural in appearance. No 
alteration is visible within the 
'R' polygon. 

Alteration is visible along the height 
of land and has been feathered to 
soften its' appearance on the 
landscape. 

Alteration within the 'PR' polygon is 
0.2% and 0% within the 'R' polygon. 

10 
FLSM 
Helene 
S 

22 No No alteration is visible within the 'R' or 
the 'PR' polygons. 

No alteration is visible within 
the 'R' or the 'PR' polygons. 

No alteration visible. Alteration is 0% within both 'R' and 
'PR' polygons. 

11 
FLSM 
Hanson 
N 

28 No 

No alteration is visible within the 'R' VLU.  
A very small amount of alteration is 
visible within the 'PR' VLU.  No re-design 
is necessary to meet the rVQO. 

Yes, alteration within the 
'PR' polygon is very small in 
scale and somewhat natural 
in appearance.  Alteration 
within the 'R' polygon is not 
visible. 
 
 

Alteration is just barely visible along 
the height of land.  As such, it 
should not stand out as being linear 
or unnatural in appearance. 

Alteration within the 'R' polygon is 
0% and is estimated to be 
considerably less than 1% in the 
'PR' polygon. 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

12 
FLSM 
Fraser 
Lake N 

34 

Yes 
(Option
3 
require
d) 

Although the alterations are fairly natural 
in shape they tend to be dominant in 
nature and all viewpoints require re-
design in order to meet rVQO's.  

Yes, alteration within the 
'PR' polygon is easy to see, 
medium in scale and natural 
in appearance. 

Existing vegetation along the upper 
slopes tend to be continuous.  As a 
result, the use of smaller opening s 
in the design would not have 
reflected natural disturbance 
patterns.  Response to major lines of 
force within the landscape was the 
determining factor in selecting the 
size and scope of each opening.  
Feathering of boundaries and the 
use of irregular boundaries was also 
considered in the design. 

Viewpoints 31 and 34 were taken as 
the 'worst-case scenarios' for the 
VDU.  The alteration as viewed from 
other viewpoints was estimated to 
be less than Vpt 31 and 34.  From 
Vpt 31 the 'PR' polygon was 
calculated to be 8.3%, and from Vpt 
34 the alteration within the ‘PR’ 
polygon was 3.4%. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

35 
Alterations are too linear in nature and 
dominant in scale to meet the rVQO; 
therefore, further design work is required. 

Yes, alteration within the 'R' 
polygon is expected to be 
somewhat difficult to see, 
small in scale and natural in 
appearance. 

Feathering of the block boundary 
was done to soften the visual impact 
and the boundaries were changed to 
respond to the major lines of force 
evident on the landscape.  These 
two activities create a more natural 
appearance. 

Alteration from Vpt 35 was 
calculated to be 0.4% within the 'R' 
polygon. 

13 FLSM 
Ormond 

36 

Yes 
(Option
3 
require
d) 

Alterations planned adjacent the lake 
edge are too dominant in scale and 
obtrusive to meet the rVQO of 'R'. 

Yes, alteration within the 'R' 
polygon is expected to be 
difficult to see, very small in 
scale and natural in 
appearance. 

Visual retention areas were added 
near the lake edge to reduce the 
visual impact of harvesting. 

Alteration from Vpt 35 was 
calculated to be 0.3% within the 'R' 
polygon 

1 

2 14 
Canfor 
McBride 
KIDP 

3 

No 
From all viewpoints there is no visible 
alteration. 
 

No alteration evident. 
 

No alteration evident. 
 No alteration evident. 

8 No 
There is no visible alteration from this 
viewpoint location. No further design 
necessary. 

No alteration evident. No alteration evident. No alteration evident. 

15 Canfor 
Parrot 

9 Yes 

The landscape at the far left of the view 
image is a 'M' polygon.  Softening of the 
upper boundary to reduce the linear 
appearance is required.  The alteration 
slightly to the left of center in the image 
is within a 'PR' polygon and does not 
appear out of scale on the landscape.  
The alteration at the far right of the 
image is within a 'M' polygon and 
requires some softening to reduce its' 
dominant appearance on the landscape. 

The alteration within the 'M' 
polygon at the far right is 
large in scale and somewhat 
natural in appearance. The 
presence of the regenerating 
stand brings a somewhat 
linear appearance to the 
alteration; therefore, no 
patches of dead Pl were 
considered for retention. The 
remaining visible alteration 
meets rVQO. 

All alterations respond to the lines of 
force and borrow from the natural 
character of the landscape.  Edge 
treatments have been made where 
feasible.  Attempts were made to 
push alterations to the lower slope 
positions and away from upper slope 
locations where feasible. 

Viewpoint 9 alteration was not 
calculated.  This viewpoint is less 
obtrusive than Vpt’s 10 and 11.  
Refer the Vpt’s 10 and 11 for worse 
case scenario alteration %. 
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Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

10 

The landform at the left of the image lies 
within a 'M' polygon and re-design is 
necessary.  Additional re-design will 
assist in reducing the linear appearance 
near the height of land and reduce the 
overall visual impact of the development.  
The alteration visible in the right hand 
portion of the Vpt 10 image (near the 
height of land) lies within a 'PR' polygon.  
This alteration is small in scale and is 
viewed from a great distance.  The 
alteration just to the left of this VLU 
occurs within a 'M' polygon and is not 
dominant in scale. 

Yes, the alteration within 'M' 
polygons appears very easy 
to see, large in scale but is 
natural in shape. Alteration 
within 'PR' polygons is easy 
to see, small in scale and 
natural in shape. 

Alteration within the far left 'M' VLU 
is 7.8%, the 'M' VLU at center right 
is 3.3%, and the right hand 'PR' VLU 
is 0.8%. 

15 Canfor 
Parrot 

11 

Yes 

All of the VLU's in this image are 'M', 
except for the 'PR' polygon just to the left 
of the image center.  The alteration 
within the 'PR' polygon is somewhat 
natural in appearance and small in scale.  
The alterations within the left hand VLU 
appear very linear in nature, due to the 
presence of young plantations with long 
linear boundaries. 

The alteration within the 'M' 
polygon at the far right is 
very easy to see, large in 
scale and somewhat natural 
in appearance. The 
presence of the regenerating 
stand creates a linear 
appearance to the alteration.  
As a result, softening of the 
edges was employed where 
possible.  No additional no 
patches of dead Pl were 
considered for retention. The 
remaining visible alteration 
meets rVQO. 
 
 
 
 
 

All alterations respond to the lines of 
force and borrow from the natural 
character of the landscape.  Edge 
treatments have been made where 
feasible.  Attempts were made to 
push alterations to the lower slope 
positions and away from upper slope 
locations where feasible. 

From left to right across the image, 
alteration within the 'M' VLU is 
11.9%, 'M' VLU adjacent is 12.5%, 
'PR' VLU is 0.5%, and the far right 
'M' VLU is 1.2%. 



                                                   
March 2009                                     

 
   

28 

Table 6  

Option 1 Comments Visual Assessment of Final Pass 1 design 

R = retention; PR = partial retention; M = 
modification VDU V

P# 

Option 
2 
Req’d? 

rVQO = recommended visual quality 
objective 

Does the alteration fit the 
Basic VQO definition? 

Does the design respond to 
underlying landscape structure and 
exhibit elements of good visual 
design? 

What is the percent perspective 
alteration of the landform resulting 
from harvest? (Guidelines - R 
<1.5%, PR 1.5-7.0%, M 7-18%, MM 
<30%) 

4 No alteration evident from this viewpoint. 

5 
Alteration is just barely evident from this 
viewpoint and does not require re-
design. 

6 

Alteration is evident from this viewpoint 
but is considered small in scale and 
natural in shape and does not require re-
design. 

16 
Canfor 
Poplar 
KIDP 

7 

No 

No alteration evident from this viewpoint. 

No alteration is evident from 
viewpoints 4 and 7. 
Viewpoint 5 alteration is 
barely evident and very 
small in scale; therefore, 
meets the rVQO of 'PR'. 
Viewpoint 6 alteration is 
easy to see, small in scale, 
natural in appearance and 
meets the rVQO of 'PR'. 

No alteration evident from 
viewpoints 4 and 7. Viewpoint 6 
alteration borrows from the natural 
character of the landscape.  Several 
of proposed openings have edges 
that intersect with natural open 
range polygons.  This scenario 
feathers the alteration shape and 
helps it transition with the natural 
shapes on the landscape. 

A visual assessment confirms the 
alteration was easily within the 
percent alteration guidelines; 
therefore, a numerical value was not 
calculated. 
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7.0 Results 
 
The total chance harvest design is intended to maximize the first-pass short-term 
salvage of stands that are comprised of greater than 50% mature pine.  With reference 
to Table 7 it is apparent that the option 1 scenario accomplishes this goal for only two 
(2) of the VDUs in the first pass schedule.  Very minor or no visual design changes were 
required to meet FSP rVQOs for these 2 VDUs.  The second and third passes generally 
have less impact than the first pass and all meet rVQOs with minor visual design 
applied. 
 
With reference to Table 7 it is apparent that the option 1 model for the remaining 
fourteen (14) VDUs did not meet the recommended visual quality objectives. For these 
VDU’s an option 2 (option 3 in the case of Fraser and Ormond VDUs) was developed to 
soften the impact of the first pass disturbance in order to meet the rVQO levels.  An 
option 2 scenario implies that rVQOs will be met by retaining a portion of the timber land 
base comprised of >50% lodgepole pine.  An assumption was made that these stands 
would degrade, fall over and naturally regenerate and be available for the next rotation 
(ie. a future pass beyond pass three).   
 
The final total chance harvest design for each VDU is identified in Appendix 5.  With 
reference to the map and the associated legend, pass 1 is delineated by light turquoise 
shading, pass 2 by a light purple fill and pass 3 with a dull yellow fill.  Dark green 
shading illustrates ground that was designated as “not for harvest” and represents a 
mosaic of lower volume stands, mixed deciduous, riparian reserve zones, steep terrain, 
alpine, rock, OGMA’s, etc. The bright green polygons represent mature forest polygons 
that were resident isolated patches that did not make operational sense to include in the 
harvest plan.  These polygons were removed from inclusion in the harvest entry plan 
and designated as Wildlife Tree Patches.  Furthermore this color represents existing 
WTP’s or areas delineated as WTP’s to meet visual quality objectives. 
 
The white polygons represent areas that were originally included in one of the three 
passes and when modeled in World Construction Set contributed to exceeding the 
designated rVQO.  These shapes were considered too obtrusive in the visual model as 
seen from the select viewpoints and as such had to be removed from the harvest plan.  
Many of these polygons were comprised of >50% lodgepole pine and the assumption 
was made that the time lag between stand degradation, fall down and regeneration 
would extend beyond the second and third pass time horizon.  Therefore, these 
polygons were removed from the 3 pass harvest schedule and designated as future 
harvest opportunity areas.  The decision was made not to include them as designated 
reserves and/or as WTP patches.  This was done to eliminate the risk associated with 
large WTP’s aging to levels suitable for inclusion as Old Growth Management Areas 
(OGMAs).  This is a risk that many licensees face all over the province as WTP’s are 
simply being rolled into OGMAs during higher level planning initiatives.  For the purpose 
of this project, these polygons have simply been labeled as areas available for future 
consideration.  The next rotation will likely include a fourth pass in order to break up the 
disproportionate amount of the land base harvested in the current first pass. 
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The results of the design work are provided in Appendix 4, Detailed Total Chance 
Harvest Block Design. 
 
Tables 7a to 7o illustrate the amount of volume that is available for each VDU in all 
three passes.  These tables illustrate both option 1 and 2 (option 3 for Ormond and 
Fraser VDU’s) where they were applied.  The following tables illustrate volumes derived 
from forest cover information that does not consider stand defect, mortality net downs 
and/or utilization standards.  As such these volumes are considered estimates only and 
it is expected that field cruise data will vary significantly. 
 
 

Table 7a: VDU Augier 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 602 175,044 350 104,138     

Second 2034-2044 89 25,083 89 25,083     

Third 2059-2069 300 46,403 300 46,403     

Totals: 991 246,530 738 175,624 0 0 

Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:  (70,906)  
 
 

Table 7b: VDU Babine 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 1,403 428,129 1,402 427,793     
Second 2034-2044 569 197,731 569 197,731     
Third 2059-2069 1,274 166,097 1,274 166,097     
Totals: 3,246 791,957 3,245 791,622 0 0 

Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:    (335) 
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Table 7c: VDU Pinkut 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 619 186,708 502 152,696     
Second 2034-2044 66 23,072 66 23,072     
Third 2059-2069 265 64,544 265 64,544     
Totals: 950 274,323 833 240,312 0 0 

Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:   (34,011) 
 
 

Table 7d: VDU Parrot Lake PARR 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 779 241,277 739 229,963     
Second 2034-2044 266 96,107 266 96,107     
Third 2059-2069 909 151,052 909 151,052     
Totals: 1,954 488,436 1,914 477,122 0 0 

 Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:  (11,313) 
 
 

Table 7e: VDU McBride Lake KIDP 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 25 9,932 25 9,932     
Second 2034-2044 0 0 0 0     
Third 2059-2069 167 42,226 167 42,226     
Totals: 192 52,158 192 52,158 0 0 

 Difference:  0  

The following values in pass 1 and 2 reflect the small amount of available mature harvest area and small 
size of the VDU. 
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Table 7f: VDU Poplar Lake KIDP 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 34 10,107 34 10,107     
Second 2034-2044 4 1,328 4 1,328     
Third 2059-2069 100 14,791 100 14,791     
Totals: 138 26,226 138 26,226 0 0 

Difference:  0  

 
 
 

Table 7g: VDU Babine Lake East End North Side A 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 417 152,187 288 108,420     
Second 2034-2044 265 89,579 265 89,579     
Third 2059-2069 580 38,575 580 38,575     
Totals: 1,262 280,341 1,133 236,574 0 0 

 Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:   (43,767) 
 
 
 

Table 7h: VDU Babine Lake East End North Side B 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 535 160,079 502 151,658     
Second 2034-2044 325 109,918 325 109,918     
Third 2059-2069 160 47,305 160 47,305     
Totals: 1,020 317,302 987 308,882 0 0 

Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:  (8,421)  
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Table 7i: VDU Babine Lake East End South Side A 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 884 265,483 836 250,354     
Second 2034-2044 532 156,338 532 156,338     
Third 2059-2069 765 168,834 765 168,834     
Totals: 2,181 590,655 2,133 575,527 0 0 

Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:   (15,128) 
 
 
 
 

Table 7j: VDU Babine Lake East End South Side B 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 230 60,349 222 57,618     
Second 2034-2044 227 70,169 227 70,169     
Third 2059-2069 298 67,573 298 67,573     
Totals: 755 198,092 747 195,361 0 0 

 Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:   (2,731) 
 
 

Table 7k: VDU Hannay Lake North 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 249 86,481 185 64,836     
Second 2034-2044 3 1,007* 3 1,007*     
Third 2059-2069 96 7,520* 96 7,520*     
Totals: 348 95,008 285 73,363 0 0 

Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:   (21,645) 
 
*Based on the parameters set for stand operability and salvage maximization this VDU contained a very 
limited amount of area with stands comprised of Sx/Bl that were of sufficient age or volume for harvest 
inclusion in the remaining 2 passes. 
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Table 7l: VDU Hanson Lake North 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 267 79,748 267 79,748     
Second 2034-2044 4 1,440* 4 1,440*     
Third 2059-2069 151 14,189 151 14,189     
Totals: 423 95,378 423 95,378 0 0 

Difference:  0  

*Based on the parameters set for stand operability and salvage maximization this VDU contained a very 
limited amount of area with stands comprised of Sx/Bl that were of sufficient age or volume for harvest 
inclusion in pass 2. 
 
 
 

Table 7m: VDU Helene Lake South 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approx 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 235 72,575 227 69,915     
Second 2034-2044 55 19,239* 55 19,239*     
Third 2059-2069 228 31,480 228 31,480     
Totals: 518 123,294 509 120,634 0.00 0.00 

 
Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:  (2660.53 ) 

*Based on the parameters set for stand operability and salvage maximization this VDU contained a very 
limited amount of area with stands comprised of Sx/Bl that were of sufficient age or volume for harvest 
inclusion in pass 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



                                                  March 2009 
                                    

35 
 

   

Table 7n: VDU FLSM Fraser Lake N 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approx. 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 2,198 616,035 949 287,017 918 277,558 
Second 2034-2044 320 79,448 320 79,448 320 79,448 
Third 2059-2069 129 38,535 129 38,535 129 38,535 
Totals: 2,646 734,019 1,398 405,000 1,366 395,541 

  
Difference between Option 1 and Option 2:  (329,018) 
Difference between Option 2 and Option 3:  (9,459) 

 
  
 
 

Table 7o: VDU FLSM Ormond Lake N 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 834 264,468 237 79,612 223 74,819 
Second 2034-2044 31 7,817 31 7,817 31 7,817 
Third 2059-2069 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 
Totals: 864 272,285 267 87,430 254 82,637 

   
Difference between Option 1 and Option 2:   (4,793) 
Difference between Option 2 and Option 3:   (184,855) 

*This VDU was dominated by one large contiguous landscape level stand of age class 4 and 5 lodgepole 
pine.  As such, with salvage harvesting and the fall down and degradation of reserved Pl, no viable stand 
area was available for pass 3 inclusion. 
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Table : VDU McCloud Gordeau Lakes 
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Area Harvest  Area Harvest  Area Harvest  
(ha) Volume (ha) Volume (ha) Volume Harvest 

Pass 
Approximate 
year   (m3)   (m3)   (m3) 

First  2009-2014 166 46,273 149 42,119     
Second 2034-2044 68 19,349* 68 19,349*     
Third 2059-2069 108 31,407 108 31,407     
Totals: 341 97,029 325 92,875 0 0 

 Difference Between Option 1 and Option 2:   4,154 

*Based on the parameters set for stand operability and salvage maximization this VDU contained a very 
limited amount of area with stands comprised of Sx/Bl that were of sufficient age or volume for harvest 
inclusion in pass 2. 
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8.0 Conclusions and Recommendations  
The integrated visual design for the 16 VDUs within the Morice and Lakes IFPA area was initiated to 
support good visual design during the harvesting of mountain pine beetle damaged stands. Through the 
consideration of a variety of resource issues, the design was able to incorporate these objectives in a 
three pass harvest plan that addresses visual impact design factors. 
 
Mountain pine beetle damaged stands, timber types and existing block locations were the main factors 
driving the design. Terrain and road access also played important roles. The design then integrated other 
resource values in the design area such as visual quality objectives, riparian management, terrain 
stability, forest connectivity and biodiversity. 
 
The visual design is limited by the accuracy of the TRIM based topological information. Although an 
attempt was made to incorporate operational factors into the design (e.g., road access or harvest method) 
it is limited in its operational detail and should be used as a guide for operational planning and 
implementation. The selection of salvage harvest polygons generally followed timber types and as a 
result has created natural, organic shapes.  The visual success of the proposed design is based on the 
location of blocks and reserves and may need to be re-evaluated following stand level block design. 
 
It should be noted that the attempt to maximize salvage recovery of mature lodgepole pine has resulted in 
some of the VDUs containing first pass volume levels that may exceed annual cut levels.  Furthermore, 
the high concentration of damaged lodgepole pine has created a significant fall down in volume for some 
of the VDU’s second pass allocation.   
 
There were a total of fourteen (14) VDUs that after applying option 1 parameters did not meet the 
recommended Visual Quality Objectives (rVQOs) when assessed from the viewpoints used in this project. 
These VDUs had an option 2 / option 3 developed to illustrate a total chance harvest design that would 
meet the visual objectives. In these cases, an analysis was conducted to show the differences in area 
between the two options.  
 
Licensees that have operations within the fourteen (14) VDU’s that did not meet the rVQOs, have the 
option to develop a FSP amendment.  Several options for proposing a FSP amendment is outlined in 
FRPA General Bulletin Number 10 “Beetle Wood Salvage and Visual Quality” 
(www.for.gov.bc.ca/rco/pfit/index.htm).  While each licensee should review their existing FSP and the 
particulars for the VDU, a sample amendment is included in Appendix 5. 
 
 


