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Executive Summary

An update and analysis of forest cover information within the Kalum Forest District was
conducted to determine the seral and patch distributions for Landscape Units and Forest
Development Units within the Kalum TSA, TFL 1, TFL 41, and the Nass TSA. This analysis
was carried out at two points in time: at the end of 2007, and then at the end of 2012, after aging
the forest cover and including projected harvesting.

There are instances where seral stage imbalances exist on a proportional basis for licensees who
have Forest Development Units that do not fully overlap with Landscape Units. These cases
should be reviewed to address the imbalances and ensure that they do not affect other licensees.

Information is provided on the seral constraints that result from the implementation of special
resource management zones under the Kalum Sustainable Resource Management Plan. The data
analysis shows that there is currently no room for harvesting within the Lakelse River SRM
subzone 2. The Copper River and MacKay-Davies Grizzly Bear watersheds are within targets
for forests that are 25-100 years old. Data for offshore undeveloped watersheds may indicate a
need to re-evaluate the targets or the base data. In addition, analyses to support the
implementation of objectives for seral constraints and important fisheries watersheds as
identified in the Draft Nass South SRMP are also provided.

Of the 11 Community Watersheds in the Kalum Forest District, there are four that require
further examination about the state of hydrologically effective green-up

Of the 34 Identified Watersheds in the Draft Nass South SRMP, there are 11 that require further
examination about the state of hydrologically effective green-up.

Patch size distribution results for the Kalum Forest District as a whole are provided. This
information should limit conflicts between licencees when proceeding with block development,
and will inform both licencee and Ministry of Forests and Range staff when considering the
potential for cumulative impacts on the forest landbase.

Information is also provided for the seral stage, special resource management zones, and patch
size distribution results for licencee Forest Development Units within Landscape Units, and
tables are provided for licencees to review their specific situations.
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1. Introduction

This project is a roll-up and update of information that was prepared in support of the Kalum
Sustainable Resource Management Plan (SRMP), the Draft Nass South SRMP, and for old
growth data for the Nass Timber Supply Area within the Kalum Forest District. The project
involves updating the age, attribute, activity, and opening fields in a forest cover data set1 to
make it current to December 31, 2007, and then carrying out patch and seral stage distribution
analysis by landscape unit and forest development unit. This data is then trended forward for a
five year period, and projected harvesting is added in.

This analysis will allow licensees to evaluate their situation in achieving the targets for
Landscape Units (LU) in accordance with the Kalum SRMP, the Draft Nass South SRMP, or
the Old Growth Order.

No licensee is obligated to roll this information up across the Forest District–this would be
something that the Ministry of Forests and Range (MoFR) or the Integrated Land Management
Bureau (ILMB) of the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands might do. The benefit of rolling the
information up across the Forest District is that all parties in the District end up with a similar
data set and a reproducible process for ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the LU targets.
This will also be of benefit to MoFR and ILMB for monitoring purposes.

Seral stage data is separated into four age ranges: early, mid-seral, mature, and old. These seral
stages have slightly different age parameters, depending on the biogeoclimatic variant and
Natural Disturbance Type (NDT) that an area falls within. The target distribution amounts for
the early, mature, and old seral stages within each LU are based on the biodiversity emphasis
option that has been set by government for each Landscape Unit, either through the Kalum
SRMP, or the Old Growth Order. In a few cases, the Kalum SRMP also indicates targets for a
sub-division of a seral stage. The Nass South SRMP, once approved, will also provide target
seral stage distributions for early, mature, and old seral stages within each LU.

Patch size distribution is evaluated against three patch size ranges: small (less than 40 ha), mid-
sized (40 to 80 ha), and large (80-250 ha). Patches are groupings of similarly aged openings that
are adjacent to another. Adjacent is defined as contiguous, or separated by less than 200 m of
forest of a different seral stage, or by natural non-forested features less than 75 m wide.

The targets for patch size distribution are the same for NDTs 1 and 2 in the Kalum Forest
District. NDT 3 also occurs in the District and has different distribution targets. There is no
NDT 4 within the Kalum Forest District. NDT 5 is alpine forest and will not be impacted by
forest operations, so it is not included in this report.

1 Brouwer, R. Seral Stage and Patch Size Distribution Analysis for Forest Development Units –Kalum Forest
District, including Blocks Harvested to 2007 and Projected to 2012, Northwest Timberlands Ltd, March 2008



Northwest Timberlands

Ref: Kalum District Patch & Seral Report (2008-2012) Mar 25 09.doc 2

2. Methodology

In general, the steps required to carry out this project are
 Review and clean base data set
 Update data with information from licensees, ILMB, and MoFR to a common time frame
 Perform Seral stage analysis
 Perform Patch Size Distribution analysis
 Summarize results in tabular format

The base data set used for this project is from a previous seral stage and patch size analysis
project2 for the Kalum Forest District.

Review, cleaning, and updating of the data set was performed by Magellan Digital Mapping,
and involved the acquisition of information from affected licensees and BC Timber Sales. This
information included data on logging history, proposed harvest units for the period 2008–2012
for all licensees, and Forest Development Unit (FDU) boundaries where they were available.

FDU boundaries were provided by licensees: A&A Trading Limited, BC Timber Sales, Coast
Tsimshian Resources Limited Partnership, Haisla Resources Limited Partnership, Kalum
Ventures Limited, Kitselas Forest Products Limited Partnership, Terrace Community Forest,
Canada Resurgences Development (Timber Baron Forest Products), and West Fraser Mills
(Skeena Sawmill Division).

Seral analyses included overlapping Kalum or South Nass SRMP Special Management Zones
(SMZ) and licensee FDU boundaries with Landscape Units (LU), and determining the areas of
early, mature, and old seral stages in both BEC variants and Natural Disturbance Types that fall
within the FDUs in a Landscape Unit.

Patch analyses included calculating the area of patches that fall within similar groupings, by
both FDU and LU.

Tables are produced to summarise the areas by both Landscape Unit, and by FDU for both the
Seral and the Patch analyses.

A detailed algorithm process is provided in Appendices A and B.

A constraint with the dataset is that it is based on FC1 (forest cover) coverage, as opposed to
VRI (vegetative resources inventory). This was necessary as VRI coverage for the entire Kalum
Forest District is not available (TFL 1 and TFL 41 have not been updated to VRI standards).

2 ibid
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3. Results and Discussion

The primary products from this project are tables that summarise the distribution of seral stages
and patch sizes for Landscape Units, and for Special Management Zones identified in the
Kalum Sustainable Resource Management Plan (SRMP) and the Draft Nass South SRMP. In
addition, patch and seral information is provided regarding the portions of FDUs that fall with
the LUs. This will allow licensees and the MoFR to monitor and evaluate whether Old Growth
Order or Kalum SRMP targets are being achieved, or whether progress is being made towards
achieving the targets.

3.1. Seral Stage

The tables in Appendix C provide information on the distribution of seral stages across
landscape units. Landscape Units are red-flagged as not achieving the seral stage targets,
or at risk of not achieving the targets. The risk tolerance (“red flag”) for not achieving 
the target is set as within 100 ha of the target.

For the early seral stage distribution for areas covered by the Kalum SRMP, there are
transition provisions that were brought in with the SRMP. These provisions allow for an
additional variance in the early seral stage of 10 or 15% within the SRMP area.

Results in this project differ from those provided in Appendix C of the Kalum SRMP.
This is due to inclusion of more forested landbase within the dataset, cleaning of the
original dataset, and incorporation of recent harvesting and additional block projections.
The dataset has changed to an extent that there is little value in comparing the SRMP
Appendix C data and the data in this report.

3.1.1. Consolidated seral stage information (All Landscape Units, all licensees)

The tables provided in Appendix C provide data for three seral stage groupings (early,
mature plus old, and old) by biogeoclimatic (BGC) variant within a Landscape Unit. A
variance is calculated between the targetted seral stage limit, and the actual seral stage
distribution.A “red flag” is identified where the variance is within100 ha of the target
or the BGC variant and NDT type within a Landscape Unit. When the target threshold
has been exceeded (early) or is in deficit (mature + old, old), negative numbers are
denoted (in red with parentheses). A blank cell means that there is no “red flag” for this 
BEC variant. This data is presented at two stages (end of 2007, and end of 2012).

To determine if thetrend is in the right direction, specific “red flag” variants can be
compared between 2007 and 2012.

When comparing the 2007 with the 2012 data, there will be a few instances when a BEC
variant is in one table and not the other. This is due to there being no area in that variant
at that time. For example, if there were no early forests in an area in 2007, but there was
logging projected for the period 2007-2012, then the variant will show up in the 2012
table.
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3.1.2. Seral Stage information for Licencee Forest Development Units that overlap with
Landscape Units

Tables specific to each licencee are supplied in Appendix C. These tables will allow
licencees to evaluate their acheivement of proportional targets. The table formats are
similar to those above in section 3.1.1.

3.2. Special Resource Management zones (Kalum SRMP, Draft Nass South SRMP)

Several special resource management (SRM) zones have been established by the Kalum
Sustainable Resource Management Plan (SRMP) and the Draft Nass South SRMP. The
SRM zones are legal land use objectives (or will be soon, in the case of the Nass South)
and the targets in the zones must be achieved.

In the Kalum SRMP, two of the SRM zones have targetsof “no harvest”: Kiteen/Cedar;
Lakelse River (subzone 1). Other SRM zones have seral targets associated with them:
Lakelse River (subzone 2), Grizzly Bear Watersheds, and“undeveloped watersheds”as
defined in the Kalum SRMP.

The Kalum SRMP also brought into force several additional Community Watersheds.
To allow land managers to identify the watersheds that may need further planning work,
this analysis includes comparison of estimated hydrologically effective greenup with the
appropriate thresholds for Community Watersheds.

In the Draft Nass South SRMP, the SRMP zones are related to identified watersheds that
have equivalent clearcut area (ECA) targets.

Tables related to these SRM zones are included in Appendix D

3.2.1. Kiteen/Cedar SRM (Kalum SRMP)

The Kiteen/Cedar SRM has a target of no harvest in Polygon A, and selection systems
only in Polygon B. If there is an increase in early seral stage in Polygon A or B, this will
be highlighted, identifying a need for further evaluation.

3.2.2. Lakelse River SRM (Kalum SRMP)

The Lakelse River SRM includes a no-harvest area (subzone 1), and an area with
multiple constraints (subzone 2). If there is an increase in early seral stage in subzone 1,
this will be highlighted, identifying a need for further evaluation.

Subzone 2 has a target for early seral to be less than 27%: the existing structure of
subzone 1 already exceeds this target, so the primary consideration is whether there are
any activities that move the subzone away from the target–these will be highlighted if
they exist.

The table in Appendix D shows a decrease in subzone 1 and subzone 2 early seral.
Subzone 1 also shows a decrease in mature seral, while subzone 1 shows a decrease in
mature+old seral–this indicates that some area is to be logged and put back into early
seral.

The table in Appendix D also shows that an additional 586.8 ha of early seral must grow
into the mid-seral stage before any new harvesting can occur within Lakelse SRM
subzone 2.
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Both West Fraser and BC Timber Sales show minor overlaps with the Lakelse Subzones
1 and 2. West Fraser staff have indicated that the areas were actually logged prior to
20053. For BCTS, it is assumed that this is an error that will be reconciled as in-field
development proceeds.

Since there is no available room for harvest within subzone 2 in the next five years, a
breakdown is not necessary for the overlap of licencee FDUs with the Lakelse River
SRM. However, both West Fraser and BC Timber Sales should update their data to
remove block projections that overlap with the Lakelse SRM zones.

3.2.3. Grizzly Bear SRMs (Kalum SRMP)

There are two Grizzly Bear SRMs identified in the Kalum SRMP; Copper River and
MacKay-Davies. In both cases, the target is that no more than 30% of the forested
landbase be 25-100 years old.

The tables in Appendix D show that the seral stage targets for these Grizzly Bear SRMs
are being achieved.

There are tables in Appendix D that show the breakdown by applicable licencee FDU,
and that identify that on certain FDUs, the targets are not being achieved. Licencees
should review these FDU-level results for Grizzly Bear Watersheds to ensure that
their operational proposals will not result in an undue impact on other licencees.

3.2.4. Undeveloped Watersheds (Kalum SRMP)

The Kalum SRMP identifies seven “undeveloped watersheds” within the offshore 
portion of the Kalum Forest District that are to be managed using an “ecosystem-based
management” (EBM) approach: Jesse, Emsley, Wathlsto, Hugh, Brim, Wahoo, and
Owyacumish. This EBM approach consists of requiring that old growth retention be
measured by BEC zone/ sub-zone/ variant/ site series, as opposed to just the variant
level. Site series mapping has been approximated through a predictive ecosystem
mapping (PEM) project for the Kalum District, and this information has been used on
these SRMP “undeveloped watersheds”. It is important to note that the PEM did not
successfully break all of the forests withinthe “undeveloped watersheds” down to the 
site series level, so the data used is for only those polygons that did have a site series
predicted through PEM. Tables in Appendix D show that there are site series that are not
within the targets; however, this is generally a reflection of the current state of the
undeveloped watersheds, as there is only limited harvesting projected. Consideration
should be given to these results to determine whether the base PEM data or the
SRMP site series targets need to be reviewed.

3.2.5. Licencee Forest Development Units that overlap with Undeveloped Watersheds

For licences that overlap with these “undeveloped watersheds”, a breakdown is provided 
in Appendix D. for the overlap of their FDUs with these SRMs. The table formats are
similar to those above in section 3.2.4.

3.2.6. Community Watersheds

3 Vinnedge, S., RPF. Personal Communication February 26, 2007.
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There are 11 community watersheds in the Kalum Forest District. There are certain
thresholds for the amount of “equivalent clearcutarea” (ECA) that may exist in a 
Community Watershed before there is a risk of hydrological impact. The data set that
has been prepared for this project can also be used to assess these watersheds against the
thresholds.

Calculation of equivalent clearcut area is based on a defined process,4 in which ECA is
determined by evaluating the amount of hydrologically effective green-up (HEG). This
project does not attempt to carry out the full ECA calculation; instead, a coarse filter
approach is used to determine if a community watershed is approaching the threshold
where a full and detailed ECA calculation would be necessary. As a coarse filter we use
a conservative surrogate definition for when hydrologically effective green-up is
achieved: forests that are in the old, mature, mid-seral, and young age classes (i.e.
forests that are >25 years old). See Appendix A for information related to how
“surrogate hydrologically effective green-up” (SHEG) is calculated.

Within community watersheds, if the area of forest that meets the SHEG definition is
greater than 80% of the total forested area in that fisheries watershed, then it can be
stated that the watershed is not at risk of any hydrological impacts and therefore notr
further anslysis is required.

Areas that are below 80% are red-flagged as needing further evaluation to determine
their true ECA. The Table in Appendix D shows that of the 11 Community
Watersheds in the Kalum Forest District, there are four that require further
examination about the state of hydrologically effective green-up.

3.2.7. Identified Watersheds (Draft Nass South SRMP)

The Draft Nass South SRMP has identified 34 watersheds that have been provided with
equivalent clearcut area targets. The use of SHEG (as described above) allows these
identified watersherds to be assessed against the targets. The Table in Appendix D
shows that of the 34 Identified Watersheds in the Draft Nass South SRMP, there
are 11 that require further examination about the state of hydrologically effective
green-up.

3.2.8. Seral targets within the Draft Nass South SRMP

The Draft Nass South SRMP has identified seral stage targets that will apply within the
Draft Nass South SRMP area. Tables for these targets are provided within Appendix D.

3.3. Patch Size

Patch size distribution is calculated as a percentage of total forested area. Appendix E of
the Kalum SRMP provides direction for this method, as indicated in the following
excerpt from the SRMP: “The targets represent a vision of desired future conditions.
They will not be immediately achieved in landscape units (it may take one rotation or
more). In addition, due to high amount of non-contributing land base in the plan area,
the targets may not be fully achievable in all LUs. The implementation of Objective 7
will be monitored through approval of FSPs and the FRPA Forest Resources

4 Watershed Assessment Guidebook, 1999
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Stewardship Monitoring Program. As a result of monitoring, the objective may be
amended in the future.” (emphasis added)

The SRMP indicates that the targets are rotation-based, and licencees should not be
constrained by being outside of the target ranges. However, there is also an expectation
that the SRMP targets are something to move towards, and licencees have committed to
doing so through strategies or results in their FSPs. Generally, licencees have committed
to move towards the targets over time (a five-year period). The results of this analysis
allow an evaluation of that commitment.

There are disadvantages when using the total forested landbase method. As noted in the
SRMP, the lay of the land may affect results. Also, the potential exists for non-
management events (e.g. windthrow, forest fires) to affect the distribution, thereby
putting licencee plans at risk.

Appendix E includes tables that provide summaries of the status of the landscape units
in the Kalum and Nass. The tables use the same format as the table in Appendix E of the
Kalum SRMP. Points to note are that the dataset for this project is current to 2007 (as
opposed to 2003 for the SRMP), and also includes a more up-to-date forest landbase
(harvest history, licencee blocks, slivers removed, etc.). This means the results for each
landscape unit in Appendix Eare not directly comparable with the SRMP’s Appendix E. 
Licencees, however, have been working with Appendix E, and decisions that have
been based on the SRMP Appendix E data should not be held in question.

A methodology for how to review the patch size information to incorporate new blocks
was developed and presented to licencees in 2007. This method is provided in Appendix
A.

3.3.1. Overall patch size distribution results (all Landscape Units, all licensees)

Tables in Appendix E show the distribution of patch sizes for Landscape Units.

The trends between the 2007 data and the projected 2012 data are only now available to
licencees, and there may be landscape units that are not moving towards the targets.
While this information will inform licencees’ future decisions, current plans for the 
upcoming year or two should not be held up for question. Instead, FSPs should be
reviewed and if necessary amended to reflect the outcomes of this analysis. This
amendment would reflect the Kalum SRMP goal of achieving the targets over a rotation.

As noted in the Kalum SRMP, the patch size targets are rotational targets: i.e. they are to
be achieved over the length of a forest rotation (80–120 years). It will not be surprising
if there are many landscape units that are not within the target ranges. The important
consideration is whether the trend is for patch distributions to be moving towards the
targets. An important point to consider is whether the five year trend is adequate for
measuring the overall patch size distribution trends: this is due to groupings of blocks
moving into and out of seral classes, causing patches to split and recombine. It would
be worth reviewing the trend of patch size distributions over a rotation to
determine whether management activities are truly moving towards targets.

3.3.2. Patch Size Distribution information for Licencee Forest Development Units that
overlap with Landscape Units
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Tables specific to each licencee are also supplied in Appendix E.

Also included in the Appendices are themed maps showing the patch size distribution. These
will be provided in digital format to the licencees.

4. Conclusions and Recommendations

The results of this report will be of interest for several reasons. MoFR staff will be most
interested in the Landscape Unit results, as a way of evaluating the conformance with activities
with the Land Use Objectives identified in the Kalum SRMP, the Old Growth Order, and the
upcoming Nass South SRMP.

Licencees will be particularly interested in the FDU-level results to allow them to review and
ensure that proportionality is met across the landscape, and to confirm that they are not
contributing to a cumulative impact on the landbase.

Recommendations:
 Licencees should review the FDU-level results for Grizzly Bear Watersheds to ensure

that their operational proposals will not result in an undue impact on other licencees.
 ILMB should consider the PEM results for the Kalum SRMP Undeveloped Watersheds

to determine whether the base PEM data or the SRMP site series targets need to be
reviewed.

 The 4 Community Watersheds identified as potentially exceeding hydrologically
effective green-up thresholds should be subjected to closer examination.

 The 11 Identified Watersheds in the Draft Nass South SRMP that potentially exceed
hydrologically effective green-up thresholds should be subjected to closer examination.

 The data in this report is based on the best available information; however, decisions
that were made based on previous data (e.g. Kalum SRMP Appendix C or E; previous
versions of this report) were using the best information at that time, and this data should
not be used as a basis for calling those decisions into question.

 Licencee should review (and if necessary, amend) their FSPs to reflect the outcomes of
this analysis.
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Sources of Information:

Base dataset: Supplied by BC Ministry of Forest and Range (Kalum Forest District), from a
project prepared by Ardea Biological Consulting (2003), as modified during the
2006 Seral stage analysis by Northwest Timberlands.

Cutblock data from: A&A Trading; BC Timber Sales; Coast Tsimshian Resources; Kalum
Ventures Ltd; Kitselas Forest Products; Timber Baron Forest Products; West Fraser
Mills (Skeena Sawmills Division)

Forest Development Unit boundaries from: A&A Trading Ltd; BC Timber Sales; Coast
Tsimshian Resources LP; Haisla Resources LP; Kalum Ventures Ltd; Kitselas Forest
Products; Timber Baron Forest Products, West Fraser Mills (Skeena Sawmill
Division).

Kalum Sustainable Resource Management Plan (April 2006)

Landscape Unit Planning Guide (1999)

Nass South Draft Sustainable Resource Management Plan (April 2009)

Old Growth Order (2004)
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Appendix A: Process algorithm for Seral stage and Patch size analysis –Kalum Forest
District

February 28, 2006; Updated March 27 & June 7, 2007, and March 14, 2008

J Knox, W. Rolston - Magellan Digital Mapping

Process algorithm –base data
1. Gather base data set

 Provided by MoFR, based on Ardea analysis, current to 2003
2. Update base data set to current year

 Will need to include new harvesting and silviculture data
 Harvesting and Silviculture data to come from licensees and augmented from MoFR

GENUS/ RESULTS programs
3. Gather projected harvest information from licensees, where it is available
4. Layer FDU boundaries onto Landscape Units (LU)

 Will need FDU boundaries in digital format from licensee

Process algorithm –seral stage analysis
1. Determine seral stage distribution by FDU within a LU, based on stand age

 Summarize by BEC zone/subzone/variant and NDT type (see Table A-1)
 Early seral: 0-15 years; Early Young seral: 16-24 years; Late Young seral: 25-39 years;

Mid-seral: 40-80 years; Early Mature seral: 81-100 years; Mature seral: 101-120 years;
Mid-Mature seral: 121-140 years; Late Mature seral: 141-180 years; Near old Mature
seral: 181-250 years; Old seral: 251+ years

 As of current year
 If projected harvest information is available, incorporate this data and trend the forest

cover ahead by five years: summarise again to see direction of seral stage distribution
2. Prepare table comparing FDU seral stage distribution to LU existing distribution and LU

target (see Table A-2)

Process algorithm –patch size analysis
1. Definitions:

 Patches are groupings of similarly aged openings (by seral stage as defined above) that
are adjacent to another.

 Adjacent is defined as contiguous, or separated by less than 200 m of forest of a
different seral stage, or by natural non-forested features, defined as “two-line” water 
features.

2. Clarifications:
 Only blocks that have been harvested with a “clear-cut”, “clear-cut with reserves”, or 

shelterwood/ retention silviculture system will be considered as separate patches. Forest
reserves within these blocks that are of a different seral stage will not be considered as
part of the patch area.

 Individual small patches within “small-patch-cut” silviculture systems will be 
considered as separate patches, with no separation required between patches.

 Blocks that have been harvested with a “dispersed selection” silviculture system that 
results in >40% retention will be considered to be of the same age as the original forest
type.

3. Determine patch size distribution by FDU within a LU
 Summarize by BEC zone/subzone/variant
 Small patch: 0-40 ha; Mid-size patch set1: 40.1-60 ha; Mid-size patch set2: 60.1-80 ha;

Large patch: 80.1-250 ha; Very large patch 250.1 ha +
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 As of current year
 If projected harvest information is available, incorporate this data and trend the forest

cover ahead by five years: summarise again to see direction of patch size distribution
4. Prepare table comparing FDU patch size distribution to LU existing distribution and LU

target (see Table A-3).

Table A-1: Seral stage definitions (from Kalum SRMP, April 2006)
BEC Unit NDT Early (years) Mature (years) Old (years)
CWHvh2, vm, vm1, vm2 1 <40 >80 >250
ESSFwv, MHmm1, mm2 and
wh1

1 <40 >120 >250

CWHws1 and ws2 2 <40 >80 >250
ESSFmk 2 <40 >120 >250
ICHmc1 and mc2 2 <40 >100 >250

Table A-2: Seral stage targets for the Kalum TSA, TFL 1, TFL 41 (from Kalum SRMP, April
2006)

Landscape Unit/
Biodiversity emphasis option

BEC Variant % of forested landbase to be
Retained

Early Mature +
old

Old

Nass River (K’alii Aksim ICHmc1, ICHmc2 <27 >46 >13
Lisims) Kalum / High
Skeena River Kalum / CWHvm <23 >54 >19
High CWHws1, CWHws2 <27 >51 >13

ICHmc2 <27 >46 >13
MHmm1, MHmm2 <17 >54 >28

Beaver / Intermediate CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Clore / Intermediate CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
ESSFmk <36 >28 >9
ESSFwv, MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Exstew / Intermediate CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Hawkesbury Island CWHvh2 <30 >36 >13
West / Intermediate MHwh1 <22 >36 >19
Hirsch8 / Intermediate CWHvm <30 >36 >13

CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
MHmm1 <22 >36 >19

Ishkheenickh (Ksi CWHvm <30 >36 >13
Hlginx) / Intermediate CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9

MHmm1 <22 >36 >19
Kalum / Intermediate CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9

MHmm2 <22 >36 >19
Kasiks / Intermediate CWHvm <30 >36 >13

MHmm1 <22 >36 >19
Kemano / Intermediate CWHvm, CWHvm1, vm2 <30 >36 >13

CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
ESSFmk <36 >28 >9
MHmm1, MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Lakelse10 / Intermediate CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Tseax (Ksi Sii Aks) / CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
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Landscape Unit/
Biodiversity emphasis option

BEC Variant % of forested landbase to be
Retained

Early Mature +
old

Old

Intermediate ICHmc1, ICHmc2 <36 >31 >9
MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Wedeene / Intermediate CWHvh2, CWHvm <30 >36 >13
CWHws1, CWHws2 <36 >34 >9
MHmm1, MHmm2 <22 >36 >19

Dala / Low CWHvm n/a >18 >13
CWHws2 n/a >17 >9
MHmm1 n/a >19 >19

Dasque / Low CWHws1, CWHws2 n/a >17 >9
MHmm2 n/a >19 >19

Exchamsiks / Low CWHvm n/a >18 >13
MHmm1 n/a >19 >19

Falls11 / Low CWHvm, CWHvm1 n/a >18 >13
MHmm1 n/a >19 >19

Hawkesbury Island East CWHvh2 n/a >18 >13
/ Low MHwh1 n/a >19 >19
Horetzky / Low CWHws2 n/a >17 >9

MHmm2 n/a >19 >19
Hot Springs / Low CWHws1, CWHws2 n/a >17 >9

MHmm2 n/a >19 >19
Jesse Bish12 / Low CWHvm n/a >18 >13

MHmm1 n/a >19 >19
Kiteen (Ksi Gahlt’in) / CWHws2 n/a >17 >9
Low ICHmc1, ICHmc2 n/a >15 >9

MHmm2 n/a >19 >19
Kitimat / Low CWHvm n/a >18 >13

CWHws1, CWHws2 n/a >17 >9
MHmm1, MHmm2 n/a >19 >19

Kleanza Treasure / Low CWHws1, CWHws2 n/a >17 >9
ICHmc2 n/a >15 >9
MHmm2 n/a >19 >19

Ksedin (Ksi Mat’in) / CWHws1, CWHws2 n/a >17 >9
Low MHmm2 n/a >19 >19
Nelson Fiddler / Low CWHws1, CWHws2 n/a >17 >9

ICHmc2 n/a >15 >9
MHmm2 n/a >19 >19

Table A-3: Seral stage targets for the Nass TSA (from Old Growth Order June 2004) - Note that
as of March 2007, there are no targets for Early seral or Mature + Old seral in the Nass
TSA

Natural
Disturbance

Type

BEC Zone Old Growth
age

% of old growth forested landbase to be retained,
based on Biodiversity Emphasis Option
High Intermediate Low

1 CWH >250 >13 >13 >19
ICH >250 >13 >13 >19

ESSF >250 >19 >19 >28
MH >250 >19 >19 >28

2 CWH >250 >9 >9 >13
CDF >250 >9 >9 >13
ICH >250 >9 >9 >13
SBS >250 >9 >9 >13
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Natural
Disturbance

Type

BEC Zone Old Growth
age

% of old growth forested landbase to be retained,
based on Biodiversity Emphasis Option
High Intermediate Low

ESSF >250 >9 >9 >13
SWB >250 >9 >9 >13

3 BWBS with
deciduous

>100 >13 >13 >19

SBPS >140 >7 >7 >10
BWBS with
coniferous

>140 >11 >11 >16

SBS >140 >11 >11 >16
MS >140 >14 >14 >21

ESSF >140 >14 >14 >21
ICH >140 >14 >14 >21

CWH >140 >11 >11 >16
4 ICH >250 >13 >13 >19

IDF >250 >13 >13 >19
PP >250 >13 >13 >19

5 AT n/a n/a n/a n/a

Table A-4: Patch size distribution targets for the Kalum TSA, TFL 1, TFL 41 (from Kalum
SRMP, April 2006)

NDT Patch size (ha) % Forested area within
landscape unit

NDT1, NDT2 <40 30-40
40-80 30-40

80-250 20-40

Table A-5: Patch size distribution targets (from Landscape Unit Planning Guide, 1999)

NDT Patch size (ha) % Forested area within
landscape unit

NDT1, NDT2 <40 30-40
40-80 30-40

80-250 20-40
NDT3 <40 10-20

40-80 10-20
80-250 60-80

Surrogate Hydrologically Effective Greenup (SHEG)
Surrogate Hydrologically Effective Greenup is, for the purposes of this report, defined
as 100% of the forested areas that are within the mature and old seral stages, 90% of the
forested area that is within the mid-seral stage, and 0% of the forested area that is within
the late young seral stage.
o 100% is applied to mature forests as these areas that on the North Coast would have

done so naturally and would therefore have a structure similar to that of old growth
(as opposed to mature forests that have been actively managed).

o 90% is applied to mid-seral forests as per the Watershed Assessment Procedure
o 0% is applied to late young forests (25-39 years age); even though a case could be

made to apply a HEG factor of as high as 50% to these areas, applying a 0% factor
ensures a true “coarse filter” approach
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SHEG is used for calculating an estimate of “equivalent clearcut area” (ECA). ECA is the 
opposite side of SHEG: if SHEG is at 85%, the ECA is 100-85, or 15%.

Rationale for Adjacency:
“Adjacent is defined as contiguous, or separated by less than 200 m of forest of a
different seral stage, or by natural non-forested features less than 100 m wide.”

It is obvious that an opening of the same seral stage that is separated by a five meter
wide patch of trees or by a 15 m wide road should be considered to be part of the same
patch. It is equally obvious that two openings that are separated by more than 400 m of
forest are not part of the same patch. Therefore, the point of discussion is where between
5 and 400 m is the width that reasonably separates two openings of the same seral stage.
The width of 200 m was chosen as it reflects approximately 5 to 6 tree-lengths for the
Kalum Forest District.

Factors considered:
 Whether the area that separates two openings could stand on its own as a viable

harvest unit–one that a licensee would reasonably return to an area to harvest -
thereby making it a patch of its own. Generally, returning to timbered areas that are
less than 200 m wide would be difficult to rationalize. Sections wider than 200 m
may be considered viable as stand-alone harvest areas.

 Discussions with a local biologist indicate that the climatic and biological influence
from one patch to another ends after approximately 100m–using a 200 m
separation is precautionary at this time.

 Where clear-cut with reserves is used, there will be patches of standing timber left in
reserves, but the general rule has been to not consider these reserve area as
“patches” for the purposes of patch size distribution analysis. Most of these reserve 
areas will not be wider than 100m, and almost none will ever be over 200 m.

The use of a separate rule for natural non-forested features (river beds, non-forested
meadows, rock, canyons, etc.) is reflective of the fact that the local ecology will have
established itself with the features in place, which can be considered as relatively
permanent on the landscape. An arbitrary width of 75 m (representing 2-3 tree lengths)
was considered as a cut-off to ensure that narrow highway and hydro right-of-ways
would not get captured by this definition. This turned out to be difficult to deliver from a
GIS perspective. Instead, “two-line water” was used as the natural features separator. 
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Appendix B: Patch Size and Seral Stage Analysis Procedure

April 17, 2006; Updated March 27, 2007 and March 14, 2008

J Knox, W. Rolston - Magellan Digital Mapping

Data Gathering and Setup

The initial dataset used was provided by the Ministry of Forest and Range in March 2006. The dataset is
from an old growth management area project that Ardea Biological Consulting (“Ardea”) conducted for 
the Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management in 2003. This project identified the amount and
distribution of old growth in the Kalum Forest District, and was used in the identification of possible old
growth management area locations.

Ardea’s dataset was copied and the field [AGE_PR05] was updated for all records that had a ‘P’, ‘A’ or 
‘I’ in the [STATUS] field.  Ardea assumed that all the proposed, approved and information blocks would 
be harvested by the end of the project time frame (2005). As many of these settings were never logged,
we decided to update the projected age 2005 as if logging never occurred. The [PRJ_AGE] field and the
[ACTIVTY1] field from the forest inventory portion of the dataset were used to update the age to
December 31, 2004 (AGE_PR05).  Any polygons that had a [STATUS] of ‘E’ were not altered to an 
unharvested age.

Cutblock data (dxf, shapefile, dgn, jpg) was gathered from all involved licensees and placed into a
‘cutblocks’ shapefile.  This data included any newly logged, proposed, approved and information blocks 
per licensee. The different silviculture systems were recorded for each block, where possible. Clear-cut
method was presumed for any blocks that could not be confirmed as any other method.

Any licensee logged blocks that did not exist in the Ardea dataset as logged5, were added to the shapefile
containing the proposed, approved and information blocks

Due to the large size of the Ardea data set, the digital data was exported into eight shapefiles grouped by
the 250k tile number (i.e. 103P, 093L). If only a small portion of the 250k was going to be created by
this method, it was grouped together with the adjacent tile (i.e. 103O grouped with 103P).

The data set was then unioned to the cutblocks shapefile.

Due to the conflicting data within the Ardea data set (logged polygons overlapping with new proposed,
approved or information blocks), previously harvested data was given higher ranking than the new data.
Most proposed blocks have not been traversed and their digital data is not necessarily spatially correct.
Where the new data contained newly logged blocks, the new data was given higher ranking over the old
data set. This was based on the assumption that the new logged data will be more accurate (spatially)
than the old data set.

Private land, Indian Reserves and the Nisga’a Lands were removed from the dataset for analysis 
purposes. Parks and protected areas were unioned to the dataset, but not removed in case the area loses
protected area status and becomes part of the Timber Harvesting Land Base (THLB) in the future.

5Logged being shown as ‘DI’ and ‘L’ in the attribute table or ‘E’ in Ardea’s [STATUS] column
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Seral Stage

New projected age fields were added: AGE_PR07 (age projected to Dec.31, 2007) and AGE_PR_12
(age projected to Dec.31, 2012). The following queries were run on each dataset to populate the
projected age categories.
1)6[Status] = ‘Logged’ or ‘Salvage’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Clear-cut’ or ‘Clear-cut patches’ or ‘Patch-

cut/Clear-cut’ and [AGE_PRJ] <> 0
AGE_PR07 = 2007–[Harvest_Ye]
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

2)2[Status] = ‘Logged’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Partial Cut’ or ‘Retention or ‘CT’ or ‘Immature Cut’ or 
‘Select’ or ‘Shelterwood’ and [AGE_PRJ] <> 0

AGE_PR07 = AGE_PR05 + 2
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

3)7[Status] = ‘Logged’ or ‘Salvage’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Clear-cut’ or ‘Clear-cut patches’ or ‘Patch-
cut/Clear-cut’ and [AGE_PRJ] = 0 and [NP_DESC] <> ‘SWAMP’ or ‘RIV’ or ‘L’

AGE_PR07 = 2007 - [Harvest_Ye]
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

4)8[Status] = ‘Proposed’ or ‘Information’ or ‘Approved’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Clear-cut’ or ‘Clear-cut
patches’ or ‘Patch-cut/Clear-cut’ and [NP_DESC] <> ‘SWAMP’ or ‘RIV’ or ‘L’ and 
[AGE_PR05]<>0 and ([ACTVTY1]<>L and [ACTVTY2]<>L and [STATUS_12] <> ‘E’)

AGE_PR07 = AGE_PR05 + 2
AGE_PR_12 = 0

5)5[Status] = ‘Approved’ or ‘Proposed’ or ‘Information’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Clear-cut’ or ‘Clear-cut
patches’ or ‘Patch-cut/Clear-cut’ and [NP_DESC] <> ‘SWAMP’ or ‘RIV’ or ‘L’ and 
[AGE_PR05] <>0 and ([ACTVTY1]=L and [ACTVTY2]=L and [STATUS_12] =‘E’)

AGE_PR07 = AGE_PR05 + 2
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

5)4[Status] = ‘Proposed’ or ‘Information’ or ‘Approved’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Retention’ or ‘Partial Cut’ 
or ‘CT’ or ‘Immature Cut’ or ‘Select’ or ‘Shelterwood’ and [NP_DESC] <> ‘SWAMP’ or ‘RIV’ 
or ‘L’ and [AGE_PR05] <> 0 and ([ACTVTY1] <> ‘L’ and  [ACTVTY2] <> ‘L’ AND 
[STATUS_12] <> ‘E’)

AGE_PR07 = AGE_PR05 + 2
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

6)9[Status] = ‘Proposed’ or ‘Information’ or ‘Approved’ and [Silvicultu] = ‘Retention’ or ‘Partial Cut’ 
or ‘CT’ or ‘Immature Cut’ or ‘Select’ or ‘Shelterwood’ and [NP_DESC] = ‘’ and [AGE_PR05] 
<> 0 and ([ACTVTY1] = ‘L’ or [ACTVTY2] = ‘L’ or [STATUS_12] = ‘E’)

AGE_PR07 = AGE_PR05 + 2
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

7)10[Status] = ‘’ and [AGE_PR05] <>0
AGE_PR07 = AGE_PR05 + 2
AGE_PR_12 = AGE_PR07 + 5

6 Incorporate new logged data
2 Incorporate new logged data
7 Incorporate new logged data that has a NF_DESC (NTA,NSR) and NP_DESC (NA,NTA,NPBR)
8 Incorporate new proposed data
4 In order to have older logging information override new proposed, approved or information data
9 In order to have older logging information override new proposed, approved or information data
10 Select any polygons from original dataset, not affected by new data, and updates any projected age that Ardea
updated to 2005
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Seral stage was calculated (SRL_STG_07 (seral stage 2007) and SRL_STG_12 (seral stage 2012)) from
the information in the age projected 2007 and age projected 2012 fields.

Any sliver data created from the Ardea analysis was dissolved into adjacent polygons with similar
attributes.

All available licensee forest development units (FDUs) were unioned to the Kalum Forest District
Landscape Units and to specific Special Resource Management Zones. This shapefile was intersected
with the eight 250k tile data sets whichwas then merged together into one dataset named ‘kalum_ss’. 
The kalum_ss was dissolved down to a point where the seral stage analysis could begin. The following
fields were used in this dissolve:

 LANDSCAPE UNIT
 FDU, by licensee
 BECLABEL
 NDT
 SERAL_STAGE
 BIODIVERSITY EMPHASIS OPTION
 Location (Kalum or Nass)

A series of calculations were performed on the dataset to produce values for Actual % ha’s, Initial % 
ha’s, Transition % ha’s, Target %, Variance from Target values and Red Flags.

Patch Size

The methodology for the patch size analysis involved joining adjacent patches of similarly aged
openings separated by less than 200m of forest of a different seral stage, or by natural non-forested (and
man made non-forested such as highway right of ways) features less than 75m wide.

Taking the ‘kalum_ss’ dataset, forested patches, described above, adjacent to or within 200m of one 
another were joined together by applying a buffer of 100m to each patch. Any similarly aged patches
whose buffers overlapped each other would be considered to be a similar patch.

We found, at this stage, that to remove from the process those patches adjacent to natural non-forested
features less than 75m wide was far more complicated than originally anticipated. It was first thought
that the number of polygons which might be caught in this process could be dealt with manually, once
identified; however, over 12,000 polygons were found thus making a manual review within the time
frame of the project improbable. As well, reproducing such a ponderous review would be required every
time an update is required of the patch size analysis. A second algorithm was then devised which would
deal with the large amount of polygons adjacent to NP patches but once into the process it was found
that building or acquiring the necessary script would, again, be far outside our proposed budget. We
constructed a third algorithm that can both work within the time and funding constraints and be quickly
reproduced for future patch size updates.

It was decided that any large double-sided water course would prevent similarly aged patches from being
adjacent if it separated one polygon from another. All water courses found in TRIM data, downloaded
from the Land and Resource Data Warehouse, were used to divide the buffer file described above. Each
buffer was given an identification number which was then transferred to the ‘kalum_ss’ dataset.

The ‘kalum_ss’ was dissolved down to the following fields so that the patch size analysis could begin.
 LANDSCAPE UNIT
 BUFF_ID
 BECLABEL
 NDT
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 SERAL_STAGE
 Location
 BIODIVERSITY EMPHASIS OPTION

Area was calculated per polygon and patch size was determined. Each individual licensee’s FDUs were 
unioned into the final patch file in order to determine area per patch size within each FDU. Patch size
boundaries were not altered by FDU boundaries.

A series of formulas were performed on the resulting dataset to produce values for Analysis Area %,
Variance % and patch distribution change (positive or negative).
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Appendix C: Seral Stage Analysis Tables

Provided under separate cover

Table: Consolidated seral stage information (All Landscape Units, all licensees

Tables for

A&A Trading

BC Timber Sales

Canada Resurgences Development/ Timber Baron

Coast Tsimshian Resources

Haisla Resources

Kalum Ventures

Kitselas Forest Products

Terrace Community Forest

West Fraser
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Appendix D: Special Resource Management Zone Tables (Kalum SRMP, Draft Nass
South SRMP)

Provided under separate cover

Kiteen/Cedar SRM (Kalum SRMP)

Lakelse River SRM (Kalum SRMP)

Grizzly Bear SRMs (Kalum SRMP)

Undeveloped Watersheds (Kalum SRMP)

Community Waterheds

Identified Watersheds (draft Nass South SRMP)

Draft Nass South SRMP area Seral Stage targets
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Appendix E: Patch Size Distribution Information

Provided under separate cover

Table: Consolidated Patch Size Distribution Information (All Landscape Units, all licensees)

Table:“Red flag” Patch Size Distribution Tables (All Landscape Units, all licensees)

Tables:“Red flag” Patch Size Distribution Tables for 

A&A Trading

BC Timber Sales

Canada Resurgences Development/ Timber Baron

Coast Tsimshian Resources

Haisla Resources

Kalum Ventures

Kitselas Forest Products

Terrace Community Forest

West Fraser

Maps: Patch Size Distribution as of Dec 31, 2007

Maps: Patch Size Distribution as of Dec 31, 2012
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Appendix F: A guide for using the Seral Stage and Patch Size Distribution Analysis for
Landscape Units and Forest Development Units in the Kalum Forest District (March
2008)

Step Guidance
1 Identify block(s) to be reviewed
2 Confirm LU, FDU, and BEC variant for block

Also confirm if block falls within a Kalum SRMP Special Management Zone
3 Confirm if block in March 2008 patch/seral analysis

Review 2012 pdf maps provided with report. If block on map, then captured in analysis and go to 4A for
Seral, 5A for Patch. If the block is not in the analysis, go to step 4N for Seral, 5N for Patch.

Seral Stage Review
4A Block in March 2008 Analysis
4A-1 Review sections Appendix C to locate your licence, then review the tables in that appendix to determine if the

block falls within a “red-flag” LU/ BEC variant for Early; Mature + Old; or Old
4A-2 If no red-flag, then no

further work required.
If red-flag for a seral stage within a FDU, go to Appendix CC and review the LU
tables in that section to determine if the block falls within a “red-flag” LU/ BEC 
variant for Early; Mature + Old; or Old

4A-3 If no red-flag, then
document, and no
further work required.

If red-flag, then compare the variance (ha) column for 2012
with the 2007 column

4A-4 If the 2012 number is less
negative (or more
positive) than the 2007
number, then the situation
is moving in the right
direction, and no further
work is required

If the 2012 number is negative,
and is more negative than in
2007 (or the 2007 number was
positive), then the situation is
moving in the wrong direction
& the block should not proceed
as projected.

4N New Block
4N-1 Go to Appendix C of the report. Compare the appropriate tables for 2007 and 2012 seral stages for the

management unit (Nass or Kalum).
4N-2 Look up the LU and BEC variant for the block in each table and compare 2012 with 2007
4N-3 If the 2012 number shows a large

positive variance (i.e. addition of
the new block will not bring it
anywhere close to a “red-flag” 
situation), then document this fact,
and no further work is required.

If the 2012 number shows a red-flag situation or a small positive variance
(such that the addition of the new block or of a few more new blocks will
bring it close to a “red-flag” situation), then review the 2007 number.

4N-4 If the 2012 number is less
negative (or more
positive) than the 2007
number, then the situation
is moving in the right
direction. Document this
work, and no further
action is required.

If the 2012 number is moving in the wrong
direction and there is a likelihood of crossing
or approaching the threshold with the addition
of the new block, go to Appendix CC and
review the LU tables in that section to
determine if the block esceeds the LU/ BEC
variant threshold for for Early; Mature + Old;
or Old. If the LU information indicates that the
threshold has been exceeded, the block should
not proceed as projected.

Mitigation of the issue can include confirmation that
there is not going to be additional blocks planned
(through internal procedures, or in the case of
overlapping FDUs, through communication with
other licencees). Alternatively, a FSP amendment
may be called for.
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Step Guidance
Patch Size Distribution Review

5A Block in March 2008 Analysis
5A-1 Review 2012 pdf maps provided with report to determine which patch size category (small, mid, or large) the

block falls within.
5A-2 Go to Appendix E of the report. Compare the appropriate Tables for 2007 and 2012 patch size distributions for

each licencee.
5A-3 For the affected patch categories, determine if the adjusted 2012 numbers are within the threshold ranges (or

below or above the range)
5A-4 If affected categories are

within the threshold
ranges, document this
fact and no further work
is required.

If the affected categories are above or below the threshold ranges, compare the
numbers with the 2007 numbers.

5A-5 If the change from 2007
to 2012 is still in the right
direction (i.e. the 2012
situation is closer to the
threshold range than the
2007 situation), then
document this fact and no
further work is required.

If the change from 2007 to 2012 is not in the right
direction (i.e. the 2012 situation is not closer to the
threshold range than the 2007 situation), then repeat
steps 5A-2 through 5A-4, but using the information for
patch sizes consolidated by Landscape Unit

5A-6 If okay,
document

If not okay, then block requires
mitigation*, or a rationale that
(a) is in agreement with the applicable
FSP result or strategy, and
(b) describes how the patch size target
is a rotational target (as per wording in
the Kalum SRMP).
* Mitigation can include re-configuration of the
block or strategic placement of leave strips.
Alternatively, a FSP amendment may be called
for.

5N New Block
5N-1 Review 2012 pdf maps provided with report to determine which patch size category (small, mid, or large) the

block will be in. This may require work comparing how the block combines with other patches, taking into
account the age of those adjacent patches. This may result in changes to all three distributions.

5N-2 Go to Appendix E of the report. Compare the appropriate Tables for 2007 and 2012 patch size distributions for
each licencee.

5N-3 Adjust the affected 2012 patch ranges to account for the changes created by the new block.
5N-4 For the affected patch categories, determine if the adjusted 2012 numbers are within the threshold ranges (or

below or above the range)
5N-5 If affected categories are

within the threshold ranges,
document this fact and no
further work is required.

If the affected categories are above or below the threshold ranges, compare the
numbers with the 2007 numbers.

5N-6 If the change from 2007 to 2012
is still in the right direction (i.e.
the 2012 situation is closer to
the threshold range than the
2007 situation), then document
this fact and no further work is
required.

If the change from 2007 to 2012 is not in the
right direction (i.e. the 2012 situation is not
closer to the threshold range than the 2007
situation), then repeat steps 5A-2 through 5A-
4, but using the information for patch sizes
consolidated by Landscape Unit
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Step Guidance
5N-7 If okay,

document
If not okay, then block requires
mitigation*, or a rationale that
(a) is in agreement with the
applicable FSP result or strategy,
and
(b) describes how the patch size
target is a rotational target (as per
wording in the Kalum SRMP).
* Mitigation can include re-configuration
of the block or strategic placement of leave
strips. Alternatively, a FSP amendment
may be called for.

SRM Zone Review
Block in Kiteen/Cedar SRM Zone

6-1 Confirm that block is not located in Polygon A. No Harvest in this polygon.
6-2 If block is located in Polygon B, partial cutting harvest method only.

Block in Lakelse SRM Zone
7 No Harvest. There is to be no harvest in Subzone 1, and there is no available harvest room in Subzone 2.

There should be no blocks in the Lakelse SRM Zone
Block in Grizzly Bear SRM Zone

8-1 Confirm which Grizzly Bear SRM Zone the block is in
8-2 If the block is in the Copper Grizzly Bear SRMZ, the

2012 projections show that there is over 3,150 ha of
additional room in the early seral stage. The block
will be compliant.

If the block is in the McKay-Davies Grizzly Bear SRMZ,
the 2012 projections show that there is over 3,700 ha of
additional room in the early seral stage. The block will be
compliant.

Block in Undeveloped Watershed
9-1 Confirm which Undeveloped Watershed the block is in (Brim, Emsley, Hugh, Jesse, Owyacumish, or Wahoo)
9-2 Determine the area by site series for the block.
9-3 Review the Table in Appendix D to determine if the block has old forest in any of the site series identified for the

appropriate Undeveloped Watershed.
9-4 If no, no further action required If yes, set aside that area of old growth contained within

the site series
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