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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The Canadian Standards Association (CSA) forest certification standards have become an integral 

component of Canfor’s Forest Resource Management program in British Columbia (BC), and 

they utilize it to demonstrate sustainable forest management practices to a global audience.  

Sustainable Forest Management Plans (SFMPs) have evolved since the first version of the CSA 

standards were released in 1996, the planning environment within BC has changed dramatically, 

and the knowledge of the practitioners and the Public Advisory Groups (PAGs) has increased.  

What has evolved is a plethora of SFMPs across the province, with duplication and in some cases 

triplication within individual management units. 

The widespread mountain pine beetle epidemic and recent wildfires have drawn attention to the 

influence of natural factors on the environment, and these changes are occurring against a 

backdrop of a severe downturn in the forest economy and significant impacts on the social fabric 

of many communities.  As the forest sector (government and industry) rationalizes and 

reorganizes to adjust to these influences, the third edition of the CSA Z809 standard (Z809-08), 

released in December 2008, increases the focus on “core indicators.”   

Within the Prince George Timber Supply Area (TSA 24) and Tree Farm Licence 30 (TFL 30) 

Canfor maintains four separate SFMPs.  An opportunity exists to review these plans, confirm 

opportunities to synchronize and simplify the indicators within and between plans, and develop 

core indicators that could be utilized across BC.  

It is estimated that there are +/- 60 SFMPs within the province.  The CSA Z809-08 standard 

increases the focus on core indicators and outlines a timeline for incorporation of the new 

standard into all existing SFMPs.  This incorporation must occur within two years following the 

publication of the French language version of the standard if they are to be audited within the 

three year timeline.  Development of core indicators and a process to synchronize and simplify 

SFMPs would greatly assist other plan holders as they initiate plans to transition to the new 

standard. 

1.2 Project Objectives 

The objectives of this project are to: 

• Review the Vanderhoof District, Fort St. James (FSJ) District, Prince George (PG) 

District and TFL 30 SFMPs (Section 2.0 Phase I – Current SFMP Summary);  

• Develop indicator statements that could be utilized across BC (Section 3.0 Phase II – 

Development of Generic Z809-08 Indicator Statements and Targets, and Section 4.0 

Phase III - Comparison of Existing and Generic Indicator Statements);  

• Confirm opportunities to synchronize and simplify the indicators within and between 

plans (Section 4.0 Phase III - Comparison of Existing and Generic Indicator Statements ; 

and, 

• Develop an SFMP template that can be utilized for the SFMP updates and revisions 

needed to meet the new Z809-08 standards (Section 5.0 Phase IV - Creation of a Generic 

SFMP Template). 
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1.3 Project Scope 

The project includes the most recent approved SFMPs for the Vanderhoof District, Fort St. James 

District, Prince George District and TFL 30 and excludes all other SFMPs.  It also includes 

Canfor’s continuous improvement (CI) matrices where they relate specifically to the four above 

mentioned plans.  The scope of this project is narrow and does not include communicating out the 

potential changes to indicators to the PAGs or updating the SFMPs in this fiscal year due to the 

timelines of the project.  This project is part of the ongoing maintenance to the SFMPs and the 

updates will bring the SFMPs into alignment with the new CSA Z809-08 standard.  

Communication and presentation of potential changes to indicators to the PAGs and updating of 

SFMPs is anticipated to occur in the 2010-11 fiscal year.  The deliverables from this project will 

be utilized in the development and presentation of recommended changes that will be brought 

forward to the PAGs during the SFMP update process.  It is anticipated that the outcomes from 

this work will facilitate the streamlining of different indicators across plans, and reduce the 

overall cost of SFM plan maintenance and administration in the longer term. 

1.4 Project Assumptions 

The most recent approved SFMPs from the PG TSA and TFL 30 available in December 2009
1
 

were utilized for this project.  These versions of the SFMPs (as well as more recently updated 

versions) can be found at the following link:  

http://www.canfor.ca/sustainability/certification/csa.asp 

Canfor’s CI matrices for the four SFMPs will also be reviewed and considered when discussing 

recommendations for the generic Z809-08 indicators.  In addition the Z809-08 CSA standard will 

be used.  This standard can be found at the following link: 

http://www.shopcsa.ca/onlinestore/GetCatalogItemDetails.asp?mat=2419617 

The Z809-08 CSA standard and the Kamloops – North Thompson SFMP
2
 (January 2010) will be 

utilized as guides for the development of a generic SFMP template. 

1.5 Companion Documents 

Sections 2.0 to 5.0 refer to several documents produced for this project.  These documents have 

been provided to Canfor in their original format (MS Excel or MS Word) for future use.  Please 

refer to these documents when reviewing the following sections. 

                                                      

1
 The version number and/or date of the relevant SFMPs are as follows: Vanderhoof: Version 2.0 – July 

2006; Fort St. James: Version 3.6 – October 2008; Prince George: Version 2007.7 – December 2007; and 

TFL 30: February 2008. 

2
 http://thompsonokanagansustainableforestry.ca/docs/kamloops%202010%20sfm%20plan-final.pdf 



March 2010 SFMP Synchronization & Simplification 

3 

 

 

2.0 PHASE I – CURRENT SFMP SUMMARY 

2.1 Methodology 

The summary of current indicators began with the four SFMPs and a set of indicator matrices
3
 

provided by Canfor.  The SFMPs were cross-referenced with the existing matrices, and any 

discrepancies were resolved by updating the matrices with information from the plans.  The 

adjustments to the matrices included removing old indicators, adding new indicators, and 

assigning indicators to the correct Criterion, Element, Value and Objective.  These individual 

matrices were combined and converted to an Excel spreadsheet.  In order to make the combined 

matrix structure consistent between all four SFMPs, the Vanderhoof matrix (whose SFMP was 

based on a different framework) was updated as follows: Criteria equated to Values, Indicators 

equated to Objectives and Measures equated to Indicators
4
. 

The comparison of indicators between the four SFMPs started by listing the individual indicator 

titles in an Excel spreadsheet with one column for each plan.  The indicator titles were then 

rearranged within their respective plan’s column such that similar indicators (based on the 

indicator statements and details in the SFMPs) in the different plans lined up horizontally.  A 

unique ID# (S1, S2, etc.; S = Similar) was applied to each resulting row; each row contains 

anywhere from one to four indicators across the four columns, depending on how many SFMPs 

have similar indicators.  Each S-indicator was also assigned a “general attribute” that serves to 

group the indicators into general categories.  A subjective comparison of the contributing SFMP 

indicators was completed for each S-indicator as follows: 

• Similarities – a measure of how similar the matching indicators are to each other; 

• Differences – a qualification of any differences that may exist between the otherwise 

matching indicators; 

• Targets – an indication of how similar or different the targets are for the various 

contributing indicators; and 

• Reconcilability – a suggestion of how easy or difficult it would be to fully reconcile any 

differences between the matching indicators. 

Several indicators in the Vanderhoof and TFL 30 SFMPs had two or more indicator statements 

included under one indicator title; for the purposes of this match-up process, each indicator 

statement was assigned a letter (e.g., Indicators 7a and 7b) and treated as a separate indicator.  As 

well, in a few instances, two indicators from the same plan were combined into one row due to 

their similarity (e.g., Indicators 4 and 40b from the Vanderhoof SFMP are both included under 

S53). 

                                                      

3
 CSA SFM Matrix-Criterion 1.doc, CSA SFM Matrix-Criterion 2.doc, CSA SFM Matrix-Criterion 3.doc, 

CSA SFM Matrix-Criterion 4.doc, CSA SFM Matrix-Criterion 5.doc, CSA SFM Matrix-Criterion 6.doc, 

Framework Ecological Matrix.doc, Framework Economic Matrix.doc, Framework Social Matrix.doc and 

sfmp_dev_matrix_current_dec2009.doc. 

4
 This strategy was confirmed via a telephone conversation with Janine Gervais on December 18, 2009. 
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2.2 Results 

All results for this phase can be found in Canfor_SFMP_SyncSimp_PhaseI_2010mar26.xls.  The 

matrix summarizing the indicators in the four SFMPs is contained in the first seven tabs (one 

combined matrix, followed by six matrices divided by CSA Criterion).     

The match-up of indicators across the plans can be seen in the next two tabs.  “Sorted Indicators” 

shows the list of indicators in each SFMP in the order in which they are presented.  “Matched 

Indicators” shows the how the various indicators from the four plans match up with each other, as 

well as the results of the subjective comparison. 

The S# from the match-up exercise was added next to the appropriate indicators in the matrix, 

and summaries were generated to compare indicators within plans by CSA Criterion and Element, 

as well as between plans.  These are located in the next two tabs: “CSA Structure Comp.” and 

“SFMP Comp.”
5
 

2.3 Discussion 

The match-up exercise resulted in 128 “unique” indicators between the four plans.
6
  These 128 

arose from 47, 57, 76 and 51 indicators in the Fort St. James, Prince George, TFL 30 and 

Vanderhoof SFMPs, respectively.  The reason for the large overall increase in numbers is due to 

over half of the 128 S-indicators being found in only one SFMP (non-matched).  This likely 

means one of two things if an attempt was made to combine the SFMPs together into a more 

general Canfor-wide SFMP: 1) the non-matched indicators are very specific in scope or detail, 

and they can be dropped for more general indicators that already have matches to the other plans; 

or 2) they are important DFA-specific indicators that will need to be carried forward, thus 

reducing the effectiveness of the consolidation process. 

As the comparison in the Matched Indicators tab shows, the strength of the matches 

(“Similarities”) and the range of “Differences” vary, and this is reflected in the “Reconcilability” 

column.  This would need to be taken into consideration for any move towards consolidation of 

the plans or presentation of information to the PAGs. 

The CSA Structure Comp. tab provides a good summary of how the four plans compare with 

regard to the CSA Z809-02 standard structure.  Each plan has a tally of the number of “Instances” 

and “Unique instances” of indicators for each Criterion.  Any difference in these numbers for the 

same plan indicates a repetition of indicators between the various Elements.  For example, for 

Criterion 1, the Fort St James SFMP includes 19 indicators across the four elements, but of these 

only 17 are unique.  In comparison, all 10 of the indicators under the same plan employed for 

                                                      

5
 All tabs are formatted with descriptive headers and footers and designed to fit onto legal sized paper.  

This will allow for easy printing and viewing of the data if so desired. 

6
 It is important to note that the matching of indicators between plans was a very subjective process and the 

result should not be treated as an “absolute.”  Any number of different outcomes are possible depending on 

personal interpretation of the indicators and opinion on how closely related or “matched” they are.  The 

match-up is best viewed as one possible interpretation that allows some useful conclusions to be drawn 

about where the similarities and differences between the four SFMPs lie. 
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Criterion 2 are unique.  Going back to the matrix and studying the S# column will highlight 

where these duplications occur and for which indicators. 

The last two rows of the table provide a similar comparison, but with the results rolled up for the 

entire plan regardless of Criterion.  These numbers are telling in that they show a wide range of 

quantities of indicators across the four plans to cover the same group of 17 Elements.  Whereas 

the Vanderhoof SFMP utilized 51 unique indicators a total of 102 times, Fort St. James only 

includes 47 indicators used 70 times.  In a sense this could be thought of as a measure of the 

comparative “indicator efficiency” of the four plans. 

The next set of data on the CSA Structure Comp. tab is entitled “Commonality of Indicators to 

SFMPs.”  This shows how many of the S-indicators for a particular element are present in one, 

two, three or four of the SFMPs.  For example, for Element 1.1, of the 27 instances of indicators 

across the four plans, 12 are unique (i.e., 12 different S-indicators are used for this Element in all 

four plans).  Of these 12, only two are present in all four plans, another two in three of the plans, 

four S-indicators in only two SFMPs, and finally the last four indicators are only in one of the 

four SFMPs.  In looking at the various Elements, it is obvious that in most cases there are very 

few S-indicators that appear in all four plans for the same Element.  This result is the same when 

looking at the SFMPs as a whole regardless of individual Elements (bottom line of the table).  

Only 12 of the 128 S-indicators are found in all four plans.  As already mentioned when 

discussing the 70 unmatched S-indicators, the lack of matching across all four SFMPs could 

present problems in trying to consolidate them as they stand. 

The CSA Structure Comp. tab also contains a tally of the instances and unique instances of 

Values and Objectives by Element for the four SFMPs.  Although this was not the focus of this 

project, a quick look shows that there is very little duplication of these across Elements.  This 

stands to reason as each Element naturally has unique values and objectives inherent to it.  The 

exception to this is the Vanderhoof SFMP; this is presumably due to the differing framework that 

this plan was built on. 

The last tab, SFMP Comp., indicates how common each SFMP’s indicators are to the other three 

plans.  Of the 72 S-indicators
7
 in the TFL 30 SFMP, only 36% are found in three or more of the 

plans (i.e., at least two others).  This is slightly less than the other three SFMPs that have 43-46% 

of their indicators in three or more plans, but no one plan is significantly better match to the 

others than any other plan.  This is just another way of looking at the commonality of the four 

plans in terms of indicators.  The answer is the same as in the other examples – there would be 

significant work required to bring these four plans together using their current indicators.   

 

                                                      

7
 There are fewer S-indicators for this SFMP than actual indicators in the plan (76) because several of them 

were combined with each other during the match-up exercise.  This is explained in Section 2.1. 
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3.0 PHASE II – DEVELOPMENT OF GENERIC Z809-08 

INDICATOR STATEMENTS & TARGETS 

3.1 Methodology 

Timberline completed a review of the Z809-08 standard and the Core Indicators associated with 

each Element.  The list of Core Indicators was compiled and placed into a matrix along with 

fields for an Indicator Statement, Target, Variance and Comments.  The Indicator Statement is 

intended to put the Target into context against the Core Indicator and make the Target easily 

measurable.  The Comments field was intended to provide background or insight into the 

information provided for the Core Indicator.  

The matrix was distributed to Pat Salm, RPF and Mark Hopkins, RPF for their review and input.  

Pat is the President of Salm Strategies Ltd. and has been a leader in field of forest certification in 

the Southern Interior of BC since 1995.  Pat has lead three separate public advisory group 

processes for multiple companies seeking certification to the CSA Z809 standard.  He is also a 

member of the CSA Technical Committee for the SFM Standard.  Mark is a former Woodlands 

Manager for a forest company in the Southern Interior and lead the ISO 14001 EMS certification 

process for three of the company’s woodlands operations.  He continues to complete annual 

updates to the SFM plans for both the Okanagan and Kamloops DFAs, established and maintains 

the public website for both DFAs and produces the annual monitoring report for the Okanagan.  

Currently, he is facilitating a series of PAG meetings to complete a new CSA Z809-08 compliant 

SFM Plan.  Jamie Skinner, RPF of Timberline also completed the matrix utilizing his 14 years of 

operational experience with a forest company with operations in the Kamloops TSA. 

All three experts completed independent reviews utilizing a combination of working knowledge 

of other SFMPs, forest management experience and professional judgment to develop a set of 

Indicator Statements and Targets.  Ongoing maintenance costs and issues affecting long-term 

stability of targets, including existing and emerging forest policy and tenure issues, provided the 

overall guidance for the creation of the targets.  The provision of Indicator Statements and 

Targets was done without any bias or allegiance to existing plans, indicators or commitments to 

PAGs.   

Once the experts completed their input the results were combined into one matrix.  Indicator 

Statements that were deemed similar were combined into one wherever possible to minimize 

redundancy, and each was given a unique ID# (N1, N2, etc.; N = New) for reference purposes. 

This matrix was reviewed on January 6, 2010 with the Canfor Certification Team and Sean 

Curry, RPF from Timberline.  Following the meeting the Canfor Team provided a Canfor 

Common Indicator list
8
.  Timberline converted this document to an Excel spreadsheet and 

assigned a unique ID# (C1, C2, etc.; C = Canfor) to each proposed Common Indicator.  The 

Common Indicators were then combined with the Generic Indicators into an integrated matrix 

according to the relevant Core Indicators.  In any case where a C-indicator closely matched an N-

                                                      

8
 Canfor Common Indicators Z809-08 Core indicator Comparison Jan 7 2009.doc 
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indicator, the C# was included in brackets next to that N-indicator to show the potential overlap.  

This matrix was provided to the Canfor Team for the Kaizen event in January for review with the 

intent of selecting the most appropriate Indicator Statements and Targets from the matrix.  

Selection was to be indicated by providing the unique ID# in the “Picked” column for each Core 

Indicator.  Any changes or comments from the Kaizen should have been provided in the “Canfor 

Comments” column of the spreadsheet. 

Canfor provided Timberline with a new Word document (sfmp_indicator_matrix_timberline.doc) 

as the output from the Kaizen.  Timberline reviewed this and filled in the “Picked” column of the 

spreadsheet provided to Canfor for the Kaizen based on which Indicators were chosen.  In some 

cases indicators were chosen verbatim, but in many cases the wording of the Indicator Statement 

and/or Target was amended by Canfor, often as a result of combining two or more provided 

indicators.  In a few instances a indicators was chosen that was not provided to Canfor as either 

an N-indicator or C-indicator; these were assigned a unique ID# (K1, K2, etc.; K = Kaizen) for 

tracking purposes.  The final step of Phase II was to provide each chosen indicator with a new 

unique ID# (F1, F2, etc.; F = Final) progressing sequentially in the order of the Core Indicators 

that the indicators apply to. 

3.2 Results 

All results for this phase can be found in Canfor_SFMP_SyncSimp_PhaseII_2010mar26.xls.  The 

first tab, “Canfor Common Indicators,” is provided as a reference.  The “Kaizen Input” tab is the 

matrix that was provided to Canfor for selection of indicators and targets during their Kaizen; it 

contains the N-indicators (generated by the three experts) and the C-indicators (provided by 

Canfor).   

“Kaizen Output Picked” shows the same matrix but with the Canfor’s selections indicated by ID 

numbers under the “Picked” column.  Numbers in brackets indicate a partial selection only, due 

to differences in wording and intent between the provided Indicator Statement and that which was 

provided back by Canfor in the Word document. 

The last tab, “Kaizen Output Revised,” shows only the chosen indicators from the previous tab.  

All wording changes and/or additions to the Indicator Statements, Targets and Variances as a 

result of the Kaizen are reflected here.  As well, the final tracking number (F#) is applied here.  

The “Picked” column is retained simply to show the source of the indicator. 

3.3 Discussion 

There were 83 N-indicators and 42 C-indicators provided to Canfor in the Kaizen Input matrix.  

During the Kaizen event (and a secondary set of meetings in March to review the biodiversity 

indicators), 14 N-indicators, 20 C-indicators and 6 K-indicators were chosen.  These 40 inputs 

combined to produce 32 F-indicators, which are applied to the CSA structure and its 35 Core 

Indicators for a total of 40 instances.   

The results show several things.  First, there was a healthy mix of input from various people and 

processes that went into the proposed indicators: two independent CSA experts, one Timberline 

expert, the Canfor Certification Team and the Kaizen discussions.  This diversity of input is 

carried forward to the chosen F-indicators as evidenced by the relatively even mixture of N- C- 

and K- indicators chosen. 
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Second, efficiency has been gained in that only 32 indicators are required to cover off all the Core 

Indicators.  This is in stark contrast to the existing SFMPs that contain between 47 and 76 

indicators to cover the 17 CSA Elements.  This will likely translate into significant time and cost 

savings during future indicator monitoring efforts, particularly if many of the indicators are 

similar across SFMPs for several Defined Forest Areas (DFAs). 
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4.0 PHASE III – COMPARISON OF EXISTING & 

GENERIC INDICATOR STATEMENTS 

4.1 Methodology 

The comparison of the existing indicators (Phase I S-indicators, formed from matching individual 

indicators from the four SFMPs) to the generic indicators (proposed F-indicators resulting from 

Phase II and the Kaizen event) was completed in several steps.  First, the list of 128 S-indicators 

was modified by replacing the indicator titles with the indicator statements; this allowed more of 

the specific detail of each indicator from the four SFMPs to be readily referenced.  Second, a 

sequential list of the 32 F-indicators was placed above and to the left of the S-indicators.  Third, 

each S-indicator was placed next to the one F-indicator that it matched best using a 1:many 

relationship
9
.  Fourth, in order to provide context to how similar or different each S-indicator is to 

the F-indicator to which it is matched, four categories or “degrees” of matching were used: 

• Tight-matched: the S-indicator is identical or very similar to the F-indicator; 

• Intent-matched: the intent of the S-indicator is covered by the F-indicator, even though 

they may not be measuring the same thing; 

• Subject-matched: the S-indicator is not truly matched to the F-indicator in a meaningful 

way, but the subject matter of the two is closely related enough that it may be redundant 

(i.e., it may or may not be a useful indicator in addition to the F-indicator); and 

• Non-matched: no suitable F-indicators are present to which this S-indicator could be 

matched. 

4.2 Results 

All results for this phase can be found in Canfor_SFMP_SyncSimp_PhaseIII_2010mar26.xls.  

The first tab, “SFMP Indicator Statements,” shows the list of S-indicators from Phase I except 

that it contains the Indicator Statements rather than the less detailed Indicator Titles. 

“F&S Indicator Match-Up” illustrates the matches between the F-indicators and S-indicators. 

Highlighting is employed to visually indicate the degree of matching: green, yellow, orange and 

red for tight-matched, intent-matched, subject-matched and non-matched, respectively.  All of the 

non-matched S-indicators are listed at the bottom of the table. 

This same information is presented in the “Matrix Structure” tab but in a more visually 

meaningful format.  This familiar form shows the proposed F-indicators in the CSA Z809-08 

structure along with all the S-indicator matches.  Non-matched S-indicators are not included here.  

Under the “SFMP (S#) Match-Up” columns, numbers in round brackets indicate the number of 

SFMPs contributing an indicator to that S-indicator; numbers in square brackets mark the number 

                                                      

9
 This means that although any particular S-indicator might logically match more than one F-indicator, for 

simplicity and clarity each S-indicator was used just once (for the F-indicator that provided the best match).  

Conversely, each F-indicator can have as many S-indicators matched to it as necessary.  Note that as with 

Phase I, this matching exercise is a subjective process for which there are many different possible 

outcomes. 
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of contributing SFMPs to the group of S-indicators.  Likewise, the number in square brackets 

after the Indicator Statement is the number of plans contributing to all the matched S-indicators. 

Lastly, the “Summary” tab includes several tables of data detailing how the S- and F-indicators 

match up and cover each other off as well as how the various SFMPs contribute their existing 

indicators towards the newly proposed indicators. 

4.3 Discussion 

In attempting to match the 128 S-indicators to the 32 F-indicators, all but 38 (30%) found some 

degree of match, as shown in the first table, “Phase I S-Indicators,” in the “Summary” tab.  This 

implies that nearly three quarters of the S-indicators are covered to some degree by the new F-

indicators, and over half are either tight- or intent-matched.  This is good news for attempting to 

move forward to the Z809-08 standard with the proposed indicators; there will be some efficiency 

in that a large portion of the work in developing past indicators can be carried forward to the new 

indicators.  Adjustments will be inevitable, but starting from scratch will not be necessary. 

The four tables below this indicate, for each degree of matching, how many of the S-indicators 

come from one, two, three or four SFMPs.  In each of the “matching” categories (i.e., tight, intent 

and subject) there is a relatively high percentage of S-indicators that come from four plans, and 

for the intent- and subject-matched categories, three quarters or more of the S-indicators come 

from three or more plans.  This shows that many of the S-indicators with good matches to 

proposed F-indicators are well represented across all the plans.  This fact should help ease the 

transition from the old to the new indicators in terms of receiving buy-in from the various PAGs.  

Over half of the non-matched S-indicators are present in only one SFMP, whereas only two are 

present in all four plans.  This is a good circumstance in that very few common or popular current 

indicators would be left behind using the new F-indicators.  However, Canfor may want to review 

these (or other non-matched) indicators to determine whether they should in fact be brought 

forward as additional F-indicators if they are deemed important. 

The next set of two tables (entitled “Phase III F-Indicators”) looks at the match-up from the 

opposite perspective –  that of the F-indicators and how well they are covered by the S-indicators.  

The first is a simple tally of the possible combinations of the “degrees of match.”  The second 

table is a more useful summary of the combinations.  It demonstrates that more than two thirds of 

the F-indicators have a tight match to one or more S-indicators, and only three of the 32 do not 

have any S-indicators matched to them.  This shows a very good connection between the 

proposed F-indicators and the existing indicators in the SFMPs; PAGs should be confident that 

although the F-indicators are “new,” they encompass much of the same material as the indicators 

that they currently know and support, simply in fewer more general indicators.  The three non-

matched F-indicators represent truly new indicators compared to the existing SFMPs for which 

support will need to be gained. 

Finally, the last table gives insight into how the four SFMPs compare to each other in terms of 

contributing matching indicators towards the F-indicators.  As the percentages show, the four 

plans are very equal to each other, each contributing a comparable proportion of their indicators 

to the four categories of matching.  Fort St. James has a slightly higher distribution of indicators 

towards the stronger matching categories, while TFL 30 is skewed somewhat more towards the 

other direction.  However, each PAG should be confident that the indicators of their particular 

SFMP are well represented in the new F-indicators with at least half of the indicators of each plan 

being tight- or intent-matched to an F-indicator. 
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5.0 PHASE IV – CREATION OF A GENERIC SFMP 

TEMPLATE 

5.1 Methodology 

The intent of this phase was to create a generic SFMP template based on the new CSA standard 

that could be utilized for all of Canfor’s BC and Alberta operations.  Timberline utilized the CSA 

Z809-08 standard, the Kamloops – North Thompson SFMP (January 2010) and the results of 

Phase II for the basis of this template.  Allegiance to existing plan structures and formats was not 

considered as the new standard is different. 

The Z809-08 standard was reviewed to ensure that all required elements were incorporated into 

the template.  The overall structure of the document and generic content was based on the 

Kamloops – North Thompson SFMP (January 2010); this plan is a recent revision and is 

completed based on the Z809-08 standard.  The included indicators are the direct results of Phase 

II: the F-indicators selected by Canfor. 

5.2 Results 

The generic SFMP template includes the following sections: 

• Section 1.  Introduction & Overview 

• Section 2.  Guiding Principles 

• Section 3.  The Defined Forest Area 

• Section 4.  The Planning Process 

• Section 5.  Strategy Guiding the SFMP 

• Section 6.  Values & Objectives 

• Section 7.  Indicators & Indicator Matrices 

Full text is included in these sections wherever possible (i.e., where it is generic enough to apply 

to any DFA).  Square-bracketed red text indicates where simple details need to be inserted, or 

provides guided instructions for expansion of DFA/SFMP specific information.  A comparison 

between the template and the current SFMPs is not included. 

5.3 Discussion 

The generic SFMP template will enable both the incorporation of the results of this project and 

the smooth transition to the new standard.  However, there will be significant work necessary to 

move from this base template to a completed SFMP for each DFA.  First, all “generic” text is 

generic only to a certain degree.  Therefore, all text contained in the template should be carefully 

reviewed by Canfor for each SFMP derived from the template to ensure that it accurately reflects 

the specific SFM planning process of each DFA.  Similar to this, the sections relating to specific 

DFA details (that contain no generic text) will need to be completed on a DFA-by-DFA basis.   

Second, within the template there are numerous references to “British Columbia,” and some 

sections, concepts and systems (e.g., Mountain Pine Beetle, Chief Forester or BEC) are uniquely 

BC- focused.  For SFMPs developed for Albertan DFAs, these references will need to be adjusted 

accordingly. 



March 2010 SFMP Synchronization & Simplification 

12 

 

 

Third, values and objectives will need to be developed for each CSA Element.  These may or may 

not be adopted or adapted from the current SFMPs, and they may or may not be identical for 

different DFAs.  In addition, the remaining details for each indicator (strategy, forecast, target, 

and monitoring and measurement) will need to be completed.  The amount of work required to 

complete this will depend on how closely related each F-indicator is to a current indicator in one 

of the four SFMPs. 

Canfor with need to roll out the new SFMP template with the F-indicators for the plans across BC 

and Alberta.  This process should involve two PAG meetings (6 months apart) within each DFA 

to review the new indicators.   
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6.0 DISCUSSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Continuous Improvement Matrices 

Canfor currently maintains a CI matrix for each of the SFMPs, and the most recent versions of 

these were provided to Timberline by Canfor.  As these are not a part of the approved SFMPs, 

they were not considered during the indicator match-up exercises
10

.  However, some general 

highlights can be pointed out that may be useful while discussing the update of current SFMPs to 

the new indicators and CSA standard. 

Item No. 6 in the Fort St James CI matrix relates to wildlife tree patch quality, location and 

connectivity.  There is no S-indicator that this would line up very well with, but it is somewhat 

related to S8, S9 and S10 that deal with patch sizes.  It could possibly provide an intent-match to 

F5, which is one of the three non-matched F-indicators.  Items No. 12 and 13 are already noted by 

Canfor to be beyond the scope of the SFMP, so these are not relevant.  The last item, No. 15, 

pertains to refining the targets for the current S1-F1 tight-matched indicator (ecosystem 

diversity).  This should be addressed as part of the process of updating the SFMPs for the new 

indicators. 

The Prince George CI matrix contains several items that are listed as already in progress and have 

likely been addressed (No. 5, 8 and 12).  Items No. 6, 7 and 11 deal with research, improved 

performance and information sharing; they are not directly related to indicators.  The last items, 

No. 2, 4, 10 and 13, have potential to be developed into indicators.  The first (retention levels) is 

likely covered by indicators F4 and F5, and the second (chain of custody) may be outside of the 

scope of CSA certification.  No. 10 and 13 deal with ecosystem productivity and SFM resources, 

respectively; these should be reviewed by Canfor for development potential as there are no S- or 

F-indicators that cover these topics. 

The TFL 30 CI matrix includes several potential new indicators: No. 5 (NDT management 

strategies), 8 (water flow diversion) and 9 (drainage patterns).  None of these are covered by 

existing or proposed indicators.  Items No. 2 and 3 look to improve upon existing indicators (old 

growth and habitat diversity, respectively).  The remaining seven items are either outside of the 

scope of the SFMP (No. 1) or pertain to research, information gathering or improved 

measurements, and they are not directly relevant to indicators. 

The Vanderhoof CI matrix is different in that the SFMP is currently in the process of a version 

update, and the CI matrix reflects only specific indicators to delete and large scale general 

updates to the style of the SFMP.  In fact, some of the indicators were approved for removal from 

the plan during a meeting held in December 2009, and these changes are already reflected in the 

Phase I matrix.  There are no suggested new indicators within the Vanderhoof CI matrix at this 

time.  

                                                      

10
 Consensus on this approach was reached between Timberline and the Canfor Certification Team during a 

conference call on March 2, 2010. 
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6.2 Cost & Migration Issues 

Transitioning from the existing indicators in the SFMPs to the new F-indicators will present a 

certain unavoidable number of cost and migration issues for Canfor.  To a certain extent, these 

were identified by Canfor for each chosen indicator during the Kaizen, and they are included in 

sfmp_indicator_matrix_timberline.doc.  Canfor is intimately more aware of their own systems, 

efficiencies and potential issues than is Timberline.  In addition, many of these issues are likely to 

be DFA-specific.  For these reasons, Timberline will not attempt to add to or improve on these 

identified issues at this time
10

.   

6.3 Summary of Key Findings 

The multitude of various indicators from the four SFMPs combined to create 128 unique S-

indicators.  Only half of these are formed from matched indicators from two or more plans, but 

most of these matches are quite strong and would allow for relatively easy reconcilability.  

However, the other half are unmatched and thus would present problems in trying to synchronize 

the SFMPs with the indicators currently in use as it would not result in a simplified document 

(i.e., fewer overall indicators) unless most of these were unimportant and effectively dropped. 

Timberline provided Canfor with a large unbiased set of generic indicators that could be used to 

satisfy the new Z809-08 standard.  Utilizing these, plus a set of Canfor Common Indicators, a 

final set of 32 F-indicators was chosen during the Kaizen event.  These 32 indicators can satisfy 

all 35 Core Indicators under the new standard, meaning that they could form the basis of a much 

more simplified SFMP compared to the current plans.  They are also generic enough that they 

could be easily applied to several DFAs across the province, leading to synchronization of plans. 

There is a good match-up between the existing S-indicators and the proposed F-indicators.  

Nearly three quarters of the S-indicators are matched to an F-indicator to some degree, and a 

large percentage of these are represented by three or four SFMPs.  Of the 32 F-indicators, 22 are 

covered by tight-matched S-indicators.  Together, this indicates a strong overall relationship 

between the current SFMP indicators and the proposed indicators for the new standard.  This link 

can be demonstrated to the PAGs to garner support for moving forward utilizing the F-indicators 

to create one simplified and synchronized SFMP document for all of Canfor’s DFAs.  The time, 

cost and complexity of monitoring indicators should be reduced due to fewer indicators that are 

similar across several plans. 

6.4 Recommendations 

Timberline recommends that Canfor carry out the follow actions: 

• Utilize the results and deliverables of this project to present the proposed indicator and 

SFMP changes to the PAGs to gain support for moving forward; 

• Move forward with the new F-indicators rather than trying to consolidate existing 

indicators.  The end result would likely be similar using either method, but the process 

will be simpler by using the already generated F-indicators that have been shown to cover 

the intent of a majority of the existing indicators across the plans; 

• Review all 38 non-matched S-indicators (especially those that come from three or four 

SFMPs) to determine if any should be carried forward as additional F-indicators due to 

some general or specific importance they may have; 
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• Address any outstanding items in the applicable CI matrices that dove-tail with proposed 

changes.  This would be the most efficient time to accomplish this. 

• Update the four SFMPs for the new standard and new indicators.  Utilize the generic 

SFMP document template as the starting point.  Rewrite the Vanderhoof plan in line with 

the same structure as the other plans (i.e., VOIT [Value/Objective/Indicator/Target] vs. 

Ecological/Economic/Social framework); and 

• Utilize this comparative matching process (Phase III) to show the connection between 

existing plan indicators and the new F-indicators to update the rest of Canfor’s SFMPs in 

BC and Alberta as they all move toward the new standard.  This will further improve the 

synchronicity and cost-effectiveness of Canfor’s CSA program. 

 


